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Abstract

We study formal and informal insurance in Iraq using empirical data from a household
survey. We study access to social security, health insurance, and retirement. Then, we
examine the types of risks that Iraqi households face, and the informal coping mechanisms
they use to deal with them. After studying formal and informal social protection separately,
we study the relationship between the two and test the hypothesis of crowding out. We find
that socio-demographic characteristics affect formal insurance detention, the probability of a
risk occurring, and the type of risk coping mechanism that a household uses. The most
important determinant of receiving formal benefits is the sector of employment: public sector
workers are 83% more likely than private sector workers to have formal benefits. Poverty, the
type of employment, the place of residence, the size of the household, the gender of the
household head, and the education of the household impact the probability with which a
household is affected by different types of risks. These socio-demographic characteristics
along with the type of risk that the household faced influence the household’s choice of risk
coping mechanism. We find evidence of crowding out; however, we conclude that this should
not translate to a reduction in formal safety nets. Our results have many policy implications to
improve access to formal insurance, reduce risks, and mitigate the negative aspects of certain
informal coping mechanisms in Iraq.

JEL Classification: R2, 113, J65, 017, 053

Keywords: Social protection, formal and informal insurance, risk coping mechanisms, Iraqg.
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1. Introduction

We propose to study formal and informal social protection in Iraq using empirical data from a
household survey. In terms of formal social protection, our study will focus on access to
health insurance and public pension programs. Because much more than half of the Iraqi
population does not benefit from these programs, we will also study informal insurance
mechanisms through households’ responses to adverse events. As ElI Mekkaoui et al. (2010)
show, insurance can have an impact on poverty. Also, according to Dercon (2002), exposure
to risk is a cause of persistent poverty. Thus, studying social protection in developing
countries is important in order to better understand how to protect vulnerable populations.
Finally, we test the relationship between formal and informal insurance in Iraq to test the
theory of crowding out. To understand the Iraqi social welfare system, we will use the 2006-
2007 Iraq Household Socio Economic Survey (IHSES), which was carried out by the Central
Organization for Statistics and Information Technology (COSIT), the Kurdistan Regional
Statistics Organization (KRSO), and the World Bank. This survey interviewed over 18,000
households and 127,000 individuals and is designed to be representative of the lIraqi
population.

This study complements and contributes to the existing literature in several ways. First, it fills
the knowledge gap about the Iragi social protection system. It completes information on
which households have access to formal insurance and explores informal insurance
mechanisms other than private transfers. Second, it expands upon the techniques used in
Skoufias and Quisumbing (2005). This study goes into more detail than Skoufias and
Quisumbing’s research by focusing on only one country. It also studies a larger number of
risk coping mechanisms. Finally, this study complements the literature on crowding out by
examining the relationship between formal and informal forms of social protection in Irag.

Before discussing public and private social protection in Iraq, it is useful to understand the
context of the country and the characteristics of the population. Compared to other countries,
Iraq is characterized by a relatively low level of inequality. Over 70% of the population lives
in urban areas, and the standards of living vary greatly by region. While the poverty
headcount is higher in rural areas, there are fewer inequalities between residents of rural areas
than between residents of urban areas. Iraq is a young country (median age 19.3) with a high
unemployment rate. There are more than 2 million unemployed workers, representing up to
30 percent of the workforce (Blomquist et al. 2005). Unemployment among the young is
nearly twice as high as the overall rate and the participation of women in the workforce is
very low. Due to the recent conflict, approximately 1.6 million people were internally
displaced between 2003 and 2009. The displacement rate was especially high between 2006
and 2007, during the collection of the IHSES data (Confronting Poverty in Iraqg).

According to the World Bank, during the 1980s, Irag had among the best health and
education systems in the region. However, over the past 20 years, the education and health
systems have undergone a sharp decline. Primary school enrollment rates fell from 99% in
1998 to 77% in 2006. llliteracy remains high, between 10-20 percentage points higher than
other MENA countries such as Syria and Jordan. Gender disparities are growing; especially
in rural areas where up to one third of girls are not enrolled in primary school (Blomquist et
al. 2005).

Before the 1991 Gulf War, Iraq used oil revenues to develop one of the most modern
healthcare systems in the region. However, due to the war and to the ensuing sanctions, there
was a sharp decline in the quality and availability of healthcare during the 1990s (Frankish
2003). Garfield et al. (2003) estimated that the sanctions and the 1991 Gulf War caused an
85-90% decline in food and medicine imports. In 2011, life expectancy was only 58 years in
Irag, while it was 70 on average in other MENA countries. However, most of the



anthropomorphic measures of Iragi children were better than those of the average MENA
country.

This paper will be structured in seven sections. In the following section, we review the
literature, discuss the Iraqi social welfare system, and highlight the main contributions of our
paper. Third, we present our empirical models and methodology. Then, we analyze the socio-
demographic characteristics that are tied to formal insurance detention. The fifth section
analyzes the risks that Iraqi households face and the informal coping mechanisms that they
use to deal with these risks. The sixth section examines the relationship between formal and
informal social protection and tests the theory of crowding out. Finally, we will conclude and
present policy recommendations for social system reform in Iraqg.

2. Literature Review

This study draws inspiration from several trends in the literature. While only a few studies
test the importance of formal social protection systems in developing countries, there is a
fairly extensive body of both theoretical and empirical literature on informal social safety
nets in developing countries. Several studies make the distinction between risk management
and risk coping techniques, and much of the literature focuses on models of risk sharing.
Another trend in the literature regards the relationship between formal and informal insurance
and tests the hypothesis of crowding out. After discussing each of these trends, this literature
review will present the structure of the social protection system in Irag.

2.1 Formal social welfare systems

Before delving into the different trends in the literature regarding formal social protection, it
is important to define social protection. Harvey et al. (2007) summarize the definitions of
social protection used in various other papers. Social protection “refers to interventions
implemented by the state, or those operating in the public interest, such as NGOs, to respond
to levels of vulnerability, risk and deprivation which are deemed socially unacceptable within
a given polity or society.” It responds to the dual goal of addressing both economic and social
risk and vulnerability through protective, preventative, promotive and transformative actions
(9-10). Van Ginneken (1999) offers a wider, but similar, definition: “The provision of
benefits to households and individuals through public or collective arrangements to protect
against low or declining living standards arising from a number of basic risks and needs” (3).

Much of the literature on insurance and savings in developed countries is based on the life-
cycle model (Modigliani and Brumberg 1954; Ando and Modigliani 1963; Friedman 1957).
In its simplest version, individuals live two periods. In the first period, each person earns a
wage from his/her labor supply, and in the second period, the person retires. Individuals save
part of their income during the first period to provide for the second-period consumption. The
interest rate is supposed constant, regardless of the level of savings. The main result obtained
from this framework is that consumption is smoothed in the sense of maintaining a constant
marginal utility throughout life. Individuals save in order to transfer purchasing power to the
retirement period.

Outreville (1996) tests this model using a panel of 48 developing countries. He finds that the
life-cycle hypothesis does not explain the aggregate savings in developing countries well due
to the poor organization of capital markets, consumption linked to immediate needs rather
than consumption smoothing, young populations that tend to consume more, large
fluctuations in income, and financial repression. He also finds that the development of the life
insurance market is linked to the country’s level of financial development and anticipated
inflation.

Like Outreville and Rosenzweig (2001) also reject the relevance of the life cycle hypothesis
for developing countries. They note that in many developing countries, households are inter-



generational: the life cycle of the household may not match that of the individual.
Furthermore, households may display forward-looking behavior through other mechanisms
such as investments in human capital and in children. Rosenzweig also discusses the
permanent income model, in which households may freely save and borrow money in order
to smooth their consumption. Their utility is only based upon consumption, and production is
only based upon rainfall, which is random and i.i.d. Transitory shocks to income should not
affect consumption; however, consumption will be affected by changes in persistent
components of income. He finds some evidence supporting the permanent income model: “an
increase in transitory income on savings exceeds that of an equivalent change in permanent
income” (4).

While some of the literature on formal insurance focuses on models of savings and
consumption, Van Ginneken discusses exclusion from formal safety nets. He notes that half
of the global population is excluded from any form of social protection, and in Sub-Saharan
Africa and South Asia, social security only covers between 5 and 10% of the working
population. In most cases, informal sector workers are excluded from social security
programs. They are often unable to join social insurance programs due to their financial
situation or due to government regulations, and many prefer to invest in business, land or
housing because they rely on their children to support them when they reach retirement. He
notes, however, that healthcare costs can be devastating to a household, and most households,
including poor households, spend 5-10% of their income on healthcare. In addition to
expanding public health insurance schemes, Van Ginneken proposes ways to promote self-
financed schemes.

Such self-financed schemes, or community based health insurance schemes (CBHIS)
constitute another branch of the literature on formal social protection in developing countries.
While it may be difficult to foster solidarity and reach an agreement about the extent of
coverage at a national level, it may be more feasible to reach such consensus among
community groups. Such groups are formed to share risk and provide access to either hospital
care or primary care services. While Jutting (2003) demonstrates the potential of CBHIS to
help part of the vulnerable population increase their access to healthcare in Senegal, Carrin
(2002) and Carrin et al (2005) discuss some of the problems of the implementation of such
schemes. They note, however, that a higher level of income, better administrative structures,
and providing coverage at the household rather than the individual level encourage the
development of CBHIS. Asfaw and von Braun (2005) test if CBHIS could improve the health
system in rural Ethiopia. Unlike previous studies that suggest weak participation in CBHIS,
they find that nearly 60% of respondents would be willing to pay for a CBHIS with the first
or second bid prices shown to them. Furthermore, respondents were willing to contribute an
average of 3.5% of their monthly income to CBHIS. Finally, Asfaw and von Braun (2005)
test the socio-demographic characteristics that influence the household’s declared willingness
to pay. They find that the sex of the household head, the ethnic group, family size,
membership in iddirs (funeral insurance groups) and income all influence household’s
willingness to pay for CBHIS.

2.2 Informal social safety nets

The literature on informal insurance is divided into two main streams. The first branch of
literature discusses the differences between risk management and risk coping strategies and
the determinants that influence households’ choices of risk management and coping
strategies. The second branch of the literature on informal insurance focuses on one type of
risk coping strategy, risk-sharing agreements. Several variants of risk-sharing models have
been developed and tested using empirical data from different countries.



2.3 Risk management and risk coping mechanisms

Alderman and Paxon (1992) make an important distinction between risk management and
risk coping. Risk management refers to efforts ex-ante to smooth income fluctuations through
the diversification of income generating activities and portfolio diversification. The choices
regarding risk management depend on a household’s risk aversion and ability to sacrifice
riskier, higher income generating activities for that are more stable but have a lower return.
Risk coping refers to mechanisms that households use ex-post to deal with a negative income
shock. These mechanisms allow households to smooth consumption in the face of income
fluctuations. Households may smooth consumption intertemporally or across households.
Intertemporal mechanisms rely on savings and investments to develop a capital stock during
years with positive income generation for use during years with negative income shocks.
Households may also use formal or informal credit markets to smooth their consumption
across time periods. Risk coping mechanisms that smooth consumption across households
rely on either formal insurance markets or informal risk pooling arrangements between
households.

There are different motives for informal risk sharing arrangements among households
according to Alderman and Paxon (1992). They cite studies that show that shared norms and
values can generate solidarity among households. They also discuss models based on self-
interest. Households participate in risk sharing arrangements because they will benefit from
such arrangements during negative income shocks. Much of the literature on informal
insurance explores these self-interest based models and is discussed in the following section.

Deaton (2002) further develops the possibilities and limits of risk management and risk
coping mechanisms discussed in Alderman and Paxon (1992). Income diversification as a
risk management strategy is not always effective. During economic downturns, the demand
for goods and services falls. Agricultural and non-agricultural income may be highly
correlated in small villages. Furthermore, the income generating activities that are better
protected from agricultural cycles, such as transportation, cattle herding, or shop keeping,
require a large amount of capital. Thus, there is an entry barrier to such secure, lucrative
activities. He also discusses different ways to diversify income, through increasing labor
force participation of women and children and through migration to find work.

In relation to asset accumulation and savings as a way to self-insure, Deaton notes the
problem of correlated shocks. If negative income shocks are related to weather or other
common shocks, households will want to sell their assets during the same period, driving
down the prices of these assets. Likewise, during prosperous periods, the price of commonly
held assets increases because there is a higher demand to accumulate assets. Furthermore,
“lumpy” assets can limit the effectiveness of self-insurance. “Lumpy” assets are goods, such
as cattle, that can only be purchased in their entirety. They require a large amount of cash to
acquire, and if the household needs to sell it, it has to sell the asset in its entirety, even if it is
at a loss.

Habton and Ruys (2007) test, which risk coping mechanisms, are the most widely used in
Eritrea to deal with health shocks. They examine mechanisms such as receiving monetary
help from members of the extended family, borrowing money from neighbors and friends,
receiving assistance from quasi-religious mutual aid community associations, religious
groups, or professional or occupational associations, and selling household assets. They also
analyze the type of contributions that households receive. While the results vary by the
geographic zone studied, they find that labor in time is the most common type of
contribution, followed by monetary contributions, in kind contributions and attention.

Skoufias and Quisumbing (2005) take this analysis a step further by examining the
determinants of the choice of risk coping mechanisms in Bangladesh, Mali, Mexico, Russia,



and Ethiopia. In all of the countries except Mexico, in which panel data was not available,
they used fixed effect logit regressions to test if the type of risk coping mechanism used
depends on the type of risk that the household faced. In Mexico, they use simple logit
regressions and calculate the marginal probability of using a specific risk coping mechanism
after different adverse events. They find that in Mali, there is a significant difference in the
type of coping strategies adopted in asset rich families and asset poor families. In
Bangladesh, the time invariant characteristics of the households are important to the choice of
risk coping mechanism. Poorer households have less access to credit, while debt is higher for
better-educated households and those with a higher proportion of non-land assets.
Furthermore, remittances are higher in larger families and those with a higher proportion of
females. They examined such risk coping strategies as getting a second job, becoming
involved in informal economic activities, receiving remittances, receiving public transfers,
debt, selling assets, cultivating land, or changing the composition of food consumption. The
types of coping mechanisms used in each country depend on the institutions and cultural
context, and households usually use a variety of strategies rather than a single mechanism.

While Skoufias and Quisumbing (2005) examine a variety of different risk coping
mechanisms, LeMay Boucher (2009) tests the determinants of participation in informal
insurance groups. He compares participation in Ethiopian “iddirs,” which are groups
primarily designed to protect families against funeral expenses, and participation in informal
groups in Benin. After comparing the two systems, he uses a probit marginal effects model to
test how socio-demographic characteristics influence participation in each of these groups. In
Ethiopia, he finds that households that are wealthier in terms of livestock, female headed
households and household size all significantly and positively impact the probability that a
household participates in at least one “iddir.” Wealth measured in terms of land and the age
of the head of household have no significant impact on “iddir” participation. In Benin,
however, LeMay Boucher finds that wealth increases the probability of joining an informal
insurance group. Age has a significant non-linear effect on the probability of joining. Unlike
the Ethiopian data, household size and the gender of the head of household are not
statistically significant.

3. Risk Sharing Models

As discussed above, one particular risk coping strategy involves risk sharing across
households. There is a broad body of literature on these risk-sharing models. Coate and
Ravaillon (1993) present a basic model of risk sharing using game theory. The model
includes two risk-adverse households that have the same expected income and preferences.
Their income varies at each date, and they cannot save between periods. The households
work out an agreement ex-ante that the household that receives a larger income will share
some of its wealth with the less fortunate household. After the households receive their
income, they will honor the agreement if it is a repeated game with an unlimited time frame
and if the implementation constraint holds. It is assumed that if one household reneges on the
agreement, it cannot enter into another risk sharing agreement for the rest of the time periods.
The implementation constraint must be fulfilled: the sum of a household’s expected utility for
all periods when honoring the agreement must be higher than its utility from reneging on the
agreement plus the sum of its expected utility for all future periods in autarky. Coate and
Ravaillon (1993) suggest that the first best solution is complete risk sharing; however, if
complete risk sharing does not meet the implementation constraint, partial risk sharing is the
second best solution.

Many studies test risk-sharing models in developing countries and build upon the basic risk-
sharing model presented in Coate and Ravaillon (1993).l Townsend (1994) was one of the

' Fora good summary of different risk sharing models and studies that test these models, see Morduch (1999).



first to test risk-sharing models. He used data from the ICRISTAT villages in Southern India
to test how consumption fluctuated in relation to income fluctuations. He found that the
marginal propensity to consume did not vary much with personal income, a finding that
supports risk-sharing models. However, most other studies have rejected the presence of full
risk sharing in favor of partial risk sharing hypotheses.

Dercon and Krishnan (2003) test risk sharing using a fairly traditional model. They test if
positive income shocks affect households’ consumption through personal income or only
through the increase in aggregate village resources. When controlling for community fixed
effects, they find that positive shocks to personal income in the form of food aid affect a
household’s consumption level. A 10% increase in food aid increases consumption by 0.8%.
They reject the complete risk-sharing model because there is an effect of personal income on
consumption; however, they find evidence of partial risk sharing.

Skoufias and Quisumbing (2005) make an interesting distinction between food and non-food
consumption in their tests of risk sharing. When they test total consumption, they find that
consumption is not fully insured from idiosyncratic income shocks in Ethiopia, Mali, Mexico
or Russia. Consumption varies significantly with negative income shocks. However, when
they separate the types of consumption, they find that food consumption is better insured
from income shocks than non-food consumption in all four of the countries studied. In Mali
and in Ethiopia, food consumption is almost completely covered through informal
arrangements. It appears that households sacrifice non-food consumption in order to secure
their food consumption.

Ligon et al. (2001) attempt to explain the failure of full risk pooling models by developing
the concept of limited commitment. They build upon Coate and Ravaillon’s static model to
create a dynamic limited commitment model. In this model, transfers depend not only upon
current income but also upon previous transfers. This model also includes a discount factor.
They use data on three Indian villages to test their model and find that the dynamic limited
commitment model explains the relationship between individual income and idiosyncratic
shocks better than a static model or than a full risk-pooling model. However, this model does
not predict the distribution of consumption among households in the village effectively.

Hoogeveen (2003) also offers an extension on traditional risk-sharing models. He argues that
an absence of correlation between household income and household consumption does not
necessarily imply risk-sharing agreements: households may accumulate assets and use them
during difficult times to self-insure. To test for risk sharing while controlling for asset
buffers, Hoogeveen generates a model with a village-level centralized planner that sets the
aggregate savings rate in order to maximize utility for the village. A household’s change in
consumption depends on their individual income change, village level changes, a change in
individual asset detention and error. He tests the model using data from rural Zimbabwe and
finds evidence of partial risk sharing.

Vanderpuye, Orgle, and Barrett (2009) present another modification of the risk-sharing
model. They test if informal insurance coverage depends on a person’s social visibility. They
tested social visibility in several ways. Survey participants were asked about their
relationship with other randomly selected members of the community. The different social
visibility measures were constructed using the responses of an individual about the people he
or she knows and the number of other community members that reported knowing this
person. Using data from rural Ghana, they find that there is a group of socially “invisible”
people, who tend to be younger, engaged in farming, new to the area, poor, or from parents
that did not hold any village offices. They find that the degree of risk sharing depends greatly
on one’s social visibility. For the subsample of socially visible people, they cannot reject the
hypothesis of complete risk sharing. However, for the subsample of socially invisible people,



they overwhelmingly reject the null hypothesis of complete sharing and they cannot reject the
hypothesis of no risk sharing. Thus, access to informal insurance depends on one’s social
network.

Alderman and Paxson (1992) note that while evidence supports partial risk sharing, certain
types of transfers are difficult to measure. Households may transfer people or labor instead of
money. They may also work insurance components into rent contracts. Furthermore,
Alderman and Paxson argue that not all transfers are for insurance purposes. Some people
may transfer money or services in order to secure their inheritance, for altruistic purposes, or
to repay previous services. Indeed, De Weerdt and Fafchamps (2011) prove the importance of
kinship ties and altruism in both the frequency and the size of transfers using data from a
household panel survey in a Tanzanian village. They find that 34% of transfers happen
between related households, although these households only represent 6% of the pairs of
households. Transfers among kin represent 43% of the total value of transfers. Other
proximity variables, such as geographic distance, religion or clan also significantly and
positively affect the amount and the frequency of transfers between households. These
findings have two possible implications. Some of the transfers observed in other studies may
be due to altruism or kinship ties rather than pre-existing informal insurance arrangements.
Alternatively, these transfers may represent pre-existing informal insurance arrangements;
however, households prefer to have such arrangements with kin or people with other ties to
them.

3.1 Crowding out

While the literature discussed thus far has focused on either formal or informal insurance
mechanisms, another trend in the literature regards the relationship between formal and
informal social protection. Notably, this literature focuses on the phenomenon of crowding
out, or formal insurance replacing informal insurance mechanisms. One of the first major
empirical tests of the relationship between private and public transfers is Cox and Jimenez
(1992), which studied this relationship in Peru using the Peruvian Living Standards Survey.
While they did not find complete crowding out, as predicted in Becker (1974) and Barro
(1974), they did find evidence of partial crowding out. They estimated that the probability
that an urban household receives an inter-household transfer decreases 8 percentage points
when the household receives social security. Furthermore, removing social security would
cause a 7.07% increase in inter-generational transfers. Thus, public transfers do partially
crowd out private transfers in Peru.

Dercon (2002) discusses Cox and Jimenez’s findings and their implication for policies. He
argues that the impact of public transfers is usually smaller than the total transfer amount, as
private transfers are often reduced. Poor households may actually become more vulnerable as
they leave informal arrangements due to the newly received transfers. He argues that policy
could target groups of individuals rather than individuals. In this way, the transfer affects all
members of a group risk sharing agreement, and their incentives to maintain the informal
arrangement rest relatively unchanged. Policies could also encourage group insurance rather
than bilateral insurance between private parties.

Dercon and Krishnan (2003) test how food aid affects informal risk sharing arrangements.
Their study first tests if household consumption responds to positive income shocks in the
form of food aid. They find evidence of partial risk sharing arrangements in the community.
In order to test if food aid decreases the amount of partial risk sharing in a community, they
introduce interacted variables into the traditional risk sharing equation discussed in the
previous section. These variables interact food aid with observable idiosyncratic shocks, such
as crop or livestock shocks. The null hypothesis that the coefficient of these interacted
variables is zero is rejected. They find that villages in which there is food aid, idiosyncratic



shocks have a larger impact on household consumption. This implies that traditional risk
sharing mechanisms are weaker in villages that received food aid.

In contrast to much of the literature that takes an empirical approach, Heemskerk and Norton
(2004) take an ethnographic approach to understand how public insurance affects informal
insurance in rural Latin America. Through qualitative interviews they find that “informal
insurance fails when shocks are cumulative, co-variant, irreversible, unforeseen and
extremely costly” (3). They argue that while formal insurance may crowd out certain
informal arrangements, it still has important welfare enhancing effects for families. Formal
insurance increases the number and variety of survival strategies for vulnerable households
and can improve the standard of living in recipient communities. Heemskerk and Norton even
argue that public welfare might help to strengthen traditional safety nets, as “reciprocity
works better when there is more to share” (11). Furthermore, with higher incomes,
households may be better able to save and self-insure.

. 2
3.2 Insurance in Iraq

Iraq has a rather unique public welfare system, marked especially by the Public Distribution
System (PDS). While other countries in the MENA region spend an average of 3.6% of GDP
on public social safety nets, Iraq spent 8.8% of their GDP on social safety nets in 2008. The
formal social protection system can be broken down into three different categories: the Public
Distribution System (PDS), the Social Protection Net (SPN), and job-related benefits. This
section will first detail each of these programs and then discuss the literature on private
transfers.

