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ABSTRACT 

Low demand for micro-insurance has been a prominent problem in developing countries. We study the 
dynamics of insurance demand by risk-averse farmers who can borrow and lend subject to a credit 
constraint and who also perceive a risk of insurer default. Credit constraints and the possibility of insurer 
default both reduce the demand for insurance. We then propose an alternative insurance design that allows 
farmers to enter an insurance contract while delaying payment of the premium until the end of the insured 
period. We show how this alternative design can increase insurance take-up by relaxing the liquidity 
constraint and assuaging farmers’ concerns about insurer default. We also investigate the effects of the 
associated problem of farmers reneging on their delayed premium payment if the insured event does not 
occur.  

Keywords:  agricultural insurance, delayed premium payment, insurance demand, liquidity 
constraint, insurer default 
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1.  INTRODUCTION 

A frequent explanation for weak demand for agricultural insurance, especially in developing countries, is 
that purchasers face liquidity constraints and lack trust in insurance providers. When premium payments are 
required up front farmers need savings or credit to buy insurance, so low savings and lack of access to credit 
markets can limit insurance demand. Furthermore, when premiums are paid up front farmers face the risk 
that the insurer will default on indemnities when the insured event occurs. This default risk can also limit 
insurance demand. Giné, Townsend, and Vickery (2008) find that liquidity constraints are an important 
factor reducing insurance participation in rural India. Similarly, Cole et al. (2011) use a field experiment in 
India to show that providing farmers with a cash transfer at the same time insurance is offered greatly 
increases take-up, suggesting the importance of liquidity constraints in limiting insurance demand. Cole et 
al. also find that insurance policy endorsement from a trusted third party significantly increases 
participation. A recent field experiment (Cai et al. 2009) confirms the importance of trust in the insurer in 
the context of livestock insurance in China. 

Liquidity constraints and insurer default risk introduce considerations that are explicitly dynamic 
into insurance demand decisions, but there have been few attempts to model such phenomena formally in 
the context of dynamic optimization models. Gollier (1994, 2003) and Braun and Koeniger (2007) develop 
dynamic models of insurance demand that include liquidity constraints but do not address insurer default 
risk. To our knowledge, there are no insurance models in the literature that allow for both liquidity 
constraints and default risk. 

One purpose of this paper is to develop a dynamic model of demand for agricultural insurance by 
risk-averse farmers who can borrow and lend subject to a liquidity constraint and who face risk of insurer 
default. Three initial results are derived. First, when liquidity constraints and the risk of insurer default are 
absent, the usual result from static insurance theory that a risk-averse farmer will always choose full 
coverage under an actuarially fair insurance offer continues to hold. This result is well known in the 
literature, but for completeness we illustrate that it still holds in our dynamic agricultural insurance model. 
Second, even when insurance is actuarially fair, a binding liquidity constraint causes farmers to reduce their 
demand for insurance. This is because once dynamics are explicitly introduced, an up-front premium 
payment can be extremely costly in the presence of a binding liquidity constraint. Third, a positive 
probability of insurer default reduces insurance demand even if insurance is actuarially fair and the liquidity 
constraint is not binding. This is because any up-front premium payments are lost in the case of insurer 
default. 

Another goal of the paper is to analyze an alternative insurance design that may increase insurance 
demand by offsetting liquidity constraints and lessening farmer concerns about insurer default. The 
alternative design allows farmers to enter an insurance contract while delaying premium payment until the 
end of the insured period. This design will help counteract a liquidity constraint and also assuage farmers’ 
fear of the worst-case scenario: a situation in which they do not receive an indemnity even when they have 
paid the premium and experienced the insured loss. The alternative design is found to ameliorate the 
problems caused by liquidity constraints and insurer default risk. 

One of the problems with delayed premium payment is potential reneging by farmers if the insured 
event does not occur. For example, a livestock producer insuring an animal lot against death with delayed 
premium payment who subsequently experiences no deaths may be reluctant to make the delayed premium 
payment. In the paper we study the role of various incentive mechanisms that could be incorporated into the 
insurance design to minimize farmer reneging. For example, the farmer would be excluded from any future 
participation in the insurance program once she has reneged once. Other sanctions against reneging could 
also reduce or eliminate this problem. For example, delayed premium payment is already featured in some 
operational US crop insurance programs, but reneging has never been a serious issue because farmers who 
renege could be precluded from participating in any future government farm programs, leading to a severe 
penalty for nonpayment of premiums. 
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The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The next section outlines a dynamic model of 
conventional agricultural insurance where premiums are required to be paid up front. Liquidity constraints 
and insurer default risk are included, and their effects on the demand for insurance are outlined. Next we 
study the alternative insurance design and show how delayed premium payment can ameliorate some of the 
negative effects of liquidity constraints and insurer default risk. We also investigate the value farmers 
would place on the delayed premium payment feature. The paper then turns to discussion and analysis of 
the reneging problem and ways to counteract it. Finally, we conclude by discussing the importance of these 
dynamic insurance issues in a developing-country context. 
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2.  A DYNAMIC AGRICULTURAL INSURANCE MODEL 

