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FF rom the large-scale social insurance programs of Social Security and Medi-rom the large-scale social insurance programs of Social Security and Medi-
care to the heavily regulated private markets for property and casualty care to the heavily regulated private markets for property and casualty 
insurance, government intervention in insurance markets is ubiquitous. The insurance, government intervention in insurance markets is ubiquitous. The 

fundamental theoretical reason for such intervention, based on classic work from fundamental theoretical reason for such intervention, based on classic work from 
the 1970s, is the problem of adverse selection. But despite the age and infl uence the 1970s, is the problem of adverse selection. But despite the age and infl uence 
of the theory, systematic empirical examination of selection in actual insurance of the theory, systematic empirical examination of selection in actual insurance 
markets is a relatively recent development. Indeed, in awarding the 2001 Nobel markets is a relatively recent development. Indeed, in awarding the 2001 Nobel 
Prize for the pioneering theoretical work on asymmetric information to George Prize for the pioneering theoretical work on asymmetric information to George 
Akerlof, Michael Spence, and Joseph Stiglitz, the Nobel committee noted this Akerlof, Michael Spence, and Joseph Stiglitz, the Nobel committee noted this 
paucity of empirical work (Nobelprize.org, 2001).paucity of empirical work (Nobelprize.org, 2001).

Over the last decade, however, empirical work on selection in insurance markets Over the last decade, however, empirical work on selection in insurance markets 
has gained considerable momentum, and a fairly extensive (and still growing) has gained considerable momentum, and a fairly extensive (and still growing) 
empirical literature on the topic has emerged. This research has found that adverse empirical literature on the topic has emerged. This research has found that adverse 
selection exists in some insurance markets but not in others. It has also uncovered selection exists in some insurance markets but not in others. It has also uncovered 
examples of markets that exhibit “advantageous selection”—a phenomenon not examples of markets that exhibit “advantageous selection”—a phenomenon not 
considered by the original theory, and one that has different consequences for considered by the original theory, and one that has different consequences for 
equilibrium insurance allocation and optimal public policy than the classical case equilibrium insurance allocation and optimal public policy than the classical case 
of adverse selection. Researchers have also taken steps toward estimating the welfare of adverse selection. Researchers have also taken steps toward estimating the welfare 
consequences of detected selection and of potential public policy interventions.consequences of detected selection and of potential public policy interventions.
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In this essay, we present a graphical framework for analyzing both theoretical In this essay, we present a graphical framework for analyzing both theoretical 
and empirical work on selection in insurance markets. This graphical approach, and empirical work on selection in insurance markets. This graphical approach, 
which draws heavily on a paper we wrote with Mark Cullen (Einav, Finkelstein, and which draws heavily on a paper we wrote with Mark Cullen (Einav, Finkelstein, and 
Cullen, 2010), provides both a useful and intuitive depiction of the basic theory of Cullen, 2010), provides both a useful and intuitive depiction of the basic theory of 
selection and its implications for welfare and public policy, as well as a lens through selection and its implications for welfare and public policy, as well as a lens through 
which one can understand the ideas and limitations of existing empirical work on which one can understand the ideas and limitations of existing empirical work on 
this topic.this topic.

We begin by using this framework to review the “textbook” adverse selection We begin by using this framework to review the “textbook” adverse selection 
environment and its implications for insurance allocation, social welfare, and public environment and its implications for insurance allocation, social welfare, and public 
policy. We then discuss several important extensions to this classic treatment that are policy. We then discuss several important extensions to this classic treatment that are 
necessitated by important real-world features of insurance markets and which can necessitated by important real-world features of insurance markets and which can 
be easily incorporated in the basic framework. Finally, we use the same graphical be easily incorporated in the basic framework. Finally, we use the same graphical 
approach to discuss the intuition behind recently developed empirical methods approach to discuss the intuition behind recently developed empirical methods 
for testing for the existence of selection and examining its welfare consequences. for testing for the existence of selection and examining its welfare consequences. 
We conclude by discussing some important issues that are not well-handled by this We conclude by discussing some important issues that are not well-handled by this 
framework and which, perhaps relatedly, have been little addressed by the existing framework and which, perhaps relatedly, have been little addressed by the existing 
empirical work; we consider these fruitful areas for additional research. Our essay empirical work; we consider these fruitful areas for additional research. Our essay 
does not aim at reviewing the burgeoning empirical literature on selection in insur-does not aim at reviewing the burgeoning empirical literature on selection in insur-
ance markets. However, at relevant points in our discussion we point the interested ance markets. However, at relevant points in our discussion we point the interested 
reader to recent papers that review or summarize recent fi ndings.reader to recent papers that review or summarize recent fi ndings.

Adverse and Advantageous Selection: A Graphical FrameworkAdverse and Advantageous Selection: A Graphical Framework

The Textbook Environment for Insurance MarketsThe Textbook Environment for Insurance Markets
We start by considering the textbook case of insurance demand and cost, in We start by considering the textbook case of insurance demand and cost, in 

which perfectly competitive, risk-neutral fi rms offer a single insurance contract which perfectly competitive, risk-neutral fi rms offer a single insurance contract 
that covers some probabilistic loss; risk-averse individuals differ only in their that covers some probabilistic loss; risk-averse individuals differ only in their 
(privately-known) probability of incurring that loss; and there are no other fric-(privately-known) probability of incurring that loss; and there are no other fric-
tions in providing insurance, such as administrative or claim-processing costs. tions in providing insurance, such as administrative or claim-processing costs. 
Thus, more in the spirit of Akerlof (1970) and unlike the well-known environment Thus, more in the spirit of Akerlof (1970) and unlike the well-known environment 
of Rothschild and Stiglitz (1976), fi rms compete in prices but do not compete of Rothschild and Stiglitz (1976), fi rms compete in prices but do not compete 
on the coverage features of the insurance contract. We return to this important on the coverage features of the insurance contract. We return to this important 
simplifying assumption later in this essay.simplifying assumption later in this essay.

Figure 1 provides a graphical representation of this case and illustrates the Figure 1 provides a graphical representation of this case and illustrates the 
resulting adverse selection as well as its consequences for insurance coverage and resulting adverse selection as well as its consequences for insurance coverage and 
welfare. The fi gure considers the market for a specifi c insurance contract. Consumers welfare. The fi gure considers the market for a specifi c insurance contract. Consumers 
in this market make a binary choice of whether or not to purchase this contract, and in this market make a binary choice of whether or not to purchase this contract, and 
fi rms in this market compete only over what price to charge for the contract.fi rms in this market compete only over what price to charge for the contract.

The vertical axis indicates the price (and expected cost) of that contract, and The vertical axis indicates the price (and expected cost) of that contract, and 
the horizontal axis indicates the quantity of insurance demand. Since individuals the horizontal axis indicates the quantity of insurance demand. Since individuals 
face a binary choice of whether or not to purchase the contract, the “quantity” face a binary choice of whether or not to purchase the contract, the “quantity” 
of insurance is the fraction of insured individuals. With risk-neutral insurance of insurance is the fraction of insured individuals. With risk-neutral insurance 
providers and no additional frictions, the social (and fi rms’) costs associated with providers and no additional frictions, the social (and fi rms’) costs associated with 
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providing insurance are the expected insurance claims—that is, the expected providing insurance are the expected insurance claims—that is, the expected 
payouts on policies.payouts on policies.

Figure 1 shows the market demand curve for the insurance contract. Because Figure 1 shows the market demand curve for the insurance contract. Because 
individuals in this setting can only choose the contract or not, the market demand individuals in this setting can only choose the contract or not, the market demand 
curve simply refl ects the cumulative distribution of individuals’ willingness to pay curve simply refl ects the cumulative distribution of individuals’ willingness to pay 
for the contract. While this is a standard unit demand model that could apply to for the contract. While this is a standard unit demand model that could apply to 
many traditional product markets, the textbook insurance context allows us to link many traditional product markets, the textbook insurance context allows us to link 
willingness to pay to cost. In particular, a risk-averse individual’s willingness to pay willingness to pay to cost. In particular, a risk-averse individual’s willingness to pay 
for insurance is the sum of the expected cost and risk premium for that individual.for insurance is the sum of the expected cost and risk premium for that individual.

In the textbook environment, individuals are homogeneous in their risk aver-In the textbook environment, individuals are homogeneous in their risk aver-
sion (and all other features of their utility function). Therefore, their willingness to sion (and all other features of their utility function). Therefore, their willingness to 
pay for insurance is increasing in their risk type—that is, their probability of loss, or pay for insurance is increasing in their risk type—that is, their probability of loss, or 
expected cost—which is privately known. This is illustrated in Figure 1 by plotting expected cost—which is privately known. This is illustrated in Figure 1 by plotting 
the marginal cost (MC) curve as downward sloping: those individuals who are willing the marginal cost (MC) curve as downward sloping: those individuals who are willing 
to pay the most for coverage are those that have the highest expected cost. This to pay the most for coverage are those that have the highest expected cost. This 
downward-sloping MC curve represents the well-known adverse selection property of downward-sloping MC curve represents the well-known adverse selection property of 
insurance markets: the individuals who have the highest willingness to pay for insur-insurance markets: the individuals who have the highest willingness to pay for insur-
ance are those who are expected to be the most costly for the fi rm to cover.ance are those who are expected to be the most costly for the fi rm to cover.

The link between the demand and cost curve is arguably the most important The link between the demand and cost curve is arguably the most important 
distinction of insurance markets (or selection markets more generally) from traditional distinction of insurance markets (or selection markets more generally) from traditional 

Figure 1
Adverse Selection in the Textbook Setting
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product markets. The shape of the cost curve is driven by the demand-side customer product markets. The shape of the cost curve is driven by the demand-side customer 
selection. In most other contexts, the demand curve and cost curve are independent selection. In most other contexts, the demand curve and cost curve are independent 
objects; demand is determined by preferences and costs by the production technology. objects; demand is determined by preferences and costs by the production technology. 
The distinguishing feature of selection markets is that the demand and cost curves The distinguishing feature of selection markets is that the demand and cost curves 
are tightly linked, because the individual’s risk type not only affects demand but also are tightly linked, because the individual’s risk type not only affects demand but also 
directly determines cost.directly determines cost.

The risk premium is shown graphically in the fi gure as the vertical distance The risk premium is shown graphically in the fi gure as the vertical distance 
between expected cost (the MC curve) and the willingness to pay for insurance between expected cost (the MC curve) and the willingness to pay for insurance 
(the demand curve). In the textbook case, the risk premium is always positive, since (the demand curve). In the textbook case, the risk premium is always positive, since 
all individuals are risk averse and there are no other market frictions. As a result, all individuals are risk averse and there are no other market frictions. As a result, 
the demand curve is always above the MC curve, and it is therefore effi cient for all the demand curve is always above the MC curve, and it is therefore effi cient for all 
individuals to be insured (individuals to be insured (Q effeff  ==  Q maxmax). Absent income effects, the welfare loss from ). Absent income effects, the welfare loss from 
not insuring a given individual is the risk premium of that individual, or the vertical not insuring a given individual is the risk premium of that individual, or the vertical 
difference between the demand and MC curves.difference between the demand and MC curves.

When the individual-specifi c loss probability (or expected cost) is private infor-When the individual-specifi c loss probability (or expected cost) is private infor-
mation to the individual, fi rms must offer a single price for pools of observationally mation to the individual, fi rms must offer a single price for pools of observationally 
identical but in fact heterogeneous individuals. Of course, in practice fi rms may identical but in fact heterogeneous individuals. Of course, in practice fi rms may 
vary the price based on some observable individual characteristics (such as age or vary the price based on some observable individual characteristics (such as age or 
zip code). Thus, Figure 1 can be thought of as depicting the market for coverage zip code). Thus, Figure 1 can be thought of as depicting the market for coverage 
among individuals who are treated identically by the fi rm.among individuals who are treated identically by the fi rm.

The competitive equilibrium price will be equal to the fi rms’ average cost at The competitive equilibrium price will be equal to the fi rms’ average cost at 
that price. This is a zero-profi t condition; offering a lower price will result in nega-that price. This is a zero-profi t condition; offering a lower price will result in nega-
tive profi ts, and offering higher prices than competitors will not attract any buyers. tive profi ts, and offering higher prices than competitors will not attract any buyers. 
The relevant cost curve the fi rm faces is therefore the average cost (AC) curve, The relevant cost curve the fi rm faces is therefore the average cost (AC) curve, 
which is also shown in Figure 1. The (competitive) equilibrium price and quantity is which is also shown in Figure 1. The (competitive) equilibrium price and quantity is 
given by the intersection of the demand curve and the AC curve (point given by the intersection of the demand curve and the AC curve (point C ).).

The fundamental ineffi ciency created by adverse selection arises because The fundamental ineffi ciency created by adverse selection arises because 
the effi cient allocation is determined by the relationship between the effi cient allocation is determined by the relationship between marginal cost cost 
and demand, but the equilibrium allocation is determined by the relationship and demand, but the equilibrium allocation is determined by the relationship 
between between average cost and demand. Because of adverse selection (downward sloping cost and demand. Because of adverse selection (downward sloping 
MC curve), the marginal buyer is always associated with a lower expected cost than MC curve), the marginal buyer is always associated with a lower expected cost than 
that of infra-marginal buyers. Therefore, as drawn in Figure 1, the AC curve always that of infra-marginal buyers. Therefore, as drawn in Figure 1, the AC curve always 
lies above the MC curve and intersects the demand curve at a quantity lower than lies above the MC curve and intersects the demand curve at a quantity lower than 
Q maxmax. As a result, the equilibrium quantity of insurance will be less than the effi cient . As a result, the equilibrium quantity of insurance will be less than the effi cient 
quantity (quantity (Q maxmax) and the equilibrium price () and the equilibrium price (Peqmeqm) will be above the effi cient price, ) will be above the effi cient price, 
illustrating the classical result of under-insurance in the presence of adverse selec-illustrating the classical result of under-insurance in the presence of adverse selec-
tion (Akerlof, 1970; Rothschild and Stiglitz, 1976). That is, it is effi cient to insure tion (Akerlof, 1970; Rothschild and Stiglitz, 1976). That is, it is effi cient to insure 
every individual (MC is always below demand) but in equilibrium the every individual (MC is always below demand) but in equilibrium the Q maxmax –  – Q eqmeqm  
individuals who have the lowest expected costs remain uninsured because the individuals who have the lowest expected costs remain uninsured because the 
AC curve is not always below the demand curve. These individuals value the insur-AC curve is not always below the demand curve. These individuals value the insur-
ance at more than their expected costs, but fi rms cannot insure these individuals ance at more than their expected costs, but fi rms cannot insure these individuals 
and still break even.and still break even.

