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The textbook approach to insurance markets 
emphasizes the role of private information about 
risk in determining who purchases insurance. In 
the classic adverse selection model of Michael 
Rothschild and Joseph Stiglitz (1976), individu-
als with higher expected claims buy more insur-
ance than those with lower expected claims, who 
may be out of the market entirely. This basic 
prediction of asymmetric information models of 
a “positive correlation” between insurance cov-
erage and accident occurrence has been shown 
to be robust to a variety of extensions to the stan-
dard framework (Pierre-André Chiappori and 
Bernard Salanie 2000; Chiappori et al. 2006).

In practice, however, insurance markets differ 
substantially in whether higher-risk individuals 
or lower-risk individuals have more coverage. 
In acute health insurance markets and in annu-
ity markets, for example, the preponderance 
of evidence suggests that higher-risk people 
have more insurance, as the standard theory 
would predict. However, the opposite is true in 
life insurance, long-term care insurance, and 
Medigap markets, which tend to exhibit either 
no selection or “advantageous selection”—those 
who have more insurance are lower risk.1 Such 
advantageous selection has been detected even 
in cases where individuals have private infor-
mation about their risk type that is positively 

1 See, e.g., Finkelstein and James M. Poterba (2004) 
on annuities, John Cawley and Tomas Philipson (1999) on 
life insurance, Finkelstein and McGarry (2006) on long-
term care insurance, Hanming Fang, Michael Keane, and 
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correlated with insurance demand (Finkelstein 
and McGarry 2006). Indeed, the discrepancy 
between theory and reality is even more striking, 
given that moral hazard would tend to increase 
the risk occurrence of those with more coverage, 
even in the absence of adverse selection.

One explanation for this puzzle is that indi-
viduals may vary in their tolerance for risk, in 
addition to their exogenous risk status. When 
individuals are heterogeneous in their prefer-
ences as well as their risk type, the relationship 
between insurance coverage and risk occurrence 
can be of any sign (e.g., Chiappori et al. 2006). 
For example, individuals with lower tolerance 
for risk may not only demand more insurance 
but may also invest in activities that lower their 
expected claims, leading the lower risk to have 
more coverage. In this case, the insurance market 
may exhibit over-insurance relative to the first 
best, rather than the under-insurance of classic 
adverse selection models (David de Meza and 
David C. Webb 2001). In other situations, the 
standard adverse selection result may prevail. 
The theory is not definitive.

Empirical evidence suggests significant het-
erogeneity in preferences for insurance that is 
important for understanding insurance demand. 
Examples include automobile insurance (Alma 
Cohen and Liran Einav 2007), long-term care 
insurance (Finkelstein and McGarry 2006), 
Medigap (Fang, Keane, and Silverman 2006), 
and annuities (Einav, Finkelstein, and Paul 
Schrimpf 2007). These papers raise the pos-
sibility that heterogeneity in preferences may 
be as, or more, important than heterogeneity 
in risk in explaining insurance demand. They 
also suggest that the correlation between prefer-
ences for insurance and expected claims is not 
the same across markets. For example, in both 
annuities and auto insurance, there is evidence 

Daniel Silverman (2006) on life insurance, and Cutler and 
Richard Zeckhauser (2000) for a review of the evidence in 
health insurance. We provide a more comprehensive litera-
ture review in Cutler, Finkelstein, and McGarry (2008).
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that those with greater preferences for insurance 
have higher expected insurance claims, which 
would reinforce the standard asymmetric infor-
mation effect (Einav, Finkelstein, and Schrimpf 
2007; Cohen and Einav 2007). In the Medigap 
market and in the long-term care insurance mar-
ket, however, those with higher preferences for 
insurance appear to have lower expected claims, 
creating offsetting advantageous selection 
(Fang, Keane, and Silverman 2006; Finkelstein 
and McGarry 2006). These findings suggest that 
differences in the relationship between prefer-
ences and expected claims may help explain 
differences across markets in whether they are 
advantageously or adversely selected.

In this paper, we examine the relation between 
risky behaviors, insurance purchases, and risk 
occurrence in five different insurance markets: 
life insurance, acute health insurance, annuities, 
long-term care insurance, and Medicare supple-
mental insurance (Medigap).

