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1. INTRODUCTION

The increasing recognition that there are considerable flows into and out of the
poverty pool (e.g., see Baulch and Hoddinott 2000) has focused interest in household
vulnerability as the basis for a social protection strategy. As Holzmann and Jorgensen (2000)
note, in a dynamic environment where adverse economic shocks are easily transmitted across
geographic borders, a social protection scheme might be able to perform more effectively the
task of protecting households from the adverse effects of poverty by adopting aforward
looking approach that not only identifies the groups of households that are presently poor but
also the households that are vulnerable to economic shocks and other risks such as natural
disasters and climate corditions.

The task of undertaking arisk and vulnerability assessment can be complicated both
by multiple definitions of vulnerability and the scarcity of data with which to undertake
vulnerability measurements.

The feasibility of applying a particular empirical approach is often dictated by data
concerns. Analysts recognize that vulnerability involves both welfare losses due to low
consumption or poverty as well as those due to uncertainty. However, analysts undertaking a
risk and vulnerability assessment often only have a cross sectional household survey at their
disposal. Panel data, while ideal, are expensive, and oftentimes an urgent policy question
needs to be answered before a new survey can be fielded. What are the options available to
such analystsin the field? How can they make use of existing data sources to come up with
measures of vulnerability? What are the pros and cons of various data sources? What are
cost-effective ways of collecting additional information to enhance existing data sources?

This “toolkit” is designed to assist practitioners undertaking vulnerability assessments
by identifying data sources, assessing their suitability for risk and vulnerability measurement,
and proposing suggestions for data collection to supplement existing sources. It
complements “Methods for Microeconometric Risk and Vulnerability Assessments. A
Review with Empirical Examples’ (Hoddinott and Quisumbing 2003), which discusses
techniques for ng vulnerability and issues relating to their application. The emphasis
in both toolkits is on quantitative, survey-based methods for vulnerability assessment,

although this document will also discuss contextual methods similar to those used in



livelihoods-based approaches. Section 2 maps data sources to stages of the “risk chain,” and
presents an overview of dataissues. This section also shows how information on risk, risk
management, and outcomes can be extracted from LSM S-type surveys at both the household
and community levels. Section 3 discusses the use of household data from survey-based
methods in risk and vulnerability assessments, while Section 4 deals with locality data (from
community interviews and secondary sources) and data collected using contextual methods.
Both Sections 3 and 4 illustrate the use of each data source with examples from recent risk
and vulnerability assessments, discuss their advantages and disadvantages, and propose
innovations to improve their usefulness for vulnerability assessments. Section 5 concludes.
An Annex contains sample modules for assessing risk and vulnerability over the long-,

medium-, and short-term.

2. INFORMATION NEEDSFOR VULNERABILITY MEASUREMENT

2.1 Conceptualizing Information Needs Using the * Risk Chain”

The “risk chain” (Heitzmann, Caganaragjah, ard Seigel 2002) is a useful approach for
conceptualizing vulnerability. This decomposes household vulnerability into severa
components: (1) risk, or uncertain events; (2) options for managing risk, or risk responses,
and (3) the outcome in terms of welfare loss. Tables 1, 2, and 3 map data sources to
information needed to analyze each stage of the risk chain (Hietzmann, Caganarajah, and
Seigel 2002) and are organized according to the following row headings:

Risk, risk exposure, risk realization (Natural and environmental; Social and
political; Lifecycle/demographic; Economic; Health).

Ex ante and ex post risk management (Asset accumulation and diversification;
Social capital and social relations; Acquisition of knowledge; Livelihood choices;

Preventive actions; Credit; Private Insurance; Private transfers; Public transfers).

! This paper draws heavily on papers and discussions at an International Food Policy Research Institute/World
Bank (IFPRI/WB) Workshop on Risk and Vulnerability: Estimation and Policy Implications held at the
International Food Policy Research Institute in September 2002.



Outcomes (Consumption; Health; Nutrition; Schooling). Note that these

outcomes are a subset of those enumerated under the Millennium Devel opment
Godls.