The largest public welfare program is the Public Distribution System (PDS), which
distributes food rations to 99.7% of Iragi households. These rations include ten different
staples and provide 85% of the average caloric requirement. The program was introduced in
1990 when food imports declined due to sanctions, and the PDS was expanded during the Oil
for Food Program. While the distribution system was affected by conflict in 2006, by 2007,
the most households were again receiving their rations on time. The program represents 8.6%
of GDP. However, while this program is the largest social program in Iraqg, it has certain
problems. First, as it is universal, it does not target poor or vulnerable households. Because of
its size, it has caused some distortions in the food market that have depressed food prices and
thus hurt rural farmers. There is some evidence also that the PDS has introduced labor
distortions. Iraq has unusually low labor market participation rates. Only 57% of adults are
active, and 87% of women are out of the labor market. The report “Confronting Poverty in
Iraq” suggested that the unusually low labor market participation in Iraq could be due to the
guarantee of food rations.

Iraq is gradually moving toward reform of the PDS in order to support programs that can
have a larger impact on poverty reduction. In 2009, a five-year reform plan of the PDS was
adopted. Reforms included a reduction in the number of participants, a revision of the food
basket, decentralization to governorates that have effective capacity and to the Kurdistan
Regional Government, and capacity building to help the private sector provide food. Finally,
reforms aim to merge the PDS and the SPN by 2015. By 2010, eligibility had already been
terminated for some of the wealthiest households (Iraq Briefing Book).

The Ministry of Labor and Social Affairs introduced the Social Protection Net (SPN) in 2004
in order to better target social policies and reduce poverty. The SPN is a cash transfer
program meant to target poor and vulnerable populations. In addition to providing cash
benefits, the SPN also provides other social benefits, such as vocational training, career
counseling and support for income-generating projects (lrag Briefing Book). The SPN

® The majority of this section is based on information in “Confronting Poverty in Irag,” unless otherwise noted.



currently targets groups of individuals that are believed to be vulnerable, such as the disabled,
orphaned children, divorced or widowed women, married male university students, families
of imprisoned or missing persons, those unable to work due to terrorism, and the internally
displaced. Despite the efforts to target vulnerable populations, the SPN does not effectively
target poor individuals. The program reaches less than 10% of the poor, and two-thirds of
beneficiaries live above the poverty line. In fact, not all of the groups targeted are more
vulnerable or poorer than the average Iragi. Some of the groups that are targeted actually
have a lower poverty head count and poverty gap than the whole population. According to the
Economist Intelligence Unit Irag Country Report, another problem with the SPN is the lack
of sufficient funds to meet the demand of those that are eligible to receive transfers. Indeed,
the Iraq Briefing Book estimated that the SPN only reaches about 112,000 of the 850,000
eligible families. Furthermore, the benefits are relatively small, as they are less than 10% of
the median income of the lowest quintile.

While workers in both the formal and informal sectors are eligible for the PDS and the SPN,
other formal social welfare programs are limited to wage workers in the formal sector. Public
sector workers receive pension benefits, and private sector workers often receive retirement,
healthcare, and other benefits. While these benefits are linked with employment in the formal
sector, not all formal wageworkers receive these benefits; 68% of Iragis work for wages, of
which 50% receive benefits. Only 30% of Iragi workers are covered by job benefits, and only
15% of poor workers are covered. Pension benefits are relatively generous, and on average
they constitute 16% of transfer income to the poor and 25% of transfer income to the non-
poor. Nevertheless, these systems are unsustainable because the contribution rates are not
sufficient to cover the benefits. Furthermore, they primarily assist households living above
the poverty line.

Iraq was one of the first countries in the region to create a public social protection system.
They established a provident fund in 1956, which became the social security plan in 1964
(Turner and Lichtenstein 2002). Both employers and employees contribute to the defined
benefit retirement program. Oil companies contribute 20%, while other companies contribute
12% to cover employment injury, retirement benefits, and other benefits. Employees
contribute 7% of their salary to the social security system. Retirement benefits are distributed
in the form of annuities, which is similar to the system in other MENA countries (Turner and
Lichtenstein 2002). The benefits are calculated based on the “length of contribution/service,
some measure of the individual’s wage and a policy parameter setting the generosity of the
scheme, the so called accrual rate” (Akhtar et al. 2009). The mandatory retirement age is 63
years of age, and one has to contribute 15 years in order to receive full benefits.

In 2007, Iraq passed a law to reform the social security system, and the World Bank’s
Emergency Social Protection Project provided technical assistance to conceive and
implement the reforms. One of the biggest changes under the 2007 reform was to merge
public and private pension systems by 2010. Previously, the State Pension System (SPS)
administered the public sector while the Social Security System (SSS) administered the
private sector pension and healthcare plans. The reforms created the National Board of
Pensions (NBP) to administer these two systems in order to decrease labor market
segmentation. One challenge that the NBP now faces is that the SSS includes other social
insurance components such as health insurance, while SPF only includes retirement benefits
(Akhtar 2009).

There are different assessments of the performance of the Iragi pension system. According to
Turner and Lichtenstein (2002), the Iragi pension system functions relatively well compared
to other countries in the region. Although the public social security program in lIrag only
covers about 30% of Iraqi workers, this is slightly above the average for the MENA region, in
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which 25% or less of the labor force is covered on average by social security programs
(Turner and Lichtenstein 2002). While Turner and Lichtenstein (2002) presented a rather
optimistic view of the pension system’s reach in Irag, Akhtar et al. (2009) estimated that even
if pension reforms are effective, only a quarter of laborers will be covered, and Iraq would be
10% below the average coverage rates in the MENA region. According to this study, only
Yemen and the West Bank and Gaza would have a lower retirement protection rates than
Irag. Furthermore, they argue that the pension system reinforces old age poverty, as only the
middle and upper classes have access to the system. Akhtar et al (2009) also note using data
from 2005 that pension payments represented 5.6% of GDP and that extensions to the system
would make it unsustainable.

Overall, public and private transfers account for 28% of poor people’s income in Iraq and for
21% of the income of households living above the poverty line. The public welfare system is
the largest source of income transfers in Iraq, as 83% of the transfers that households receive
come from the PDS or the SPN. While private transfers represent a much smaller part of
transfer income, they come from more varied sources, including gifts from other households,
remittances from abroad, zakat, or income from NGOs. A quarter of poor households receive
private transfers. A similar percentage of non-poor households receive private transfers;
however, households above the poverty line usually receive greater transfer amounts than
poor households. Most transfers are domestic: less than 5% of transfers come from abroad.
Households with female heads tend to receive more and larger private transfers than those
with male heads. To our knowledge, there are no studies that examine other informal
insurance mechanisms than private transfers in Irag.

This study complements and contributes to the existing literature in several ways. First, it fills
the knowledge gap about the Iragi social protection system. It completes information on
which households have access to formal insurance and explores informal insurance
mechanisms other than private transfers. Second, it expands upon techniques used in Skoufias
and Quisumbing (2005). This study goes into more detail than Skoufias and Quisumbing’s
research by focusing on only one country. It also studies a larger number of risk coping
mechanisms. Finally, this study complements the literature on crowding out by examining the
relationship between formal and informal forms of social protection in Irag.

4. Economic Models for Testing Formal and Informal Insurance

To understand the factors that affect access to and use of formal and informal insurance
mechanisms, we use data from the Irag Household Socio Economic Survey (IHSES) 2006-
2007, which was carried out by the Central Organization for Statistics and Information
Technology (COSIT), the Kurdistan Region Statistics Organization (KRSO), and the World
Bank. This survey interviewed over 18,000 households and 127,000 individuals and is
designed to be representative of the Iraqi population. The survey contains data on many
different socio-demographic characteristics at both the individual and household level. All
individuals over 6 years of age were inquired about their employment and formal insurance
benefits; thus, the analysis of formal insurance is done at the individual level. On the other
hand, the questions regarding risks and informal coping mechanisms were asked at the
household level; thus, the section on informal insurance uses household level analysis.

4.1 Formal insurance

As mentioned above, over 99% of the Iragi population has access to the food rations under
the Public Distribution Service (PDS). As this program is almost universal, it does not make
sense to examine the determinants of participation in this social safety net. The IHSES 2006-
2007 does not contain information on benefits received from the Social Protection Net (SPN).
However, it does include information on access to other formal social protection programs,
including health insurance and retirement benefits. As health insurance and retirement
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benefits are linked with formal wage employment, only those holding wage jobs were
inquired if their job offered one of the aforementioned benefits. Thus, our analysis of formal
insurance detention only applies to wage workers in the formal sector. We test how socio-
demographic characteristics influence whether a wageworker benefits from health insurance
and retirement benefits. The model can be written:

Pr(HealthInsurance =1) = o, + a, poor + a;urban + a education + e hhsize + a;age + a,gender + o, public + a,governorate + 4
Pr(Pensions =1) = o, + c, poor + ee;urban + er,education + ashhsize + a;age + a,gender + o, public + a,governorate + u

Poor is a dichotomous variable that takes the value of one if the household lives below the
poverty line, as defined through the calculations leading up to the Poverty Reduction Strategy
Paper and described in Amendola and Vecchi (2011).3 Education is a set of seven
dichotomous variables that represent the highest level of education that the individual
received (illiterate, incomplete primary, primary, intermediate, secondary, diploma,
university. The variable hh size refers to the size of the household in which the individual
lives, and public is a dummy variable that takes the value of one if the individual is employed
in the public sector and zero otherwise. Finally, governorate is a series of dichotomous
variables that represent the 18 governorates, or administrative regions, in lIrag.

4.2 Informal Insurance

After testing the determinants of access to formal insurance, our study focuses on risks that
Iragi households face and on informal social protection. The IHSES includes a module on
risks that the household faced within the 12 months preceding the survey, and it inquires
households that faced at least one difficulty about the risk coping mechanisms they used. As
these questions were asked at the household level, the analysis for the rest of the study is
conducted at the household level. We begin by analyzing the risks that households face and if
households’ socio-demographic characteristics influence the probability that will they
experience a certain risk.

We calculated the descriptive statistics using all 11 questions on risks that the household
faced originally included in the survey. However, in order to facilitate the regressions, we
regrouped the questions in the IHSES to include four categories: job-related risks, health-
related risks, violence, and other. Our job related risk category regroups the questions
pertaining to whether or not in the past twelve months any household member lost a job,
experienced a salary decrease, or whether a family business went bankrupt. Health related
risks include severe sickness or accident, the death of a working household member and the
death of another household member. The questions on the experience of theft, violence due to
the unusual circumstances in Iraq, kidnapping or death threats related to the civil war and
other types of violence were regrouped into the violence related risks category. Finally, the
survey asked households if they encountered another major problem.

After analyzing the descriptive statistics we run logit and probit regressions on the following
model:

Pr(JobRisk =1) = &, + &, poor + aurban + ¢, hhedu + e hsize + a;agehhead + or;headfem + a;governorate + u

The variables in this model are similar to those in the formal insurance model. However, as
everything is at the household level, hhedu represents the education level of the household
head, agehhead and headfem are the age and gender of the household head respectively. The
sector of employment was excluded from this model, as this information was only available

¥ The poverty line was calculated using a consumption aggregate and the cost of basic needs approach. Please see Amendola
and Vecchi (2011) for a detailed explanation.
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for wageworkers in the formal sector. The same model is used for health, violence, and other
risks.

After testing how household characteristics influence the risks that they face, we test how
households cope with difficulties. We regrouped the coping mechanisms included in the
survey to form 11 groups. The mechanisms studied include: reducing consumption or
spending, using savings or investments, taking out loans, receiving transfers, selling assets,
migration, joining the military, using child labor, forcing young girls to marry, other, and
nothing. We test the following model on each of the mechanisms listed above in order to
understand how the type of risk that the household faced and its socio-demographic
characteristics influence the choice of risk coping mechanism.

Pr(CopingMechanism =1) = ”, +”, jobrisk + ” ;healthrisk + ” ,violence + ” .otherrisk + ” shhcharacteristics + 1

Where hhcharacteristics is a vector of different socio-demographic characteristics, including
poverty, area of residence (urban/rural), education, size, age and gender. As in the analysis of
risks, the analysis takes place at the household level, and thus variables such as age, gender
and education refer to those of the household head.

As only households that experienced problems were asked the questions regarding coping
mechanisms, our regressions in this section correct for selection bias. Because the households
that faced risks may have different characteristics than those that did not face risks,
uncorrected results may not represent the entire Iraqi population, which is the population that
interests us. Thus, we use bivariate probit models with sample selection to control for sample
selection bias. This type of model simultaneously estimates two probit models: one being the
outcome equation described above, and the other being the selection equation. The selection
equation we use tests the probability that a household faced a problem, given its
characteristics and its region of residence. Because we cannot compute the marginal affects
using this model, we also estimate probit and logit models in order to determine the marginal
effects. In the section on robustness checks, we test if these marginal effects are robust
despite selection bias.

While using the household head’s education level to represent the education of the household
has its limits, we found that this was the most appropriate variable to use for our study. First,
the variable is intuitive and easily interpreted. Second, culturally it is reasonable to assume
that the head of household has a very strong influence on the household’s decisions, and we
are mainly interested on how education could influence the decisions that the household
makes. However, we also tested the models with a composite household education variable
calculated using a method similar to that in Grimm, Guénard and Mesplé-Somps (2000),
which takes into account the education level and the age of all household members. This
indicator allows us to understand the general level of the household’s education, as any
individual could influence household decisions. The indicator shows the percentage of the
household’s education potential that was achieved. It assumes that all individuals over 22
could have achieved at least 13 years of education, as there are 12 years of compulsory
education in Irag, and the 13" year differentiates those that have had at least one year of
university or technical training after high school. The household level education potential
indicator sums the number of years of successful schooling that each member of the
household achieved and divides it by the number of successful years that the household could
have received taking into account each individual’s age. Those over age 22 could have
received 13 years of education; however those younger than 22 could have received their age
minus six (age at which children start school).

The advantage of the composite education potential indicator is that it allows us to see how
the general level of education in the household affects the probability that households face a
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risk or choose how do cope with risks. However, this indicator is more difficult to interpret,
and it assumes that the education of each household member affects decisions equally. We
test this indicator in all of our descriptive statistics and regressions on informal insurance, and
we find that the results do not change based on the type of education indicator used. In the
discussions and appendixes, however, we consider the level of the household head’s
education.

4.3 Crowding out

After understanding the determinants of both formal and informal social protection, we test
the relationship between formal and informal insurance. As discussed in the literature review,
many studies have tried to understand the extent to which formal insurance crowds out
informal insurance. To test this in the case of Iraq, we re-estimate the equations on the use of
coping mechanisms including different formal insurance variables. The equation can be
written:

Pr(copingmechanism =1) = ¢, + @, formal + a;risk + o, hhcharacteristics + u

Pr(copingmechanism =1) = ¢ + a,healthinsurance + o, risk + a,hhcharacteristics + u
Pr(copingmechanism =1) = o, + a,retirement + e, risk + o, hhcharacteristics + i

where formal is a dummy variable that takes the value of one if at least one household
member has formal insurance, healthinsurance is a dummy variable representing at least one
person in the household who has formal health insurance, and retirement is a dummy variable
that takes the value of one if at least one household member has retirement insurance. Risk is
a vector of dummy variables of whether or not the household experienced job, health,
violence or other risks. Hhcharacteristics is a vector of household characteristics, identical to
that used in the previous section.

If the coefficient of formal, retirement or health insurance is significant and negative, there is
evidence of crowding out, except in the case of using no coping mechanisms in which a
significant and positive coefficient signals crowding out. The interpretation of the results is
rather intuitive. Because the household is less likely to use an informal coping mechanism
when at least one household member has formal insurance, we can conclude that formal
insurance crowds out this type of coping mechanism. Our approach differs slightly from the
one used in most of the literature. Most of the literature focuses only on transfers; however,
our analysis allows us to test if having formal insurance reduces the use of various informal
coping mechanisms. Furthermore, we can understand which informal coping mechanisms are
used less.

Because only households in which at least one household member has a wage job have access
to formal insurance, this part of the analysis is only done using households in which at least
one member has a wage job. Moreover, we also use bivariate probit regressions with sample
selection in this section in order to control for sample selection bias. We only have the
information on coping mechanisms for the sub-sample of households that faced difficulties in
which there was at least one wage worker; thus, if we want to understand the magnitude of
crowding out for the Iragi population, we must use corrected regressions to avoid problems of
sample selection bias.

5. Analysis of Formal Insurance

5.1 Descriptive Statistics

As discussed above, our discussion of formal insurance includes access to health insurance
and retirement benefits. Only wageworkers in the formal sector have access to these formal
social programs; thus, the following analysis only considers the determinants of participation
in formal insurance among formal wageworkers. Less than half (46.5%) of formal wage-
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workers benefit from at least one of the aforementioned programs; 45.5% of wage-workers
have retirement benefits, but only 30.2% of wage-workers have healthcare benefits. The vast
majority of those with healthcare benefits also have retirement benefits. The descriptive
statistics that figure in appendix two implicate that coverage depends on socio-demographic
characteristics.

Individuals that live in families living above the poverty line are twice as likely as those
living below it to have access to formal insurance. Those living in urban areas have a slightly
higher coverage rate than those in rural areas, and the coverage rates also vary by governorate
from 35.6% of households in Najaf to 66.6% of households in Al-Anbar with formal
insurance. Individuals that live in larger households are less likely to have health insurance or
pension benefits. Gender seems to have a very high influence on the detention of formal
insurance, and females are much more likely than males to benefit from insurance. 90.7% of
women employed in formal wage jobs have insurance, but only 39.7% of men employed in
formal wage jobs have formal social protection. Formal insurance coverage increases
significantly with the level of education; however, we observe a threshold effect. There is a
large increase in coverage between intermediate, secondary and post secondary education.
Only 36.2% of those with intermediate education have formal insurance, while 62% of those
with secondary education are covered, and 83% of those with an additional diploma have
formal insurance. The coverage rates also seem linked to the age of the individual; however,
this relationship seems to be non-linear. The formal insurance coverage rate increases in each
age group up to 46-60, and then decreases with the age group 60 years of age or more.
Participation in social protection programs is overwhelmingly linked to the sector of
employment. 88.8% of public sector workers are covered; however, only 1.7% of private
sector or non-profit employees have coverage.

5.2 Regression results

The probit regressions on formal insurance detention figured in appendix 3 and 4 confirm
most of the relationships between socio-demographic characteristics and formal insurance
detention discussed in the descriptive statistics. Education does positively influence
insurance detention, and the marginal effects confirm the threshold effect. For retirement
insurance, those with intermediate education are 18% more likely than illiterate individuals to
have insurance, while the marginal effect increases to 28% for those with secondary
education and to 42% for those with a post-secondary degree. While we also observe a
different threshold effect for health insurance detention, in that we observe that individuals
with primary education are only 3% more likely than those who are illiterate to have health
insurance, but those with intermediate education are 9% more likely to have health insurance,
and those with secondary education or higher are 13% more likely than illiterate individuals
to have health insurance.

Age does have a significant positive effect on the detention of formal insurance, and the
relationship between age and retirement protection is non-linear. The probability of having
formal retirement increases until age 62 when it begins to decrease. As the descriptive
statistics showed, the sector of employment has an important influence on formal insurance
detention. Public sector workers are 83% more likely to have retirement insurance and 44%
more likely to have formal health insurance than private sector workers. The relationship
between gender and insurance detention is confirmed for retirement insurance but not for
health insurance. Men are 25% less likely than women to have retirement insurance.

While most of the relationships that the descriptive statistics suggested are confirmed in the
regression results, some of the relationships are not statistically significant and there is one
seemingly counter intuitive result. First, neither household size nor poverty has statistically
significant coefficients. Second, there is no relationship between area of residence and health
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insurance detention. Furthermore, the regression results show a statistically significant and
negative relationship between living in an urban area and having retirement insurance. While
at first this result contradicts the descriptive statistics and seems counter intuitive, it is most
likely evidence of another relationship. Living in an urban area is significantly and negatively
correlated with working for the public sector, in which case the relationship between the area
of residence and retirement insurance is actually reflecting this correlation.

6. Analysis of Informal Insurance
6.1 Do different types of households face different risks?

The descriptive statistics show that the amount of risk to which households are exposed
depends upon their socio-demographic characteristics and their geographic location. A
greater percentage of households with younger or female household heads report
experiencing at least one problem during the 12 months preceding the survey. There is a
higher incidence of risk among households with wageworkers, those that live above the
poverty line and those in urban areas. The percentage of households that reported problems in
the 12 months leading up to the survey varies significantly by governorate. Economic, health
or security risks in Salah al-Deen affected only 5.92% of households, while 36.5% of
households in Al-Anbar reported problems.

Additionally, socio-demographic characteristics and geographic location also affect the types
of risk that households face, as shown in appendix 5. In terms of economic or employment
risks, urban households are more likely than rural households to experience any of the three
types of job-related risks. Often in rural locations, households own their means of production
and are self-employed. As a result, the questions on loss of job or lowering of wages may not
be as relevant as in an urban context. A higher percentage of poor families experienced job
loss than those above the poverty line. A higher percentage of households with at least one
wageworker or a female household head reported experiencing a pay decrease than
households with no wageworkers or male heads. Finally, education seems to have an effect
on the occurrence of job-related risks, but only at the university level.

Socio-demographic characteristics seem to have a smaller impact upon the incidence of
health risks. Education level seems to have the most important impact on the occurrence of
health risks. The percentage of households that reported sickness or death decreased as the
household head’s education increased. Additionally, large households are more likely to
report illness or death. Households with female heads are more likely to declare a death in the
household but less likely to report illness than households with male heads.

The risk of violence depends on socio-demographic characteristics and geographic location.
There is a higher prevalence of violence, theft and kidnapping among households whose head
had a university degree. Well-educated households may be targets because of the wealth and
social positions that are correlated with a high degree of education. In a similar manner, there
is a higher rate of theft or violence among households living above the poverty line. Finally,
large households are less likely to experience violence.

The governorate in which a household resides greatly affects the type of problems that the
household faces. Economic woes are centered in a few governorates that have exceptionally
high rates of job loss, bankruptcy or lowered wages. These governorates include: Al Anbar,
Baghdad, Kerbela, Thi-Qar, and Basrah. The percentage of households that experienced job
loss in Al Anbar, Baghdad and Kerbela exceeded ten percent. The incidence of economic risk
varies significantly among the other governorates. The incidence of health related risks also
vary among governorates, but to a lesser degree than economic risk. The governorates that
are most affected by health related shocks are not necessarily the same ones that were most
affected by economic shocks. Violence only significantly affects households in Diyala, Al-
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Anbar and Baghdad; however, the percentages of households that are affected by war-related
violence in these governorates are 25%, 18%, and 15% respectively.

For the most part, the probit regressions presented in appendix 6 and the marginal effects
presented in appendix 7 confirm the trends in the descriptive statistics discussed above, and
the socio demographic characteristics do not affect the probability of facing different risks in
the same way. Being poor, living in a larger household or in urban areas, and having a female
head of household increases the probability that one experiences job related problems. The
probability of job related problems decreases with the age of the head of household and when
the head of household has obtained a post-secondary school diploma or university degree.
The governorate in which a household is situated also affects the probability that it
experiences job related difficulties. More precisely, poor households are 1% more likely than
households living above the poverty line to experience job risks, and urban families are 3%
more likely to face job difficulties than rural households. Compared with households with
illiterate heads, the probability of a job related problem decreases 2% in households where
the head has a diploma and 3% in households where the head has been to university. The
other education variables, however, are not statistically significant, which suggests that
education has a threshold effect.