The welfare cost of this under-insurance depends on the lost surplus (the The welfare cost of this under-insurance depends on the lost surplus (the 
risk premium) of those individuals who remain ineffi ciently uninsured in the risk premium) of those individuals who remain ineffi ciently uninsured in the 
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competitive equilibrium. In Figure 1, these are the individuals whose willingness to competitive equilibrium. In Figure 1, these are the individuals whose willingness to 
pay is less than the equilibrium price, pay is less than the equilibrium price, Peqmeqm. Integrating over all these individuals’ . Integrating over all these individuals’ 
risk premia, the welfare loss from adverse selection in this simple framework is given risk premia, the welfare loss from adverse selection in this simple framework is given 
by the area of the deadweight loss trapezoid by the area of the deadweight loss trapezoid DCEF ..

Even in the textbook environment, the amount of under-insurance generated Even in the textbook environment, the amount of under-insurance generated 
by adverse selection, and its associated welfare loss, can vary greatly. Figure 2 illus-by adverse selection, and its associated welfare loss, can vary greatly. Figure 2 illus-
trates this point by depicting two specifi c examples of the textbook adverse selection trates this point by depicting two specifi c examples of the textbook adverse selection 
environment, one that produces the effi cient insurance allocation and one that environment, one that produces the effi cient insurance allocation and one that 
produces complete unraveling of insurance coverage. The effi cient outcome is produces complete unraveling of insurance coverage. The effi cient outcome is 
depicted in panel A. While the market is adversely selected (that is, the MC curve depicted in panel A. While the market is adversely selected (that is, the MC curve 
is downward sloping), the AC curve always lies below the demand curve. This leads is downward sloping), the AC curve always lies below the demand curve. This leads 
to an equilibrium price to an equilibrium price Peqmeqm , that, although it is higher than marginal cost, still  , that, although it is higher than marginal cost, still 
produces the effi cient allocation (produces the effi cient allocation (Q eqmeqm  ==  Q effeff  ==  Q maxmax). This situation can arise, for ). This situation can arise, for 
example, when individuals do not vary too much in their unobserved risk (that is, example, when individuals do not vary too much in their unobserved risk (that is, 
the MC and consequently AC curve is relatively fl at) and/or individuals’ risk aver-the MC and consequently AC curve is relatively fl at) and/or individuals’ risk aver-
sion is high (that is, the demand curve lies well above the MC curve).sion is high (that is, the demand curve lies well above the MC curve).

Figure 2
Specifi c Examples of Extreme Cases

A: Adverse Selection with No Efficiency Cost 
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The case of complete unraveling is illustrated in panel B of Figure 2. Here, the The case of complete unraveling is illustrated in panel B of Figure 2. Here, the 
AC curve always lies above the demand curve even though the MC curve is always AC curve always lies above the demand curve even though the MC curve is always 
below it.below it.11 As a result, the competitive equilibrium is that no individual in the market  As a result, the competitive equilibrium is that no individual in the market 
is insured, while the effi cient outcome is for everyone to have insurance. One could is insured, while the effi cient outcome is for everyone to have insurance. One could 
also use panel B to illustrate the potential death spiral dynamics that may lead to also use panel B to illustrate the potential death spiral dynamics that may lead to 
such unraveling. For example, if insurance pricing is naively set but dynamically such unraveling. For example, if insurance pricing is naively set but dynamically 
adjusted to refl ect the average cost from the previous period (which is, in fact, a adjusted to refl ect the average cost from the previous period (which is, in fact, a 
fairly common practice in many health insurance settings), the market will gradu-fairly common practice in many health insurance settings), the market will gradu-
ally shrink until it completely disappears. This convergent adjustment process is ally shrink until it completely disappears. This convergent adjustment process is 
illustrated by the arrows in panel B. Cutler and Reber (1998) provide an empirical illustrated by the arrows in panel B. Cutler and Reber (1998) provide an empirical 
case study of a death spiral of this nature in the context of a health insurance plan case study of a death spiral of this nature in the context of a health insurance plan 
offered to Harvard University employees.offered to Harvard University employees.

Public Policy in the Textbook CasePublic Policy in the Textbook Case
Our graphical framework can also be used to illustrate the consequences of Our graphical framework can also be used to illustrate the consequences of 

common public policy interventions in insurance markets. The canonical solution common public policy interventions in insurance markets. The canonical solution 
to the ineffi ciency created by adverse selection is to mandate that everyone purchase to the ineffi ciency created by adverse selection is to mandate that everyone purchase 
insurance. In the textbook setting, this produces the effi cient outcome in which insurance. In the textbook setting, this produces the effi cient outcome in which 
everyone has insurance. However, the magnitude of the welfare benefi t produced everyone has insurance. However, the magnitude of the welfare benefi t produced 

1 This can happen even within the textbook example if the individuals with the greatest risk are certain to 
incur a loss, so their risk premium is zero and their willingness to pay is the same as their expected costs.

Figure 2 (continued)

  

 

B: Adverse Selection with Complete Unraveling
Pr

ic
e

Quantity
Q max

Demand curve

MC curve

AC curve



Liran Einav and Amy Finkelstein     121

by an insurance purchase requirement can vary dramatically depending on the by an insurance purchase requirement can vary dramatically depending on the 
specifi cs of the market. The two extreme examples presented in Figure 2 illustrate specifi cs of the market. The two extreme examples presented in Figure 2 illustrate 
this point, but even in intermediate cases captured by Figure 1, the magnitude of this point, but even in intermediate cases captured by Figure 1, the magnitude of 
the welfare loss (area the welfare loss (area CDEF ) is highly sensitive to the shape and location of the cost ) is highly sensitive to the shape and location of the cost 
and demand curves and is therefore ultimately an empirical question.and demand curves and is therefore ultimately an empirical question.22

Another commonly discussed policy remedy for adverse selection is to subsi-Another commonly discussed policy remedy for adverse selection is to subsi-
dize insurance coverage. We can use Figure 1 to illustrate. Consider, for example, dize insurance coverage. We can use Figure 1 to illustrate. Consider, for example, 
a lump sum subsidy toward the price of coverage. This would shift demand out, a lump sum subsidy toward the price of coverage. This would shift demand out, 
leading to a higher equilibrium quantity and less under-insurance. The welfare loss leading to a higher equilibrium quantity and less under-insurance. The welfare loss 
would still be associated with the area between the original (pre-subsidy) demand would still be associated with the area between the original (pre-subsidy) demand 
curve and the MC curve, and would therefore unambiguously decline with any posi-curve and the MC curve, and would therefore unambiguously decline with any posi-
tive subsidy. A large enough subsidy (greater than the line segment tive subsidy. A large enough subsidy (greater than the line segment GE  in Figure 1)   in Figure 1) 
would lead to the effi cient outcome, with everybody insured.would lead to the effi cient outcome, with everybody insured.

A fi nal common form of public policy intervention is regulation that imposes A fi nal common form of public policy intervention is regulation that imposes 
restrictions on the characteristics of consumers over which fi rms can price discrimi-restrictions on the characteristics of consumers over which fi rms can price discrimi-
nate. Some regulations require “community rates” that are uniform across all nate. Some regulations require “community rates” that are uniform across all 
individuals, while others prohibit insurance companies from making prices contin-individuals, while others prohibit insurance companies from making prices contin-
gent on certain observable risk factors, such as race or gender. For concreteness, gent on certain observable risk factors, such as race or gender. For concreteness, 
consider the case of a regulation that prohibits pricing on the basis of gender. Recall consider the case of a regulation that prohibits pricing on the basis of gender. Recall 
that Figure 1 can be interpreted as applying to a group of individuals who must that Figure 1 can be interpreted as applying to a group of individuals who must 
be treated the same by the insurance company. When pricing based on gender is be treated the same by the insurance company. When pricing based on gender is 
prohibited, males and females are pooled into the same market, with a variant of prohibited, males and females are pooled into the same market, with a variant of 
Figure 1 describing that market. When pricing on gender is allowed, there are now Figure 1 describing that market. When pricing on gender is allowed, there are now 
two distinct insurance markets—described by two distinct variants of Figure 1—one two distinct insurance markets—described by two distinct variants of Figure 1—one 
for women and one for men, each of which can be analyzed separately. A central for women and one for men, each of which can be analyzed separately. A central 
issue for welfare analysis is whether, when insurance companies are allowed to price issue for welfare analysis is whether, when insurance companies are allowed to price 
on gender, consumers still have residual private information about their expected on gender, consumers still have residual private information about their expected 
costs. If they do not, then the insurance market within each gender-specifi c segment costs. If they do not, then the insurance market within each gender-specifi c segment 
of the market will exhibit a constant (fl at) MC curve and the equilibrium in each of the market will exhibit a constant (fl at) MC curve and the equilibrium in each 
market will be effi cient. In this case, policies that restrict pricing on gender are market will be effi cient. In this case, policies that restrict pricing on gender are 
unambiguously welfare decreasing since they create adverse selection where unambiguously welfare decreasing since they create adverse selection where 
none existed before. However, in the more likely case that individuals have some none existed before. However, in the more likely case that individuals have some 
residual private information about their risk that is not captured by their gender, residual private information about their risk that is not captured by their gender, 
each gender-specifi c market segment would look qualitatively the same as Figure 1 each gender-specifi c market segment would look qualitatively the same as Figure 1 
(with downward sloping MC and AC curves). In such cases, the welfare implica-(with downward sloping MC and AC curves). In such cases, the welfare implica-
tions of restricting pricing on gender could go in either direction; depending on tions of restricting pricing on gender could go in either direction; depending on 
the shape and position of the gender-specifi c demand and cost curves relative to the shape and position of the gender-specifi c demand and cost curves relative to 
the gender-pooled ones, the sum of the areas of the deadweight loss trapezoids in the gender-pooled ones, the sum of the areas of the deadweight loss trapezoids in 

2 Although in the specifi c examples in Figure 2, the welfare cost of adverse selection is increasing with the 
amount of under-insurance it creates, this does not have to be the case in general.



122     Journal of Economic Perspectives

the gender-specifi c markets could be larger or smaller than the area of the single the gender-specifi c markets could be larger or smaller than the area of the single 
deadweight loss trapezoid in the gender-pooled market.deadweight loss trapezoid in the gender-pooled market.33

Departures from the Textbook EnvironmentDepartures from the Textbook Environment
Although the textbook treatment of insurance markets may give rise to dramat-Although the textbook treatment of insurance markets may give rise to dramat-

ically different magnitudes of the welfare costs arising from adverse selection, the ically different magnitudes of the welfare costs arising from adverse selection, the 
qualitative fi ndings are robust. Under the textbook assumptions, private informa-qualitative fi ndings are robust. Under the textbook assumptions, private informa-
tion about risk never produces over-insurance relative to the effi cient outcome, tion about risk never produces over-insurance relative to the effi cient outcome, 
and mandatory insurance coverage is always a (weakly) welfare-improving policy and mandatory insurance coverage is always a (weakly) welfare-improving policy 
intervention. However, these robust qualitative results only hold in this textbook intervention. However, these robust qualitative results only hold in this textbook 
case. They may be reversed with the introduction of two important features of actual case. They may be reversed with the introduction of two important features of actual 
insurance markets: 1) insurance “loads” or administrative costs of providing insur-insurance markets: 1) insurance “loads” or administrative costs of providing insur-
ance, and 2) preference heterogeneity.ance, and 2) preference heterogeneity.

