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Abstract

Chile Solidario (CHS) is an innovative poverty program which targets indigent families in
Chile. It attempts to lift families out of poverty through a coordinated set of stimulus to the
demand and supply of social services, and through the provision of psycho-social support to
beneficiary families. In this paper we analyze the short and medium term effectiveness of this
program using both administrative and survey data. We use a RD design, exploring the fact
that in order to be eligible a family must have a means-test score below a given cutoff, which
varies by municipality. We find that the program leads to increases the take-up of subsidies and
of employment programs. The impacts of CHS vary across families with different characteristics,
and located in different municipalities: the impact of the program on the take up of subsidies
is larger in municipalities with a better network of social services, for families served by social
workers with relatively low caseloads, and in male headed families. The impact of the program
on employment of spouse is larger in rural areas and for families served by social workers with
relatively low caseload. We were not able to detect any positive impacts of CS on employment
or income of the head.
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1 Introduction

A successful social protection system delivers effective welfare services to those who can use of
them the most. Achieving both these goals is extremely difficult. Since the provision of public
services is often shielded from the discipline of market incentives, and public accountability systems
are imperfect, these services are often not provided in the most efficient way. Furthermore, the
population which is most in need of these programs is usually at the margins of society, being hard
to reach and hard to change.

Chile Solidario (CHS) is an innovative and ambitious system that attempts to improve the target-
ing of existing social services, by stimulating the demand for these services among indigent families
in Chile, and reorganizing and expanding the supply of services. The stimulus to demand is done
through visits of social workers to poor families, informing, encouraging and helping them to apply to
the network of services they have available. The social worker role works within the families to help
them restore their basic socio-emotional capabilities, and foster behaviors conducive to labor market
success changes better family welfare, and engage them in a process to identify a family strategy to
exit extreme poverty. On the supply side, different government agencies and local providers of social
services coordinate in assessing the needs of each municipality and in providing the adequate supply
of services so that the programs are channeled and tailored to the neediest population within each
municipality. The program also includes a cash transfer component, relatively small in size, which
aims at compensating participating households for the transaction costs incurred when connecting
to social programs. This program was first introduced in Chile in 2002, and was gradually phased
in over time.

The take-up of subsidies and services tailored to the family needs is perceived as a means to
activate a process towards exiting poverty. Over time, the program aims at removing structural bot-
tlenecks by strengthening the human capital of adults and expanding their employment opportunities
and productive activities (via education completion/training/public employment or self-employment
programs).

The popularity of CHS has spread beyond the national boundaries of Chile, in spite of the fact that
a comprehensive quantitative evaluation of the long term effects of the program is not yet available.
Many other Latin American countries are looking at the integrated ‘system’ as an example, and some
countries have programs (such as the new Colombian program Juntos) that mimic several aspects
of CHS. Furthermore, given the problem of low take up of welfare programs throughout the world,
there is widespread interest from developed and developing countries on the lessons from CHS. Low
take up is often seen as the result of imperfect information, transaction costs, stigma, and myopic
behavior (Currie 2004). CHS attempts to address all these.

This paper provides an evaluation of the impact of CHS on the lives of the poor. It builds
and expand on previous evaluation results by the authors. Galasso (2006) documented the short
term impact of the program for the first two year cohorts entering in 2002/2003. The study found
significant effects on the take-up of subsidies and social programs for employment and housing. The
program showed short term improvements in access to education, and to a lesser extent, health
services by program participants, but no estimated effects on employment or income in the short
term. The estimated medium term effects of the program in 2006 (Carneiro, Galasso 2007) confirmed
the effects on access to services, and documented the fact that CHS had improved the labor supply
and income of rural households and helped them escape poverty and indigence.

The set of outcomes we consider is limited by data constraints, but also by the need to have
a focused and informative analysis. In particular, we analyze the impact of CHS on: 1) take up
of subsidies and participation in training and employment programs; 2) income and employment of
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family members; 3) improvements in housing conditions; and 4) psycho-social welfare and attitudes
of individuals. We study outcomes that are perceived harder to work with (such as housing and
employment), but are also perceived as key dimensions that would allow participating households
to escape indigence in a sustained way in the long run. Some of these outcomes may take time to
materialize as families slowly grow their skills and assets as part of their family ’life project’.

The main empirical challenge we face is in accounting for the fact that participants in CHS are
systematically different from non-participants, and therefore we cannot simply compare the outcomes
of the two groups of individuals. We rely on two strategies to address this difficulty, which are
based on different assumptions. Unfortunately, it is likely that the two strategies estimate different
parameters, even if their underlying assumptions are both valid. We comment on this below.

One identification strategy explores the fact that a family’s eligibility to CHS depends on whether
the family’s score on a index of unsatisfied basic needs (a proxy means test, CAS) is below a given
cutoff. In particular, those families just eligible, i.e., with a (CAS) score just below the cutoff, should
be similar to families just ineligible, i.e., with a (CAS) score just above the cutoff, in all dimensions
but one: eligibility. Therefore, any difference in the outcomes of the families in these two groups can
be attributed to a differential rate of participation in the program, induced by differential eligibility.
This is the method of regression discontinuity (RD).

One important criticism of the RD method is that it only captures the effect of the program for
individuals at the margin, but this is not much of a concern in our study. At least for the first five
years of the program the eligibility cutoffs varied widely across municipalities. This means that it is
possible to identify the impact of the program for individuals for a continuum of margins, defined
by the continuum of cutoffs that we have in the data.

In implementing this strategy and estimating cohort-specific effects we faced a practical problem:
the effect of eligibility on the probability of participation in CHS at any given cohort is quantitatively
small for families around the eligibility cutoff. This means that, even if the program has a substantial
effect on the lives of the poor for this set of families, it will be hard to detect in the data. Since
very few families at the margin of eligibility are induced to participate in the program if they were
to become eligibile, the program has the chance to act only on a limited set of families, so the
comparison between eligible and non-eligible families shows very diluted effects, detectable only with
very large sample sizes.

The method of differences in differences (DD), which we also use, alleviates this problem at
the expense of stronger assumptions. It compares participants and (observationally similar) non-
participants (say, with the same CAS score), before and after participation in the program. The
central idea of this method is that the change in outcomes for participants before and after their
participation in CHS is the result of the program and of underlying trends in the economy, whereas
the change in outcomes for non-participants over the same period reflect only trends in the economy.
Assuming the trends in the economy affect the two groups in the same way, and differencing changes
in outcomes between the two groups, we can estimate the effect of the program. One important dif-
ference relatively to RD is that the comparison is directly between participants and non-participants
(as opposed to eligible and ineligible individuals), bypassing the problem that the effect of eligibility
on participation is small. Unfortunately, it is not likely that the parameters estimated by RD and
DD are the same in the presence of heterogeneity in impacts, so they are not directly comparable
(furthermore, it is likely the way we implement DD leads to an underestimate of the effect of the
program).

We use a combination of administrative records and survey data purposively collected to eval-
uate the program. Administrative records are useful because of they are available for millions of
individuals, and include objective measurements of each family’s CAS score, and of each family’s
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participation on a variety of welfare programs. The survey data, which can be linked to administra-
tive records using individual identifiers, provides us with a much smaller sample but a larger set of
outcomes. It is especially important for the analysis of income (and hence poverty) which is poorly
measured in the administrative data, and of psycho-social variables, which are not available in the
administrative data. One problem with the survey data is that the sample is not representative of
the population of interest. We attempt to overcome this problem by reweighting the data back to a
representative sample, but the construction of the weights is not straightforward.

Our main results are that the program increases the uptake of subsidies and of the employment
programs provided by FOSIS (the only ones we were able to measure so far). These impacts are
present for some but not all cohorts and length of exposure, but the overall pattern of impacts leads
us to believe that these effects are stronger for later cohorts and that they are fairly robust. The RD
estimates are larger than the DD estimates, at least when they are statistically significant, but the
DD estimates are more stable across cohorts and years. These results indicate that CHS is somewhat
successful in stimulating demand for these services, and also making supply available to respond to
the additional demand1. The impacts of CHS vary across families with different characteristics,
and located in different municipalities. For example, the impact of the program on the take up of
subsidies is larger in municipalities with a better network of social services, for families served by
social workers with relatively low caseloads, and in male headed families. Conversely, the impact of
the program on employment of the spouse is larger in rural areas and for families served by social
workers with relatively low caseload.

In spite of this, we were not able to find any positive impacts of CS on employment or income of
the head. The totality of male headed families had been already been working in the absence of the
program, so the scope for improvement of the employment of the head were very small. If anything,
estimated effects are mildly negative, possibly resulting from disincentive effects of public transfers,
that dissipate over time. It is important to note that the employment effect (and hence the income
effects) is absent also for female headed households, who represent a important vulnerable group
within the target population.

The main channel through which we detect employment, income and poverty effects comes from
activation the labor force participation of the spouses of the heads. There, using the DD specification
in the administrative data and the RD specification in the survey data, we are able to find some
impacts of the program. The effects are larger for later cohorts, for whom, the supply side has
significantly expanded to attend the target population. The pattern of the impact of the employment
of the spouse mirrors the take-up of the employment programs. The enhanced employment of the
spouse provides a small but important source of complementary income for rural households and
households whose head with lower educational attainment. For these subgroups, the employment
effect translates into gains household labor and total income per capita, and poverty/indigence, which
we can detect only using the survey data.

We find some impact of the programs in housing conditions (in the DD specification in the ad-
ministrative data, and in the survey data). Previous evaluations had documented the impact of the
program on improved access to municipality programs that would provide short term solutions to
weather the house from rain and cold. Over time, the program effects materialize in improved access
to adequate sewage systems and in legalization of housing situation. Housing, together with employ-
ment, is one of the dimensions where participating households have the largest share of deprivations
at program entry, and that are reported in qualitative work as key dimensions for the long term

1Given that the effect we estimate is a result of demand and supply stimulus, in future work we will try to quantify
the proportion of the overall effect due to increase in supply of services and pure increase in demand for them.
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improvements in their well-being.
The survey data in the last rounds of the panel dataset also help us document mixed effects

of the program on psychosocial dimension of welfare. Unfortunately, the impact of the program is
sensitive to how questions are framed over time. The most consistent impact of the program on
the psychosocial dimension is on optimism towards the future, in line with the program logic of
activating the ability of the participating households to project themselves into the future with a
concrete life project. There are some mild effects of the program on self-esteem and self-efficacy in
the employment domain. Against these positive effects, we found negative effects of the program on
the perceived social support, as well as on the psychosocial distress of participants. More work is
needed in the future to improve on the measurement side of the domains and triangulate the scales
with the qualitative gains that have been observed in qualitative research.

Finally, an interesting result that we could document by tracking individuals over time in the
administrative data is that participation in CHS leads to a more stable family structure for younger
families. The program works against a background of very fluid changes in family composition.
We find that younger households are less likely to experience change in headship as a result of
having participated in CHS. The effect is mainly driven by a lower propensity to transition to single
headed headship. The most likely channel through which this effect materializes is through the
dimension of family dynamics, where the social worker works with family members to improve the
communication, conflict resolution, norms of cohabitation among family members, and, for a subset
of participating families, through access to a set of programs aimed at specifically improve those
habits and competencies.

The paper proceeds as follows. In the next section we describe the program. We follow by
describing the data, explaining the empirical strategy, and discussing our results. The last section
concludes.

2 Program background

Chile Solidario is a system of social protection for families in extreme poverty, that combines aid
and skills development in an integrated approach (Ministry of Planning, 2002). The program targets
families in extreme poverty based on proxy means test, Ficha CAS (up to 2006). Since 2007, the
targeting instrument for all social programs in Chile has switched from a proxy means test that
intends to capture some key socio-economic correlates of unsatisfied basic needs to a novel instrument
(Ficha de Proteccion Social, FPS) that intends to measure the household income generating capacity
and its vulnerability to shocks.

Chile Solidario has four components:

1. An intensive phase of psycho-social support - implemented through the outreach activities by a
local social worker or technical staff to each home. During these visits, the social worker works
with the family to identify its main problems, and the main steps they need to take to solve
them; raise awareness of available social services and stimulate take up. It lasts for 24 months,
with decreasing intensity. The multidimensional aspect of deprivation is operationalized in
terms of defining a set of minimal critical conditions, which aim at measuring a minimally
acceptable level of well-being along different dimensions (identification/legal documentation,
family dynamics, education, health, housing, employment, income). As many of the minimum
conditions are either already attained by the families at entry, or do not correspond to the given
demographic profile of the family, on average, families have 8-12 minimum conditions that need
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to be complied with during the intensive phase of the program. The families commit to put
their effort in meeting those unmet priority conditions, by signing ’partial contracts’ with the
social worker. According to this contract government takes responsibility for supplying services
and resources and families commit to overcome problematic aspects of their lives, using the
opportunities offered by the government.2

2. Cash transfer conditional on the family meeting the contract (in practice, given to everyone).
The transfer (’bono de protección familiar’) lasts for 24 months and amount declines over time.
For example, in 2006, during the first six months in the program families would receive $12.320
pesos, for the second semester the transfer added up to $9.387 per month, and for the third and
fourth semesters the value was $6.454 and $5.393, respectively.3 The transfer is uniform across
families,4 and it is meant to be a compensation for the transaction costs that households incur
when connecting to the supply side services within its municipality (learning about eligibility
and program rules of different programs and the process costs associated with the application
process).

3. Guaranteed Cash Subsidies. Families are guaranteed all subsidies they are entitled to.5 Until
September 2004, families applying subsidies through Chile Solidario were allocated to vacancies
assigned to the municipality, competing with non-Chile Solidario families. Over time, the
constraint on the vacancies on these cash subsidies (with respect to PASIS and SUF) has been
relaxed, so that all eligible families that apply for the subsidy are automatically enrolled as
recipients.6

4. Preferential access to social services. Even with a given local supply of services, the program has
made them available to the CHS population with preferential access, in the sense of providing
priority access to the existing supply side, should they chose to activate their demand for the
services. The concept of preferential access is really crucial in the logic of the program, as the
target population is made ’visible’ to the local municipalities.

The supply side component aims at ensuring coordination among different social programs and
public services at the national and the municipal level. Public programs and services were previously
available for eligible households only upon demand. CHS works directly with municipalities, which
are the local providers of public services, and national programs by making sure that the supply side
is locally organized to attend the needs of its specific target population and ’bridge’ the demand
gap. These supply side efforts aim at making sure that the services are pertinent to the needs of
these families, which could go as far as inducing changes in design, outreach strategies, or even the
organization of new types of programs. Up to 2004 the program worked within the existing supply
side of programs in the municipality. The supply side response at the national and municipal level
was activated after CHS became a national law in 2004, with increasing budgets transferred to be
executed directly by the municipalities on earmarked CHS-related services.

2On average each social worker is allocated 60 families in intensive phase (the standard deviation is 30, and the
maximum number of families is 190.