All of the socio demographic characteristics studied have a statistically significant
relationship with the occurrence of a health risk. The probability of experiencing a health
related risk increases 1% among urban households compared to rural ones, 0.2% with the size
of the household, and 4% among female-headed households. While in much of the literature,
women tend to spend more resources on health and nutrition than men, which would imply
that female headed households should be less likely to experience health problems, our result
is not counterintuitive due to the structure of the health variable. The death of a household
member is included in the health risk variable, and women may become the head of
household after the death of their husband. The descriptive statistics confirm that a higher
rate of households with women heads reported the death of a family member, while the
percentage reporting illness was lower than that of male-headed households. This potential
endogeneity problem is discussed in more detail in the robustness checks section of the paper.
The probability of facing health risk declines 1% if the head of household has at least been to
secondary school and 2% if he/she has been to university. When there is at least one
wageworker in the household, the risk of health problems decreases 1%, and with the age of
the household head it decreases 0.03%. Somewhat surprisingly, poor households are 0.7%
more likely than non-poor households to experience health related problems. However, if the
general state of health in poor households is lower than in non-poor households, perhaps they
are less likely to report illnesses as severe.

While the regression results for job risks and health risks are consistent with the descriptive
statistics, the only statistically significant factors affecting the probability of reporting
violence are the size of the household, the area of residence and the governorate. Urban
households are 0.8% more likely than rural ones to experience violence, and the risk of
violence increases by 0.2% with an additional household member. Larger households are
more likely to face violence. Certain governorates have an extremely high probability of
violence. Residents of Diyala are 35% maore likely than residents of Duhok to report violence,
those in Al-Anbar are 39% more likely to report violence, and those in Baghdad are 30%
more likely to report violence.

6.2 What determines the choice of risk coping mechanisms?

The IHSES asked households that had faced one of the problems discussed in the previous
section about the types of risk coping mechanisms that they used to deal with the problems
they faced. The questionnaire included 24 possible risk coping mechanisms, which we
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regrouped into 11 groups. The risk coping mechanisms under study include decreasing
consumption or spending, using savings or investments, taking out loans, receiving transfers,
selling assets or durable goods, migrating to another region or abroad, joining the military,
using child labor, forcing young girls to get married, other mechanisms including begging, or
doing nothing.

By far, the most widely used risk coping mechanism used in Iraq is decreasing consumption
or spending, as 74% of households reported using this type of strategy. The next most
common mechanisms are using savings or investments and taking out loans, used by 47%
and 44% of households, respectively. 19% percent of households received transfers, and 17%
sold assets or durable goods. The amount of households that resorted to child labor or child
brides was non negligible. In the entire sample, 3% of households put their children to work,
and more than 1% married off their young daughters.

Analysis of the descriptive statistics that figure in appendix 8 implies that the choice of risk
coping mechanism depends on geographic location, the socio-demographic characteristics of
the household and the type of risk that the household faced. A higher percentage of rural
households decrease consumption, spend savings, or take out loans than urban households.
However, urban households are more likely than rural households to join the military or use
child labor. Households only use child marriage to cope with difficulties in urban areas.

In addition to the type of locality in which the household is situated, the percentage of
households that use different risk coping mechanisms varies significantly by governorate. For
example, in Qadisiya only 41% of households reported decreasing consumption or spending
in response to a problem, while in Maysan, 93% of households used this technique. Migration
and spending savings or investments also fluctuate greatly among different governorates.
Some of the other coping mechanisms seem to be almost uniquely used in a few
governorates. Joining the military is used almost exclusively in Diyala, Baghdad and Wasit.
Additionally, in many governorates, households do not use child labor or marry off their
daughters. The rate of child labor is exceptionally high in Baghdad and Basrah, and the rate
of using marriage as a coping mechanism is especially elevated in Baghdad and Wasit.
Finally, in Kirkuk less than 1% of households did nothing to cope with their problems,
whereas in Sulaimaniya, Al-Anbar and Babylon, between a fifth and a third of households did
not use any risk coping mechanisms after a problem.

The socio-demographic characteristics of the household also seem to influence the choice of
risk coping mechanism. Households with women heads tend to decrease consumption or
spend savings more frequently than households that have male heads. Consistent with the
literature on the subject, households with women heads also receive transfers in a higher
proportion than their male counterparts. Despite the literature that argues that in general
women are more protective of and concerned with the welfare of their children, households
with women heads are much more likely to use child labor or force their young daughters to
marry.

The age of the household head also affects the choice of risk coping mechanism. Whereas
younger household heads tend to use loans, older household heads tend to use savings. This
result is quite logical, as households with younger heads might not have had enough time to
build up savings. Younger households also tend to receive more transfers or migrate more
after facing a difficulty. Using marriage as a risk coping mechanism is only important for
households whose head is 46 years old or older.

The size of the household also seems to affect the choice of risk coping mechanisms.
Households with less than ten people are more likely to decrease consumption or spending,
spend savings, receive transfers or migrate. Households with ten or more members are more
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likely to cope with risks by joining the military, using child labor, marrying young daughters,
or doing nothing than those that are smaller. Having wageworkers in the household also
affects the choice of risk coping mechanism. Households with at least one wageworker are
less likely to decrease consumption, spend savings, take out loans, receive transfers, or sell
durable goods; however, they are more likely to migrate, join the military, or use child labor
or marriage.

The education of the head of household also affects the choice of risk coping mechanism. The
difference is especially marked among those that have university education. Fewer of these
households use consumption, loans, transfers, and selling of assets or joining the military than
households whose household head has less education. University educated household heads
also tend to use migration more or to not use any coping mechanisms. Another important
result is that no households whose head has a university-level education used child labor.

Poverty also affects the use of risk coping mechanisms. Poor households are one third as
likely as households living above the poverty line to do nothing to cope with risk. Poor
households are more likely to decrease consumption or take out loans; however, they are less
likely to use savings to deal with problems. This is rather logical, as households below the
poverty line may have difficulty saving. Somewhat surprisingly, poor households are less
likely to use child labor or to use marriage as a coping mechanism. However, perhaps in these
households children may already work or young marriages are more common,; thus, these
would not be seen as coping mechanisms.

In addition to geographic and socio-demographic characteristics of the household, the type of
risk that the household faced also affects the choice of risk coping mechanism. After a job
related problem, a larger percentage of households reduce consumption. More households
tend to use loans or transfers to deal with health related problems than for other types of
problems. After a violence related problem, households tend to use savings or migrate more;
however, they do not take out as many loans. Higher percentages of households use transfers
and child labor to respond to both job or health risks than for violence and other types of
problems.

Not all of the inferences drawn from the descriptive statistics above are confirmed in the
regression results. While above we examined which coping mechanisms people with different
characteristics and facing different problems privilege, in this section, we test how the
characteristics and types of problems influence the probability of using a specific coping
mechanism. To eliminate selection bias we estimated bivariate probit with sample selection
models; however, as this type of model does not allow us to calculate marginal effects, we
also estimated probit regressions. While there is evidence of sample selection bias, the results
do not seem to be compromised by selection bias. This will be further discussed in the section
on robustness checks. The results from the bivariate probit regressions with sample selection
are in appendix 9. The results from the probit regressions figure in appendix 10, and the
marginal effects figure in appendix 11.

Decreasing consumption or spending seems to be a mechanism used more frequently after
job risks than other risks. The marginal effect of facing a job related risk on the probability of
using this coping mechanism is 37%, while the marginal effects for health, violence or other
related risks are 9%, 21% and 12% respectively. Poor households are 16% more likely than
non-poor households to decrease their consumption spending, and urban households are 7%
less likely than rural households to use decreasing consumption as a coping mechanism. The
probability of using consumption as a coping mechanism decreases by 2% with each
additional household member. Finally, we observe a threshold effect with regards to the
household head’s level of education. Only the education dummies for having a secondary
school diploma or for a university degree are statistically significant. Households in which
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the head has a university level education are 11% more likely than those with an illiterate
head of household to decrease consumption as a means of coping with a problem.

The probability of using savings as a coping mechanism increases 32% after violence related
problems. The age and the education of the household head also positively influence the use
of savings to cope with problems. However, urban households are 9% less likely then rural
ones to use savings, and larger households are less likely to use this coping mechanism.
Households in which there is at least one wageworker are 7% less likely than households
with no wageworkers to spend their savings. People that experienced job, health, or other
types of problems were respectively 15%, 17%, and 14% more likely to take out loans as
those that did not experience these problems. However, those that are affected by violence are
8% less likely than others to use loans to deal with difficulties. The use of loans decreases
with the household’s education and the household head’s age. The unstable environment may
discourage lenders and break the trust between borrowers and lenders. Poor households are
9% more likely to use loans to deal with problems, which may make these households more
vulnerable. As with consumption, we observe a threshold effect regarding the level of
education of the household head. There is no statistically significant effect of education up to
the levels of diploma and university, at which the household becomes 11% and 18% less
likely to take out loans respectively.

Transfers seemed to be especially linked to health related problems. The marginal effects of
experiencing health risks on the receipt of transfers is 16%, while the marginal effects of job,
violence and other problems are 11%, 5% and 6% respectively. Logically, poor households
are 5% more likely than non-poor households to receive transfers, and consistent with the
literature, women heads of households are 10% more likely than their male counterparts to
receive transfers. Another interesting result is that the size of the household and the existence
of at least one wageworker in the household decrease the probability that the household will
receive a transfer after a risk. Perhaps their social networks expect that with more members or
with more diversified income sources, these households do not need as much financial
assistance.

Regarding using the sale of assets or durable goods to deal with difficulties, there is no
significant relationship between experiencing violence and selling assets, which implies that
households do not sell their assets after experiencing violence. Households with older heads
and with at least one wageworker are less likely to sell assets. Migrating to deal with
difficulties is strongly tied to the experience of violence. Households that experienced
violence are between 12% more likely to use migration as a risk coping technique than those
that did not experience violence. Furthermore, the coefficients for experiencing a job related
problem and other problems are statistically significant and negative. In terms of socio
demographic characteristics, poor households and university-educated heads of households
are more likely than those living above the poverty line or those with illiterate heads to use
migration. Perhaps on the one hand, poor households may be more easily mobile, and on the
other, those with a university degree may be able to find better opportunities. Another
interesting result related to migration is that the probability of migrating decreases as the
household size and the age of the head increase. It may be more difficult to move larger
families, and older generations may be less willing to move.

Joining the military in response to a problem seems to especially be the case in households
that experienced risks other than job, health, or violence, as these households are 3% more
likely to use the military as a coping mechanism than those that did not have these other
problems. Health and job related risks are also correlated with a higher rate of joining the
military to deal with difficulties, though to a lesser extent than other problems.
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Using child labor seems more influenced by the type of risk that the household faced than its
characteristics, and it is linked to the occurrence of job and health related risks. Households
that underwent either a health or a job shock are 2% more likely than those that did not
experience a health or job related issue to use child labor. The size of the household
positively and significantly affects the decision to use child labor. Additionally, households
with wageworkers are more likely to use child labor, which may come from an easier access
to paid employment. Similarly to child labor, the type of risk faced has an important impact
on the use of child marriage to cope with difficulties. The effects are largest for health and
other problems, though they are also statistically significant for job and violence related risks.
Additionally, the regressions confirm one of the implications of the descriptive statistics:
women household heads are 1.5% more likely than their male counterparts to use child
marriage as a coping mechanism. The size of the household has a very slight, but statistically
significant, influence on the use of child marriage.

There is not a strong relationship between household characteristics and risks and using other
coping mechanisms than the ones described so far. Finally, poor families are less likely to do
nothing in the face of difficulties. However, the probability of doing nothing to cope with
problems seems to depend on the socio demographic characteristics of the household. Poor
households are 5% less likely than non-poor households to do nothing, while households in
which the head has attained a university level education are 7% more likely than those with
illiterate heads to do nothing after a risk has occurred. Interestingly, households with
wageworkers are 2% more likely than those without wageworkers to do nothing, which may
support the hypothesis of crowding out. The following section will further examine the
determinants of doing nothing in the face of risk in order to further examine the possibility
that formal insurance crowds out the use of informal coping mechanisms.

6.3 Crowding out

Our crowding out model allows us to test whether or not formal insurance lowers the use of
informal coping mechanisms, which type of formal insurance impacts these choices the most,
and which informal coping mechanisms have actually been crowded out. As described in the
section on methodology, we inserted the dummy variables that at least one person in the
household had formal insurance into the probit regressions on the different coping
mechanisms. If the coefficient of a the dummy variable is statistically significant and
negative, there is evidence of crowding out, except in the case of not using any coping
mechanisms, in which a positive sign is evidence of crowding out.

Overall, we find evidence of crowding out, and retirement detention tends to lower the use of
informal coping mechanisms more than health insurance detention. The coefficients for the
three dummy variables tested in the regression on whether the household did not use any
coping mechanisms are all statistically significant and positive. Because the probability of not
using informal mechanisms increases by 4% when a member of the household has retirement
insurance but only by 3% when a member of the household has health insurance, we
conclude that retirement insurance induces a larger phenomenon of crowding out than health
insurance.

By studying the marginal effects of each regression on the different coping mechanisms, we
can understand which coping mechanisms households use less when they have access to
formal insurance. Formal insurance detention crowds out especially the use of lowering
consumption and receiving transfers. Households with access to formal insurance were 12%
less likely to lower their consumption and 7% less likely to receive transfers in response to a
risk than those without formal insurance. Those with formal insurance were also 5% less
likely to use their savings, 4% less likely to sell their assets and 1% less likely to use child
labor than those without insurance. However, there was no reduction in the use of loans or
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child marriage among households with formal insurance. One surprising result is that formal
insurance actually seems to crowd in military service as a response to problems that the
household faced. Those with formal insurance were actually 2% more likely to join the
military than those without formal insurance. Perhaps households in which at least one
member has a wage job may have more connections to people with positions in the public
sector or public services.

When we isolated the two different types of insurance, we found that the types of
mechanisms that households use less when considering retirement insurance are largely
similar to the results of formal insurance in general. However, the results change somewhat
when considering health insurance. While decreasing consumption is no longer significant,
taking out loans is significant and negative. This implies that access to health insurance leads
households to resort less to taking out loans, but it does not affect their consumption patterns.

Consistent with many of the findings in the literature, we find that having access to formal
insurance can decrease the use of informal coping mechanisms, and notably transfers.
However, this is not necessarily an argument against the expansion of formal insurance.
Many of the traditional coping mechanisms can have negative consequences for the
household and for the larger society. Using coping mechanisms such as loans and selling
productive assets can leave a household more vulnerable to poverty and can subject them to
unfair lending practices. Reducing consumption in the face of common economic, health, or
security shocks can reinforce economic depressions or health problems. At the village level,
reduced consumption decreases economic activity. Furthermore, if health or nutritional
spending is reduced, individuals will be more vulnerable to disease or death. Child labor has
negative social impacts and can be seen as a violation of children’s rights. Thus, as we
demonstrate that formal insurance is also replacing these traditional coping mechanisms that
can have negative effects, crowding out is not an argument against the expansion of formal
insurance.

6.4 Robustness checks

This study is subject to several potential problems; however, in this section, we argue that our
results are robust despite these issues. First, there is a risk of selection bias in the regressions
with the use of coping mechanisms and crowding out. Only households that experienced
problems were asked how they dealt with them. Because different households face different
risks, the sub-sample of households that responded to questions on coping mechanisms is not
representative of the population. Second, there could be problems of reverse causality.
Perhaps the risks that a household faces or the coping mechanisms that they use influence
their characteristics, such as poverty, place of residence, or size. This section discusses the
robustness checks we used to test the sensitivity of our results to these potential problems.

To test for selection bias, we estimated bivariate probit with sample selection models for each
of the coping mechanism and crowding out regressions discussed above. Rho measures the
correlation between the error terms of the outcome and the selection equations to test the
presence of selection bias. For all of the models, we reject the null hypothesis that rho is
equal to zero; thus, we find evidence of selection bias. However, when we compare the
results of the bivariate probit models with the results from the probit models discussed above,
the results do not change. All of the coefficients remain statistically significant, and the value
of the coefficients only changes slightly. Thus, despite the presence of selection bias, our
results are robust.

After testing for selection bias, we test if reverse causality affects our study of informal
insurance and risks. In order to test for reverse causality, we considered each independent
variable separately and listed the risks or coping mechanisms that could potentially influence
the value of the independent variable. We then used either logit or OLS regressions to test if
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these risks or coping mechanisms had a statistically significant effect on the independent
variable. There are three cases that are worth discussing.

The most obvious example is that of poverty. Individuals that are poor may be poor because
they experienced job, health, or violence related risks or because they decreased their
consumption and sold productive assets in response to a crisis. Not surprisingly, decreasing
consumption in the face of difficulties increases the probability that a household is poor by
91%. This is not surprising, as poverty is measured through per capita consumption. To see
how this reverse causality impacts our study, we redid the regressions on risk and coping
mechanisms without including poverty as an independent variable. The results did not change
significantly from our original results; thus, it seems that though there is a slight problem of
reverse causality, it does not compromise the integrity of this study.

A second potential source of reverse causality is that women may become the head of a
household after the death of the male head of household, and health related problems include
the death of a household member. When we tested the impact of health related problems on
the probability that a household has a woman head, we found that death increased the
probability that the household has a women head, while illness decreases this probability.
Households that experienced the death of a working member within twelve months of the
survey are eight times more likely to have a woman head than those that did not lose a
working household member. Thus, there is a problem of reverse causality between the
independent variable, female-headed household, and the dependent variable, risk of health
related problems. As with poverty, when female household head is excluded from the
regression of the probability of facing health risks, the results presented above hold.

The final issue regarding reverse causality is the relationship between holding a wage-earning
job and experiencing job related problems. Those who lost their jobs or experienced pay cuts
may have tried to diversify their income sources by seeking wage employment. The logit
regressions testing the impact of job related difficulties on wage employment are significant.
Individuals who lost their jobs within 12 months of the survey are 29% more likely to have
been engaged in wage employment within 12 months of the survey. Those who experienced
pay cuts were 97% more likely to have been employed for wages. Because the time period
used for both the question regarding job related problems and wage employment is the same,
it is difficult to establish a direction of causality. The regressions suggest that the causality
could be in either direction. However, it is more logical that someone would have job related
problems if that individual held formal, wage employment than vice versa. While there is a
risk of reverse causality related to job related risks, the coefficients when wage employment
is excluded from the regression only change slightly. All remain significant except for two of
the governorates.

Finally, as discussed during the methodology section of the paper, we tested the robustness of
our results to the choice of an education indicator. Because using the household head’s
education level to represent the household’s education may not represent the level of
education of the whole household or the education of all of the decision makers in the
household, we also used a composite household level education variable. This variable took
into account the education level and age of all members of the household. Our results are not
sensitive to the choice of indicator for education.

7. Conclusions and Recommendations

The main contribution of this paper is to better understand formal and informal insurance
mechanisms in Iraq and particularly risk coping mechanisms. These conclusions have several
implications for policy in order to increase access to formal insurance, to lower the
probability that households face risks, and to diminish the problems associated with certain
informal coping mechanisms. One general recommendation would be to support the
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educational system. Better educated individuals have better access to formal insurance, less
chance of experiencing most difficulties, and tend to use informal coping mechanisms that
have the least detrimental impacts.

As discussed above, only wage-earning employees in the formal sector are able to receive
social security, health insurance or retirement benefits; however, less than half of these
individuals are covered. Socio-demographic characteristics are highly correlated with access
to formal insurance, especially the sector of activity. Public sector workers are much more
likely than private sector workers to receive benefits. As a result, one way to improve access
to formal insurance is through encouraging private sector firms to offer formal insurance
benefits to their employees. Furthermore, as less-educated workers have less coverage, policy
could also push for formal insurance expansion among low-skilled labor.

The risks that households face depend on socio-demographic characteristics and geographic
location. Policy should improve job security, both in terms of employment and wages, among
poor workers, as poor workers are more likely to experience employment related problems,
and these risks make poor households even more vulnerable. Second, programs should target
job creation and security and public health in urban areas, as urban residents are more likely
to suffer from job or health related risks. Furthermore, the security situation in Diyala,
Baghdad, and Al-Anbar should be addressed, as the residents of these governorates were
especially affected by violence.

This paper allows us to understand which types of households use which coping mechanisms.
As previously mentioned, some coping mechanisms can have detrimental effects, such as
increasing vulnerability to poverty or illness, perpetuating economic downturns, or violating
children’s rights. Thus, the detailed description of which coping mechanisms are the most
prevalent and the characteristics of the households that use them can help form policy that
encourages the development of mechanisms that have fewer harmful effects and limits the
negative impact of others.

Poor households tend to use the coping mechanisms that reinforce poverty, such as reducing
consumption, selling productive assets, and taking out loans. In order to reduce the risk of
poverty traps, policy makers could try to increase the options of both formal and informal
mechanisms available to poor households. Our results showed that reducing consumption is
the most widely used coping mechanism in Iraq, followed by savings and loans. Because
reducing consumption has a more detrimental effect on the local economy than the other two
mechanisms, policy could encourage the development of savings and credit markets.
Programs to encourage savings should target less educated, wage-earning, and urban
households because these households are less likely to use savings as a coping mechanism.
Additionally, ensuring that households have access to loans at fair interest rates can lower the
negative effects of loans.

Furthermore, due to ethical reasons, policy should discourage the use of child labor and child
marriage. The use of child labor is more prevalent among wageworkers; thus, policy makers
should target this population with campaigns against child labor. Child marriage as a coping
mechanism is more common among households with female heads; thus, awareness
campaigns that attempt to decrease the use of child marriage should target women.

The results of this paper have allowed us to recommend policies that would bolster both the
formal and informal protection systems in Iraq. We have made recommendations for how to
expand formal sector coverage, how to lower the probability that a household will face a risk,
and how to mitigate the negative effects of the informal mechanisms that households use.
Further research could study the effectiveness of the Social Protection Net, a social safety net
that is available to both wage and self-employed workers. It could also follow the reforms
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that are currently taking place to the Public Distribution System, the authority that distributes
food rations. Finally, further research could test informal retirement arrangements in order to
understand how households prepare for the future, and not simply deal with present
difficulties.
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Appendices

1. List of governorates and their codes

Iraq is divided into 18 governorates, or administrative regions. The codes included in this
appendix were the ones used in the constructed data from the IHSES 2006-2007. The first
number of the code represents the larger region. Although there are different spellings for the
region names, we have retained the one used by the COSIT, the World Bank, and the

Kurdistan Regional Statistical Commission.