Consider a risk-averse livestock farmer who uses insurance to manage the risk of livestock losses. Each 
period the farmer raises an animal lot that yields fixed revenue M in the next period if the animals survive 
and zero if they don’t. There is a known probability q that the farmer loses her entire lot and receives no 
revenue.1 The insurance policy is defined by a pair of variables ),( Mp , where p is the premium and M
is the indemnity if the animals die before the end of the insured period. For simplicity we assume no moral 
hazard or adverse selection, so there is no need for a deductible. We also assume the insurance policy is 
actuarially fair (zero loading factor). Assuming the premium is paid at the beginning of the period the 
actuarially fair premium p is then determined by )1/( rqMp += , where r is the risk-free per-period 
interest rate. The farmer can choose what proportion of the lot to insure, which is denoted by k ranging 
from 0 to 1. In a conventional insurance policy the farmer pays the premium at the start of the insured period 
and receives an indemnity at the end of the insured period if lot loss occurs during the insured period. We 
further assume the farmer perceives some probability of insurer default ξ . More formally, when insurance 
is taken out and the loss occurs, the farmer perceives she will get the indemnity with probability )1( ξ− . 

The farmer is assumed to live forever (or care about her heirs) and maximizes discounted lifetime 
utility subject to a budget constraint:  

 
)(max

0
0}{ t

t

tc
cUE

t

β∑
∞

=    s.t. (1) 

 tttt pkcwS −−= , (2) 

 MykMykSrw ttttttt )1)(1()1()1( 1111 ++++ −−+∆−++= , (3) 

 ,sSt ≥  (4) 

where (.)U is an increasing and concave utility function; tc and tw are consumption and wealth at period 
t ;β  is the discount factor; tS is savings (borrowing if negative) at period t ; 1+∆t  is a binary random 
variable with 1 indicating the event of insurer default, which follows a Bernoulli distribution with mean ξ  
and variance )1( ξξ − ; 1+ty  is a binary random variable with 1 indicating the event of livestock loss, 
which follows a Bernoulli distribution with mean q and variance )1( qq − ; and s  is the minimum net 
wealth position allowed by the credit market (a liquidity constraint). If 0=s , borrowing is not possible, 
whereas if −∞=s , there is no liquidity constraint and any amount can be borrowed. 

The farmer’s problem is to choose consumption and insurance coverage levels that satisfy the 
Bellman equation  

 
)}()({max)( 1, ++= tttkct wVEcUwV

tt

β
,  (5) 

subject to the constraints (2)–(4), and the transversality condition  

 
,0lim =

∞→ t
t

t
wβ

  (6) 
                                                      

1 The assumption that the farmer loses either all animals or none is to simplify the presentation and does not influence major 
results. 
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which rules out perpetual borrowing. Necessary conditions for a solution can be written thus:2  

 0)()1()( 1 =−′+−′ + tttt wVErcU λβ , (7) 

 0)(,0,0 =−≥−≥ sSsS tttt λλ , (8) 

 [ ] 0))1()1()((),( 111 =−∆−++−′= +++ pMyprwVEkcG ttttttt λ , (9) 

where tλ  is the Lagrange multiplier for the liquidity constraint. 
We use the necessary conditions to obtain the following results on insurance demand under 

different assumptions regarding the farmer’s liquidity position and perceived probability of insurer default. 
Proposition 1: With no liquidity constraint ( −∞=s ) and no insurer default ( 01 =∆ +t  with 

probability 1), a farmer faced with actuarially fair insurance will choose full insurance coverage ( 1=k ). 
Proof: With no liquidity constraints or insurer default then (9) becomes  

 [ ] .0))1()(( 11 =++−′ ++ MyprwVE ttt  (10) 

Now note that if 1=tk  then 𝑤𝑡+1 = (1 + 𝑟)(𝑤𝑡 − 𝑐𝑡 − 𝑝) + 𝑀 with probability 1. Therefore, (10) can 
be written as 𝑉′(𝑤𝑡+1)𝐸𝑡[−(1 + 𝑟)𝑝 + 𝑦𝑡+1𝑀] = 0. But since 𝐸𝑡(𝑦𝑡+1) = 𝑞 and )1/( rqMp += (as 
implied by actuarial fairness), then this necessary condition is immediately satisfied. This shows that 

1=tk  is a solution to (10) under the stated conditions. We also note that concavity of (.)U  guarantees 
that 𝐺(𝑐𝑡  ,𝑘𝑡) is decreasing in 𝑘𝑡  for any 𝑐𝑡   (that is, 𝜕𝐺(𝑐𝑡,𝑘𝑡)/𝜕𝑘𝑡 = 𝐸𝑡{𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)[−(1 + 𝑟)𝑝 +
𝑀𝑦𝑡+1]2} < 0). This guarantees 1=k  is the only solution. 

This proposition shows that the standard static result on the optimality of full coverage for 
actuarially fair insurance continues to hold in a dynamic model that requires up-front premium payment and 
delayed indemnities, as long as the farmer can borrow freely at the risk-free rate and faces no risk of insurer 
default. 

Proposition 2: With a binding liquidity constraint and no risk of insurer default, a farmer faced 
with actuarially fair insurance will choose an insurance coverage lower than full insurance ( 1<k ). 