3The average monthly per capita income for those families with valid Ficha CAS is 2005 is $33.000 pesos.
4The cash transfer component of Chile Solidario is substantially lower than for the amount received by beneficiaries

of PASIS are entitled to receive around $50.000 pesos. In comparative terms, the ratio of the transfer to the income
(consumption) of the median household corresponds to 6% in Chile, compared to other conditional cash transfers
programs in the region (20% in Mexico, 13-17% in Colombia and 29-31% in Nicaragua) (World Bank, 2008).

5Namely, family allowance SUF, old age public pension (PASIS) and water subsidies (SAP).
6The rationing persists with respect to the water subsidy (SAP): Chile Solidario families are entitled to be assigned

the subsidy during the first year of psychosocial support even if there are no sufficient vacancies in the municipality.
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3 Data

There are two main data sets to study the impacts of this program.

3.1 The Panel Chile Solidario

The first data source is a longitudinal survey panel (panel CHS), which was collected specifically for
evaluating the impact of the program. The panel sample for the evaluation has been constructed
from the nationally representative household survey - the Caracterización Socioeconomica Nacional
(CASEN) of 2003. The longitudinal sample contains a sample of CHS participants and a ’suitable’
comparison group of non-participating households followed up at one-year intervals from 2003. This
longitudinal sample has been re-interviewed in 2004, 2006 and in 2007 during the same time of the
year. The survey instrument in the CASEN is multi-topic, ranging from questions on demographics,
employment, income, education, health status and utilization of services to access to public subsidies
and transfers.

A revised questionnaire in the follow-up surveys includes a model on intergenerational mobility
(with proxies of parental income and subjective perceptions of future investment in education), and
perceptions questions about the awareness of social programs in the communities. The 2006 and
2007 waves of the panel survey provide for the first time quantitative measures of welfare aspects
of the target population for which only qualitative assessments were available in the past and help
shed some light on the links between psychosocial wellbeing and poverty. A detailed description of
the survey instruments and the domains they intend to capture are available in appendix D.

3.2 Administrative data

The second data source is administrative data consisting of the records of the main targeting instru-
ment used to identify the group of disadvantaged individuals targeted by different social programs
in Chile and to determine the eligibility status of families/individuals for housing programs, health
programs, schooling programs and cash-transfers (Larranaga, 2005). This is instrument was a proxy
means score called CAS score and it was replaced in 2007 by Ficha de Proteccion Social (FPS).
Also, as a condition to enroll in Chile Solidario that families must possess (obtained from a short
instrument called Ficha CAS).

The original sample we use comprises the set of Ficha CAS and FPS databases including indi-
viduals surveyed between March 1998 and May 2008, on a total of almost 47 millions observations
covering almost 12 millions individuals. Subsequent cross-sections of the CAS and FPS data can be
merged using the unique individual ID number in Chile (called RUT), creating an individual panel.7

The two data sources are complementary to each other. Survey based data are much richer in
covariates and outcomes. The survey instrument in the panel Chile Solidario is multi-topic, ranging
from questions on demographics, employment, income, education, health status and utilization of
services to access to public subsidies and transfers, modules on intergenerational mobility, perceptions
questions about the awareness of social programs in the communities and instruments to capture
the key role of the psycho-social support in the intervention. Moreover, the fact that surveys are

7This is a biennial panel because Ficha CAS is valid (’vigente’) for two years, so for example, the CAS for 2004
contains individuals (families) that were surveyed between January 2003 and December 2004. The Ficha CAS for
2006 only includes households surveyed between January and September of 2006. In this paper we only have at most
one observation per family recovered under the new instrument - FPS.
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administered by trained interviewers enhances the likelihood of having better measured data.8 The
panel CHS is instrumental to document income and poverty dynamics: all the income questions
were drawn from the CASEN survey, and as such could be used to construct comparable income
aggregates and poverty estimates. The panel has however a few drawbacks associated with its
representativeness. The planned sample was to keep a compact set of participating households from
the CASEN 2003 and follow them over time together with a sample of ’observationally equivalent’
non-participants. Unfortunately, the actual sample ended up deviating from the planned one in 2004.
The sample finally selected ended up being composed of better off non-participating households, and
under-sampled eligible non-participants. While this issue does not have a bearing on the internal
validity of the estimated effects, it has implications for the empirical method that can be applied to
the survey data as well as to the ability to extrapolate the results to the target population. We will
discuss this issue more at length in the data and results sections.

Administrative records, in contrast, usually contain a limited set of outcomes and socio-economic
characteristics. The outcomes available in Ficha CAS are employment, income, some basic housing
characteristics and take-up of subsidies (SUF, PASIS and SAP). Some key outcomes, such as in-
come, are very imperfectly measured, as in the case of income originated from self-employment, as
reviewed in detail in appendix A. The recent FPS has an expanded set of employment variables, and
more disaggregated information about school enrolment and health care access. Yet, administrative
data has several features that make it attractive for evaluation purposes. First, with more than
five million individuals per year, program impacts can be estimated with higher precision. This is
particularly valuable in an empirical setting as in ours where the data needs to be thick around
(multiple) discontinuities. Second, the large administrative data collected at different points in time
allows us to precisely identify cohort of participants, and therefore characterize the impact of the
program for groups with differential duration into the program. Third, as administrative databases
are automatically updated over time, they offer an important time dimension, that allows to describe
how the impact of the program evolves over time. Finally, the survey panel data was designed to
track households over time. We can use the administrative data to document how sensitive the
results are to issues of attrition, changes in household composition (changes in headship, household
splits) and migration.

3.3 Puente Data and Program Monitoring Instruments

Two additional sources of monitoring data were collected from the program. The first is monthly
information on all families participating in the program collected by the agency in charge of imple-
menting the first two years of psycho-social support (Puente). The Puente database is instrumental
in identifying with precision the identify of the participating families in both the panel CHS data as
well as the CAS/FPS data, as all datasets can be merged using the individual identifiers. In addition,
for each participating household, we can retrieve the identifier of the social worker, and calculate
each worker’s caseload at a given point in time. Our latest release of this data (August 2007) includes
all families covered by the program since it was launched in June 2002 through August 2007.

Second, we have access to a monitoring instrument at the municipality level containing a set
of qualitative indicators on the local supply side (Instrumento de monitoreo al funcionamiento de
la red local de intervencion, REDES). The objective is to obtain indicators of different dimensions

8A potential threat to the quality of the survey data are comparability issues for those variables whose definition
slightly changed over time. The consistency and comparability of some key variables was complicated by the fact that
all waves subsequent to 2003 were administered by different survey firms. We restricted our analysis to those variables
that are as comparable as possible over time, and flag issues of potential incomparability in the results section.

8



of the way the local services are organized in the logic of local ‘system’ of social protection. The
set of questions are organized along three main themes: (i) indicators that measure the degree of
involvement of the local institutions (municipality and suppliers of local services) to the red local (e.g.,
whether they understand and share the need to work in network, whether the institutions adapt the
supply size to the needs of the families; (ii) indicators that measure the degree of knowledge and
dissemination of the program; (iii) indicators that assess the degree of institutionalization of the
‘red’. The questionnaire is close-ended, with open-ended sections for comments. Each indicator is
structured to have four possible answers, ranked from low to high. The instrument is qualitative
in nature but organized in a way that allows to construct an index score which can be used as a
proxy of the quality of the local system of social protection at one point in time. The information
used was collected between November 2005 and January 2006, but to the extent that there is a
strong permanent component in underlying quality measures, we can use the score to characterize
the heterogeneity of impact on the supply side, with a special focus on the take-up of subsidies and
social services.9

3.4 Employment programs

As discussed more in depth in the section of data description, families in the target population are
characterized by high level of labor informality. Qualitative data shows that employment (’trabajo’)
is one of the dimensions that participating families find harder to work with, due to a combination
of low (hard and soft) skills, low labor force attachment (in the case of women) and low psychosocial

self-efficacy to develop (Asesoria al Desarrollo 2005, Espigar 200X, Mideplan 2009). Among all
services to which CHS families are given preferential access to, employment programs stands out
as a important group to analyze, as a ’stable’ employment with a regular source of income that
is perceived as a key pathway to exit poverty. While we cannot causally trace the channel of the
impact of CHS that originates from such programs, we can nonetheless document who takes up such
programs, and whether the same groups for whom we observe gains in employment and income are
the same groups that take-up such programs.

There are three broad groups of employment programs offered to the target population: (i)
training programs, and programs that aim at fostering employability, competency based (mainly
provided by FOSIS, SENCE, SERNAM and PRODEMU; (ii) public employment programs (pro-
vided by SENCE and FOSIS) and (iii) self-employment programs (mainly provided by FOSIS). As
mentioned above, the supply side response was activated after 2004, when the CHS was passed
as a national law. After 2004, some new programs were created to meet the unsatisfied demand of
the target population (mostly programas de desarrollo competencias/habilitacion laboral, programas
apoyo al microemprendimiento, programas apoyo a la produccion familiar), and tailored according to
their profile (mainly women, with low educational attainment and little or no previous employment
history and low employability).

We have access to the individual records of participation to the main employment programs
from 2004 onwards, so far only for programs provided by FOSIS.10 These data can be merged
to the CAS/FPS data using the individual identifier (RUT/RUN). We will use the information on

9The instrument was developed as a management tool and a monitoring instrument and for internal diagnostics. It
was administered to the Unidad de Intervencion Familiar or UIF which comprised all social workers and the municipal
employee in charge of coordinating their activities (head of the UIFs). Its application was supervised by the provincial
representatives of the program. By its nature, the program offers a snapshot of the ’quality’ of the local system at a
given (and intermediate) point along the program timeline.

10The list of employment programs is provided in the appendix E.
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employment programs, merged with our main administrative CAS/FPS data for three main purposes.
The first is to document how the targeting of such programs towards CHS participants evolved over
time. The objective is to assess how program assignment responded to demand needs by improving
in either size/vacancies or reorienting its geographic allocation according to the number of CHS
families with pending minimum conditions in the employment dimension. These trends on coverage
of existing programs, together with the creation of new programs especially targeted to CHS families
will help document the supply side response to the program.

Second, when we restrict the analysis to those employment programs available to both CHS and
non CHS families, we can test whether eligibility (and participation) to CHS is a significant predictor
of participation to these employment programs. This take-up analysis will provide an indirect test
of the ’preferential access’ of CHS families to employment services.

Finally, if we restrict the analysis to participants in employment programs that are open to both
CHS and non CHS families and use the CAS/FPS data to measure outcomes, we can test the value
added of the CHS by estimating whether CHS families have an improvement in employment and
income paths over and above other employment program participants. In order to do so, we will
apply the same empirical methodology used for the administrative data (RD and DD) to estimate
the impact of the program, but use the subset of the CAS/FPS data that refers to the subpopu-
lation of participants to these employment programs. The results from this exercise will illustrate
whether CHS families have higher returns compared to non-CHS families participating to the same
employment programs, possibly due to the synergies that CHS families have by working on multiple
and complementary dimensions of welfare.

3.5 Data description

Table 1 in Appendix F provides descriptive statistics of the variables present in the CAS/FPS
databases. Table 1 in Appendix G provides a description of the sample size and quality of the merge
between administrative and survey data: out of 6744 households surveyed in all waves of panel, only
74 were not found in administrative records, as they did not apply for CAS/FPS; table 2 presents
descriptive statistics of variables in the panel CHS.

Targeting and coverage

The target of the program was determined in 2002 according to the estimated number of indigent
people in the country (5.7% in the CASEN 2000), with an estimated target number of 225,000
families. The program was phased-in gradually between 2002 and 2005.11

These four year-cohorts will be the main subject of our evaluation. After the last cohort in 2005,
the program was institutionalized as a permanent component of the social protection system in the
country, and implemented on a rolling basis with an average of 40-50,000 participating families per
year. Eligibility to the program was defined based on a predetermined CAS threshold, what we
call the ”official cutoff”. In order to ensure a wide geographical coverage of the program, a decision
was made to allow the official thresholds to vary across municipalities and regions, with the aim of
reflecting differences in the poverty rates across different geographic areas. The CAS threshold varied
across municipalities but is constant across years. Households within municipalities were sequentially
invited to participate to the program, by starting from the bottom up of their CAS distribution.

11Chile Solidario was initially implemented in 2002 in four regions (Antofagasta, Maule, Magallanes y Metropoli-
tana) as a pilot program to serve 14,000 families and it was enlarge to the rest of the country in May 21, 2002.
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While better targeting does not necessarily provide a useful predictor of the poverty impact
of antipoverty programs (Ravallion, 2008), it is nonetheless of interest to document the degree to
which the program attained its stated objective to reach the poorest 5% segments of the Chilean
population. Two main types of targeting error have been highlighted in the literature (see review
in Van de Walle and Nead, 1995): leakage of the (ineligible) non-poor (errors of inclusion or type
1 error) and incomplete coverage of the poor (errors of exclusion, or type 2 error). One way to
document the targeting performance of the program is to look at the coverage rate among the
eligible population over time. Figure 1A, which plots the participation rate by year at 20 CAS
points’ intervals, provides a graphical description of the table: the totality of the families below
450-460 CAS points are eligible to participate, and the eligibility monotonically declines from 450-
460 up to around 500. The cumulative participation program coverage for the first four year of the
program reaches about 50% in the bottom CAS intervals by 2005. In weighing the two types of
targeting errors, most of the targeting performance can be explained by incomplete coverage rather
than by errors of inclusion, as the proportion of ineligible who are assigned the program is virtually
non-existent (below 1% at any CAS interval).12 Another way of looking at the coverage rate of the
program is along the income distribution of the entire population as observed in the CASEN 2003
(table 3 - Appendix G). On average, the sequential entry ensured good targeting performance, with
40% of the beneficiaries in the lowest decile of the income distribution, and 60% in the poorest 20%
of Chileans individuals, well above the median of other social assistance programs in Latin America
(Coady et al 2004). Overall, the program exhibits higher coverage of rural families. Yet, the coverage
is still limited, with 19% of the bottom 5% of the national income distribution participating into the
program, and lower coverage rates for higher deciles.