11 Duhok

12 Mosul

13 Sulaimaniya
14 Kirkuk

15 Erbil

21 Diyala

22 Al-Anbar
23 Baghdad

24 Babylon

25 Kerbela

26 Wasit

27 Salah al-Deen
28 Najaf

31 Qadisiya

32 Muthanna
33 Thi-gar

34 Maysan

35 Basrah
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2. Formal insurance descriptive statistics (%)

All Wage

Household Household Household

Type of insurance ~ Workers P&())r Non-poor % Uzg)an R;;r)al size: 1-4 size: 5-9 size: 10 +
% % % %

Health insurance 30.15 13.46 33.67 31.58 24.49 39.21 30.63 23.27

Retirement 45.47 25.43 49.69 46.41 41.76 55.54 4591 37.97

At least one of the

above 46.50 26.66 50.68 4751 42.49 56.55 46.64 39.62

Public  Private/non-

Age: Age: Age: Age: Age: Sector profit

Type of insurance 0-17 18-30 31-45 46-60 61 + Female Male Worker worker

Health insurance 2.42 22.71 36.46 42.66 37.27 59.04 25.69 57.44 1.27

Retirement 2.25 33.49 54.19 68.96 55.59 90.16 38.56 87.22 1.25

At least one of the

above 3.15 34.88 54.97 69.68 56.72 90.66 39.67 88.75 1.74

Incomplete

Type of insurance Illiterate Primary Primary Intermediate Secondary Diploma University

Health insurance 14.39 14.01 16.25 26.60 43.34 54.01 57.36

Retirement 23.77 24.02 26.35 34.74 62.02 82.52 84.60

At least one of the

above 25.37 24.96 2751 36.20 63.35 82.99 84.92

Type of insurance  Duhok Mosul  Sulaimaniya Kirkuk Erbil Diyala Anbar Baghdad Basrah

Health insurance 4954 35.60 37.95 41.78 29.21 37.66 42.38 39.22 11.36

Retirement 60.40 34.15 56.66 43.96 58.01 58.28 65.87 40.41 40.70

At least one of the

above 62.00 36.11 57.86 45.01 59.10 58.60 66.56 41.78 40.87

Salah al-

Type of insurance  Babylon Kerbela Wasit Deen Najaf Qadisiya Muthanna  Thi-gar Maysan

Health insurance 11.02 25.67 26.72 10.63 4.32 11.16 23.22 19.32 49.62

Retirement 47.90 37.59 47.79 43.24 35.60 37.18 40.78 49.68 52.92

At least one of the

above 48.37 41.78 48.63 43.35 35.60 38.35 41.64 49.88 53.04
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3. Probit Regressions on Formal Insurance Detention

Probit regressicns on formal social protection

Variable Health Retirement
poor | -.82392661 -.87319683
urban .2@a72932 - 147548 =

Incomplete primary J18172RE* .ZAIBRITIEEE
Primary 141552@5%=* - ZE504QRL e
Intermediate LA114 7835 ATIFA1R5**
Secondary SepFATFIneee 71132995 **
Diploma STSEL2A T 1.1@87297%+=
University -SB3E0275*** 1.1658504 **=
household size .BL2863 28552183
age JODLLIRQ 85637398
male | -.@81975131 -. 63486030 **
public sector worker 2.4769535%** 3.1b248FO===
Mosul LATBAI0RLFEE - JRISEFAZEEE
Suloimaniya | -.32255748%=* .2odpidprees
Kirkuk J1B41dES** - B7657905
Erbil | -.70@71352%=* 3822427294
Divala | -.63329255%** _ 4Q]7]1diptes
Anbar | -.65992179*== __18@16581
Baghdad JBE1E5487 -.36829]135%=
Babylon | -1.6691495%** - 16417402+
Kerbela | -.BE7F11681*** -.G9341G84***
Wasit - . B7@5863*** - _4@718508***
Salah al-Deen | -1.E7@Gl54*** - _320924]19%%*
Nojof | -2.8425167*** - _4G7F24470%**

Qoadisiva | -1.57@2426%** -1.1Z2213@4%*=

Muthanna | -.747194]13%=+ - I70924p0%*=

Thi-guar | -1.18045@]1%*** - _Z21G7G4B4**

Moysan 18899816 -. 174317 76*
Basrah -1.351856*** - 437473
age sguared R -

Constant | -2.31B@278%=* -3.864178%==

N 19438 19445
11 | -CoB8.7527 -4784  BFa1
chi2 9699 _ 4375 18749 398
ré_p JAL374308 69537298

Legend: * pe<.l; ** p<.@5; *** pc.@l



4. Marginal Effects on Formal Insurance Detention

4.1 Marginal effects on health insurance detention

Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects

Log likelihood = -G6@8.7527

Number of obs = 19438
LR chi2(29) =9699.44
Prob > chiz = 9.0008
Pseudo R = @.&232

health dFfdx  Std. Err 2 P=1z1 ®-bar [ 95% C.I. 1
_Ipoor_1* R ra .DRTTZE -8.57 @.571 _179185 -.@19568 .@18726
_Iurba~1* 0218296  .2@57EZ2 2.31 @.755 .743497 -.@@9523 .@131427
_Iedua~2* 8197795  .@12Z7E7 1.68 @.894 149835 -.924336 243795
_Ieduo~3* JBZ7478  .2129515 2.61 @.209 .Z77@7 .90cR14 _@4BO4L2
_Iedug~4* .B924673 2159497 6.78 @.200 .189116 .261207 .123728
_Iedua~5* 1383197  .9179@61 9.31 @.92@¢ .191625 .296988 .163651
_Ieduo~G* 1359874 2168992 18.280 @.282 .138955 .1@4354 167461
_Iedua~7* .1391917 816752 18.11 @.22@ 126842 (186358 .177@25

hsize .22@7e22  .0020b43 1.15 @.251 B.15737 -.00@54 _2Q20pd

age .B2Q8Z79  .22a2138 3.6 9.200 33.2347 (000400 _2@1247
_Imale_1*| -.@8@37166 .@B@63776 -8.59 @.557 .85999 -.216716 .D@87E3
_Ipubs~1* .4358184 2259839 52.87 @.222 563821 LA2498  _A4TRAT
_Igow_12* .8582579  .@196195 3.37 @.e01 .247947 019884 296711
_Igov_13%| -.@508257 .ee99151 -4.54 @.09@ .@52372 -.8e7E95 -.8372356
_Igov_l4* 2379478  .2176E34 2.35 @.219 .2&6816 2 .2@3280 _@726@7
_Igow_15%| -.@871829 _@@56583 -19.19 @.200 .@54044 - Q02177 -. 276229
_Igowv_21* -.@81787 .2@62112 -8.63 @.222 _d4b6B67 -.293461 -.269113
_Igow_22%| -.@832721 .@@596Z27 -O.34 @2.2020 _@457B7 -.@94959 - .@71586
_Igov_23* 2158589 2138734 1.19 @.7235 .884711 -.911337 .@4385
_Igov_24%| -.1251323 2 _@@472916 -Z21.87 @.202 857156 -.133544 -.116771
_Igow_25%| -.@987656 .@@49528 -11.91 @.200 .@53298 -.188473 -.239853
_Igov_26%| -.0975189 _@@40B39 -11.66 @.209 .25@674 -.187289 -.@87733
_Igow_27* -.126353 .@ad30@d -Z7.98 @.220 .051@86 -.134782 -.117924
_Igow_28%| -.1330454  _@p@dddd7 772 .74 Q.000 .@63124 -.142657 -.125734
_Igov_31%| -.1246826 .@@4£3177 -20.85 @.282 .262146 -.133145 -.11622
_Igow_32%| -.0913046 .2825633 -12.36 @.200 .263947 -.182345 -.@88764
_Igov_33*| -.1188118 .@@47678 -15.39 @.000 JMEA5 -.119176 -.182447
_Igov_34* .B207447 0156747 1.4 @.162 JBLB25 -.2@9977 851467
_Igew_35%| -.1198656 .@@4£3224 -13.725 @.200 .@65233 -.178337 -.1113%4

obs. P .2763659

pred. P JABET7EY (ot x-bar)
(*) dFfdx is for discrete change of durery wvarioble from @ to 1

z and P»lzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @



4.2 Marginal effects on retirement detention

Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects Number of cbs = 1944p
LR chiZ2(3@) =18740.49
Preb » chi2 = 9.000@

Leg likelikhood = -4184 8791 Pseudo RZ = @.6954

retirem dF/dx  5td. Err. z P=lzl x-bar [ 95% C.I. ]

_Ipoor_1*( -.@Z27@952 817199
_Iurbo~1%| -.@557512 .@139489
_Iedug~2* 8933899  .@254TeY
_Iedua~3* 1812966  .82251%6
_Iedug~&* 183573 8265267
_Iedua~5*% 2768534 8263758
_Ieduo~6* 4199254 8236837
_Iedug~7* 4387499 823361

B
B

B

B

B

B

B

B

¥

¥

1

B

¥
B

hsize Ba2e6l?  .@@15244 - . 8.15659 -.20@326 .9a585
age 8218566 .2@Z28586 -
ages -.Bda1ran .2eeddc - . 1237.76 -.000241 -.2e9@29

_Imale_1%( -.24698@81 .8216187
_Ipubs~1* 8297536  .@@447E5
_Igov_12%( -.@993624 .@320292
_Igov_13* 1821881 .@374Rd5
_Igov_14% | - 8282227  .@351467
_Igov_15* 11785 .8353165
_Igov_21%( -.1374858 .@295785
_Igov_22%( -.8367582  .@365599
_Igov_23%( -.1257689 .@Z77E7E
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_Igov_ 24| -.85895129 8345117 - 896 857133 -.1Z7155 .9e8129
_Igov_25%( -.2182178 .@221317 - .20@ .853Z276 -.26159 -.174836
_Igov_ 26| -.1377285 .@Z28Q467 - 908  .958653 -.192699 -.@82758
_Igov 27 -.1122311  .@296683 -3. 902  .951864 -.1783E8 -.@54882
_Igov_28%( -.1577447 8206081 -5. .922 .963098 -.718@56 -.185433
_Igov_31* -.3961%  .2141869 -13.45 .90@  .862121 -.3348@2 -.27839
_Igov_32%( -.1284155 @ .@Z27e577 -4.71 .90@  .863921 -.1876723 -.@74297
_Igov_ 33| -.@7fed3Z 833872 -2.23 826 SBE83 -.147463 -.912823
_Igov_34%( -.@63@147 232806 -1.9@ @58 SBER3 -.125745 -.009284

282

_Igow_35%| -.1493786 .@267@1b -4.95 . 265286 -.201663 -.296095
ohs. P LA008237
pred. P 3583325 (ot x-bar)

(*) dFsdx is for discrete change of durmy wvariable from @ to 1
z and P=lzl cerrespond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @



5. Descriptive Statistics on The Occurrence of Risk By Socio-Demographic

Characteristics

Experienced 2

Risk of hh ~ Listed at least 1 or more Urban+  Rural + Poor+ Non poor +
affected problem
problems
Loss of job by any household member 6.10 35.34 48.33 38.13 26.71 40.41 33.97
Lowering of wages of any of the
household members 4.93 28.57 45.55 31.96 18.11 30.12 28.15
Bankruptcy of commercial family
business 1.25 7.26 12.36 8.78 2.56 3.90 8.17
Severe sickness or accident 3.55 20.60 24.17 20.26 21.65 20.43 20.65
Death of a working household member 1.26 7.32 7.03 7.64 6.36 7.86 7.18
Death of another household member 0.97 5.61 6.42 5.93 4.63 4.43 5.93
Theft 0.81 4.68 5.12 5.31 2.76 2.79 5.19
Violence due to the unusual
circumstances in Iraq 6.30 36.48 65.93 36.94 35.08 30.86 38.00
Kidnapping or death threats related to
the civil war 3.02 17.52 31.99 18.88 13.32 16.92 17.68
Other types of violence 2.66 15.41 32.13 15.79 14.24 13.87 15.83
Another huge problem 2.20 12.77 21.52 10.12 20.94 10.57 13.36
At least 1
Risk wage worker  HORGE - EeeC e bl Household  Household  Household
in household h size: 1-4 +  size: 5-9 + size: 10 + +
N ousehold +  female + male +
Loss of job by any household member 35.74 34.23 35.00 35.39 32.78 33.00 40.18
Lowering of wages of any of the
household members 30.25 2391 33.24 27.89 33.39 27.27 29.17
Bankruptcy of commercial family
business 6.69 8.85 8.19 7.12 6.83 7.10 7.67
Severe sickness or accident 21.68 17.61 16.99 21.13 16.66 17.74 26.80
Death of a working household member 5.69 11.86 32.43 3.65 7.71 6.33 8.89
Death of another household member 5.97 4.61 11.35 4.77 4.14 4.89 7.33
Theft 4.29 5.77 4.19 4.75 5.31 4.91 4.08
Violence due to the unusual
circumstances in Iraq 36.43 36.64 38.64 36.17 37.83 41.07 28.21
Kidnapping or death threats related to
the civil war 18.29 15.39 26.06 16.27 17.39 16.99 18.46
Other types of violence 15.83 14.26 15.23 15.44 19.20 18.29 9.24
Another huge problem 13.12 11.79 8.34 13.42 14.46 14.12 9.90
. Incomplete . . . . .

. Illiterate . Prima Intermediate Seconda Diploma  Universit
Risk + PrlTary + b + + b p+ N Y
Loss of job by any household member 32.86 34.47 35.89 32.80 38.24 30.27 22.32
Lowering of wages of any of the
household members 28.81 32.08 27.14 28.51 32.89 29.85 19.51
Bankruptcy of commercial family
business 9.09 5.38 6.69 8.38 8.21 4.10 4.90
Severe sickness or accident 26.60 19.50 21.55 15.60 9.28 11.30 7.17
Death of a working household member 10.79 11.23 8.09 3.59 2.68 3.68 1.24
Death of another household member 6.02 4.44 4.70 6.00 5.53 2.79 4.54
Theft 5.01 3.61 4.31 5.89 4.90 3.58 6.80
Violence due to the unusual
circumstances in Iraq 29.49 35.57 37.29 44.96 38.65 45.22 53.83
Kidnapping or death threats related to
the civil war 15.22 15.97 18.90 15.30 21.23 13.53 28.03
Other types of violence 14.60 15.29 20.03 13.86 17.84 17.75 22.37
Another huge problem 12.47 13.84 15.08 15.76 1251 13.19 7.03
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Age hh head: Age hh head: Age hh head: Age hh head: Duhok total Mosul--TotaISUIa'mamya'

Risk 0-30 + 31-45+ 46-60 + 61++ population  population -Total
population
Loss of job by any household member 32.61 30.59 37.84 34.27 2.87 5.55 3.48
Lowering of wages of any of the
household members 25.93 29.75 25.40 31.89 3.59 1.04 1.75
Bankruptcy of commercial family
business 10.68 7.02 5.45 6.78 1.83 0.29 1.20
Severe sickness or accident 18.07 17.21 19.09 23.31 2.62 4.23 4.79
Death of a working household member 7.21 5.82 9.19 7.48 0.10 1.91 0.33
Death of another household member 3.89 4.68 6.02 5.89 0.66 0.94 0.78
Theft 3.37 5.13 5.07 4.27 1.16 0.95 2.42
Violence due to the unusual
circumstances in Iraq 33.07 38.05 39.19 38.96 0.34 1.70 0.61
Kidnapping or death threats related to
the civil war 14.62 18.13 18.36 16.85 0.00 2.39 0.48
Other types of violence 14.53 17.39 16.58 18.25 0.08 0.35 0.63
Another huge problem 13.79 15.59 10.94 10.83 2.77 0.70 0.98
+ Statistics only include those that experienced at least one risk
Risk Kllflgtuall(" ErbiI-I-TgtaI Diyalal--T_otaIAnbarl--TotaI Bagg?;d-- Ba_tlf())/tlgln-- Kgrr(t))tealia—-
population population  population  population population population  population
Loss of job by any household member 3.92 4.96 5.50 11.68 10.36 1.93 10.46
Lowering of wages of any of the
household members 1.81 1.28 1.23 7.64 9.77 1.79 0.56
Bankruptcy of commercial family
business 0.24 1.35 0.44 3.27 2.72 0.10 0.28
Severe sickness or accident 1.45 411 4.11 2.23 4.24 1.71 4.76
Death of a working household member 0.31 0.58 1.26 0.98 2.13 1.14 2.99
Death of another household member 0.13 1.52 1.30 0.50 1.65 0.63 0.97
Theft 0.40 1.02 0.99 0.89 0.93 0.25 1.52
Violence due to the unusual
circumstances in Iraq 4.23 0.89 24.58 17.64 15.32 1.24 0.94
Kidnapping or death threats related to
the civil war 0.93 0.54 6.61 0.77 8.92 0.65 0.79
Other types of violence 0.64 0.09 2.03 0.32 10.15 0.72 0.11
Another huge problem 1.38 1.71 16.07 1.26 3.78 0.87 1.33
. Salah al- . Qadisiya-- Muthanna-- Thi-gar-- Maysan--
Risk Wasit--Total oo ropy Najaf-Total =) Total Total Total
population : population . . . .
population population population population  population
Loss of job by any household member 1.61 1.58 1.73 2.32 4.10 6.20 0.90
Lowering of wages of any of the
household members 2.16 0.56 0.52 0.65 0.50 9.43 8.04
Bankruptcy of commercial family
business 1.30 0.00 0.34 0.04 0.22 1.72 0.00
Severe sickness or accident 3.14 0.36 3.57 1.87 2.55 4.55 1.79
Death of a working household member 0.70 1.10 1.42 0.54 0.63 1.23 0.28
Death of another household member 0.22 0.18 1.05 0.65 1.39 1.06 0.09
Theft 0.32 0.18 1.09 0.44 0.04 0.20 0.00
Violence due to the unusual
circumstances in Iraq 1.17 1.26 0.79 0.79 0.15 1.07 0.69
Kidnapping or death threats related to
the civil war 1.19 1.88 1.48 0.28 0.23 0.18 0.53
Other types of violence 0.06 0.89 0.00 0.18 0.08 0.00 0.47
Another huge problem 0.08 0.42 0.60 0.43 0.24 0.60 0.58
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Duhok--Only Mosul--Only Sulaimaniya- Kirkuk--  Erbil--Only Diyala--Only

Risk Bfgfgn those those -Only those  Only those those those
- reporting reporting reporting reporting reporting reporting
population
problems problems problems problems problems problems
Loss of job by any household member 7.35% 23.32% 36.18% 22.78% 47.47% 32.50% 16.71%
Lowering of wages of any of the
household members 9.72% 29.22% 6.76% 11.48% 21.96% 8.38% 3.75%
Bankruptcy of commercial family
business 0.68% 14.88% 1.89% 7.89% 2.89% 8.87% 1.34%
Severe sickness or accident 4.90% 21.35% 27.56% 31.37% 17.59% 26.91% 12.48%
Death of a working household member 0.62% 0.78% 12.46% 2.15% 3.79% 3.78% 3.83%
Death of another household member 0.60% 5.40% 6.10% 5.08% 1.63% 9.97% 3.96%
Theft 0.60% 9.43% 6.21% 15.85% 4.88% 6.67% 3.01%
Violence due to the unusual
circumstances in Iraq 1.16% 2.76% 1.11% 3.99% 51.23% 5.83% 74.67%
Kidnapping or death threats related to
the civil war 0.57% 0.00% 15.56% 3.15% 11.24% 3.51% 20.07%
Other types of violence 0.00% 0.68% 2.28% 4.09% 7.77% 0.58% 6.16%
Another huge problem 0.36% 22.51% 4.58% 6.44% 16.76% 11.21% 48.82%
. Salah al-Deen--
Anbar--Only Baghdad--Only Babylon--Only Kerbela--Only Wasit--Only
. . . . - - Only those
Risk those reporting those reporting those reporting those reporting those reporting .
problems problems problems problems problems reporting
problems
Loss of job by any household member 41.62 42.29 22.28 45.78 23.56 30.75
Lowering of wages of any of the
household members 27.23 39.89 20.72 2.46 31.45 10.98
Bankruptcy of commercial family
business 11.65 11.11 1.20 1.23 18.99 0.00
Severe sickness or accident 7.94 17.32 19.75 20.83 45.83 6.93
Death of a working household member 3.50 8.71 13.17 13.09 10.19 21.36
Death of another household member 1.80 6.75 7.32 4.24 3.25 3.60
Theft 3.17 3.81 2.90 6.64 4.68 3.42
Violence due to the unusual
circumstances in Iraq 62.84 62.53 14.30 4.13 17.01 24.60
Kidnapping or death threats related to
the civil war 2.75 36.43 7.56 3.44 17.33 36.71
Other types of violence 1.15 41.43 8.32 0.46 0.84 17.43
Another huge problem 4.48 15.44 10.03 5.81 1.14 8.22
. . Muthanna-- .
Najaf--Only Qadisiya--Only Thi-gar--Only Maysan--Only Basrah--Only
. : . Only those . . .
Risk those reporting those reporting reporting those reporting those reporting those reporting
problems problems problems problems problems problems
Loss of job by any household member 19.25 32.27 47.58 28.19 9.64 45.48
Lowering of wages of any of the
household members 5.82 9.05 5.80 42.93 85.81 60.18
Bankruptcy of commercial family
business 3.82 0.59 2.56 7.81 0.00 4.20
Severe sickness or accident 39.69 26.03 29.59 20.71 19.12 30.35
Death of a working household member 15.77 7.56 7.29 5.58 3.02 3.85
Death of another household member 11.61 8.99 16.16 4.81 0.91 3.73
Theft 12.11 6.07 0.46 0.93 0.00 3.71
Violence due to the unusual
circumstances in Iraq 8.73 10.99 1.74 4.86 7.39 7.20
Kidnapping or death threats related to the
civil war 16.45 3.091 2.62 0.83 5.70 3.50
Other types of violence 0.00 2.55 0.92 0.00 5.05 0.00
Another huge problem 6.69 5.96 2.74 2.72 6.16 221
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6. Probit Regressions on The Occurrence of Risk By Socio-Demographic Characteristics

The effect of household characteristics on the probability of focing a risk

Variable Job Health Viclence Other
Poor .@a57Rr40e= -.BE7A5854* -.BFa73434 -.13831212%*
Urban 2018453 == .12668352*** 13725144 83982332
Incomplete primary | -.00940784 .BB@Z28679 21658682 -. 235659219
Primary | -.@577T4878 2138519 21165531 -.B1472091
Intermediote 2728927 - . 21548762 12818736* 1261264
Secondary | -.@1848811 -.18895714%= -.Be@11853 -.BZ287aT41
Diploma -.18g17/*** - _19433R55** -. 83672308 -.23BBEAST**
University | -.27313782%** - _3@458337%** 21760856 -.15596488
household size .21819536** B20944] 25 82920034 . PP0gadi7]
Waoge workers in hh | -.2@8328164 -.1140944 1% QGA24573 - 4537437
oge of the heod of hou~d | -.0@515425*** - _B@320439+** -.2@233868 -. 28231365
Female heod .291837215* 36452088 *** POES4BER -149167226%*
Mosul | -.4978834 26552397 JBAZ275580% =+  _ S3R74Q0]%**
Sulaoimaniva | -.867810@3 17895176* . 18260200 -.Fa3sea
Kirkuk | -.2@926351** -.36935804 = .GB4QO1GT*** - _57330671***
Erbil -.8313617 . 2B44Pab*** 7389978 -.1668241
Divala | -.17363925* 29220038 1.6958214%=* 41318540
Anbar 7945337 26365846 1. 79456172 - 24000R71**
Baghdad 2627500 ** 24435500%** 1.5989964 *=* JBLTE3ZB
Babylon | -.30828789*** - Q1871245 40023563 - A0RR0@3 7=
Kerbela | -.25731088%** 8265227 LAL1005]** - 18592912
Wasit | -.376Ble77*** - _@44035%9 .33927629* - . TR040005 ==
Salah al-Deen -.5509765*** - 28204376+ A0326R5 T -.3539G0g ==
Naojaf | -.512751G7*** 1385697 2524982 - AJ4IRZ e
Qodisiva -.3340879*=  _ 17371708 86863163 -.502062]15%**
Muthorna | -.21256728** -.85549124 -. 14614846 - . BE@35@73==
Thi-guar 51783685 *** J170e1629 .a3E0a2e3 -.5249]3098=*=
Maysan JB5FTTI4Z -.34164p5 = 27318731 -.6341567***
Basrah AT55358% .JRe5445TEr= . 2RAE200 -.61838536***
Constant | -1.4899639*** -1 Ro7@2G3*** -2.624545*** -] p4@8506***
N 17653 17653 17653 17653

legend: * pe.l; ** pe.@5; *** po.@1



7. Marginal Effects on Risk Regressions

7.1 Marginal effects on job risks

Probit regression, reporting marginal effects Number of cbs = 17653
LR chi2(29) = 831.54
Prob > chiZz = .20
Log likelihood = -4488.9127 Pseudo RZ2 = B.B8e2
prob_job dF/dx  5td. Err. z P=lzl x-bar [ 95% C.I 1
_Ipoor_1* 2123627  .9@57232 2.26 @.a24 JAFTAZ L e@1145 L@2358
_Iurbo~1* -a30eay2 9837157 7.51 Q.08 .oB4E99 .@2276f  .@3733
_Ieduo~2*| -.8811835 .2861661 -2.19 @.851 145754 -.@13240 212922
_Ieduo~3*| -.@OE9GZE  .9@55750 -1.22 @.222 255197 -.@17891 _@@39%c6
_Iedug~£* 2834179 9877685 .48 @.632 .185p43 -.218817 .217648
_Ieduo~5%| -.@@1Z2838 .9@77392 -2.18 Q.62 .@96811 -.@15477 812985
_Ieduo~6* | -.8283243 .9@64754 -Z.76 9.986 .@7988 -.833816 -.2@7e3i3
_Ieduo~7*| -.B2818%9 .9@59119 -3.93 Q.282 _2E@156 -.839777 -.216683
hsize 2212561  .2ea5o082 2.21 @.827 T.13437 .01z | .eal3v
_Ihhwo~1*| -.D@@4347 2041827 -2.18 9.921 712878 -.0Q8445 .2@7635
agehhead -.202635  .92elind -£.33 Q.888 46.2217 -.000927 -. 202348
_Ihead~1%* .2119544 2268516 1.84 @.866 .187234 -.001475 025383
_Igow_12%| -.@@59274 9185583 -8.54 @.587 254688 -.076b26 214751
_Igow_13*| -.@@79778 .9181196 -B.75 @.457 _@58177 -.@27817 .@11856
_Igov_ 14% | -.@273184  .9@8EL16 -2.15 @.831 .@53537 -.@396f - 224981
_Igov_15%| -.@@37813 .@1e77e8 -8.35 @.738 8522729 -.@24794 217231
_Igov_21*| -.@2189625  .9@95989 -1.73 @.883 .25092c -.@37770 -.202149
_Igow_d22* 1681132  .8232599 9.72 @9.202 .8516B6 (114525 .2@57@2
_Igov_23* -BeERLST 9152770 5.55 Q.20 .2E0343 Q32182 .@9700
_Igow_24% | - 2306315 . 228226 -3.80 Q.83 253537 -.346417 - 214951
_Igow_25% | -.@265349 2883687 -2.60 @.889 _@53815 -.@842921 -.@1@149
_Igov_76*| -.@8357685 .9@7781L -3.62 @.288 .@53537 -.850837 -.821:29
_Igov 7% | -.p4b4171 0902083 -4 8@ 9.282 _@53985 -.@5818F -. 834636
_Igov_28%| -.8443773 .0@06J881 -4.61 @.882 853759 -.@5b649 -. 832155
_Igow_31*| -.8327428 .earel -3.30 Q.81 .@54325 -.847656 -.217826
_Igow_32% | -.8226182 .easraz -2.22 @.827 254495 -.@839%:74 - 2@5503
_Igow_33* -B88esE2 .9183126 6.2 @.288 .@53985 .@852166 2 .12395
_Igowv_34% 274233 .911E124 B.65 @.515 85442 - 215749 .@3e555
_Igow_35* 2798649 9178621 5.76 @.002 853475 Q44856 114874
obs. P Tl
pred. P 86726413 (ot x-bar)
(*) dFsfdx is for discrete change of dueery wariable from @ to 1

z and P»lzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @



7.2 Marginal effects on health risks

Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects Humber of ocbs = 178653
LR chi2(29) = Z258.26