Proof: A binding liquidity constraint implies 0>tλ . Then assuming no risk of insurer default, (9) 
becomes 

 [ ] 0))1()((),( 11 =−++−′= ++ pMyprwVEkcG tttttt λ . (11) 

From Proposition 1 we have that 00)1,( <−= pcG tt λ  and that 𝐺(𝑐𝑡  ,𝑘𝑡) is decreasing in 𝑘𝑡. 
Since the derivative is both negative at 𝑘𝑡 = 1 and decreasing in 𝑘𝑡 then the optimal tk  satisfying (11) 
must be less than 1.  

This proposition shows that a binding liquidity constraint will reduce the demand for actuarially 
fair insurance below full coverage. Clearly, if the liquidity constraint is severe enough the optimal choice 
will be to forego buying insurance altogether. 

Proposition 3: With a positive probability of insurer default and no liquidity constraint a farmer 
faced with actuarially fair insurance will choose an insurance coverage lower than full insurance ( 1<tk ).  

Proof: With no liquidity constraint but positive probability of insurer default, (9) becomes 
                                                      

2 Second-order conditions for a maximum are satisfied by the concavity of the utility function. 
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 [ ] .0))1()1()((),( 111 =∆−++−′= +++ MyprwVEkcG tttttt  (12) 

From Proposition 1 we have that  

 0])1([)(])1()[1)(()1,( 1,21,1 <+−′++−−′= ++ prqwVprwVcG ttt ξξ , (13) 

where ))(1(1,2 tttt pcwrw −−+=+  and Mww tt += ++ 1,21,1 . Since the derivative is both negative at 

𝑘𝑡 = 1 and decreasing in 𝑘𝑡  then the optimal tk  that satisfies (12) must be less than 1. 
This proposition shows that a positive probability of insurer default will reduce the demand for 

insurance below full insurance. Clearly, if the probability of insurer default is large enough the optimal 
choice will be to forego buying insurance altogether. Furthermore, together Propositions 2 and 3 suggest 
that the combination of higher liquidity constraints and higher risk of insurer default will reduce demand for 
insurance, eventually leading to farmer withdrawal from the insurance market.  
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3.  AN ALTERNATIVE INSURANCE DESIGN 

We now turn to an alternative insurance design that allows farmers to buy insurance while delaying 
premium payment until the end of the insured period. In this design an insured farmer that loses her lot 
during the insured period receives the indemnity minus the premium at the end of the insured period. 
Otherwise, she pays the premium. We continue to assume the insurance remains actuarially fair to facilitate 
comparisons with the conventional insurance design. However, because the premium is paid at the same 
time as the indemnity in the alternative design, the actuarially fair premium is qMp = , which differs from 
the case of conventional insurance (because no discounting is necessary).  

Under the alternative insurance design, the farmer’s problem becomes as follows:  

 
s.t.)(max

0
0}{ t

t

tc
cUE

t

β∑
∞

=  (14) 

 ttt cwS −= , (15) 

 MykpMykSrw ttttttt )1)(1())(1()1( 1111 ++++ −−+−∆−++= , (16) 

 sSt ≥ . (17) 

And the corresponding necessary conditions are the following:  

 0)()1()( 1 =−′+−′ + tttt wVErcU λβ , (18) 

 0)(,0,0 =−≥−≥ sSsS tttt λλ , (19) 

 [ ] 0)1())(1)(((),( 1111 =−−−∆−′= ++++ MypMywVEkcG ttttttt β .  (20) 

We first consider the same scenario as in Proposition 1: no liquidity constraint and no risk of 
insurer default. It is straightforward to show that a farmer faced with actuarially fair insurance will choose 
full insurance coverage ( 1=tk ) under delayed premium payment as well. Therefore delayed premium 
payment has no value under these conditions. To see this, note that (20) becomes  

 ( ) [ ] .0))((, 11 =+−′= ++ MypwVEkcG ttttt   (21) 

And, similar to the proof of Proposition 1, if 1=tk  then 𝑤𝑡+1 = (1 + 𝑟)(𝑤𝑡 − 𝑐𝑡) + 𝑀 − 𝑝 
with probability 1. Therefore, (21) can be written as 𝑉′(𝑤𝑡+1)𝐸𝑡[−𝑝 + 𝑦𝑡+1𝑀] = 0.  But since 
𝐸𝑡(𝑦𝑡+1) = 𝑞 and qMp =  (as implied by actuarial fairness), then this necessary condition is 
immediately satisfied, which shows that 1=tk  is a solution to (21) under the stated conditions. 

When there is a binding liquidity constraint, however, the result under delayed premium payment is 
different than in the conventional design. Under delayed premium payment we get the following result. 

Proposition 4: With a binding liquidity constraint and no risk of insurer default, a farmer faced 
with actuarially fair insurance will choose full insurance coverage under delayed premium payment. 
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Proof: Equation (20) continues to hold at the optimum under a binding liquidity constraint  
( 0>tλ ). So when there is no risk of insurer default (20) reduces to (21) and, as just discussed, 1=k  is the 
solution to (21).  

This result suggests that delayed premium payment can increase insurance demand when farmers 
face a binding liquidity constraint. The binding liquidity constraint will still affect the farmer’s 
consumption decisions but not her decision to buy insurance.  