Consider fi rst a loading factor on insurance, for example in the form of addi-Consider fi rst a loading factor on insurance, for example in the form of addi-
tional administrative cost associated with selling and servicing insurance, perhaps tional administrative cost associated with selling and servicing insurance, perhaps 
due to costs associated with advertising and marketing, or with verifying and due to costs associated with advertising and marketing, or with verifying and 
processing claims. Many insurance markets display evidence of nontrivial loading processing claims. Many insurance markets display evidence of nontrivial loading 
factors, including markets for long-term care insurance (Brown and Finkelstein, factors, including markets for long-term care insurance (Brown and Finkelstein, 
2007), annuities (Friedman and Warshawsky, 1990; Mitchell, Poterba, Warshawsky, 2007), annuities (Friedman and Warshawsky, 1990; Mitchell, Poterba, Warshawsky, 
and Brown, 1999; Finkelstein and Poterba, 2002), health insurance (Newhouse, and Brown, 1999; Finkelstein and Poterba, 2002), health insurance (Newhouse, 
2002), and automobile insurance (Chiappori, Jullien, Salanié, and Salanié, 2006).2002), and automobile insurance (Chiappori, Jullien, Salanié, and Salanié, 2006).44  

The key implication of such loads is that it is now not necessarily effi cient to The key implication of such loads is that it is now not necessarily effi cient to 
allocate insurance coverage to all individuals. Even if all individuals are risk averse, allocate insurance coverage to all individuals. Even if all individuals are risk averse, 
the additional cost of providing an individual with insurance may be greater than the additional cost of providing an individual with insurance may be greater than 
the risk premium for certain individuals, making it socially effi cient to leave such the risk premium for certain individuals, making it socially effi cient to leave such 
individuals uninsured. This case is illustrated in Figure 3, which is similar to Figure 1, individuals uninsured. This case is illustrated in Figure 3, which is similar to Figure 1, 
except that the cost curves are shifted upward refl ecting the additional cost of insur-except that the cost curves are shifted upward refl ecting the additional cost of insur-
ance provision.ance provision.55

Figure 3 is drawn in a way that the MC curve crosses the demand curve “inter-Figure 3 is drawn in a way that the MC curve crosses the demand curve “inter-
nally” (that is, at a quantity lower than nally” (that is, at a quantity lower than Qmaxmax), at point ), at point E , which depicts the socially , which depicts the socially 
effi cient insurance allocation. It is effi cient to insure everyone to the left of point effi cient insurance allocation. It is effi cient to insure everyone to the left of point E  
(because their willingness to pay for insurance exceeds their expected cost), but (because their willingness to pay for insurance exceeds their expected cost), but 

3 An example illustrates how pricing on gender can increase deadweight loss. Consider three types of 
individuals. Type 1 individuals (representing 10 percent of the population) have expected cost of 20 
and willingness to pay for insurance of 30. Type 2 individuals (60 percent) have expected cost of 5 and 
willingness to pay of 20, and type 3 (30 percent) have expected cost of 4 and willingness to pay of 7.5. The 
competitive (zero-profi t) price in this market is 6.2, leading to an effi cient allocation in which everyone 
is insured (this case is similar to that of panel A in Figure 2). Suppose now that type 2 individuals are all 
females and type 1 and 3 individuals are all males, and gender can be priced. In this case, the competitive 
price for women is 5 and they are all insured. However, the competitive price for men is 8, leaving all 
type 3 individuals ineffi ciently uninsured.
4 Admittedly, most of these papers lack the data to distinguish between loading factors arising from 
administrative costs to the insurance company and those arising from market power (insurance company 
profi ts). Still, it seems a reasonable assumption that it is not costless to run an insurance company.
5 We note that Figure 3 could also describe a market with no frictions, but in which a fraction of the 
individuals are risk loving.
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socially ineffi cient to insure anyone to the right of point socially ineffi cient to insure anyone to the right of point E (because their willing- (because their willing-
ness to pay is less than their expected cost). In this situation, it is effi cient to keep ness to pay is less than their expected cost). In this situation, it is effi cient to keep 
Q maxmax –  – Q effeff individuals uninsured. individuals uninsured.

The introduction of loads does not affect the basic analysis of adverse selection, The introduction of loads does not affect the basic analysis of adverse selection, 
but it does have important implications for its standard public policy remedies. but it does have important implications for its standard public policy remedies. 
The competitive equilibrium is still determined by the zero profi t condition, or the The competitive equilibrium is still determined by the zero profi t condition, or the 
intersection of the demand curve and the AC curve (point intersection of the demand curve and the AC curve (point C in Figure 3), and in  in Figure 3), and in 
the presence of adverse selection (and thus a downward sloping MC curve), this the presence of adverse selection (and thus a downward sloping MC curve), this 
leads to under-insurance relative to the social optimum (leads to under-insurance relative to the social optimum (Q eqmeqm  <<  Q effeff), and to a ), and to a 
familiar deadweight loss triangle familiar deadweight loss triangle CDE ..

However, with insurance loads, the textbook result of an unambiguous welfare However, with insurance loads, the textbook result of an unambiguous welfare 
gain from mandatory coverage no longer obtains. As Figure 3 shows, while a mandate gain from mandatory coverage no longer obtains. As Figure 3 shows, while a mandate 
that everyone be insured “regains” the welfare loss associated with under-insurance that everyone be insured “regains” the welfare loss associated with under-insurance 
(triangle (triangle CDE ), it also leads to over-insurance by covering individuals whom it is ), it also leads to over-insurance by covering individuals whom it is 
socially ineffi cient to insure (that is, whose expected costs are above their willingness socially ineffi cient to insure (that is, whose expected costs are above their willingness 
to pay). This latter effect leads to a welfare loss given by the area to pay). This latter effect leads to a welfare loss given by the area EGH in Figure 3.  in Figure 3. 
Therefore whether a mandate improves welfare over the competitive allocation Therefore whether a mandate improves welfare over the competitive allocation 
depends on the relative sizes of triangles depends on the relative sizes of triangles CDE and  and EGH ; this in turn depends on the ; this in turn depends on the 
specifi c market’s demand and cost curves and is therefore an empirical question.specifi c market’s demand and cost curves and is therefore an empirical question.

Figure 3
Adverse Selection with Additional Cost of Providing Insurance

Source: Einav, Finkelstein, and Cullen (2010), fi gure 1.
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A second important feature of real-world insurance markets not captured by A second important feature of real-world insurance markets not captured by 
the textbook treatment is preference heterogeneity: that is, the possibility that the textbook treatment is preference heterogeneity: that is, the possibility that 
individuals may differ not only in their risk but also in their preferences, such as individuals may differ not only in their risk but also in their preferences, such as 
their willingness to bear risk (risk aversion). The classical models (like Rothschild their willingness to bear risk (risk aversion). The classical models (like Rothschild 
and Stiglitz, 1976) make the simplifying and theoretically attractive assumption that and Stiglitz, 1976) make the simplifying and theoretically attractive assumption that 
individuals have the same preferences and may vary only in their (privately known) individuals have the same preferences and may vary only in their (privately known) 
expected costs. As a result, willingness to pay for insurance is an increasing function expected costs. As a result, willingness to pay for insurance is an increasing function 
of expected costs.of expected costs.

In practice, of course, individuals may differ not only in their expected cost but In practice, of course, individuals may differ not only in their expected cost but 
also in their preferences. Indeed, recent empirical work has documented substan-also in their preferences. Indeed, recent empirical work has documented substan-
tial preference heterogeneity in different insurance markets, including automobile tial preference heterogeneity in different insurance markets, including automobile 
insurance (Cohen and Einav, 2007), reverse mortgages (Davidoff and Welke, 2007), insurance (Cohen and Einav, 2007), reverse mortgages (Davidoff and Welke, 2007), 
health insurance (Fang, Keane, and Silverman, 2008), and long-term care insur-health insurance (Fang, Keane, and Silverman, 2008), and long-term care insur-
ance (Finkelstein and McGarry, 2006). The existence of unobserved preference ance (Finkelstein and McGarry, 2006). The existence of unobserved preference 
heterogeneity opens up the possibility of heterogeneity opens up the possibility of advantageous  selection, which produces   selection, which produces 
opposite results to the opposite results to the adverse selection results just discussed. selection results just discussed.66

Consider for example heterogeneity in risk aversion in addition to the original Consider for example heterogeneity in risk aversion in addition to the original 
heterogeneity in risk (expected cost). All else equal, willingness to pay for insurance heterogeneity in risk (expected cost). All else equal, willingness to pay for insurance 
is increasing in risk aversion and in risk. If heterogeneity in risk aversion is small, is increasing in risk aversion and in risk. If heterogeneity in risk aversion is small, 
or if those individuals who are high risk are also more risk averse, the main insights or if those individuals who are high risk are also more risk averse, the main insights 
from the textbook analysis remain. But if high-risk individuals are less risk averse from the textbook analysis remain. But if high-risk individuals are less risk averse 
and the heterogeneity in risk aversion is suffi ciently large, advantageous selection and the heterogeneity in risk aversion is suffi ciently large, advantageous selection 
may emerge. Namely, the individuals who are willing to pay the most for insurance may emerge. Namely, the individuals who are willing to pay the most for insurance 
are those who are the most risk averse, and in the case described, these are also are those who are the most risk averse, and in the case described, these are also 
those individuals associated with the lowest (rather than the highest) expected cost. those individuals associated with the lowest (rather than the highest) expected cost. 
Indeed, it is natural to think that in many instances individuals who value insurance Indeed, it is natural to think that in many instances individuals who value insurance 
more may also take action to lower their expected costs: drive more carefully, invest more may also take action to lower their expected costs: drive more carefully, invest 
in preventive health care, and so on.in preventive health care, and so on.

Figure 4 provides our graphical illustration of such advantageous selection and Figure 4 provides our graphical illustration of such advantageous selection and 
its consequences for insurance coverage and welfare. In contrast to adverse selection, its consequences for insurance coverage and welfare. In contrast to adverse selection, 
advantageous selection is defi ned by an advantageous selection is defi ned by an upward sloping MC (and AC) curve. sloping MC (and AC) curve.77 As price  As price 
is lowered and more individuals opt into the market, the marginal individual opting is lowered and more individuals opt into the market, the marginal individual opting 
in has higher expected cost than infra-marginal individuals. Since the MC curve is in has higher expected cost than infra-marginal individuals. Since the MC curve is 

6 Another important (and more nuanced) aspect of preference heterogeneity is that it complicates the 
notion of effi ciency. With preference heterogeneity, the mapping from expected cost to willingness to 
pay need no longer be unique. That is, two individuals with the same expected cost may have different 
valuations for the same coverage, or two individual with the same willingness to pay for the coverage 
may have different underlying expected costs. This possibility does not affect our earlier and subsequent 
analysis, except that one needs to recognize that it requires a weaker sense of effi ciency. Specifi cally, it 
requires us to think of a constrained effi cient allocation that maximizes welfare subject to a uniform 
price. In such cases, the (constrained) effi cient allocation need not coincide with the fi rst-best allocation. 
Bundorf, Levin, and Mahoney (2010) discuss and empirically analyze this issue in more detail.
7 More generally, once we allow for preference heterogeneity, the marginal cost curve needs not be 
monotone. However, for simplicity and clarity we focus our discussion on the polar cases of monotone 
cost curves.
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upward sloping, the AC curve will lie everywhere below it. If there were no insurance upward sloping, the AC curve will lie everywhere below it. If there were no insurance 
loads (as in the textbook situation), advantageous selection would not lead to any loads (as in the textbook situation), advantageous selection would not lead to any 
ineffi ciency; the MC and AC curves would always lie below the demand curve, and in ineffi ciency; the MC and AC curves would always lie below the demand curve, and in 
equilibrium all individuals in the market would be covered, which would be effi cient.equilibrium all individuals in the market would be covered, which would be effi cient.

With insurance loads, however, advantageous selection generates the mirror With insurance loads, however, advantageous selection generates the mirror 
image of the adverse selection case, also leading to ineffi ciency, but this time due to image of the adverse selection case, also leading to ineffi ciency, but this time due to 
over-insurance rather than under-insurance. Figure 4 depicts this case. The effi cient over-insurance rather than under-insurance. Figure 4 depicts this case. The effi cient 
allocation calls for providing insurance to all individuals whose expected cost is allocation calls for providing insurance to all individuals whose expected cost is 
lower than their willingness to pay—that is, all those who are to the left of point lower than their willingness to pay—that is, all those who are to the left of point E
(where the MC curve intersects the demand curve) in Figure 4. Competitive equilib-(where the MC curve intersects the demand curve) in Figure 4. Competitive equilib-
rium, as before, is determined by the intersection of the AC curve and the demand rium, as before, is determined by the intersection of the AC curve and the demand 
curve (point curve (point C in Figure 4). But since the AC curve now lies below the MC curve,  in Figure 4). But since the AC curve now lies below the MC curve, 
equilibrium implies that too many individuals are provided insurance, leading to equilibrium implies that too many individuals are provided insurance, leading to 
over-insurance: there are over-insurance: there are Q eqmeqm –  – Q effeff individuals who are ineffi ciently provided  individuals who are ineffi ciently provided 
insurance in equilibrium. These individuals value the insurance at less than their insurance in equilibrium. These individuals value the insurance at less than their 
expected costs, but competitive forces make fi rms reduce the price, thus attracting expected costs, but competitive forces make fi rms reduce the price, thus attracting 
these individuals together with more profi table infra-marginal individuals. Again, these individuals together with more profi table infra-marginal individuals. Again, 
the area of the deadweight loss triangle the area of the deadweight loss triangle EDC quantifi es the extent of the welfare loss  quantifi es the extent of the welfare loss 
from this over-insurance.from this over-insurance.

Figure 4
Advantageous Selection

Source: Einav, Finkelstein, and Cullen (2010), fi gure 2.
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From a public policy perspective, advantageous selection calls for the opposite From a public policy perspective, advantageous selection calls for the opposite 
solutions relative to the tools used to combat adverse selection. For example, given solutions relative to the tools used to combat adverse selection. For example, given 
that advantageous selection produces “too much” insurance relative to the effi cient that advantageous selection produces “too much” insurance relative to the effi cient 
outcome, public policies that tax existing insurance policies (and therefore raise outcome, public policies that tax existing insurance policies (and therefore raise 
Peqmeqm toward  toward Peffeff) or outlaw insurance coverage (mandate no coverage) could be ) or outlaw insurance coverage (mandate no coverage) could be 
welfare-improving. Although there are certainly taxes levied on insurance policies, welfare-improving. Although there are certainly taxes levied on insurance policies, 
to our knowledge advantageous selection has not yet been invoked as a rationale to our knowledge advantageous selection has not yet been invoked as a rationale 
in public policy discourse, perhaps refl ecting the relative newness of both the theo-in public policy discourse, perhaps refl ecting the relative newness of both the theo-
retical work and empirical evidence. To our knowledge, advantageous selection was retical work and empirical evidence. To our knowledge, advantageous selection was 
fi rst discussed by Hemenway (1990), who termed it “propitious” selection. De Meza fi rst discussed by Hemenway (1990), who termed it “propitious” selection. De Meza 
and Webb (2001) provide a theoretical treatment of advantageous selection and its and Webb (2001) provide a theoretical treatment of advantageous selection and its 
implications for insurance coverage and public policy.implications for insurance coverage and public policy.

