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Abstract

We study an intensive social programme in Chile that combines home visits to households
in extreme poverty with guaranteed access to social services. The goal of the programme
was to connect marginalized families to the social system, which, in turn, should lead to im-
provements in their living conditions. Programme impacts are identified using a regression
discontinuity design, that explores the fact that programme eligibility is a discontinuous func-
tion of an index of family income and assets. There is no evidence of short- or long-term
effects of the programme on employment or housing outcomes. However, we find short- and
medium-term impacts of the programme on the take-up of subsidies and employment services,
which are concentrated among families who had little access to the welfare system prior to the
intervention.
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1 Introduction

Households in extreme poverty are generally deprived in multiple dimensions. The lack of mate-
rial resources, assets and skills, little access to information, and other constraints to households’
decision-making ability limit the actions they can take towards improving their lives.

In 2002, Chile implemented Chile Solidario (CS hereafter), a very comprehensive anti-poverty
programme, even by the standards of most countries in the developed world. The programme tar-
geted the 5% poorest families in Chile, who were perceived to be not only poor, but also alienated
from the welfare services potentially available to them. CS is a programme of general interest
because it is a serious attempt to integrate several welfare services to tackle social exclusion, and
because of its ambitious objective of connecting the most disadvantaged families in society to the
welfare system in a sustained way. The programme had two main components. On the demand
side, home visits and personalised counselling performed by local social workers helped house-
holds acquire the skills they need to autonomously participate in (and benefit from) the services
available to them. On the supply side, the state committed to coordinating the different government
agencies providing the social services.

Governments in middle and high income countries repeatedly express concern about the poor-
est families in their countries, and the difficulty of designing effective policies to support those
who are the hardest to reach. Many other Latin American countries began looking at the Chilean
system of integrated social services as an example for their own policies. A few of them have intro-
duced programmes that mimic several aspects of CS (such as Juntos/Unidos in Colombia, Brasil

Sem Miséria in Brazil and the most recent version of the Oportunidades programme in Mexico,
called Prospera). Learning from CS as a large-scale effort to tackle social exclusion and extreme
poverty is also important in light of the recent evidence of integrated and multifaceted interventions
targeting the extreme poor (Banerjee et al., 2015; Bandiera et al., 2017).1

This paper uses administrative data to study the short- and medium-term impacts for cohorts
of families who were exposed to CS between 2002 and 2006. Our main results focus on a range of
outcomes for which data are available: i.e., employment of different household members, housing
conditions, and the take-up of other social services, such as monetary subsidies, and training and
employment programmes.2

1Most of the evidence on multifaced interventions comes from poor countries and rural contexts. The evidence is
scant for urban settings and middle income or developed countries. Thus, the CS findings are also relevant to the social
policy debate in Europe, where different countries are working on integrating social assistance and income-support
schemes (Atkinson, 2015; Immervoll and Scarpetta, 2012; Markussen and Røed, 2016). In 2007, Colombia introduced
a programme similar to CS, but which suffered from a number of implementation problems (Abramovsky et al., 2016).

2The choice of outcomes is dictated by the use of administrative data, which has a more limited set of outcomes
than a household survey. We also analyse additional variables concerning school enrolment of children, health cover-
age of children and adults in the household, and participation in employment centres, but do not report them as main
results as they are available only for the last three years of data. The benefit of using administrative records is that
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We do not find any impacts of the programme on the employment of adult members of targeted
households. We also do not find any improvements on a wide range of housing conditions. Overall,
this programme does not seem to have real impacts on the lives of its participants in the short or
medium term. However, we find that CS participants increase their take-up of a family allowance
for poor children (the Subsidio Único Familiar, hereafter SUF).3 We are also able to detect an in-
crease in the uptake of employment programmes. In sum, CS participants become better connected
with the social welfare system in Chile. We cannot say whether, as a result, they experienced real
improvements in their lives.

To evaluate the programme we use a regression discontinuity design. Families are eligible to
participate in CS if a poverty index is below a given cutoff, which varies across municipalities and
across years. We compare, within municipality and year, the outcomes of families who are just
below the cutoff with those families who are just above it. The discontinuity in the probability of
participation in CS induced by the poverty index is not sharp, but fuzzy because not all families
identified as a target of the programme in 2001 were immediately served due to supply constraints.
CS was rolled out for a period of 5 years and about 20% of the 225,000 target families were
enrolled annually, with priority given to the poorest. Thus, the cutoffs are not observed in the initial
years of the programme and we estimate the effective cutoffs using the procedures applied in Chay,
McEwan and Urquiola (2005) and Card, Mas and Rothstein (2008). We show graphically that there
are large discontinuities in participation at the estimated cutoffs in about 80% of the municipalities
in Chile. In addition, for those municipalities where the discontinuity in CS participation is not
visible at the estimated cutoff, it is also not visible for household outcomes.

For households with a poverty index in the neighbourhood of the discontinuity, the average
impact of being eligible for CS in a given year on participation in the programme is about 12-
13%. We then produce intention-to-treat (ITT) and instrumental variables (IV) estimates of the
impact of CS using eligibility to CS as an instrument for participation in the programme. We use
administrative records covering a period of ten years (2000-2009). We start observing families at
least a year before the introduction of CS; these families were followed for two, four and up to
six years after entry into the programme. Having access to administrative data over such a long
horizon is important because programmes of this type often take a few years until they become
fully functional.

From a methodological standpoint, our regression discontinuity estimator is likely to produce

we can study the universe of participants to the welfare system and track them for a long period of time. The cost is
that we are not able to track outcomes such as consumption or income, and more in-depth measures of subjective well
being and mental health.

3Barham, Macours and Maluccio (2013) and Barham, Macours and Maluccio (2017) study an example of take-up
of transfer for poor families with children in Nicaragua with sustained impacts on school achievement 10 years after
entry in programme. This echoes the US evidence showing that access to safety nets and social assistance programs
have long term effects on adult outcomes (Hoynes, Schanzenbach and Almond, 2016; Aizer et al., 2016).

3



more credible estimates of programme impacts than alternatives such as difference-in-difference
estimators, which are likely to be affected by violations of the common trends assumption. Serious
threats to the internal validity of our estimates are unlikely, but there are two challenges to their
external validity. On the one hand, as in any RD estimator, the sub-sample of the population being
studied is located just in the neighbourhood of the discontinuity. However, because we observe
many different discontinuities across municipalities, this problem is much less serious. The group
of families we are probably missing are those located at the very bottom of the income distribution,
who are never in the neighbourhood of any cutoff, even in municipalities where this cutoff is
relatively low. On the other hand, there are municipalities where the observed discontinuity is large
and others where it is not. Only the first municipalities contribute information to our estimates.
We show that there are not large differences between the two types of municipalities except that
municipalities with large discontinuities are more likely to be capital of province (and, thus, urban).
Therefore, our estimated impacts are more likely to be relevant for the urban poor than for the rural
poor.

Previous work on CS has overlooked unique aspects of the program, particularly, the focus of
the programme on families more severely excluded from access to the social services. Moreover,
other existing studies either focus on short-term impacts (Galasso, 2011) or on the impacts of
families starting the programme in 2002 or 2003 (Galasso, 2011; Larranaga and Tagle, 2009; de la
Guardia, Hojman and Larranaga, 2011; Sarzosa and Urzua, 2012), but a focus on the early stages
of the programme may be misleading because CS was not yet working at full capacity during this
time.4

The paper proceeds as follows. We describe the programme in the next section. In section 3
we explain the empirical strategy; section 4 describes the data. In section 5 we present and discuss
our results. Section 6 concludes.

2 Chile Solidario

CS was designed by the government to reach families who lived in extreme poverty in 2002. We
focus on the first five cohorts of entrants (2002-2006), because the targeting mechanism and design
of CS changed substantially after 2006. Here we describe the main components of CS, and defer

4Galasso (2011) finds that the programme had significant impacts on the education and health of households,
and the take-up of social benefits. However, her results rely on a non-representative survey, which was designed in
a very specific way, to fit the use of a matching estimator. Larranaga and Tagle (2009) and de la Guardia, Hojman
and Larranaga (2011) were developed contemporaneously with our paper; they find small impacts of the programme
across a variety of dimensions. They rely on differences-in-differences and matching estimators, which may be subject
to likely violations of the common trends assumption. Sarzosa and Urzua (2012) use the RD strategy introduced in
Galasso (2011) and refined in this paper. They use only on the first cohort of CS and focus on test scores of children
obtained from school records, which they were able to merge with the same CAS data set we use in this paper.
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to section 3 details about eligibility rules to the programme because they are used to identify its
impacts.

Home visits The home-visiting component of CS lasts for 24 months. During this period, social
workers conduct 21 home visits of 40–45 minutes each. These visits are more frequent at the be-
ginning of this 24 months period, and their frequency decreases gradually over time. During the
initial CS home visits, the social worker and families sign a symbolic contract where they agree to
work together to achieve a set of 53 living conditions and household behaviours, including issues
such as family dynamics, housing, employment, health and education. Many of these minimum
conditions were already satisfied by several households when they started the programme (see Ta-
ble A.1 in Appendix A). The social worker provides information and active and practical guidance
on how to access existing programmes and services which help improving these conditions.

On average, each social worker is responsible for 50 families per year (standard deviation 25).5

The annual cost per family of home visits depends on the accessibility of municipalities; it ranges
from USD100 in most accessible municipalities to USD500 in remote municipalities (this cost
includes the cost of the visit, and the training and supervision of the social worker; see Mideplan
(2009)).6 In the first year of operation, home visits accounted for almost the full budget of the
programme. After 2004, although the financial resources allocated to this component remained
almost unchanged, its share of the total budget decreased to only 4% of the total budget (while
subsidies and services directed to CS families gained weight in the overall budget; Raczynski
(2008); Camacho and Silva (2014)).

Guaranteed access to monetary subsidies Participating families receive a monthly cash trans-
fer for a period of five years (called Bono Chile Solidario during the first two years and Bono de

Engreso in the last three years). This transfer is independent of family size. For example, in 2005,

5About 2400 social workers work under CS each year and there is substantial variability in their average caseload
across the country. Social workers in remote regions, such as Aysen and Magallanes, have an average load of 16
families, whereas their workload is around 60 families in urban regions, such as Bio-Bio or Araucania. Data on the
demographic characteristics for 559 social workers who worked on CS between 2007 and 2009 show that 88% are
women, 80% have a degree in social work, and they are 26 years old on average. The turnover of social workers is
substantial and 20% of CS families received visits by more than one social worker.

6For 2009, the year to which we have information on the structure of costs of CS obtained from former admin-
istrators of the program, there were three components of costs: (i) cost of direct attention to the family, including
home visits by the social worker, materials that are given to the family and community education workshops; (2) local
service administration, including administrative expenses, such as transportation, equipment, and life and accident
insurance for the social worker and their training costs; and (3) supervision, monitoring and technical assistance,
including central and regional staff responsible for monitoring and technical assistance and their administrative costs
(such as field visits and transportation) and the maintenance of the online registration and monitoring system. The first
component represents 78% of the costs, while the second and third components represent 13% and 9% of the costs,
respectively.
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the transfer starts at about USD19 per month and decreases over time to about USD7 per month.7

The amount of the CS transfer is in general lower than that of other well-known cash transfers in
Latin America, because its goal is just to compensate families for the costs of participating in the
programme, instead of consisting of a subsistence transfer.8

If eligible, families in CS are also guaranteed access to the existing monthly (non-contributory)
allowance available for poor families with children younger than 18 years of age (SUF - Sub-

sidio Único Familiar); the pension for the elderly poor, for the disabled, and for individuals with
mental disabilities (PASIS - Pension Asistencial); and the water subsidy (SAP - Subsidio de Água

Potable), which covers up to 15 cubic meters of monthly consumption in the water bill. Eligibility
for these transfers is based on family structure and income requirements. The score on a means
test index (the CAS, which is described in detail below) is also used to determine priority in allo-
cation of slots. In 2005 and 2006, the total payments of these three social subsidies and CS grants
represented 63.5% of the total budget of the programme.9

Preferential access to social services and the reorganization of the supply side Participating
families have preferential access to a whole array of social services available in their municipality
of residence. Between 2002 and 2004, municipalities and local services providers simply improved
the coordination of different programmes serving the target population without increasing the sup-
ply of services. With the approval of the law that regulates CS in 2004, there was an improvement
in the quantity and quality of the supply of such services.10 The budget share allocated to the

7In 2005, for the first six months of the programme, the monthly value of the transfer was 10,752 pesos
(USD19.21) and for the last six months (of the 24 months of home visits) the value was 3,930 pesos (USD7.02);
Raczynski (2008). These values correspond to 19.7% and 7.2% of the household monthly income among eligible
families in 2005.

8For example, depending on the family structure, cash transfers for the poor from Mexican Oportunidades may
exceed USD150 per month, and the Bolsa Familia monthly transfer in Brazil varies between USD40-60 per family.
The monthly transfer associated to the Colombian programme Familias en Acción can be lower than the CS transfer,
starting at USD8/month per child enrolled in school (Fiszbein et al., 2009).

9SUF is primarily aimed for every child in poor families without Social Security access. Beneficiary families
must have a CAS score; the monthly income must be below the subsidy requested; and, children aged 6 or older must
be enrolled in school and children younger than 6 years old must attend regular medical check-ups. The selection of
beneficiaries who meet these requirements is based on the CAS score, and the programme targets the poorest 40% of
the country. Since the CS targets the poorest 5%, all families that meet the requirements above, and that are eligible to
CS, are also eligible to SUF. Once selected a beneficiary, the payment of the SUF is received for three years and may
be renewed until the child turns 18, as long as they continue to be eligible.

The PASIS is a pension for poor elderly or poor disabled individuals over 18 who are not entitled to Social Security
pensions. Individuals are required to have a Ficha CAS and their income cannot exceed the value of the pension.

The SAP includes partial or total financing of monthly water and sewer systems for families who are up to date on
the payment of the services, but that are unable to pay the full account. Beneficiaries are selected to PASIS and SAP
on the basis of the CAS index score and of the resources allocated to each municipality for this purpose. The cutoffs
for eligibility are set at much higher levels than for CS.

10New programmes were created and the existent ones redirected the supply geographically in proportion to the
needs of CS families in each municipality (see Table A.2 in Appendix A).
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provision of programmes to CS beneficiaries increased sixfold between 2003 and 2007 (Mideplan,
2009; Camacho and Silva, 2014). In 2005-2006, funding for these services represented one-third
of the overall budget of the programme.

Employment and training programmes are of particular interest due to their potential effects on
labour market outcomes and the long-term earnings profile of programme participants. As a result
of the increase in funds provided to social services, the coverage of employment programmes grew
from serving 24% of CS beneficiaries in 2004 to 100% of those in families deemed eligible to such
programmes in 2007 (i.e., families which did not meet the corresponding minimum conditions at
entry in CS).

3 Empirical Strategy

Our goal is to estimate the impact of participation in CS on a wide range of household outcomes.
Our most basic empirical model is given by the following equation

Yimt = α+βCSimt−k + f (Ximt)+ εimt (1)

where Yimt is the outcome of interest for family i in municipality m and year t, CSimt−k is a dummy
variable indicating whether the family entered in CS at year t − k, Ximt is a vector of controls
(entering through function f (.)), and εimt is the error term. β is the impact of the programme on Y

which, in principle, can vary across individuals.
Participation in CS is not randomly assigned to families; therefore, it is potentially correlated

with unobserved determinants of the outcomes Yimt . For example, β may overestimate the impact of
CS if the most motivated families among the poorest are those who enrol in the programme. β could
also underestimate the impact of CS if priority in enrolment is given to the most disadvantaged
families, who could also be the most resistant to engagement with the social worker.