The organization within each heading follows a similar pattern. Each begins with a
set of general categories, then breaks these down into specific examples. For example, one
risk management mechanism is asset accumulation and diversification. Within this group,
we enumerate the following instruments. financial assets, property, equipment, and
household durables.

All three tables contain column headings for data sources. single cross-sections,
panel surveys, community surveys, and secondary sources. Each table may have columns
which are specific to it (for example, a column on the degree of risk covariance in Table 1),
but the data source columns are common to all tables. Because LSMS-type surveys are
increasingly being used for vulnerability assessments, we include two columns listing the
relevant LSM'S modules and the reference in the LSMSS prototype questionnaire found in the
edited volume by Grosh and Glewwe (2000). Under “Natural and environmental risks’ in
Table 1, for example, we list whether data can be found in cross-sections, panels, and
community surveys; the relevant LSM S module would be the community questionnaire.
Under “Property” (Table 2), for example, we list the following LSMS modules containing
relevant information on property holdings. savings, housing, and agriculture with agriculture
further subdivided into land and livestock). Reference in LSMS prototype questionnaire
refers to the section and question numbers within the relevant LSMS module. So
“Agriculture E Q1-Q6” refers to the Agriculture module of the prototype LSMS
guestionnaire, part E, Questions 1-6. Note that some of these prototype modules come in
“short,” “standard,” and “extended” sizes. In al cases, we use the “expanded version” or,
where that is not available, the “standard version.” Also note that in afew cases, these
modules are divided into “sections,” or more confusingly, “modules,” as indicated under the
reference to the LSM S prototype questionnaire.

Tables 1 to 3 provide a broad overview of the data needs; the specifics by data source
will be discussed in Sections 3 and 4.



2.2 An Overview of Data | ssues

The completeness of information on various stages of the risk chain depends crucially
on the available data, with some stages of the chain covered better than others. Heitzmann,
Canagargjah, and Siegel (2002) and Alwang, Siegel, and Jargensen (2001) argue that data
and statistics on different types of risks, risk exposure, and outcomes are more readily
available than detailed information on risk responses, which is the most difficult part of the
risk chain to identify and quantify. Part of the difficulty in conducting risk and vulnerability
assessments with existing data is that these data were often not intended for this purpose, and
thus measures of risks and responses to risk will be imperfect. Moreover, without data
collected before and after a shock, it will be difficult to identify whether an action isarisk

prevention (ex ante) mechanism or a risk-mitigation (ex post) response.

Degree of Covariance of Risks and Shocks

Although econometric approaches do not require any a priori classification of shocks
according to their degree of covariance, it may be useful in terms of systematically
identifying sources of data on risk and degree of risk exposure (Table 1). Shocks can be
classified into idiosyncratic (specific to the individua or household) or spatially covariate
(covering awider area such as a community, region, or even the nation). For spatially
covariate risks and shocks, community information and secondary sources such as rainfall
and administrative data on wages and prices are a very valuable complement to household
data. By contrast, information on risk management instruments (Table 2) and outcomes
(Table 3) ismore likely to be available at the household level, although some risk-
management institutions may operate at the community level, such as public works
programs. One problem with matching household data with secondary data is the difficulty
of mapping and matching localities—often one loses households from surveys because they
do not match the spatially referenced data. Administrative boundaries may also be
mideading when matching rainfall data, where



Table 1. Typical data sourcesfor theidentification of risks, risk exposure, and risk realization