One final concern when thinking about the program ability to reach the target population is
to assess how many families in extreme poverty were lacking a ficha CAS (for not having had any
previous contact with public services in the past).13 The program operational guidelines took this
concern into account, and encouraged municipal workers during the process of locating the population
of invited households to apply the CAS or FPS to families that are detected to be a potential
beneficiary of the program but does not have the ficha. The concern about the coverage of the
potentially eligible target population, is not as much whether families have ever been in the CAS
system, but for how long they stay in the system. The CAS database has expanded over time to
include a larger number of individuals and families (table A). Yet, there is evidence of substantial
churning in and out of the CAS database (table 2B, Appendix F). About half of the families who are
ever eligible in the CAS database are present for more than half of all years in the database. Those
who stay in the system for a longer period of time are more likely to be eligible, and more likely to
enter. But among the ever eligible, those who are less permanent in the system are those families
with relatively lower CAS scores. Among the ever eligible, participants are drawn relatively more
from families that more permanently present in the system. We believe that this churning provides a
lead into the relatively low take-up of the program among the ever eligible: the CAS-based targeted
system, by its nature, made it harder for the program to reach families that were drawn into the
system only temporarily.14

12Table 2(A) provides the same information, but adds the also the population found in each range of CAS
13According to the analysis of the 1998 CASEN (Larranaga 2005), 91.5% of the families the bottom decile of the

imputed CAS distribution in the CASEN had a ficha CAS.
14As some of the churning is accounted for by family splits with the creation/destruction of families (either because

of change in location or due to changes in household composition). As we explain in more detail in Appendix A, the
identifier of families in CAS is linked to the address of a family and to its order within the household, therefore mixing
physical mobility of families and mobility within a household and changes in family composition. So in practice, we

11



Overall Trends in outcomes

A more direct visual description of the trends over time in the CAS database can be found in Figure
2. The graphs focus on families in the neighborhood of the endogenous cutoffs (20 points below or
above), and within the same CAS interval, separately by ever participation to the program. Take-up
of subsidies among program participants seem to increase substantially at the year after eligibility is
assessed (for example, take-up measured in 2003 for families eligible or near eligible in 2002), which
is likely to be potentially linked to the increased take-up for program entrants. The graphs are also
clearly pointing out that the intervention was introduced within the context of otherwise growing
economy, as indicated by the increasing trend in family per capita income, for both eligibles and
near-eligibles. It is also notable that the employment of the head stays quite stable over time, while
there are signs that the employment of the spouse increases for program participants, one or two
years after the program onset.

The same overall positive trends are observed in the panel Chile Solidario (figure 3). For illustra-
tion purposes trends in outcomes are drawn for the sample of households in the neighborhood of the
official cutoff in 2003. The graphs on the right hand side represent near eligible and near ineligible
households. The graphs on the left hand side of each panel represent ever participants and non-
participants households. The graphs show a positive upward trend in (log) household autonomous
income per capita, with steepest increases over the period between 2003 and 2006. These improve-
ments are mirrored by significant reductions over time in the incidence of poverty and indigence for
both groups along the eligibility and participation dimension. It is also noteworthy to observe an
increase in the share of labor over total income for participants over time (against an otherwise stable
share for non participants). Some clear differences in trends between the two groups appear when
looking at employment outcomes. The share of adults who are employed is steeper for both eligible
and participating households; employment of the head exhibits a slight downward trend (possibly
due to aging within a fixed set of panel heads) mostly among non-participants; finally the employ-
ment rate of spouses increases at a steeper rate over the time frame of the analysis for participating
households compared to non-participants, consistently with the administrative data trends.

Psychosocial outcomes

The psychosocial support dimension is a key innovation and building component of CHS and has
been recognized by law as an integral component of the intervention15. The social worker conveys
information and elicits the families’ unexpressed demand for those public programs that meet their
needs. At the same time the social worker is a catalyst to help households realize what their assets and
priorities are, devise a strategy (their ‘life-time project’), and develop a set of endowments (assets,
skills, abilities, information, autonomy and self-efficacy) that would allow them to autonomously
sustain their exit from extreme poverty in the long-run. Qualitative work in Chile has highlighted
the key role of the psychosocial support in the perceived welfare change among beneficiaries.16

A detailed description of the scales, their distribution and psychometric properties is provided in
Appendix D. The experience of introducing these dimensions has been insightful and highlighted the

track a family over time by the ID of its head. In future work we will refine this analysis as it is possible to identify
the reason for change in headship.

15Ley Chile Solidario http://www.chilesolidario.gov.cl/admin/documentos/admin/descargas/ley chs.pdf
16See, to cite a few, the study on the psychosocial effect of the program on women (U. Chile 2004b), the study

on needs and aspirations of families that just exited the two-year period of psycho-social support (Asesorias para el
Desarrollo, 2005) and the study that look at family trajectories of families followed up three years after the exit from
the Puente Program (Mideplan 2009).
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importance of two basic aspects: measurement and (expected vs actual) stability.
First, measurement issues are a crucial factor that needs to be taken into account when reading

into the results of the evaluation. The comparability of the results over time and across samples is
complicated by the fact that some of the instruments questions or items have slightly changed over
time. We looked at the full scales that are separately consistent for years 2006 and 2007 separately,
as well as to those scales which are constructed with only those items that are common over time.17

The corresponding densities are presented in figures 9.
As discussed more at length in appendix D, the scale of psychosocial distress is the Mental Health

Inventory (MHI-5 of Veit and Ware (1983)). The measure is intended to capture psychosocial distress,
not depression, with the former more focused on the perceived awareness of what is happening. The
items are scored such that a higher scores means lower distress (or better mental health). It is
interesting to note that using commonly used thresholds as an indicator of major distress (17 as in
Stillman, McKenzie, Gibson 2007, or 19 as in Yamazaki et al 2005), about half of the individuals
interviewed in the panel CHS exhibits high levels of distress (echoing the results on depressive
symptoms for rural women in Mexico, by Fleischer, Fernald and Hubbard 2007).

The self-esteem scale and both self-efficacy scales are skewed to the right, with a large mass of
people concentrated at the top of the distribution. In the case of the self-efficacy scenarios, the
skewness is more severe when we restrict the analysis to those items that are consistent over time.
The scenarios that are present in both years might be perceived ‘too easy’ so that a large fraction of
the respondents bottom up. This does not invalidate the scale, but calls for more experimentation
about how to frame scenarios that capture a wider variation in the perceived barriers or in the type
of actions that the individual would activate. The scale of perceived support from friends, on the
contrary, is skewed to the right, with a bimodal distribution, with a large mass of respondents with
low perceived support.

The second consideration refers to the time variability of these measures, whether they are ex-
pected to change, and the extent to which that they are susceptible to change as a result of an
intervention. Some psychosocial dimensions aim at capturing more dispositional constructs, such as
internal-external locus of control, that might be slightly affected by life events, but are more likely
to be more stable personality traits that are not likely to be affected by the intervention. The choice
of other instruments (such as the self-efficacy ones) were specifically were driven by the objective
of identifying psychological domains that were pertinent to the nature of psychosocial support that
the families engage with the social worker and be more malleable to change, even among adults (see
Ozer 2009).

Most of the instruments chosen for the analysis (with the exception of the scale of external
control) have overall good psychometric properties, as measured by standard factor analysis of the
inter-correlation among items of a given scale.

When we focus on the subset of measures that are consistently defined over time, we observe two
interesting stylized facts:

1. these measures are fairly stable over time (as can be seen in figure 3), with the exception of self-
efficacy in employment, which slightly increases over time for participants and decreases for non-
participants, and optimism toward the future, which is stable among participants but negatively

17Moreover, given the fact that the typical CASEN is administered with proxy respondents, an additional source
of noise and measurement error arises from the fact that, even within the same household, different individuals might
be responding to the same question in different years. We will present results with sensitivity analysis on the degree
to which the results might be affected by consistency of definition and respondent, as well as with sensitivity with
respect to the sample chosen (balanced panel or not).
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sloped for non-participants (with and without controlling for the identity of respondent over
time; a one year period between 2006 and 2007 in our analysis);

2. most scales exhibit low socio-economic gradients in the context of the sample of the panel
CHS (Table 4). The socio-economic correlates are of the expected signs: employed individuals
have higher self-efficacy in the employment domain, higher self-esteem and better orientation
towards the future; younger individuals have higher self-esteem, optimism towards the future
and lower perceived family support; optimism towards the future is higher among more edu-
cated individuals; the presence of disabled individuals in the household is correlated with lower
optimism, psychosocial distress, lower self-efficacy and self-esteem. Yet, household autonomous
income per capita has low correlations with most of the scales. Overall, individual, household
and community socio-economic characteristics can account together for a small fraction of the
overall variance of these scales. The results echo Das et al (2006) who document how mental
health status has a stronger association with changes in life circumstances and shocks, than
with levels of income or consumption in a cross-section of multi-purpose household surveys as
the one used for the evaluation.

4 Empirical Strategy

Our first empirical method for assessing the impact of the program is the method of regression
discontinuity, which we explain here. A family is eligible to participate in the program if (up to 2007)
its CAS score is below a pre-determined cutoff score, which varies across municipalities. Therefore,
a natural way to evaluate the program is to compare outcomes (take-up of subsidies, employment,
income, and others) of eligible families with CAS scores just below the cutoff with those of ineligible
families with CAS scores just above the cutoff. These two groups of families should be almost equal
since they have CAS scores which are very close to the cutoff, except for the fact that some are
eligible to receive the program and some are ineligible. Therefore, the latter are a good control group
for the former. In principle, this comparison should be done within municipality since the cutoff
scores vary across municipalities. It is important to discuss three important details regarding the
implementation of this method.

First, due to the gradual phase-in of the program, and the extent of incomplete coverage among
the eligible, official cutoffs are not good predictors of participation, especially for earlier entrants
(as shown in table 3). Second, figures 1 and 4 suggest that even though a large number of families
are eligible to participate in the program at any given time, cumulative entry into the program
accounts for about half of the eligible target population and is well below 100%.18 As a result, it
may be difficult to detect differences between outcomes of eligibles and ineligibles, especially when
participation rates are very low. When this is the case, we need very large sample sizes to estimate
the impact of the program. This has important bearings on the statistical power of the method. For
example, it may be hard to detect program small impacts by implementing the method of regression
discontinuity on the Panel Chile Solidario, even when such effects can be detected in the much larger
administrative database (but even in the latter database we may face problems of statistical power).

In practice, there was only gradual enrolment of eligible families in the program. It was impossible
to serve all eligible families simultaneously right from the starting date of the program, so instead
a gradual expansion was planned. Within municipalities, the poorest families (as determined by

18Whereas figure 1 presents estimates of participation around the eligibility cutoff in each year, figure 4 refers to
cumulative participation across distribution of CAS score.
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their CAS score) were to be served first, but this was more a guiding principle than a strict rule
to be followed. As a result, the official cutoff was rarely an important determinant of participation,
especially in the first years of the program. The effectively binding cutoff at any given point in
time was generally below the official cutoff, and the way it was determined depended on the number
of beneficiaries negotiated for each year, the number and characteristics of eligible families in the
municipality, and how easy it was to find and serve eligible families. In sum, while the official cutoff
for each municipality was clearly defined, the effective cutoff was not produced by a specific rule.

One important problem is that we do not know exactly where the effective cutoff is for each
municipality, although it is possible to approximate it using a simple statistical procedure. For each
municipality and for each cohort there is an unknown CAS score above which families are not eligible
to participate in the program. If we group families by CAS score and calculate program participation
for each group, we should observe a large decline in participation at the effective cutoff score. One
can design a statistical procedure that replicates this intuition and determines the approximate cutoff
score for each municipality. The procedure used to find the discontinuity in the probability of entering
in the program in each year is described in detail in Appendix C.19 The group of families used in
each municipality is composed of all families with a valid Ficha CAS that in year t are not attending
the program. Then, we run regressions of participation on a dummy of eligibility:

Dijt = α + βEg
ijt + εijt (1)

where Dijt is an indicator that takes value 1 if family i residing in municipality j enters in the
program in year t and 0 otherwise (entrants in future cohorts are thus part of the control group,
whereas we exclude families already in the program to find the CAS cutoff as by definition they
are not part of the group of possible families to be invite) and Eg

ijt is an indicator that takes value
1 if the family is eligible to participate in Chile Solidario. Then, define a grid with intervals of
2-points CAS along the municipality’s distribution of CAS and for each point g in the grid a family
will be eligible if family’s CAS is smaller or equal to g, CASijt ≤ CAS

g

jt. To ensure that there are

families on either side of the discontinuity we use data on the interval:
[
CASmin

ijt + 20, CASmax
ijt − 20

]

for each municipality j in each cohort t. For precision matters, we exclude municipalities with less
than 50 families and municipalities without entrants. For each municipality, and each cohort/year
the threshold for eligibility is then defined as the CAS score that maximizes the R2 of equation (1)
as in Chay, McEwan and Urquiola (2005), and Card, Mas and Rothstein, (2008). In other words,
the sequential roll out implies that each municipality will have not only the official cutoff, but also
multiple thresholds that are relevant to different cohorts entering at different points in time. The
distribution of thresholds relevant for each year is presented in Figure 5. With sequential entry
from the bottom up of the CAS distribution, the endogenous cutoffs increase over time for each

municipality (on average CAS
2002

j < CAS
2003

j < CAS
2004

j < CAS
2005

j which in turn should be below

the official cutoff, where CAS
y

j , y = {2002, ..., 2005}.
In this study we are partly immune to the criticism that the method of regression discontinuity

only uses data on families with CAS scores close to a specific cutoff, ignoring most of the population
which is located far from the cutoff. Fortunately, there is a multitude of cutoffs (which becomes larger
when we consider endogenous as opposed to official cutoffs), allowing us to estimate the impact of
the program for a very large range of families. The ability to make inferences on a larger range of
families participating in the program can be seen in Figure 6 (bottom). It is still true that we will
not be able to estimate the effect of the program for those with either very low CAS scores or with

19In tabulations not presented in the paper, we divided each municipality’s distribution of CAS in ventiles and we
found that the discontinuity in participation for the 2002 cohort was in general in the bottom 5-10% of the distribution.
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very high CAS scores, since no municipality will have a cutoff score in their vicinity, but (at least at
the bottom) these will be at the extremes of the CAS distribution.

4.1 Regression Discontinuity

4.2 Basic Setup

Let Y1ij be the outcome with the program for individual i residing in municipality j, and Y0ij be
individual i’s outcome without the program. Let Dij denote program participation. Xij is a vector of
observable variables influencing the outcome, and Uij is an unobservable also influencing the outcome.
The gain of the program is βij and it can vary across individuals: βij can be a function of Xij and/or
of unobservables. Finally:

Y0ij = αj + f (Xij) + Uij

Y1ij = αj + βij + f (Xij) + Uij

so that
Yij = αj + βijDij + f (Xij) + Uij. (2)

Let Eij denote eligibility to the program, which is determined by a simple threshold rule:

Eij = 1 if CASi ≤ CASj,

where CASi is each individual’s CAS score and CASj is the relevant threshold the jth municipality,
where individual i resides.

4.2.1 Imperfect Compliance

If there is perfect compliance then Dij = Eij. Provided there is “enough” sample size in each
municipality, one could construct a regression discontinuity estimator for each municipality. Each
municipality has a different threshold CASj.

Let

Y +
j = lim

CAS→CAS
+
j

E (Yi|CASi = CAS)

Y −j = lim
CAS→CAS

−
j

E (Yi|CASi = CAS)

and assume these limits exist, and CAS
+

j 6= CAS
−
j . Then, Hahn, Todd and Van der Klauww (2001)

show that :
E

(
βi|CASi = CASj

)
= Y −j − Y +

j .