Next we examine how insurance demand will change under delayed premium payment when the 
farmer perceives a positive probability of insurer default. In this case we get the following result. 

Proposition 5: With a positive probability of insurer default and no liquidity constraint, a farmer 
facing actuarially fair insurance will choose an insurance coverage level lower than full insurance — that is, 
optimal 1<tk  even under a delayed payment plan. However, the optimal insurance coverage is higher 
than that under the conventional insurance design with the same risk of insurer default. 

Proof: With a positive probability of insurer default, (20) can be written as 

 ))(()1())(()1(),( 1,21,1 pMwVqpwVqkcG tttt −′−+−′−= ++ ξ , (22) 

where )())(1(1,1 pMkcwrw tttt −+−+=+  and pkMcwrw tttt −+−+=+ ))(1(1,2 . Imposing 

𝑘𝑡 = 1, we have pMcwrww tttt −+−+== ++ ))(1(1,21,1  and 

.0)()1())(()1())(()1()1,( 1,11,11,1 <′−−=−′−+−′−= +++ tttt wVMqqpMwVqpwVqcG ξξ  

Since the derivative is both negative at 𝑘𝑡 = 1 and decreasing in 𝑘𝑡 then the optimal tk  
satisfying (22) must be less than 1. To show that the optimal coverage level under delayed premium 
payment is higher than under the conventional design, let the optimal choice of consumption and insurance 
coverage under the conventional and alternative designs be denoted ),( 00

tt kc  and ),( 11
tt kc , respectively. 

Similarly, we denote the left-hand sides of (9) and (20) as ),(0
tt kcG  and ),(1

tt kcG , respectively, and 

the corresponding premiums as 0p  and 1p , noting that 10)1( ppr =+ . Then comparing (9) and (20) we 
get 

 0)]1)([(),(),( 0001000001 >+−−′+= rkpcwVpqkcGkcG ttttttt ξ . (23) 

Because 𝐿(𝑐𝑡 ,𝑘𝑡) = 𝑈(𝑐𝑡) + 𝛽𝐸𝑡𝑉(𝑤𝑡+1) is concave in 𝑐𝑡 and 𝑘𝑡 (see the appendix for proof), and 
𝐺1(𝑐𝑡0,𝑘𝑡0) = 𝜕2𝐿/𝜕𝑘𝑡2, then the positivity of (23) implies 𝑘𝑡0 < 𝑘𝑡1. 

Proposition 5 shows that the delayed premium payment design can increase insurance demand 
compared to the conventional design when farmers face a risk of insurer default. However, delayed 
payment does not increase demand to full coverage as was the case under a binding liquidity constraint (see 
Proposition 4). In the case of insurer default risk, delayed payment helps because insurer default does not 
mean a loss of premium if the insured event has occurred. However, delayed payment does not induce full 
coverage either because even if the farmer takes out full coverage she will still experience a loss if the 
livestock lot dies but the insurer defaults. So since even a full coverage decision cannot eliminate the risk of 
default the farmer undertakes less than full coverage (but a higher coverage level than would be undertaken 
under the conventional premium prepayment design).  
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4.  THE VALUE OF DELAYED PREMIUM PAYMENTS  

If there is no liquidity constraint and no risk of insurer default then delayed premium payment has no value 
to farmers. Without delayed premium payment farmers would pay )1/( rqMp +=  for full insurance at 
time t, and with it they would pay qMp = for full insurance at time 1+t . Because full insurance is chosen 
in both cases, farmers receive M with probability 1 at the end of every period under both designs. So if 
unconstrained borrowing and lending is allowed at the risk-free rate and there is no risk of insurer default, 
these two insurance designs would support exactly the same consumption path and would therefore be of 
equal value to farmers.  

When there is a binding liquidity constraint or a risk of insurer default or both, however, the 
delayed premium payment design may have additional value to farmers, even when both designs feature 
actuarially fair premiums. The additional value arises because the delayed premium payment can increase 
insurance uptake, leading to a smoother consumption path than could have been achieved without the 
delayed payment. In effect, the delayed premium payment offsets the credit market imperfections 
underlying the liquidity constraint and the risk of insurer default. To investigate the magnitude of this value, 
let the consumption path under the conventional design with liquidity constraints and risk of insurer default 
be given by ∞

=0
0}{ ttc  and the consumption path under delayed premium payment (under the same liquidity 

constraint conditions and risk of insurer default conditions) be given by ∞
=0

1}{ ttc . Then a proportional 
measure of the value of the delayed premium payment feature to farmers is given by an m that satisfies 

 
.)(])1[(

0

1
0

0

0
0 ∑∑

∞

=

∞

=

≡+
t

tt
t

cUEcmUE
  (24) 

By definition, m is the proportional increase in consumption that must be achieved every period in 
order to make the farmer as well off in the absence of delayed premium payment as she would be with the 
delayed premium payment feature in place. 