Cross-sectional Referencein
individual or LSMS
Degree of household Panel Community Relevant LSMS | prototype
Typeof risk covariance survey survey survey Secondary sour ces | modules questionnaire Comments
Natural and
environmental
Physical location Community yes yes yes Community Section 2. Q1, Information on
Q2, Q4-Q7 these risks can also
be collected as
retrospective
guestionsin cross-
section and panel
surveys
Weather shocks (heavy | Community retrospective yes yes rainfall data, Community Section 8. Q12
rainfall, droughts, weather data
hurricanes)
Natural disasters Community retrospective yes yes historical data, Community Section 8. Q2,
(landslides, volcanic seismological data Q13-Q16
eruptions, earthquakes,
floods)
Crop lossesto rodents, Idiosy neratic, yes yes yes Agriculture C1.Q2,Q6
pests Community
Loss of infrastructure Community yes yes Community Section 3. Q14,
Q16
Pollution Community, yes yes yes Community Section 11. Q1-
idiosyncratic Q8
Housing B. Q39 -0Q41
Environment (air Module 3. Q1,
pollution) Q2, Q6, Q8, Q9,
Q11, Q13
Water, water pollution Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes Environment (water | Module 4. Q1-
Community pollution) Q10, Q21, Q22,
Q24, Q25
Environment (water | Module 4. Q20,
Source) Q21, Q24
Community Section 7. Q12-
Q24
Housing B. Q1-Q7, Q10-
Q20
Sanitation Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes Community Section 7. Q32,
Community Q36-Q41
Environment Module 5. Q4,




Cross-sectional Referencein
individual or LSMS
Degree of household Panel Community Relevant LSMS | prototype
Typeof risk covariance survey survey survey Secondary sources | modules guestionnaire Comments
Q9, Q18, Q19,
Q45, Q48, Q50,
Q64
Housing B. Q21-Q26
Deforestation Idiosyncratic, retrospective yes yes satellite
Community photographs
Social and political risks
Ethnic fractionalization | Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes Community Section 2. Q10 Not collected in
community most surveys,
though information
on race, ethnicity,
and religion are
collected
Religious Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes Community Section 2. Q11
fractionalization community
Linguistic Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes Community Section 2. Q12
fractionalization community
Crime, gangs Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes crime statistics
community
Domestic violence Idiosyncratic yes yes yes crime statistics Not usualy in
survey
guestionnaires,
often
underreported in
crime statistics
Terrorism, civil strife, Community yes yes yes news reports
war
Risksin policy National, yes yes Difficult to
environment: credibility | Community measure, but could
and commitment to be gleaned from
continue policies monitoring policy
changes
Life cycle/demographic
Household size, number | Idiosyncratic yes yes Household roster | A. Q1-Q7 National statistics

of dependents, recent
births, gender of head,
old age, deathsin family,
family dissolution, etc.

on infant mortality
rates, materna
mortality rates, and
life expectancy can
also be agood
source of




Cross-sectional Referencein
individual or LSMS
Degree of household Panel Community Relevant LSMS | prototype
Typeof risk covariance survey survey survey Secondary sour ces | modules questionnaire Comments
information
Women's access to Community yes anthropological Community Section 2. Q14 Good candidate for
resources accounts using qualitative
methods
Economic
Macro shocks: BOP, National national accounts
financia crisis, currency
crisis, terms of trade
Lossin value of financia | Usually yes yes
assetsor pension funds | covariate, could
linked to inflation, stock | beidiosyncratic
market, or exchange rate
collapses
Risk in asset returns Can be both yes yes yes yes Secondary data on
idiosyncratic and land prices, stock
covariate prices could
provide
information on
returns to different
types of assets
Access to common Both yes yes yes Community (access | Section 2. Q19-
property resources; idiosyncratic and to land) Q23
unclear commitments covariate
regarding public goods
Price risk Community yes
Businessfailure or Idiosyncratic, yes yes Household H. Q23, Q24
indebtedness community enterprises
Resettlement Idiosyncratic, yes yes
community
Unemployment Idiosyncratic, yes yes labor statistics Employment A.Q12, Q18-
community Q21
D. Q27-Q29
Indebtedness Idiosyncratic yes yes Credit A. Q3, Q4, Q6-
Q8, Q10-Q12,
Q14-Q16, Q18-
Q20, Q23, Q25
B. Q1, Q20, Q28,
Q29, Q44, Q52,
Q53, Q68, Q76
Household H. Q23, Q24