This comparison among near eligible and near non-eligible is referred to as intention-to-treat
(ITT). This parameter represents a lower bound of the impact of the program. However, in practice
compliance is not quite perfect. The general concern in evaluating assigned social programs is
generally that households with highest expected gains from the program self-select into the program.
In the case under study, families get invited to participate to the program and the fraction of families
who get invited but decide not to participate in the program is insignificant. As a consequence, the
scope for selection bias on the family or demand side is very limited. The scope for selection bias
might arise from the supply side, as local administrators have some discretion in deciding who
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participates and who does not at any given point in time. The concern might be relevant in a setting
with a limited number of beneficiaries relative to the pool of eligibles within each municipality. If
that’s the case, it is reasonable to suspect that those who opt out of the program are not a random
sample of the eligible population. Let

P+
j = lim

CAS→CAS
+
j

E (Di|CASi = CAS)

P−j = lim
CAS→CAS

−
j

E (Di|CASi = CAS)

In that case, Hahn, Todd and Van der Klauww (2001) show that, in a neighborhood of the cutoff
(i.e. for a small e > 0):

lim
e→0+

E
[
βi|Di

(
CASi = CASj − e

)
−Di

(
CASi = CASj + e

)
= 1

]
=
Y −j − Y +

j

P−j − P+
j

.

In the particular case where there are no ineligible participants (i.e. Di

(
CASj + e

)
= 0 for all e > 0),

P+
j = 0, we can rewrite this expression as:

lim
e→0+

E
[
βi|Di

(
CASi = CASj − e

)
= 1

]
=
Y −j − Y +

j

P−j
,

or

E
[
βi|Di

(
CASi = CASj

)
= 1

]
=
Y −j − Y +

j

P−j
.

We can interpret E
[
βi|Di

(
CASi = CASj

)
= 1

]
= E

[
βi|CASi = CASj, D = 1

]
as “treatment on

the treated” for those who have CASi = CASj.

4.2.2 Implementation

Our first goal is to estimate E
[
βi|Di

(
CASi = CASj

)
= 1

]
. Intuitively, this entails estimating Y −j ,

Y +
j , P−j and P+

j for each municipality. In practice this may be hard to implement if the sample

for each municipality is small. Furthermore, if E
[
βi|Di

(
CASi = CASj

)
= 1,M

]
also depends on

municipality variables (M) it is not immediately obvious how to best summarize the estimates coming
from different municipalities. A simple alternative is to construct DCASij = CASij − CASj and
then notice that

Eij = 1 if DCASij ≤ 0.

In other words, we normalize the CAS score for each individual by the cutoff value in his/her
municipality of residence, and then use this normalized variable in a standard regression discontinuity
model with a single discontinuity, which is at 0. Under this specification β is a weighted average
of βij. We present results for the overall sample, but in order to allow for some heterogeneity we
also analyze several partitions of the original sample, corresponding to different values of observable
characteristics.

The gains from the program are estimated parametrically in both the administrative and the
survey data. We report the coefficients where the outcome is regressed against eligibility Ec

ij at
any given time (the reduced form or ITT), and when the outcome is regressed on participation
instrumented by the eligibility status (IV). In both sets of results, we control for a flexible specification
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of the distance to the cutoff (DCASij). The current results from the administrative data use a
quadratic spline on distance to cutoff with a knot at distance 0. The results from the survey data
control for a cubic in the CAS level measured in 2003. All the results also control for municipality
fixed effects and are done within narrow bands around the relevant thresholds (-/+20) (as in Chay,
McEwan, and Urquiola (2005)). Note that the main difference in the results come from the fact
that the administrative data looks at windows around the year-cohort specific endogenous cutoffs,
whereas the panel CHS looks at a given window around the official cutoff (as measured in 2003).

The large sample size of the administrative data allows us to assess the sensitivity of the results
to functional form assumptions, and estimate the RD effects non-parametrically, with local linear
regressions of each outcome on DCASij at each side of DCASij = 0, using a biweight kernel with a
bandwidth of 12-points.20

4.3 Differences-in-Differences Specification

While the evaluation had been designed after the program had started, there is still scope for assessing
the robustness of the results, by relying on pre-intervention data. The administrative data allows us
to observe a set of families who were also present in the CAS before the program was introduced (in
2000 and 2001). The survey data was collected after the program had started, but data collection
was designed to capture subsequent entrants at each wave. As a consequence for a subset of later
cohorts, we have observations before the start of the program (2003, and 2004 for cohorts 2004, 2005
and 2006).

Within the set of eligible families at any given point in time, the methodology compares the
same families before and after the program, for participants and non-participants. The identifying
assumption is that the trend in outcomes, in the absence of the program, would have been the same
across both groups. Using within family variation over time for each cohort (2002-2005) allows us to
net out any time-invariant unobserved heterogeneity. For each family i resident in municipality j in
year c we estimate the effect of entering in Chile Solidario in year c on outcomes measured in year t
by:

Y t
ij,c − Y before2002

ijc = γ0 + γ1CSijc + ut + (υt
ij − υbefore2002

ij )

where Y t
ijc is family’s i outcome in year t, Y before2002

ijc is family’s i outcome in 2000 or 2001 (whenever
available), CSijc is an indicator variable that takes value 1 if family entered in CHS in year c and 0

otherwise, ut is a year fixed effect and υt
ij υ

before2002
ij are idiosyncratic shocks.

One major problem with this specification is that the control group becomes contaminated over
time, as more and more non-participating families at year c become subsequent participants in CHS.
Our conjecture is that this will result in downward biased estimates of the effect of the program,
with the bias becoming more serious as we progress through time. In other words, the DD estimates
are likely to be too small, and should be read and interpreted with this caveat in mind. One natural
alternative would be to differentiate all the cohorts in each sample. Unfortunately, the resulting
estimates had too large standard errors to be of interest.

20We also experimented with Epanechnikov and gaussian kernels. Standard errors are obtained by nonparametric
bootstrap with 1000 repetitions.
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4.3.1 Panel Chile Solidario

We present RD for 2002 and 2003 cohorts with effects evaluated at different years (2004, 2006 and
2007). As the number of eligible non-participants is quite small within each municipality, the panel
does not lend itself to estimate the effect of the program using the endogenous cutoffs, as there are
very few eligible non-participants within each municipality (according to the endogenous cutoff) to
be able to implement the same specification used in administrative data; to correct for the imbalance
distribution of participants and non participants around the eligibility cutoff in survey we present
weighted estimates.

The first wave of the panel Chile Solidario was collected after the program had started in conjunc-
tion with the CASEN 2003. However, data collection for subsequent waves was designed to capture
newer year-cohort of entrants. As a consequence, for a subset of later cohorts (2004, 2005 and 2006),
we can use earlier data points (mainly in 2003 and 2004) as pre-program baseline observations and
rely in differences-in-differences methods. To estimate short run effects we estimate:

Yijt+1 − Yijt = γ0 + γ1CSijt + ut + (υijt+1 − υijt)

where Yijt+1 is family’s i outcome in year t + 1, Yijt is family’s i outcome in year t, CSijt is an
indicator variable that takes value 1 if family entered in CHS in year t and 0 otherwise, ut is a year
fixed effect and υijt is an idiosyncratic shock.

5 Empirical Results

5.1 Validity of the RD procedure

In the administrative data, we assess the impact of the program mainly in four key areas: access
to subsidies, labor market outcomes, income and families’ housing conditions; we also study the
impact of program in health and education related variables available only in Ficha de Protección
Social. The program should have a direct effect on access to subsidies. It is also possible that there
are some effects on labor market outcomes, coming through the increased participation of program
beneficiaries in training and employment programs, and through the psycho-social stimulation they
are subjected to during the first two years of the program. We present results for 2002 to 2005
cohorts of program.

We present mainly numerical results, but provide also some graphical results for regression dis-
continuity estimates. In the graphs we only present results of nonparametric regressions using a
biweight kernel and bandwidth of 12 CAS-points. We present standard errors obtained by nonpara-
metric bootstrap with 1000 replications, which may offer more accurate asymptotic inference than
the analytic standard errors (Cameron and Trivedi, 2005). In the tables with numerical analysis
we include parametric estimates with a quadratic spline on distance to cutoff with a knot at 0.
In our main results we include families with CAS score was at most 20 points below or above the
discontinuity score.

We start by showing that program eligibility is a good determinant of program participation,
especially when we use endogenously determined cutoffs to determine eligibility. Recall that the
variable determining eligibility is DCASij, defined above. Figure 4 plots the proportion of the
population participating in Chile Solidario at each level of DCASij using families in each CAS data
set between 2002 and 2005. In order for our design to work there has to be a discontinuity in
program participation when DCASij = 0, since this is the point at which families switch from being
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eligible to ineligible. Regression discontinuity design would be invalidated if families were able to
manipulate their CAS score in order to gain eligibility to the program. This assumes that families
know the relevant cutoff they face to be eligible to the program. Neither the official cutoff, let alone
the endogenous/implicit cutoff that we estimate for each cohort were announced. As a consequence,
the concern for sorting raised in similar settings (as in Camacho, Conover 2008) is not likely to apply
to our context.

Figure 4 is quite crucial to describe our RD design: each endogenous cutoff determine participation
at the cohort-year when eligibility is determined. The figure shows a clear discontinuity, of about
15%, on the take-up of CS each year around the relevant endogenous cutoff. It is important to
observe from this picture that such discontinuities around year t cutoff stay constant over time. This
means that there might exist subsequent entrants both to the left and the right of the cutoff, but
their entry is not affected by the threshold at t, as endogenous cutoffs between two consecutive years
increase over time. As a consequence, even with subsequent entrants, the endogenous cutoff at time
t identifies both the short and long term effect of participation at t.

Figure 5 presents the same estimates using households in Panel Chile Solidario. Panel A presents
the take-up of the program around the endogenous eligibility cutoffs, while panel B presents the
take-up of the program in the neighborhood of the official cutoffs. The shape of the participation
rates across different cohorts is qualitatively similar to the graphs shown for the administrative
data, with endogenous cutoffs inducing entry only for the relevant cohort of eligibility. What is
different is the relative weight of participants vs. non-participants around the relevant cutoffs. The
cumulative participation to the program among the eligible families reaches on average 80-90% (using
the endogenous cutoffs) which is well above the population average of about 50% available from the
administrative data. The saturation is more stringent for the 2002 and 2003 cohorts, which refer to
lower CAS cutoffs and the reweighting of the data to make it representative of the CAS population
at the year of eligibility does not help. The graph, in comparison with the equivalent version of
the administrative data, confirms that the survey panel Chile Solidario ended up under-sampling
eligible never participants. This has important implications for the interpretation of the results
when applying RD methodology using the endogenous cutoffs: with a sample of very few never
participants within municipalities, the method would end up picking up differential effects rather
than the effects of the program relative to a counterfactual of not participation. The issue is less
severe in the case of the official cutoffs (panel B) where the cumulative participation among the
eligible reaches about 70-80%. As a consequence, due to this data constraint, we will apply the RD
method using the official cutoffs. The RD results using the panel data are still internally valid. The
sampling constraint has just a bearing on the extrapolation of the results to the population of CHS
participants.

In order to provide reassurance to the validity of our empirical methodology and our identification
strategy, we present results from a falsification exercise (Imbens and Lemieux, 2007). The idea is
to take pre-determined variables that are known not to be affected by the program and test the
empirical methodology treating such variables as outcomes. Not finding any statistical effect of the
program on such covariates should provide reassurance about the plausibility of the identification
assumption. Since program participation cannot affect pre-program variables, these tests usually
consist in checking whether there is any discontinuity at DCAS = 0 in pre-program variables (e.g.:
employment and take-up of public subsidies). Figure 7 shows that these are not important concerns
in our sample. Table 4 (in appendix F) presents a more formal tests for the administrative data. All
RD results presented will have their underlying falsification exercise on any subgroup analysis we
do with the administrative data, and those results that do not seem robust to the specification are
flagged in italics. The same falsification applied to the panel Chile Solidario is presented in table 4
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(in appendix G). The falsification test is applied to predetermined variables can be drawn from the
intergenerational module, with childhood characteristics, as well as from the labor force history of
the household head collected retrospectively in the CASEN 2003. The falsification test passes for all
pre-determined variables in the panel data.

5.2 Results

5.2.1 Characteristics of families that participate in CHS

The heterogeneous universe of program participants Table 5a presents the estimates of program par-
ticipation as a function of eligibility (to the endogenous cutoff), a functional specification of the CAS
score (expressed in terms of distance to the cutoff), and household and municipality characteristics.
A few patterns are worth mentioning. First, even controlling for a flexible specification of the CAS
score, participating families are more likely to be relatively worse off, having younger heads, with
lower education, female headed, and being biparental families, with lower family per capita income
before the program (measured before 2002). Second, adding covariates on participation to the pro-
gram, or municipality fixed effects does not affect the point estimates of the eligibility indicator,
which reinforces the idea that the endogenous cutoffs are orthogonal to household or municipality
characteristics. Moreover, including or not including municipality effects does not affect the sign,
magnitude and significance of the family characteristics, which suggests that the scope for selection
bias is likely to be negligible. Both panels A and B in table 5 provide a comparison of the deter-
minants of participation across different cohorts. Later cohorts have on average higher CAS scores,
in line with sequential entry of families within municipalities. In addition, subsequent cohorts are
progressively more likely to be living in rural areas, and relatively more biparental/male headed
compared to the first entrants in 2002.

5.2.2 Take-up of Public Subsidies

The results in tables 6 show that the program induced a substantial increase in the take-up of public
subsidies across different cohorts. The magnitudes are in the range of 2-20% and larger for relatively
younger families, whose head is below 50 years of age. When we focus on the take-up of specific
subsidies, we find that the largest share of the take-up in public subsidies is accounted for by the
take-up of SUF concentrated among families whose head is 18-35 and 36-50 years old. We were not
able to detect any significant impact of the program on the take-up of the old pension PASIS, nor
on the SAP, the water subsidy.

It is interesting to note that the short term impact of the program on subsides take-up improves
over time. For instance, the one year effects (DD estimates) for the youngest cohorts increase from
5.1% for cohort 2002 to 9.6% for cohort 2004. An analogous pattern applies to the two years effects.
This dynamics is suggestive of improved performance of the program over time, due to a combination
of increased vacancies assigned to municipalities according to their target population as well as the
effect of enforcing the ’guaranteed’ access to these subsidies for the Chile Solidario participants.

In table 12 we investigate how these effects varied with families’ and municipalities’ characteristics,
and we find that larger effects are associated to municipalities where the average caseload of the social
worker is lower, in rural areas and areas where the quality of the municipality (as measured by the
indice de redes) is higher than the median. The effect is also larger for families with lower educational
attainment, as defined by heads with no education or incomplete primary education.
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5.2.3 Labor market outcomes

Results presented in tables 7 show that the program has no effects or mild negative effects on the
employment rate of the head in young families. The margins for improving labor force participation
of the younger male heads are relatively narrow, as the totality of them is already working (about
93-94% of family heads below the age of 50, as seen from table 5b, Appendix F). For families with
relatively older heads aged 51-65 there is evidence of positive effects that range between 2 and 3%. For
these older families, results from the FPS in 2007 (Table 14, Appendix F) suggest that the positive
effect on employment of the head is associated with more stable employment, with a significant
increase in the probability of having labor contract. What is notable is the lack of effects for female
headed households (which on average with a participation rate of about 60-70% for younger families,
table 5b, Appendix F).