Prob = chi2z = 9.0082

Leg likelihood = -Z2946.47275 Pseudo RZ = @.9L87
prob_h~h dFfdx  S5td. Err. z P=lzl x-bar [ 95% C.I. ]
_Ipoor_1%( -.0@66136 . 23688 -1.78 @.289 AFFE7 - 213842 615
_Iurta~1*® .eeg97es2  .9az954b 3.15 @2.882 .684E59 (083917 915439
_Iedug~2* [BOGTABE 9040437 1.43 @.151 .145754 -.@@7941 Q16438
_Iedua~3*® 201113 .ead3743 .26 @.798 .755197 -.0@74c .D@96ETV
_Ieduo~4*| -.8@17235 .9@53924 -2.22 9.822 .185b48 -.911792 .9@9345
_Iedua~5%| -.8131742 .9@LE673 -Z2.44  @.215 .@96811 -.8772377 -.004876
_Iedua~&*® -.213411  .9a49553 -2.31 @.e21 87088 -.823123 -.2a3629
_Iedug~7*| -.8193776 .0@44ipL -3.37 @9.821 .282156 -.878@92 -.918663
hsize .B88Z23513  .90e3921 5.97 9.92@ 7.13437 .@0@1583 .8@312
_Ihhwa~1%| -.0@95287 .9833245 -2.99 9.283 .712@7VE -.916237 -.2a30a5
agehhead -.2287559 9021128 -2.31 @9.821 4£6.77217 -.000473 -.000839
_Ihead~-1*® .@376l04  .906EDTL 6.29 Q.82 .l1a7234 JB244F 250733
_Igow_12*% 825514 Q994343 @2.61 @.541 .@54688 -.213875 924183
_Igowv_13* 2156263  .9185451 1.68 2.893 .@58177 -.0ased? 936294
_Igov_14%( -.8219973 .9855840 -Z2.83 @.285 .853532 -.8327E7 -.911288
_Igow_15*% .BZB4811 9122514 2.4 2.885 .852229 _@@44pD 257493
_Igow_21*® .Ba7I3e3  .9185462 2.81 @2.419 .&@926 -.@81274 8286
_Igow_22*% 8253589  .90997721 @.57 @.571 .251686 -.214296 Q24798
_Igow_23* 8233494 9188781 2.59 2.218 .289343 .@@7519 .Q441E
_Igov_24%( -.D008482 208856 -2.22 9.924 853532 -.91828bc .216589
_Igow_25*% 2971883  .2@91163 @.24 Q.887 853315 -.215687 _Q2004E
_Igov_26®( -.8@33951 .B28351 -8.32 @.885 .853532 -.819763 .912973
_Igov_ 27| -.8179924 2062387 -2.2&4 @.825 .@53985 -.83228L -.0@578
_Igowv_28*® 8123611  .91@4321 1.32 @.188 .@53759 -.0QE28c .037228
_Igov_31%| -.9@82175 .9@74912 -1.87  @.283 .@54325 -.8236 .9a5765
_Igov_32%| -.0@47396 9082271 -2.58 @.514 254405 - 919972 .911493
_Igow_33* 2155484 9188136 1.63 2.183 .853985 -.8@5646 .@36743
_Igov_34%| - @207972 .9@56989 -Z2.66 ©9.208 .254@47 -.031967 -.009678
_Igow_35* 831714 .@17B4B6 3.81 Q2.883 .853475  .0aeR47 .05B63B1

obs. F .B419197
pred. P 836439 (at x-bar)

(*) dF/dx is for discrete change of durmy variable from @ to 1
z and P=lzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @



7.3 Marginal effects on violence risks

Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects Number of obs = 17653
LR chi2{29) =1656.32

Prob = chid = @.0008

Loeg likelihood = -29@6.Z2165 Pseudo R2 = @. 2218
prob_v-~e dF#dx  5td. Err. z P=lzl x-bar [ 95% C.I. ]
_Ipoor_1%| - 0841987 2838285 -1.32 @.185 AF7e2 - 318176 821745
_Iurbka~1* .B2E14E 2823895 3.24 2.821 .6B4699 283471 .0127ER
_Iedua~2*® 2218586  _@ada217 @.24 Q.E39 (145754 - Q@T0RE .0@9725
_Iedua~3* .B2aTi5e  _D@38RZT 2.19 @.851 .255197 -_Q@6BES .@@8335
_Iedug~4* . B2E1546 .Ba5294 1.68 @.893 185648 -.2@7271 .@18531
_Iedua~5%| -.8@35513 .@a&43699 -2.78 @.438 296811 -.917116 .2@521&L
_Iedua~&* -.B@z2es  .ea47E51 -2.45 @.655 27088 -.211584 Q87174
_Iedua~7* 8211113 _@a49193 2.23 @.E19 .15 -.88853 .218753
hsize 2218116 .e2@3511 5.15 @.88@ 7.13437 281123 .25
_Ihhwa~1%*| -.D@4@8E79 _2226882 -1.61 @.188 . 718878 -.@8@9195 .2@1820
agehhead -.20@144£3 2002942 -1.53 @.126 46.2717 -.888379 _002d:L
_Ihead~1*® .B2E574F _DB44300 1.68 @.111 187234 - @719 .@15259
_Igov_12* .BoEZ723  _B7028E4 3.9 Q.09 254028 21714 (119485
_Igowv_13* Je13ase .2153911 2.98 @.329 _@58177 -.81717 .e437212
_Igow_l4® B75157%  .@Z273543 4.16 @9.82@ 853532 821544 (178771
_Igow_15* BB 213746 @.38 9./ .8522729 -.9Z2786b .231E1B
_Igov_21* 3522383 _@547255 12.93 @.28@¢ .250920 2 .2£4978 450408
_Igov_22*% JIBERE2:  _@556827 11.65 @.20¢ .25168c .Z7E04E .49721E
_Igov_23* 2983866 _B£E1R26 12.68 9.200 Q89843 203874 392739
_Igowv_24* 8348953 _@287188 2.29 @.822 853532 -.84733  .e74523
_Igov_25*% JB39774E  _@718715 2.56 @.219 853815 -.2@1575 .281874
_Igov_26* . BZE208E Rakrral 1.92 @.855 853532 -.2@8594 .@e47ol
_Igov_27* JBpASEF 82236722 Z2.89 @.8dL _@53985 @767 29028
_Igov_28* 2194785  _@168387 1.4 @.182 .@853759 -.@213587 .@52423
_Igov_31* .B345805 2 .2133914 @36 @.722 (854325 - @7174 838753
_Igow_32%| -.28@879811 .@1@19d1 -2.68 9.494 _@54£05 - @77961 211990
_Igowv_33* 8324363 .@17949 2.19 @.B4p .@53985 -.927943 Q727816
_Igow_34* 8213757 | _@17ZBET 1.52 @.179 @548/ - 81251 .@55261
_Igow_35*® 2159935 _@1c2e88 1.11 @2.269 853475 -.216283 .@4psT7

chs. P .@54La5
pred. P B26f731 (ot x-bar)

(*) dF/dx is for discrete change of durey varioble from @ to 1
z and P=lzl correspond to the test of the underlying cocefficient being @



7.4 Marginal effects on other risks

Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects Number of obs = 17853
LR chi2(29) = 3@82.20
Prob » chiz = @.002@
Leg likelihood = -1845.1263 Pseudo RZ = @.@757
prob_o~r dFsdx  5td. Err. z P=lzl x-bar [ 95% C.I. ]

_Ipoor_1%| -.@@54789 .9024812 -Z2.88 9.5 AFTEE -.818342 -.@edelb
_Iurbo~1% 2017834 .9e28735 @.81 @.419 .684609 -.997381 .@@576S
_Ieduo~2*| -.2@815@96 .@2d3@941 -B.48 @.635 145754 -.@@7574  .@@M555
_Ieduo~3*| -.0@26346 .8829639 -9.21 @.832 .255197 -.@@ofdd . @@51V5
_Iedug~4= 2268384  .ead34@1 1.55 @.121 .185648 -.9@2418 .914595
_Teduo~5%| -.8@12169 .8@30/08 -8.32 @.747 296811 -.9884729 _@a@5995
_Ieduo~6*| -.@9@84294 _@@30197 -2.22 B790E -.@14348 -.@@2511
_Ieduo~7*| -.@2@59189 .9@32765 -1.56 288156 -.917333 .eaads11
7.13437 -.900291 .e@e291

B

B

hsize 222395  .9ee3dsl 1.3@ . -
_Ihhwo~1%| -.@@20112 .@8&21667 -2.95 . 718878 -.906258 .@@Z736
agehhead -.29918a5 .eedd st -1.33 . 26,2217 -.000249 .920aLE
_Ihead~1% 2268435  .@@3 662 2.83 . 187234 - 908532 .ed4l2e
_Igow_12%| -.@044334  .@@820949 -3.97 . 254608 -.918539 -.@1@327

_Igov_13%| -.@@Z2B638 .@2@395721 -3.68
_Igow_l14®
_Igov_15%| -.2267885 .2834615 -1.52
_Igow_21% 8265624  .BAR9Z231 4.14

B58177 -.91861 .@@4882
853532 -.918845 -.@11834
852279 -.9179385 .@9a584
2583720 .8@99Y3 .844851

=
8
g
:
A
=

B

B

pREEREREGERREGRERERGES

_Igov_22%| -.@@83682 .8@32591 -Z2.81 851686 -.214752 -. 281976
_Igov_23* 8371654 | .@@44368 @8.51 . BBO843 - 286531 .218881
_Igov_24%| -.@138293  .@@Z22547 -3.66 . .853532 -.@18249 - 28941
_Igov_25%| -.@@26/945 2834435 -1.64 . 853815 -.@13544 - PRaaLS
_Igov_26* | -.@1657/%G ey -4.55 . 853532 -.e2eeZ3 -.e1313c
_Igov_ 27| -.@179195 .@e15583 -4 &F . .@539385 -_@20958 -. 214881
_Igov_28%| -.@1Z7287 .2@23994 -3.48 . 853758 -.@17473 - D2E21R
_Igov_31%| -.@1572283 . 231986 -£.16 . .@54375 - 219113 -.211378
_Igov_32%| -.@1798E7 .2@1544b -4 89 . 854495 - 221816 -.214961
_Igov_33%| -.@142441  _@2@21359 -3.88 . .8539385 -.@1843 - 218@58
_Igow_34%| - @157385 B1ETE -4.37 . L@54R47 - 31947 - 217959
_Igov_35* -.21553 .2@1938E -£. 27 . 853475 -.81933 -.81173
ochs. P .823%9619
pred. P 176825 (ot x-bar)

(*) dFfdx is for discrete change of durery variable from @ to 1
z and P=lzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being 2@



8. Descriptive Statistics on Risk Coping Mechanisms

Head of Head of
Whole household household
Type of coping mechanism Sample Urban Rural Poor Non poor female male
Decrease consumption or
spending 74.36 73.11 78.48 85.35 72.20 78.22 73.70
Spend savings or investments 46.94 4531 52.34 41.88 47.94 51.79 46.11
Loans 43.68 4181 49.85 49.93 42.45 43.43 43.72
Transfers 18.64 19.07 17.20 20.36 18.30 29.74 16.73
Sale of assets/durable goods 16.85 17.00 16.37 17.09 16.80 14.69 17.22
Migration 8.40 8.35 8.57 10.66 7.95 6.24 8.77
Join Military 2.46 2.70 1.70 0.64 2.82 1.13 2.69
Child labor 2.76 3.39 0.65 2.40 2.83 4.30 2.49
Marry young daughters 1.31 1.71 0.00 0.86 1.40 3.74 0.89
Other 2.48 2.46 2.54 0.20 2.93 1.91 2.58
Nothing 8.52 9.04 6.81 3.33 9.54 6.72 8.83
Type of coping mechanism Age hh head: Age hh head: Age hh head: Age hh head: Household Household  Household
0-30 31-45 46-60 61 + size: 1-4 size: 5-9 size: 10 +
Decrease consumption or
spending 71.10 78.32 74.04 67.66 77.76 77.10 61.21
Spend savings or investments 43.33 46.96 48.53 46.63 49.20 49.79 34.89
Loans 48.11 46.47 43.56 34.04 42.58 43.37 46.10
Transfers 20.12 18.57 19.54 16.61 23.28 18.30 13.75
Sale of assets/durable goods 17.48 19.05 17.06 11.18 14.32 17.61 17.65
Migration 12.74 7.48 6.53 9.86 9.75 8.18 7.36
Join Military 3.11 2.28 2.23 2.96 1.43 2.47 3.78
Child labor 3.25 1.88 3.58 2.78 1.73 2.50 4.88
Marry young daughters 0.00 0.57 2.24 2.60 0.98 0.90 3.06
Other 211 3.06 1.60 3.00 2.29 2.51 2.61
Nothing 9.94 6.18 10.07 10.63 6.54 8.19 12.13
Type of coping mechanism HH head irl::z'rr?gsie HH head  HH head HH head HH head HH head
illiterate primary primary intermediate  secondary diploma university
Decrease consumption or
spending 73.02 77.39 77.20 77.17 85.15 72.94 56.01
Spend savings or investments 42.68 43.79 47.76 53.27 48.89 51.16 44.75
Loans 47.25 48.69 44.54 46.98 41.44 35.07 25.32
Transfers 20.82 17.45 19.36 17.62 22.61 13.06 13.81
Sale of assets/durable goods 15.71 21.63 12.07 20.51 22.19 22.92 9.79
Migration 7.26 5.45 8.03 9.17 6.45 11.73 17.36
Join Military 1.09 2.66 421 4.40 7.00 0.00 1.07
Child labor 4.02 2.23 2.53 4.17 2.72 1.43 0.00
Marry young daughters 3.24 0.00 1.38 1.38 0.16 0.00 1.07
Other 3.15 1.33 3.15 2.04 1.96 241 1.98
Nothing 7.70 7.33 6.10 6.41 10.44 9.95 22.53
At least 1
Type of coping mechanism H?sa(\fvggf]ehh ::erint (\:Jarglz wage. w,:(r)lrgig?n Job (elated Healtl'_n Violenc_e Other risk
worker in risk related risk related risk
worker worker hh
Decrease consumption or
spending 73.34 70.57 72.94 77.73 85.78 67.82 80.96 77.82
Spend savings or investments 45.29 46.93 46.21 48.67 49.69 45.05 68.06 61.36
Loans 42.91 41.15 42.87 45.59 48.35 54.17 36.35 45.78
Transfers 16.54 14.24 16.77 23.06 23.42 26.02 17.88 17.98
Sale of assets/durable goods 15.83 18.07 15.63 19.75 20.23 21.38 16.77 21.61
Migration 9.74 8.64 9.43 5.95 5.77 4.80 16.47 4.90
Join Military 2.94 2.00 2.92 1.39 3.57 4.08 2.95 5.42
Child labor 2.49 0.89 3.41 1.20 4.73 5.12 3.11 2.68
Marry young daughters 1.02 0.08 1.56 0.73 2.20 2.88 1.92 1.55
Other 3.04 1.91 2.54 2.33 1.16 2.05 3.12 6.35
Nothing 9.33 10.43 9.13 7.06 3.24 8.50 8.36 8.12
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Type of coping mechanism Duhok Mosul Sulaimaniya Najaf Qadisiya Muthanna Thi-gar
Decrease consumption or spending 69.61 71.99 40.96 68.16 40.75 70.69 58.97
Spend savings or investments 10.52 25.03 26.35 17.23 11.86 37.85 4.82
Loans 55.93 54.09 35.20 50.94 53.73 60.71 63.53
Transfers 6.73 19.59 8.60 16.86 10.29 19.08 12.01
Sale of assets/durable goods 6.57 20.04 10.94 28.77 11.23 19.47 10.07
Migration 1.95 6.54 3.46 10.15 7.55 1.28 0.48
Join Military 0.00 0.86 1.17 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.57
Child labor 0.00 0.00 1.98 3.20 0.00 1.28 0.00
Marry young daughters 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other 1.40 6.96 2.83 1.20 1.37 0.00 0.00
Nothing 9.52 13.33 33.53 4.85 16.56 1.49 3.96
Type of coping mechanism Kirkuk Erbil Diyala Anbar Baghdad Babylon
Decrease consumption or spending 92.08 62.13 91.92 53.98 83.89 4561
Spend savings or investments 52.05 26.66 75.51 29.32 76.07 23.61
Loans 45.18 42.69 55.32 26.63 33.58 46.51
Transfers 12.44 14.77 11.86 14.25 23.06 6.96
Sale of assets/durable goods 5.81 12.30 28.73 8.96 17.73 13.72
Migration 0.16 3.00 2391 4.68 12.12 2.09
Join Military 0.00 0.50 417 0.39 4.79 0.00
Child labor 221 2.08 0.27 2.34 5.22 0.00
Marry young daughters 0.00 0.00 0.55 0.00 3.14 0.00
Other 6.05 6.37 4.49 0.39 1.72 4.54
Nothing 0.13 9.33 1.86 26.65 3.91 20.61
Type of coping mechanism Maysan Basrah Wasit Salah al-Deen Kerbela
Decrease consumption or spending 92.73 87.15 55.57 62.18 83.92
Spend savings or investments 19.08 33.03 14.33 42.79 15.99
Loans 53.38 58.09 55.08 36.99 51.45
Transfers 9.30 45.27 12.92 36.25 6.71
Sale of assets/durable goods 19.31 18.53 36.07 24.72 12.46
Migration 0.89 1.83 3.89 11.69 0.89
Join Military 0.00 1.18 6.44 0.61 0.53
Child labor 0.39 5.35 2.33 3.00 0.00
Marry young daughters 0.00 1.59 4.40 0.00 0.00
Other 1.28 1.05 6.24 2.18 0.29
Nothing 1.43 1.59 7.93 8.27 3.28

43



9. Bivariate Probit Regressions on Coping Mechanisms

Frobit model with sample selection Humber of obs = 17653
Censored obs = 156848
Uncensored obs = 2613
Hald chiz{16} = 37066
Log Likelihood = —1484 282 Prob » chi2 = B .8888
Coef. Std. Err z Pz [95% Conf. Intervall

Ol CONS0
_lprob_job_1 1.147351 48878 13.49 8.888 1.882141 1.29256
_lprob_hea™1 2733822 APEEG 3.47 8.881 1189614 427883
_lprob_wio™ 6043308 A 7268066 9.56 6.888 ~Fo2H3I3D ~B366461
_lprob_ath™1 -HES62E0 B85 786 4.63 8.888 23374 Brrsliry]
— | pioor_1 -S6IEET3 -B868151 6.36 8.888 -FOS3I08E -T324738
—lurban_1 —.211838 8663183 —3.18 8.881 —.3418830 -—._B214722
—leduachmo™2 ~BERITED 8001161 8.87 68.384 —. 18672135 - 2886146
—leduachmo™3 BZZIN2T? o ] 8.25 8.882 —. 1521416 - 1068460
—leduachmo™4 B8 3382 1870708 .87 B8.946 — . 2830406 21861
—leduachmo™3 —.B528065 -1113448 —A.47 8.548 —.2783283 - 1661353
—leduachmo™G —. 2115346 122709706 -1.72 8.885 — 4522335 -H201242
—leduachmo™7? —. 3816404 -1196891 —2.52 8.812 —.3362357 —.86MEe3
h=ize —..BGEETS? -BBE7S18 —7.87 ©.8988 —.B8088E0 - .8517M825
—Ihbmwagejo™1 —.874327 8620376 -1.28 8.231 —.1987881 B PO27
agehhead ~BBEIZET? -BEZ2613 8.15 8.584 —.8841834 B84 76687
—Ihead fem_1 - 1461946 8018544 1.9 8a.111 — 83366 3262258
_cohs 2347593 - 1582876 1.48 8.138 — 873322 48485

select

prablem T.21246 135462 16.26 8.888 6.343125 8 .8817M04
—lpioor_1 —. 223 4881740 —-a.36 8.5+ —1.82764 Ty il
—lurban_1 - 150887 2058850 8.53 8.595 —.4267287 - PE046
—leduachmo™2 —. 1672083 4817007 —#.35 8.728 -1.1116 Tia1a?
—leduachmo™3 -1357356 3845631 B8.35 8.724 —.6178766 ~BEO034° M0
—leduachmo™4 —.15985515 3748848 —Ha.26 8.3 -1.2758 SO44TFI2
—leduachmo™3 3065197 4386043 .85 8.395 — 4720 1.218665
—leduachmo™G —. 26082 6824392 —+#.39 8.698 —1 .682383 1.872320
—leduachmo™7? —1.812482 -8 Me83 -1.72 8.885 —2.163143 13818
hzize —.BBaaR52 -H346843 —a.28 8.842 —.8M7883 -B5E03E
—Ihbmagejo™1 2114257 3841784 a.M 8.487 —. 384733 ~BE7aEEE
agehhead 175 -BE060 1.81 a.8/a —.881417 SHIE567
—Ihead fem_1 —. 3387153 4418688 —#.77  8.443 —1.2831710 -D237481
_lregion_2 2447815 3333888 8.73 8.463 — . 4885486 ~BoE2117
—lregion_2 236671 3713424 .69 8.493 —. 4731585 -DE24848
_cohs —4.708817 -8162499 —5.87 ©.868 —6.389837 —-3.194106
Fathrho —.B062488 2808680 —A.27 8.785 — 45097446 3472460
rho — 8561506 285219 — 420876 3330317
LR test of indep. egns. f{rho = @)1 chiZ{1} = 8.88 Frob > chiz = 8.7831