Cross-sectional Referencein
individual or LSMS
Degree of household Panel Community Relevant LSMS | prototype
Typeof risk covariance survey survey survey Secondary sour ces | modules questionnaire Comments
enterprises
Uncertain access to Idiosyncratic yes yes Credit (denial of C. Q1-Q6
inputs and cash flow credit)
support during
production
Idiosyncratic yes yes Community (access | Section 2. Q19-
to land) Q23
Idiosyncratic yes yes Household H. Q4, Q5, Q12,
enterprises Q13
(problems
obtaining inputs)
Other constraints on Idiosyncratic yes yes Household E. Q26-Q33
production enterprises
(constraints on
enterprises)
Idiosyncratic yes yes Household H. Q22
enterprises (threat
of foreign
competition)
Security of tenure, Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes Agriculture land  |A1. Q9
property rights community rights) A3.Q10
Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes Agriculture E. Q2, Q8
community (livestock died,
stolen, lost)
Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes Household G. Q4,Q5
community enterprises
(security of title)
Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes Household F. Q31, Q32
community enterprises
(problems
associated with
registering
business)
Housing C. Q1, Q2, Q6-
(ownership and Q10
security of title)
Imperfect enforcement of | Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes Employment C. Q16, Q17,
contracts and informal community (contractual Q85, Q86
arrangements security) D. Q9, Q11,

Q12, Q38, Q39




Cross-sectional Referencein
individual or LSMS
Degree of household Panel Community Relevant LSMS | prototype
Typeof risk covariance survey survey survey Secondary sour ces | modules questionnaire Comments
Uncertainty regarding Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes
rationing in public community
support (exclusion from
social safety net)
Health risks
IIness, injury, and Idiosyncratic yes yes Health (self- A. Q30-Q47
disability reported morbidity)
Epidemic (e.g. maaria) | Idiosyncratic, yes yes yes Hedlth (self- A. Q30-Q47
Community reported morbidity)
Malnutrition Idiosyncratic yes yes nationa nutrition | Anthropometry Q1-Q8
surveys
Substance use Idiosyncratic yes yes possible Health (tobacco B. Q2-Q11 Communities may
consumption) have perceptions
about the degree of
substance abuse in
their area, although
they may not be
willing to revea
them in surveys
Health (alcohal B. Q14-Q16

consumption)

Sources: Authors compilations; Dercon (2001); Heitzmann, Canagarajah, and Siegel (2002).




Table2. Typical data sourceson ex post and ex ante risk management instruments

Referencein
Risk management Type of Cross-section Community Secondary Relevant LSM S LSMS prototype
mechanism Instrument Institution survey Panel survey | survey sour ces modules guestionnaire
Asset accumulation,
diversification, and
disposal
Financial assets Savings and Private yes yes Savings (liquid B. Q1, Q2, Q4
contributions to assets) C. Q1-Q3
savings accounts E. Q1, Q2
Consumption C.Q1-Q4
(contributions to
savings accounts)
Participation in Private yes yes Savings (ROSCAs) | D. Q1, Q3
ROSCAs
Consumption C.Q1-Q4
(contributions to
ROSCAS, tontins
etc)
Credit (loansto Private yes yes Credit (loansto D. Q1, Q2, Q7
others) others)
Property (acquisition | Savings Private yes yes Savings A.Q2,Q3
and disposal)
Housing Private yes yes Housing A.Q1-Q5, Q11,
(characteristics, Q13-Q16
Ownership and C. Q1, Q2, Q6-
value of dwelling) | Q12
Agriculture (value | Al. Q2, Q4, Q9,
of landholdings) Q10
A3.Q2, Q6, Q10,
Q11
Agriculture E. Q1-Q6
(livestock)
Equipment Private yes yes Agriculture (value | B1. Q1-Q6
of farm capital) B2. Q1-Q2
Household G. Q1-Q6, Q37-
enterprises (Value | Q39
of equipment, H. Q2, Q10
inputs, inventory)
Household durables | Private yes yes Consumption E. Q1, Q2, Q7
Social capital and Private yes yes
social relations
Community Private yes yes yes Community Section 2. Q16-