The main employment effects from the program, consistently estimated from both the adminis-
trative data and the survey data originate from activation of the spouses’ labor supply. From the
administrative data, we can document significant increases in the employment of the spouse starting
to materialize after families exit the intensive phase of the program (table 7, panel B, Appendix
F, DD results). The effects are stronger for later cohorts, with two year effects ranging from 1.5
percentage points for cohort 2003 to 3-6 percentage points for cohort 2005, and the three year effects
range from 2 percentage points for cohort 2002 to 4-6 percentage points for cohort 2005. The increase
is quite substantial, as the Table 11 (panel B) describes the heterogeneity of impact for spouse em-
ployment across two cohorts 2003 and 2004. The comparison is interesting, as cohorts started before
2004 had to work within the existing local supply of services and employment programs, whereas
later cohorts had access to a large supply of programs. The impact is larger when the caseload of the
social worker is below the median, and for cohort 2004 in rural areas, for heads with lower education
and male-headed families.

The spouse’s labor supply response is confirmed by the analysis using the panel Chile Solidario.
There are no significant effects of the program on the employment rate of the household head. When
looking at the early cohorts (2002 and 2003), there is a mild negative effect on the employment of
the head, which dissipates over time. In contrast, there is a positive effect on the employment of
the spouse, both when looking at the early cohorts as well as when looking at ever participation
to CHS, and for both short and long term effects. Most of the spouse employment effect originates
from women entering the labor force from inactivity. The heterogeneity of the employment results in
the panel data confirm the patterns highlighted in the administrative data, with larger effects of the
program on the probability of having the household spouse exiting inactivity and being employed in
rural households, biparental households, and households with relatively lower educated heads.

5.2.4 Employment programs

How much of the employment effects are explained by access to employment programs provided
through the program? While a direct causal link documenting this channel of impact cannot be
established, it is interesting to document whether the patterns of take-up of employment programs
by Chile Solidario participants mirrors the results on employment outcomes. In the current analysis,
we will use the administrative data available from FOSIS, which is one the main service provider
of wage and self-employment programs that aim to reach the target population. Qualitative work
shows that women are aware of the high failure rate associated with self-employment activities, that
formal employment reimains still a preferred option, but seen as unattainable given the low skills
and labor force experience.
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Table 11, Appendix F presents evidence on the take-up of employment programs from FOSIS
that are open to both CHS and non-CHS families. The table presents RD estimates of take-up
of these programs for different cohorts. Testing whether participation in Chile Solidario increases
the take-up of these programs is a suggestive evidence of the fact that preferential access to social
programs is acted upon by both the demand and the supply side. Estimates show strong effect on
the take-up of these programs by heads families, with take-up by CHS heads ranging between 2
and 7%. We also find evidence of strong increase in take-up of these programs by the spouse, with
an estimated increase between 4 and 6%. As the share of program participants to these programs
is predominantly females (about 80%), participants are drawn from either female headed families,
or from spouses in biparental families. Take-up is larger for CHS families in their second year of
psychosocial support (e.g. cohort 2004 participating in 2006). Municipalities had to work with the
set of existing employment programs available within the municipality up to 2004. Subsequently
the ’oferta programatica’ was reoriented to (i) increase the targeting towards the universe of CHS
participants and (ii) improve the coordination of different programs within the same municipalities.
The improved targeting towards CHS families can be documented in table 10, Appendix F: within the
same number of vacancies nationwide each year, the table shows that the share of FOSIS programs
allocated exclusively to CHS families has increased over time to account for 2/3 of the total allocation.

Employment programs that are exclusively targeted to CHS (table 12, Appendix F) are more
likely to reach spouses, families living in rural areas and with higher unemployment rates, and, over
time, families with lower educational attainment.

A final exercise can be done by looking at the subset of all participants to employment program
available to both CHS and non CHS individuals. By applying our empirical method, we can estimate
the impact of CHS on employment outcomes over and above non CHS families participating to the
same employment programs. The hypothesis being tested is whether CHS families have higher
returns from these programs, possibly due the synergy with other dimensions that are part of the
CHS (such as having preferential access to child care or the psychosocial support). The results are
presented in table 13, Appendix F and show significant effects of CHS participation on employment
and income of the spouse among FOSIS participants; effects on employment of head are statistically
insignificant or negative effects on employment head.21

5.2.5 Income and poverty effects

According to the logic of the program, program effects on autonomous income may take time to
materialize as families slowly grow their skills and assets as part of their family ’life project’. As
such, it is important to document the evolution of the effects over time, as they are not expected
to be observed in the first two years of psychosocial support. The tables will present total family
(or household) per capita income, income of the head and the spouse. Characterizing the source of
sustained income for different types of households along the life cycle dimension can be indicative
of the pathways of the program effects, with autonomous income expected to be relatively more
important for relatively younger families, and public transfers (namely pension or social assistance)
for families with elderly above 65 years of age and the presence of disabled.

21An evaluation of public employment programs and of the Programa de Insercion Laboral y Empleo by FOSIS
between 2000 and 2005 led by University of Chile (DIPRES 200X) shows that these programs had a significant impact
of short term employment (with larger effects on PUENTE participants and on women), that do not translate in
short run income effects. An analogous impact analysis of competency based programs (Programa de Nivelacion de
Competencias Laborales) led by the same teams at University of Chile (DIPRES 200X) documents analogous patterns,
with employment effects mainly concentrated on females and no effects on either income nor formalization.
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The administrative data (table 8, Appendix F) shows no effects on the log of the income of
the head, nor family income per capita. There are mild signs of long term effects of the program
on the log income of the spouse for younger cohorts (with family head between 18 and 35 years
of age). The measurement of income in the administrative data is however not satisfactory in
the administrative data, with a large share of imputed income from self-employment activities (see
discussion in Appendix A).

The panel CHS (table 9, Appendix G) shows no income effects on average, but positive and
significant effect of the program on income, labor income per capita, poverty and indigence confined
to households in rural areas, and households with household heads with education below completed
primary. Impact takes time to materialize for the cohorts 2002 and 2003, increases over time in
magnitude and significance. Stronger short term effects for later cohorts (as documented in the DD)
with a significant effect on indigence, driven by effects in rural areas, and for biparental households.

Female labor force activation of the spouse, by providing a second source of income, has been
shown a key correlate of sustained poverty reduction in Chile (Mideplan 2007, Equity Commission
2008). The fact that the income effects are largely confined to biparental households is suggestive,
as the labor force activation might be perceived more as a tool to generate complementary income
within the household rather than a main source of income.

When thinking about poverty outcomes, interesting to document not only effects on poverty
levels in a static framework, but also look at poverty dynamics. An important paper using a panel
CASEN 1996-2001 (Contreras et al 2004) provides evidence of considerable churning in the income
distribution, with a substantial fraction of households transitioning in and out of poverty using a
subset of the CASEN survey linked in a panel with only two points in time (1996-2001). With
overall poverty rates falling over time, vulnerability to uninsured risk, and vulnerability to poverty
have dominate the social protection agenda. We will adopt the framework of Hojman and Kast
(2008) to construct rankings of poverty profiles over time for both participants and non-participants.
Their method takes into account both transitions across different poverty status over time as well as
poverty stocks at a given point in time to compare poverty paths. The poverty incidence is calculated
by first averaging the household autonomous income per capita measures across the first two waves
and the last two waves (being poor or not poor in 2003-4 and in 2006-7), in order to minimize
concerns about measurement error. Tables 9E (appendix G) reports the effect of the program on
poverty transitions. The results show a significant and negative effect on the probability of staying
in poverty in both periods for rural households and households with heads with lower education. For
these subgroups, the main effect of the program is to lift these groups permanently out of poverty,
rather than smoothing their transitions in and out of poverty. In the framework of Hojman and
Kast, the dynamic poverty path of the Chile Solidario participants, for the subgroups for whom we
detect a significant effect, dominate the path of non-participants22.

22More precisely, if you let fD(poor(2003/4), poor(2006/7)) to be the probability of being poor or not poor in
the first two periods and the two last periods, we estimate the impact of the program for participants (relative to
no-participation): fD(0, 0), fD(0, 1), fD(1, 0)fD(1, 1).

The poverty dynamics path for participants (first-order) stochastically dominates the path for non-participants if
and only if three conditions apply (Hojman, Kast 2008): (i) the probability of always been non poor fD(0, 0) is equal
or higher, (ii) the static poverty in later period is lower (i.e. fD(0, 0) + fD(1, 0) is equal or higher) and (iii) the
probabilty of being always poor is lower (i.e. fD(1, 1) is equal or lower). Our results do find statistically significant
and negative effects on fD(1, 1) for the subgroups of rural households and households with lower education, hence
satisfying the three conditions for those subgroups.
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5.2.6 Housing

Housing conditions constitute a very important dimension that program aims at improving. Housing
and employment are the two dimension that exhibit the highest unmet demands at entry: about
two thirds of the families participating in the first two years of psychosocial support in 2003 are not
complying with at least one minimum condition in the housing dimension (base Puente). In-depth
trajectories of households from earlier cohorts, show that these two dimensions are also perceived
as the most critical for long term improvement of family welfare and are the ones which are harder
to work with (Mideplan 2009). Having their own house, followed by the project of having a stable
employment, are reported as the most frequent project expressed by participating households in the
’ficha de egreso’ at the end of the two years of intensive psychosocial support of the program. The
activation of families towards housing ownership for participating households has a symbolic value
that goes beyond the material benefits associated with the living condition: qualitative work suggests
that having a own place (’casa propria’) is an important aspiration that helps project families towards
the future.

Table 9 for administrative data provides differences-in-differences estimates that show an increase
an improvement in housing conditions. The effects on house ownership or renting the house where
family lives (panel A) are positive and increasing over time, ranging from 2-4% for one year effects
to 3.5-7% for two year effects. There are no significant differences in the probability of having water
supplied by public network, whereas participating households are more likely to have a sewage system
connected to the network. Results from the panel Chile Solidario confirm the results found in the
administrative data (table 8, Appendix G). The panel results also show significant gains in access
to adequate sewage system, with gains on the overall sample, and relatively stronger effects in rural
areas, for biparental and less educated households.

5.2.7 Psychosocial wellbeing

The impact on the program on the psychosocial variables is mixed, with both positive and negative
results. The lack of consistent results is due in part to measurement issues, with some scales not
consistently framed over time, and others where the scale have not been designed to pick up normally
distributed outcomes23. More work is needed in the future to provide robust guidance on scales that
measure psychological well being and that adequately capture key gains observed in qualitative work.

Table 10D show negative results on psychosocial distress, and more so in 2007, but overall in a
consistent way for different subgroups independently of whether it is measured as a full scale, the
five item MHI-5 or the consistent measure over time. There are also some mild negative results
on perceived social support from relatives (for more educated household heads and elderly) or from
friends (among the young heads). The negative impact on distress and perceived support are
not necessarily at odds with the intervention. As discussed more in detail in Appendix D, the
instruments adopted for the evaluation of CHS aim at capturing perceived psychosocial distress, and
not depression. A randomized trial on microcredit in South Africa showed mixed effects on mental
health, by increasing the level of perceived stress (mainly for men), but reduced depressing symptoms
(Fernald et al 2008). As the authors on the South African study note, while, on average, high levels
of perceived stress are generally positively associated with depressive symptoms, even positive events
could be perceived as stressful for some individuals.

23We performed substantial sensitivity analysis with respect to having a balanced or unbalanced panel, to using
full scales or scales that are consistently defined over time, and to different definition of the scale for those outcomes
where the scale was substantially skewed to the left or to the right. The results are described in this section, and the
full set of tables is available upon request.
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Overall, the results are also suggestive of weak positive effect on self-esteem, and more consistent
positive effects on the perceived self-efficacy in the employment domain.

The results on self-esteem and the domain specific self-efficacy are quite sensitive to the speci-
fication of the dependent variable. The self-esteem results are in general positive only for the scale
as framed in 2006, and more significant when looking at the probability of reporting the top score
of the scale (for urban areas, female headed households and households with heads with incomplete
primary education).

The program exhibits more robust effects on self-efficacy related to employment. The results
are on average stronger in 2007 than in 2006, hold for both the full scale and the consistent scale
over time, and do exhibit the largest effects when looking at the probability of reporting the top
score of the scale. Participants improve their perceived ability to activate actions in the scenario of
an unexpected job loss, with relatively stronger effects for households with heads with incomplete
primary education, and heads aged 36-50.

The strongest and most consistent result across years and sub-groups refers to the significant
effects of the program on their optimism and their ability to project themselves into the future. A
handful of qualitative work24 shows that the visualizing and defining an explicit life project is a
stepping stone to activate changes in attitudes and actions towards achieving goals that would help
families exit extreme poverty.

5.2.8 Changes in family composition

The program operates in a setting of fluid family and household dynamics. The Chilean society has
been marked by long term underlying societal change, common to other Latin American countries
and well documented in the sociological literature25. Data from the CASEN report a significant
increase in female headship since the 1990s, with larger increases for poor and indigent families
(with an increase of 10% relative to households in the better off quintile, 3%, MIDEPLAN 2007).
Trends from the CASEN also show that the labor force participation of female-headed households has
increased over time (MIDEPLAN 2007), but differentially less for female headed households in the
lower quintile. Female headed households are more present in urban areas, have a higher incidence
of poverty, and have been identified as a major vulnerable group using the new targeting instrument
(FPS). Among program participants, qualitative work (MIDEPLAN 2009) identifies female headed
households as a vulnerable group. Single headed households (among which female headed represent
teh majority) are among the groups with a relatively higher share of minimum conditions to be still
met at the exit of the psychosocial support phase of Puente.

We will use the administrative data follow-up individuals (using the unique identifier over time),
and document how the family and household structures change over time.26 We proceed with the
analysis of family dynamics using the administrative data as it allows to track changes in role within
family at the individual level as well as mobility between families: as long as an individual (and his
family) remains in CAS/FPS datasets it is possible to trace all changes in his role within the family
and test whether this dynamics is influenced by the program.27.

24To cite a few, FLACSO (2005), FOSIS (), MIDEPLAN (2009).
25Arriagada (2002) argues that the increase can be associated with increases in female educational attainment and

labor force attachment, both of which would increase females outside options and bargaining power.
26The panel Chile Solidario, on the contrary, follows households as determined by their residence, and collecting

information about all household members at any given point in time, with no tracking for individuals or entire
households who move.