Advantageous selection is not merely a theoretical possibility. It has recently Advantageous selection is not merely a theoretical possibility. It has recently 
been documented in several insurance markets, with different sources of been documented in several insurance markets, with different sources of 
individual heterogeneity that give rise to it. Finkelstein and McGarry (2006) individual heterogeneity that give rise to it. Finkelstein and McGarry (2006) 
document advantageous selection in the market for long-term care insurance and document advantageous selection in the market for long-term care insurance and 
provide evidence that more cautious individuals invest more in precautionary provide evidence that more cautious individuals invest more in precautionary 
behavior and are less likely to use a nursing home but at the same time are more behavior and are less likely to use a nursing home but at the same time are more 
likely to purchase long-term care insurance. Fang, Keane, and Silverman (2008) likely to purchase long-term care insurance. Fang, Keane, and Silverman (2008) 
document advantageous selection in the market for Medigap coverage, which document advantageous selection in the market for Medigap coverage, which 
provides private health insurance that supplements Medicare for the elderly, but provides private health insurance that supplements Medicare for the elderly, but 
show that in the case of Medigap, cognition may be the driving force: individuals show that in the case of Medigap, cognition may be the driving force: individuals 
with higher cognitive ability are often able to make better decisions, which can with higher cognitive ability are often able to make better decisions, which can 
translate into both greater coverage and at the same time lower healthcare translate into both greater coverage and at the same time lower healthcare 
expenditures.expenditures.

Advantageous selection provides a nice example of the interplay in the selec-Advantageous selection provides a nice example of the interplay in the selec-
tion literature between theory and empirical work. The original adverse selection tion literature between theory and empirical work. The original adverse selection 
theory motivated empirical work testing for the existence of adverse selection. This theory motivated empirical work testing for the existence of adverse selection. This 
empirical work in turn provided examples of advantageous selection (which the empirical work in turn provided examples of advantageous selection (which the 
original theory had precluded), suggesting the need for important extensions to original theory had precluded), suggesting the need for important extensions to 
the theory. We now turn to a more detailed discussion of how the existing empirical the theory. We now turn to a more detailed discussion of how the existing empirical 
work can be viewed through the graphical framework we have developed.work can be viewed through the graphical framework we have developed.

Empirical Work on SelectionEmpirical Work on Selection

Empirical research on selection in insurance markets has fl ourished over the Empirical research on selection in insurance markets has fl ourished over the 
last decade. This empirical literature began, quite naturally, by asking how we can last decade. This empirical literature began, quite naturally, by asking how we can 
test for whether the classic adverse selection models apply in real-world insurance test for whether the classic adverse selection models apply in real-world insurance 
markets. In other words, what would selection look like in the data, when or if it markets. In other words, what would selection look like in the data, when or if it 
exists? Empirical research has now progressed from trying to detect the existence exists? Empirical research has now progressed from trying to detect the existence 
(and nature) of selection toward attempts to quantify its welfare consequences and (and nature) of selection toward attempts to quantify its welfare consequences and 
those of potential public policy interventions. We can use our graphical framework those of potential public policy interventions. We can use our graphical framework 
to understand the intuition and limitations of this research program.to understand the intuition and limitations of this research program.
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“Positive Correlation” Tests for Adverse Selection“Positive Correlation” Tests for Adverse Selection
Using our graphical framework, testing for adverse selection essentially requires Using our graphical framework, testing for adverse selection essentially requires 

us to test whether the MC curve is downward sloping. Making inferences about us to test whether the MC curve is downward sloping. Making inferences about 
marginal individuals is diffi cult, however. As a result, the early empirical approaches marginal individuals is diffi cult, however. As a result, the early empirical approaches 
developed strategies that attempt to get around this diffi culty by, instead, focusing developed strategies that attempt to get around this diffi culty by, instead, focusing 
on comparing averages.on comparing averages.

The graphical depictions of adverse selection in Figure 1 (or Figure 3) suggest The graphical depictions of adverse selection in Figure 1 (or Figure 3) suggest 
one way to examine whether adverse selection is present in a particular insurance one way to examine whether adverse selection is present in a particular insurance 
market: compare the expected cost of those with insurance to the expected cost market: compare the expected cost of those with insurance to the expected cost 
of those without (or compare those with more insurance coverage to those with of those without (or compare those with more insurance coverage to those with 
less coverage).less coverage).

To see this idea more clearly, consider Figure 5. Here we start with the adverse To see this idea more clearly, consider Figure 5. Here we start with the adverse 
selection situation already depicted in Figure 3, denoting the AC curve shown in selection situation already depicted in Figure 3, denoting the AC curve shown in 
previous fi gures by AC previous fi gures by AC insuredinsured to refl ect the fact that it averages over those individuals  to refl ect the fact that it averages over those individuals 
with insurance, and adding one more line: the AC with insurance, and adding one more line: the AC uninsureduninsured curve. The AC  curve. The AC uninsureduninsured  
curve represents the average expected cost of those individuals who do not have curve represents the average expected cost of those individuals who do not have 
insurance. That is, the AC insurance. That is, the AC insuredinsured curve is derived by averaging over the expected costs  curve is derived by averaging over the expected costs 
of the insured (averaging “from the left,” starting at of the insured (averaging “from the left,” starting at Q  == 0) while the AC  0) while the AC uninsureduninsured  
curve is produced by averaging over the expected costs of the uninsured (averaging curve is produced by averaging over the expected costs of the uninsured (averaging 
“from the right,” starting at “from the right,” starting at Q  ==  Q maxmax). A downward-sloping MC curve implies that ). A downward-sloping MC curve implies that 

Figure 5
The “Positive Correlation” Test for Selection
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AC AC insuredinsured is always above AC  is always above AC uninsured uninsured , with the average costs of the insured at , with the average costs of the insured at Q maxmax  
equal to the average costs of the uninsured at equal to the average costs of the uninsured at Q  == 0 (because both represent the  0 (because both represent the 
average costs of the full population) and with the marginal cost curve intersecting average costs of the full population) and with the marginal cost curve intersecting 
AC AC insuredinsured at  at Q  == 0 and AC  0 and AC uninsureduninsured at  at Q  ==  Qmaxmax..

Thus, at any given insurance price, and in particular at the equilibrium price, Thus, at any given insurance price, and in particular at the equilibrium price, 
adverse selection implies that the average cost of insured individuals is higher than adverse selection implies that the average cost of insured individuals is higher than 
the average cost of uninsured, and the difference in these averages is given by line the average cost of uninsured, and the difference in these averages is given by line 
segment segment CF  in Figure 5 (the thick arrowed line in the fi gure). This basic insight   in Figure 5 (the thick arrowed line in the fi gure). This basic insight 
underlies the widely used “positive correlation” test for asymmetric information. This underlies the widely used “positive correlation” test for asymmetric information. This 
positive correlation (between insurance coverage and expected costs) is analogous positive correlation (between insurance coverage and expected costs) is analogous 
to the distance between point to the distance between point C (average costs of those who in equilibrium are  (average costs of those who in equilibrium are 
insured) and point insured) and point F (average costs of those who in equilibrium are not insured).  (average costs of those who in equilibrium are not insured). 
The results are consistent with the existence of adverse selection if the average cost The results are consistent with the existence of adverse selection if the average cost 
of the insured (point of the insured (point C ) is statistically greater than those of the uninsured (point ) is statistically greater than those of the uninsured (point F ). ).

The test has typically been implemented by comparing proxies for expected The test has typically been implemented by comparing proxies for expected 
costs across individuals with different insurance coverage, controlling as needed costs across individuals with different insurance coverage, controlling as needed 
for important confounding factors (as we discuss below). Many of these empirical for important confounding factors (as we discuss below). Many of these empirical 
papers use data from a single company and examine average claims across individ-papers use data from a single company and examine average claims across individ-
uals who are offered the same contracts but who choose more or less coverage. Our uals who are offered the same contracts but who choose more or less coverage. Our 
graphical framework naturally extends to the choice of more versus less coverage graphical framework naturally extends to the choice of more versus less coverage 
(as opposed to any insurance versus no insurance). Indeed, the recent burgeoning (as opposed to any insurance versus no insurance). Indeed, the recent burgeoning 
of empirical work on selection likely refl ects at least in part researchers’ increasing of empirical work on selection likely refl ects at least in part researchers’ increasing 
success in obtaining access to insurance company data, which has greatly improved success in obtaining access to insurance company data, which has greatly improved 
their ability to examine questions of private information empirically.their ability to examine questions of private information empirically.

Perhaps due in part to its not-so-demanding data requirement, variants of the Perhaps due in part to its not-so-demanding data requirement, variants of the 
positive correlation test have been quite popular; the test requires “only” that one positive correlation test have been quite popular; the test requires “only” that one 
observe the average expected costs of individuals (who are observationally identical observe the average expected costs of individuals (who are observationally identical 
to the fi rm) with different amounts of insurance coverage. There is now a large liter-to the fi rm) with different amounts of insurance coverage. There is now a large liter-
ature studying how average costs vary across different coverage options in a broad ature studying how average costs vary across different coverage options in a broad 
range of insurance markets, including health, life, automobile, and homeowner range of insurance markets, including health, life, automobile, and homeowner 
insurance. The results have been mixed. In some markets, researchers have found insurance. The results have been mixed. In some markets, researchers have found 
evidence consistent with adverse selection—that is, higher average costs for indi-evidence consistent with adverse selection—that is, higher average costs for indi-
viduals with greater insurance coverage—while in others they have found evidence viduals with greater insurance coverage—while in others they have found evidence 
of advantageous selection—defi ned by a negative relationship between insurance of advantageous selection—defi ned by a negative relationship between insurance 
coverage and average costs—or have been unable to reject the null hypothesis coverage and average costs—or have been unable to reject the null hypothesis 
of symmetric information, meaning no difference in average costs. Cohen and of symmetric information, meaning no difference in average costs. Cohen and 
Siegelman (2010) provide a recent review of this literature.Siegelman (2010) provide a recent review of this literature.

Challenges in Applying the Positive Correlation TestChallenges in Applying the Positive Correlation Test
Although applying the simple positive correlation test is reasonably straight-Although applying the simple positive correlation test is reasonably straight-

forward, one must confront certain challenges. Researchers have generally been forward, one must confront certain challenges. Researchers have generally been 
quite careful to acknowledge these issues and in some cases to fi nd creative ways quite careful to acknowledge these issues and in some cases to fi nd creative ways 
that get around them. We mention here three common issues that often come up that get around them. We mention here three common issues that often come up 
in applications.in applications.
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A fi rst important limitation of the positive correlation test is that comparing A fi rst important limitation of the positive correlation test is that comparing 
expected costs across individuals with and without insurance may confound adverse expected costs across individuals with and without insurance may confound adverse 
selection and moral hazard. Both adverse selection and moral hazard can generate selection and moral hazard. Both adverse selection and moral hazard can generate 
a positive correlation between insurance coverage and claims, but these are two a positive correlation between insurance coverage and claims, but these are two 
very different forms of asymmetric information with very different implications very different forms of asymmetric information with very different implications 
for public policy. With adverse selection, individuals who have private information for public policy. With adverse selection, individuals who have private information 
that they are at higher risk self-select into the insurance market, generating the that they are at higher risk self-select into the insurance market, generating the 
positive correlation between insurance coverage and observed claims. As already positive correlation between insurance coverage and observed claims. As already 
discussed, the government has several potential welfare-improving policy tools discussed, the government has several potential welfare-improving policy tools 
to possibly address such selection. With moral hazard, individuals are identical to possibly address such selection. With moral hazard, individuals are identical 
before they purchase insurance, but have incentives to behave differently after. before they purchase insurance, but have incentives to behave differently after. 
Those with greater coverage have less incentive to take actions that reduce their Those with greater coverage have less incentive to take actions that reduce their 
expected costs, which will generate a relationship between insurance coverage expected costs, which will generate a relationship between insurance coverage 
and observed claims. Unlike in the case of adverse selection, the government typi-and observed claims. Unlike in the case of adverse selection, the government typi-
cally has no advantage over the private sector at reducing the welfare costs of cally has no advantage over the private sector at reducing the welfare costs of 
moral hazard.moral hazard.

Figure 6 shows how moral hazard can produce the same “positive correlation” Figure 6 shows how moral hazard can produce the same “positive correlation” 
property as adverse selection produces in Figure 5. Specifi cally, Figure 6 provides a property as adverse selection produces in Figure 5. Specifi cally, Figure 6 provides a 
graphical representation of an insurance market with moral hazard but no selection. graphical representation of an insurance market with moral hazard but no selection. 
The lack of selection is captured by the fl at MC curves. Moral hazard is captured The lack of selection is captured by the fl at MC curves. Moral hazard is captured 

Figure 6
The “Positive Correlation” Test for Moral Hazard
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by drawing two different MC curves, as opposed to the single MC curve we have by drawing two different MC curves, as opposed to the single MC curve we have 
drawn in the fi gures so far. The MC drawn in the fi gures so far. The MC insuredinsured curve represents the expected cost of  curve represents the expected cost of 
insured individuals, and corresponds to the MC curves we have been drawing in all insured individuals, and corresponds to the MC curves we have been drawing in all 
previous fi gures. The MC previous fi gures. The MC uninsureduninsured curve represents the expected cost of these  curve represents the expected cost of these same  
individuals, if they were uninsured. Moral hazard, which takes the form of greater individuals, if they were uninsured. Moral hazard, which takes the form of greater 
expected costs when a given individual has insurance than when the individual does expected costs when a given individual has insurance than when the individual does 
not, implies that MC not, implies that MC insuredinsured is greater than MC  is greater than MC uninsureduninsured for each individual (or, graphi- for each individual (or, graphi-
cally, point-by-point).cally, point-by-point).88 The vertical difference between MC  The vertical difference between MC insuredinsured and MC  and MC uninsureduninsured is a  is a 
graphical way to quantify moral hazard in terms of expected cost.graphical way to quantify moral hazard in terms of expected cost.