To estimate the causal effect of the programme, we use a regression discontinuity design, which
relies on the fact that eligibility to CS is determined by the score on a wealth index (the CAS) with
cutoffs varying across municipalities. In each municipality m and time period t, we compare
outcomes of families just below (just eligible) and just above their respective cutoffs when they
were potential entrants to the programme (e.g., Hahn, Todd and der Klaauw (2001); Imbens and
Lemieux (2008); Lee and Lemieux (2010)).

Selection of families and coverage The CAS score is constructed from an instrument used to
select families for several social programmes in Chile (i.e., the Ficha CAS). The number of fam-
ilies to be offered CS in each municipality was assigned in proportion of the percentage of the
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population in extreme poverty, Pm in municipality, based on the income distribution in 2000 (see
Law 19,949 of 2004). Thus, the official cutoff score of CAS for each municipality was the value
of CAS such that the proportion of families below that score within the municipality was exactly
equal to Pm.11

In practice, there were capacity constraints and not all eligible families with a score below Pm

were invited in the first year of operation. Out of the 225,000 families deemed eligible by 2002, the
government decided to gradually phase in the program, serving around 50,000 families per year
up to 2005 (there was an additional provision to serve 50,000 more families in 2006). Within each
municipality, families with the lowest CAS were supposed to be the first to enrol, although that did
not always happen.

Effective Eligibility Cutoffs We do not know exactly how eligibility cutoffs for CAS were es-
tablished in each municipality and year, but any such procedure would be one in which a cutoff
was estimated at a particular date, so that all CS slots in a municipality were potentially exhausted
for the following year. As mentioned above, the initial idea was to serve the poorest families first
by strictly following the order of their CAS scores, which would mean that this cutoff could in
principle be easily calculated from the existing CAS records.

However, this was almost never possible for many reasons. To begin with, many poor families
were not even in the CAS system, or they resided in remote areas that were very hard to reach by
social workers. Furthermore, there is substantial entry and exit of families from the CAS system,
and among the existing families there are changes in their CAS scores (each family’s CAS needs
to be adjusted at least once every two years). So, even if it was possible to maintain a workable
and up to date database that could be used to manage entry in real time right at the outset of the
programme, the cutoffs for eligibility would have to be adjusted each time a new family entered
the system, left the system, or experienced a change in the score, which was not practical. As a
result, the set of families eligible or not for the programme could continuously change throughout
the year.12

Given the limited number of available social workers in each municipality, their workload
had to be organised geographically. To maximise the number of families served by the program,
municipalities needed to optimise the amount of travel done by each social worker. This was
done by assigning work areas to different social workers to ensure that all social workers avoided
travelling around the entire area of the municipality. New families enrolling in CS in each area were

11In the initial stages of CS, there was an effort to register indigent families with the CAS system. However, new
registration occurred only in a few isolated instances (Larranaga and Conterras, 2010).

12It is not likely that it would be possible to exclude families already invited even if they became ineligible in the
meantime. It would also be equally difficult to exclude newly eligible families from entering the programme (and
thereby exhausting one of the existing vacancies).

8



assigned to the social worker(s) already working in that area, provided that their caseload allowed
for it. These work areas were small in dense urban locations, and large in sparsely populated rural
locations. Accordingly, worker caseloads in urban areas were usually larger than in rural areas,
where a social worker needs to travel large distances to see all families. If a potential new family
was located in a neighbourhood with no social workers, or where social workers were operating
at their maximum capacity, it was unlikely that it would have been served by the programme that
year.

Therefore, in practice, municipalities had to project the number of families poor enough to en-
ter the programme in a given year and they were simultaneously constrained to select families who
were located in a catchment area of an existing social worker or in an area where the municipality
was planning to introduce a social worker. The cutoff was set as a compromise between maximis-
ing the number of very poor families being served every year given the budget and minimising the
social worker allocation costs.

Unfortunately, the effective eligibility cutoffs used by each municipality between 2002 and
2006 were not recorded in any of the programme data we have available. Therefore, we have to
estimate them from data on the CAS scores and programme participation. We rely on a method
used in Chay, McEwan and Urquiola (2005) and Card, Mas and Rothstein (2008), which is similar
to identifying structural breaks in time series data.

This procedure works as follows. For each municipality m in year t, t = 2002, ...,2006, we
define a grid along the CAS distribution in the range

[
CASmin

mt +20,CASmax
mt −20

]
, where CASmin

mt

and CASmax
mt are the lowest and highest values of CAS score in municipality m in year t, respec-

tively. For each integer value of CAS in the grid, g, we define a dummy of potential eligibility
Eg

imt = 1 [CASimt ≤ g], thus g is a potential cutoff. Since the score is continuous and it can take val-
ues up to three decimals ranging between 350 and 770 points, the values of the grid g are restricted
to be integer and the grid is update every two points in the interval

[
CASmin

mt +20,CASmax
mt −20

]
.

Then, for each municipality m in year t, t = 2002, ...,2006, we estimate the following equation
using each value g in the grid,

Dimt = α+ψEg
imt + εimt (2)

where Dimt takes a value of 1 if family i in municipality m enters CS in year t, and 0 otherwise.
We then select as the cutoff score the value of CAS g that maximises the R2 of (2). Hansen
(2000) shows that if equation (2) is correctly specified, this procedure yields a consistent estimate
of the effective cutoff.13 We use the estimated cutoff as the true cutoff in a standard regression

13For the sake of precision, we exclude municipalities with less than 50 families and municipalities without CS
participants. This implies that we drop between 9 (in 2002) and 23 (in 2006) municipalities. In total there were 346
municipalities in Chile in this period.
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discontinuity analysis.
Empirically, we show that there exist striking discontinuities in participation in CS as a function

of CAS scores in several of the more than 300 municipalities in Chile. For example, in 2002, for
90% of the municipalities the estimated discontinuity size, ψ̂, is at least 7 percentage points. We
also show that the participation rate of eligible families in the programme in each year is well
below 100% for any given cohort. This is unlikely to be a demand problem, because virtually
every family invited to CS accepted the invitation (out of all invited families, only 4.7% did not
participate; see table A.3 in Appendix A). This just reflects binding supply constraints.14

Figure 1 plots the proportion of families participating in CS as a function of their CAS score
measured in 2002 for 6 (randomly selected) municipalities. There are two vertical lines in each
graph: a solid line indicating the estimated effective cutoff, and a dashed line indicating the official
cutoff. The lines are superimposed when these cutoffs coincide. There are clear discontinuities in
participation at the cut-off in the three municipalities at the top of Figure 1, while the discontinuities
are not visible in the bottom three municipalities. Similar figures for all municipalities in Chile,
and for 2002 and 2005 are shown in Figures C.1 and C.2 in Appendix C (the figures for 2003 and
2004 are available from the authors).

This means that our estimates are relevant only for the set of municipalities where there is a
discontinuity in participation at the cutoff and municipalities with small discontinuities contribute
no information to our estimates. Those municipalities with an effective cutoff are more likely to
be a capital of province, and municipalities where households are, on average, relatively better off
than in other places, as measured by a higher share of employed household heads and houses are
also more likely to be connected to the public water supply network .

Eligibility and Participation In our setting, the mapping from eligibility to participation is not
perfect. Municipalities had some discretion in the order of invitation of eligible households, ac-
cording to the geographic matching of families to social workers; thus, there were families with
the same CAS score but different participation status. Therefore, we will present instrumental
variables estimates of the programme computed as described in expression (3) (for very small ε):

β
IV =

lim
ε−→0+

Pr
(
Yimt = 1|CASimt−k =CASmt−k− ε

)
− lim

ε−→0+
Pr
(
Yimt = 1|CASimt−k =CASmt−k + ε

)
lim

ε−→0+
Pr
(
CSimt−k = 1|CASimt−k =CASmt−k− ε

)
− lim

ε−→0+
Pr
(
CSimt−k = 1|CASimt−k =CASmt−k + ε

) ,
(3)

14As an illustration, Figure B.2 in Appendix B plots the distribution of estimated CS cutoffs across municipalities,
for each year between 2002 and 2006. As expected by the gradual rollout from the bottom of the CAS distribution the
distribution gradually shifted to the right over time on average. In 2002, the effective cutoff is lower than the official
cutoff in 86.5% municipalities and in 2005 this proportion is reduced to 60%.
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where the numerator of this expression is the discontinuity in the outcome at the cutoff of eligibility
to CS (CASmt−k), and the denominator is the discontinuity in the probability of participation in CS
at this cutoff (see Hahn, Todd and der Klaauw (2001)). Families just above and just below the
cutoff differ in their eligibility to CS, and in those variables the programme is meant to affect, but
they are likely to be similar in all other (observable and unobservable) pre-programme dimensions.
Below we show that this is indeed the case.15

We also restrict the sample to those families whose CAS is near the cutoff for the programme,
as points away from the discontinuity should have no weight in the estimation of programme
impacts (e.g., Black, Galdo and Smith (2007); Lee and Lemieux (2010)). We focus on the sample
of families whose CAS score was at most 20 points away from their municipality’s cutoff, but we
also present estimates using alternative windows.

Finally, standard applications of regression discontinuity compare boundary points of (non-
parametric) regressions of the outcome Yi on CAS, estimated on each side of the discontinuity
point. Since we have several discontinuity points, one alternative (which we implement) is to nor-
malise all of them to zero, and instead of the absolute value of CAS, consider CASim−CASm,
which is the difference between a family’s CAS and the municipality cutoff in the relevant year.
We start by estimating the following model:

Yimt = φ+ γEimt−k + f (CASimt−k−CASmt−k)+uimt (4)

where Eimt−k is an indicator of eligibility for the programme and uimt−k is an idiosyncratic shock.
We control for a flexible function of CAS (normalised by the cutoff). In practice, we use a quadratic
in
(
CASimt−k−CASmt−k

)
, different on either side of the cutoff, but we also present a robustness

analysis using other parameterisations of this function. Our models include municipality-year
effects, which absorb municipality-year shocks that may affect the outcome independently of eli-
gibility (e.g., shocks in the local supply of social services, or shocks to the local labour market).
Standard errors are clustered at the municipality level (the municipality is measured at the time of
eligibility).

We then compute programme impacts using a standard two-stage least squares procedure. All
coefficients are estimated using a linear probability model in the first stage, where we regress a
dummy variable indicating participation in CS on the eligibility dummy at time t− k, controlling
for distance to cutoff through f (CASim −CASm). We then obtain the predicted probability of

15Among eligible families to CS, within each municipality, families who are selected to CS are less likely to have
adequate walls or ceilings in their homes, less likely to be legal occupants of their home, and more likely to have a
connection to the sewage network. Participant families have lower CAS scores than non-participant families; heads
and spouses in participant families are more likely to be working than those in non-participating families. Selected
families are more likely to have children, to be receiving subsidies, and to live in urban areas. These results are
available from the authors.
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participation in CS estimated, ĈSimt−k. In the second stage we estimate:

Yimt = α+θĈSimt−k +g(CASimt−k−CASmt−k)+ εimt (5)

where k = 2,4,6 (which means that we study the effects of CS two to six years after the start of
home visits), and participation at lag k (time t−k) is instrumented by eligibility for the programme
at lag k in their municipality of residence.

We estimate models pooling all cohorts together as well as separately by cohort. When we pool
them, we restrict the coefficients of the model to be the same across all cohorts.16 We define cohorts
of potential entrants in each year in terms of potential entry into the programme. Since 2002 is the
first year of the program, every family who is in the CAS database in that year is a potential entrant;
thus, they are labelled as belonging to the 2002 cohort. To define subsequent cohorts, we consider
every family in the CAS database in a given year, but who has not enrolled in CS in any prior year.
Throughout this paper, we refer interchangeably to the 2-, 4- and 6-year impacts as short-, medium-
and long-term effects, respectively (the latter results are presented in the Appendix because long-
term results are only available for the first two cohorts). Bai (1997) shows that sampling error in
the location of a change point can be ignored in estimation of the magnitude of the break. We rely
on this result and do not adjust our standard errors for the estimation of the cutoffs, as Card, Mas
and Rothstein (2008).

Although it is simple to explain and implement, this procedure ignores potentially important
enrolment dynamics, which may make our results hard to interpret. Take, for example, the case
where the time between the measurement of the outcome and the measurement of eligibility (t−k)
is large. Even in the case where programme impacts (e.g., θ in equation (5)) do not vary across
individuals, equation (5) is potentially misspecified, because both participant and non-participant
families in t − k could potentially change participation status in t − k + 1, or in any other year
between t− k and t. If that happened, then equation (5) would have to account for the complete
history of programme participation.

This problem can be addressed. We consider this issue very carefully below following Cellini,
Ferreira and Rothstein (2010). We implemented their procedure and we do not find evidence that
considering explicitly these more complex dynamics substantially affect our results. Therefore, we
present our simpler model in the paper, and the more complex model in Appendix D.

16Once a family enrols in CS, it remains in the programme for 5 years in total, even if its CAS score rises above
the eligibility cutoff during this period. This means that, at each period of potential entry, eligibility only determines
participation for those not yet enrolled in CS. Our estimates are valid for a sample which is changing over time, which
is only important if programme impacts vary substantially across families.
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Multiple Hypotheses Testing Since we examine multiple outcomes simultaneously, it is reason-
able to correct our inference for multiple hypotheses testing. Whenever stated in the table notes,
the stars next to each coefficient in the results indicate whether it is statistically different from zero,
after accounting for multiple hypotheses testing using the procedure in algorithms 4.1 and 4.2 of
Romano and Wolf (2005).

We test hypotheses for short- and medium-term estimates separately, but all the hypotheses of
the different subgroups are jointly tested to control for splitting the population into multiple sub-
groups. This requires estimating for each bootstrap sample the models corresponding to Tables 3,
4, 5 and 6 (and A.8 in Appendix A). Thus, we test between 112 and 122 hypotheses simultane-
ously.17 Algorithm 4.2 of Romano and Wolf (2005) is an iterative rejection/acceptance procedure,
for a fixed level of significance. In the tables presented, the stars report significance levels of 1%,
5%, and 10%, which means that we apply the algorithm three times, once for each level. The
critical values are adjusted for a two-sided test. We use 500 bootstrap replications, and we account
for potential correlation of residuals within municipality using block-bootstrap.

4 Data

Our analysis is based on administrative records of all families applying for publicly provided social
programmes in Chile. These records contain all components of the items used in the construction
of the means test indices used to determine eligibility for these programs (the CAS18 Consolidado

for 2000-2006 and Ficha de Proteccion Social (FPS) for 2007-2009). In addition, we also use
administrative records on participation in CS and other welfare programmes. The Ficha CAS
was created in 1979. It was applied by the municipalities, and it covered about one-third of the
Chilean population annually between 2000 and 2006. In 2007, the Ficha CAS was replaced by a
new targeting instrument, the FPS. The FPS expanded the coverage from 2007 onward to reach
two-thirds of the population by 2009 (see Appendix E for details).

In 1998, the Ficha CAS covered 91.5% of the poorest families in the country (defined as those at
the bottom 10% of the country’s income distribution; see Mideplan (2000) and Larranaga (2005)).
The Ficha CAS consisted of a two-pages form that households were required to complete if they

17In columns 3 and 4 of Table 3 we test 122 hypotheses simultaneously and in columns 7 and 8 we test 112
hypotheses simultaneously. In particular, there are 17 and 19 outcomes used for placebo estimates in columns 3 and
4, respectively. To these outcomes we also add the take-up by head and spouse of employment programs exclusively
for CS families (see Figure B.7 in the Appendix); we also re-estimate all outcomes in columns 7 and 8 for the sample
of household that (1) live in urban areas, (2) live in rural areas, (3) fulfilled the condition before 2002 and (4) did not
fulfilled the condition before 2002. Thus, in columns 3 and 4 we test 17+5×21 = 122 hypotheses. We did the same
for the outcomes in columns 7 and 8, where we test 17+5×19 = 112 hypotheses, as take-up by head and spouse of
employment programs exclusively for CS families are not used as outcome for four years of potential exposure.