As an extreme case, assume that the liquidity constraint and perceived risk of insurer default 
combine to reduce farmer demand for insurance to zero, so no insurance is undertaken. Then assuming no 
other source of wealth besides livestock production and that the liquidity constraint precludes all borrowing 
or lending, the farmer will simply consume Myt )1( − every period (that is, she will consume either M or 
nothing, depending on whether she suffers a loss). Furthermore, assume that delayed premium payment is 
sufficient to encourage farmers to take out full insurance at an actuarially fair premium and to increase 
farmers’ trust in insurers to the extent that the perceived insurer default reduces to zero. In this 
case the farmer is guaranteed a certain consumption level of MqpM )1( −=− every period. Substituting 
these results into (24) gives an upper bound for the value of delayed premium payment that is characterized 
by the following:3 

 
∑∑
∞

=

∞

=

−≡−+
00

0 ])1[(])1)(1[(
t

t
t

t

t MqUMymUE ββ
, (25) 

  

                                                      
3 This is an upper bound because it assumes the extreme case that liquidity constraints and the risk of insurer default send 

insurance demand to zero and preclude all borrowing and lending in the conventional insurance design, but that delayed premium 
payment encourages full insurance and completely discourages insurer default. If the conventional insurance design reduces 
insurance demand below full insurance but does not send it to zero or if the delayed premium payment increases insurance demand 
but does not encourage full insurance, or both, then the value of the delayed premium payment features would be less than this 
upper bound. 
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which, since M and q are constant, implies 

 ])1[(])1)(1[( MqUMymEU t −≡−+  (26) 

for all t. Now taking a second-order Taylor series approximation of the left-hand side of (26) at qyt =  
and 0=m  gives 

MmqUqyMEUMqUMymEU tt )1(.)(')((.)'])1[(])1)(1[( −+−−−≈−+

)()1(.)(''2)1(.)('')((.)''{5.0 222222 qymEMqUmMqUqyEMU tt −−−−+−+ , (27) 

where (.)'U and (.)''U denote first and second derivatives of the utility function with respect to 

consumption evaluated at Mq)1( − . Using the facts that 0)( =− qyE t  and  
)1()()( 2 qqyVarqyE tt −==− to eliminate and reduce terms, and noting that terms in 

2m can be 
ignored given the accuracy of the approximation (see Newbery and Stiglitz 1981), then substituting (27) 
into (26) and rearranging gives 

 )1/(5.0 qRqm −≈ , (28) 

where (.)'/)1(.)('' UMqUR −−=  is the farmer’s coefficient of relative risk aversion evaluated at a 
consumption level of Mq)1( − . 

Equation (28) shows that the proportional welfare effect of the delayed premium payment feature 
may be large or small, depending on the level of farmer risk aversion and the probability of loss. As the 
probability of loss or the degree of relative risk aversion or both go to zero so does the value of the delayed 
premium payment (as expected). As the probability of loss approaches 1 the value of delayed premium 
payment becomes infinite unless farmers are risk neutral. Table 4.1 shows upper bound farmer valuations 
of delayed premium payment as a proportion of consumption over a range of relative risk aversion and loss 
probability values. The point is not to provide a definitive estimate of the value but to illustrate the potential 
range of values, and to show that farmers may place a very high value on delayed payment if they are highly 
risk averse, the probability of loss is high, and the liquidity constraint or the insurer default risk, or both, 
causes a severe reduction in insurance demand. For example, with relative risk aversion of 1 and loss 
probability of 0.1 the upper bound valuation estimate is 4.5 percent of consumption expenditures. But with 
relative risk aversion of 3 and loss probability of 0.3 the value increases to 31.5 percent of consumption 
expenditures. 
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Table 4.1—Upper bound estimates of the value of delayed premium payment to farmers as a 
proportion of per period consumption 
q (loss 
probability) 

R (coefficient of relative risk aversion) 

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 
0 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

0.02 0.000 0.005 0.010 0.015 0.020 0.025 0.029 
0.04 0.000 0.010 0.019 0.029 0.038 0.048 0.058 
0.06 0.000 0.014 0.028 0.042 0.056 0.071 0.085 
0.08 0.000 0.018 0.037 0.055 0.074 0.092 0.110 
0.1 0.000 0.023 0.045 0.068 0.090 0.113 0.135 

0.12 0.000 0.026 0.053 0.079 0.106 0.132 0.158 
0.14 0.000 0.030 0.060 0.090 0.120 0.151 0.181 
0.16 0.000 0.034 0.067 0.101 0.134 0.168 0.202 
0.18 0.000 0.037 0.074 0.111 0.148 0.185 0.221 
0.2 0.000 0.040 0.080 0.120 0.160 0.200 0.240 

0.22 0.000 0.043 0.086 0.129 0.172 0.215 0.257 
0.24 0.000 0.046 0.091 0.137 0.182 0.228 0.274 
0.26 0.000 0.048 0.096 0.144 0.192 0.241 0.289 
0.28 0.000 0.050 0.101 0.151 0.202 0.252 0.302 
0.3 0.000 0.053 0.105 0.158 0.210 0.263 0.315 

Source:  Authors’ calculation. 