Figure 6 is drawn for a case in which there is no adverse selection: individuals Figure 6 is drawn for a case in which there is no adverse selection: individuals 
have the same expected cost, the MC curves are fl at, and the demand curve is down-have the same expected cost, the MC curves are fl at, and the demand curve is down-
ward sloping due to other factors (for example, heterogeneity in risk aversion). Yet, ward sloping due to other factors (for example, heterogeneity in risk aversion). Yet, 
a comparison of expected costs between the “insureds” and “uninsureds” would lead a comparison of expected costs between the “insureds” and “uninsureds” would lead 
to the same quantity (line segment to the same quantity (line segment CF ) as in Figure 5. However, while in Figure 5  ) as in Figure 5. However, while in Figure 5 
the positive correlation arose due to adverse selection, in Figure 6 this same positive the positive correlation arose due to adverse selection, in Figure 6 this same positive 
correlation is generated entirely by moral hazard.correlation is generated entirely by moral hazard.99

Therefore, in situations where moral hazard could be an important factor, the Therefore, in situations where moral hazard could be an important factor, the 
positive correlation test is a joint test of either adverse selection or moral hazard. positive correlation test is a joint test of either adverse selection or moral hazard. 
Finding a positive correlation between insurance coverage and expected costs would Finding a positive correlation between insurance coverage and expected costs would 
force us to reject the null hypothesis (of symmetric information) either due to the force us to reject the null hypothesis (of symmetric information) either due to the 
presence of adverse selection or moral hazard (or both). Moreover, a fi nding of no presence of adverse selection or moral hazard (or both). Moreover, a fi nding of no 
correlation could either be due to no asymmetric information or to the existence of correlation could either be due to no asymmetric information or to the existence of 
both moral hazard and advantageous selection, which offset each other. On the other both moral hazard and advantageous selection, which offset each other. On the other 
hand, a convincing fi nding of a negative correlation is still informative, as it would be hand, a convincing fi nding of a negative correlation is still informative, as it would be 
consistent with advantageous selection, even in the presence of moral hazard.consistent with advantageous selection, even in the presence of moral hazard.

A second important consideration in applying the positive correlation test is A second important consideration in applying the positive correlation test is 
the set of covariates that are being conditioned out. As a starting point, one must the set of covariates that are being conditioned out. As a starting point, one must 
condition on the consumer characteristics that determine the prices offered to each condition on the consumer characteristics that determine the prices offered to each 
individual. That is, a proper implementation of the positive correlation test requires individual. That is, a proper implementation of the positive correlation test requires 
that we examine whether, among a set of individuals who are offered coverage that we examine whether, among a set of individuals who are offered coverage 
options at options at identical prices, those who buy more insurance have higher expected  prices, those who buy more insurance have higher expected 
costs than those who do not. In the absence of such conditioning, it is impossible to costs than those who do not. In the absence of such conditioning, it is impossible to 
know whether a correlation arises due to demand (different individuals self-select know whether a correlation arises due to demand (different individuals self-select 

8 For simplicity, we have drawn Figure 6 so that the MC uninsured curve is parallel to the MC insured curve, 
thus assuming that the cost effect associated with moral hazard is homogeneous across individuals. The 
discussion would be the same for a richer situation, in which the moral hazard effect is heterogeneous 
(so that the vertical distance between the MC insured and MC uninsured varies).
9 Naturally, one could consider an environment in which both selection and moral hazard were present. 
The issues and discussion would be similar; we focused on the extreme case to simplify the graphical 
presentation. In particular, with no selection (fl at MC curves) we do not need to draw the corresponding 
AC curves since they are identical to the MC curves. In an environment with both selection (as shown 
by non-fl at MC curves) and moral hazard (MC insured > MC uninsured) each MC curve would have a corre-
sponding AC curve. As in Figure 5, AC insured would be constructed by averaging “from the left” over the 
marginal costs of those with insurance (MC insured), while AC uninsured would be constructed by averaging 
“from the right” over the marginal costs of those without insurance (MC uninsured).
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into different contracts) or supply (different individuals are offered the contracts into different contracts) or supply (different individuals are offered the contracts 
at different prices by the insurance company). Only the former is evidence of at different prices by the insurance company). Only the former is evidence of 
selection. As a result, some of the most convincing tests are those carried out using selection. As a result, some of the most convincing tests are those carried out using 
insurance company data, where the researcher knows (rather than assumes) the insurance company data, where the researcher knows (rather than assumes) the 
full set of characteristics that the insurance company uses for pricing. Absent data full set of characteristics that the insurance company uses for pricing. Absent data 
on individually customized prices, which is sometimes diffi cult to obtain, one may on individually customized prices, which is sometimes diffi cult to obtain, one may 
instead try to control in a fl exible manner for all individual characteristics that instead try to control in a fl exible manner for all individual characteristics that 
affect pricing (Chiappori and Salanie, 2000).affect pricing (Chiappori and Salanie, 2000).

A yet-more-nuanced decision is whether one should control for a larger set of A yet-more-nuanced decision is whether one should control for a larger set of 
covariates (when available). In addition to the consumer characteristics that deter-covariates (when available). In addition to the consumer characteristics that deter-
mine their choice set—that is, the specifi c contracts and their prices—one could mine their choice set—that is, the specifi c contracts and their prices—one could 
attempt to control for other observed variables that are not used by the fi rm (due to attempt to control for other observed variables that are not used by the fi rm (due to 
regulation or any other reason), for other observable variables that are not observed regulation or any other reason), for other observable variables that are not observed 
by the fi rm (some may be observable to the fi rm with additional cost, others may by the fi rm (some may be observable to the fi rm with additional cost, others may 
be observable only to the researcher), and so on. Whether such variables should be be observable only to the researcher), and so on. Whether such variables should be 
used as covariates is less obvious and is likely to depend on the question that one used as covariates is less obvious and is likely to depend on the question that one 
would like to answer. One needs to recognize that the interpretation of a positive would like to answer. One needs to recognize that the interpretation of a positive 
correlation can vary depending on such decision. For example, one may fi nd a posi-correlation can vary depending on such decision. For example, one may fi nd a posi-
tive correlation between insurance coverage and expected costs only because fi rms tive correlation between insurance coverage and expected costs only because fi rms 
are not allowed to incorporate race into pricing. If this positive correlation disap-are not allowed to incorporate race into pricing. If this positive correlation disap-
pears when race is included as a control variable, one may want to be careful about pears when race is included as a control variable, one may want to be careful about 
the precise meaning of the term “asymmetric information” (since race is known to the precise meaning of the term “asymmetric information” (since race is known to 
the insurance company even if not used in pricing) even though the implications the insurance company even if not used in pricing) even though the implications 
for market equilibrium and ineffi ciency may be the same.for market equilibrium and ineffi ciency may be the same.

A fi nal important consideration in applying the test concerns the measurement A fi nal important consideration in applying the test concerns the measurement 
of costs. Figure 5 suggests that the theoretical object one would like to observe is of costs. Figure 5 suggests that the theoretical object one would like to observe is 
that of expected cost. Expectations are, of course, diffi cult to observe, so researchers that of expected cost. Expectations are, of course, diffi cult to observe, so researchers 
often use proxies.often use proxies.

The most direct proxy would use the average realized costs. With enough data, The most direct proxy would use the average realized costs. With enough data, 
realized costs of the insured converge to the expected costs, precisely capturing the realized costs of the insured converge to the expected costs, precisely capturing the 
theoretical object. In practice, however, realized costs may be tricky. For example, theoretical object. In practice, however, realized costs may be tricky. For example, 
when comparing insured to uninsured individuals, one obviously does not observe when comparing insured to uninsured individuals, one obviously does not observe 
the “claims” of the uninsured. Even when comparing claims of individuals who the “claims” of the uninsured. Even when comparing claims of individuals who 
choose more or less coverage within a given company, certain realized (social) costs choose more or less coverage within a given company, certain realized (social) costs 
are less likely to be claimed by individuals with less coverage. For example, there is are less likely to be claimed by individuals with less coverage. For example, there is 
a range of possible claim amounts that are worth claiming under low deductible, a range of possible claim amounts that are worth claiming under low deductible, 
but would not provide any benefi ts for (and are unlikely to be fi led by) individuals but would not provide any benefi ts for (and are unlikely to be fi led by) individuals 
covered by a higher deductible.covered by a higher deductible.

There are several potential strategies for trying to detect differences in real There are several potential strategies for trying to detect differences in real 
behavior as opposed to differences in claiming behavior. One option is to focus on behavior as opposed to differences in claiming behavior. One option is to focus on 
a subset of realized claims that are less prone to insurance coverage infl uencing a subset of realized claims that are less prone to insurance coverage infl uencing 
decisions to fi le a claim: for example, one could focus on multiple-car accidents in decisions to fi le a claim: for example, one could focus on multiple-car accidents in 
the context of automobile insurance. Alternatively, one might use data external to the context of automobile insurance. Alternatively, one might use data external to 
the fi rm: for example, by examining mortality certifi cates in the context of annuities the fi rm: for example, by examining mortality certifi cates in the context of annuities 



132     Journal of Economic Perspectives

or life insurance. The latter has the ancillary benefi t that such “external” data are or life insurance. The latter has the ancillary benefi t that such “external” data are 
observed for the uninsured population as well.observed for the uninsured population as well.

Another approach is to identify individual characteristics that are not priced Another approach is to identify individual characteristics that are not priced 
by insurance companies but are known to be associated with expected cost, such as by insurance companies but are known to be associated with expected cost, such as 
age or gender in the context of employer-provided health insurance. An ancillary age or gender in the context of employer-provided health insurance. An ancillary 
benefi t of this approach is that it also gets around the issue of moral hazard. A benefi t of this approach is that it also gets around the issue of moral hazard. A 
limitation of this approach, however, is that it can only be applied in situations in limitation of this approach, however, is that it can only be applied in situations in 
which—in confl ict with textbook economics—pricing is not affected by an impor-which—in confl ict with textbook economics—pricing is not affected by an impor-
tant risk factor. In such settings, one might reasonably wonder whether the original tant risk factor. In such settings, one might reasonably wonder whether the original 
concerns about the effi ciency loss from adverse selection and the potential public concerns about the effi ciency loss from adverse selection and the potential public 
policy remedies are all that relevant.policy remedies are all that relevant.

Beyond Testing: Quantifying Selection EffectsBeyond Testing: Quantifying Selection Effects
The importance and infl uence of the seminal theoretical work on selection The importance and infl uence of the seminal theoretical work on selection 

in insurance markets stemmed in large part from its fi ndings that selection could in insurance markets stemmed in large part from its fi ndings that selection could 
impair the effi cient operation of competitive insurance markets and potentially impair the effi cient operation of competitive insurance markets and potentially 
open up scope for welfare-improving government intervention. Detecting selection open up scope for welfare-improving government intervention. Detecting selection 
is therefore only a fi rst step. If selection is empirically detected, it is natural to ask is therefore only a fi rst step. If selection is empirically detected, it is natural to ask 
whether the welfare costs it generates are large or small, and what might be the whether the welfare costs it generates are large or small, and what might be the 
welfare consequences of specifi c government policies. These are fundamentally welfare consequences of specifi c government policies. These are fundamentally 
empirical questions, and our graphical framework is useful for guiding attempts to empirical questions, and our graphical framework is useful for guiding attempts to 
quantify these welfare constructs.quantify these welfare constructs.

We begin by debunking a common (mis)perception that the very same We begin by debunking a common (mis)perception that the very same 
empirical objects that are used for the positive correlation test (described earlier) empirical objects that are used for the positive correlation test (described earlier) 
can also be informative about the welfare costs associated with selection. It may be can also be informative about the welfare costs associated with selection. It may be 
appealing to imagine that markets that appear “more adversely selected”—that is, appealing to imagine that markets that appear “more adversely selected”—that is, 
ones in which there is a larger difference between the expected costs of the insureds ones in which there is a larger difference between the expected costs of the insureds 
and uninsureds—experience greater welfare loss associated with that selection. and uninsureds—experience greater welfare loss associated with that selection. 
Unfortunately, Figure 7 illustrates that without additional assumptions, compari-Unfortunately, Figure 7 illustrates that without additional assumptions, compari-
sons of expected costs are not that informative about underlying effi ciency costs. sons of expected costs are not that informative about underlying effi ciency costs. 
Figure 7 starts with the situation depicted in Figure 3. Once again, the equilibrium Figure 7 starts with the situation depicted in Figure 3. Once again, the equilibrium 
difference in expected costs between the insureds and uninsureds is given by the difference in expected costs between the insureds and uninsureds is given by the 
distance between points distance between points C and  and F , and the welfare loss from adverse selection is , and the welfare loss from adverse selection is 
given by the area of the deadweight loss triangle given by the area of the deadweight loss triangle CDE . However, here we have drawn . However, here we have drawn 
two possible demand curves, each of which give rise to the same equilibrium point two possible demand curves, each of which give rise to the same equilibrium point 
(point (point C ), while keeping the MC and AC curves unchanged.), while keeping the MC and AC curves unchanged.1010 By design, the two  By design, the two 
demand curves generate the same equilibrium point, thereby producing the same demand curves generate the same equilibrium point, thereby producing the same 
difference in expected costs between the insureds and uninsureds (line segment difference in expected costs between the insureds and uninsureds (line segment CF  

10 Linear demand curves (as in Figure 7) allow us to rotate the demand curve without altering the rela-
tionship between the MC curve and the AC curve. If demand was nonlinear, changes to demand would 
have triggered shifts in the AC curve (holding the MC curve constant). The basic point that the welfare 
cost of adverse selection can vary across markets with the same difference in expected costs between the 
uninsured and insured would still apply in cases with a nonlinear demand curve, but the fi gure would 
be messier to draw.
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in Figure 7). However, these demand curves generate different effi cient outcomes, in Figure 7). However, these demand curves generate different effi cient outcomes, 
meaning different points at which the two demand curves intersect the MC curve, meaning different points at which the two demand curves intersect the MC curve, 
denoted in the fi gure by points denoted in the fi gure by points E11 and  and E22..