Referencein

Risk management Type of Cross-section Community Secondary Relevant LSMS LSMS prototype
mechanism Instrument Institution survey Panel survey | survey sour ces modules guestionnaire
gatherings Q18
Existence of Private yes yes yes Community Section 5. Q22,
cooperatives Q23
Participation in Private yes yes Time use Version 2. Q21,
community or social Q22
activities
Gift giving Private yes yes Savings A. Q13 Q14
Consumption (gifts, | C. Q1-Q4
charity) D. Q2, Q14-Q20
Agriculture (land) | A3. Q2, Q17
Dowry, brideprice Private yes yes Consumption C.Q1-Q4
Acquisition of Private yes yes
knowledge
Access to new Private, public | yes yes yes Community Section 5. Q25,
technologies Q26
Accessto agricultura | Public yes yes yes Community Section 5. Q19-
extension Q21
Agriculture F. Q1-Q4, Q7-
Q10, Q13-Q15,
Q18, Q19
Knowledge of STDs, | Private, public | yes yes yes Health B. Q24-Q26
HIV/AIDS
Community Section 9. Q18
(provision of
information about
AIDS)
Livelihood choices
Accessto Private yes yes yes Community Section 4. Q8-Q20
employment outside
the community
Household roster A.Q8-Q11
(migration of C.Q1-Q14
household
members)
Occupational choice | Private yes yes yes Employment B. Q1-Q4
and diversification, C.Q1-Q4
including child labor D. Q1-Q4, Q31-
Q34
Time use Version 2. Q1-Q3
Agricultural Private yes yes yes Agriculture Al Q6

diversification




Referencein

Risk management Type of Cross-section Community Secondary Relevant LSMS LSMS prototype
mechanism Instrument Institution survey Panel survey | survey sour ces modules guestionnaire
Enterprise Private yes yes yes Household A.Q1, Q2
diversification enterprises B.Q1, Q3
C. Q6, Q8
D. Q1, Q3, Q4,
Q5, Q6, Q7, Q9,
Q10, Q11, Q14-
Q17
Preventive actions | Risk minimizationin | Private yes yes yes Community Section 5. Q29-
agriculture (availability of Q33
irrigated land)
Agriculture Al. Q4, Q7
(household access | A3. Q6, Q8
to irrigation)
Agriculture (land Al Q12
improvement) A3. Q13-Q15
Agriculture (use of | D2, Q19, Q20,
pesticides, Q30, Q31
herbicides,
fungicides)
Treating water Private, public | yes yes yes Dataon Environment Module 4. Q20,
supplies infrastructure Q21, Q24
Housing B. Q8, Q9
Sanitation Private, public | yes yes yes Data on Environment Module 5. Q4,
infrastructure Q26, Q39
Housing B. Q21-Q26
Hedlth and child care | Private yes yes yes Health facility Time use (child Version 2. Q14
(checkups, proper data, especially care)
feeding and weaning service statistics
practices)
Time use (health Version 2. Q15,
care) Q20
Health (child C.Q1-Q11
immunization)
Fertility (pre-natal | B. Q2-Q5
care)
Fertility B. Q2, Q7-Q9
(breastfeeding)
Physical fitness Private yes yes yes Health (physical B. Q17-Q23

