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(1a) Overview: Background 

• Recent wave of ambitious programmes aimed at alleviating extreme 

poverty in Latin America 

– Middle income countries (extreme poverty ~ 15% in Colombia, ~ 10% in Brazil, ~ 5% in 

Chile) 

– Beyond CCT 

– Beneficiaries hard to reach 

• Chile Solidario (Chile) 

– Introduced in 2002 

– Includes (small) CCT element, preferential access to public services and 5-year socio-

pyschologic support 

– Quasi-experimental evaluation using administrative and survey data 

• Carneiro, Galasso and Ginja 2014 

• Positive effects on take up of subsidies and employment programmes 

• No impact on hard outcomes such as labour supply 

• Brasil sem Miseria (Brasil): Introduced in December 2011 

• Unidos (Colombia): Introduced in  2007, modelled after Chile Solidario  
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(1b) Overview: The Programme  
 
• Large scale, ambitious programme targeting the hardest to reach 

households  

• Objective is achieved through a three-arm strategy 

1. Intensive period of psychosocial support up to 5 years, provided by trained social workers 

(to enable self-development and function as part of society) 

2. Social services – promoting preferential treatment and improving the supply (quantity 

and quality) 

3. Improving institutional capacity of local governments  

• Eligibility: poorest 1.5 million households as of March 2008:  

– SISBEN 1 families – maximum of 1.2 million households 

– Displaced households (Registro Único de Población Desplazada) – 300,000 households 

• First introduced in 2007 – pilot in 37 municipalities 

• As of May 2012: serving majority of targeted families 

• 5 million people 

• 45% in rural areas 

• 94% of municipalities 

• 10,000 social workers 
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(1b) Overview: The Programme 
 
• Households objectives – reach some minimum conditions necessary to 

overcome extreme poverty 

– 45 ‘logros basicos‘ 

– 9 dimensions 

1. Identification 

2. Income and work  

3. Education and training 

4. Health 

5. Nutrition 

6. Housing conditions 

7. Family dynamic 

8. Banking and savings 

9. Access to justice 
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(1b) Overview: The Programme 
 
• Intensive period of psychosocial support up to 5 years through home-

visits, with intensity decreasing over time 

1. Sign co-responsibility agreement [one visit] 

2. Complete “Family Baseline” (LB) – analyse which logros need to be achieved [at most two 
visits] 

3. Family plan to achieve logros [at most two visits] 

• most of impact was expected to happen after Family Plan, after 3 to 5 visits 

4. Follow-up visits and preferential access to services 

5. If household reaches ‘LB’ before 5 years, then they ‘graduate’ from UNIDOS 

 

• Impact evaluation design 

– Planned in collaboration with the implementing agency DNP, since 2011 Agencia Nacional 
de Superación de Pobreza Extrema (ANSPE) 

• Strong evaluation component incorporated from the beginning  

– Evaluation units: beneficiary households and municipalities  

– IFS part of consortium conducting the short-term evaluation of the impact on households 

 



(2) Evaluation Design 
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(2) Evaluation Design 

• Experimental design 

– 77 municipalities (representative of the entire country) 

– Cluster randomization: each municipality divided into several neighborhoods (clusters) 

– Cohorts: Neighbourhoods are randomly allocated to four groups (1 – 4) 

– Treatment commences at different times for each cohort  

  More than one year elapses between cohort 1 and 4 

  Cohort 1 = treatment, Cohort 4 = control.  

  Randomisation should ensure balance of characteristics. 

– Treatment group further subdivided between ‘classic’ and ‘intense’ 

– Intense treatment group receives more visits (lower caseloads for social workers) 

– Social worker randomly assigned to neighbourhood, then randomly assigned to type of 

treatment 

• Impact on programmes information about and take-up of social 

programmes, logros, preferences, and other outcomes: here we focus on 

social programmes and labour supply 

• Distinguish three sub-population groups: Displaced, Urban, Rural 
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(2) Evaluation Design 

• Rich data collected at baseline 

• Richer data collected by the follow-up survey  

– Classic treatment: at least 5 S&GL visits; Intense treatment: at least 8 S&GL visits 

– Maximum two visits for control group 

• Timing: 

– Random allocation: September 2008 to April 2009 

– Baseline data collection: November 2009 to March 2010 

– Follow-up data collection: June to August 2011 

– Months between baseline and follow-up  is 12+ months 

– Evaluation finished in December 2011: all households in 77 municipalities are being 

treated in principle since then 
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(3) Implementation 
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(3a) Implementation of the Programme 

1. High number of families per social worker 

– Juntos/Unidos: ~ 150 families per cogestor  on average per year 
(1,500,000 families/10,000 social workers) 