1111 As a result, they produce different-sized  As a result, they produce different-sized 
welfare losses, given by the corresponding triangles welfare losses, given by the corresponding triangles CDE 11 and  and CDE 22. This example . This example 
thus illustrates how deadweight loss triangles of different sizes can be generated thus illustrates how deadweight loss triangles of different sizes can be generated 
even though the “extent of adverse selection” as measured by the difference in even though the “extent of adverse selection” as measured by the difference in 
average costs is the same.average costs is the same.

One way to make some progress in quantifying the welfare consequences of One way to make some progress in quantifying the welfare consequences of 
selection or of potential public policy is to use bounds that are based on easily selection or of potential public policy is to use bounds that are based on easily 
observable objects. For example, suppose we would like to bound the welfare cost observable objects. For example, suppose we would like to bound the welfare cost 
of selection. We use Figure 1 (adverse selection) for this discussion, but it is easy to of selection. We use Figure 1 (adverse selection) for this discussion, but it is easy to 
imagine an analogous discussion for the advantageous selection shown in Figure 4. imagine an analogous discussion for the advantageous selection shown in Figure 4. 
Suppose fi rst that we observe only the price of the insurance sold in the market. If Suppose fi rst that we observe only the price of the insurance sold in the market. If 
we are willing to assume that we observe the competitive equilibrium price (we are willing to assume that we observe the competitive equilibrium price (Peqmeqm), ), 
we can obtain a (presumably not very tight) upper bound of the welfare cost of we can obtain a (presumably not very tight) upper bound of the welfare cost of 

11 As we emphasize throughout, the demand and cost curves are tightly linked. Thus, many changes in 
primitives will shift both demand and cost curves at the same time. It is still possible, however, to think of 
changes in the environment that could change demand without affecting the cost curves. For example, 
in the textbook case such changes would require preferences (but not loss probabilities) to change while 
preserving the ranking of willingness to pay for insurance across individuals.

Figure 7
The “Positive Correlation” and Its (Non)relation to Welfare Costs of Selection
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selection, given by selection, given by Peqmeqm  ××  Q maxmax. Intuitively, because adverse selection leads to under-. Intuitively, because adverse selection leads to under-
insurance, the worst possible scenario is when nobody is insured but everybody insurance, the worst possible scenario is when nobody is insured but everybody 
should be insured. Since the equilibrium price must exceed the willingness to pay should be insured. Since the equilibrium price must exceed the willingness to pay 
for insurance by the uninsureds (otherwise they would have purchased insurance), for insurance by the uninsureds (otherwise they would have purchased insurance), 
the price provides an upper bound on the per-individual welfare loss.the price provides an upper bound on the per-individual welfare loss.

Additional data may help tighten the bound. If we also observe the (equilib-Additional data may help tighten the bound. If we also observe the (equilib-
rium) share of uninsured individuals (that is, rium) share of uninsured individuals (that is, Q maxmax –  – Q eqmeqm), the upper bound for ), the upper bound for 
the welfare loss can be tightened to the welfare loss can be tightened to Peqmeqm((Q maxmax –  – Q eqmeqm). Finally, if we also have all ). Finally, if we also have all 
the data elements needed for the positive correlation test—so that we also observe the data elements needed for the positive correlation test—so that we also observe 
the expected costs of the uninsureds and denote it by X—we can further tighten the expected costs of the uninsureds and denote it by X—we can further tighten 
this upper bound to (this upper bound to (Peqmeqm –  – X )()(Q maxmax –  – Q eqmeqm) (which is equal to area ) (which is equal to area CDFJ in  in 
Figure 1.)Figure 1.)1212

Substantially more progress can be made in estimating the welfare conse-Substantially more progress can be made in estimating the welfare conse-
quence of selection (or of potential public policy interventions) if we have one quence of selection (or of potential public policy interventions) if we have one 
additional data element beyond what is required for the positive correlation test. additional data element beyond what is required for the positive correlation test. 
This additional element, which is so heavily used in other subfi elds of applied This additional element, which is so heavily used in other subfi elds of applied 
microeconomics, is identifying variation in insurance prices.microeconomics, is identifying variation in insurance prices.

To see how useful price variation may be for welfare analysis, one can imagine To see how useful price variation may be for welfare analysis, one can imagine 
the ideal experiment of randomly varying the price at which insurance is offered the ideal experiment of randomly varying the price at which insurance is offered 
to large pools of otherwise identical individuals. For each pool, we would then to large pools of otherwise identical individuals. For each pool, we would then 
observe the fraction of individuals who bought insurance and the average realized observe the fraction of individuals who bought insurance and the average realized 
costs of insured individuals. In such an ideal situation, we can use the data gener-costs of insured individuals. In such an ideal situation, we can use the data gener-
ated to “trace out” the demand curve and the AC curve in our graphical analysis, ated to “trace out” the demand curve and the AC curve in our graphical analysis, 
and to derive the MC curve, thus producing the three essential curves behind all of and to derive the MC curve, thus producing the three essential curves behind all of 
the welfare analysis in our graphical framework.the welfare analysis in our graphical framework.1313

Observing the MC curve arguably addresses the key challenge for empirically Observing the MC curve arguably addresses the key challenge for empirically 
analyzing insurance markets which, as noted earlier, is to identify the marginal indi-analyzing insurance markets which, as noted earlier, is to identify the marginal indi-
viduals. Indeed, with knowledge of the MC curve, AC curve, and demand curve, it is viduals. Indeed, with knowledge of the MC curve, AC curve, and demand curve, it is 
straightforward to compute the welfare loss of adverse selection or any other object straightforward to compute the welfare loss of adverse selection or any other object 
of interest within the graphical framework we propose, such as the welfare effects of interest within the graphical framework we propose, such as the welfare effects 
of the various public policy interventions we analyzed earlier. This is the basic point of the various public policy interventions we analyzed earlier. This is the basic point 
we advance in Einav, Finkelstein, and Cullen (2010), where we empirically illustrate we advance in Einav, Finkelstein, and Cullen (2010), where we empirically illustrate 
this idea in the context of employer-provided health insurance. We also provide this idea in the context of employer-provided health insurance. We also provide 
some discussion of possible sources of such identifying pricing variation, including some discussion of possible sources of such identifying pricing variation, including 
fi eld experiments, experimentation by fi rms, and pricing variation driven by various fi eld experiments, experimentation by fi rms, and pricing variation driven by various 
common forms of insurance regulation.common forms of insurance regulation.

Such pricing variation has two related ancillary benefi ts. First, it provides a Such pricing variation has two related ancillary benefi ts. First, it provides a 
direct test of both the existence and nature of selection based on the slope of the direct test of both the existence and nature of selection based on the slope of the 

12  To see this, note that Peqm(Q max – Q eqm) is equal to the area below line CJ, while X (Q max – Q eqm) is 
equal to the area below line DF because X is the average value of the MC curve between Q eqm and Q max.
13  Note that the AC curve and the MC curve are linked through the demand curve, so that knowledge 
of two of the three curves allows us to obtain the third. To see this, note that marginal costs at point p, 
MC( p), can be computed by evaluating the difference in total costs TC( p) – TC(p′ ) for p′ just above p, 
where TC( p) is simply the product of average cost AC( p) and demand Q( p).
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estimated MC curve. We can reject the null hypothesis of symmetric information estimated MC curve. We can reject the null hypothesis of symmetric information 
if we can reject the null hypothesis of a constant MC curve. Moreover, a fi nding if we can reject the null hypothesis of a constant MC curve. Moreover, a fi nding 
that the MC curve is downward sloping suggests the existence of adverse selection; that the MC curve is downward sloping suggests the existence of adverse selection; 
conversely, a fi nding that the MC curve is upward sloping suggests the existence of conversely, a fi nding that the MC curve is upward sloping suggests the existence of 
advantageous selection. Unlike the “positive correlation” test, this “cost curve” test advantageous selection. Unlike the “positive correlation” test, this “cost curve” test 
of selection is not affected by the existence (or lack thereof) of moral hazard. To of selection is not affected by the existence (or lack thereof) of moral hazard. To 
see why this is true, recall that the AC curve from which the MC curve is derived see why this is true, recall that the AC curve from which the MC curve is derived 
is defi ned as the average costs of all those individuals who buy a specifi c insurance is defi ned as the average costs of all those individuals who buy a specifi c insurance 
contract. Because the cost curves are defi ned over a sample of individuals who all contract. Because the cost curves are defi ned over a sample of individuals who all 
have the have the same insurance contract, differences in the shape of the cost curve are not  insurance contract, differences in the shape of the cost curve are not 
directly affected by moral hazard.directly affected by moral hazard.1414

This insight suggests a step-by-step approach to analysis of selection in insurance This insight suggests a step-by-step approach to analysis of selection in insurance 
markets if one has access to identifying pricing variation in addition to the data on markets if one has access to identifying pricing variation in addition to the data on 
average costs of those with different insurance coverage. In the fi rst step, the simple average costs of those with different insurance coverage. In the fi rst step, the simple 
correlation test can be used to see if one can reject the null of symmetric informa-correlation test can be used to see if one can reject the null of symmetric informa-
tion (in favor of either a positive or negative correlation). In the second step, if the tion (in favor of either a positive or negative correlation). In the second step, if the 
null of symmetric information is rejected, the identifying pricing variation can then null of symmetric information is rejected, the identifying pricing variation can then 
be used to estimate the cost curves and thus detect whether selection—as distinct be used to estimate the cost curves and thus detect whether selection—as distinct 
from moral hazard—exists and whether it is adverse or advantageous. Finally, if from moral hazard—exists and whether it is adverse or advantageous. Finally, if 
selection is detected, then its welfare cost can be estimated, and the welfare conse-selection is detected, then its welfare cost can be estimated, and the welfare conse-
quences of potential public policy interventions weighed, by bringing the estimated quences of potential public policy interventions weighed, by bringing the estimated 
demand curve into the analysis as well.demand curve into the analysis as well.

There is yet another important benefi t from identifying pricing variation There is yet another important benefi t from identifying pricing variation 
(although it is not the focus of this essay), which is that it allows one to test for and (although it is not the focus of this essay), which is that it allows one to test for and 
quantify moral hazard. To see this, we can again consider what the ideal experiment quantify moral hazard. To see this, we can again consider what the ideal experiment 
might be. To analyze moral hazard, one would randomly allocate insurance to some might be. To analyze moral hazard, one would randomly allocate insurance to some 
individuals and allocate no insurance to others. But this is essentially the experiment individuals and allocate no insurance to others. But this is essentially the experiment 
generated by identifying pricing variation: those individuals who are assigned high generated by identifying pricing variation: those individuals who are assigned high 
prices are less likely to have insurance, while those who are assigned low prices are prices are less likely to have insurance, while those who are assigned low prices are 
more likely to be insured. One can then test and quantify the moral hazard effect of more likely to be insured. One can then test and quantify the moral hazard effect of 
insurance by regressing any observed behavior of interest on whether an individual insurance by regressing any observed behavior of interest on whether an individual 
is insured or not, using the identifying source of price variation as an instrument for is insured or not, using the identifying source of price variation as an instrument for 
insurance coverage. Moreover, one can go further and, instead of only quantifying insurance coverage. Moreover, one can go further and, instead of only quantifying 
the average moral hazard effect, use the estimated demand curve for insurance to the average moral hazard effect, use the estimated demand curve for insurance to 
quantify the heterogeneity of moral hazard as a function of the individual’s willing-quantify the heterogeneity of moral hazard as a function of the individual’s willing-
ness to pay for insurance. Such analysis may address important questions that go ness to pay for insurance. Such analysis may address important questions that go 
well beyond the current state of the empirical literature on average moral hazard well beyond the current state of the empirical literature on average moral hazard 
effects in insurance markets to examine whether high-risk individuals are such effects in insurance markets to examine whether high-risk individuals are such 
because their underlying risk is higher—for example, because they are chronically because their underlying risk is higher—for example, because they are chronically 

14 Of course, it is possible that the moral hazard effect of insurance is greater for some individuals than 
others and that, anticipating this, individuals whose behavior is more responsive to insurance may be 
more likely to buy insurance. We would still view this as selection, however, in the sense that individuals 
are selecting insurance on the basis of their anticipated behavioral response to it.
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ill—or because their behavioral response to insurance is greater—for example, they ill—or because their behavioral response to insurance is greater—for example, they 
are deterred from seeing a doctor unless their out-of-pocket cost is suffi ciently low. are deterred from seeing a doctor unless their out-of-pocket cost is suffi ciently low. 
Indeed, we investigate this question empirically in some of our current work (Einav, Indeed, we investigate this question empirically in some of our current work (Einav, 
Finkelstein, Ryan, Schrimpf, and Cullen, 2010).Finkelstein, Ryan, Schrimpf, and Cullen, 2010).

Finally, we note that an attractive feature of our graphical framework is that it Finally, we note that an attractive feature of our graphical framework is that it 
provides a transparent way to assess the relative contribution of the data and of any provides a transparent way to assess the relative contribution of the data and of any 
underlying theoretical or statistical assumptions in giving rise to the empirical esti-underlying theoretical or statistical assumptions in giving rise to the empirical esti-
mates. An example may be useful. Consider Figure 3, and suppose we are interested mates. An example may be useful. Consider Figure 3, and suppose we are interested 
in estimating the area of the deadweight loss triangle in estimating the area of the deadweight loss triangle CDE . For this particular object . For this particular object 
of interest, we require estimates of the demand curve and cost curves at the range of interest, we require estimates of the demand curve and cost curves at the range 
that is between that is between Q eqmeqm and  and Q effeff , while other parts of the curves are less important.  , while other parts of the curves are less important. 
A researcher who has excellent price variation that identifi es the curves for infra-A researcher who has excellent price variation that identifi es the curves for infra-
marginal buyers (to the left of marginal buyers (to the left of Q eqmeqm) would need to rely heavily on theoretical or ) would need to rely heavily on theoretical or 
statistical assumptions to extrapolate the curves to the relevant region and would statistical assumptions to extrapolate the curves to the relevant region and would 
need to perform robustness checks to evaluate alternative models that may imply need to perform robustness checks to evaluate alternative models that may imply 
different extrapolations. In contrast, if the price variation spans the relevant region, different extrapolations. In contrast, if the price variation spans the relevant region, 
sensitivity to modeling assumptions may be less of a concern.sensitivity to modeling assumptions may be less of a concern.