EeXercise,




Referencein

Risk management Type of Cross-section Community Secondary Relevant LSMS LSMS prototype
mechanism Instrument Institution survey Panel survey | survey sour ces modules guestionnaire
participation in
sports)
Contraception Private yes yes Fertility C.Q1-Q4
Community health Private, public | yes yes yes Community Section 8. Q7-Q8
programs (general)
Community Section 9. Q10-
(outreach and Q16
immunization)
Credit
Community accessto | Public, private yes Community Section 6. Q1
savings instruments
Community accessto | Public, private yes Community Section 6. Q2-Q9
public/private credit
ingtitutions
Household accessto | Private yes yes yes Credit B. Q53, Q68
credit
Private Insurance
Health insurance Private, public | yes yes Health D. Q2-Q17
Sick leave Private yes yes Employment C. Q48
Pension entittlement | Public, private | yes yes Employment C. Q49
Sharecropping Private yes yes Agriculture A2.Q13-Q17
Private transfers
Receipt of private Private yes yes Transfersand non- [ A. Q2-Q20
transfers labor income
Consumption (food | B. Q1, Q10
gifts received)
Consumption (on- | C. Q1, Q5, Q6
food gifts received)
Education (payment| B. Q3-Q5
of school fees)
Accessto transfers | Private yes yes Household roster D. Q1-Q11
from siblings (siblingsliving

elsawhere)




Referencein

Risk management Type of Cross-section Community Secondary Relevant LSMS LSMS prototype
mechanism Instrument Institution survey Panel survey | survey sour ces modules guestionnaire
Public transfers

Existence of public Public yes yes yes Community Section 4. Q32-

worksprograms Q35

Entitlement to social | Public, private | yes yes Employment B. Q6

security C. Q8, Q81

D. Q8

Receipt of public Public yes yes yes Transfersand non- | B. Q1-Q9

transfers (including labor income

food aid and disaster

relief)

Receipt of Public, private | yes yes yes Education B. Q6, Q7

scholarship,

conditional cash

transfers

Sources: Authors compilations, Heitzmann, Canagarajah, and Siegel (2002).




Table 3. Typical data sourcesfor outcomes

Relevant LSMS Referencein LSMS
Outcome and indicator Single cross-section | Panel Community Secondary modules prototype questionnaire
Consumption
Food consumption® yes yes Consumption A.Q3, Q4
B. Q1-B10
Consumption of nonfood goods® yes yes Consumption A.Q1, Q2
C. Q1-Q6
Expenditures on schooling yes yes Education B.Q2
E. Q18
Expenditures on health (Fees, transport, | yes yes Health E. Q8, Q14-Q19, Q27, Q33-
medicines) Q38, Q46, Q52-Q57, Q65-
Q68, Q76-Q79, Q87-Q94
Expenditures on housing’ yes yes Housing C. Q3-Q5, Q16-Q40
Employment related expenditures yes yes Employment C. Q13, Q23, Q42
Health
Sdlf-assessment of health status yes yes Health A. Q3-Q4
Sdf-reported limitations in daily yes yes Health A. Q11-Q29
activities
Sdlf-reported morbidity yes yes Health A. Q30-Q47
Incidence/severity of diarrhea yes yes Health A. Q6-Q9
Respiratory illness yes yes Environment Module 3. Q5-Q8
Observed activities of daily living yes yes Health G. Q1-Q11
Cognitive functioning’ H. Q1-Q32
Nutrition
Child height for age® yes yes Anthropometry Q1-Q7
Child weight for height” yes yes Anthropometry Q6-Q8
Child weight for age” yes yes Anthropometry Q1-Q5, Q8
Adult BMI yes yes
Schooling
Grades attended yes yes official Education A. Q3-Q26
education
statistics
Attending school yes yes official Education A. Q28-Q50
education
statistics

Notes. 1. Note that total household consumption must be “built up” from these LSM S modules. See Deaton and Grosh (2000) for a discussion.

2. Note that imputing a value to owner-occupied housing is difficult. See Deaton and Grosh (2000) and Malpezzi (2000) for a discussion.

3. Thisisadministered only to respondents over 40.

These measures should be converted to z scores that standardize measures across children of different ages and sex.




topography plays a more important role. Prior knowledge regarding the degree of
covariance of shocks may help inform data designers regarding the level of aggregation:
if shocks are highly covariate, it may be more cost-effective to collect data at a higher
level of aggregation.