Probit model with sample selection Humber of obs = 17653
Censored obs = 15848
Unzensored obs = 2613
Wald chiz{163} = 20875
Log likelihood = —1632.216 Prob > chiZz = B . BHEH
Coef. Std. Ere. z Fr|z| [95% Conf. lnterval]

. Savings
_lprob_jaob_1 AFFFM -BEAES4S T.13  8.864 21480965 e
_lprob_hea™1 244073 -85 71882 3.65 d.8648 1134434 302G
_lprob_wio™1 -B4095211 8591462 14.36 a.864 - FEI506T 654456
_lprob_oth™1 271804 A5 4.80 d.8648 B v 250407
—lpioor_1 —. 189057 B75Z349 -1.42 8.1595 — 2345533 -B4E3619
_lurban_1 — 245876 -B6514189 —4.88 &.888 —. 3662815 2 —.1234438
_leduachmo™2 - 1386620 2018780 1.42 8.155 —.B40488 7 28RS
—leduachmo™32 28013 BT 3.48 8.8d1 - 12644538 4531288
—leduachma™4 Z3FMB819 Boe1E 2.44 8.8d1 - 14568663 “F20E0 TS
—leduachma™3 2641893 1845478 2.48 a.864 - 1391954 3608153
_leduachma™G .t 1182577 2.37 a.818 B85 M2 S121357¢
_leduachmo™7? A7 115324 1.8 8.872 — 81826092 43325
h=size — 8183853 BT R1 —-2.28 a.8zy¢ — 32T — R4
_lhtmage jo™1 — 1732027 BT reT -3.82 @.883 —. A5 — . BGARIR4
agehhezad -BBA61 885 B2 1251 2.01 B._884 BRI 34 8183537
_lheadfem_1 1263772 BRI IT 1.5 8.125 —. 8351674 2RO B
—_Cons -1.847M1 - 1468685 -7.12 8.884 —-1.339567 —. /008532

select

problem 7212597 433842 16.27 d.864 6.34358 g.881614
—lpioor_1 —. 23473 4803819 -4.3¢7 8.566 -1 .837186 566417
_lurban_1 13755 2000465 a.53 a.509 —.4381188 - r456408
_leduachmo™2 — 17339 482 -a.3/ 8a.M6 —1.121792 IrE2443
_leduachmo™3 119219 ~IRS1262 L e | 8. 736 —.6358416 AME25
—leduachmo™4 — 137124 “If30002 4.7 8.784 —1.281272 623D
—leduachma™3 3613885 203406 a.84 @.488 — ERE02 1 .26281
_leduachma™G —2MM3a -BERI6 6 -a.41 a.685 -1 .62485 1 866462
_leduachmo™7? —1 .823284 OEEEAO -1..4 8.882 —2.17367 - 1387000
h=size — OO0 H34541 4 -4.17 8.862 — A 3500 6171
_lhtmagejo™1 21389337 351158 a.M a.485 — 3840823 8118407
agehhead 8172882 -BEOE046 1.78 8.875 —.881M28 -HIRZEO1
_lheadfem_1 — . IZRAPRE 510 ) prod -a4.73 8.456 -1 .108644 “SIM6RG
—lregion_2 2o0roa 348736 8./ 8.6 — 4818486 01164
—lregion_2 2500461 -3/13697 a.73 8.468 — 458X 3 001
—_Cons —4 .83 24 2162262 -5.86 8.864 —6 33497 —3.183095
Ffathrho B M34060 28 a7 a.3 a.M1 — 3263 M2 ~HESAR04
rho -BM1835 -2 M5E —.3152555 5043
LR test of indep. egqns. {rho = B): chiz{1} = 8.14 Prob > chiZ = 8.7834




Frobit model with sample selection Humber of obs = 17653
Censored obs = 13844
Uncensored obs = 2613
Hald chiz{163 = 170.48
Log likelihood = —1732.322 Prob * chiz = B .8888
Coef. 5Std. Ert. z Prlz| [95% Conf. Intervall

ca_loons
_lpraob_job_1 ~FOEE1 2 04538 6 .36 8 .8688 2737849 ~DEGEIOD
_lpraob_hea™ 4 3EFEE4 - BO0E42 6.61 8 .8688 - FEZE649 Mg
_lpraob_wio™ - 1911131 B3 M3I53 —3.33 a.881 — . 33686h2 — 878541
_lpraob_oth™1 347367 H7I5415 4.72 8 .8688 ~2E3EZ2 40213
—_lpoor_1 2218515 8714465 3.11 8882 881819 -361884
—lurban_1 81388 BOZ3I46 a.x3 a.815 — 1822177 200777
—leduachmo™2 — SO0 B8 019 —8 .6 a.raz2 —. 1936432 1477086
—l eduachmo™3 —.181188 Ripcss it —1.28 a.268 —.2906813 B334653
_ledugchmao™4 —.8534919 -B046602 —a.57 8.5 — . 2308482 - 1328563
_ledugchma™s —. 1541628 - 18186686 -1.53 8.127 —. 352230 8430124
—ledugchma™6 —. 2735047 - 1156474 —2.37 8.\e18 — . DBH2TO5 —.84603
—ledugchma™? —. 4734033 11 MZ238 —4.84 9.888 —.E3E517 —.2430035
h=size 8188439 88706509 1.26 8.287 — 885560 8256568
—Ihhwageja™ —.888 2 8561752 —a.81 8.908 —.1188214 1803814
agehhead —.887 15 ~BE28422 —3.70 A.888 —.811744 —.883 7380
_lheadfem_1 -.128319 -BE81476 -1.58 8.133 — 274854 B35 76
_Cohs —.B812228 - 1483053 —4.538 8.563 — . 3063926 193047

select

prob lem T.212042 36203 16.26 9.888 B.34345 8.882433
—lpoor_1 — 228434 4884844 —4.36 8.57% —1 .8208409 D721 586
—lurban_1 - 1300085 200512 a.53 a.5%4 — 40711 - 468721
—leduachmo™2 —. 1691867 4819567 —8.35 8.7 —1.113724 rrc=aR0
—l eduachmo™3 133763 3846588 a.35 a.7zx8 — 62814 B8MN0a7
—l eduachmo™4 —. 1584331 BT ] —8 .6 a. M3 —1.2M48 O736143
—leduachmo™S i 43853 a.85 8.396 —.4/80087 1.260117
—leduachmo™6 — 2585089 -BEIAED —a.3a9 a.694 -1 .68827M 1.8/1156
—l eduachmo™? —1.814357 o8 aa1 -1.73 a.884 —2.165903 1372789
hzizea — 88843 -H34739 —a.a a.839 —.8/1382 8618443
—Ihhwagejao™ 2124288 3044203 8. 8.485 — . 3842306 -BE0B0T3
agehhead 8173549 -BE06E e 1.81 a.e7a —.8814320 ~B3E546
_lheadfem_1 —. 3380881 -441 6085 —H.77? 8.443 —1.284378 S2e1r3
_lregion_2 - 2466824 333|172 a.M 8.468 — 48758 08052
_lregion_3 2573034 S1821 8.60 8.488 —-.4mM1181 -OB480658
_Cohs —4 . 780067 -B163123 —5.87 9.888 —6.380080 —3.180624
Sathrho —.8378457 - 1932035 —4.19 8.848 —.415804 3418827
rho —.8378287 - 1038285 — - FO34658 -3 20BE5E
LR test of indep. egns. frho = B2 chiz{l) = 8.84 Prob > chiz = 8.8473




Frobit model with sample selection Humber of obs = 17653
Censored obs = 15848
Uncensored obs = 2613
Hald chiz{16) = 147.77
Log likelihood = —11599.5M Prob *> chi2 = 8 .6668
Coef. Std. Err. z Frlz| [95% Conf. Interwall

ce bronsfers
—lprob_job_1 4386869 BETOS 6.77 ©.888 3258881 3915616
—Iprob_hea™1 3878454 AT2ET13 8.0 ©.888 122 - 1382780
—Iprob_wio™ - 285662 -B660854 3.11 a.882 ATrI13 -330801
—Iprob_oth™1 2385385 -B858E7 2.78 8.885 My c ] 486874
—lpoor_1 1878815 -BE3 7445 2.24 8.825 8237453 3528176
—lurban_1 —. 18541 -BEoE662 -1.51 a.131 — . 2424863 8314643
—ledugchmo™2 8630074 1822559 8.63 8.5 —. 1364285 2644153
—leduachma™3 -B8613893 8048712 a.65 a.514 — . 1220860 -2457654
—ledugchmo™4 —..8Z31188 1144017 -4.28 8.848 —.2473184 -2812389
—ledugchmo™S 1824272 1183852 1.4 8.123 — 8404467 43811
—ledugchmo™5 —.8719587 - 1446244 -4.58 8.619 —. 3072 -2114999
—ledugchmo™? —..88137a7 - 1418006 -a.81 a.902 — 2258 2701744
hzize — 8330635 -BEEE06 -3.43 68.881 —.8533468 —.8145863
—Ihbmage jo™1 — 2156862 -B547164 -3.32 @8.881 —.3418421 —.B881583
agehheaad —.BE24982 8824531 -1.82 8.388 — 8873862 -BEZ3I808
—Iheadfem_1 -3 rE8427 BeFIrT 4.3 a.8688 -280ea17 ~FoaeE3E
_Cons —1 .B68H31 - 16509624 —6.44 B.888 -1 .393311 —.METaal

select

prob lem T.1768343 43215688 16.59 ©.868 6.323343 8.817343
—lpoor_1 —. 178807 e 1yt V] -4.47 8.639 —.921752 B
—lurban_1 1731961 38134682 8.58 8.361 —-H3199 - TE38121
—ledugchmo™2 —.1631935 4821713 -4.34 8.735 —1.188232 - 7818449
—ledugchmo™3 13711595 3873864 8.35 8.723 —.6221839 ~B06420
—ledugchmo™4 —.1354635 -36oaa0 -4.24 8.81 —1.243928 0738812
—ledugchmo™S 3663873 4328172 8.85 8.396 — - 48Ea51 1.213125
—ledugchmo™5 — . 288045 - TEME064 -a.4 8.683 -1.67475 1 .80686
—ledugchmo™? —.O427388 it et v | -1.79 8.11 -2 . 183667 2182851
hzize — 8186681 3178 -4.38 8./%3 — .BE8EET 7 B8 7405
—Ihbmage jo™1 2434803 3185345 8.7  8.44 —.378H358 -B69 064
agehhead -816901 -BE0 IO 1.7 a.as1 —.BE2E 734 368554
—Iheadfem_1 —.2BE21TS 4271686 -4.67 8.588 -1.125453 -308176
—lregion_2 28219 332353 8.7  8.44 —. 395078 ~0E7E219
—lregion_3 2081545 3641267 8.8 8.42% — 1.88383
_Cons —4 .07 206 8383145 -5.78 6.888 —6.424683 —3.16991
fathrho -2.443569 67.85863 -a.84 8.971 —135.4272 138.5481
rho —.OB5A2T 2816627 -1 1
LR test of indep. egns. {rho = B):  chiz{1) = 8.47 Prob » chi2 = B8.4952




Frobit model with sample selection Humber of obs = 17653
Cenzored obs = 156848
Uncensored obs = 213
Hald chiz{16} = 48.37
Log likelihood = —1198.3 Prob > chiZz = 8 .888R
Coef. Std. Err. z Frlz| [95% Conf. Interwal]

ca sale
—lprob_job_1 1970824 B6 73637 2.04 @.883 BTN -I388128
_lprob_hea™1 2911885 A PARE33 4.83 G.888 2887319 34T
_lprob_wio™1 OO 33 -B664486 1.49 8.137 —. 8313134 -ZXa1681
_lprob_oth™1 21631 -aE4a11 4. 83 B.888 - 1786508 ~AOI6R663
— | pooia_1 - 1120485 BRI 1.6 8.173 — 8404804 2732084
_lurban_1 - 1886566 A B8628 1.32 8.126 — HIB6RZ30 2400372
_leduachma™2 —.8138956 - 1831906 —a.13 8.893 —.2161631 188372
—leduachmo™32 —BIIEAT3 B0 3Ea7 —a.3%6 8. 17 —.2168438 - 1492353
_leduachma™4 B 7044 - 11858682 a.42 @a.669 —. 1694389 264826
_leduachma™35 HIES419 - 1186451 a.31 8.8 — 1950082 -0
_leduachma™5 2143552 - 1388476 1.685 @.800 —.B4A5333 4602438
—leduachma™7? — 284831 1338417 —a.21 8834 — 204648 2347
h=size 040084 O 1.82 8.386 — BEERO4H B2 a1
_lhhwage jo™1 —. 1383886 -BE5X16 —2.88 HA.846 —.2o8XFh - .BE2o065
agehhead — BB 3681 B4 385 -1.88 @8.872 —.B891318 BB IS
_lheadfem_1 B2 32 032143 8.2y a.784 — 151235 ~BEX?
_cons —1.182623 - 1630853 . 0 888 —1.584828 86121

select

problem 7213461 443431 16.27 B.888 6344352 888257
— | pioia_1 — .23 69 AR5 —-4a.38 8.559 —1.834278 -3501844
—lurban_1 - 156826 2008608 8.52 oa.o08z —.4381322 1421843
_leduachma™2 — 1703806 M6 736 —a.3¢ 8./ —1.119533 - rBA7533
_leduachma™3 OO 3 -IBR5633 a2 a.Ma — 6585672 8596733
_leduachmo™4 —. 1632489 SM4M4 —-a.29 a8.7%3 —1.283318 ~OSREMAZ
—leduachma™3 236185 B Yy a.53 a.484 — 4815185 1194378
_leduachma™& — 2014465 6086348 —a.42 B8.673 —1 .645866 1.862173
_leduachma™7? —1 833381 -SHE66666 -1.7%6 8.4/ —2_ 18326 -1164645
h=ize —B 72 H345M13 —a.14 8.89 —B725087 -B638164
_lhhwagejo™1 2063 -3841856 a.69 @a.492 —. 21665 ~BEG2191
agehhead 81711548 - O] 1.7 a.8arw; — 8818531 -HI61626
_lheadfem_1 —.327302 4418188 —-a.M4 8.438 11917 ~S3608R
—_lregion_2 -2 MBE566 ~F333206 a.81 a.419 — . 3E63604 ~DZ2ER827
_lregion_3 ~2BXP3M0 3820919 a./m a.448 —-44831°M 1.813784
_cons —4.784823 8193264 —5.84 HO.888 —6. 30860 3178973
fathrho 2108M7 2181873 1.85 8.206 — 192885 6318343
rho 2163086 283446 —. 1897569 “Soa314
LR test of indep. eqns. (rho = @31 chiZi{l) = 1.87 Prob > chi2 = 8.3886




Probit model with s=ample selection Mumber of obs = 153
Censored obs = 13848
Uncensored obs = 2613
Hald chiz{16} = 182.61
Log likelihood = 5058487 Prob » chiZ = B .58eR
Coef. Std. Err. z Frlz]| [95% Conf. Interval]l

cm migration
_lprob_job_1 - 191127 -BO36139 —2.11 a.835 —.3ER5025  —.8136320
—lprob_hea™i - a1 1283734 —-a.66 8.311 —. 2158005 M irs =T,
_lprob_wioc™ 1 .806186 18718 18.17 ©B.888 -BR4036 13872276
_lprob_oth™1 — 104235 1312119 —32.28 8.8a81 —.6M65041 - 1622528
—lpoor_1 30531554 - 1168882 382 a.883 - 1248587 s A |
_lurban_1 — .y -1816460 —Aa.47 8.639 — 246054 1314945
—leduachmo™2 8618 1733581 8.2y 8.8y — 2020838 - 3EE5E M
_leduachmo™3 1919817 - 1494621 1.28 8.199 —.1818387 484842
_leduachmo™4 881268 1A a.ai 8004 — 3473461 - RO
—leduachmao™S 861883 - 15096304 8.3z a. M7 —. 2186833 432604
_leduachmo™& — H258E 30 - 206 P0G —A.12 B8.985 — 4350683 - IESO06RA T
—leduachmo™7 -JEF0640 17702422 213 8.81 -B346566 STErETE2
hsize — JHEFX400 8133409 —2.18 B8.436 —.B623357 —.8821646
_lhhwagejo™i - 1580683 -BOR POAS 1.33 8.12%6 — BB 76 - 3445042
agehhead — 8BGO Z BE3 BT -1.M 8.87/2 —.8142156 - BBaG312
_lheadfem_1 -HOR 1M 1422824 a.64 8.5 —.18M0037 - 0405
_cons —1.72381 ~Z3RORS —6.68 B.888 —2_Z3MTT —1.219566

select

prob Lem T.218361 4431339 16.27 ©.888 6.341835 8878888
—lpoor_1 — 22O 4881367 —aA.536 B8.5M —1 .8206 3266
_lurban_1 - 1363495 - ZOEREd a.52 a.08a — 4278402 - TESAEZ
—leduachmo™2 —.1M6132 8434 —a.36 6.M8 —1.123604 4670
_leduachmo™3 1205314 841187 a.34 8.736 —.BZI3N17 SBEZIMS
—leduachmo™4 —. 15186 3720307 —a.26 a8.mMaz -1 .2M881 OMasi
_leduachmo™S 36304 4381965 a.85 8.398 — 4 M22E8T 1281111
_leduachmo™& — .2 ME024 680184 —4.48 B.680 —1.623188 1873483
—leduachmo™7 —1.81256 3872664 -1.72 8.8853 —2.16357 - 138449
hsize — . BEEE0G -H346462 —HA.28 B8.848 — 8240148 - ENEROS F
—lhhmwagejo™i ~2BEEE18 ~JE3E84 7 a.60 @a.492 — . 360646 BB 3R
agehhead 81517 -BEO6G619 1.81 a.aM1 —.B8814853 «HOGIREG
_lheadfem_1 — 3315864 4486260 —A.7/3 B8.452 —1.195193 et % C )
—_lregion_2 2316608 Z332158 8. a.408 —.4814212 OB 687
_lregion_3 25926534 -3/10682 ..M a.486 — 4697860 ORI
_cons —4 T MO0ER -B136566 —5.86 8.888 —6.3M8565 —2.18125
Fathrho — 1080862 BMres —a.x a.8% —1 .B06587 1.514615
rhio — . 1886975 5302348 — 0043 ORFrG
LR test of indep. egns. (rho = @): chiz{l) = 8.87 Prob r chiZ = B8.7856




Probit model with somple selecticn

Number of obs
Censored obs
Uncensored obs

Wald chiZ(11)

Log likelihood = -Z22.7147 Prob = chiZ
Coef. Std. Err z P12zl [95% Conf. Interval]
om_military
_Iprob_job_1 JAZARRSL 14B85B6 2.87 o.0ad 1346199
_Iprob_hea~1 JA147138 14845477 Z2.87 @.0ad -1329866
_Iprob_vio~1 11498572 (1421968 .80 0.422 -.164519
_Iprob_oth~1 397990 1577544 4.69 0.0 4326067
_Ipoor_1 -.3374558 .1997186 -1.66 @.2896 -. 7238813
_Iurban_1 3548611 .1873573 1.89 @.858 -.8123523
hhedu -A4781994 3187914 -1.58¢ 8.133 -1.121863
hsize 483684 2170958 2.83 o@.0a5 2148612
_Ihhwagejo~1 4371632 17740948 Z2.46 @.814 2892798
agehhead 2@35274  .Qa4B419 2.73 @.466 - . 2259625
_Iheadfem_1 -. 2258848 (2477189 -2.93 @.354 - . TRaress
_Cons -3.61953& .36Z2E3E3 -5.98 2.22@ —4_338657
select
problem 687762  .3164167 21.74 @.o0e 6.257455
_Ipoor_1 -. 1249337  .3275323 -2.38 @.7a3 - . ToBBESZ
_Iurban_1 2155131 2811584 .77 9.443 -.3355493
hhedu -.6558819 .5615825 -1.17  @8.243 -1. 756487
hsize -.@13538 .@347188 -2.39 @.897 -. 8315699
_Ihhwagejo~1 2B8ase? 2734711 .77 0.444 -.3264414
agehhead 2131397 8881677 1.61 @.188 - . B3ZB686
_Iheadfem_1 -.3@823826 .3833385 -2.79 @.438 -1.853714
_Iregion_< 2932917 3118415 2.94 @.347 -. 3179864
_Iregion_3 2388936 347938 @.68 @.484 - 4438524
_CONns -4 72414  .6EE1593 -6.34 Q.20 -5.538262
Fathrho -14.25196 4477 542 -2.0¢ @8.997 -BE92 .875
rho -1 74899 -1
LR test of indep. egns. (rho = @): @.85 Prob > chiZ = @.3578




Probit model with sample selecticn Number of obs = 176594

Censored obs = 15879
Uncensored obs = 2615
Wald chiZ{11) = 43 43
Log likelihood = -Z276.0889 Prob > chid = 2. 0002
Coef. S5td. Err. z P=lzl [95% Conf. Interwval]

om_child
_Iprob_job_1 5824097 (13E7@24 4.72¢ O.222 -312e181 .B543213
_Iprob_hea~1 5L pZ 1328381 3.79 @.008 2416719 T592704
_Iprob_wio~1 BFFFITE (1378269 8.59 @.558 -. 1876886 .3382a633
_Iprob_oth~1 2621584 1718638 1.53 @.125 -.@73128L 5874293
_Ipoor_1 -.@8559721 .1682386 -8.33 e.719 -.3857137 2737685
_Iurban_1 2493938 128186 1.53 @.126 - . QEO724R 5685124
hhedu -.317177% 2723883 -1.16 @.244 - B51LE7 2166937
hsize 8336863 8165558 2.83 @.a42 8212376 .B66135
_Ihhwagejo~1 -3129082 152115 2.8 Q.24 8147682 .bl124g1
agehhead 9223587  .easfdidi?l 2.88 @.936 - . B@E3575 . DO0arLn
_Iheadfem_1 2540708 155489 1.8 @.118 -. 8576219 5675635
_cons -3.236769  .3358357 -9.6b @.22@ -3.893426 -Z2.588117

select

problem b.BeEBOR 329321 8.8 0.2 b.22344]1 7.514355
_Ipoor_1 -. 1837267 3585878 -8.51 @.088 -.B8638E6 5189362
_Iurban_1 . 2@76Bb5 2815931 2. 74 @.461 - 3447755 . 7595989
hhedu -.5050064 5657635 -8.97 @8.331 -1.65894 558812
hsize - . Q@7 T7E 835828 -8.22 @.828 - @7 9962 .DE2LLT
_Ihhwogejo~1 2137528 2851319 2.7 @.453 -.3458955 eyl
agehhead 8130882 .BRE3I545 164 @.182 -. 28720943 .a3ea547
_Iheadfem_1 -. 1767383 34824 -8.52 .63 -.B433187 4B98582
_Iregion_Z -3851463 3513847 1.18 @.273 -.3833983 1.873691
_Iregion_3 3585886 (3974811 2.83 @.372 - 187483 1.119758
_cons -4 _&7RBAF . T124479 -b.22 @.22@ -5 82521 -3.832485
Sathrho -b. 688569 216 4944 -8.83 @.975 -431.8819 417 _oda7
rho - 0999968 .8a13641 -1 1