I.  Data and Empirical Framework

Our analysis uses individual-level data from 
the Health and Retirement Study (HRS). We use 
the original HRS cohort to examine the holding 
of term life insurance and private acute health 
insurance among people age 51 to 61 in 1992. 
We use a second HRS cohort, the Asset and 
Health Dynamics (AHEAD) sample, to examine 
Medigap insurance, long-term care insurance, 
and annuities among people age 65 to 90 in 
1995. We examine contemporaneous reports of 
medical care use, and also use the panel nature 
of these data to track mortality and nursing home 
outcomes for individuals in both cohorts through 
2002. The working paper version (Cutler, 
Finkelstein, and McGarry 2008) contains more 
detailed information on the definitions of the 
variables we use, as well as summary statistics.

Our basic test is to examine how measures 
of risk tolerance are related to the occurrence 
of risk, and to whether the individual has insur-
ance. Risk tolerance is not easily measured. We 
proxy for risk tolerance using five measures of 
behaviors that likely capture individual risk 
aversion: smoking; drinking; job-based mortal-
ity risk; receipt of preventive health care; and 
use of seat belts. While each of these variables 
will reflect factors in addition to risk tolerance, 
results that are consistent across the variables 
suggest that risk tolerance is an important part 

of their variability. We have also examined the 
relationship between the behavior measures 
and a proxy for risk aversion based on respon-
dents’ reported willingness to engage in various 
hypothetical income gambles. The two are mod-
erately related (see working paper for results), 
which is consistent with prior analyses (Robert 
Barsky et al. 1997).

Our estimating equations are of the form:

(1) 

111insurance 2 i 5 b0 1 b1Behaviori 1 XiG 1 ei ;

(2)  

Riskoccurrencei 5 a0 1 a1Behaviori 1 XiP 1 hi,

where 111insurance 2 i is an indicator variable for 
whether the individual has a particular type of 
insurance, Riskoccurrencei is a measure of the 
occurrence of the risk the insurance in question 
would cover, Behaviori is one of our measures of 
risk tolerance, and X represents covariates.

We use five measures of insurance holdings: 
whether the individual has term life insurance in 
1992, whether the individual has private acute 
health insurance in 1992 (through either an 
employer or the nongroup market)2, whether the 
individual has an annuity in 1995, whether the 
individual has Medicare supplemental coverage 
in 1995 (termed “Medigap”) to cover some of 
the expenses not insured by the public Medicare 
insurance, and whether the individual has long-
term-care insurance in 1995. The corresponding 
risk occurrence measures for these five insur-
ance products are: whether the individual dies 
by 2002 (for life insurance), whether the indi-
vidual reports having entered a hospital in the 
previous two years (for acute health insurance), 
whether the individual survives to 2002 (for 
annuities), contemporaneous medical expenses 
not covered by Medicare (for Medigap), and 
whether the individual goes into a nursing home 
by 2002 (for long-term-care insurance). 3

2 For our analysis of the acute health insurance market, 
we exclude individuals who report public health insurance 
coverage.

3 For our risk occurrence measure for Medigap, we 
impute medical expenditures not covered by Medicare 
based on information in the HRS on hospital and doc-
tor visits, and the deductible and coinsurance rules for 
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Our behavioral measures are relatively stan-
dard. Smoking behavior is defined as current 
smoking status. Drinking is a dummy variable 
for whether the individual has three or more 
drinks per day (a common measure of problem 
drinking). Job risk is defined as the mortality 
rates per 100,000 employees in the individual’s 
industry-occupation cell (for the HRS) or occu-
pation cell (for the AHEAD). We also construct 
two measures of active steps individuals can 
take to reduce mortality and healthy risk: the 
fraction of gender-appropriate preventive health 
activity undertaken,4 and whether the individual 

Medicare. The exact imputation procedure is described 
in detail in the working paper version. Results using the 
utilization measures directly are similar (not shown). For 
our risk occurrence measure for acute health insurance, we 
use an indicator variable for whether the individual entered 
a hospital, but do not impute total spending, as it would 
require more detailed information than is available about 
medical care utilization.

4 These activities are: whether the individual had a flu 
shot; had a blood test for cholesterol; checked her breasts 
for lumps monthly; had a mammogram or breast x-ray; had 
a Pap smear; had a prostate screen. 

reports always wearing a seat belt. For our 1995 
AHEAD sample, we observe these precau-
tionary measures contemporaneously in 1995. 
Unfortunately, for the 1992 HRS sample, these 
measures are first available in 1996; we observe 
them for people who are alive at that age.