18CAS stands for ”Comites de Asistencia Social” – Social Welfare Committees.
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wished to apply for social benefits. It collected information on housing conditions (e.g., material
used for the construction of the house, access to water, sanitary services); socio-economic char-
acteristics of household members (occupation, educational level, date of birth, and income); and
ownership of assets and durables (housing property, heater and refrigerator). These correlates of
long-term poverty were used to construct a score ranging from 350 to 770 points. Households
with a CAS score below 500 were considered extremely poor, while those with a score between
500 and 540 were considered poor. The CAS score was valid for 2 years and it was used until
2007 to determine eligibility for monetary transfers (pension assistance for old age, i.e., PASIS,
and family allowance, i.e., SUF), water subsidies (SAP), access to social housing and child care
centres (Larranaga, 2005).

Using the Chilean national ID, we are able to merge the CAS and the FPS with the register of
families participating in CS and with the register of all individuals participating in social promotion
and training programmes between 2004 and 2007.

Since we use a regression discontinuity design, our main sample is restricted to families around
the eligibility cutoff to CS in at least one year between 2002 and 2006. Thus, our final sample uses
families who were 20 CAS points at most from the eligibility cutoff, which includes 265,987
families.

4.1 The CAS score

The CAS score is a weighted average of 13 variables. It is standardised to have a mean of 500
and a standard deviation of 100 points. Figure B.1 in the Appendix presents the distribution of the
CAS score for each year between 2000 and 2006. These figures show a smooth distribution for
the score in each year, which suggests that families are unable to manipulate their score.19 This
contrasts with the distributions for a similar poverty index available in Colombia (Camacho and
Conover, 2011).

The Chilean score has some features that make a detailed manipulation by families and inter-
viewers nearly impossible.20 First, although information about the components of CAS score is

19The distribution of the poverty score looks similar across the 13 regions in Chile. These results are available from
the authors.

20To understand the targeting ability of Ficha CAS reaching the eligible but excluding the ineligible, take the
example of SUF, which is one of the outcomes in our paper. As mentioned above, SUF targets families below the
fourth decile of the national income distribution. Castaneda et al. (2005) show that 90% of those taking up SUF in
2000 are indeed among the poorest 40% of the population in Chile, 7% fall in the middle quintile of the income
distribution and just 3% belong to the top 40% of the income distribution. This performance in terms of targeting (i.e.,
high take-up among the poorest and very low or no take-up among the richest) is comparable to the targeting of the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families and Food Stamps in the US where the participation among the top 60% of
the income distribution was 17% and 8%, respectively. The Colombian poverty index is associated with the highest
leakage rate for ineligible participating in subsidised health insurance for the poor. The other two poverty indices
analysed in Castaneda et al. (2005), the Brazilian Cadastro Único and the Mexican registry for the conditional cash
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public, the exact algorithm for its computation has not been released publicly (Larranaga, 2005),
and the weights and variables in the Ficha CAS have been evaluated and updated repeatedly (Cas-
taneda et al., 2005). Second, the resulting score is a continuous variable which can take values
with up to three decimal points. Third, the surveys are revised by reviewers to detect inconsisten-
cies, and at least 20% of the surveys collected with some missing or inconsistent information are
required to be repeated (Larranaga, 2005; Castaneda et al., 2005). Finally, the effective cutoffs are
unknown, which rules out strategic underreporting by families to gain eligibility to the programme.
We formally show in section 5.2 that there is no bunching of families just below the cutoff for each
municipality.

4.2 Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 includes some descriptive statistics for the sample of families used in our main analysis:
i.e., families who are 20 CAS points at most from the eligibility cutoff for at least one year between
2002 and 2006. The outcomes and socio-economic characteristics shown in Table 1 correspond to
the years before CS was implemented.

The families in our sample are very poor, and this is reflected across many dimensions of their
lives, as reported in this table. About 52% of the families receive some subsidy (48% receive the
family child allowance for poor families, SUF). Only 48% of the families have a legal housing
situation (i.e., they own, rent or are authorized to occupy their place of residence). Their houses
are unlikely to have adequate ceiling and walls to protect their inhabitants from weather conditions
(only 31% and 43% have adequate walls and ceilings, respectively). Just 69% of the families have
water provided by the public network, and only 37% have a sewage connection. The mean CAS
score for families in our sample was 490 before 2002 (the national mean was 542; families with a
score below 500 are deemed extremely poor).

Families in our sample also show a different employment profile than the general population:
heads are less likely to be working and when working, they are more likely to be self-employed
than the national average (63% in our sample vs. 39% at national level; the alternative to self-
employment is wage work). Spouses (of the head) in our sample are also less likely to be employed
than the national average (13% vs. 22%). The heads of families in our sample are 50 years old
on average (standard deviation 13.4) and have at most five years of schooling. Finally, 37% of the
families in our sample live in rural areas compared to the national average of 20%.

transfer Oportunidades also produced higher leakages among the top 60% of the income distribution. In Bolsa Escola
(Brazil) and in Oportunidades (Mexico) 35% and 21%, respectively, of those in the programmes belong to the richest
60% of the population. Therefore, although there is some fraud in the reporting of information in Ficha CAS, it is low
and likely more comparable to misreporting in attempt to collect benefits in the USA, than in other Latin American
countries.
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5 Results

5.1 Eligibility and Participation in CS

We start by presenting non-parametric plots to show how the average participation rate in CS varies
with CAS around the eligibility cutoffs, for each year of potential entry into the programme be-
tween 2002 and 2006. Figure 2 shows how the proportion of families participating in CS varies
with the distance between each family’s CAS score and the municipality cutoff score for partici-
pation in CS.

The dots in the figures correspond to cell means for participation in CS, after we divide the
sample around the cutoff into bins of size 1. We consider only families with CAS scores within
20 points of each cutoff point, which means that there are 20 bins on either side of the cutoff. The
lines in each figure are local linear regression estimates of an indicator of participation in CS on the
distance to the effective cutoff, run separately for eligible (CASi jmt−k−CASmt−k≤ 0) and ineligible
(CASi jmt−k−CASmt−k > 0) families. In each year, there is a clear discontinuity in participation in
CS around the (normalised) effective cutoff.21

Table 2 complements these figures by showing estimates of the first stage equation (4), where
the outcome variable is an indicator for CS participation at time t−k, and f (CASimt−k−CASmt−k)

is a quadratic polynomial in its argument. In addition, we include municipality fixed effects, and
run separate regressions for each year; therefore, the variation we use is within municipality and
year. For each cohort (2002-2006) we present two columns. The first one shows our estimate of
the impact of eligibility on participation, where CASmt−k is the effective cutoff. The second column
shows the same estimate when we use the official cutoff for each municipality. The discontinuities
in the proportion of families enrolled in CS around the estimated effective eligibility cutoff are
statistically significant, between 12-13.3%. The discontinuities around the official cutoff are statis-
tically significant, but much smaller in magnitude (see Figure B.4 for correspondent nonparametric
estimates).

To understand how the gradual shift in cutoffs over time allows to identify the effect of entry
into CS in different years, we also redid the graphs in Figure 2 using an indicator which takes the
value of 1 if a household ever enrolled in CS up to that year as a dependent variable, and zero
otherwise. This variable captures cumulative participation into the program. The most important
difference between Figures 2 and 3 is the following. For each cohort in figure 2, we exclude all
families who have enrolled in CS in the past since they cannot re-enrol in the programme again as

21Since we showed in section 3 that not all municipalities in Chile contributed to the identification of the effects
of CS, Figure B.3 in Appendix B presents estimates for ρ from the first stage equation CSimt−k = τ + ρEimt−k +
f (CASimt−k−CASmt−k)+ uimt−k estimated separately for each municipality. For simplicity, all cohorts (2002-2006)
are pooled together. The size of the first stage is at least 0.1 for about 3/4 of the municipalities.
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new participants, while for Figure 3 we keep all families in the sample, regardless of whether they
participated in CS in the past or not.

Again, we estimate local linear regressions of this indicator of cumulative participation in CS
on the distance to the effective cutoff, separately for near-eligible and near-ineligible families.
Each graph in the figure has five lines corresponding to the cumulative participation indicators for
each year. In each of the five graphs, we use a different set of effective cutoffs, corresponding to
the effective cutoffs in each year from 2002 to 2006.

There is a discontinuity of 12-13% in the probability of entry in CS up to year t around the
effective cutoff of year t. For example, take the graph where the running variable is the distance to
cutoff in 2004. There is a clear discontinuity at this cutoff for the probability of entry in 2004. As
expected, there is no discontinuity around that cutoff for those who entered before 2004, because
participation for those enrolling in CS before 2004 should not be affected by the 2004 cutoff.
Notice also that eligibility in year t has the same effect on CS participation in each subsequent
year t + k,k ≥ 1. This follows from the fact that the discontinuities at the year t cutoffs affect all
current and future cohorts equally. This is because there are subsequent entrants, but their entry is
not affected by the year t cutoff. This explains why the discontinuity around the 2004 cutoff in the
probability of entry up to 2005 and 2006 is similar to that of entry up to 2004.

5.2 Intent-to-Treat Estimates of Programme Impacts

We start by presenting intent-to-treat (ITT) estimates for three groups of outcomes for which we
have information: the take-up of subsidies and of employment programmes,22 labour market out-
comes, and housing conditions. In the main text of our paper we focus on programme impacts
measured two and four years after a family first enrolled in the programme. In the Appendix we
also present impacts measured six years after they first enrolled in the programme which can only
be calculated for families that (potentially) started the programme in 2002 or 2003. Table A.4 in
Appendix A includes the definition of each variable used.

Figure 4 shows estimates of the relationship between outcomes and the distance to the munici-
pality and cohort-specific cutoffs. The vertical line shows the point where this distance is equal to
zero. Outcomes are measured two years after potential programme enrolment (Figure B.5 in the
Appendix presents similar figures but for outcomes measured four years after potential entry). The
dots in the figures correspond to cell means for the outcomes after we group individuals into bins of

22We use information about two types of employment programmes offered by FOSIS: (1) programmes to which
CS families had preferential access, and (2) and programmes to be attended exclusively by individuals in CS families.
In the main text we present the impacts for the first type of programmes, but we also present estimates on the impacts
on the second type of employment programmes (which aim exclusively at individuals in families during the years of
CS home visits) in the Appendix.
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size 1, according to their CAS scores. The lines in the figures are local linear regression estimates
of the outcomes on the distance to the effective cutoff, with their 95% confidence intervals.23

Figure 4 shows that there is higher take-up of SUF (child allowance) and SAP (water subsidy)
just below than just above the effective eligibility cutoff. This difference for SUF is statistically
significant in the parametric regression models we present below. The probabilities of participation
in the employment programmes by the head and spouse also increase at the cutoff (in Figure B.7 in
Appendix we also present the estimated impact on the take-up by head and spouse of employment
programs exclusively for CS families). We do not find any statistically significant differences
between households on either side of the cutoffs when we look at the probability of legal ownership
of the house, access to the public water supply network, and the employment status of head and
spouse.

Table 3 summarises our parametric ITT results. The first column of Table 3 shows the control-
mean, i.e., the mean of the variable considered for the sample of just ineligible families (with CAS
score at most 4 points above the cutoff).24 Columns (4) and (8) in this table show estimates of γ

in equation 4 measured two and four years after potential enrolment, respectively. The strongest
impacts of CS are on the take-up of SUF and employment programmes for the spouse. Although
there are positive impact estimates in several other outcomes, they are not statistically different
from zero once we adjust for multiple hypotheses testing. The impact on the take-up of SUF
and employment programmes for the spouse persist up to 4 years after entry in CS. Although the
point estimates in Table 3 and in Figure 4 are similar, the standard error bands are larger in the
figures than in the tables. This is because the tables show estimates using parametric rather than
non-parametric specifications, which greatly reduce the number of estimated parameters in the
model, and the resulting standard errors, without producing noticeable changes in the estimated
parameters of interest.

It is reasonable that the strongest impacts are on the take-up of subsidies and social services
during the first two years when home visits are in place. During these visits, the social worker
should provide information about the services and subsidies each family is entitled to, how they
can benefit the family and simultaneously help them to register for these programmes.

To assess the balance in observable characteristics of individuals on each side of the cutoff
we estimate equation (4) using pre-determined characteristics that should not be affected by the
programme as dependent variables (Lee and Lemieux (2010)). Columns (3) and (7) of Table 3

23We use a bandwidth equal to 8. The results are robust to using bandwidths equal to 6 and 10 (see Figure B.6 in
Appendix B).

24Our sample size became smaller when we estimated longer-term impact estimates because we only have data up
to 2009. However, our results for the longer-run impacts were not driven by sample selection because the 2-year effects
are similar if we restrict the sample to those families to whom we can estimate both 2- and 4-year impacts (results
available from the authors). Table A.5 in Appendix A is a version of Table 3, including the t-statistic unadjusted for
multiple hypotheses testing.
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(labelled ”placebo”) show the results when each of the variables are measured prior to the imple-
mentation of CS in 2000 (or 2001 if the family has no information for 2000), and, therefore, they
are pre-determined. There is no statistically significant estimate in these columns after accounting
for multiple hypotheses testing, which suggests that individuals located just below and just above
each cutoff are similar in terms of their observable pre-determined characteristics.25 Finally, Fig-
ure B.9 in Appendix B shows that the density of the running variable at the cutoff is continuous
(McCrary, 2008); therefore, there is no evidence of manipulation of CAS scores around the cutoff.
Thus, our empirical strategy is likely to be valid.

One last important thing to report from this table, which is again consistent with the graphical
evidence, is that there are no impacts of the programme on employment and housing outcomes,
either in the short or in the medium term. Although the programme was able to link some addi-
tional individuals to the social welfare network, the programme had no real impact on any of the
measures of household welfare and economic opportunities observed in our data. Perhaps there
was an impact on non-durable consumption items, such as food, or on savings, since we expect
participating households to have higher income because they can access SUF. Unfortunately, we
are unable to observe these variables in our data.

5.3 Instrumental Variables

Table 4 shows the IV estimates corresponding to the ITT estimates in Table 3, for short- (column
1) and medium-term (column 2) effects of participation in the programme. We present estimates
only for those outcomes, SUF and take-up of employment programmes, where in Table 3 we reject
the null of no effect, and employment status. Our IV estimates for the remaining outcomes in the
table (available on request), are not statistically different from zero.

The take-up of SUF by families just above the cutoff is 52.7%. CS participation increases the
probability that a family takes-up SUF by 11% and 17% two and four years after enrolment in CS,
respectively.

The mean participation in employment programmes among near-eligible households is very
low (below 2%), both for the household head and for the spouse. Relative to these values, the
magnitudes of short-run programme impacts on the take-up of these programmes are substantial
(2.3% and 3.8% for the head and the spouse, respectively). Note that the take-up of employment
programmes is a lower bound estimate of the impact of the programme because participation in
programmes that exclusively target individuals in CS families is excluded from the definition and

25The different panels of Figure B.8 in Appendix B show this graphically. Although some of the graphs suggest
that there may be differences in some variables, they are not statistically different from zero. Furthermore, one of the
few outcomes for which we found programme impacts was SUF, and for this variable we have perfect balance. The
only outcome for which this validation exercise cannot be performed is participation in employment programmes from
FOSIS prior to 2002, which is not available before 2004.
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the supply of these programmes increased over time since 2004. Medium-term impacts are smaller
and statistically insignificant for take-up of employment programmes by heads, possibly because
the earlier cohorts were not exposed to the expansion of the supply side of programmes.