27Appendix A provides a description on how links between families and individuals over time can be done using
administrative data.
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The analysis is has two main purposes. The first is to quantitatively assess the importance of those
changes in headship that are likely to be associated with increased family vulnerability. Some other
changes in the family structure are a natural part of the life cycle of families (marriage, household
formation), and hence are not necessarily related to the impact of CHS. The second objective is to
test whether these changes are by themselves affected by the program CHS.

Table 18, Appendix F provides a description of the incidence of changes in headship of households
in the administrative data, together with some socio-economic correlates. About 8-9% of the house-
holds in 2002 experience a change in the head of household within a three year window (2002-2005).
A small proportion (1/10) of such changes is accounted for by the head changing their residence
(within/across communes). Headship change is more common among younger families, in urban
areas, and among female headed households (as documented by table 13 and figures 6). About half
of the changes in headship are from female to male-headed families, largely described by families
moving from single-headed to biparental households forming new unions or marrying. Changes that
are more related to increased vulnerability are transitions from male- to female headed households,
which account for 20-30% of the overall transitions, and among those 1/3 are transitions to single
headed families.

We explore whether part of these differences among participants and non-participants are a causal
effect of the program in table 14: younger program participants in 2002 are less likely to experience
a change in headship as a result of having participated to CHS (panel A). The effect is increasing
over time (12 per cent less likely to change headship by 2004 and 17% less likely by 2005). When we
disaggregate by looking at the four transitions separately (table 14, panel B), we can show that the
participants are on average 6% less likely to become single headed households. The overall effects
apply to a small fraction of the target population (13% of all families), but they are qualitatively
important as they provide indirect evidence of the role of the psychosocial support and of the family
dynamics as a key dimension of welfare that the social workers tackle in their meetings with the
families.

5.3 Sensitivity analysis: Inference, Comparison DD and RD results

How do the different methodologies compare and what are the parameters we are estimating? In the
administrative data, impact estimates from RD are estimated in a neighborhood of the endogenous
cutoffs (a window of 20 CAS points above and below the relevant threshold), while DD results are
estimated on the sample of eligible families, as defined by the endogenous cutoffs. To the extent
that the impact estimates vary along the CAS distribution, then the results would be projected on
different target populations. Moreover, all main results in the administrative data will be presented
for the sample of family heads for whom the identity of the family head does not change over time.

Table 16, Appendix F provides a summary comparison of the results when estimating the impact
of the program on two sample outcomes (take-up of any subsidies and employment of the head or
spouse), with sensitivity analysis for whether RD and DD estimates are drawn from comparable
samples and assess the impact on estimates for restricting the analysis to families whose head was
unchanged over time. Panel A shows that the results of RD and DD over the same CAS interval
(in the window of -20/+20 points around the relevant cutoff) produces consistent results to the RD.
However, it is harder to detect small effects with the RD (IV column) due to a problem of power.
The RD estimates, due to a relatively small first stage, have standard errors which are of order of
magnitude about ten times as large as those in the DD. The consistency of the results obtained
from different empirical methods with different identification assumptions suggests that the extent
of selection bias should not be important in the context of this program.
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All the results we present for the administrative data are reported for families whose head does
not change over time. Due to smaller sample size, the standard errors are slightly larger in restricted
sample. Using a restricted sample of families with the same head over time we restrict ourselves to
more stable families, that are probably more likely to present better behaviors and might be relatively
easier to work with, so that the estimated effect is a upper bound of the CHS’ impact. But if they
have more conditions filled at entry, the social worker may work on less dimensions and, therefore,
the estimate we present is a lower bound of the effect. This can explain why in take-up of benefits
the effect for stable families is smaller than it unconstrained sample (see panel B of table 16); but
when we focus on employment of head we find similar results in both samples, suggesting that the
two arguments above cancel out.

In the main results presented in paper we choose to focus on a stable sample of families to isolate
the effects of changes in family composition that may affect the outcomes we analyze. As we discussed
in the previous section, the only group where we find impact on changes in headship as a response
to program is the young (head aged 18-35), and for those families there is really not substantial
difference om the results between conditioning or not on having the same head over time (restricted
vs unrestricted sample).28

6 Conclusion

This paper examines how CHS is changing the lives of the poor in Chile. We focus on a limited but
important set of outcomes, which are likely to be linked to the longer term welfare of participating
families, namely employability, income, housing, and psycho-social welfare of household members.
Our data comes from a survey collected especially for the purpose of evaluating CHS, and from
administrative records which give us basic outcomes for the universe of individuals eligible for any
social program in Chile.

In order to identify the impact the program on outcomes we start by relying on a regression
discontinuity design, exploring the fact that eligibility into the program is determined by whether a
household has a CAS score above or below the cutoff level of the municipality in which it is located,
and that individuals located just below and just above each municipality’s cutoff are similar in all
dimensions but one: eligibility to the program. Since this cutoff score varies across municipalities, it
is possible to identify the impact of the program for a very large set of individuals, who are induced
to participate in the program just as their eligibility status changes (marginal individuals), and who
are located around each of the discontinuities just mentioned.

Unfortunately, some of our estimates are imprecise. Therefore, we also produce difference in
difference estimate which allow us to get more precise results. These estimates come from samples
of eligible individuals, and are based on the assumption that, among those eligible, the trend in
outcomes for non-participants in CHS is the same as the trend participants would experience had
they not participated in the program.

Our main results are that the program increases the uptake of subsidies and of the employment
programs provided by FOSIS (the only ones we were able to measure so far). These impacts are
present for some but not all cohorts and length of exposure, but the overall pattern of impacts leads
us to believe that these effects are stronger for later cohorts and that they are fairly robust. The
RD estimates are larger than the DD estimates, at least when they are statistically significant, but
the DD estimates are more stable across cohorts and years. These results indicate that CHS is

28We performed all the analysis presented also using the sample of all families and the results are qualitatively
similar to those presented here.
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successful in stimulating demand for these services, and also making supply available to respond to
the additional demand.

The impacts of CHS vary across families with different characteristics, and located in different
municipalities. For example, the impact of the program on the take up of subsidies is larger in
municipalities with a better network of social services, for families served by social workers with
relatively low caseloads, and in male headed families. Conversely, the impact of the program on
employment of the spouse is larger in rural areas and for families served by social workers with
relatively low caseload.

Against these positive gains, we were not able to detect any positive impacts of CS on employment
or income of the head. While the scope for improvement for male heads were very small (as the
totality of male headed families had been already been working in the absence of the program),
the lack of results for female headed households is important to document, as they represent a
sizable vulnerable group within the target population identified with the new targeting instrument.
Employment response and income generation is more difficult for them, as they face more time
constraints when combining family responsibilities and work commitments, as well have lower ability
to diversify income sources and insure themeselves against shocks.

The main channel driving significant effects in employment, income, poverty and indigence comes
from the activation of the labor force of the spouse in biparental families. The result is notable in
a country with an exceptionally low female labor force participation. Along this dimension, the
results from the panel CHS mirror qualitatively the same results found in the administrative data:
the spouse employment effects (and with them the income and poverty effects) are concentrated
among rural households, and in families with lower educational attainment of the head.

Even though we cannot establish a causal link between the gains in the employment of the
spouse and the participation to employment programs made available to the participants within
the supply side response, we nonetheless provide suggestive evidence that the same subgroups for
which we detect a positive employment effect are those who are also more likely to have received the
employment programs.

Last but not least, we estimate that there is a significant impact of the program on family
stability, with a lower probability of younger family heads to transition to single headed families.
The results apply to a small fraction of participating families, but it is qualitatively important, as it
highlights the important role of the dimension of the family dynamics during the intensive phase of
the psychosocial support.
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Appendix A: Description of Administrative data and data construction

The Ficha CAS and the CAS score

CAS score is a proxy means test that intends to capture some key socio-economic correlates of unsatisfied basic
needs. The Ficha CAS is used to compute the CAS score, used as an instrument for targeting most social programs in
Chile since 1980. This instrument covers around 30% of the Chilean population and it includes 50 variables grouped
into 9 categories. The index is used to determine eligibility to the following programs: a social pension (Pension
Asistencial, for elderly poor and disabled), a family allowance (Subsidio Unico Familiar, SUF, for poor children), a
school feeding program (Programa Alimentacion Escolar, for poor schooling-age children), Chile Solidario, public
housing program (Programas de vivienda social), and a public water subsidy (Subsidio al Agua Potable, SAP).1

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 concern to housing conditions (wall, floor, ceiling, overcrowding, water
access, sewage, shower), property type, education of family members, occupation, income, and durables ownership
(fridge, boiler, tv).

The Ficha considers the family as the unit of reference and this is defined as a group of persons that live together,
whether or not are relatives, who share some kind of income and auto-recognize themselves as a family. So different
families living in the same house may have a different CAS-score as long as they have different characteristics of
income, education and activity. However, 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. This is a survey
that should be filled at family’s house and, in order to attest the credibility of information provided, 20% of all valid
surveys are randomly chosen to be re-interviewed by a supervisor and all surveys with invalid entries are revised
and if necessary households are re-interview (Ministry of Planning, 2003).2

Ficha CAS, by construction, 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. The CAS
score obtained after filling the Ficha CAS will determine whether he satisfies or not the conditions to access the
program. So our data set excludes all families who have not applied for any social benefit. However, it is important
to notice that we do not necessarily need the whole population to do a proper evaluation. Indeed, the population of
interest is the population of beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries of the program, and there was a strong effort
on the part of the government to make sure that most of the poor did have a Ficha CAS when the program was
implemented in 2002.

In any case, in order to assess the severity of the problem of sample selection we compute the distribution
of families that applied to Ficha CAS in the nationally representative household survey CASEN in 2003 (Figure
8, Appendix G). Although CASEN 2003 does not contain families’ CAS it has enough information to produce a
simulated version of the CAS score. We use this simulated CAS to compare the coverage of Ficha CAS across the
entire distribution of CAS. Although more than 60% of families with CAS in the first 5 ventiles have tried to obtain
Ficha CAS, this coverage is always below 80% and, as expected, families less needy are less likely to have a Ficha.

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 aims at assessing the household income generating capacity and its vulnerability to shocks.
This is a significant change from the CAS, which weighed heavily on assets and durables ownership, making it more
persistent. The FPS considers the needs of different members in the household according to equivalence scales. The
unit of reference is the family, but this is now defined as a household, that is, individuals that live together and
share family expenditures.

As Ficha CAS, FPS has information on each family’s member date of birth, education, income and labor market
participation, house ownership and its conditions. Ficha CAS contains information on participation on welfare
programs and this allows us to measure effectiveness of Chile Solidario to help families taking these programs. 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.

1Some of the programs 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.

2Supervising a Ficha includes verifying if individuals surveyed provide correct information regarding income and family’s patrimony.
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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, on a total of almost 47 millions observations covering almost 12 millions individuals. This is
a biennial panel because Ficha CAS is valid for two years, so for example, the CAS for 2004 contains individuals
(families) that were surveyed between Jan. 2003 and December 2004. We use seven waves of data from Ficha CAS
(2000 to 2006) and the only wave available for new Ficha de Proteccion Social, which spans from Jan. 2007 to May
2008. There is only one observation per each family in FPS.

Changes to the original sample are recorded in Table (A) below. We performed the following checks to each
cross section of ”Consolidado CAS” and ”Ficha de Proteccion Social”:

• We drop repeated observations in 2000, 2001 and 20073;

• We recode the individual identifier, RUT (Rol Unico Tributario) or RUN (Rol Unico Nacional)4, to missing if
it is too small (1000 or less) and flag observations with the same identifier5. We also 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 data 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 birth, region,
province and municipality of residence, number of survey, relationship to head of family, name and surname
and CAS are considered the same person, so we keep only one observation;

• 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.

We further restrict our analysis to municipalities that offered Chile Solidario, and thus with families in Puente
data set and to all families with a valid Ficha CAS or FPS6. The analysis is restricted to families with one head
(0.9 percent of families report zero or two heads) and with heads without missing information on gender and date
of birth.

We focus on families with non-missing values for a large set of variables included in the computation of CAS
score. These variables are: type of water and energy supply, sewage, municipality of residence, information about
participation on welfare programs, employment status of head, information non-missing on family income (computed
as the sum of the income of all its members or imputed by estimated value of consumption if family depends on
others’ help), house ownership, education of head and information on some basic appliances (refrigerator and
heater).

In order to properly compare some variables in Ficha CAS and FPS we need to perform some adjustments.
In Ficha CAS information on income and occupation of head are only asked to those age 14 or above. In FPS

3These repeated observations correspond at least to two identical rows of data
4The 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 is this identifier that 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. Hence 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.

5An 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 (Ministry of Planning, 2003, 2007).

6As of October 2008, Chile is divided in 15 administrative regions (2 new regions were created in created in October 2007), divided
into 346 municipalities. Chile Solidario has been administrated so far in 336 municipalities.
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information about labor market variables and income are only available for those 15 or older. Thus we restrict our
analysis to families with heads 15 or older.

Given the number of repeated and invalid RUTs documented in Table (A) we construct an individual unique
identifier to merge together the several waves of Ficha CAS and FPS. We tried several possible definitions using
individual characteristics that are constant in time and end up using as individual ID a combination of RUT-digito
verificador, individual’s gender and date of birth.

The sample of individuals we are left with after imposing the restrictions above is described in Table (A).
The unit of treatment of Chile Solidario is the family, however following families units over time using Ficha CAS

and FPS has a shortcoming: family ID provided is linked to its address. Therefore, our main sample is composed of
individuals (and their families) who were heads of families at the year of potential entry in program7. We proceed
this way for two reasons: (1) as mentioned, family and household identification number is linked to physical address
of residence in CAS, (2) family identification number is different in Ficha CAS and FPS, whereas the individuals
identification number is unique - the Chilean unique identification number, RUT/RUN. 8. Our choice enables us to
detect if heads of family change their role within the same family or if they move to other family, either assuming
headship or as other family member. We test whether changes in family role of head between the baseline (ie, year
at which eligibility is measured: 2002 or 2003) and 2004 or 2005 are related to program and we find that only heads
of family 18-35 years old eligible in 2002 are less likely to have changed their status with respect to non-eligible
(therefore, program participation is in general not related to changes in role of head and results find should be
robust to the definition of sample of families). The sample used in this version of the paper restricts analysis to
those heads who kept the same role between baseline year and year of interest of analysis.

Description of variables used from Ficha CAS and Ficha de Proteccion Social

Labor Market Outcomes

• Employment status of head and spouse.