To the extent that more limited (or nonexistent) pricing variation requires To the extent that more limited (or nonexistent) pricing variation requires 
greater modeling assumptions for the welfare analysis, one nice feature of insur-greater modeling assumptions for the welfare analysis, one nice feature of insur-
ance markets is that the theory underlying individual choices of insurance coverage ance markets is that the theory underlying individual choices of insurance coverage 
is well developed and much tested (in the laboratory and in the fi eld). Thus, this is well developed and much tested (in the laboratory and in the fi eld). Thus, this 
is a context where perhaps more than others, relying on theoretical restrictions is a context where perhaps more than others, relying on theoretical restrictions 
may be quite credible. In Einav, Finkelstein, and Levin (2010), we provide a review may be quite credible. In Einav, Finkelstein, and Levin (2010), we provide a review 
of modeling approaches to welfare analysis in insurance markets and some of the of modeling approaches to welfare analysis in insurance markets and some of the 
recent fi ndings.recent fi ndings.

Concluding CommentsConcluding Comments

The graphical framework we have presented provides a unifi ed approach for The graphical framework we have presented provides a unifi ed approach for 
understanding both the conceptual welfare issues posed by selection in insurance understanding both the conceptual welfare issues posed by selection in insurance 
markets and potential government intervention, as well as the existing empirical markets and potential government intervention, as well as the existing empirical 
efforts to detect selection and measure its welfare consequences. However, this efforts to detect selection and measure its welfare consequences. However, this 
framework has abstracted from several constructs that are potentially of interest. framework has abstracted from several constructs that are potentially of interest. 
Some are very easily handled by simple extensions of the framework, others less so.Some are very easily handled by simple extensions of the framework, others less so.

We start with the easier issues. Although for expositional simplicity we focused on We start with the easier issues. Although for expositional simplicity we focused on 
the binary choice of “whether or not to buy insurance,” the same graphical analysis the binary choice of “whether or not to buy insurance,” the same graphical analysis 
can easily be applied to a choice between more or less coverage. It can also be used to can easily be applied to a choice between more or less coverage. It can also be used to 
analyze choices across more than two contracts, although a multidimensional graph-analyze choices across more than two contracts, although a multidimensional graph-
ical approach is less appealing. Finally, it is straightforward to relax our maintained ical approach is less appealing. Finally, it is straightforward to relax our maintained 
assumption of perfectly competitive insurance markets—which in many markets may assumption of perfectly competitive insurance markets—which in many markets may 
not bear much resemblance to reality. One could carry out a similar analysis using not bear much resemblance to reality. One could carry out a similar analysis using 
alternative pricing assumptions which lead to a different equilibrium point (instead alternative pricing assumptions which lead to a different equilibrium point (instead 
of the average cost pricing arising from perfect competition). Welfare could then of the average cost pricing arising from perfect competition). Welfare could then 
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be analyzed by comparing the new equilibrium point with the effi cient allocation, be analyzed by comparing the new equilibrium point with the effi cient allocation, 
although of course now it must be recognized that any welfare cost confl ates both although of course now it must be recognized that any welfare cost confl ates both 
those costs created by selection and those created by imperfect competition.those costs created by selection and those created by imperfect competition.

A more serious issue is that we have focused on pricing distortions arising from A more serious issue is that we have focused on pricing distortions arising from 
selection while abstracting from the possibility that selection can distort the set of selection while abstracting from the possibility that selection can distort the set of 
insurance contracts that are offered. In other words, we have assumed that insurance insurance contracts that are offered. In other words, we have assumed that insurance 
companies compete over the price of a given set of insurance contracts. In practice, companies compete over the price of a given set of insurance contracts. In practice, 
insurance companies also set the coverage features of the insurance contract (like insurance companies also set the coverage features of the insurance contract (like 
deductibles, covered events, and so on) and selection pressures may well affect the set deductibles, covered events, and so on) and selection pressures may well affect the set 
of contract features offered in equilibrium. Admittedly, abstracting from this potential of contract features offered in equilibrium. Admittedly, abstracting from this potential 
consequence of selection may miss a substantial component of its welfare implications consequence of selection may miss a substantial component of its welfare implications 
and may explain why most of the empirical work to date on the welfare costs of selec-and may explain why most of the empirical work to date on the welfare costs of selec-
tion has tended to fi nd relatively modest welfare effects. In Einav, Finkelstein, and tion has tended to fi nd relatively modest welfare effects. In Einav, Finkelstein, and 
Levin (2010), we provide more discussion and description of this point.Levin (2010), we provide more discussion and description of this point.

Allowing the contract space to be determined endogenously in a selection Allowing the contract space to be determined endogenously in a selection 
market raises challenges on both the theoretical and empirical front. On the theo-market raises challenges on both the theoretical and empirical front. On the theo-
retical front, we currently lack clear characterizations of the equilibrium in a market retical front, we currently lack clear characterizations of the equilibrium in a market 
in which fi rms compete over contract dimensions as well as price, and in which in which fi rms compete over contract dimensions as well as price, and in which 
consumers may have multiple dimensions of private information (like expected consumers may have multiple dimensions of private information (like expected 
cost and risk preferences). From an empirical standpoint, the challenge is that if cost and risk preferences). From an empirical standpoint, the challenge is that if 
adverse selection greatly reduces the set of offered contracts, estimating the welfare adverse selection greatly reduces the set of offered contracts, estimating the welfare 
loss from the contracts not offered may require the researcher to go quite far out of loss from the contracts not offered may require the researcher to go quite far out of 
sample. While these challenges are far from trivial and may explain why there has sample. While these challenges are far from trivial and may explain why there has 
been relatively little work of either type on this topic to date, we view this direction been relatively little work of either type on this topic to date, we view this direction 
as an extremely important—and likely fruitful—topic for further research. As with as an extremely important—and likely fruitful—topic for further research. As with 
the research to date on selection in insurance markets, we expect that there will be a the research to date on selection in insurance markets, we expect that there will be a 
useful complementarity between theoretical and empirical progress moving forward.useful complementarity between theoretical and empirical progress moving forward.
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(Grant No. R01 AG032449) for fi nancial support.

References

Akerlof, George. 1970. “The Market for 
‘Lemons’: Quality Uncertainty and the Market 
Mechanism.” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 84(3): 
488–500.

Brown, Jeffrey, and Amy Finkelstein. 2007. 
“Why Is the Market for Long Term Care Insur-
ance so Small?” Journal of Public Economics, 91(10): 
1967–91.

Bundorf, Kate M., Jonathan Levin, and Neale 

Mahoney. 2010. “Pricing and Welfare in Health 
Plan Choice.” Available at http://www.stanford
.edu/~jdlevin/research.htm.

Chiappori, Pierre-André, Bruno Jullien, 
Bernard Salanié, and François Salanié. 2006. 
“Asymmetric Information in Insurance: General 
Testable Implications.” Rand Journal of Economics, 
37(4): 783–98.

Chiappori, Pierre-André, and Bernard Salanié. 

http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?doi=10.1257%2Fjep.25.1.115&crossref=10.2307%2F1879431&citationId=p_1


138     Journal of Economic Perspectives

2000. “Testing for Asymmetric Information in 
Insurance Markets.” Journal of Political Economy, 
108(1): 56–78.

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

Cohen, Alma, and Peter Siegelman. 2010. 
“Testing for Adverse Selection in Insurance 
Markets.” Journal of Risk and Insurance, 77(1): 39–84.

Cutler, David M., and Sarah J. Reber. 1998. 
“Paying for Health Insurance: The Trade-Off 
between Competition and Adverse Selection.” 
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 113(2): 433–66.

Davidoff, Thomas, and Gerd  Welke. 2007. 
“Selection and Moral Hazard in the Reverse 
Mortgage Market.” http://strategy.sauder.ubc.ca
/davidoff/RMsubmit3.pdf.

De Meza, David, and David C. Webb. 2001. 
“Advantageous Selection in Insurance Markets.” 
Rand Journal of Economics, 32(2): 249–262.

Einav, Liran, Amy Finkelstein, and Mark R. 
Cullen, 2010. “Estimating Welfare in Insurance 
Markets using Variation in Prices.” Quarterly Journal 
of Economics, 125(3): 877–921.

Einav, Liran, Amy Finkelstein, and Jonathan 
Levin. 2010. “Beyond Testing: Empirical Models 
of Insurance Markets.” Annual Review of Economics, 
vol. 2, pp. 311–36.

Einav, Lran, Amy Finkelstein, Stephen Ryan, 
Paul Schrimpf, and Mark Cullen. 2010. “ Selection 
on Moral Hazard in Health Insurance.” Available 
at http://www.stanford.edu/~leinav/papers.htm.

Fang, Hanming, Michael Keane, and 
Dan Silverman. 2008. “Sources of Advanta-
geous Selection: Evidence from the Medigap 

Insurance Market.” Journal of Political Economy, 
116(2): 303–350.

Finkelstein, Amy, and Kathleen McGarry. 2006. 
“Multiple Dimensions of Private Information: 
Evidence from the Long-Term Care Insurance 
Market.” American Economic Review, 96(4): 938–58.

Finkelstein, Amy, and James Poterba. 2002. 
“Selection Effects in the Market for Individual 
Annuities: New Evidence from the United 
Kingdom.” Economic Journal, 112(476): 28–50.

Friedman, Benjamin M., and Mark Warshawsky. 
1990. “The Cost of Annuities: Implications for 
Saving Behavior and Bequests.” NBER Working 
Paper 1682.

Hemenway David. 1990. “Propitious Selection.” 
Quarterly Journal of Economics, 105(4): 1063–69.

Mitchell, Olivia. S., James Poterba, Mark 
Warshawsky, and Jeffrey R. Brown, 1999. “New 
Evidence on the Money’s Worth of Individual 
Annuities.” American Economic Review, 89(5): 
1299–1318.

Newhouse, Joseph. 2002. Pricing the Priceless: A 
Health Care Conundrum. MIT Press. Cambridge, 
MA.

Nobelprize.org. 2001. “Markets with Asym-
metric Information.” Advanced information about 
“The Sveriges Riksbank Prize in Economic Sciences 
in Memory of Alfred Nobel 2001” Direct link: 
http://www.nobel.se/economics/laureates/2001
/ecoadv.pdf.

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

http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?doi=10.1257%2Fjep.25.1.115&crossref=10.1086%2F587623&citationId=p_15
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?doi=10.1257%2Fjep.25.1.115&crossref=10.1162%2Fqjec.2010.125.3.877&citationId=p_12
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?doi=10.1257%2Fjep.25.1.115&crossref=10.1162%2F003355398555649&citationId=p_9
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?doi=10.1257%2Fjep.25.1.115&system=10.1257%2Faer.96.4.938&citationId=p_16
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?doi=10.1257%2Fjep.25.1.115&crossref=10.1086%2F262111&citationId=p_6
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?doi=10.1257%2Fjep.25.1.115&crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev.economics.050708.143254&citationId=p_13
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?doi=10.1257%2Fjep.25.1.115&crossref=10.2307%2F1885326&citationId=p_25
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/action/showLinks?doi=10.1257%2Fjep.25.1.115&system=10.1257%2Faer.97.3.745&citationId=p_7


This article has been cited by:

1. Mary Riddel, David Hales. 2018. R ISK M ISPERCEPTIONS AND S ELECTION IN I
NSURANCE M ARKETS: A N A PPLICATION TO D EMAND FOR C ANCER I NSURANCE.
Journal of Risk and Insurance 85:3, 749-785. [Crossref]

2. 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]

3. M. Martin Boyer, Richard Peter. 2018. Insurance Fraud in a Rothschild-Stiglitz World. Journal of
Risk and Insurance 84. . [Crossref]

4. Amy Finkelstein, Neale Mahoney, Matthew J. Notowidigdo. 2018. What Does (Formal) Health
Insurance Do, and for Whom?. Annual Review of Economics 10:1, 261-286. [Crossref]

5. Francesca Barigozzi, Nadia Burani, Davide Raggi. 2018. Productivity crowding-out in labor markets
with motivated workers. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 151, 199-218. [Crossref]

6. Gregory S. Crawford, Nicola Pavanini, Fabiano Schivardi. 2018. Asymmetric Information and
Imperfect Competition in Lending Markets. American Economic Review 108:7, 1659-1701. [Abstract]
[View PDF article] [PDF with links]

7. Kuniyoshi Saito, Daisuke Tsuruta. 2018. Information asymmetry in small and medium enterprise
credit guarantee schemes: evidence from Japan. Applied Economics 50:22, 2469-2485. [Crossref]

8. Liran Einav, Amy Finkelstein. 2018. Moral Hazard in Health Insurance: What We Know and How
We Know It. Journal of the European Economic Association 84. . [Crossref]

9. A. A. Withagen-Koster, R. C. van Kleef, F. Eijkenaar. 2018. Examining unpriced risk heterogeneity
in the Dutch health insurance market. The European Journal of Health Economics 104. . [Crossref]

10. Joseph P. Newhouse, Mary Beth Landrum, Mary Price, J. Michael McWilliams, John Hsu, Thomas
G. McGuire. 2018. The Comparative Advantage of Medicare Advantage. American Journal of Health
Economics 2, 1-51. [Crossref]