5.4 Differential Impacts Across Groups

We analyse two dimensions of heterogeneity to further understand the mechanisms underlying
this pattern of programme impacts. First, we examine whether there are differential impacts for
households who are disconnected from the welfare system or had not met the minimum conditions
before 2002. This is interesting because the main impact of the programme seems to be linking
poor families to the social welfare system. If that is really the case, we would not expect any im-
pacts on families who were already collecting subsidies and participating in employment programs
before CS was implemented. These families had already been informed about the types of benefits
they can apply for and already incurred the initial costs required to get them, including any social
stigma. If the impacts of CS were similar for those with and without prior participation in the
welfare system, it is unlikely that CS was operating either by providing new information, or even
by reducing stigma.

Second, we examine whether there are differential impacts across cohorts by comparing the
effects for those who (potentially) enter CS before vs. after the approval of the law that regulates
the programme in 2004 and expansion of the programmes made available to CS participants.26 This
is interesting because the supply of social services available for CS participants greatly expanded
over time. In the early stages of CS, even though households were encouraged to register for a
large range of social programmes, they were in short supply which meant that CS participants
did not get to access them. Therefore, later CS families benefited from a much more generous
programme than earlier participants. Again, if CS operated primarily by fostering the participation
of CS families in the welfare system, we expect larger programme impacts for later cohorts of
entrants. Of course, it is also possible that the programme was just better implemented for later
cohorts as CS workers at various levels learned from the early years of implementation.

26We also studied two other sources of heterogeneity, but we opted to leave them out of the paper, since they are
more speculative. One could argue that the availability of social services varies with the degree of remoteness of the
local of residence. For example, families would incur in a higher transportation cost to access services. Thus, when we
allow the effects to vary by urban and rural areas, we cannot reject the null of similar effects across areas in the take-up
of subsidies (SUF), employment programmes and labour market outcomes. We also allow the effect to vary by whether
families live in municipalities where social workers are allocated more or less families (in particular, municipalities
where on average social workers are allocated more or less than 50 families). Such sample split can be problematic
because municipalities that allocated more families to each social worker might also be those municipalities with more
experienced and able social workers. Also, a higher caseload for social workers correlates strongly with geographic
remoteness; therefore, a disaggregation by caseload is similar to a disaggregation by urban and rural areas. When we
try such sample split we fail to detect any correlation between the effects we find and the social workers’ caseload.
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Subsidies The first dimension of heterogeneity looks at the impacts of CS on SUF separately for
families who took-up SUF in either 2000 or 2001 (pre-2002) and for those who did not. Columns
(1) and (2) of Table 5 examine the impact of CS on the take-up of SUF for the two groups of
families described above and it presents estimates from equations (4) and (5), respectively. The
table includes two panels, each with short- (column 1) and medium-term (column 2) estimates:
panel A presents estimates for those not receiving SUF before 2002 and panel B includes estimates
for families who received it before 2002. Columns (1) and (2) show that the programme has
substantial short- and medium-term impacts on the take-up of SUF for those without prior take-up
of this subsidy and no impact on families who have taken up this subsidy before. The difference
between the two groups is statistically significant: the p-value for the null hypothesis that the effect
for those without SUF prior 2002 is equal to the effect for those that did not receive SUF prior to
2002 (at the bottom of the table) is 0.08 and 0.04 for 2 and 4 years of exposure, respectively. The
take-up of SUF increases for the former group of families by 17% to 28% 2 and 4 years after
programme enrolment, respectively.27

In columns (3) and (4) of Table 5 we also study whether there are any differences in impacts
between cohorts entering the programme before and after 2004. We do so by splitting the sample
by cohorts that were differentially exposed to the increase in the supply of social services: the
2002-2004 cohorts (column 3) and the 2005-2006 cohorts (column 4). Columns (3) and (4) of
Table 5 present estimates of the effect of the programme two years into CS, by the (potential) year
of entry.28 Panel A for the sample of families not receiving SUF before 2002 shows a large impact
on those families who have not taken up SUF before starting CS in 2005-2006. We reject the null
of equality of the estimates of later vs. earlier cohorts against the alternative hypothesis of a larger
effect for the later cohort with a p-value of 0.04.

Panel B shows no detectable impact on take-up of SUF for families who had already received
the programme before 2002 and who belonged to the later cohort, but a statistically significant im-
pact for those in the early cohort, which is unexpected (although we cannot reject that the estimates
for the early and late cohorts are statistically equal). The estimates for the early cohort (column
3) are similar both for individuals who have taken-up SUF before and for those who have not: the
p-value for the null hypothesis that the effect for those without SUF before 2002 is equal to the
effect for those that received SUF prior to 2002 is 0.46. This is not the case for the later cohort
(column 4), where the corresponding p-value is 0.04.

27There are virtually no impacts of CS on the take-up of SAP, regardless of whether families have taken up this
subsidy before or not (see Table A.6). We find a small negative effect of CS on participation in SAP for those families
that received it before 2002. This is a crowd out effect to which we cannot attribute a conclusive cause, but a strong
possibility is measurement error in the determination of eligibility to SAP in the administrative records.

28Since our data for SUF ends in 2008 it is not possible to present medium-term estimates of programme impacts
for the 2005-2006 cohorts.
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Since the cutoffs that determine eligibility to CS vary across year and municipalities, in Figure
5 we allow the impacts to vary by cutoff score (see Filmer and Schady (2011) and Pop-Eleches
and Urquiola (2013)). The estimates in Panel A show that the impacts are driven by families living
in municipalities with higher cutoffs, highlighting the difficulty of improving the lot of the very
poorest households. One problem is that we cannot say whether this is due to a family effect, or
due to a municipality effect, since municipalities with higher cutoffs are also richer municipalities
to begin with.

Employment Programmes We next re-examine the impacts of CS on the take-up of employ-
ment programmes. There is no information about the take-up of these programmes before 2002
and, therefore, we cannot perform an analysis similar to the one presented for SUF. However, one
important question is whether CS induces a larger take-up for the population who needed them the
most, i.e., for individuals who were not employed before 2002. To study this, we divide individuals
in the sample into two groups: for the unemployed in either 2000 or 2001 (Panel A of Table 6) and
for the employed (Panel B). Within each family we consider only heads and their spouses.

Table 6 has two sets of two columns: one set for heads (columns 1 and 2), and one set for
spouses (columns 3 and 4). Panel A shows that CS has large (relatively to the average value in
the ineligible sample) and statistically strong impacts on the take-up of employment programs for
individuals who were not employed before 2002. This is true for both heads and spouses, but
mainly in the short-term (columns 1 and 3). Panel B shows no statistically significant effects on
the participation in training programmes among heads or spouses employed before 2002. Table
A.7 presents the estimates by cohort according to individuals’ pre-programme employment status.
There are no statistically significant differences across cohorts.

As for SUF, Panel B in Figure 5 shows the impact on participation in employment by cutoff
score of the municipality. Also here, the impacts are driven by families living in high cutoff
municipalities.

Labour Market Outcomes The short- and medium-term programme impacts on the employ-
ment of the head and spouse by cohort of entry are presented in Table 7. The results are presented
for the overall sample (panel A), as well for not employed (panel B) and employed (panel C) be-
fore 2002. We only find statistically significant short-term impacts (after accounting for multiple
hypotheses testing) on employment of spouses (who are females in 98% of the cases), who were
not employed before 2002, and who (potentially) entered the programme after 2004 (column 6 in
Panel B). We reject the null that the effects on earlier and later cohorts are the same (p-value is
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0.00).29 This suggests that perhaps CS is able to promote employment among a particular group
of married women, who were unemployed at the onset of the programme. With an average par-
ticipation of 30%, female labour force participation in Chile is low by Latin American standards,
especially among the poorest sections of the population. In this context, CS coupled with the sup-
port of effective employment programmes could constitute an important avenue to improve female
labour market participation. The expansion of access to child care might have enhanced these
improvements, although there are no reasons to expect that the access to public day care centres
exhibits a discontinuity at the effective cutoffs we estimate (Medrano, 2009).

Other Outcomes We also study programme impacts on four other sets of outcomes: housing,
education, health and variables associated with behaviours. The effects in these outcomes are not
statistically significant (even without adjusting inference for multiple hypotheses testing).

We study seven variables related to housing conditions (collected from the CAS): i.e., con-
nections to the water and sewage networks, ownership of the house and the quality of the walls
and ceilings (see Table A.9 in Appendix A). We also analyse nine variables (collected from the
FPS 2007-2009) concerning school enrolment of children, health coverage of children and elderly
in the household, and enrolment in employment centres. We are unable to detect impacts of the
programme in any variable across the various subgroups we consider (see Table A.10 in Appendix
A).

5.5 Sensitivity Analysis

In this last section we assess the robustness of the results through a battery of tests. For parsimony,
we focus on ITT estimates measured two years after (potential) programme entry.

First, panel A of Table 8 shows robustness to the choice of functional form of the running
variable. Column 1 includes ITT estimates for our baseline specification and in columns 2-6, we
present estimates for five alternative specifications. In columns 2 and 3, we include estimates for
a variation of the baseline model, but where the function of distance to cutoff is linear (column 2)
and cubic (column 3). In columns 4 and 5, the polynomial of the distance to cutoff is quadratic and
cubic, respectively, and the function is the same on either side of the cutoff. Finally, in column 6,
we present estimates using the quadratic of CAS as running variable. There are hardly any changes
in our main results. Panel B of Table 8 shows the sensitivity of our results to the use of different
windows of data around the discontinuity. We use six possible windows of data around the cutoff:

29Spouses not working before 2002 enter the labour market as wage workers. This result is presented in Table A.8
in Appendix A, where we study whether CS affects the probabilities of being not employed, self-employed, or wage
employed, conditional on the employment status prior to 2002.
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15 points, 20 points (our baseline sample), 25 points, 30 point and 50 points. Our results are robust
to the choice of window of data around the discontinuity points.

Second, we estimated models using different sets of fixed effects for the place of residence
at potential entry (see Table A.11 in Appendix A). Besides the municipality-year effects, we also
included municipality and year fixed effects, neighbourhood (the geographic unit immediately be-
low municipality) and year fixed effects, and, finally, neighbourhood-year effects. We find similar
results regardless of whether we control for interacted or whether we include only additive mu-
nicipality and year effects, which suggests that municipality specific shocks are not likely to be
correlated with how CS is rolled out across years. Estimates are also similar if we include neigh-
bourhood fixed effects.

Third, in our main set of estimates, we restrict the sample to those families who were present
in the CAS system prior to the introduction of CS (in 2000 or 2001). This sample restriction is
important because we need pre-programme data for balancing checks, and to study heterogeneous
effects by pre-programme conditions. Our results do not change substantially if we relax this
restriction (see Table A.12 in Appendix A).

Fourth, we estimate the effects separately for the sample of families living in municipalities
where the size of the estimate of ψ in equation (2) is high and for those where it is low. Our results
are driven by the first set of municipalities (see Table A.13).30

Fifth, Table A.14 in Appendix A shows robustness to an alternative method to obtain the eligi-
bility cutoff, in particular, we use a split-sample approach as suggested by Card, Mas and Rothstein
(2008).31 That is, we re-estimated the effective cutoff using a random sample of families in each
municipality-year. The effective cutoff for eligibility for each year between 2002 and 2006 in each
municipality is estimated as in equation (2). Instead of using all families in a given year and munic-
ipality with a valid CAS, a random sample of 2/3 of families is used. For each municipality-year,
the cutoff is similar to that obtained using the whole sample (the results are available from the
authors). Then, we estimate models (4) and (5) using these cutoffs, but restricting the sample to
those families not used to estimate the municipality-year cutoff relevant to assess the impacts of
CS.

Finally, in Appendix D we adapt the standard RD procedure to a dynamic version similar to
Cellini, Ferreira and Rothstein (2010) to allow for the fact that individuals who do not receive

30We consider that a municipality has discontinuity in the estimation of equation (2) if the estimate for ψ at the
CAS score value that maximises the R2 of (2) is at least 0.1. Figure B.10 in Appendix B shows that the CAS values
that determine the eligibility to CS in municipalities with a high and low discontinuity estimation of equation (2) are
similar. However, the mass of families in high discontinuity municipalities is to the left to the mass of families in
municipalities with low discontinuity.

31This split-sample method corrects also inference for estimated cutoffs, which may result from identifying a
change point through structural breaks because the introduction of specification search bias may lead to over reject a
break of zero too frequently.
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CS in a given year may receive it in subsequent years. The gradual rollout of CS means that
subsequent programme entry by ineligibles can lead to underestimate programme impacts since
we assume that the initial group of ineligible families did not receive any additional subsequent
treatment beyond what we observe in the first year (defining the cohort). On the other end, if there
are additional entries by eligible families and if this is not accounted for, our estimates may be
too large relative to the true programme impacts. The estimates presented in Table D.1 are not
substantially different from our main results. Intuitively, the reason why the results are similar
with and without dynamics is that, taking a cutoff defined in year t, the amount of new entrants
each subsequent year is about the same on each side of the original cutoff.

6 Conclusion

CS is a programme that attempts to help the extreme poor. Given the challenge to help such a
difficult population to work with, CS was designed to be much more than a cash transfer program.
Households benefit from regular home visits by trained social workers for a period of two years.
These social workers provide information about social services available to poor households, and
design personalised planning strategies to help household reorienting their lives. Participating
households are guaranteed access to monetary transfers to provide income support in the short run.
On the supply side, there is an effort to make available to the poor all the social programmes that
can help sustain their exit from poverty in the medium run.

Our results show, however, that the program did not generate significant improvements in the
labour market participation of household members, nor in their housing conditions, two important
indicators of wellbeing. This is not because of lack of power or low quality data. We have limited
but relatively good data, and we have a large sample.

There was, however, one important dimension in which CS had an impact. It led to an increase
on the the take-up of a family allowance for poor families with children (the SUF, Subsidio Único

Familiar) that were eligible to the programme but which were not taking it up, and to an increase
in participation in labour market programmes by individuals not working before the introduction
of CS. This was indeed a central goal of CS, which prioritised the establishment of stronger links
between those who are in extreme poverty and the social welfare system that is designed to serve
them. CS personalised counseling helped activating the demand for monetary subsidies and so-
cial services among families who were alienated from the system to start with. Unfortunately,
connecting households with social services was not enough to produce significant gains in their
wellbeing.
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7 Tables

Table 1: Baseline Characteristics of Families in the Sample.

(1) (2) (3)
Variable N Mean S.D.

Any subsidy 265,987 0.52 0.50
SAP 265,856 0.15 0.36
SUF 195,570 0.48 0.50

Housing
Legal occupation of house 265,986 0.48 0.50
Owner of house (condition on legal occupation of house) 65,147 0.85 0.36
Adequate walls 265,987 0.31 0.46
Adequate roof 265,987 0.43 0.49
Water from public network 265,987 0.71 0.45
Sewage connected 265,987 0.37 0.48

CAS 265,986 489.93 37.27

Labor Market and Income
Employed (head) 265,987 0.75 0.43
Self-employed (head) 265,987 0.63 0.48
Dependent worker (head) 265,987 0.18 0.38
Employed (spouse) 196,497 0.13 0.33
Self-employed (spouse) 196,497 0.11 0.31
Dependent worker (spouse) 196,497 0.05 0.22
Monthly Income per capita 265,987 25299.18 23841.07

Demographics
Age of head 265,987 50.18 13.36
Single headed 265,987 0.32 0.47
Years of Schooling of Head 153,237 5.14 3.17
Presence of children 265,987 0.79 0.41
Rural 265,987 0.37 0.48

Note: The table includes the mean and standard deviation for selected variables for the families in the sample
used in the main analysis (ie, at most 20-CAS points from the cutoff). There is one observation per family in
the table which is measured prior to the introduction of CS in 2002. Characteristics of families are measured
in 2000 or 2001. For families with information in both years, we take the mean value whenever a variable
is continuous (CAS, monthly per capita income, age and schooling of head); all other variables in the table
are indicator variables (which value 1 if the condition if fulfilled and 0 otherwise) and for these we consider
the maximum value in either 2000 or 2001.