On average, in our 1992 sample of near-
elderly, 27 percent of people smoke, 5 percent 
have a drinking problem, and the average mor-
tality risk by industry-occupation cell is 4 fatali-
ties per 100,000 employees. The average person 
undertakes 60  percent of gender-appropriate 
health activities, and 80 percent report always 
wearing a seat belt. Smoking rates are substan-
tially lower (7.6 percent) in our 1995 sample of 
the elderly, reflecting the strong difference in 
mortality by smoking status at older ages, but 
the other characteristics are similar.

II.  Results

Table 1 reports the bivariate relationship 
between each behavior and insurance coverage. 
Table 2 shows the analogous relationship with risk 
occurrence. For completeness and comparability 

Table 1—Relationship between Risky (or Risk-Reducing) Behavior and Insurance Coverage

Insurance product

Independent variable
Term Life

(1)
Annuity

(2)
Long-term care

(3)
Medigap

(4)
Acute health 

(5)

Mean dep var  0.50 0.07 0.10 0.65 0.84
Smoking 20.034***

(0.010)
 [11,453]

20.027***
(0.009)

 [6,420]

0.007
(0.014)

 [6,401]

20.083***
(0.022)

 [6,383]

20.084***
(0.009)

 [10,945]
Drinking 20.017

(0.021)
 [11,453]

20.013
(0.016)

 [6,393]

0.016
(0.023)

 [6,376]

20.022
(0.035)

 [6,357]

20.046***
(0.017)

 [10,945]
Job risk 20.002*

(0.001)
[10,556]

20.003***
(0.001)

 [4,878]

20.002***
(0.001)

 [4,845]

20.016***
(0.002)

 [4,852]

20.005***
(0.001)

 [10,207]
Preventive care 0.115***

(0.016)
[9,773]

0.053***
(0.010)

 [6,251]

0.082***
(0.011)

 [6,233]

0.187***
(0.020)

 [6,218]

0.220***
(0.013)

 [9,411]
Always wears seat belt 0.063***

(0.013)
 [9,805]

0.030***
(0.007)

 [6,408]

0.037***
(0.009)

 [6,390]

0.058***
(0.016)

 [6,373]

0.058***
(0.010)

 [9,488]

Notes: Table reports results from OLS estimation of equation (1). Binary dependent variable is given in column headings. 
Each cell reports the results from a separate regression; it reports the coefficient on right-hand-side variable listed in the first 
column. Insurance is measured in the 1992 HRS in columns 1 and 5, and in the 1995 AHEAD in columns 2, 3, and 4. All 
right-hand-side variables are measured in the year insurance is measured (1992 or 1995 as indicated) except for preventive 
health activity and seat belt use for 1992 insurance coverage where they are measured in 1996. Heteroskedasticity-robust 
standard errors are in parentheses. Sample size is in square brackets. 

*** Significant at, or below, 1 percent.
 ** Significant at, or below, 5 percent.
  * Significant at, or below, 10 percent.



MAY 2008160 AEA PAPERS AND PROCEEDINGS

with the existing literature, the working paper 
version also reports results in which we control 
for covariates (X) designed to capture the risk 
classification used by insurers. Conditioning 
on the characteristics used in pricing insur-
ance is crucial for papers testing the predic-
tions of standard adverse selection models, as 
these predictions are about how people behave 
conditional on the menu of contracts they face 
(Chiappori and Salanie 2000). However, when 
examining the influence of preferences on 
insurance demand and risk type, the uncon-
ditional relationships may be of greater inter-
est, since we are primarily interested in how 
preferences mediate the insurance–risk occur-
rence relationship and risk classification may be 
endogenous to preferences. In practice, the two 
sets of results are very similar.

Table 1 shows that individuals who engage 
in more risky behavior (or less risk reducing 
behavior) are systematically less likely to have 
each type of insurance. The results are remark-
ably consistent across behavior measures and 
across insurance types. They are particularly 

strong for preventive health activity, seat belt 
use, and the mortality rate of the individual’s 
industry-occupation cell. Similar patterns are 
present—but are somewhat less robust—for 
smoking and drinking. To take one example, 
people who always wear a seat belt are 6.3 
percentage points (~13 percent) more likely 
to have life insurance, 3.0 percentage points 
(~43 percent) more likely to have an annuity, 
3.7 percentage points (~37 percent) more likely 
to have long-term-care insurance, and 5.8 per-
centage points (~9 percent) more likely to have 
Medigap or acute health coverage. Each of 
these is statistically significant at the 1 percent 
level.