– Chile Solidario: ~ 50 families per social worker on average per year 

2. Insufficient supply of services 

3. Light treatment 

– All treated received very low number of visits (both official and self-reported) 
<2 visits on average at follow-up 

– Intensive treatment group did not receive a greater number of visits than the 
classic group: Little sense in distinguishing between different treatment types 

4. Incomplete take-up / contaminated controls 



(3a) Implementation of the Programme 
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Number of home visits 

Official visits Perceived visits 



(3a) Implementation of the Programme 
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Official visits Perceived visits 

Average number of home visits by assigned treatment group 



(3a) Implementation of the Programme 
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Actual perceived treatment (≥2 visits) versus assigned treatment 
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(3b) Implementation of Data Collection 

• Classical Household Attrition: 

– Attrition from baseline to follow-up was 13% overall (~ 14% for displaced, 
13% for rural, 9% for urban) 

• Added Households: 

– Randomly selected households added in follow-up to account for attrition & 
improve power of sample 

• Rich dataset: 

– Contains detailed information on:  different dimensions of logros (including detailed 
labour market outcomes), indicators, expectations and preferences. 

• Short/Medium/Long questionnaires  

– Due to limited budget, 3 questionnaire lengths administered within cells defined by 
population and waves (random assignment)  

• Population groups (displaced, rural and urban) 

• Waves (baseline contained a more restricted set of variables than follow-up) 

– Resulted in further sample selection  

• We investigate whether selection is systematically related to treatment assignment 
conditional on observable at baseline 
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(3b) Implementation of Data Collection 

• Cluster identification: 

– Only self-reported information available – extremely difficult to determine 
neighbourhoods 

– Cast doubts over how random assignment was conducted 

– We use: assigned treatment groups within a municipality.  

 

• Household and individual identifiers inconsistent across datasets / periods 

– Solved, but extremely cumbersome 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



(4) Analysis and Results 
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(4a) Results: Focus of current evaluation 

 

This presentation focuses on two areas the programme may have had a 
beneficial impact: 

1. Knowledge and Usage of Social Welfare Programmes 

2. Labour Market Outcomes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



(4b) Sample Selection 

• We examine two populations of interest: 

1. Population of household heads 

2. Population of labour market age individuals (18 to 60 at baseline). 

 

• Criteria for selection into sample 

1. Individual observed in both waves. 

2. Household didn’t answer short questionnaire. 

 

• Disaggregation by population group and gender: 

– For each sample of interest, we analyse the rural, urban and 
displaced groups separately. 

– For the labour market sample, we examine men and women 
separately.  
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(4c) Descriptive Statistics: Household Heads 
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Basic Demographic Characteristics 



(4c) Descriptive Statistics: Household Heads 
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Labour Market Outcomes 



(4c) Descriptive Statistics: Household Heads 
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Supply, Knowledge and Usage of Social Welfare Programmes at Followup 



(4c) Descriptive Statistics: Displaced Individuals 
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(4c) Descriptive Statistics: Urban Individuals 
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(4c) Descriptive Statistics: Rural Individuals 
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(4d) Impacts: Empirical approach  

• We estimate the impacts under several empirical specifications: 

1. Standard OLS for assigned treatment giving ITT. 

2. IV strategy, using the assigned treatment as an instrument for (i) 
official treatment; (ii) perceived treatment. 

3. Difference-in-difference specification. 

• In all specifications, we control for baseline demographic 
characteristics. 

• The general results are consistent across all specifications 

• In this presentation, we report the ITT estimates (1) and IV 
estimates for perceived treatment (2ii). 
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(4d) Impacts: Social Welfare Programmes 
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Treatment effect of Juntos on knowledge and usage of social programmes (levels) 



(4d) Impacts: Labour Market Outcomes, Displaced 
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Treatment effect of Juntos on labour market outcomes (levels) 



(4d) Impacts: Labour Market Outcomes, Urban 
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Treatment effect of Juntos on labour market outcomes (levels) 



(4d) Impacts: Labour Market Outcomes, Rural 
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Treatment effect of Juntos on labour market outcomes (levels) 



Discussion  

– We observed very light treatment 

– This had no impact on outcomes 

 

– Lack of social workers?  

• Even if more or better social workers (as in for example, Medellin) we still don’t 
know if the programme will be effective, if a better implemented programme is not 
evaluated rigourously 

 

– Lack of supply of social programmes?  

• Even if increased supply of social programmes, maybe these programmes are 
ineffective to help these household to exit extreme poverty 
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Suggestion  

– The programme needs some substantial reforms and evaluations.  

– One possibility is to introduce innovations on a small scale and 
evaluate them.  

– Identify strategic areas and focus on those: 

• Job training programmes and formality? 

• Credit and entrepreneurial activities? 

• Early years and parenting? 

– The data collected in the quantitative and qualitative evaluations can 
be useful and should be analysed further. 
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