29



Ta
bl

e
2:

Fi
rs

tS
ta

ge
E

st
im

at
es

.

(1
)

(2
)

(3
)

(4
)

(5
)

(6
)

(7
)

(8
)

(9
)

(1
0)

Y
ea

ro
fe

nt
ry

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05

20
06

C
ut

of
f

E
ff

ec
tiv

e
O

ffi
ci

al
E

ff
ec

tiv
e

O
ffi

ci
al

E
ff

ec
tiv

e
O

ffi
ci

al
E

ff
ec

tiv
e

O
ffi

ci
al

E
ff

ec
tiv

e
O

ffi
ci

al

1[
E

lig
ib

le
]

0.
12

2*
**

0.
02

0*
**

0.
13

3*
**

0.
05

4*
**

0.
12

5*
**

0.
07

3*
**

0.
12

9*
**

0.
07

7*
**

0.
12

0*
**

0.
07

5*
**

(0
.0

08
)

(0
.0

03
)

(0
.0

07
)

(0
.0

06
)

(0
.0

06
)

(0
.0

06
)

(0
.0

07
)

(0
.0

07
)

(0
.0

05
)

(0
.0

06
)

O
bs

er
va

tio
ns

23
5,

76
4

33
1,

19
1

29
4,

54
9

33
7,

33
4

31
9,

82
0

34
5,

23
2

33
3,

34
2

34
9,

89
7

27
3,

46
5

28
3,

18
5

M
ea

n
0.

05
40

0.
02

71
0.

05
77

0.
04

22
0.

04
95

0.
04

33
0.

04
97

0.
05

12
0.

03
92

0.
04

31
SD

0.
22

6
0.

16
2

0.
23

3
0.

20
1

0.
21

7
0.

20
3

0.
21

7
0.

22
0

0.
19

4
0.

20
3

F-
Te

st
on

E
lig

ib
ili

ty
F

23
3.

9
35

.2
2

41
9.

8
70

.1
0

43
6.

8
12

6.
7

36
9.

5
11

3.
3

56
7.

5
16

9.
6

N
ot

e:
T

he
de

pe
nd

en
tv

ar
ia

bl
e

is
an

in
di

ca
to

rt
ha

tt
ak

es
va

lu
e

1
if

th
e

fa
m

ily
st

ar
te

d
C

S
in

a
gi

ve
n

an
d

0
ot

he
rw

is
e

(f
or

th
e

ye
ar

s
of

20
03

,2
00

4,
20

05
an

d
20

06
en

tr
an

ts
in

pr
ev

io
us

ye
ar

s
ha

ve
m

is
si

ng
in

th
e

de
pe

nd
en

tv
ar

ia
bl

e
si

nc
e

en
tr

an
ts

in
th

e
pr

ev
io

us
ye

ar
s

ca
nn

ot
re

-e
nr

ol
in

th
e

in
te

ns
iv

e
ph

as
e)

.
C

on
tr

ol
s

ex
cl

ud
ed

fr
om

ta
bl

e
in

cl
ud

e
qu

ad
ra

tic
in

di
st

an
ce

to
cu

to
ff

,t
he

ir
in

te
ra

ct
io

n
w

ith
el

ig
ib

ili
ty

to
C

S
an

d
m

un
ic

ip
al

ity
-y

ea
r

of
re

si
de

nc
e

fix
ed

ef
fe

ct
s.

T
he

va
ri

ab
le

di
st

an
ce

to
cu

to
ff

is
de

fin
ed

as
th

e
di

ff
er

en
ce

be
tw

ee
n

th
e

C
A

S-
sc

or
e

of
th

e
fa

m
ily

an
d

th
e

ef
fe

ct
iv

e
or

of
fic

ia
lc

ut
of

f.
R

ob
us

t
st

an
da

rd
er

ro
rs

ar
e

re
po

rt
ed

in
br

ac
ke

ts
cl

us
te

re
d

at
m

un
ic

ip
al

ity
of

re
si

de
nc

e.
*

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
at

10
%

;*
*

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
at

5%
;*

**
si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

at
1%

.

30



Table 3: ITT estimates and balancing tests for the whole sample.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

Years after start 2 4

C. Mean N Placebo ITT Sample N Placebo ITT Sample

Participation

SUF 0.527 169,965 -0.008 0.023** 2004-2008 105,422 -0.003 0.031*** 2006-2008
(0.008) (0.007) (0.009) (0.009)

SAP 0.163 138,658 0.012 0.003 2004-2006 16,421 0.019 -0.008 2006
(0.005) (0.006) (0.015) (0.014)

FOSIS participation (head) 0.011 212,228 0.004** 2004-2007 103,581 -0.001 2006-2007
(0.002) (0.001)

FOSIS participation (spouse) 0.019 142,233 0.007** 2004-2007 69,545 0.006* 2006-2007
(0.003) (0.002)

Labour market
Employed (head) 0.715 234,915 0.003 0.000 2004-2008 197,443 0.004 -0.004 2006-2009

(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007)
Self-employed (head) 0.518 234,915 0.003 0.000 2004-2008 197,443 0.004 -0.003 2006-2009

(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007)
Dependent worker (head) 0.198 234,915 0.003 0.000 2004-2008 197,443 0.004 -0.001 2006-2009

(0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006)
Formal Worker (head) 0.193 85,513 -0.006 2007-2008 170,326 -0.010 2007-2009

(0.009) (0.006)
Employed (spouse) 0.167 137,789 -0.009 0.006 2004-2008 85,970 -0.004 -0.009 2006-2009

(0.006) (0.006) (0.008) (0.009)
Self-employed (spouse) 0.116 137,789 -0.009 -0.001 2004-2008 85,970 -0.004 -0.003 2006-2009

(0.006) (0.005) (0.008) (0.008)
Dependent worker (spouse) 0.051 137,789 -0.009 0.007 2004-2008 85,970 -0.004 -0.006 2006-2009

(0.006) (0.003) (0.008) (0.006)
Formal Worker (spouse) 0.0787 32,345 0.006 2007-2008 67,129 -0.003 2007-2009

(0.009) (0.006)

Housing
Legal occupation of house 0.513 241,297 0.005 -0.002 2004-2008 209,152 0.008 -0.000 2006-2009

(0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007)
Sewage connected 0.362 149,405 0.002 0.008 2004-2006 27,117 0.003 0.008 2006

(0.006) (0.006) (0.013) (0.015)
Water from public network 0.676 241,297 0.005 0.002 2004-2008 209,153 0.007 0.006 2006-2009

(0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)
Adequate roof 0.410 149,405 0.015 -0.002 2004-2006 27,117 -0.001 -0.010 2006

(0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.010)
Adequate walls 0.284 149,405 0.017 -0.001 2004-2006 27,117 -0.000 0.008 2006

(0.007) (0.006) (0.015) (0.021)
Heating 0.067 149,405 -0.001 0.000 2004-2006 27,117 -0.015 0.015 2006

(0.003) (0.004) (0.014) (0.018)
Fridge 0.456 149,405 0.009 0.008 2004-2006 27,117 -0.030* -0.001 2006

(0.006) (0.008) (0.017) (0.020)

Note: The table presents the estimated coefficients (and standard errors) on eligibility (measured 2 or 4 years
before the outcome) for model 4. Controls excluded from table include quadratic in distance to cutoff, their
interaction with eligibility to CS and municipality-year effects. The municipality of residence and distance
to cutoff are measured when eligibility is evaluated. ”C. Mean” is the control mean (mean of the outcome
for the non-eligible at most 4-CAS points above the cutoff).
Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when eligibility is
evaluated. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the critical values for inference
are adjusted for multiple hypotheses).
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Table 4: Impact of CS: IV estimates for the whole sample.

(1) (2)

Years after start 2 4

Participation
SUF 0.110*** 0.172***

(0.035) (0.050)
Labor market programs - FOSIS (head) 0.023* -0.003

(0.009) (0.009)
Labor market programs - FOSIS (spouse) 0.038** 0.033**

(0.013) (0.014)

Labor market
Employed (head) 0.001 -0.022

(0.031) (0.039)
Not employed (spouse) 0.032 -0.047

(0.030) (0.045)

Note: The table presents the estimated coefficients (and standard errors) for the indicator of en-
try in CS 2 or 4 years before the time at which outcome is measured in model 5. Controls ex-
cluded from table include quadratic in distance to cutoff, their interaction with the CS indicator
and municipality-year effects. The municipality of residence and distance to cutoff are measured
when eligibility is evaluated.
Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when
eligibility is evaluated. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the
critical values for inference are adjusted for multiple hypotheses).
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Table 5: Participation in SUF by initial conditions, for all cohorts pooled together (2002-2006) and
separately (2002-2004 and 2005-2006).

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Years after start 2 4 2
Cohort 2002-2004 2005-2006

Panel A: Not receiving SUF before 2002

Eligibility (ITT) 0.031* 0.045*** 0.013 0.056***
(0.011) (0.013) (0.013) (0.017)

Participation (IV) 0.172* 0.281*** 0.083 0.266***
(0.059) (0.076) (0.072) (0.078)

Control Mean 0.381 0.393 0.376 0.387
Observations 83,838 50,861 49,692 34,146
P-Value: HA: β

iv
0506 > β

iv
0204 0.040

Panel B: Receiving SUF before 2002

Eligibility (ITT) 0.018 0.021 0.018 0.019
(0.009) (0.013) (0.011) (0.016)

Participation (IV) 0.079 0.107 0.093* 0.069
(0.038) (0.065) (0.050) (0.055)

Control Mean 0.662 0.619 0.682 0.625
Observations 86,127 54,561 55,640 30,487
P-Value: HA: β

iv
0506 > β

iv
0204 0.380

P-Value: HA: β
iv
0 > β

iv
1 0.080 0.040 0.460 0.040

Note: See table 3 for a description of the specification used in rows (ITT) and see table 4 for
the description of specification used in rows (IV). The coefficient estimate in rows (ITT) is the
indicator of eligibility, Eim, and that in rows (IV) is the indicator of participation in CS, CSim.
The p-values in panels A and B concern the null hypothesis that the effect for those that entered in
CS in 2005-2006 equals the effect of those that entered in 2002-2004, H0: β

iv
0506 = β

iv
0204, against

the alternative that the effect is larger for those entering in the later year, HA: β
iv
0506 > β

iv
0204.

The p-value in the last row tests the null hypothesis of the effect for those without SUF prior 2002
equals the effect on those receiving SUF, H0: β

iv
0 = β

iv
1 , against the alternative that the effect is

larger for those that did not receive SUF prior to 2002, HA: β
iv
0 > β

iv
1 .

Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when
eligibility is evaluated. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (critical
values for inference are adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing).
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Table 6: Participation in labour market programs (FOSIS), by initial conditions (cohorts 2002-
2006).

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Variable Head Spouse
Years after start 2 4 2 4

Panel A: Not employed before 2002

Eligibility (ITT) 0.012*** -0.000 0.010*** 0.005
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Participation (IV) 0.071*** -0.002 0.054*** 0.027
(0.020) (0.018) (0.014) (0.015)

Control Mean 0.011 0.009 0.018 0.010
Observations 45,134 19,632 123,314 60,788

Panel B: Employed before 2002

Eligibility (ITT) 0.002 -0.001 -0.014 0.010
(0.002) (0.002) (0.008) (0.007)

Participation (IV) 0.013 -0.005 -0.085 0.069
(0.010) (0.010) (0.045) (0.051)

Control Mean 0.011 0.006 0.027 0.007
Observations 167,094 83,949 18,919 8,757

P-Value: HA: β
iv
0 > β

iv
1 0.000 0.000 0.360 0.780

Note: See table 3 for a description of the specification used in rows (ITT) and see table 4 for the
description of specification used in rows (IV). The coefficient estimate in rows (ITT) is the indicator
of eligibility, Eim, and the coefficient estimate in rows (IV) is the indicator of participation in CS,
CSim.
The last row presents the p-value for the null hypothesis that the effect for those not employed
prior 2002 equals the effect on those employed, H0: β

iv
0 = β

iv
1 , against the alternative that the effect

is larger for those not employed prior to 2002, HA: β
iv
0 > β

iv
1 .

Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when
eligibility is evaluated. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the
critical values for inference are adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing using the procedure in
Algorithms 4.1 and 4.2 of Romano and Wolf, 2005).
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Table 7: Labour market outcomes, by cohorts and initial conditions 2 and 4 years after start.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Head Spouse
Variable Employed Employed
Years after start 2 4 2 4
Cohort 2002-2004 2005-2006 2002-2004 2005-2006 2002-2004 2005-2006 2002-2004 2005-2006

Panel A: All sample

Eligibility (ITT) 0.002 -0.004 -0.008 0.006 0.002 0.016 -0.018 0.022
(0.007) (0.010) (0.008) (0.011) (0.006) (0.015) (0.010) (0.018)
0.014 -0.016 -0.050 0.030 0.015 0.068 -0.108 0.097

Participation (2SLS) (0.039) (0.043) (0.051) (0.052) (0.034) (0.066) (0.055) (0.078)

Control Mean 0.722 0.704 0.735 0.706 0.133 0.274 0.262 0.276
P-Value: HA: β

iv
0506 > β

iv
0204 0.800 0.840 0.200 0.660

Panel B: Not employed before 2002
Eligibility (ITT) -0.005 -0.025 -0.022 -0.016 0.001 0.033* -0.015 0.033

(0.014) (0.023) (0.015) (0.030) (0.005) (0.016) (0.010) (0.019)
-0.030 -0.130 -0.141 -0.076 0.008 0.143* -0.086 0.141

Participation (2SLS) (0.085) (0.118) (0.095) (0.141) (0.032) (0.070) (0.057) (0.080)

Control Mean 0.221 0.290 0.289 0.311 0.095 0.229 0.218 0.234
P-Value: HA: β

iv
0506 > β

iv
0204 0.760 0.900 0.000 0.760

Panel C: Employed before 2002
Eligibility (ITT) 0.002 0.003 -0.008 0.010 0.021 -0.048 -0.030 -0.035

(0.006) (0.010) (0.007) (0.011) (0.026) (0.038) (0.031) (0.050)
0.012 0.012 -0.049 0.044 0.137 -0.233 -0.198 -0.181

Participation (2SLS) (0.036) (0.043) (0.043) (0.051) (0.161) (0.181) (0.199) (0.250)

Control Mean 0.859 0.794 0.828 0.786 0.380 0.478 0.490 0.474
P-Value: HA: β

iv
0506 > β

iv
0204 0.540 0.680 0.940

0.720

P-Value: HA: β
iv
0 > β

iv
1 0.660 0.800 0.240 0.940 0.740 0.040 0.620 0.260

Note: See table 3 for a description of the specification used in rows (ITT) and table 4 for rows
(IV). The coefficient estimate in rows (ITT) is the indicator of eligibility, Eim, and the coefficient
estimate in rows (IV) is the indicator of participation in CS, CSim. The p-value in the table concerns
the null hypothesis that the effect for those that entered in CS in the years of 2005-2006 equals the
effect of those that entered between 200-2004, H0: β

iv
0506 = β

iv
0204, against the alternative that the

effect is larger for those entering in the later year, HA: β
iv
0506 > β

iv
0204.

The last row presents the p-value for the null hypothesis that the effect for those not employed
prior 2002 equals the effect on those employed, H0: β

iv
0 = β

iv
1 , against the alternative that the effect

is larger for those not employed prior to 2002, HA: β
iv
0 > β

iv
1 .

Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when
eligibility is evaluated. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the
critical values for inference are adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing).
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Table 8: ITT Estimates: robustness to functional form and trimming around cutoff.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Panel A: Functional Form Baseline Distance Distance: no interaction CAS
Linear Cubic Quadratic Cubic Quadratic

SUF 0.023** 0.019*** 0.021** 0.022*** 0.022*** 0.020***
(0.007) (0.004) (0.009) (0.005) (0.006) 0.00453

SUF- No SUF before 2002 0.031* 0.024*** 0.033** 0.025*** 0.028** 0.026***
(0.011) (0.007) (0.013) (0.007) (0.009) (0.007)

FOSIS participation (head) 0.004** 0.007*** 0.004 0.008*** 0.005*** 0.008***
(0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001)

FOSIS participation (head)-not empl. before 2002 0.012*** 0.012*** 0.008 0.012*** 0.013*** 0.012***
(0.003) (0.002) (0.005) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)

FOSIS participation (spouse) 0.007** 0.013*** 0.005 0.013*** 0.009*** 0.014***
(0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

FOSIS participation (spouse)-not empl. before 2002 0.010*** 0.014*** 0.008* 0.015*** 0.011*** 0.015***
(0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Panel B: Trimming around cutoff (CAS points) 15 20 25 30 50

SUF 0.022** 0.023** 0.025*** 0.025*** 0.024***
(0.008) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.005)

Observations 128,201 169,965 211,996 253,537 413,421
SUF - no SUF before 2002 0.030** 0.031* 0.035*** 0.029*** 0.024***

(0.012) (0.011) (0.010) (0.009) (0.006)
Observations 62,525 83,838 106,308 129,365 226,851

FOSIS participation (head) 0.004 0.004** 0.006*** 0.006*** 0.007***
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Observations 160,015 212,228 264,518 316,154 516,271
FOSIS part. (head) - not empl. before 2002 0.009* 0.012*** 0.013*** 0.012*** 0.012***

(0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)
Observations 33,686 45,134 56,640 68,510 117,245

FOSIS participation (spouse) 0.005 0.007** 0.010*** 0.011*** 0.013***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Observations 107,466 142,233 177,090 211,250 343,384
FOSIS part. (spouse) - not empl. before 2002 0.009*** 0.010*** 0.012*** 0.012*** 0.014***

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002)
Observations 93,435 123,314 153,201 182,373 293,336

Note: Panel A of the table presents the coefficient estimates (and standard errors) on eligibility from model 4.
Controls excluded from column (1) include quadratic in distance to cutoff, their interaction with eligibility
to CS and municipality-year effects; controls excluded from column (2) and (3) include linear and cubic
functions in distance to cutoff and its interaction with eligibility to CS, respectively, and municipality-year
effects. Columns (4) and (5) have estimates with the same models as in columns (1) and (23), except that
eligibility to CS is not interacted with distance to cutoff. The municipality is the municipality of residence
when eligibility is evaluated. Column (6) presents the marginal effect on eligibility from estimating the
following model

Yimk = φ+ γEim +ζEimCASim +ηEimCAS2
im +ρCASim +θCAS2

im +uimk.

Panel B presents the coefficient estimates (and standard errors) on eligibility from model 4 trimming the
sample differently around the cutoff using our basic set of controls.
Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when eligibility is
evaluated. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the critical values for inference
are adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing).
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8 Figures

Figure 1: Participation in CS and effective cutoff and official cutoff in illustrative municipalities
(2002).
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Note: The dots on the graphs are the proportion of families in municipality entering in CS in
each year (see y-axis) by intervals of CAS score of 4 points in distribution of CAS in 2002 in
each municipality. The solid vertical line represents the point identified as effective cutoff and the
dashed line is the official cutoff. Where only one line is shown, the two coincide. The R2 in the
top of each graph is the R2 for the cutoff score of CAS that maximises the R2 of equation (2) - the
effective cutoff. These figures are zoomed around the effective cutoff, so that only families at most
50-points apart from it are depicted (the CAS score varies between 380 and 770 points).
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Figure 2: Participation in CS among eligible and non-eligible: Eligibility defined by the effective
cutoff.

Note: The continuous lines are local linear regression estimates of an indicator for entry in CS in
the year indicated on the top of each panel on distance to cutoff in that year. The dashed lines
are the 95% confidence intervals. The bandwidth is set to 8. Circles in figures represent the mean
outcome by cell within intervals of 1-point of distance to cutoff. The kernel used is Epanechnikov.
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Figure 3: Cumulative Entry in CS: Eligibility defined by the effective cutoff.

Note: The continuous lines are local linear regression estimates of an indicator for entry in CS up a
given year on distance to cutoff on the year listed on the x-axis. The lines in each graph correspond
to the following dependent variables: (1) the black line refers to entry in CS up to 2002; (2) the
blue line refers to cumulative entry in CS up to 2003; (3) the red line refers to cumulative entry
in CS up to 2004; (4) the green line refers to cumulative entry in CS up to 2005; and (5) the grey
line refers to cumulative entry in CS up to 2006. The numbers on the bottom right of each graph
display the estimated discontinuity in the dependent variable at the cutoff, and, from right to left,
the values correspond to the probability of entering in the CS up to 2002 (bottom line) up to 2006
(top line), respectively. The bandwidth is set to 8. Circles in figures represent the mean outcome
by cell within intervals of 1-point of distance to cutoff. The kernel used is Epanechnikov.
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Figure 4: Average outcomes by eligibility status 2 years into the program, Bandwidth = 8.

Note: The continuous lines in figure present local linear regression estimates of several outcomes
on the distance to cutoff. Circles in figures represent the mean outcome by cell within intervals
of 1 point of distance to cutoff. The kernel used is Epanechnikov. The dashed lines are the 95%
confidence intervals.

40



Fi
gu

re
5:

IT
T

es
tim

at
es

by
C

A
S

sc
or

e
at

th
e

cu
to

ff
(i

m
pa

ct
s

m
ea

su
re

d
fo

r2
ye

ar
s

of
ex

po
su

re
).

Pa
ne

lA

-.050.05.1.15

44
0

46
0

48
0

50
0

52
0

C
AS

 s
co

re
 a

t c
ut

of
f

SU
F

Pa
ne

lB

-.010.01.02.03

44
0

46
0

48
0

50
0

52
0

C
AS

 s
co

re
 a

t c
ut

of
f

Pa
rti

ci
pa

tio
n 

in
 F

O
SI

S 
pr

og
ra

m
s 

(H
ea

d)

-.020.02.04.06

44
0

46
0

48
0

50
0

52
0

C
AS

 s
co

re
 a

t c
ut

of
f

Pa
rti

ci
pa

tio
n 

in
 F

O
SI

S 
pr

og
ra

m
s 

(S
po

us
e)

N
ot

e:
T

he
fig

ur
e

pr
es

en
ts

th
e

es
tim

at
ed

co
ef

fic
ie

nt
s

(a
nd

st
an

da
rd

er
ro

rs
)

on
el

ig
ib

ili
ty

fo
r

m
od

el
4.

In
th

e
m

od
el

,e
lig

ib
ili

ty
to

C
S

is
in

te
ra

ct
ed

w
ith

th
e

de
ci

le
of

C
A

S
sc

or
e

cu
to

ff
of

th
e

m
un

ic
ip

al
ity

,a
nd

ea
ch

do
ti

n
th

e
fig

ur
e

co
rr

es
po

nd
s

to
th

e
de

ci
le

s
on

th
e

di
st

ri
bu

tio
n

of
C

A
S-

cu
to

ff
s.

C
on

tr
ol

s
in

th
e

m
od

el
in

cl
ud

e
qu

ad
ra

tic
in

di
st

an
ce

to
cu

to
ff

,t
he

ir
in

te
ra

ct
io

n
w

ith
el

ig
ib

ili
ty

to
C

S
an

d
m

un
ic

ip
al

ity
-

ye
ar

ef
fe

ct
s.

T
he

m
un

ic
ip

al
ity

of
re

si
de

nc
e

an
d

di
st

an
ce

to
cu

to
ff

ar
e

m
ea

su
re

d
w

he
n

el
ig

ib
ili

ty
is

ev
al

ua
te

d.
T

he
da

sh
ed

lin
es

ar
e

th
e

90
%

co
nfi

de
nc

e
in

te
rv

al
s,

an
d

th
e

st
an

da
rd

er
ro

rs
to

co
ns

tr
uc

tt
he

m
ar

e
cl

us
te

re
d

at
m

un
ic

ip
al

ity
of

re
si

de
nc

e.

41



Appendix
Tackling Social Exclusion: Evidence from

Chile
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A Tables
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Table A.1: List of Minimum Conditions to be met by families.

Applies Fulfilled
to % fams at Entry

Identification
I1 All family members registered in the Civil Registry. N.A. N.A.
I2 All members of family have an ID card. N.A. N.A.
I3 The family has CAS updated at the municipality of residence. N.A. N.A.
I4 All men over 18 have military situation sorted. N.A. N.A.
I5 All adult members of the family have regularized their bureaucracy, as appropriate. N.A. N.A.
I6 Individuals with a disability should have the disability certified by COMPIN (Comisión Médica, Preventiva

e Invalidez) and registered in the National Disability Center.
N.A. N.A.

Health
H1 Family service registered in the Primary Health Care. 100% 92%
H2 Pregnant women have their health checks updated. 30% 55%
H3 Children under 6 have their vaccinations updated. 64% 92%
H4 Children under age 6 have their health checks updated. 64% 91%
H5 Women 35 years and older have the Pap test updated. 85% 64%
H6 Women who use birth control are under medical supervision. 73% 76%
H7 Elderly are under medical supervision. 43% 71%
H8 All members of the family who have a chronic illness are under medical supervision. 56% 74%
H9 Family members with disabilities that can be rehabilitated participating in a rehabilitation program. 32% 46%
H10 Family members are informed on health and self-care. 100% 74%

Education
E1 Preschoolers attend a nursery school program. 51% 74%
E2 If mother works and there are no adults to take care of children, these should be in some form of child care. 45% 81%
E3 Children up to 15 years are attending an educational establishment. 76% 94%
E4 Children who attend preschool, primary or secondary, benefit from assistance programs appropriate school. 79% 86%
E5 Children over age 12 are literate. 68% 95%
E6 Children with disabilities able to study are incorporated into the educational system, regular/special. 32% 56%
E7 There is an adult responsible for the child’s education and that is in regular contact with the school. 82% 95%
E8 Adults have a responsible attitude towards education, recognizing the value of formal education. 87% 94%
E9 That adults are literate. 99% 86%

Family Dynamics
F1 Daily conversation about topics such as habits, times and places for recreation. 100% 86%
F2 The family has adequate mechanisms to deal with conflicts. 100% 80%
F3 That there are clear rules of coexistence within the family. 100% 85%
F4 Equitable distribution of household tasks (regardless of the sex and according to the age). 100% 85%
F5 Family knows about community resources and development programs. 100% 80%
F6 People involved in domestic violence are incorporated into a program of support. 45% 52%
F7 Families who have children in the protection system somewhere visit them regularly. 35% 39%
F8 Families with young members in the correctional system should support him/her. 34% 36%

Housing
C1 Family has its housing situation clarified regarding tenure of house and site in which they live. 100% 89%
C2 If the family wants to apply for housing, it should be doing it. 78% 40%
C3 Access to clean water. 100% 90%
C4 An adequate power system. 100% 83%
C5 The house has a system of proper sewage disposal. 100% 73%
C6 Not raining in the house. 100% 36%
C7 That housing has at least two habitable rooms. 100% 67%
C8 That each family member has his bed with basic equipment (sheets, blankets, pillows). 100% 45%
C9 Basic equipment to feed the members (pots, pans, cutlery for all family members). 100% 75%
C10 They must have a proper system of garbage disposal. 100% 91%
C11 The home environment is free from pollution. 100% 85%
C12 The family has access to the subsidy payment of potable water consumption, if applicable. 57% 53%

Labour Market
L1 At least one adult family member works on a regular basis and have a stable salary. 99% 40%
L2 No child under 15 years drop out of school to work. 88% 97%
L3 That people who are unemployed are registered in the Municipal Information Office (OMIL). 82% 42%

Income
G1 Members of families entitled to SUF have it (at least are applying to it). 90% 79%
G2 The family members entitled to Family Allowance (Asignación Familiar) have it. 68% 76%
G3 The family members entitled to PASIS (welfare pension) have it (at least are applying to it). 72% 71%
G4 The family has income above the poverty line. 100% 27%
G5 The family has a budget organized according to their resources and priority needs. 100% 64%

Note: ”N.A.” Not Available. This table is constructed using the Puente Data Set, which is the registry of
all families participating in CS.
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Table A.3: Families contacted by the Puente program annually.

Year Contacted Not Participating Participating Interrupted

2002 43892 2149 38273 3470
2003 55015 2754 48154 4107
2004 52963 2433 47162 3368
2005 55407 2170 50701 2536
2006 51296 3112 46727 1457

Total 258573 12618 231017 14938
Total % 100.00% 4.90% 89.30% 5.80%
Total % 100.00% 4.90% 95.10%

Note: Each year about 50,000 families were invited to participate in the system. Of these, on average, 4.9%
did not participate because they refused or because it was not possible to locate the family. The rest, 95.1%
started working with social workers. 5.8% of families contacted interrupted the process, either by decision
of the family support, of the family or both. The rest, 89%, has participated regularly in the system. The
program interruption occurs preferentially at 3-4 months of incorporation. Source: Raczynski, 2008.
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Table A.5: ITT estimates and balancing tests for the whole sample.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Years after start 2 4
C. Mean N Placebo ITT t-stat Sample N Placebo ITT t-stat Sample

Participation
SUF 0.527 169,965 -0.008 0.023** 3.286 2004-2008 105,422 -0.003 0.031*** 3.444 2006-2008

(0.008) (0.007) (0.009) (0.009)
SAP 0.163 138,658 0.012 0.003 0.500 2004-2006 0.019 -0.008 -0.571 2006

(0.005) (0.006) 16,421 (0.015) (0.014)
Labour Market
Programs (FOSIS)
By Head 0.011 212,228 0.004** 2.000 2004-2007 103,581 -0.001 -1.000 2006-2007

(0.002) (0.001)
By Spouse 0.019 142,233 0.007** 2.333 69,545 0.006* 3.000

(0.003) (0.002)

Labour market
Head
Employed 0.715 234,915 0.003 0.000 0.000 2004-2008 197,443 0.004 -0.004 -0.571 2006-2009

(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007)
Self-employed 0.518 234,915 0.005 0.000 0.000 2004-2008 197,443 0.011* -0.003 -0.429 2006-2009

(0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007)
Dependent worker 0.198 234,915 0.000 0.000 0.000 2004-2008 197,443 -0.004 -0.001 -0.167 2006-2009

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006)
Formal Worker 0.193 85,513 -0.006 -0.667 2007-2008 170,326 -0.010* -1.667 2007-2009

(0.009) (0.006)
Spouse
Employed 0.167 137,789 -0.009 0.006 1.000 2004-2008 85,970 -0.004 -0.009 -1.000 2006-2009

(0.006) (0.006) (0.008) (0.009)
Self-employed 0.116 137,789 -0.006 -0.001 -0.200 2004-2008 85,970 -0.005 -0.003 -0.375 2006-2009

(0.005) (0.005) (0.007) (0.008)
Dependent worker 0.051 137,789 -0.002 0.007 2.333 2004-2008 85,970 0.000 -0.006 -1.000 2006-2009

(0.004) (0.003) (0.005) (0.006)
Formal Worker 0.079 32,345 0.006 0.667 2007-2008 67,129 -0.003 -0.500 2007-2009

(0.009) (0.006)

Housing
Legal occupation 0.513 241,297 0.005 -0.002 -0.333 2004-2008 209,152 0.008 -0.000 0.000 2006-2009
of house (0.007) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007)
Sewage connected 0.362 149,405 0.002 0.008 1.333 2004-2006 27,117 0.003 0.008 0.533 2006

(0.006) (0.006) (0.013) (0.015)
Water from public 0.676 241,297 0.005 0.002 0.500 2004-2008 209,153 0.007 0.006 1.200 2006-2009
network (0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005)
Adequate roof 0.410 149,405 0.015** -0.002 -0.286 2004-2006 27,117 -0.001 -0.010 -1.000 2006

(0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.010)
Adequate walls 0.284 149,405 0.017** -0.001 -0.167 2004-2006 27,117 -0.000 0.008 0.381 2006

(0.007) (0.006) (0.015) (0.021)
Heating 0.067 149,405 -0.001 0.000 0.000 2004-2006 27,117 -0.015 0.015 0.833 2006

(0.003) (0.004) (0.014) (0.018)
Fridge 0.456 149,405 0.009 0.008 1.000 2004-2006 27,117 -0.030* -0.001 -0.050 2006

(0.006) (0.008) (0.017) (0.020)

Note: The table presents the estimated coefficients (and standard errors) on eligibility (measured 2 or 4 years before
the outcome) for model 4. Controls excluded from table include quadratic in distance to cutoff, their interaction with
eligibility to CS and municipality-year effects. The municipality of residence and distance to cutoff are measured
when eligibility is evaluated. ”C. Mean” is the control mean (mean of the outcome for the non-eligible at most
4-CAS points above the cutoff).
Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when eligibility is evaluated.
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the critical values for inference are adjusted for
multiple hypotheses - see Romano and Wolf, 2005).
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Table A.6: Take-up of SAP, by initial conditions (cohorts 2002-2006).