In addition to the benefit farmers derive from delayed premium payment, benefits may also accrue 
to insurers because of the resulting increased insurance demand. Hence, in the presence of liquidity 
constraints and risk of insurer default, delayed premium payment has the potential to increase social welfare 
by helping to overcome the effects of these problems and allowing farmers to smooth consumption and 
participate more in the insurance market, while at the same time increasing the size of the insurance pool for 
insurers. 
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5.  THE RENEGING PROBLEM 

One concern about the delayed premium payment design is the potential for reneging: farmers may default 
on premium payment when the insured event does not occur. The reneging problem could offset the 
advantages of delayed premium payment that we have shown above. Presumably, insurers would respond 
to losses from farmer reneging by increasing insurance premiums, which would lower participation and 
reduce the size of the insurance pool. If the reneging problem were serious enough the insurance market 
may even collapse. Therefore, an appropriate incentive mechanism for dealing with reneging is essential.  

The effectiveness of alternative incentive mechanisms for dealing with reneging will depend on the 
characteristics of the market and institutional environment the insurance program is operating in. An 
effective mechanism in one context may not be feasible in another. In the United States, where crop 
insurance programs often allow deferred payment, the reneging problem has never been a major concern 
because farmers who default cannot participate in either the insurance or (perhaps more important) other 
government support programs in following years. This makes the costs of reneging far exceed its benefits. 
So in countries where the government is actively involved in providing agricultural insurance the reneging 
problem may be a minor issue because the government is in a better position to impose painful penalties for 
defaulting on premium payment. Governments may also be in a position to directly deduct insurance 
premium payments from government subsidies. For example, in China each farm household has a bank 
card (called Hui Nong Card) to which a variety of government subsidies are deposited. Therefore it would 
be feasible for government-operated insurance programs to charge the delayed insurance premium directly 
from the bank card to fully prevent reneging.4  

However, it may be more difficult for private insurance companies to enforce delayed premium 
payment, especially in developing-country contexts where premiums are small and farmers are poor. 
Prohibiting farmers from purchasing insurance in the future is probably the most straightforward 
mechanism that should be feasible in most contexts. If the insurance contract adds value to the farmers this 
penalty may be sufficient to ensure delayed premium payment. In cases where future exclusion from the 
insurance market is not sufficient to guarantee a negligible rate of premium defaults, additional incentive 
mechanisms could be investigated. For example, a peer effect incentive may be helpful. This would require 
a farmer to find one or two partners to buy the insurance together. If someone in the group doesn’t pay, no 
one in the group will be allowed to buy insurance in the future. Peer effect incentives have been successful 
in ensuring loan repayment in microfinance programs (Banerjee, Besley, and Guinnane 1994; Besley and 
Coate 1995; Armendariz de Aghion 1999; Ghatak 1999). 

                                                      
4 A field experiment in China conducted by a research team from the University of California, Berkeley directly deducted 

agricultural insurance premiums from the Hui Nong Card, so such an approach is feasible (personal communication with Jing Cai, 
PhD Candidate, University of California, Berkeley). 
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6.  CONCLUSIONS 

This study makes two major contributions to the agricultural insurance literature. First, we develop a 
dynamic model of demand for insurance by a risk-averse farmer who can borrow and lend subject to a credit 
constraint, and who also perceives some probability of insurer default. Using this model, we demonstrate 
how liquidity constraints and the possibility of insurer default reduce the demand for insurance, possibly 
leading to a breakdown of the insurance market. Second, we investigate an alternative insurance design that 
allows farmers to enter an insurance contract while delaying payment of the premium until the end of the 
insured period. We then show how this alternative design increases insurance take-up by relaxing the 
liquidity constraint and easing farmers’ concerns about insurer default. We also show conditions under 
which the delayed premium payment feature will be valued highly by farmers. 

Although delayed premium payment is already featured in some operational US crop insurance 
programs, it has received less attention in the developing-country context where liquidity constraints and 
lack of trust in insurers are likely to be much more important. This paper highlights the important role that 
delayed premium payment potentially could play in agricultural insurance markets and programs in 
developing countries. 

Nevertheless, for delayed premium payment to be effective the related problem of farmer reneging 
on premium payments when the insured event does not occur needs to be addressed. We discuss the 
reneging problem and suggest alternative incentive mechanisms that may be applied to reduce or eliminate 
the incentive to renege. Results suggest that excluding farmers from future participation in the insurance 
market or program if they renege will often be a sufficient incentive to overcome the reneging problem. 
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APPENDIX 

Proof of Concavity of 𝑳(𝒄𝒕,𝒌𝒕) 
Noting 𝐿(𝑐𝑡 ,𝑘𝑡) = 𝑈(𝑐𝑡) + 𝛽𝐸𝑡𝑉(𝑤𝑡+1) and 

MykpMykSrw ttttttt )1)(1())(1()1( 1111 ++++ −−+−∆−++= . Therefore we have 

 𝜕2𝐿(𝑐𝑡,𝑘𝑡)
𝜕𝑐𝑡2

= 𝑈′′(𝑐𝑡) + 𝛽(1 + 𝑟)2𝐸𝑡[𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)] < 0, (A.1) 

 𝜕2𝐿(𝑐𝑡,𝑘𝑡)
𝜕𝑘𝑡2

= 𝛽𝐸𝑡[𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)𝑍𝑡+12 ] < 0, (A.2) 