In practice, however, even within well-defined rural communities, variance
decomposition analysis reveals that few risks are purely idiosyncratic or common.
Variance decomposition analysis involves computing the contribution of village- level
variance to total variance: the lower its contribution, the more idiosyncratic the shock.
Dercon (2002), drawing from his work in rura Ethiopia (Dercon and Krishnan 2000),
finds that most shocks have both idiosyncratic and common parts. In Ethiopia, for
example, rainfall variation had a large covariate component (the village-leve variance
accounted for 41 percent of the variation in the individua rainfall index), while number
of days lost due to iliness was clearly an idiosyncratic shock (the village- level variance
accounted for only 5.2 percent of total variance). A priori classifications may also
misclassify shocks. 1n the Guatemala poverty assessment, shocks were classified a priori
into idiosyncratic or covariate (Tesliuc and Lindert 2002). However, avariance
decomposition test showed that location aone explained less than 25 percent of al
shocks that were classified as covariate (except inflation). The shocks with a high degree
of covariance at the local level were bad harvests and income losses, which were
classified apriori asidiosyncratic. Respondent reports of the impact of shocks may have
systematic biases. Again, in the Guatemal a poverty assessment, respondents tended to
“complain” about covariate shocks and to be more “honest” about the impact of
idiosyncratic shocks (the share of covariate shocks that had no negative impact on
household income or wealth was significantly larger than the equivalent share of
idiosyncratic shocks).

Ex Post versus Ex Ante Mechanisms

There are a number of reasons why information on risk responses is difficult to
obtain. First, obtaining information on expectations is inherently difficult. A person’s
answer regarding questions regarding “expected yield” or whether it was a“normal” year

involves three elements: the person’s understanding of the objective distribution of risks,
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the person’s own response, and the person’s own risk preferences. How does one gt at
the probability distribution of therisk? Isit a one-time event, or something that occurs
with some regularity? In Bangladesh, for example, floods occur yearly, but the 1998
floods were memorable because of their severity. By asking about well-defined, specific
recent events, one can get some idea about the risk distribution that the person faces.
Discrete events can aso be recalled over alonger period than recurring events. Second,
depending on the timing of the survey (see the next point below), a response could be
identified either as an ex ante or an ex post response. Take as an example membership in
arotating savings association (ROSCA). Suppose that the member was interviewed prior
to a shock that enabled her to withdraw funds from the ROSCA. In that case,
membership in the ROSCA would be interpreted as an ex ante risk management
mechanism. However, suppose she was interviewed after a shock, and she had just
withdrawn funds from the ROSCA. Without knowing the date that she joined the
ROSCA in reference to the timing of the shock, it would be difficult to establish whether
a particular mechanism was used ex ante or ex post.

Timing and Frequency of Surveys

As aready hinted at above, the timing of the survey work is important. Shocks
work with time lags, and have different distributions. Because shocks are, by definition,
unanticipated, it is often pure coincidence that a survey will be able to capture
information on shocks (particularly if it is a one-time shock) unless the survey was
conducted for that purpose. A case can certainly be made for shorter surveys that are
fielded more frequently for monitoring purposes, rather than long surveys that are fielded
at longer intervals.

Cross-Validation of Responses

Cross-validation is important if different data sources are inconsistent. For
example, there may be disagreement between household- level data and cluster- level data.
Depending on whether geographic boundaries are drawn and where the household is
actually located, administrative data may not be relevant to households in a particular

cluster, if households (for example) obtain public services from a municipality other than
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their official place of residence. Cross-validation within the household may also be
necessary. Often, we rely on the head of the household to report on assets or risk
responses of other household members. Evidence from Indonesia (Thomas and
Frankenberg 1999) suggests that husbands tend to underestimate their wives asset

holdings and vice versa.

Types of Data and Methods of Data Collection®

As mentioned in the introduction, the emphasis in this toolkit is on data from
household surveys, supplemented by data from secondary sources. It is useful to
distinguish types of data from methods of data collection. Data can be classified into
quantitative or qualitative; methods into noncontextual and contextual. In a survey-based
context, quantitative data measure the degree to which afeature is present, while
qualitative data are nume