(1) (2)

Years after start 2 4

Panel A: Not receiving SAP before 2002

Eligibility (ITT) 0.005 -0.019
(0.005) (0.011)

Participation (IV) 0.030 -0.161
(0.030) (0.093)

Control Mean 0.089 0.075

Panel B: Receiving SUF before 2002

Eligibility (ITT) -0.051* -0.015
(0.021) (0.058)

Participation (IV) -0.287 -0.289
(0.122) (0.668)

Control Mean 0.635 0.529

P-Value: HA: β
iv
0 > β

iv
1 0.000 0.340

Note: See table 3 for a description of the specification used in rows named (ITT) and see table 4 for the description
of specification used in rows named (IV). The coefficient estimate in rows (ITT) refers to the indicator of eligibility,
Eim, whereas the coefficient estimate in rows (IV) refers to the indicator of participation in CS, CSim. ”C. Mean” in
the mean of the outcome for those at most 4-CAS points above the cutoff.
The last row presents the p-value for the null hypothesis that the effect for those without SAP prior 2002 equals the
effect on those receiving SAP, H0: β

iv
0 = β

iv
1 , against the alternative that the effect is larger for those that did not

receive SAP prior to 2002, HA: β
iv
0 > β

iv
1 .

Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when eligibility is evaluated.
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the critical values for inference are adjusted for
multiple hypotheses testing; see Romano and Wolf, 2005).
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Table A.7: Participation in labour market programs (FOSIS), by cohorts and initial conditions 2 years after
start.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Head Spouse
Cohort 2002-2004 2005-2006 2002-2004 2005-2006

Panel A: All sample
Eligibility (ITT) 0.004 0.005* 0.007 0.008

(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004)
Participation (IV) 0.026* 0.022** 0.044** 0.035**

(0.012) (0.010) (0.017) (0.017)

Control Mean 0.013 0.006 0.023 0.009
Observations 149,403 62,825 101,369 40,864
P-Value: HA: β

iv
0506 > β

iv
0204 0.660 0.660

Panel B: Not employed before 2002
Eligibility (ITT) 0.013*** 0.011 0.010*** 0.010**

(0.004) (0.007) (0.003) (0.004)
Participation (IV) 0.081*** 0.055 0.061*** 0.045**

(0.025) (0.032) (0.018) (0.018)

Control Mean 0.012 0.008 0.022 0.007
Observations 32,375 12,759 87,774 35,540
P-Value: HA: β

iv
0506 > β

iv
0204 0.640 0.760

Panel C: Employed before 2002
Eligibility (ITT) 0.002 0.003 -0.016 -0.009

(0.002) (0.002) (0.010) (0.009)
Participation (IV) 0.014 0.015 -0.082 -0.036

(0.013) (0.009) (0.055) (0.040)

Control Mean 0.013 0.005 0.030 0.019
Observations 117,028 50,066 13,595 5,324
P-Value: HA: β

iv
0506 > β

iv
0204 0.580 0.280

P-Value: HA: β
iv
0 > β

iv
1 0.000 0.080 0.020 0.000

Note: See table 3 for the specification used in rows (ITT) and see table 4 for the description of specification used in
rows (IV). The sample used in columns (1) and (3) includes the years of 2004 to 2006, whereas the sample used in
columns (2) and (4) includes only 2007 information.
The p-value in the table concerns the null hypothesis that the effect for those that entered in CS in the years of
2005-2006 equals the effect of those that entered between 200-2004, H0: β

iv
0506 = β

iv
0204, against the alternative that

the effect is larger for those entering in the later year, HA: β
iv
0506 > β

iv
0204. The last row presents the p-value for the

null hypothesis that the effect for those not employed prior 2002 equals the effect on those employed, H0: β
iv
0 = β

iv
1 ,

against the alternative that the effect is larger for those not employed prior to 2002, HA: β
iv
0 > β

iv
1 .

Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when eligibility is evaluated.
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the critical values for inference are adjusted for
multiple hypotheses testing).
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Table A.8: Impacts on Labour Market Outcomes (cohorts 2002-2006).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Variable Employed Self-Employed Wage worker
Years after entry 2 4 2 4 2 4

Panel A: Head
Panel A1: Not Employment before 2002

Eligibility (ITT) -0.012 -0.020 0.001 -0.018 -0.013 -0.002
(0.012) (0.014) (0.011) (0.013) (0.006) (0.010)

Participation (IV) -0.067 -0.110 0.006 -0.103 -0.073 -0.008
(0.068) (0.084) (0.061) (0.076) (0.037) (0.058)

Control Mean 0.244 0.181 0.0625
Observations 48,062 34,451 48,062 34,451 48,062 34,451

Panel A2: Employed before 2002

Eligibility (ITT) 0.002 -0.003 -0.000 -0.001 0.003 -0.002
(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.008) (0.006) (0.007)

Participation (IV) 0.012 -0.016 -0.002 -0.001 0.014 -0.015
(0.028) (0.032) (0.033) (0.043) (0.031) (0.039)

Control Mean 0.835 0.603 0.231
Observations 186,853 162,992 186,853 162,992 186,853 162,992
P-Value: HA: β

iv
0 > β

iv
1 0.840 0.860 0.400 0.840 0.880 0.540

Panel B: Spouse
Panel B1: Not Employment before 2002

Eligibility (ITT) 0.008 -0.004 0.000 0.000 0.008* -0.004
(0.005) (0.009) (0.005) (0.008) (0.003) (0.006)

Participation (IV) 0.045 -0.021 0.002 0.001 0.043* -0.023
(0.028) (0.047) (0.025) (0.040) (0.018) (0.033)

Control Mean 0.126 0.0875 0.0381
Observations 117,331 71,586 117,331 71,586 117,331 71,586

Panel B2: Employment before 2002

Eligibility (ITT) 0.002 -0.031 -0.011 -0.018 0.013 -0.013
(0.022) (0.026) (0.019) (0.027) (0.014) (0.020)

Participation (IV) 0.030 -0.181 -0.073 -0.114 0.103 -0.067
(0.131) (0.160) (0.113) (0.166) (0.083) (0.123)

Control Mean 0.409 0.286 0.124
Observations 20,458 14,384 20,458 14,384 20,458 14,384

P-Value: HA: β
iv
0 > β

iv
1 0.440 0.140 .360 0.200 0.560 0.240

Note: See table 3 for the specification used in rows (ITT) and table 4 for rows (IV). The coefficient estimate in rows
(ITT) is the indicator of eligibility, Eim, and the coefficient estimate in rows (IV) is the indicator of participation in
CS, CSim.
Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when eligibility is evaluated.
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the critical values for inference are adjusted for
multiple hypotheses testing).
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Table A.9: ITT estimates for quality of housing (impacts measured two years after potential entry in CS).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Basic Before 2002 Area
No Yes Urban Rural

Panel A: Water Connection
A.1: Water from Public Network 0.002 0.002 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003

(0.004) (0.007) (0.003) (0.003) (0.008)
Control Mean 0.676 0.145 0.956 0.977 0.287

A.2: Water fetched to the house 0.001 0.002 0.008 -0.002 0.011
(0.004) (0.004) (0.016) (0.002) (0.009)

Control Mean 0.149 0.0661 0.552 0.00967 0.329

Panel B: Tenency
House owner -0.000 0.004 -0.006 0.010 -0.013

(0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009)
Control Mean 0.479 0.234 0.864 0.452 0.514
Observations 241,297 123,031 118,266

Panel C: Sewage Connection
Sewage connected to network 0.008 0.007 0.008 0.011 -0.003

(0.006) (0.006) (0.011) (0.009) (0.004)
Control Mean 0.362 0.132 0.861 0.616 0.0346

Panel D: Quality of the walls
Adequate walls -0.001 -0.011 0.009 0.005 -0.008

(0.006) (0.006) (0.014) (0.008) (0.010)
Control Mean 0.284 0.184 0.539 0.285 0.282

Panel E: Quality of the ceiling
Adequate ceiling -0.002 -0.008 -0.002 0.011 -0.018

(0.007) (0.008) (0.011) (0.009) (0.009)
Control Mean 0.410 0.256 0.654 0.456 0.351

Panel F: Electricity
House with electricity 0.002 0.018 -0.004 0.000 0.001

(0.005) (0.027) (0.003) (0.003) (0.011)
Control Mean 0.929 0.625 0.986 0.989 0.854

Note: The table presents the coefficient estimates (and standard errors) on eligibility from model 4. Controls ex-
cluded from table include quadratic in distance to cutoff, their interaction with eligibility to CS and municipality-year
effects. The municipality is the municipality of residence when eligibility is evaluated. ”C. Mean” is the mean of
the outcome for those at most 4-CAS points above the cutoff.
Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when eligibility is evaluated.
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the critical values for inference are adjusted for
multiple hypotheses testing).
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Table A.11: ITT Estimates: Choice of Fixed Effects (impacts measured two years after potential entry in
CS).

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Fixed Effects Baseline Municip Neighb Neighb-Year

Year Year

SUF 0.023*** 0.022** 0.025*** 0.023***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008)

Labour Market Programs - FOSIS (Head) 0.004** 0.004** 0.003 0.004
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Labour Market Programs - FOSIS (Spouse) 0.007** 0.007*** 0.006* 0.006*
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Note: The table presents the coefficient estimates on eligibility from model 4 controlling for different
location fixed effects when eligibility to CS is assessed. Column (1) is our basic specification, which con-
trols for municipality-year effects. Column (2) controls separately for municipality and year fixed effects;
column (3) includes separately for neighbourhood and year fixed effects, and, column (4) controls for
neighbourhood-year fixed effects. Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at munici-
pality of residence when eligibility is evaluated. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant
at 1% (the critical values for inference are adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing).
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Table A.13: ITT Estimates: by size of discontinuity at the value of CAS-score that maximizes the R2 of
(2).

(1) (2) (3) (4)
First SUF Participation in FOSIS Programs
Stage Head Spouse

Panel A: Municipalities with discontinuity
Eligibility (ITT) 0.298*** 0.030*** 0.006** 0.009**

(0.008) (0.009) (0.002) (0.003)

Observations 113,701 113,701 139,055 91,875
Control Mean 0.100 0.530 0.012 0.023

Panel B: Municipalities with low or no discontinuity
Eligibility (ITT) 0.090*** 0.010 0.001 0.004

(0.006) (0.012) (0.002) (0.003)

Observations 56,264 56,264 73,173 50,358
Control Mean 0.042 0.517 0.008 0.011

Note: The table presents estimates for coefficient on eligibility from model 4. The effects are measured
two (potential) years after entry in CS. Controls excluded are: quadratic in distance to cutoff, their inter-
action with eligibility to CS and municipality-year effects. The two panels in the table include estimates
separately for those municipalities with (Panel A) and without (Panel B) discontinuity in estimation of
equation 2. We consider that a municipality has discontinuity in estimation of equation (2) if the estimate
for ψ at the value of CAS-score that maximizes the R2 of (2) is at least 0.1.
Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when eligibility is
evaluated. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the critical values for inference
are not adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing).
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Table A.14: ITT Estimates: Cutoff obtained through split-sample.

(1) (2) (3)

SUF Participation in FOSIS programs
Head Spouse

Eligibility (ITT) 0.038*** 0.009*** 0.014***
(0.006) (0.002) (0.003)

Participation (IV) 0.133*** 0.036*** 0.061***
(0.020) (0.006) (0.010)

Observations 119,852 138,736 93,002

Note: The table presents estimates for the coefficients on eligibility and participation from models 4 and
5. The effects are measured two years after (potential) entry in CS. Controls excluded are: quadratic in
distance to cutoff, their interaction with eligibility to CS and municipality-year effects.
The estimates presented in this table are obtained in the following way. First, the effective cutoff for
eligibility for each year between 2002 and 2006 and for each municipality is estimated as in equation 2. A
random sample of 2/3 of families is used. Models 4 and 5 are estimated using the sample of families not
used to estimate the municipality-year cutoffs.
Robust standard errors are reported in parenthesis clustered at municipality of residence when eligibility is
evaluated. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% (the critical values for inference
are not adjusted for multiple hypotheses testing).
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B Figures

Figure B.1: Distribution of the poverty index - CAS score (2000-2006).
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Note: Each figure corresponds to the families with a valid score in a given year. The vertical lines represent
the maximum and minimum cutoff scores in each year.
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Figure B.2: Distribution of effective cutoffs

Note: The figure presents the distributions of cutoffs for each municipality that correspond to the value of
CAS g that maximises the R2 of (2).
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Figure B.3: First Stage Estimates by Municipality.
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Note: Each circle in the figure presents estimates for ρ from the following first stage equation CSimt−k =
τ+ ρEimt−k + f (CASimt−k−CASmt−k)+ uimt−k estimated separately for each municipality. All cohorts
(2002-2006) are pooled together.
The codes in the x-axis refer to the municipalities, which are ordered by size of ρ̂. The codes correspond
to the Chilean official coding and are the same codes using in figures C.1 and C.2. Not all municipalities
are labelled for presentation proposes.
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Figure B.4: Participation in CS among eligible and non-eligible: Eligibility defined by the official cutoff.

Note: The continuous lines are local linear regression estimates of an indicator for entry in CS in the
year indicated on the top of each panel on distance to cutoff in that year. The bandwidth is set to 8. The
dashed lines are the 95% confidence intervals. Circles in figures represent the mean outcome by cell within
intervals of 1-point of distance to cutoff. The kernel used is Epanechnikov.
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Figure B.5: Average outcomes by eligibility status 4 years into the program, Bandwidth = 8.

Note: The continuous lines in figure present local linear regression estimates of several outcomes on the
distance to cutoff. Circles in figures represent the mean outcome by cell within intervals of 1 point of
distance to cutoff. The kernel used is Epanechnikov. The dashed lines are the 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure B.6: Average outcomes by eligibility status 2 years into the program: different bandwidths.