 𝜕2𝐿(𝑐𝑡,𝑘𝑡)
𝜕𝑐𝑡𝜕𝑘𝑡

= 𝛽(1 + 𝑟)𝐸𝑡[𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)𝑍𝑡+1] , (A.3) 

where 𝑍𝑡+1 = MypMy ttt )1())(1( 111 +++ −−−∆− . We further compute 

𝜕2𝐿(𝑐𝑡 ,𝑘𝑡)
𝜕𝑐𝑡2

𝜕2𝐿(𝑐𝑡 ,𝑘𝑡)
𝜕𝑘𝑡2

−
𝜕2𝐿(𝑐𝑡 ,𝑘𝑡)
𝜕𝑐𝑡𝜕𝑘𝑡

𝜕2𝐿(𝑐𝑡 ,𝑘𝑡)
𝜕𝑐𝑡𝜕𝑘𝑡

 

= βU′′(ct)𝐸𝑡[𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)𝑍𝑡+12 ] + 𝛽2(1 + 𝑟)2𝐸𝑡[𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)]𝐸𝑡[𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)𝑍𝑡+12 ] (A.4) 

−𝛽2(1 + 𝑟)2{𝐸𝑡[𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)𝑍𝑡+1]}2 > 0   

The inequality is implied by βU′′(ct)𝐸𝑡[𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)𝑍𝑡+12 ] > 0 and 

 𝐸𝑡[𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)]𝐸𝑡[𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)𝑍𝑡+12 ] − {𝐸𝑡[𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1)𝑍𝑡+1]}2 > 0. (A.5) 

To see why (A.5) holds, we let 𝑤𝑡+1,1 = MkpMkSr ttt )1()()1( −+−++ be the wealth level 

when 𝑦𝑡+1 = 0,  𝑤𝑡+1,2 = )()1( pMkSr tt −++  be the wealth level when 𝑦𝑡+1 = 1 and ∆𝑡+1= 0, 

and 𝑤𝑡+1,3 = tSr)1( +  be the wealth level when 𝑦𝑡+1 = ∆𝑡+1= 1. Denoting the probabilities of these 
three wealth outcomes as 𝛿1,  𝛿2, and 𝛿3, the three associated values of 𝑉′′(𝑤𝑡+1) as  X1 , X2 , and X3,  
and the associated values of 𝑍𝑡+1 as Z1 , Z2 , and Z3, we can write the left-hand side of (A.5) as 

��𝛿𝑗  𝑋𝑗

3

𝑗=1

� (�𝛿𝑗𝑍𝑗2) − (�𝛿𝑗𝑋𝑗𝑍𝑗)2
3

𝑗=1

  
3

𝑗=1

 

= 𝛿1𝛿2(𝑍1 − 𝑍2)2 + 𝛿1𝛿3(𝑍1 − 𝑍3)2 + 𝛿3𝛿2(𝑍3 − 𝑍2)2 > 0  (A.6) 

Concavity of 𝐿(𝑐𝑡 ,𝑘𝑡) in 𝑐𝑡 and 𝑘𝑡 is implied by (A.1), (A.2), and (A.4). 



 

14 

REFERENCES 

Armendariz de Aghion, B. 1999. “On the Design of a Credit Agreement with Peer Monitoring.” Journal of 
Development Economics 60: 79–104. 

Banerjee, A. V., T. Besley, and T. W. Guinnane. 1994. “The Neighbor’s Keeper: The Design of a Credit Cooperative 
with Theory and a Test.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 109: 491–515. 

Besley, T., and S. Coate. 1995. “Group Lending, Repayment Incentives, and Social Collateral.” Journal of 
Development Economics 46: 1–18. 

Braun, H., and W. Koeniger. 2007. “On the Role of Market Insurance in a Dynamic Model.” Geneva Risk and 
Insurance Review 32: 61–90.  

Cai, H., Y. Chen, H. Fang, and L.-A. Zhou. 2009. Microinsurance, Trust, and Economic Development: Evidence from 
a Randomized Natural Field Experiment. NBER Working Paper 15396. Cambridge, MA, US: National 
Bureau of Economic Research.   

Cole, S. A., X. Giné, J. Tobacman, P. B. Topalova, R. M. Townsend, and J. I. Vickery. 2011. Barriers to Household 
Risk Management: Evidence from India. Harvard Business School Finance Working Paper 09-116; Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York Staff Report 373. January 2012: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1374076 or 
doi:10.2139/ssrn.1374076. 

Ghatak, M. 1999. “Group Lending, Local Information, and Peer Selection.” Journal of Development Economics 60: 
27–50. 

Giné, X., R. Townsend, and J. Vickery. 2008. “Patterns of Rainfall Insurance Participation in Rural India.” World 
Bank Economic Review 22 (3): 539–566. 

Gollier, C. 1994. “Insurance and Precautionary Saving in a Continuous-Time Model.” Journal of Risk and Insurance 
61: 78–95. 

________. 2003. “To Insure or Not to Insure: An Insurance Puzzle.” Geneva Papers on Risk and Insurance 28: 5–24. 

Newbery, D. M. G., and J. E. Stiglitz. 1981. The Theory of Commodity Price Stabilization: A Study in the Economics 
of Risk. New York: Oxford University Press.