Table 2 examines the relationship between 
risky behavior and risk occurrence. The first two 
columns examine the relationship between more 
risky (less risk reducing) behaviors and mortal-
ity in the life insurance sample (column 1) and 
in the annuity sample (column 2). Not surpris-
ingly, riskier behavior is associated with higher 
mortality, and people who undertake more pre-
ventive activities have lower mortality.

Table 2—Relationship between Risky (or Risk-Reducing) Behavior and Risky Outcomes

Risky outcome

Independent  
variable

Mortality  
(1992–2002 HRS)

(1)

Mortality  
(1995–2002  
AHEAD)

(2)

Used nursing home
(1995–2002 
AHEAD)

(3)

Medical costs that 
Medigap could cover 

(1995 AHEAD)
(4)

Entered a hospital 
in preceding two 

years? (1992 HRS)
(5)

Mean dep var 0.13 0.38 0.24 $911 0.09
Smoking 0.110***

(0.008)
[11,191]

0.098***
(0.022)
[6,455]

20.011
(0.019)
[6,217]

2103.1***
(40.2)
[6,317]

20.006
(0.006)

[11,910]
Drinking 0.083***

(0.017)
[11,191]

0.021
(0.035)
[6,428]

20.030
(0.029)
[6,193]

2112.3**
(54.5)
[6,294]

0.010
(0.013)

[11,910]
Job risk 0.004***

(0.001)
[10,295]

0.007***
(0.002)
[5,681]

20.001
(0.001)
[4,849]

9.3***
(3.6)

[4,782]

0.002***
(0.001)

[10,950]
Preventive care 20.011

(0.010)
[10,085]

20.148***
(0.020)
[6,285]

20.127***
(0.018)
[6,080]

305.1***
(36.6)
[6,168]

0.060***
(0.009)

[10,123]
Always wears  
 seat belt

20.048***
(0.008)

[10,123]

20.104***
(0.016)
[6,432]

20.053***
(0.015)
[6,203]

299.4*
(59.9)
[6,307]

20.021***
(0.008)

[10,156]

Note: Table reports results from OLS estimation of equation (2). Dependent variables are given in column headings. Each cell 
reports the results from a separate regression; it reports the coefficient on right-hand-side variable listed in the first column. 
All right-hand-side variables are measured in 1992 in columns 1 and 5, except for preventive health activity and seat belt use, 
which are measured in 1996; all right-hand-side variables are measured in 1995 in columns 2, 3, and 4. Heteroskedasticity-
robust standard errors are in parentheses. Sample size is in square brackets.

*** Significant at, or below, 1 percent.
 ** Significant at, or below, 5 percent.
  * Significant at, or below, 10 percent.
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Column 3 examines the relationship between 
behaviors and subsequent use of nursing homes. 
Although there is no systematic relationship 
between smoking, drinking, and job-based mor-
tality risk and nursing home use, preventive 
health activity and seat belt use are negatively 
associated with the probability of going into a 
nursing home. Since people who use preventive 
care or wear seat belts are also more likely to 
have long-term-care insurance (Table 1), these 
patterns may help explain why the market is not, 
on net, adversely selected.

Finally, columns 4 and 5 look at the relation-
ship between the various behaviors and medical 
costs that Medigap policies would cover (col-
umn 4) and the relationship between the behav-
iors and hospital use, which is an important 
component of the costs that acute private health 
insurance would cover (column 5). The results 
are mixed; some risky behaviors are correlated 
with lower medical expenditures and utilization, 
while others are correlated with higher spend-
ing. Some of these behaviors, therefore, act to 
offset the standard asymmetric information 
effects, while others serve to reinforce them.

III.  Interpretation and Conclusions

Our analysis yields two main findings. First, 
in all five markets, we find that individuals who 
engage in what are commonly thought of as risky 
behaviors (smoking, drinking, or prior employ-
ment in jobs with higher mortality rates) or who 
do not take measures to reduce risk (preven-
tive health activities or wearing a seat belt) are 
systematically less likely to hold each of these 
insurance products.5 Second, we find that these 
same individuals tend to have higher expected 
claims for life insurance and long-term-care 
insurance, but lower expected claims for annui-
ties; for Medigap and acute health insurance, 
there is no systematic relationship between the 
behavior measures and expected claims.