11. 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]

12. Kanghyock Koh. 2018. The Great Recession and Workers’ Health Benefits. Journal of Health
Economics 58, 18-28. [Crossref]

13. Carolina Velasco, Josefa Henríquez, Francesco Paolucci. Health Plan Payment in Chile 235-261.
[Crossref]

14. Timothy J. Layton, Ellen Montz, Mark Shepard. Health Plan Payment in US Marketplaces 491-522.
[Crossref]

15. Thomas G. McGuire, Joseph P. Newhouse. Medicare Advantage 563-598. [Crossref]
16. Anna D. Sinaiko, Timothy J. Layton, Sherri Rose, Thomas G. McGuire. 2017. Implications of family

risk pooling for individual health insurance markets. Health Services and Outcomes Research Methodology
17:3-4, 219-236. [Crossref]

17. Christina Aperjis, Filippo Balestrieri. 2017. Loss aversion leading to advantageous selection. Journal
of Risk and Uncertainty 55:2-3, 203-227. [Crossref]

18. David Bardey, Giancarlo Buitrago. 2017. Supplemental health insurance in the Colombian managed
care system: Adverse or advantageous selection?. Journal of Health Economics 56, 317-329. [Crossref]

19. Francesco Decarolis, Andrea Guglielmo. 2017. Insurers’ response to selection risk: Evidence from
Medicare enrollment reforms. Journal of Health Economics 56, 383-396. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1111/jori.12180
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2018.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/jori.12264
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-080217-053608
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2018.03.018
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20150487
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.20150487
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.20150487
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2017.1400651
https://doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvy017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10198-018-0979-x
https://doi.org/10.1162/ajhe_a_00120
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.insmatheco.2017.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2018.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-811325-7.00008-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-811325-7.00017-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-811325-7.00019-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10742-017-0170-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11166-017-9269-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2017.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2017.02.007


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

21. Thomas G. McGuire, Richard C. van Kleef. 2017. Introduction to the special section health plan
payment in regulated competition. Journal of Health Economics 56, 234-236. [Crossref]

22. Timothy J. Layton, Randall P. Ellis, Thomas G. McGuire, Richard van Kleef. 2017. Measuring
efficiency of health plan payment systems in managed competition health insurance markets. Journal
of Health Economics 56, 237-255. [Crossref]

23. Michael Geruso, Timothy J. Layton. 2017. Selection in Health Insurance Markets and Its Policy
Remedies. Journal of Economic Perspectives 31:4, 23-50. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with
links]

24. Keith Marzilli Ericson, Justin Sydnor. 2017. The Questionable Value of Having a Choice of Levels
of Health Insurance Coverage. Journal of Economic Perspectives 31:4, 51-72. [Abstract] [View PDF
article] [PDF with links]

25. Jonathan Gruber. 2017. Delivering Public Health Insurance Through Private Plan Choice in the
United States. Journal of Economic Perspectives 31:4, 3-22. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with
links]

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

27. Neale Mahoney, E. Glen Weyl. 2017. Imperfect Competition in Selection Markets. The Review of
Economics and Statistics 99:4, 637-651. [Crossref]

28. Lisa L. Posey, Paul D. Thistle. 2017. Automobile Insurance and Driver Ability: Contract Choice as
a Screening Mechanism. The Geneva Risk and Insurance Review 42:2, 141-170. [Crossref]

29. Francesco Corea. 2017. Big Data and Insurance: Advantageous Selection in European Markets. Data
Science Journal 16. . [Crossref]

30. E. Glen Weyl, André Veiga. 2017. Pricing Institutions and the Welfare Cost of Adverse Selection.
American Economic Journal: Microeconomics 9:2, 139-148. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with
links]

31. Karl Ove Aarbu. 2017. A symmetric I nformation in the H ome I nsurance M arket. Journal of Risk
and Insurance 84:1, 35-72. [Crossref]

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

33. Olena Sokolovska. 2017. Trade Credit Insurance and Asymmetric Information Problem. Scientific
Annals of Economics and Business 64:1. . [Crossref]

34. Julie Shi. 2017. Efficiency in Plan Choice with Risk Adjustment and Risk-Based Pricing in Health
Insurance Exchanges. The Geneva Papers on Risk and Insurance - Issues and Practice 42:1, 79-113.
[Crossref]

35. Olena Sokolovska. 2017. Trade Credit Insurance and Asymmetric Information Problem. Annals of the
Alexandru Ioan Cuza University - Economics 64:1. . [Crossref]

36. Sherri Rose. 2016. A Machine Learning Framework for Plan Payment Risk Adjustment. Health
Services Research 51:6, 2358-2374. [Crossref]

37. Jacob Glazer, Thomas G. McGuire. 2016. Paying medicare advantage plans: To level or tilt the playing
field. Journal of Health Economics . [Crossref]

38. 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]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2017.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2017.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2017.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.31.4.23
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jep.31.4.23
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.31.4.23
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.31.4.23
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.31.4.51
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jep.31.4.51
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jep.31.4.51
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.31.4.51
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.31.4.3
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jep.31.4.3
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.31.4.3
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jep.31.4.3
https://doi.org/10.3982/QE794
https://doi.org/10.1162/REST_a_00661
https://doi.org/10.1057/s10713-017-0022-7
https://doi.org/10.5334/dsj-2017-033
https://doi.org/10.1257/mic.20150295
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/mic.20150295
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/mic.20150295
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/mic.20150295
https://doi.org/10.1111/jori.12084
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecoj.12242
https://doi.org/10.1515/saeb-2017-0008
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41288-016-0025-0
https://doi.org/10.1515/aicue-2017-0008
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-6773.12464
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2016.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/1756-2171.12164


39. David L. Eckles, David G. McCarthy, Xudong Zeng. 2016. The Theory of Optimal Stochastic
Control as Applied to Insurance Underwriting Cycles. North American Actuarial Journal 20:4, 327-340.
[Crossref]

40. 이이이, 이이이. 2016. 이이이이이이이 이이이이 이이이 이이이. The Journal of Risk Management 27:3, 93-128. [Crossref]
41. Richard Peter, Andreas Richter, Petra Steinorth. 2016. Yes, No, Perhaps? Premium Risk and

Guaranteed Renewable Insurance Contracts With Heterogeneous Incomplete Private Information.
Journal of Risk and Insurance 83:2, 363-385. [Crossref]

42. André Veiga, E. Glen Weyl. 2016. Product Design in Selection Markets. The Quarterly Journal of
Economics 131:2, 1007-1056. [Crossref]

43. Timothy J. Layton, Thomas G. McGuire, Anna D. Sinaiko. 2016. Risk Corridors and Reinsurance
in Health Insurance Marketplaces: Insurance for Insurers. American Journal of Health Economics 2:1,
66-95. [Crossref]

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

45. Marco H. D. van Leeuwen. Mutual Insurance 1-15. [Crossref]
46. Eric T. Roberts. 2015. Three tests of information asymmetry among Medicaid adults. Health Services

and Outcomes Research Methodology 15:3-4, 241-282. [Crossref]
47. Yi Yao, Joan T. Schmit, Justin R. Sydnor. 2015. T HE R OLE OF P REGNANCY IN M ICRO

H EALTH I NSURANCE: E VIDENCE OF A DVERSE S ELECTION F ROM P AKISTAN.
Journal of Risk and Insurance n/a-n/a. [Crossref]

48. Jan Boone. 2015. Basic versus supplementary health insurance: Moral hazard and adverse selection.
Journal of Public Economics 128, 50-58. [Crossref]

49. Martin Gaynor, Kate Ho, Robert J. Town. 2015. The Industrial Organization of Health-Care Markets.
Journal of Economic Literature 53:2, 235-284. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

50. 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]

51. Yiyan Liu, Ginger Zhe Jin. 2015. Employer contribution and premium growth in health insurance.
Journal of Health Economics 39, 228-247. [Crossref]

52. Joseph P. Newhouse, Mary Price, John Hsu, J. Michael McWilliams, Thomas G. McGuire. 2015.
How Much Favorable Selection Is Left in Medicare Advantage?. American Journal of Health Economics
1:1, 1-26. [Crossref]

53. Conchita D'Ambrosio, Simone Ghislandi. Health Insurance: Economic and Risk Aspects 640-645.
[Crossref]

54. Jason Brown, Mark Duggan, Ilyana Kuziemko, William Woolston. 2014. How Does Risk Selection
Respond to Risk Adjustment? New Evidence from the Medicare Advantage Program. American
Economic Review 104:10, 3335-3364. [Abstract] [View PDF article] [PDF with links]

55. Denise Doiron, Denzil G. Fiebig, Agne Suziedelyte. 2014. Hips and hearts: The variation in incentive
effects of insurance across hospital procedures. Journal of Health Economics 37, 81-97. [Crossref]

56. David de Meza, Gang Xie. 2014. The deadweight gain of insurance taxation when risky activities are
optional. Journal of Public Economics 115, 109-116. [Crossref]

57. JOSEPH P. NEWHOUSE, THOMAS G. McGUIRE. 2014. How Successful Is Medicare Advantage?.
Milbank Quarterly 92:2, 351-394. [Crossref]

58. Jonathan Zinman. 2014. Consumer Credit: Too Much or Too Little (or Just Right)?. The Journal
of Legal Studies 43:S2, S209-S237. [Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1080/10920277.2016.1179122
https://doi.org/10.21480/tjrm.27.3.201609.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/jori.12064
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjw007
https://doi.org/10.1162/AJHE_a_00034
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecin.12212
https://doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-53110-0_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10742-015-0141-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/jori.12131
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2015.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.53.2.235
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/jel.53.2.235
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/jel.53.2.235
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/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2014.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1162/AJHE_a_00001
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-097086-8.14033-4
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.104.10.3335
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdf/10.1257/aer.104.10.3335
http://pubs.aeaweb.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1257/aer.104.10.3335
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2014.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2014.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0009.12061
https://doi.org/10.1086/676133


59. Daniel Carpenter. 2014. Accounting for Financial Innovation and Borrower Confidence in Financial
Rule Making: Analogies from Health Policy. The Journal of Legal Studies 43:S2, S331-S349.
[Crossref]

60. Thomas G. McGuire, Joseph P. Newhouse, Sharon-Lise Normand, Julie Shi, Samuel Zuvekas. 2014.
Assessing incentives for service-level selection in private health insurance exchanges. Journal of Health
Economics 35, 47-63. [Crossref]

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

62. 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]

63. Timothy Harris, Aaron Yelowitz. 2014. Is there adverse selection in the life insurance market? Evidence
from a representative sample of purchasers. Economics Letters 124:3, 520. [Crossref]

64. R.P. Ellis, T.J. Layton. Risk Selection and Risk Adjustment 289-297. [Crossref]
65. Raj Chetty, Amy Finkelstein. Social Insurance: Connecting Theory to Data 111-193. [Crossref]
66. Yi Yao. 2013. Development and Sustainability of Emerging Health Insurance Markets: Evidence from

Microinsurance in Pakistan. The Geneva Papers on Risk and Insurance - Issues and Practice 38:1,
160-180. [Crossref]

67. Yong-Woo Lee. 2012. Asymmetric information and the demand for private health insurance in Korea.
Economics Letters 116:3, 284-287. [Crossref]

68. Meliyanni Johar, Elizabeth Savage. 2012. Sources of advantageous selection: Evidence using actual
health expenditure risk. Economics Letters 116:3, 579-582. [Crossref]

69. Frank A. Sloan, Kofi F. Acquah, Paul P. Lee, Devdutta G. Sangvai. 2012. Despite ‘Welcome To
Medicare’ Benefit, One In Eight Enrollees Delay First Use Of Part B Services For At Least Two Years.
Health Affairs 31:6, 1260-1268. [Crossref]

70. 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]

71. Jose A. Guajardo, Morris A. Cohen, Sang-Hyun Kim, Serguei Netessine. 2012. Impact of
Performance-Based Contracting on Product Reliability: An Empirical Analysis. Management Science
58:5, 961-979. [Crossref]

72. Thomas G. McGuire. Demand for Health Insurance11Research on this chapter was partially
supported by NIA P01 AG032952, The Role of Private Plans in Medicare, and NIMH R01
MH094290. I am grateful to Martin Anderson, Sebastian Bauhoff, Pedro Pita Barros, Emily Corcoran,
Jacob Glazer, Mark Pauly, Anna Sinaiko, and Jacob Wallace for many helpful comments 317-396.
[Crossref]

https://doi.org/10.1086/677298
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2014.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11166-014-9188-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jori.12030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2014.07.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-375678-7.00918-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53759-1.00003-0
https://doi.org/10.1057/gpp.2012.19
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2012.03.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2012.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2011.0479
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2012.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1110.1465
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-444-53592-4.00005-0

	Selection in Insurance Markets: Theory and Empirics in Pictures
	Adverse and Advantageous Selection: A Graphical Framework
	The Textbook Environment for Insurance Markets
	Public Policy in the Textbook Case
	Departures from the Textbook Environment

	Empirical Work on Selection
	“Positive Correlation” Tests for Adverse Selection
	Challenges in Applying the Positive Correlation Test
	Beyond Testing: Quantifying Selection Effects

	Concluding Comments
	References



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /UseDeviceIndependentColor
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 100
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 72
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 72
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 1.30
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 300
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 72
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e5c4f5e55663e793a3001901a8fc775355b5090ae4ef653d190014ee553ca901a8fc756e072797f5153d15e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc87a25e55986f793a3001901a904e96fb5b5090f54ef650b390014ee553ca57287db2969b7db28def4e0a767c5e03300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for on-screen display, e-mail, and the Internet.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020d654ba740020d45cc2dc002c0020c804c7900020ba54c77c002c0020c778d130b137c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor weergave op een beeldscherm, e-mail en internet. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing false
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