Definition of employment status in Ficha CAS and in FPS are slightly different. In Ficha CAS there is no
direct question on whether individuals have an activity from which they subsist and on whether individuals have
already worked (and are, thus, part of active population). We infer about employment status using the following
information on activities undertaken by individuals: (1) trabajador familiar no remunerado (non remunerated
worker working on a family business, for example, an individual who workers on family’s hairdresser, in crafts
activities, etc.), (2) trabajador por cuenta propia (independent worker; this category also includes individuals with
income from properties or interest); (3) trabajador dependiente urbano (dependent urban worker), (4) assalariado
agricola (farm worker, that is, individuals that permanently work in a farm receiving monthly income), (5) pequeno
produtor agricola (small farmer), (6) empleado del sector publico o particular equivalente (public servant or equivalent
private sector), (7) other activity (mainly medium or large farmers and entrepreneurs), (8) jubilado, pensionado o
montepiado (respectively, retired or individuals that depend on others help, excluding relatives or public subsidies,
and widows or orphans that receive a transfer on behalf of deceased person), (9) individuals without any activity
(includes individuals that have never entered the labor force or individuals who have been unemployed for more
than three months). We define as employed an individual with any activity between (1) and (7), otherwise the
individual is considered unemployed. Given the impossibility to distinguish between unemployed workers and those
that never enter the labor force, in practice, our definition compares employed versus inactive individuals.

In contrast, in FPS there is information on whether an individual is working, if he worked in the last 30 days
and if he ever worked (being part of active population). We define as employed an active individual that is working
at moment of survey or that worked in the previous 30 days.

Income

• Family total and per capita monthly income.

• Monthly income of head and spouse.

In Ficha CAS this variable includes autonomous income (net labor income, rents, excluding Pensiones Asis-
tenciales, Subsidio de Cesantia, Becas (scholarships), Subsidio de Agua Potable and Subsidio Unico Familiar). As

7For example, when we evaluate the effect of entry in 2002 on outcomes in 2005 we consider family and individual outcomes for
those individuals who were heads of family in 2002.

8This approach allows to merge Ficha CAS and FPS.
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surveys cannot have missing information regarding family income some imputations procedures are used if individ-
uals have income from intermittent sources or if family depends on others help. For self-employed workers whose
income is variables or intermittent income is estimated by average monthly family expenditures in food, cloth, house
maintenance, education, transports, amenities, etc. For families without income living on help of other income is
imputed by converting into pesos the amount of help received9.

In FPS there are three measures of annual income from different sources: (i) labor income, which for independent
workers is the difference between the price received by the product of their work and its production cost, (ii)
ingresos de jubilaciones o pensiones (pensions) and (iii) other income (which includes bonuses, in-kind payments,
consumption from own production, rents, transfers from non-family members and unemployment subsidy; this
category also includes all income used for family subsistence without any clarification about whether subsidies are
included or not10).

We define family income as the sum of income from all sources and individuals in family.

Housing Conditions

• Indicator for type of water supply (1 if public).

• From Ficha CAS we construct indicators for whether the house has: (i) fridge, (ii) heater, (iii) WC (shared
with other houses/not), (iv) shower, (v) if house has exclusive use of sewage (vi) electricity meter, (vii) colors
tv, (viii) if family lives in own or rented house (legal occupation of place).

Subsidies

• At least one family member receives public subsidies: cesantia (unemployment compensation)/PASIS/SUF/SAP;

• Family receives SUF, conditioning in categorical eligibility status. We define a family as (categorical) eligible
for SUF if (i) there are children under age 6 in family, (ii) children between age 6-17 are enrolled in school,
(ii) and are not receiving PASIS.

• Family receives PASIS, conditioning in categorical eligibility status. We define a family as being eligible to
PASIS if there are individuals over 65 that are not receiving any pension.

Family structure and fertility

• Presence of children less then 4 years old in family.

• Number of children (less than 18 years old) in family.

• Change in role for individual who was head of family at the baseline (only for samples where we allow for
change in headship).

Merging Administrative Data and Panel Chile Solidario

For each household in Panel Chile Solidario we try to retrieve information about CAS score by merging Panel with
CAS and Ficha de Proteccion Social using RUT. Table 1 in Appendix G provides information on the number of
households that were found in Administrative data. If a household has multiple families, given that CAS is set at
family level and that survey panel is designed at the household level we impute CAS for a given year for a given
household as the minimum CAS found for any of families that comprise the household.

Appendix B: Representativeness of the panel sample Chile Solidario

Re-weighting survey data using Ficha CAS

The panel Chile Solidario was originally designed so that the method of matching could be used for evaluating the
program. Therefore, the sample is not representative of the population, since it surveys program participants in
2002 and 2003, and non-participants that are similar to participants among some observable dimensions. Since then

9In data it is possible to identify a person without income that depends on others’ help as someone with activity coded as Jubilado,
Pensionado o Montepiado and with income imputed.

10See page 78 (Mideplan, 2007)
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we have changed the main method in this study to be regression discontinuity. However, for it to be possible to draw
useful lessons from this methodology, it is important that the data is representative of the population around each
participation cutoff, and that the proportion of the sample in each cutoff mimics what we observe in the population
(especially when the sample or the population or both are not uniformly distributed across cutoffs). If this is not
the case, we risk estimating impacts that are representative for the sample, but not for the population. One way
to address this representativeness problem is to use sample weights, which can be constructed.

We use weights to make survey more representative of population: of those families with CAS (that can be
invited to program).

As explained previously (Appendix A) CAS score is score that summarize a set of household characteristics
and is the mechanism used to select families into program. Families entrants in 2002 and 2003 were those families
surveyed by the nationally representative household survey, CASEN 2003, whereas controls were chosen in stratified
way by geographic region and by urban/rural areas11.

We construct several weights and analyze their performance by comparing first stage regressions estimated in
administrative and in survey data for different samples and by visually inspecting the distributions of participants
and nonparticipants around the cutoff in administrative data and in weighted and unweighted survey data.

The weights are computed as follows12. Let the number of households13 in the population (that is, with Ficha
CAS) with CAS = cas in year t, t = {2002, 2003, 2004, 2005}, living in region r in a urban or rural area u with
entry status in CS p, p = {0, 1}, be denoted by N(CAS = cas, t, r, u, p). Let the number of households in survey
data with CAS = cas in year t, t = {2002, 2003, 2004, 2005}, living in region r in a urban or rural area u with
entry status in CS p, p = {0, 1}, be denoted by n(CAS = cas, t, r, u, p). We weight the data by the inverse of the
probability that an observation is included in data due to the sampling design:

weight =
N(CAS = cas, t, r, u, p)
n(CAS = cas, t, r, u, p)

CAS is a continuous score but to avoid defining fine cells and add extra instability to our estimates we round
CAS to its closest integer to compute the weights.

We have experimented with the following set of weights:

1. weights defined by cell (CAS = cas, t, r, u, p) on the entire Ficha CAS of year t;

2. weights defined by cell (CAS = cas, t, r, u, p) on the entire Ficha CAS of year t excluding entrants in previous
years from definition of each cell;

3. estimate the propensity score of participation separately for four broad geographic areas, including as co-
variates household size and age composition, head characteristics (age dummies, education dummies, marital
status dummies, labor force history participation), housing characteristics, asset indicators, household income
per capita, a rural indicator and dummies for the regions, and interactions between region indicators and rural.
We compute weights defined by cell (CAS = cas, t, r, u, p) on the common support of estimated propensity
score of participation into program14;

4. as survey oversamples controls and these were forced to have applied to ”Ficha CAS” between November 2001
and October 2003 we construct sampling weights for 2004(2005) cohort using those households with a Ficha
CAS in 2004(2005) and in 2002 or 2003;

5. we also experimented using the weights defined by distance to endogenous cutoff and obtained first stage
estimates and distribution of observation similar to those obtained by with weighted defined by (1) and (2).

All approaches result in similar estimates of take-up around the threshold, but we opted to choose families in
the region of common support for propensity score of participation (option 3).

11The matched comparison group in Panel Chile Solidario was constructed by estimating a propensity score of participation into the
program separately for four broad geographic areas. The matching was done among households who reported having filled in a ficha
CAS and was done choosing the 3 nearest neighbors for each beneficiary within each geographic area. Comparison households were
forced to be chosen within the same geographic area and zone (rural/urban) for practical convenience.

12See Deaton, 1997
13CAS score is defined by family, therefore if a household is contains multiple families the score assigned to each family may varying

if income, education and labor market scores of different families vary. Panel Chile Solidario was primarily designed to follow households
over time therefore we assign to each household in Ficha CAS the score of the family presenting the lowest CAS (this will be the first
score to drive household’s eligibility status for welfare programs).

14This weight tries to recover families in the common support of propensity score of participation.
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Appendix C: Algorithm used to find discontinuity in participation

For each municipality j and year t (2002 to 2006), we estimate:

Dijt = α+ βEg
ijt + εijt (1)

where Dijt is an indicator that takes value 1 if family i residing in municipality j enters in the program in year
t and 0 otherwise (entrants in future cohorts are thus part of the control group, whereas we exclude families
already in the program to find the CAS cutoff as by definition they are not part of the group of possible families
to be invite) and Eg

ijt is an indicator that takes value 1 if the family is eligible to participate in Chile Solidario:

Eg
ijt = 1

[
CASijt ≤ CAS

g

jt

]
. CAS

g

jt will be all value that CAS may take within a fine grid in municipality j between
[
CASmin

ijt + 20, CASmax
ijt − 20

]
. We find the value of CAS

g

jt for each municipality j that is the threshold such that
there is a discontinuity in participation through the following algorithm:

1. Initialize the R2, R2 = 0.

2. Let CAS
1

jt = CASmin
ijt + 20 be the first point of the grid. We define E = 1

[
CASijt ≤ CAS

1

jt

]
and run OLS

regressions of CSC
ijt on E1

ijt, according to the model above. We save the R2 of this regression, R2
1. If R2

1 > 0,

than R2 = R2
1 and CAS

g

jt = CAS
1

jt.

3. We redefine the eligibility threshold. The new cutoff is the second point in the grid, CAS
2

jt = CAS
1

jt + 2. We

redefine the eligibility indicator: E2
fjm = 1

[
CASijt ≤ CAS

2

jt

]
. With this new threshold in hand we run OLS

regressions of CSfjm on E2
fjm and store the R2 of this regression, R2

2. We compare R2
2 with the previous

estimate: if R2
2 > R2, than R2 = R2

2 and CAS
g

jt = CAS
2

jt.

4. Repeat step 3 for all points in the municipality’s grid.

With this method the empirical threshold for municipality j in cohort t is the CAS
g

jt that corresponds to the
largest estimate of R2.
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Appendix D: Psychological domains and instruments in the panel Chile
Solidario

Process of developing the instrument : An initial brainstorming session in the summer of 2005 was conducted with
the evaluation unit at Mideplan, the program implementation unit (Fosis) and with the support of Emily J. Ozer
(clinical/community psychologist, assistant professor) and Paula Valenzuela (doctoral student) of the School of
Public Health at University of California, Berkeley. A set of potential alternatives was developed and pre-tested in
Chile in October 2005 and revised subsequently. A parallel exercise had been conducted by Measurement Center
of the Psychology School of the Universidad Católica, with the objective of developing a set of quantitative survey
instruments to be used at given time intervals to monitor different dimensions of psychosocial intervention of the
Puente program (Puente 2006). The scope of their exercise was slighlty different, with in-depth work and pre-testing
to ensure context specificity (including using a language appropriate for the target population) and with specific
emphasis on family dynamics. The final set of instruments included in the panel Chile Solidario adapted the set
of overlapping instruments (namely internal/external control, orientation towards the future, and self-esteem) from
this study, as well as introduced a new set of instruments (psychosocial distress and self-efficacy).

In this section, we will review the instruments used to capture the psychosocial domains of interest. We will
discuss issues of reliability (in terms of psychometric properties), and describe measurement issues and potential
problems of consistency in the definitions over time.

Locus of control and mastery

Self-mastery of perceived internal/external control refers to the degree to which an individual believes that a
situation can be controlled (contingency) and that he/she has the skills to producing a desired (or avoid an undesired)
outcome (competence). Perceived control relates to positive expectations regarding life and self that would lead to
more motivation to protect oneself from risks. Mastery is believed to play an important role in coping with stress
(Pearlin and Schooler 1978)

The most widely known scale by Rotter (perceived control/fatalism) (Rotter 1966, Pearlin et al 1981) has been
collected in the widely used NLSY (National Longitudinal Survey) and PSID (Panel Study of Income Dynamics) in
the US. This measure has been found to be a statistically significant predictor of earnings, highly persistent from
parents to offspring (Bowles, Gintis 2000, Osborne 2000). Heckman, Urzua and Sixtrud (2006) also show that it not
only predicts earnings, but also schooling and engagement in risky behaviors. The following two scales of external
and internal control used in the 2006 questionnaire were adapted from the Rotter scale by the U. Catolica, and
were consistently phrased across years (2006 and 2007):

Internal Control: Con respecto a sus sueños, anhelos o metas personales

(1. Mucho, 2. Algo, 3. Poco, 4. Nada)
¿En qué medida obtenerlos depende de su propia responsabilidad?
¿En qué medida obtenerlos depende de sus propias capacidades?
¿En qué medida obtenerlos depende de la confianza que usted tenga en śı mismo/a?

External Control: Con respecto a sus sueños, anhelos o metas personales

(1. Mucho, 2. Algo, 3. Poco, 4. Nada)
¿En qué medida obtenerlos depende de su propia responsabilidad?
¿En qué medida obtenerlos depende de sus propias capacidades?
¿En qué medida obtenerlos depende de la confianza que usted tenga en śı mismo/a?

The external control scale has exhibited in both years poor psychometric properties (alpha 0.48-0.55), and as
a consequence, not been included in the analysis. The scale for internal control (apha 0.81-0.87) is positively
correlated with future orientation, self-esteem, efficacy, lower distress.

Self esteem/self concept

This is a key dimension that stands out from the qualitative work on the psychosocial effects of the intervention
(U. Chile 2004b, 2004c). One of the most significant changes perceived during and after the intervention was the
improvement on the women’ self-image or “auto-imagen”. This change is correlated to the development of more
capacities and psychosocial abilities.

The most common scale to capture self-concept is the Rosenberg scale (Rosenberg 1989), which includes state-
ments of self-approval to which the respondents are asked to strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree.
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The self-esteem measure used in the questionnaire was adapted from the Rosenberg scale by the U. Catolica. Lo-
cus of control, and to a lesser extent, self esteem are considered to be more stable (or ‘dispositional’) personality
traits, which are less likely to change over time. Heckman, Stixrud and Urzua (2006) and Judge and Hurst (2007)
demonstrated how self-evaluation (on self-esteem and locus of control in the NLSY) in young adults predict income
in mid-life and enhance the returns of SES and education attainment on income.

The same scale was administered in both 2006 and 2007. The scale has seven items, high psychometric properties
(alpha=0.91) and positively correlated with efficacy, optimism, future expectations, lower psychosocial distress.

Self esteem:Cuando usted se propone algo, .
¿Cuánto se considera usted una persona?
(1. Mucho 2. Bastante 3. Algo 4. Poco 5. Muy poco)
Creativa

Capaz de salir adelante

Luchadora

Con deseo de superarse

Fuerte

Trabajadora

Responsable

Note: bold text represent the items that are consistent over time.