5 Here we use the term “risk” to denote the chance of 
what is generally considered to be an undesirable event for 
the individual (namely, worse health or death). Of course, 
in the context of insurance purchasing, the “risk” depends 
on what is being insured. For example, from the insurance 
company’s perspective, a high mortality individual will be 
“high risk” as a life insurance consumer but “low risk” as 
an annuity buyer. 

These results can help to explain the puzzle 
of insurance we started with: why is adverse 
selection not more common? In annuity mar-
kets, there is clear evidence of adverse selection: 
people who live longer are more likely to buy 
insurance. The standard adverse selection model 
is one explanation for this, but so is variation 
in risk tolerance; people who have less risky 
behaviors live longer and are more likely to buy 
annuities. In life insurance, our results suggest 
that differential risk tolerance can help explain 
why people with lower mortality rates have 
more insurance. Similarly, in the case of long-
term-care insurance, people who use more pre-
ventive care or are more likely to wear seat belts 
buy insurance more readily, but also stay out of 
nursing homes. For acute health insurance, the 
lack of any systematic offsetting effect of risk 
tolerance may explain why the preponderance 
of studies have found that this market is, on net, 
adversely selected. In the case of Medigap, other 
sources of advantageous selection than risk tol-
erance appear to be necessary to understand why 
this market is, on net, advantageously selected; 
indeed, Fang, Keane, and Silverman (2006) 
have documented that those with higher cog-
nitive ability are more likely both to purchase 
Medigap and to have lower expected claims.

Overall, our findings suggest that prefer-
ences for insurance—and their impact on risk 
occurrence and insurance purchase—may 
help explain the different patterns of selection 
observed in different insurance markets. These 
preference effects thus provide a potential uni-
fying explanation for the differential patterns in 
insurance coverage across different markets.

Our results have a number of implications. 
Most importantly, they suggest that in consider-
ing the nature of market inefficiencies created 
by private information in insurance markets, 
the possibility of over-insurance from advanta-
geous selection should be considered in addition 
to the under-insurance concern of classic, unidi-
mensional adverse selection models. The impli-
cations of this for welfare have received some 
attention (de Meza and Webb 2001) and are a 
fruitful subject for future research.

REFERENCES

Barsky,  Robert,  Thomas  Juster,  Miles  Kimball, 
and Matthew Shapiro. 1997. “Preference param-
eters and behavioral heterogeneity: An 



MAY 2008162 AEA PAPERS AND PROCEEDINGS

experimental approach in the health and 
retirement study.” Quarterly Journal of Eco-
nomics, 112(2): 537–79.

Cawley,  John,  and  Tomas  Philipson.  1999. “An 
Empirical Examination of Information Bar-
riers to Trade in Insurance.” American Eco-
nomic Review, 89(4): 827–46.

Chiappori,  Pierre-Andre,  and  Bernard  Salanie. 
2000. “Testing for Asymmetric Information 
in Insurance Markets.” Journal of Political 
Economy, 108(1): 56–78.

Chiappori, Pierre-Andre, Bruno Jullien, Bernard 
Salanie,  and  Francois  Salanie.  2006. “Asym-
metric Information in Insurance: General 
Testable Implications.” Rand Journal of Eco-
nomics, 37(4): 783–98

Cohen Alma, and Liran Einav. 2007. “Estimating 
Risk Preferences from Deductible Choice.” 
American Economic Review, 97(3): 745–88. 

Cutler, David M., Amy Finkelstein, and Kathleen 
McGarry.  2008. “Preference Heterogeneity 
and Insurance Markets: Explaining a Puzzle 
of Insurance.” National Bureau of Economic 
Research Working Paper 13746.

Cutler, David M., and Richard Zeckhauser. 2000. 
“The Anatomy of Health Insurance.” In Hand-
book of Health Economics, Volume 1A, ed. A. 
Culyer and J. Newhouse, 563–643. Amster-
dam: Elsevier.

de  Meza,  David,  and  David  C.  Webb.  2001. 
“Advantageous Selection in Insurance Mar-
kets.” Rand Journal of Economics, 32(2): 
249–62.

Einav, Liran, Amy Finkelstein, and Paul Schrimpf. 
2007. “The Welfare Cost of Asymmetric Infor-
mation: Evidence from the U.K. Annuity Mar-
ket.” National Bureau of Economic Research 
Working Paper 13228.