 



 

 



 

RECENT IFPRI DISCUSSION PAPERS 

For earlier discussion papers, please go towww.ifpri.org/pubs/pubs.htm#dp. 
All discussion papers can be downloaded free of charge. 

1173. Agricultural productivity and public expenditures in Sub-Saharan Africa. Summer L. Allen and Matin Qaim, 2012. 

1172. Government expenditures, social outcomes, and marginal productivity of agricultural inputs: A case study for Tanzania. 
Summer L. Allen, Ousmane Badiane, and John M. Ulimwengu, 2012. 

1171. Pluralistic extension system in Malawi. Charles Masangano and Catherine Mthinda, 2012. 

1170. Measuring the contribution of Bt Cotton adoption to India’s cotton yields leap. Guillaume P. Gruere and Yan Sun, 2012. 

1169. Including women in the policy responses to high oil prices: A case study of South Africa. Ismael Fofana, 2012. 

1168. Economic statecraft in China’s new overseas special economic zones: Soft power, business, or resource security? Deborah 
Bräutigam and Tang Xiaoyang, 2012. 

1167. Revisiting the palm oil boom in Southeast Asia: The role of fuel versus food demand drivers. Daniel J. Sanders, Joseph V. 
Balagtas, and Guillaume Gruere, 2012. 

1166. The food security system: A new conceptual framework. Olivier Ecker and Clemens Breisinger, 2012. 

1165. Farmers’ information needs and search behaviors: Case study in Tamil Nadu, India. Suresh Chandra Babu, Claire J. 
Glendenning, Kwadwo Asenso-Okyere, and Senthil Kumar Govindarajan, 2012. 

1164. Rural demography, public services, and land rights in Africa: A village-level analysis in Burkina Faso. Margaret McMillan, 
William A. Masters, and Harounan Kazianga, 2012. 

1164. Reforming the public administration for food security and agricultural development: Insights from an empirical study in 
Karnataka. Regina Birner, Madhushree Sekher, and Katharina Raabe, 2012. 

1163. Economic development, external shocks, and food security in Tajikistan. Kamiljon T. Akramov and Ganga Shreedhar, 
2012. 

1162. Infectious disease detection with private information. Alexander E. Saak, 2012. 

1161. Economic transformation in Ghana: Where will the path lead? Shashi Kolavalli, Elizabeth Robinson, Xinshen Diao, Vida 
Alpuerto, Renato Folledo, Mira Slavova, Guyslain Ngeleza, and Felix Asante, 2012. 

1160. Globalization, structural change, and productivity growth. Margaret McMillan and Dani Rodrik, 2012. 

1159. A review of input and output policies for cereals production in India. Ganga Shreedhar, Neelmani Gupta, Hemant 
Pullabhotla, A. Ganesh-Kumar, and Ashok Gulati, 2012. 

1158. Demand and supply of cereals in India: 2010-2025. A. Ganesh-Kumar, Rajesh Mehta, Hemant Pullabhotla, Sanjay K. 
Prasad, Kavery Ganguly, and Ashok Gulati, 2012. 

1157. Close eye or closed eye: The Case of export misinvoicing in Bangladesh. Pranav Kumar Gupta, Devesh Roy, and Kaikaus 
Ahmad, 2012. 

1156. The sophistication and diversification of the African Agricultural sector: A Product Space Approach. John Ulimwengu and 
Thaddée Badibanga, 2012. 

1155. Why women are progressive in education?: Gender disparities in human capital, labor markets, and family arrangement in 
the Philippines. Futoshi Yamauchi and Marites Tiongco, 2012. 

1154. Resource-rich yet malnourished: Analysis of the demand for food nutrients in the Democratic Republic of Congo. John 
Ulimwengu, Cleo Roberts, and Josee Randriamamonjy, 2012. 

1153. Putting gender on the map: Methods for mapping gendered farm management systems in Sub-Saharan Africa. Ruth 
Meinzen-Dick, Barbara van Koppen, Julia Behrman, Zhenya Karelina, Vincent Akamandisa, Lesley Hope, and Ben 
Wielgosz, 2012. 

1152. Household preferences and governance of water services: A Hedonic analysis from rural Guatemala. William F. Vásquez, 
2011. 



 

INTERNATIONAL FOOD POLICY 
RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

www.ifpri.org 

IFPRI HEADQUARTERS 
2033 K Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006-1002 USA  
Tel.: +1-202-862-5600 
Fax: +1-202-467-4439 
Email: ifpri@cgiar.org 

IFPRI DAKAR  
Titre 3396, Lot #2  
BP 24063 Dakar Almadies 
Senegal 
 +221.33.869.9800  
 ifpri-dakar@cgiar.org  

mailto:ifpri@cgiar.org
mailto:ifpri-dakar@cgiar.org

	Contents
	Abstract
	Acknowledgments
	1.  Introduction
	2.  A Dynamic Agricultural Insurance Model
	3.  An Alternative Insurance Design
	4.  The Value of Delayed Premium Payments
	5.  The Reneging Problem
	6.  Conclusions
	Appendix
	References
	RECENT IFPRI DISCUSSION PAPERS