LR test of indep. eans. (rho = @): chi2({1) = @.87 Prob » chi2 = @.35&7




Probit model with sample salection Mumber of abs = 17653
Censored obs = 15848
Uncensored obs = B3
Hald chizi14) = 2067
Log likelihood = —137.87688 Prob > chiz = 8 .8885
Coef. Std. Ere T Prlz| [95% Conf. |ntervall

Cl BTy
—lprob_job_1 0241 - 2000624 2.06 O.883 21800563 16833004
—lprob_hea™1 STy i) k) - 19460958 2.06 O.883 - 104165 0573587
—lprob_wio™ OS2 - 1944161 2.80 O6.848 8172386 - 1030
—lprob_oth™1 4124848 230766 1.75 0O6.888 — 5406911 B rMM50EE
—lpoar_1 -HHe3 ME4 -2416388 8.2 68./39 = O32e02 -GG
—leduachmo™2 —3.542653 O0o0h.524 —a.88 1 .668 —18732 .83 18724 .04
—leduachmo™:32 -H510583 2330000 a.x2 8.8 — 4808723 e
—leduachmo™4 —. 19188095 381 —a.57 8.568 L T 4651416
—leduachmo™5 —.24835M =24 300 —a.61 a.548 —1 .889504 R0 7
—leduachmo™6 —2.0238 8432 . 267 —a.88 1 .668 —16520 .66 16524 .22
—leduachmo™? —.1168484 43818588 —a.23 a.588 —1.81488 - 819837
hsize ~HAE0REE azx31avz 1.16 B8.244 — .81 83085 72108
—lhhwagejo™1 - 1980431 230916 8.84 @8.49 — 2600518 0034381
agehhead -8114485 - B rOaE: 1.538 8.132 — 8834644 HXEIR1S
—_cons —4 804802 20044 —7r/.48 8.888 —S.17MeEg2 —3.818381

select

prob lem 7152381 4526632 15.88 ©O.888 6265177 8 .830584
—lpoar_1 —.1618328 0PI —a.4 8.68% — 0398723 0178866
—lurban_i -2136363 =861 758 8./ 68.485 — 364632 ~B1372309
—leduachmo™2 — 1389711 404732 —a.26 8.1 —1.186638 H3EeO0g
—leduachmo™:3 AT 44462 8.46 B8.644 e T T 0312238
—leduachmo™4 —2191°7M049 B2 M1 —a.35 a.72¢ =1 449531 1.8111°1
—leduachmo™5 ORS00 430006 a.91 8365 — 4634556 1 ..266047
—leduachmo™6 — 2194883 -6841839 —a.32 8.M8 —1.5668384 1.121568
—leduachmo™? —.001 5860 Mir: iy -1.538 8.115 —2.224516 24837
hsize — . BEEEeh -B340472 —a.17 8.866 — 8370 -B6147
—lhhmagejo™1 - 1538368 2071580 8.52 8.687 —4XO36HT -3 g
agehhead 8160852 - BeooG6 1 1. A8.8098 —.Ba6251 - 14
—lheadfem_1 —. 1508624 413109 -4.39 a.609 — 06065 /6 -O0EENIE
—lregion_2 2018702 3462820 8.84 @a.481 — ez - 13
—lregion_2 =22 23437 8.7/ 8.444 — 4568278 1.841932
oS —4._83MM -EIGaH2 5.7 o8.888 —6..488097 —3. 19336
Jfathrho 812711 1686284 —a.a81 8.904 —2137 .45 2128.95
rhio — oo G - BEa 3 O -1 1
LR test of indep. eghs. {rho = @): chizil) = 8.8 Prob > chi2 = 8.23450




Probit model with sample selection MHumber of obs = 17653
Censzored obs = 156830
Uncensored obs = 214
Hald chiz{16) = 29.19
Log likelihood = —388.6977 Prob > chiZ = a._8zxx7?
Coef. Std. Err z Frlz| [95# Conf. Interwall

cm other
_lprob_job_1 —. 373261 - 1383832 —2.M 8.\887 —.6443454 - 18226867
_lprob_hea™1 -BBd65 77 - 1580650 B.H 8.975 —. 20123 IR
_lprob_veio™ -B004471 - 1 328856 8.7 8.451 —- 1392701 35E1734
—lprob_oth™1 - 2854854 - 1442344 1.098 8.848 -BE 023 -SG818586
—lpoor_1 —.3EEM17 -2 2000S —-1.69 a.891 —B305437 s
—lurban_1 2328407 1584017 1.68 8.993 — B2 1885 /e M
—ledugchmao™2 — 41765482 234244 —-1.81 d.8/M —. 55028 HEFIOSE
—ledugchmo™3 — . 1834785 - 1738390 —1.86 8.201 —.5241728 1572319
—ledugchmo™4 —.21a81702 221403 —-1.48 8.161 o A i 1238142
—leduachma™3 —2EIFII6 -ZZEI61 -1.24 8.215 — - F3B0ezZ0 - 1643557
—leduachma™G — . BB40062 ~ZIRZTIE —-a.36 a.79 —-ERE43 -3/e8019
—leduachma™7? — 4384783 220N —1.6¢7 8.895 — - OOGA 706 -8/0130
hsize — .08 H197383 —4.49 8.623 — -Bd4E30e0 HZEaE10
—lhhwagejo™1 — . H365348 1201151 —a.28 8.7 — . 2E05008 2165263
agehhead —.B81 2688 45740 —a.28 8.782 —.8182353 -HE/EOE
_lheadfem_1 —. 1878838 - 1033244 —a.97 8.331 — -SG5 026 191825
—_Cons —1. 76222 -3175851 -5.59 9.888 —2 . 300461 —1 152082

select

prob Lem 7 .eonBz? 48873 ME 17.36 o.8988 6. 204715 T .BOoRO3E
—lpoor_1 —.Z23ae011 31234 —-a.59 8.557 —1.881300 ~IFO6167
—lurban_1 - 2332530 -2EOnM6E a.81 a.421 — 3343863 -BaRE141
—leduachma™2 —.2811851 ~AERCAR7 —a.42 8.6/ —1.143843 -r486731
—leduachma™3 - B0 OEEG ~Fr24054 8.26 8.793 — 6321769 ~BzZrarel
—leduachmo™4 —. 1746582 ~TaETHaS —a.31 8.755 —1.269377 ~Oea6i 1
—leduachma™3 2T -JE1849 1.38 8.168 — 2212648 1.27242
—ledugchmo™G —. 2619872 DT —4.48 8.692 —-1.506197 1.832rr3
—ledugchma™ 7 — .OGHO6 72 -aMed0a7 —-1.67 8.806 —2 _BORE7H - 1680435
hsize -Ba197 72 HEZE31 8.86 8.951 — . BoEEAZ4 M iy
—lhhwagejo™i - BEESEO 259785 8.4 8.0 —.Saason? 3177380
agehhead -8130857 BB D 1.53¢ 8.117 — B3 H314831
—lheadfem_1 — 2073566 4252345 —-a.M o8.484 —1 .138881 e ooy
—lregion_2 -B32ra30 2846621 a.11 8 .080 — 5252234 ~JOB6313
—lregion_3 B3I FZ23 3 8.1z 8.988 — o651 Br11124
_Cons —4 359713 - THEO 3G —6.13 8.888 5. 7M9276 —2.9M15
fathrho 3346784 224527 1.49 8.136 —. 1853865 32
o S22re2 2811432 —- 1840081 -G406701
LR test of indep. egns. rho = @)1 chiz2{1} = 2.18 FProb > chiz = 8.1399




Frobit model with sample selection Humber of obs = 17653
Censored obs = 156835
Uncensored obs = 2618
Wald chiz{16} = 176.85
Log likelihood = — 0874330 FProb * chiZ = 8.8888
Coef. Std. Ere. z Frlz| [95% Conf. Intervall

ca nothing
—lprob_job_1 -1.18166 1808258 —-14.43 2 9.888 -1.316014 — 580185
_lprob_hea™1 — 852005 17376 —4.13 B.868 —.7153514 —.2552395
_lprob_wio™ — . 3643005 - 1856142 -3.45 8.881 —.5M3095 1573004
_lprob_oth™1 — 3189975 1185144 -2.62 8.8809 —.32814 —.8TEM36
—lpoaor_1 —.0M346 32 —.25 B.868 —..B4E P62 —.380019
—lurban_1 2261419 H01 6805 2.47 8.814 65086 4856932
—leduachmo™2 —. 1903681 - 1362421 -4.88 B.422 —.3763376 13215
—leduachmo™:3 — . 283638 « 1246884 -1.63 8.182 — 4478581 B M5
—leduachmo™d 81855 - 1438885 a.8a7 8.94H —-.2M3816 2024175
—leduachma™S - 1865486 - 1456437 8.73 08.464 —. 1780877 -FI2085
—leduachmo™5 - 1366204 1386713 8.86 8.380 — .. 1736606 4476104
—leduachma™? 153304 - 1447653 2.87 08.884 - 1316847 0008 7M1
h=ize 8482338 8112847 3.537 ©.888 8181163 -B623514
—Ihhwageja™1 - 1667 M2 B85 1.98 8.857 —BBEn2 3384837
agehhead -BE26585 -B883881 a.88 8.377 —.8832314 -B885324
—Iheadfem-1 — o 108447 - 1385611 -1.46 8.145 — 62408 BE483
_cohs —1.186204 I It P -5.36 B.868 -1.619895 —.7526023

select

prob lem 6.7 588 - 3485242 10.43 B.868 6.887404 7.433683
—lpoaor_1 8506488 20168887 8.35 8.7 — 484884 3881655
—lurban_1 -1181491 2186254 8.36 B8.57 — . PO6602 3380673
—leduachmo™2 - 1826256 28T 8.64 B.523 — . 3BE431 - MB610943
—leduachmo™3 -H238487 2014525 a.80 B8.929 —..3530958 ~JoraTH
—leduachmo™4 e85 302537 8.23 8.828 —..6173397 014093
—leduachmo™S 18784 3687332 8.3 B.765 —.. 500203 8148474
—leduachma™6 —. 30476150 e -8.67 8.084 —1.435M5 - MR
—leduachmo™? —.0806185 3176468 -1.76 8.8/ —1.924188 - 1849585
hsize —.8182880 «H26602 -8.39 8.097 —.B02M042 =841 9265
—Ihhwagejo™1 —.888378 - 1962367 .4 a8.682 — 4640040 3842389
agehkhead - 0806428 B8G 7217 1.43 8.131 —.BE3531D H22811
_lheadfem_1 —H 23423 - 3To2RB0 -1.18 8.272 1147822 3238377
_lregioh_2 -2120196 24343 a8.87 8.382 — .. 2648020 608647
_lregion_32 - 11528096 2766131 8.42 B8.677 — 426862 637413
_cohs —-3.815677 S22 -7.3 a.868 —4 83874 —-2.79313
Jatbrho — 828084 - 13860900 -4.28 B8.848 — . 2O00B56E 2438428
rho — B2 70067 1385012 —.2011761 230121
LR test of indep. egns. {rho = B3 chiZ{l) = 8.84 Prob > chiZ = B.8306




10. Probit regressions on coping mechanisms

Determinants of coping mechanism choices

“ariable Consumption Sovings Loans Transfers SellAssets Higration
Job related problem 114925313 4321 5k =301 1603 e 461158 70 19281854 — 10644338+
Health related problem 2213120 2434087 e 431 108458 20818700 34638430 — _@7E3B4M
Violence related problem S5O5038 T -B4824BH44¢  — | D95I0AG - 2EOB4E50E -BI523512 1 90766 Mk
Other problem 871 5002 37398462 -348381 443 2390023 FE 328471180 — 41 080RG3EEE
Foor - — 18746846 - 22200 P 18723481 %* 11127042 3033 PEEGrE
Urbon | —.21808B68%  — 24587515 81300880 —.18444856 18882777 - T
Incomplete primary 88665479 13834388 — 8226047 8637414 —.815159627 -B4698153
Primary SB2221589 -2Z3005R35  —_ 18113320 BEZ3546 —BI3ASIO6 128227
Intermediate -ea745192 ~IFI2Oo e — @5334761 — 82330843 -B4637925 88138333
Secondary —.8524886 3044541 — 15431384 18387170 -B3FI6T S 8680
Diploma | —.21118396% 208533 e — 2733283 — 8724367 -21236216 — 82404856
University | —.381895282% -28687381* — 4730380 — 82183839 — 82883261 L3I
household size | —.0GSBOOOM=*  —_ 81830164+ 81883731 — 83481525 -BF04 7332 — JHEZFIRZ56E
wage worker in hh [ —.87084611 — 172830470 FF —_BBR03E0E —Z1D42e0err — 12878180 1911503
age of the head of hou™d -BBa3ESE1 -BEGZ21 205 — _BEVTS201EE - BE24278E — 88426 M0+ — B 70167*
female head of household - 14583954 -126608703 —.1284604 SIS TIErE 82618080 - OB P00
Constant 233535 —1.8465383%= —_ 8313611 —1.8738005% ] . 1708500% | 72355334
H 2613 2613 2613 2613 2613 2613
legend: * p<.1; #F pd @S] #F pdEl
“ariab le JoinMilitary Chi ldLabor Martiage Other Mothing
Job related problem AT 74405TE - DDA I 48370044 — _JOR4EGH0E ] 8073480
Health related problem 3T PI04FeE 321381 19¥F SOP202234FE . — @234 P02 — 488 B hTrrr
VYiolence related problem 80783853 -B3181612 3458 -BM639564 — 308581 g
Other problem - TBG32051 ¥ -2403208 -31850H08 7 26315364 — . 3A7INGeE
Foor | —..38502883% —.B457701 1132408 — . 30046572% —SIS2325TeE
Urban 2 resEe 23434083 2oMZB10E 2261 684
Ihcomplete primary 2030444 —.133409085 —-42681160¥ —. 1805068
Frimary 36181153+ —.B33 78560 135136915 —. 18664977 —.2H337249
Intermediate 22248487 -B0208842 — . B5840365 — 318682013 81684883
Secondary | —.34887914 — 254206585 —-.11312582 — 25026619 - 18643463
Diploma —.DEEM0314 — 00489173 1347011
University | —.44283608 —.14648152 — A6 720784% =41 5886 724
household size SBTEO T ITEE -HIETE000 T — .BEETEsEs B2 EOpE
wage worker it kb 4050045 -3207FEEE 2481920 —.B4181895 - 16662236%
age of the head of hou™d 88745189 -B8119252 -BEI5rE60 —.8a11367 8826379
female head of household — 2230629 19245956 -I72340914% —. 18588490 — 19838797
Constant | —d4.200547H 3 3708047 4 30815624 —1.7488116%=F —1.1911200%*
M 2431 2489 1588 2614 2618

legend: #* p<.1; #F pd@AS;

#Hk p<.@1



11. Marginal Effects of Household Characteristics on Risk Coping Mechanism Choices

Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects Number of cbs = 2613
LR chiZ2{lk) = 453.92
Prob = chi2 = @.000@
Leg likelihood = -1356.3986 Pseudo RZ = @.1433
CP_COonso dF#dx  5td. Err z P=lzl =-bar [ 95% C.I 1
_Ipr~b_1%* o924 _@Z15755 15.58 2.2 52545 (324633 (429788
_Ip~nol_1% 2855995 _@731688 3.5 @.282 (283199 . a4@285 (138994
_Ip-pl_1% 2898949 @196244 961 @.282 368159 .171437 74353
_Ipr~g_1% 1193983 .@Z226233 465 @.882 _161E83 27585 (163731
_Ipoor_1%* .1586851 .2a254 6.5 @.222 .167241 _11ROBE 198387
_Lurbo~1%*( -.8661793 .2208553 -3.18  @2.881 729317 -_1854E7 - 826872
_Iedua~2* 8275354 2388388 @.87 @382 _.1£p192 -.832897 .B87963
_Iedua~3* 2871798  .@28e751 @.25 @.883 _.262533 -.40827 .263382
_Iedug~4* 2824173  _@34E348 @87 @.945 176674 -.265863 .2706E7
_Ieduo~5%( -.@172459 _@37@372 -2.47 @.837 JABdEE  -.2893837 855346
_Ieduo~6*| -.@8722281  .@£309698 -1.72 @.885 .26%652 -.158399 _@13959
_Ieduo~7*| -.1851827 _@£41486 -2.52 @.212 .@7Ed71 -.191817 -_@18589
hsize -.8223335 .9@Z83Z7 -f.8F  Q.28@ TF.11827 -.@Z7885 -.8167EZ
_Ihhwo~1%| -.@243495 8199917 -1.21  @.228  .7@187FS -.8e3532 (814833
agehhead 2088992 .eeeriis 2.14 @.8%2 45.31% -.281337 .2@1535
_Iheag~1* 256 8276113 1.5% @.117 131767 -.@@8517 .@99717
chs. P fasraz3
pred. P A7 (ot x-bar)
(*) dF/dx is for discrete change of durey variable from @ to 1
z and P>lzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @

Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects Number of obs = 2613
LR chi2{1E) = 310.48
Prob = chiz = 9.0008
Leg likelihood = -1584.367 Pseudo RZ = B.885%2
CM_Sav-~5 dF/sdx  Std. Err z P=1z1 w-bar [ a5% C.I ]
_Ipr~b_1* JAe22418 (8223383 7.4 2.000 52545 (11B45E (206826
_Ip~al_1*% 2935916  .@202@54 3.63 Q.20 283199 476722 (144561
_Ip~ol_1*% 37728689 8216486 14.36 ©@.288 .363159 (279638 .3Ip4409
_Ipr-e_1*% 1456921 (8387567 4 88 2.28@ _151BE3 0
_Ipoor_1%| -.@482058 2 .@Z7E@56 -1.43 @.153 .167241 -.9947b4 814232
_Iurbo~1%*| -.@945938 _@Z23E653 -4.00 0.008 (729817 -.14137 -. 4781
_Iedug~2* 258892  .a356263 1.472 @.156 .146197 -.@19871 .128@55
_Ieduo~3* JA11797F 0 (8324567 J.4E 2.1 262533 2 .@4BIRL 175412
_Iedug~+* 1315875 .@38E314 344 2,801 (176674 2 .@55399 _2@V6l6
_Ieduo~5* 1428686 (BE14317 3.49 Q2.200 JAB4BE 861264 (223673
_Ieduo~G* 1297164 _@EE9155 2.37 @.818 .@e%e52 817211 2e1117
_Iedug-~7* JBBR7171  .@d547SE 1.2 @.271 _.@7Ee71 -.0@B414 .169B4R
hsize -.B2e9774 2231631 -2.21 @.827 7.11822 -.913177 -.2Qe77E
_Ihhwo~1% -. 26018 .8221Z76 -3.81 @.883 .7el187S -.189554 -. 827816
agehhead J@23571 . 02QBRsS 2.92 @.283 45.319% .20@77E .023936
_Ihead~1* JLEE90E  .@328386 1.54 @.124 131267 - 214898 111490
obs. P 3834673
pred. P 3755762 (ot x-bar)
(*) dF/dx is for discrete change of duemy variable from @ to 1
z and P=lzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @



Probit regression, reporting marginal effects Humber of obs = 2613
LR chiZ{ie) = 191.79
Prob = chi2 = @.0008

Log likelihood = -17@4. 4183 Pseudo RZ = @.8531
cm_loans dFsd=x  Std. Err. z P=lzl x-bar [ 95% C.I. ]
_Ipr~b_1% JA536573 8229643 0.68 9.902 52545 188648 .198GE7
_Ip~al_1% 1786382 8253718 b.64 2.822 .283199 12888 220336
_Ip~ol 1% -.@75d4@3 8224316 -3.32 @.881 368159 -.119085 -.831875
_Ipr-e_1% 1382/99 8289339 4.74 2.922 .151EE3 88157 .194989
_Ipoor_1* 288308 -@Z28395 3.11 e.ed2 167241 832047 (143954
_Lurba~1% L2258997 8234241 2.23 @.814 729812 -.@4pd11 0 (85141
_Iedua~2%( -.00000@7 .8343929 -2.26 9.794 146197 -.070409 053488
_Iedua~3*( -.@398786 .2389685 -1.78  @.288 .262533 -.18850 870883
_Iedug~4* -. 821855 8372456 -8.56 @.573 .126674 -.994855 851945
_Iedua~5%( -.0084387 .2398515 -1.53 @.127 JABEe -.136978 81613l
_Iedua~6®| -.1855459  .@4£31714 -2.36 @.818 869652 -.198862 -.821829
_Iedua~7=| -.1776992 .@483866 4.8  2.900 .@7B@T1 -.256850 -.@98543

hsize 2839727  .8@31528 1.26 @.208 7.11827 -.@82207 .e1e1s2
_Ihhwa~1*| -.228@3683 .@2272389 -2.82 @.987 .Te1ETS -394 43783
agehhead -.B@3808L  .D20ERTI -3.80 @.988 45.319 -.984657 -.B@1485
_Iheod~1*| -.2473481 .2317188 -1.58¢  8.133 .131767 -.188578 .@1384B

obs. P LA538844
pred. P LALORRSE (ot x-bar)

(*) dF/dx is for discrete change of durey variable from @ to 1
z and P=lzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @

Probit regression, reporting marginal effects Number of cbs = 2813
LR chiZ{le) = 154.8b
Prob = chiz = 2.000@
Log likelihood = -1111.8814 Pseudo RZ = @.8651

cr_tra-~s dF#dx  Std. Err.