Fang,  Hamming,  Michael  Keane,  and  Daniel 
 Silverman, 2006. “Sources of Advantageous 
Selection: Evidence from the Meidgap Insur-
ance Market.” National Bureau of Economic 
Research Working Paper 12289. 

Finkelstein, Amy, and Kathleen McGarry. 2006. 
“Private Information and its Effect on Market 
Equilibrium: New Evidence from Long-Term 
Care Insurance.” American Economic Review 
96(4): 938–58.

Finkelstein,  Amy,  and  James  Poterba.  2004. 
“Adverse Selection in Insurance Markets: Pol-
icyholder Evidence from the U.K. Annuity 
Market.” Journal of Political Economy, 112(1): 
183–208.

Rothschild, Michael, and Joseph E. Stiglitz. 1976. 
“Equilibrium in Competitive Insurance Mar-
kets: An Essay on the Economics of Imperfect 
Information.” Quarterly Journal of Econom-
ics, 90(4): 630–49. 

http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?doi=10.1257%2Faer.98.2.157&crossref=10.1086%2F262111&citationId=p_3


This article has been cited by:

1. Timothy J. Layton, Thomas G. McGuire, Richard C. van Kleef. 2018. Deriving risk adjustment
payment weights to maximize efficiency of health insurance markets. Journal of Health Economics 61,
93-110. [Crossref]

2. Valentino Dardanoni, Antonio Forcina, Paolo Li Donni. 2018. Testing for Asymmetric Information
in Insurance Markets: A Multivariate Ordered Regression Approach. Journal of Risk and Insurance
85:1, 107-125. [Crossref]

3. MingJie Hao, Angus S. Macdonald, Pradip Tapadar, R. Guy Thomas. 2018. Insurance loss coverage
and demand elasticities. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics 79, 15-25. [Crossref]

4. Timothy J. Layton. 2017. Imperfect risk adjustment, risk preferences, and sorting in competitive
health insurance markets. Journal of Health Economics 56, 259-280. [Crossref]

5. Michael Geruso. 2017. Demand heterogeneity in insurance markets: Implications for equity and
efficiency. Quantitative Economics 8:3, 929-975. [Crossref]

6. Maximiliane Hoerl, Amelie Wuppermann, Silvia H. Barcellos, Sebastian Bauhoff, Joachim K. Winter,
Katherine G. Carman. 2017. Knowledge as a Predictor of Insurance Coverage Under the Affordable
Care Act. Medical Care 55:4, 428-435. [Crossref]

7. Johannes Spinnewijn. 2017. Heterogeneity, Demand for Insurance, and Adverse Selection. American
Economic Journal: Economic Policy 9:1, 308-343. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

8. Jan Boone, Christoph Schottmüller. 2017. Health Insurance Without Single Crossing: Why Healthy
People Have High Coverage. The Economic Journal 127:599, 84-105. [Crossref]

9. Valentino Dardanoni, Paolo Li Donni. 2016. The welfare cost of unpriced heterogeneity in insurance
markets. The RAND Journal of Economics 47:4, 998-1028. [Crossref]

10. Maria Polyakova. 2016. Risk selection and heterogeneous preferences in health insurance markets with
a public option. Journal of Health Economics 49, 153-168. [Crossref]

11. Semyon Malamud, Huaxia Rui, Andrew Whinston. 2016. Optimal reinsurance with multiple tranches.
Journal of Mathematical Economics 65, 71-82. [Crossref]

12. Daniele Fabbri, Chiara Monfardini. 2016. Opt Out or Top Up? Voluntary Health Care Insurance and
the Public vs. Private Substitution. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics 78:1, 75-93. [Crossref]

13. David Hedengren, Thomas Stratmann. 2016. IS THERE ADVERSE SELECTION IN LIFE
INSURANCE MARKETS?. Economic Inquiry 54:1, 450-463. [Crossref]

14. Robert D. Lieberthal. The Role of Government 201-233. [Crossref]
15. Tom Krebs, Moritz Kuhn, Mark L. J. Wright. 2015. Human Capital Risk, Contract Enforcement,

and the Macroeconomy. American Economic Review 105:11, 3223-3272. [Abstract] [View PDF article]
[PDF with links]