Note: The figures on the left hand side use a bandwidth of 6-points, whereas the figures on the right hand
side use a bandwidth of 10-points. The continuous lines in figure present local linear regression estimates
of several outcomes on the distance to cutoff. Circles in figures represent the mean outcome by cell within
intervals of 1 point of distance to cutoff. The dashed lines are the 95% confidence intervals. The kernel
used is Epanechnikov
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Figure B.7: Average outcomes by eligibility status 2 years into the program, Bandwidth = 8.

Note: The continuous lines in figure present local linear regression estimates of several outcomes on the
distance to cutoff. Circles in figures represent the mean outcome by cell within intervals of 1 point of
distance to cutoff. The kernel used is Epanechnikov. The dashed lines are the 95% confidence intervals.

24



Figure B.8: Balancing checks: Pre-2002 outcomes by eligibility status, Bandwidth = 8.

Note: The continuous lines in figure present local linear regression estimates of several outcomes on
percentage distance to cutoff. Circles in figures represent the mean outcome by cell within intervals of 1
point of distance to cutoff. The kernel used is Epanechnikov.
Next to the outcome used we include the designation of the sample used, that is, this figures uses the
sample used in the estimation of potential exposure to Chile Solidario for 2 years.
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Figure B.9: Density of observations around the cutoff

Panel A
0

.0
02

.0
04

.0
06

.0
08

-200 -100 0 100 200 300
Disc: -0.027 (0.021).

2002

0
.0

02
.0

04
.0

06
.0

08

-200 -100 0 100 200 300
Disc: -0.029 (0.019).

2006

Panel B

0
.0

1
.0

2
.0

3
.0

4

-20 -10 0 10 20
Disc: -0.008 (0.020).

2002

0
.0

1
.0

2
.0

3
.0

4

-20 -10 0 10 20
Disc: -0.005 (0.019).

2006

Note: The graphs present nonparametric estimates of the density of observations on either side of the
cutoff score for eligibility to CS following McCrary (2008). The cutoffs are centred around zero and the
running variable is the distance to the cutoff. The top figures present estimates for the whole sample,
whereas the bottom graphs are restricted to families with CAS score at most 20-points away from the
cutoff, corresponding to the main sample used. In the bottom right of each graph we include the estimated
discontinuity for the density at the cutoff and in parenthesis the standard errors.
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Figure B.10: Distribution of effective cutoffs
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Note: The figures presents the distribution of cutoffs for municipalities with high and without (or with
low) discontinuity in estimation of equation 2. We consider that a municipality has high discontinuity in
estimation of equation (2) if the estimate for ψ at the value of CAS-score that maximises the R2 of (2) is
at least 0.1. All cohorts (2002-2006) are pooled together.
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C Cutoffs by Municipalities
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D Dynamic RD
One potential problem of equation (5) is that it ignores the evolution of the effective cutoffs within each
municipality which followed the program roll out, and which means that families just ineligible in t may
become eligible t +1 (equation (1)) is static, while selection into CS is sequential). One could think that,
as a result, our static IV estimates could be too small, because they ignore the fact that, over time, an
increasing fraction of ineligible individuals is able to participate in CS. However, it is also true that, over
time, the take-up of CS among eligible individuals may also increase, which could mean that our static IV
estimate of the impact of CS is too large.

Therefore, we adapt the standard RD procedure to our setting, following Cellini, Ferreira and Rothstein
(2010). We have a panel in which individuals who do not receive CS in a given year may receive it in
subsequent years. We then use a version of their procedure to test whether this subsequent entry invalidates
our static approach. Let β

k be the impact on some outcome Y of having first enrolled in CS k years ago.
To simplify, take the first cohort of participants in the program, 2002. We can estimate β

1 from:

Y2003im = α+β
1CS2002im + f

(
CAS2002im−CAS2002m

)
+ ε2003im

where we instrument CS2002im with E2002im. Similarly, for those that could have started the program in
2002 we estimate the effects in 2004 (2 years after entry)

Y2004im = α+θ
2CS2002im + f

(
CAS2002im−CAS2002m

)
+ ε2004im (6)

again instrumenting CS2002im with E2002im, but in this case θ
2 6= β

2, because some individuals for whom
CS2002im = 0 may have CS2003im = 1. In other words, θ

2 measures a weighted average of 2-years and
1-year impacts, since some of the families around the 2002-cutoff will enroll in CS in 2003.

To see this suppose there are three time periods: t = 1,2,3, where CS1, CS2 and CS3 are mutually
exclusive. Then:

Y1 = α+β
1CS1 + ε1 (7)

Y2 = α+β
2CS1 +β

1CS2 + ε2

Y3 = α+β
3CS1 +β

2CS2 +β
1CS3 + ε3.

Then, the β
1, the impact of being in the program for 1 year, is given by

E (Y1|E1 = 1)−E (Y1|E1 = 0) = β
1 [E (CS1|E1 = 1)−E (CS1|E1 = 0)]⇔

E (Y1|E1 = 1)−E (Y1|E1 = 0)
E (CS1|E1 = 1)−E (CS1|E1 = 0)

= β
1 = θ

1 (8)

Assuming constant effects across cohorts and individuals, the impact of being in the program for 2 years,
β

2, is given by

E(Y2|E1 = 1)−E((Y2|E1 = 0) =
β

2[E(CS1|E1 = 1)−E(CS1|E1 = 0)]+β
1[E(CS2|E1 = 1)−E(CS2|E1 = 0)]⇔

E(Y2|E1 = 1)−E(Y2|E1 = 0)
E(CS1|E1 = 1)−E(CS1|E1 = 0)

= β
2 +β

1 E(CS2|E1 = 1)−E(CS2|E1 = 0)
E(CS1|E1 = 1)−E(CS1|E1 = 0)

⇔

θ
2 = β

2 +β
1
π

1 (9)

where we estimate β1 from equation (8) and π1 is a ratio of two first stage estimates: (i) the coefficient
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on eligibility in t = 1, E1, from a regression of an indicator of entry in CS in t = 2, CS2, on eligibility in
t = 1, E1, conditional on not having started CS in t = 1, CS1 = 0 (controlling for a function of CAS in
t = 1, which we omit above to simplify notation) and (ii) the coefficient on eligibility in t = 1, E1, from a
regression of an indicator of entry in CS in t = 1, CS1, on eligibility in t = 1, E1 (controlling for a function
of CAS in t = 1, which we omit above to simplify notation).

The impact of being in the program for 3 years, β
3, is given by

E (Y3|E1 = 1)−E (Y3|E1 = 0) = β
3 [E (CS1|E1 = 1)−E (CS1|E1 = 0)]

+β
2 [E (CS2|E1 = 1)−E (CS2|E1 = 0)]+β

1 [E (CS3|E1 = 1)−E (CS3|E1 = 0)]

Thus,

E (Y3|E1 = 1)−E (Y3|E1 = 0)
E (CS1|E1 = 1)−E (CS1|E1 = 0)

= β
3 +β

2 E (CS2|E1 = 1)−E (CS2|E1 = 0)
E (CS1|E1 = 1)−E (CS1|E1 = 0)

+

β
1 E (CS3|E1 = 1)−E (CS3|E1 = 0)

E (CS1|E1 = 1)−E (CS1|E1 = 0)

θ
3 = β

3 +β
2
π

1 +β
1
π

2.

In the derivation above we assumed that θ
k does not depend on t− k (i.e., β

k does not depend on year
of entry into CS nor do the π terms).

We present estimates for the βs in table D.1 and up to five years of exposure to CS. We do not present
estimates for six years of exposure, because the estimation of π1 in the case of β

6 is obtained from families
entering in CS in 2007. However, in this paper we focus on the cohorts of 2002-2006, since from 2007
onwards the eligibility to the program was based on the FPS.

The coefficients of βs (adjusted) for the take-up of public subsidies are all within 90% of the θs (not
adjusted) in table D.1. Table D.2 shows that π1s are small in magnitude, and π2, π3 and π4 are negative,
therefore the estimates of the main results are largely unaffected by the dynamic entry into the program
around the cutoff.
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Table D.2: Estimates of the weights π used to obtain the adjusted estimates β in table D.1.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Years after start 2 3 4 5

π1 0.067 0.042 0.117 -0.008
[.030;.114] [.012;.072] [.098;.149] [-.044;.024]

π2 -0.168 -0.182 -0.195
[-.208;-.129] [-.212;-.154] [-.251;-.145]

π3 -0.158 -0.175
[-.196;-.123] [-.214;-.135]

π4 -0.151
[-.175;-.112]

Note: The table presents estimates for the terms π used to obtained the estimates each β in the even
columns of table D.1. In brackets we include 90% confidence intervals obtained by block-bootstrap (the
block is the family; 500 replications).
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E Data
CAS Consolidado covered about one-third of the Chilean population in each year between 2000 and 2006.
The FPS expanded the coverage from 2007 onward, reaching two-thirds of the population in 2009. These
records include all families (and their members) applying to any publicly provided social program in Chile.
We can link individuals across years through their national ID number. The data include individuals sur-
veyed between March 1998 and December 2009, covering over 14 million individuals (about 4 million
families), corresponding to nearly 60 million observations). We have access to both the detailed informa-
tion on the CAS and FPS forms, but also to the overall scores computed using that information. The scores
are used to construct eligibility for CS and most targeted social programmes.32

E.1 The Ficha CAS and the CAS score
The ficha CAS is used to compute the CAS score (index of unsatisfied basic needs), and it is used as
an instrument for targeting most social programs in Chile since 1980. This register covers around 30%
of the Chilean population and it includes 50 variables grouped into 9 categories. The index is used to
determine eligibility several programs, some of them use CAS score to rank the applicants and serve those
in more need, whereas other programs use CAS as one of the variables to be considered when determining
eligibility status.

The CAS is a continuous index that results from a weighted average of underlying variables. The
variables that enter the score have different weights and are concerned to four main areas: housing condi-
tions (wall, floor, ceiling, overcrowding, water access, sewage, shower), property type, education of family
members, occupation, income, and ownership of durables (fridge, boiler, tv). Housing and education of
the head of family or spouse represent almost half of the weight of the index (see Larrañaga, 2005).

The Ficha considers the family as the unit of reference, which is defined as a group of persons that
live together, whether or they not are relatives, and who share some kind of income and auto-recognise
themselves as a family. The unit of application of this survey is the household, so each time someone or a
family applies for a Ficha, the entire household will be surveyed. The questionnaire is filled by the head
of family, and only under his/her authorization other member may fill the questionnaire.

The Ficha is valid for a period of two years, as long as families do not change their address or com-
position. The survey is filled at family’s house and to attest the credibility of information provided 20%
of all valid surveys are randomly re-interviewed by a supervisor and all surveys with invalid entries are
revised and if necessary households are re-interview.

This data does not intend to represent the Chilean population. An individual or family that intends to
apply for a social program will do it at the office supplying the program or at the municipality. It is also
possible that the local authority takes the initiative to survey a family to learn about its vulnerability. Since
all the information is centrally managed, it is difficult to game the system by obtaining scores in more than
one municipality, and using the most favorable one.

The Ficha CAS is relatively cheap to administrate costing about US$8.65 per household and this
cost is borne by the municipalities. About 30 percent of Chilean households undergo interviews, which
is reasonable given that the target group for the subsidy programs is the poorest 20 percent. In 1996,
administrative costs represented a mere 1.2 percent of the benefits distributed using the CAS system (see
Clert and Wodon, 2002).

32The year of 2006 was a transition-year, and starting in 2007 eligibility to CS was based on a national threshold for a new
score. Because of this change, in 2006 there were no families newly surveyed for a CAS score and the register contains about
half the number families than in previous years.
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In each year between 2000 and 2005 there are around 1.5-1.8 millions families with a valid score (in
2006 there are only 0.7 million of families in the original database, since this was the year of transition to
FPS and families surveyed in 2005 were excluded from the data; we consolidated this information adding
to the CAS2006 those families surveyed during 2005). About 70% of the families with CAS valid in
2002 already had a valid score in either 2000 or 2001. Between 2000 and 2006 about 80% of the families
requested the survey twice. This shows that there is some persistency of families in the system.

E.2 The Ficha de Proteccion Social
In 2007 the instrument to select families into the program was replaced by the Ficha de Proteccion Social.
This new targeting instrument assesses the vulnerability to of households to short and long run shocks.
This is a significant change from the CAS, which weighed heavily on assets and durables ownership. The
FPS considers the needs of different members in the household according to equivalence scales. The unit
of reference is the family defined as a household, that is, individuals that live together and share family
expenditures. Whereas the CAS (2000-2006) score is valid for 2 years, the FPS-score (2007-2009) is
updated monthly.

As Ficha CAS, FPS has information on each family’s member date of birth, education, income and
labour market participation, house ownership and its conditions. FPS contains variables related with use
of health facilities, school attendance by children, disability status of members and alcohol and drugs use
of family members.

E.3 Constructing the administrative panel (Consolidado CAS and FPS)
The data we use is a panel formed using Ficha CAS and FPS that includes individuals surveyed between
March 1998 and May 2008. We performed the following checks to each cross section of the data:

• We drop repeated observations in 2000, 2001 and 2007, which correspond to least to two identical
rows of data.;

• We recode the individual identifier, RUT (Rol Unico Tributario) or RUN (Rol Unico Nacional)33, to
missing if it is too small (1000 or less) and flag observations with the same identifier34. We verify
whether individuals have valid identifier, this is important because is the combination RUT-digito
verificador that allows us to merge the several waves of CAS Consolidado, FPS and these with
data from other sources. We consider that an individual possess a valid RUT if it fulfils several
requirements: (i) if it is larger than 50,000, (ii) if the digito verificador is correctly assigned, and
(iii) if it is not missing. Individuals with invalid or missing RUT tend to have lower income, less
years of education, to be in families with lower CAS and in larger families, are less likely to be head
of family and to be younger than 18;

• We check if two individuals with the same combination RUT-digito verificador are the same person.
Two individuals surveyed in the same year with the same RUT, digito verificador, gender, date of

33The national identification number in Chile is the RUT (Rol Unico Tributario); sometimes it is called RUN (Rol Unico
Nacional). It is used as a national identification number, tax payer number, social insurance number, passport number, driver’s
license number, for employment, etc., and it allows us to merge the several administrative data sets used in the paper. Since year
2004 every born baby has a RUT number; before it was assigned at the moment of applying to get the ID card. Each individual
in the data set is identified by a unique combination of RUT and digito verificador. The digito verificador is either a letter or
number that is assigned to each RUT by an algorithm that ensures the authenticity of RUT.

34An individual without documents can be identified by a missing RUT and a digito 1 in Ficha CAS or an entry of RUT
equal to date of birth in FPS. Foreign individuals have RUN 1 in FPS.
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birth, region, province and municipality of residence, number of survey, relationship to head of fam-
ily, name and surname and CAS are considered the same person, so we keep only one observation
per year;

• As CAS index is assigned to the family, we dropped families with CAS varying within family;

• We found a few observations of heads of family whose parents or grandparents are younger than the
head (on average 1500 out of 6 millions individuals per wave), which we flag but do not exclude
from data given the small proportion of cases.

All income related variables are top coded at the 99th percentile and all income values are deflated to May
2008 using the monthly CPI (Banco Central de Chile, 2008). We have some concerns regarding the quality
of income data in 2006: for 179394 observations (35% out of 506051 nonmissing observations) the period
of income reported is 0, which is an unassigned code.

E.4 Administrative Data of CS Participants: The Puente Data Set
We use data on all families that were ever invited to participate in Chile Solidario between 2002 (when
the program was implemented) and May 2009. Among other information, this data includes the exact date
of entry of each family in CS. Additionally, for each family we have the Chilean National identification
number (the RUN) of the individual who receives the cash transfers associated to CS (the Bono Chile
Solidario and the Bono de Egreso). We use the RUN to link the data on participation with the other
administrative data we use (Ficha CAS 2000-2006, FPS 2007-2009 and the register of participants in
employment programs offered by FOSIS between 2004 and 2007).
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