M~

P=lzl w-bar [ 9% C.I. ]

Ipr~b_1% Jdasgaza .edsTael
_Ip~-al_1* .1585556  .@Z213789
_Ip~0l_1% JB514861 9169791
_Ipree_1% 2619673 823989
_Ipoor_1%® JBATSEZE 8225388
_Iurba~1*% 8255338 . 8AT52TY
_Iedua~2*® 2155640 825563
_Iedua~3* Je151867 8231586
_Iedua~4*® 2855259 8268953
_Iedua~5* .B4pEEY  _@373370
_Iedua~&*® 16435 8324187
_Iedua~7= L9743 8333636

hsize -.p881187 .8aZ23584
_Ihhwa~1%| -.@536778 .@168121

&.20d 52545 L@FFETE 139732
2.20@ 283199 .11ob54 .Z2@458
.368159 _@1E30& .@84007

B

B
E

B
B
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B
B

B
B

B
B
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agehhead -.Ba57a3  .9eas3el . 323 45.31%9 - @21 728 .9ea5ed
_Ihead~1*® 82292 826513 . 008 131267 | .@50850 .154528
obs. F . 1685369

pred. P 1553841 (at x-bar)

(*) dFfdx is for discrete change of durey wvariable from @ to 1
z and P=lzl correspond to the test of the urnderlying cocefficient being @



Probit regression, reporting marginal effects

Leg likelihood = -1142. 9744

Number of cbs
LR chi2{1e)
Prob = chid
Pseudo RZ

crM_sale dFfdx  Std. Err. z P=lzl x-bar [ 95% C.
_Ipr~b_1%* .eiee257 2161613 Z.BF @.aad 52545 21445
_Ip~al_1% 2903887 .281323 4. .77 0.002 (283199 258922
_Ip-ol_1% JB234388 2165791 1.44 2.151 .368159 -.@@8966
_Ipr~e_1% JBBES156 2 .@242413 3.99 2.8282 .161ER3 .@£1883
_Ipoor_1* JBZ2E@3572 82159723 1.34  2.179 167241 -.@14285
_Lurba~1% 8257867 | .210447 1.53 @.126 .729817 -._@@6365
_Iedua~2%| -.8@36632 .@74E354 -2.15 @.883 145192 -.@852781
_Ieduo~3%| -.2@79691 8223315 -2.35 @.723 .262533 -.851733
_Iedug~4* 114647 QZTTIET @.42 @.675 176674 -.D43008
_Iedua~5* 8282137  .Q296E37 2.31 @e.753 JAgdER - 4E985
_Iedua~g* 8562646 23724845 1.63 @.182 .269652 -.216733
_Ieduo~7*| -.2@69213 .@322127 -2.21 @.832 _@7E@T1 -.87ee5e

hsize 222382  .Ba22540 1.2 @.387 7.11827 -.@882118
_Ihhwa~1* -. 232182 16647 -1.98 Q.28 _TRIRTS - @6i73
agehhead -.2218371  .2aa53% -1.76 9.879 45.319% -.282193
_Iheag~1* .B2eLRdF  .QZ238E3Z @.28 @.779 .131767 -.238838

ghs. F 1641791

pred. P 1596826 (at x-bar)

(*) dFfdx is for discrete change of durery wvariable from @ to 1

z and P=lzl correspond to the test of the underlying cocefficient being 2

Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects

Log likelihood = -587.16399

Number of cbs
LR chi2{1e)
Prob = chid
Pseudo RZ

cr_mig~n dF/dx  Std. Err. z P=lzl ®-bar [ 95% C.
_Ipr~b_1%| -.@151488 .2@74595 -2.18 @.836 52545 -.@Z297681
_Ip~-aol_1%| -.@@57858 .2@86531 -2.65 @.515 .Z83199 -.@Z2274i6
_Ip-ol_1* 1168721 2131878 18.21 2.82@ 368159 2 .@91181
_Ipr~e_1% -. 824921 .22cieaz -3.19 @.881 _.161883 -.8377249 -
_Ipoor_1* 8334853 8133757 .82 e.ed3 .167741 2 .@@7189
_Lurba~1%*| -.@@36735 .2@88572 -2.47 QJ.642 729817 -.@19485
_Iedua~2* 2236857 | .9142087 @.27 @.7Eb .14B197 -.@23775
_Iedua~3* 2159172 8134333 1.29 @.199 262533 -.@812412
_Iedug~4* .B2e2993  .9135697 2.21 @.984 176674 -.@70497
_Tedua~5* -BRL838L _@157393 8.32 @.748 186 -.82681
_Iedua~E*| -.@@1861E  .@153457 -2.12 2.985 262657 -.831939
_Iedua~7* 8398657 8233987 2.15 @.837 .@7EeV1l -.@2@em5
hsize -.2824551  .@211766 -2.18 @.836 7.11827 -.ed47el -
_Ihhwa~1* 2129817 2 .2@b77LB 1.53 @.126 .7e1875 -.8a8Z2377
agehhead -. 2285168 D2RZ87 -1.79 2.873 4£5.319% -.e218/9
_Ihead~1* BR7Z837 9121847 2.63 @.526 .131767 -.@16598
chs. P -Be42939
pred. P @343539 (at x-bar)
(*) dF/dx is for discrete change of duemy variable from @ to 1

z and P=lzl cerrespond to the test of the underlying cocefficient being @



Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects Mumber of cbs = 2431
LR chig(ls) = o7.88
Prob = chid = @.0002
Loeg likelihood = -166.351272 Pseudo RZ = @.1676
cr_mii Ly dF#dx  Std. Err. z P=lzl w-bar [ 95% C.I. ]
_Ipr~b_1* .B38813  .2@34699 2.92 @.8as 5265944 282012 815612
_Ip~al_1* J2l@bes  .2a58353 Z2.86 @.9a4 _Z801E1 .8@er93 (828531
_Ip~ol_1* 2219263 | .2@31495 B.64 @.520 361991 - @247 (00899
_Ipr~e_1% 8383008 _@1@v7ed 4.65 @9.888 185364 829257 .851476
_Ipoor_1%| -.@@55231 .2@26358 -1.68 @.893 .173591 -.919:E0 -.ede3Lsy
_Iurka~1* .B@57933  _BaZ8dL9 1.63 @.183 .725627 -.D@@ZE3 _@219E2c9
_Iedua~2* .B@7Z258  _@BavaTol 1.22 @.222 157137 -.8@v433 _@72188:
_Iedua~3* [BE5490 2004833 1.66 @.99¢7 Z871E8 -.9@<@@3 . 82189
_Iedug-~4* .B@51943  _@avzoss @.87 @.386 .136158 -.@29185 .219404
_Ieduo~5%| -_@@4700E  .2839@17 -@.87 @.383 .117711 -.812414 | _9@Z88
_Iedua~7*| -.0@55804 .2@35635 -2.94 @.347 (88391 -.912491 .@21478
hsize 0018 _e2d3TEb Z.66 Q.98 F.15467 .92@l6E .2@165Z2
_Ihhwo~1* BA7FE13  .2@28933 2.34 @.819 _69B47E (887111 .213457
agehhead 2821416  .22@1859 1.36 @.175 45.4373 -.00006b .22d349
_Ihead~1*| -.@8@35354 .2832811 -2.89 @.374 .136158 -.2@99%:b .@a2895
obs. F Wl o
pred. P 2268851 (ot x-bar)

(*) dFfdx is for discrete change of durmy wvariable from @ to 1
z and P=lzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @

Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects Humber of cbs = 2489
LR chi2{1s) = 58.93

Prob = chiz = 2.008@

Log likelihood = -221.68562 Pseuds RZ = @.1831
cm_child dFSdx  Std. Err. z P=lzl x-bar [ 95% C.I. ]
_Ipr-b_1% 212567 | .@52767 417 9.008 534247 212915 831599
_Ip~al_1% JB234595  .BATIS56 J.B4 Q.00@8 .295143 .B829 .238621
_Ip~ol_1* 22372643  .2@51358 2.7 @.585 340108 -.2903@2 .81333
_Iprep_1*% 2183934 2200088 1.382 @.169 _.163962 -.@@7Z48 .@023835
_Ipoor_1*| -.8@15261  .8@55363 -2.27 @.78% 177252 -.@912377 .ed83as
_Iurbo~-1*% BA7E200  .2a4a5733 1.52 @.127 .71938c -.e@1d45 .@1bbBo
_Ieduo~2%| -.@@47196 .@@56448 -8.74 @.457 158577 -.@915783 _@@dc344
_Ieduo~3*| -.8@11451 . Ba5567 -2.19 @.85¢ .Z2B4V05 -.@1784 91855
_Iegug-4* B222670  .DATEZSL 2.32 @.76l (13741 -.91387 9175
_Ieduo~5%| -.@@78033 .8@59131 -2.96 @.337 J11374 - @18683  .2@4406
_Ieduo~6*| -.@111748  .8@&45391 -1.33 @.183 87555 -.870855 -.8@1404
hsize 2218526  .22a5D4io 1.79 @.873 7 1594 - 229113 .eez2z19
_Ihhwa-~1* .219@3cE .@@d311c 2.87 @.839 _.c91988 _@@158c .@1B4LBF
agehheod .2020411  .2@@1671 2.25 @.8dc 45.3483 - 200Z2E0 .D0O369
_Ihead-1* Q77493  .2AB2eT3 1.172 @.263 .1483@7 -.@@7345 223443

chs. P 8211786
pred. P B1343I28 (ot x-bar)

(*) dF/dx is for discrete change of dumery warioble from @ to 1
z and P=lzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @



Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects Number of cbs = 1588
LR chi2{13) = 38.52
Prob = chid = @.0082
Log likelihood = -82.729757 Pseudo RE = @.1888
CH_Marey dFsdx  Std. Ere. z P=1z1 w-bar [ 95% C.I. ]

Ipr~b_1* 2293439 . dadpas
_Ip~al_1% 2123932  .8e6esZY
_Ip~cl_1* 2857337  .8ad2545
_Ipr~e_1* 2122559  .2@89o64
_Ipoor_1* 2219339  .oad04]17
_Iedua~3* 2223811  .9a458E3
_Ieduo~4*| - @@18973 .2Q47066
_Ieduo~5%| -.@@14955 .@2a52891
_Ieduo~7*| -.@@18537 .2@52280

@.286 .55/@29 2 @@13F7 81311
2.286 EF122 - 900640 825432

B

B

¥

B

B

827 169998 - 218372 .

¥

115385 - @128l .

B

RERBEYNYRRENG

hsize [BATZ2E5  .Dea427s . .
_Ihhwo~1% 2834593  .2a3a238 . . 731437 - @0@2467 .
agehhead 2021397  .0eee124o . » 45.1943 -.002185 .
_Iheag~1* 2148532  .@299153 . . 41247 - BBMSE  L@34787
ohs. F .@125995
pred. P 0858473 (ot x-bar)

(*) dFfdx is for discrete change of durey varioble from @ to 1
z and Pxlzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @

Probit regressicn, reporting marginal effects Wumber of obs = ZBl4
LR chiz({1e) = 33.57
Preb = chi2 = @.8862
Log likelihood = -Z246.1535 Pseudo R2 = @.B638
cr_octher dF#dx  Std. Err. z P=lzl x-bar [ 95% C.I. ]

Ipr~b_1%| -.9161427 .@@57736 -2.
_Ip~ol_ 1% -.0088268 .@@57157 -B.
_Ip~ol_1% 8838253  .eas3z2Zy a.
_Ipr~e_1% 812415  .2@817R6 1.83 @.863 .161821 -.8@3599 .@28429
_Ipoor_1%| -.@118285 .@a43713 -1.74  @.882 167177 -.@Z21577 -.0aZeds
_Iurba~1% -D2EBLAT  _@@45678 1.71  @.887 729916 -.@8@9@18Z .e1 78
_Iedua~2*| -.@12177F .@@473IF4 -1.85 @.88f (146136 -.921463 -.907893
_Iedua~3*| -.2@65265 .@@56213 -1.87 @.283 .262433 -.917814 .9ad47]1
_Ieduo~4=| -.2@96273 .@@51615 -1.44  @.151 .176626 -.919744 902489
_Iedua~5%| -.D@EE960 _@@55/93 -1.15  @.25@8 (185283 -.@19d32 _aaZB3E
_Ieduo~6*| -.2@33397 .8@76416 -9.48 9.622¢ .96%9625 -.918317 .911638

88 Q.8 525249 - Q27459 - @a4827
16 @.877 283991 -.212099 .21838c
58
&

@.561 .JoE@dR -.9874dY .913458

_Iegua~7=| -.0120688  .@@454097 -1.7@ Q.988 .97ER41 -.92@980 -.9@3152
hsize -.2283325  .20@Tel5 -3.44 Q.63 TF.1121E -.921877 .8@1162

_Ihhwo~1%( -.2@16167 .2@51578 -8.32 @.758 .7e1ed7 -.911776 .988402

agehhead -. 000844 _P221TED -8.25 Q.84 45.3156 -.902391 .90@323

_Ihead~1%| -.2@02839 .9@55752 -8.96 @.338 .131217 -.917131 84723
obhs. P 220658

pred. P 2153983 (at x-bar)

(*) dFfdx is for discrete change of durey wvarioble from @ to 1
z and P=lzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @



Prebit regressicn, reporting morginal effects Number of cbs = ZB61B
LR chiZ{1s) = ZZ21.88

Prob = chiz = 9.000@

Leg likelihood = -7@@.32974 Pseudo RZ = @.1367
cm_not~g dF/dx  Std. Err. z P=lzl x-bar [ a95% C.I. ]
_Ipr~b_1% -. 149893 2 @147254  -192.19 2.0 | 52448p - 1779548 - 120237
_Ip~ol_1%| -.8589336 .2183177 -4 18 @.888 287659 -.@71156 -.838711
_Ip~ol_ 1% -.8215133 2 .2189276 -3.48 @.881 367456 -.867931 -.27089c
_Ipr~e_1%| -.8322713 .3182256 -2.63 @.8@89 _1e1574 -.@57313 -.@81223
_Ipoor_1% -.853237 8891183 -4.75 @.888 _.167685 -.@71893 -.835381
_Iurba~1*% .B257491 . @@9cE05 247 @.814 729505 2906704 L4734
_Ieduo~2%| -.@8127889 .@14ERZB 2.8 @.421 1460677 -.B41839 _@1p822
_leduo~3*| -.8232718 2132557 -1.63 @.183 267414 - @953 282789
_ledug~&* 8212984 2170287 2.87 8.947 126814 -.833881 .236398
_Iedua~5* 813904  .8283145 8.73 @.4B5 JdBdbE - 825849 853782
_Ieduo~&*® 81851 2 .@Z232448 8.87 @.386 .269519 -.@Z2740 _2odded
_Iedua~7* .Bob3403  .@Z2BE1@1 2.87 @.89& Q77922 .B@2988 .127813
hsize .BaL9407 DO13ERT 3.56 @.808 JF.11877 _Q@2228 .8@TeT2
_Ihhwo~1* 8194579 2297763 1.99 @.857 .7/e1799 _2@ad435 (238561
agehhead 883740  .DO836BT @.88 @.379 45.3739 -.9@8398 .a@1aLv
_Ihead~1%*| -.8218336 .@1Z2B4L73 -1.46 @.145 131816 -. <6288 284137

obs. P .ea3zeas
pred. P 8625481 (ot x-bar)

(*) dF/fdx is for discrete change of durmy varioble from @ to 1
Z and P=lzl correspond to the test of the underlying coefficient being @



12. Crowding out regressions

12.1 Formal insurance

Probit regressions testing if formal

insurance produces crowding out

Yariable Cohso Savings Loans Transfers SellAssets Migration
Formal insurance — 30002 Mg — 3252420 —.B6886818 — 3184730 —« 15360686+ B2 768612
poor ETEETEEE . — 12246878 -1651695%F - 14845858 -Bd786180 IO MO
urban —13454281* — o 15800309 — 88238063 — JEOT0E4 23 -B0231983 — 821306680
Incomplete primary 12083636 1347342 — 868513654 -H35126683 -BE351581 80131104
Primary -BE231668 - — 2800066 Rirgles T —. 18870142 - Z200 7200
Intermediate 17247739 ST10866IEEE — _2RIG44000E — JB63B63IE2 -Bo0B84851 e
Secondary - 18870406 - = 3P0636 714 202 FE —. 8234780 - 14868687
Diploma — 87853442 2083431 5%F — 480854ETrE —. 11411745 - IHBAH2S e -23281661
University = 13080384 a3 424 14%* — 006371 ek u 1 —. 81234681 BFOFZIG T
household size — 8581681 e — _@2766816%FF -8166546 7% — 23 81225337 — .84 73484
age of the head of hou™d - BRG] e — BRI D — .BBBES1D — 88236482 - EBEZaRE
female head of household 84701797 200484 2000 —.18691474* -21588565% 84513783 -1349185
Constant SO0 — R0 7 0o ~B2ED1 3T — 84808581+ —1.880051%  —] 47170204
H 1834 1834 1834 1834 1834 1834
Ll —1875.6466 —1169.6434 —1228.538 =43 . 23682 —782 .35856 —438.82181
chiz 11780756 33 .OOEeEE 50976062 35.641468 16.310927 F3.121045
r2_p 5162142 BZ243006 A20113 H2341578 Bl832220 H3B47818
legend: * p<.1) % p{,@5) #E pd.B]
Yariable JoinMi Litary Chi LdLabor Har+ i age Other Hothing
Formal insurance STEMATIIAEE TN 237034 —«21936834 - 26043050
poor —. 2?5137 — 18224336 -BB6Z5200 —.T4Z218150 — . 43593831 3k
urban 273187 10533632 HE24TIPET 15205975
Incomplete primary 177643 — -BEOTOOI6 — 63330843+ —. 24863343
Primary 27853191 —.823387 — 831172 APH0E534 —u 284451720
Intermediate 80400727 14773515 —. 167881 — 48463208 —.85 734684
Secandary —.6289748 — 39175262 — 34671761 — 843183657 —. 87820873
Diploma 28055 780 8720346
Uniwersity — 6724877 — 397006076 — JEOE82541 36312234
household size 83818434+ 83100353 -A52 0G0 — 3803 -H3B1 23564 FF
agz of the head of hou™d 88713838 BEIEE43 BEPE2181 81124700 —. 881784651
female head of household —.15003214 26204769 44431804 —.19917%637 — 2841262
Constant —=3.3028000%%F -2 3314103 —3.120000000 =2 .1 20867k =1.6318154%%*
M 1608 1931 1183 1834 1836
Ll —148_4726 —187.38629 —M6..830871 —168 93321 —SM.17%74
chiz 44 .858427 17.233212 13.151843 24 27808 73238385
rZ_p 120282 B4481175 -B086864 7 -B6691325 -B5004°702

legend: * p<.1}

# pdBS; FEE pdal



12.2 Does retirement insurance crowd out informal coping mechanisms?

Probit regressions testing if retirement insurance produces crowding out

Variable Conso Sawings Loans Tronsfers SellAssets Higration
Retirement insurance | —.21490510%%  —_13733631% — 34885 —L2EMOTIRIFEE — 10067441%* 2117872
piat DT8P — 12577452 - 16865455+ - 14894807 -BETSEY -
urban | —.13986117* — 15128848+ — BHZB4627 —.B0M1 -HOBS6E24 — 82120034
Incomplete primary 11307681 -13381624 —.B6331820 82658470 87066275 80170552
Frimary 87304031 300780 ME — 218061400 -B66G8416 —.18873341 -338840GH
Intermadiate - 16820736 1164659 — _ZOOESLI0 = 80818766 ~BO0e0EI3
Secondary 169374 — 158053 ¥ 2417581* BB2E248 - 12025654
Diploma | —.0O0081847 =31 189658+ — AT — 13522563 -3143586%* ~20H 23064
Uniwersity | —.1543462 i s e T P -BB62 7386 — . 88162806 Micre-intead
household size | —.H5E30626FF  — H27OBBAGFFF 81658557 —.81244700 81227836 — B4 P0BES
age of the head of hou™d -BA186857 -BROSESAEEE — BAPTTIIRE —.BAZITI63 -BBR19713
female heod of household -B5441092 21 ZT5306%F —.18571783+* a: | b e o -B4031382 -1343183
Constant SOMEGIT TR - TRTIGTD I -3431 2063+ —BITI00IZFEE —] BEGIB10E -1 4721718
M 1834 1834 1834 1834 1834 1834
L —-1878.4612 —1168.8453 —1228.0474 —944 65782 —781.87165 —438.81223
chiZ 111 46852 95204127 60558872 32700469 17293756 35148603
rZ_p -B491 3001 B2318676 -BETSZ537 82154864 -81803324 -B3840016
legend: # pd.1; ## pd @5; #++ pd @]
Variable JoinHili tary Chi ldLabor Marr iage Other Hothing
Fetirement insurance STIEE - 2821444 287145 — 20191 ZH* 20T IO
poor | —.23872818 —. 17891367 ~BEOEE160 —TZ21916%* — 466801 ZPr
urbar 28709630 121273 B2685 97 - 15309967
Incomplete primary 19596735 — 80064408 — B8RS4+ — . 23156862
Primary -ZBE51585 — 82882613 — 84368884 -BPO02566 — . 26585AZ5FE
Intermadiate 18512023 1361229 — 17233885 —. 48237316 —.B5128125
fecondary | —.6260Z381 — .6e5O3E2 — 36176880 —.8127059 — .0 36238
Diploma 230801 -BB445844
University | —.67222961 — 39612002 —JBTODEZ? 3089130
household size B3 71858 -H3116825* HE2SOT I — JHGREITS -H3BI481 6%
age of the head of hou™d 86712086 - BE 703 1154743 —.88149359
female head of household —-17366452 - - —-1526489 —-E32M35
Constant | -3.3345423% -7 3266712 -3 12168884+ -2 1311535 —1.6351781%
M 1698 1521 1183 1834 1836
L —148.95191 —187.86886 —¥3.866170 —168.1867/6 —574 ..51862
chiZz 43 80081 16277662 15406827 253.721808 72582543
rZ_p 12630186 -BH152319 -BO26682 -B7183619 -HO35126

legand: # pd.1;

ik

pe.ES; HEk pd B



12.3 Does health insurance crowd out informal coping mechanisms?

Probit regressions testing if health insurance produces crowding out

Yariable Consa Savings Loans Transfers SellRssets Higration
Health insurance — 061471 —« 178188365+ —-11873866% —u 142381 92% — 12225966 —.B15620982
poor SIBE0GT4EEE — 11727074 - 169521 284+ - 18968724+ SBZO63B02Z 3673841 13
urban | —.13088828% —. 1320407 = —.BEIe0237 —.80382482 ~B0365485 —.8215814H
Incomplete primary 18220843 -13381197 —aaI2122 -B1870416 -B7364872 895115209
Pt i mary H31 14504 - FOABET Pk — S 2EOE24 55 84734697 — 12237241 333T AP
Intermediate 12888412 -F1 880620 — 25722000 —.80286342 -BB0440608 86199467
Secondary -B663681 33633121 — . 3H64E 74 e - 167306008 —.a391367 15444438
Oiploma — . Z6aN T3 - — 408 ZERSEE —.24391849 24050741 ¥ -2M11450986
Uniwversity — < 2B03EH > e ~FI04300 1+ — 6644681 s —.B42317M05 — A PE447 00T
household size —E00200AE  — B2 THIZ Drok 81670280 —.81428843 81112687 — 84741 2o
age of the heod of hou™d -BES456 -BEHO350 T —.BE74a1 1¥r —.88146236 — 206785 -88843858
female head of household 3145947 21336 740 — - 18488525% 221 26581* 85219 - 13480847
Constant SO7148043 7 54800 ~HIE I —.830334070 ] B1233118 ] 4728652
H 1834 1834 1834 1834 1834 1834
Ll —1887 9961 —1168 .2292 —1227.7337 =749 .49744 =3 ..9581 —438 .84592
chiZ 02 473610 96 ..326381 71.38540 Z3.118625 13.123834 35.873325
rZp 81876838 8236211 JB2832 700 8131885 -eeEIee2 7 -H3B42536
legend: * pa.1) #*% pd,A5) #Ek pdoA]
Yariable JoinMi i tary Chi ldLaba Hart iage Othe Hothing
Health insurance 67285301 —. 19773831 -48501045FF —.27684627 -17884162F
oot — 203365064 —« 15924566 -B1865581 — 72678200 — A0248 T PO
urban 22883 2840213 82373141 19594287
Incomplete primary - 18185806 —.18131283 —.671 304405 —. 2281143
Pr i mary 20242003 —.83173123 — 38751 87474500 — 202OII6F
Intermediate H663 7D - 13736828 —.2451113 — 393111 — 366806
Secondary | —.54878431 —.63226506% — 48023461 —.87688080 — 82458834
Diploma -17386970 - 19996251
Uniwversity — 6430243 — 42408888 — 12254703 4TG0 FrE
household size SHIO02 18]+ -BIA86 P40+ 517236 —. 82097142 SO ] e
age of the head of hou™d R recry | 88214625 -BEEEET4Z -81856745+% — BB 5001
female head of household — 19939732 “2MO5216 -3O738437 —.14573617 —. 03414104
Constant —3 .2841656%* —2 . 33453 T —3 . 1648025 —2 128169 7w —1 61823264
H 1608 1531 1183 1834 18306
Ll —148.86876 —188.11455 —74 3688474 —168.58411 —576.56047
chi 44 .866122 135.784683 18.612236 23.887169 68 444838
rZp 1315788 -84826563 A1120708 80928332 -E0082050

legend: * p<.1}

#k pdUBS; #HE pdB1



12.4 The Marginal Effects of Crowding Out (%)

Coping Join Child Child

mechanism Consumption Savings Loans Transfers Sell Assets Military  Labor  Marriage  Other Nothing
Formal insurance -12.28 -4.93 Not sig -7.11 -4.34 2.28 -1.32 Not sig Not sig 4.39
Retirement

insurance -10.92 -5.85 Not sig -6.41 -4.69 2.28 Not sig Not sig -1.01 4.20
Health insurance Not sig -6.54 -4.37 -3.11 Not sig 2.89 Not sig 1.45 Not sig 2.93
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