16. Nik Ahmad Sufian Burhan, Fauzilah Salleh, Nik Mohd Ghazi Burhan. 2015. National intelligence
and private health expenditure: Do high IQ societies spend more on health insurance?. Intelligence
52, 1-8. [Crossref]

17. Jeffrey Clemens. 2015. Regulatory Redistribution in the Market for Health Insurance. American
Economic Journal: Applied Economics 7:2, 109-134. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

18. Takeshi Yagihashi, Juan Du. 2015. Intertemporal elasticity of substitution and risk aversion: are they
related empirically?. Applied Economics 47:15, 1588-1605. [Crossref]

19. Allison Witman. 2015. Public health insurance and disparate eligibility of spouses: The Medicare
eligibility gap. Journal of Health Economics 40, 10-25. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2018.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/jori.12145
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.insmatheco.2017.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2017.04.004
https://doi.org/10.3982/QE794
https://doi.org/10.1097/MLR.0000000000000671
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20140254
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/pol.20140254
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/pol.20140254
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecoj.12242
https://doi.org/10.1111/1756-2171.12164
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2016.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmateco.2016.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/obes.12107
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecin.12212
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-43796-5_8
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20111681
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.20111681
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.20111681
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intell.2015.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1257/app.20130169
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/app.20130169
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/app.20130169
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2014.1000530
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2014.10.007


20. Charles Sutcliffe. 2015. Trading death: The implications of annuity replication for the annuity puzzle,
arbitrage, speculation and portfolios. International Review of Financial Analysis 38, 163-174. [Crossref]

21. FRANCESCO PAOLUCCI, PRZEMYSLAW M. SOWA, MANUEL GARCÍA-GOÑI, HENRY
ERGAS. 2015. Mandatory aged care insurance: a case for Australia. Ageing and Society 35:02, 231-245.
[Crossref]

22. Andrei Barbos, Yi Deng. 2015. THE IMPACT OF A PUBLIC OPTION IN THE U.S. HEALTH
INSURANCE MARKET. Economic Inquiry 53:1, 508. [Crossref]

23. Tibor Zavadil. 2015. Do the Better Insured Cause More Damage? Testing for Asymmetric
Information in Car Insurance. Journal of Risk and Insurance n/a-n/a. [Crossref]

24. Charlotte Andrén Andås, Magnus Hakeberg. 2014. Who chooses prepaid dental care? A baseline
report of a prospective observational study. BMC Oral Health 14:1. . [Crossref]

25. Andreas Richter, Jörg Schiller, Harris Schlesinger. 2014. Behavioral insurance: Theory and
experiments. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty 48:2, 85-96. [Crossref]

26. Gang Chen, Gordon G. Liu, Fei Xu. 2014. The Impact of the Urban Resident Basic Medical Insurance
on Health Services Utilisation in China. PharmacoEconomics 32:3, 277-292. [Crossref]

27. Pau Olivella, Fred Schroyen. 2014. Multidimensional Screening in a Monopolistic Insurance Market.
The Geneva Risk and Insurance Review 39:1, 90-130. [Crossref]

28. Amy Finkelstein, James Poterba. 2014. Testing for Asymmetric Information Using “Unused
Observables” in Insurance Markets: Evidence from the U.K. Annuity Market. Journal of Risk and
Insurance n/a-n/a. [Crossref]

29. Benjamin R. Handel. 2013. Adverse Selection and Inertia in Health Insurance Markets: When
Nudging Hurts. American Economic Review 103:7, 2643-2682. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF
with links]

30. Thomas C. Buchmueller, Denzil G. Fiebig, Glenn Jones, Elizabeth Savage. 2013. Preference
heterogeneity and selection in private health insurance: The case of Australia. Journal of Health
Economics 32:5, 757-767. [Crossref]

31. Stefan Vetter, Florian Heiss, Daniel McFadden, Joachim Winter. 2013. Risk attitudes and Medicare
Part D enrollment decisions. Economics Letters 119:2, 128-132. [Crossref]

32. Pau Olivella, Marcos Vera-Hernández. 2013. Testing for Asymmetric Information in Private Health
Insurance *. The Economic Journal 123:567, 96-130. [Crossref]

33. Raj Chetty, Amy Finkelstein. Social Insurance: Connecting Theory to Data 111-193. [Crossref]
34. M. Kate Bundorf,, Jonathan Levin,, Neale Mahoney. 2012. Pricing and Welfare in Health Plan Choice.

American Economic Review 102:7, 3214-3248. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]
35. Matilde Bombardini, Francesco Trebbi. 2012. RISK AVERSION AND EXPECTED UTILITY

THEORY: AN EXPERIMENT WITH LARGE AND SMALL STAKES. Journal of the European
Economic Association 10:6, 1348-1399. [Crossref]

36. Hendrik Schmitz. 2012. More health care utilization with more insurance coverage? Evidence from a
latent class model with German data. Applied Economics 44:34, 4455-4468. [Crossref]

37. G. Chen, X. Yan. 2012. Demand for voluntary basic medical insurance in urban China: panel evidence
from the Urban Resident Basic Medical Insurance scheme. Health Policy and Planning 27:8, 658-668.
[Crossref]

38. Valentino Dardanoni, Paolo Li Donni. 2012. Incentive and selection effects of Medigap insurance on
inpatient care. Journal of Health Economics 31:3, 457-470. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.irfa.2014.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0144686X13000767
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecin.12132
https://doi.org/10.1111/jori.12040
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6831-14-146
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11166-014-9188-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40273-013-0097-7
https://doi.org/10.1057/grir.2014.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/jori.12030
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.103.7.2643
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.103.7.2643
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.103.7.2643
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.103.7.2643
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2013.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2013.01.033
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2012.02520.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53759-1.00003-0
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.102.7.3214
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.102.7.3214
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.102.7.3214
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1542-4774.2012.01086.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2011.591733
https://doi.org/10.1093/heapol/czs014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2012.02.007


39. Ulrike Doerr,, Katharina Schulte. 2012. Betting on a Long Life – the Role of Subjective Life
Expectancy in the Demand for Private Pension Insurance of German Households. Schmollers Jahrbuch
132:2, 233-263. [Crossref]

40. Jonneke Bolhaar, Bas van der Klaauw, Maarten Lindeboom. 2012. A dynamic analysis of the demand
for health insurance and health care. European Economic Review . [Crossref]

41. David M Zimmer. 2012. The Relationship between Medicare Supplemental Insurance and Health-
care Spending: Selection Across Multiple Dimensions. Eastern Economic Journal 38:1, 118-133.
[Crossref]

42. Hendrik Schmitz. 2011. Direct evidence on risk aversion as a source of advantageous selection in
health insurance. Economics Letters . [Crossref]

43. Yong Li, Gail A. Jensen. 2011. The Impact of Private Long-Term Care Insurance on the Use of
Long-Term Care. INQUIRY: The Journal of Health Care Organization, Provision, and Financing
48:1, 34-50. [Crossref]

44. Friedrich Breyer, M. Kate Bundorf, Mark V. Pauly. Health Care Spending Risk, Health Insurance,
and Payment to Health Plans 691-762. [Crossref]

45. Liran Einav, Amy Finkelstein, Jonathan Levin. 2010. Beyond Testing: Empirical Models of Insurance
Markets. Annual Review of Economics 2:1, 311-336. [Crossref]

46. Alma Cohen, Peter Siegelman. 2010. Testing for Adverse Selection in Insurance Markets. Journal of
Risk and Insurance 77:1, 39-84. [Crossref]

47. Seiro ITO, Hisaki KONO. 2010. WHY IS THE TAKE-UP OF MICROINSURANCE SO LOW?
EVIDENCE FROM A HEALTH INSURANCE SCHEME IN INDIA. The Developing Economies
48:1, 74-101. [Crossref]

48. David C. Webb. 2009. Asymmetric Information, Long-Term Care Insurance, and Annuities: The
Case for Bundled Contracts. Journal of Risk and Insurance 76:1, 53-85. [Crossref]

49. M BUNDORF, M PAULY. 2009. Reply to Ralph Bradley, “Comment – Defining health insurance
affordability: Unobserved heterogeneity matters”☆. Journal of Health Economics 28:1, 251-254.
[Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.3790/schm.132.2.233
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2012.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1057/eej.2010.56
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2011.06.016
https://doi.org/10.5034/inquiryjrnl_48.01.05
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53592-4.00011-6
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.economics.050708.143254
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6975.2009.01337.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1746-1049.2010.00099.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6975.2009.01288.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2008.10.008

	Preference Heterogeneity and Insurance Markets: Explaining a Puzzle of Insurance
	I. Data and Empirical Framework
	II. Results
	III. Interpretation and Conclusions
	REFERENCES