The constructed scale was constructed to associate a higher score with higher self-esteem.
The distribution of the scale (as pictured in graph D1 above) is highly skewed, with a large fraction of respondents

reporting very high score (which would amount to give high ratings to all items). To the extent that the question is
framed might lead to concerns about bias towards social desirability (as suggested by Ozer (2009)) and hence might
over-estimate the extent of reported self-esteem. In the analysis we use both the overall score (which is constructed
by summing all reported scores for all items) as well as an indicator for having reported the top score (35) in the
distribution.

(Domain-Specific) Self-efficacy: education and employment

Self-efficacy beliefs lie at the heart of the social cognitive theory developed by Bandura (1986). The role of self-
efficacy beliefs in human functioning is that “people level motivation, affective states, and actions are based more
on what they believe than what’s objectively true” (see also Pajares’ (2007) overview on this). As such, how
people behave might be more driven by the beliefs of what they are capable of accomplishing for a given level of
knowledge and skills. It is believed to be a core construct that mediates relations between knowledge and behavior.
Self-efficacy instruments aim at measuring the personal beliefs about one’s ability to activate a course of action.
The concept is perceived to be more malleable to change, expected to be shaped by ongoing success or failure
experiences (Bandura 1986, 1997). Much of the psychological and sociological literature has established important
correlates between self-efficacy, social support and stress (Cohen, Willis 1985, Procidano, Walker-Smith 1997), and
between generalized self-efficacy, self-esteem and locus of control (Judge et al 2002). The evidence is much more
limited on what type of interventions might enhance these beliefs (Gist and Mitchell 1992).

The psychosocial intervention of CHS seeks to promote skills and self-confidence in areas such as accessing
services, and accessing resources needed for families. As such, the team made a joint decision that it would be
useful in the evaluation to move beyond general measures of self-efficacy and focus on domain specific ones, which
are more susceptible to change and more likely to capture a key mechanism through which the program is having
an effect.

Existing self-efficacy scales relating to service utilization were used to develop scales in two key domains (employ-
ment and education) and make it pertinent the specific kinds of experiences and barriers for the target population.
The basic approach adopted was to describe the kinds of scenarios that target beneficiaries are likely to encounter in
putting their skills into action, and probe their level of confidence in actually enacting the behavior (such as: ‘how
confident (sure) are you that you would be able to obtain “x” service for your family?’) The measure would then
assess the level of self-efficacy, or perceived confidence, in enacting the behavior across a range of conditions varying
from easy to hard. Scores were constructed so that a higher score would be associated with higher self-efficacy in
the relevant domain.
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Self-efficacy Employment: Como usted sabe, la gente enfrenta diversas situaciones en su trabajo.
Imagine que usted llega a su trabajo y le informan que ha sido despedido/a.
En esta situación, ¿en qué medida usted realizaŕıa las siguientes acciones?
(1.De ninguna manera lo haŕıa 2. Tal vez lo haŕıa 3. De todas manera lo haŕıa)
2006 questionnaire 2007 questionnaire
¿Preguntaŕıa a parientes/familiares por trabajo?
¿Preguntaŕıa a sus conocidos (vecinos/amigos) por trabajo?

¿Le preguntaŕıa a su jefe por qué lo despidieron?
¿Hablaŕıa con su jefe para evitar el despido?

¿Iŕıa a la municipalidad para inscribirse en la OMIL? ¿Iŕıa a la municipalidad para inscribirse en la OMIL?
¿Iŕıa a lugares que ofrecen trabajo? ¿Buscaŕıa trabajo en otros lugares?
¿Buscaŕıa cursos de capacitación laboral? ¿Buscaŕıa cursos de capacitación laboral?

¿Se presentaŕıa frente a un posible empleador
para contarle acerca de su experiencia y habilidades?

Note: bold text represent the items that are consistent over time.

Self-efficacy Education: A veces los niños tienen dificultades en la escuela:
por ejemplo faltan a clases, repiten de curso, tienen problemas de conducta,
tienen malas notas, o simplemente ya no quieren estudiar.
Imagine que esta situación le ocurriera a su hijo o hija,
¿en qué medida usted realizaŕıa las siguientes acciones
(1.De ninguna manera lo haŕıa 2. Tal vez lo haŕıa 3. De todas manera lo haŕıa)
2006 questionnaire 2007 questionnaire
¿Hablaŕıa con su hijo acerca del problema ¿Hablaŕıa con su hijo acerca del problema
que tiene en la escuela? en la escuela aunque él se niegue a hacerlo

y le diga que no es asunto suyo?
¿Buscaŕıa ayuda en su familia para que le ¿Le contaŕıa a su familia del problema que
den apoyo a su hijo (por ejemplo,apoyo tiene su hijo en la escuela, y les pediŕıa
en las tareas, que le aseguren un lugar ayuda (por ejemplo, apoyo en las tareas
tranquilo para estudiar, etc.)? , que le aseguren un lugar para estudiar, etc.)?
¿Pediŕıa una reunión con la profesora para ¿Pediŕıa una reunión con la profesora para
conversar sobre los problemas de su hijo o hija? conversar sobre los problemas de su hijo o hija?

Si usted le pide una reunión a la profesora y ella
se niega a conversar con usted, ¿iŕıa a hablar con
la directora de la escuela para hablarle del problema?

¿Pediŕıa apoyo en la escuela o la municipalidad ¿Pediŕıa apoyo en la escuela o iŕıa a la municipalidad para
para que ayuden a su hijo? (que lo acepten en pedir ayuda para su hijo (talleres de reforzamiento
talleres de reforzamiento, que lo atienda un , que lo atienda un psicopedagogo, etc.)
psicopedagogo, etc.)
Note: bold text represent the items that are consistent over time.

In measuring self-efficacy in education, the 2007 has an additional item, which creates comparability issues
across waves. The work self-efficacy has a larger set of non-overlapping items across survey waves. Despite these
constraints, the two measures exhibit good internal consistency (.76-.77).

The results in the section 5 of the main test are reported for the two full measures, as defined separately across
years, as well as for the two consistent measures over time.

Perceived Social Support

Social support is a meta-construct encompassing dimensions of perceived availability of support as well as ‘enacted’
support received. The psychological literature has established that different forms of support are might play a
different role. For instance, perceived emotional support is most consistently associated with psychological well-
being and self-esteem (Procidano, Walker Smith 1997). Moreover, perceived support is believed to play a mediating
role, buffering the impact of stress on well-being (often referred to as the ‘buffering hypothesis’, as in Cohen and
Willis 1985).

The intervention is aimed at strengthening the capacity of households to relate to the local public networks. The
potential impact on perceived social support from private networks in not a priori clear, with potential negative
effects if public and private networks are to an extent substitutes. Measures of perceived social support from friends
and from family have been developed by Procidano et al. (1983) and adapted from the evaluation of the program
Oportunidades in Mexico. The survey instrument captures the intensity of regular social contacts (the ‘density’ of
the network) as well as the perceived forms of social support that they might provide (emotional, financial, health
care).

Perceived social support relatives: A continuación le leeré (le presentaré) .
cuatro preguntas referidas a la relación con sus parientes
Por favor indique cual de las alternativas más lo representa
(1. Muchos, 2. Algunos, 3. Pocos, 4. Ninguno)
¿Cuántos familiares o parientes tiene con los que se sienta en confianza?

¿Cuántos de ellos le prestaŕıan dinero cuando usted lo necesita?

¿Cuántos de ellos lo(a) cuidaŕıan si Ud. se enferma?

¿A cuántos de ellos podŕıa contarles usted sus problemas?

Note: bold text represent the items that are consistent over time.
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Perceived social support friends: A continuación le leeré (le presentaré)
cuatro preguntas referidas a la relación con sus amigos.
Por favor indique cual de las alternativas más lo representa
(1. Muchos, 2. Algunos, 3. Pocos, 4. Ninguno)

¿Cuántos amigos verdaderos tiene?
¿Cuántos de ellos le prestaŕıan dinero cuando usted lo necesita?
¿Cuántos de ellos lo(a) cuidaŕıan si Ud. se enferma?
¿A cuántos de ellos podŕıa contarles usted sus problemas?
Note: bold text represent the items that are consistent over time.

The two instruments have good internal consistency (0.84-0.88 for family support and 0.91-0.92 for friends
support), they are correlated among each other (r=0.28), but have low correlation with other scales.

Psychosocial distress

The maintained hypothesis is that extreme poverty and the stressors associated with it can create a sense of
hopelessness and helplessness that put family members at a high risk for depression and psychosocial distress. The
role of the psycho-social intervention could be positive in terms of alleviating psychological distress and creating
a sense of opportunity. Equally well, severe levels of depression and anxiety could make it very difficult for these
individuals to engage and take advantage of the opportunities and services provided in the intervention.

The measure adopted for the panel ChS was the Mental Health Inventory of Veit and Ware (1983) for sake of
brevity of the interview and lower perceived intrusiveness. The measure is intented to capture psychosocial distress,
and not depression. Depression and psychosocial distress are highly correlated, with the latter being more focused
on the perceived awareness of what is happening. This 5-item scale has been found to be as good as other more
detailed scales (such as CES-D, MHI-18, GHQ-30) for detecting major depression, general affective and anxiety
disorders (Berwick et al, 1991, Shaw et al 2000, Lara et al 2002) see also its application in Stillman, McKenzie and
Gibson (2007).

Its administration to the panel Chile Solidario suffers from a change in the wording of the questionnaire in 2006
(which makes it differ from the original scale), which make the full scale of psychosocial distress not comparable
across years (highlighted in grey in the table below).

The first four items exhibit good internal consistency properties (alpha=0.74). The last item of the scale refers
to the severity of the self-reported instances of feeling depressed (‘Se ha sentido deprimida(o)?’ in 2006 vs ‘Se ha
sentido deprimida(o) que nada la pońıa contenta?’ in 2007). The difference in the wording makes a substantial
difference in the overall scale: when looking at scale on a balanced panel between 2006 and 2007, and for those
households where the same respondent answered to the question across years, the first four items of the scale are
quite constant/stable over time, whereas the last item is reported with a lower frequency when properly worded as
in 2007.

The measure

Psychosocial distress (MIH-5): Las siguientes preguntas se refieren a cómo se ha sentido usted durante el último mes.
Por favor indique con qué frecuencia ha sentido lo que le voy a mencionar.Cuanto tiempo durante el último mes:
En esta situación, ¿en qué medida usted realizaŕıa las siguientes acciones?
(1.Todos los d́ıas 2.La mayor parte de los d́ıas 3. Algunos d́ıas 4. Muy poco d́ıas 5. Nunca)
2006 questionnaire 2007 questionnaire
¿Se ha sentido nerviosa(o) o preocupada(o)? ¿Se ha sentido nerviosa(o) o preocupada(o)?
¿Se ha sentido triste y bajoneada(o)? ¿Se ha sentido triste y bajoneada(o)?
¿Se ha sentido contenta(o) o feliz? ¿Se ha sentido contenta(o) o feliz?
¿Se ha sentido tranquila(o) y sin tensiones? ¿Se ha sentido tranquila(o) y sin tensiones?
¿Se ha sentido deprimida(o)? ¿Se ha sentido tan deprimida(o), que nada la pońıa contenta?
Note: bold text represent the items that are consistent over time.

Optimism, orientation towards the future

Hope, optimism and orientation towards the future overlap as constructs to measure a “cognitive, emotional and
motivational stance towards the future. Thinking about the future, expecting that desired events and outcomes
will occur, acting in ways believed to make them more likely, and feeling confident that these will ensue given
appropriate efforts sustain good cheer in the there and now and galvanize goal-directed actions” (Peterson and
Seligman 2004, ch 5).

Dispositional optimism has been often considered a facet of a personality trait (emotional stability) linked
to self-regulation and emotional stability, part of the big-five core domains of personality (Scheier and Carver).
Dispositional optimism refers to the expectation as of whether goals can be achieved despite adversities and, as
such, perceived to be relatively more stable/dispositional or unlikely to be affected by the program.
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In another strand of the psychology literature which developed from the theory of learned helplessness, and
merged into the new field of positive psychology (Peterson and Seligman 1984, Petersen, Maier and Seligman 1993),
optimism is a feature of a person explanation of the causes of bad events (‘explanatory style’). People assign
an explanation/cause to events that involve themselves. People forged by negative adverse events may respond by
becoming passive or helpless, adjusting to a situation where they believe that a good future is something unattainable
to them, and that cannot be brought about. Hence, under this second interpretation, optimism, and helplessness
are constructs that relate to agency.

The philosophy of the program and the instruments adopted in the Panel Chile Solidario are closer to the second
interpretation. The psychosocial support aims at restoring the basic socio-emotional functioning of the family. The
social worker is a catalyst to help households realize what their needs and priorities are. The social worker works
with the families to help them connect to those social programs that meet their needs and develop a long-term
strategy (their ‘life-time project’) that would allow them to autonomously sustain their exit from extreme poverty
in the long-run. Extensive qualitative work has documented the key role of a high quality psychosocial support in
allowing participating households to expand their time horizon, and aspire to better future of improved well-being
in the medium and long term. These aspirations take the form of specific life-projects that the families identify
during this phase together with the social worker. An analysis of the ficha final filled in by participating families at
the end of two years of psychosocial support (Mideplan 2009) provides an insight on the most common projects for
the future: among them the project of having an own house, having a stable employment, and, finally, projecting
themselves through their children, appreciating the value of education working towards improving their educational
attainment.

The instrument (optimism towards the future) developed by U. Catolica aim at capturing is the ability of the
families and individuals to have a future perspective and an expanded time horizon.

Optimism, orientation towards the future

Cmo se ve usted en el futuro, respecto de cada uno de los aspectos que le voy a mencionar?
(1. Mejor que ahora, 2. Igual que ahora 3. Peor que ahora 4. No aplica)
Con respecto a su situacin socio-econmica
Con respecto a su trabajo
Con respecto a sus ingresos econmicos
Con respecto a su salud
Con respecto a su vivienda

Las personas tienen distintas opiniones acerca de sus condiciones de vida. A continuacin le leer algunas frases.
Por favor indique cul de ellas mejor refleja su opinin
No tengo proyectos para el futuro Tengo proyectos futuros Tengo muchos proyectos futuros
Mi situacin no va a cambiar Mi situacin va a cambiar Mi situacin definitvamente va a cambiar
Yo no puedo cambiar mis condiciones de vida Yo si puedo cambiar mis condiciones de Definitivamente, yo puedo cambiar mis

vida condiciones de vida
Siento que para m las puertas estn cerradas Siento que las puertas se me estn Siento que para m todas las puertas

abriendo estn abiertas

Both scales have good internal consistency properties, and they are positively correlated. Among the two
measures, future orientation has a large fraction of missing observations (22% in 2006 and 27% in 2007), which
raises concerns about selectivity in the patterns of item non response. In addition, future orientation has the second
item that refers to employment is not applicable to inactive respondents (about 20-25% of the sample) , which
creates a problem of comparability in the scale. For these reasons, our preferred scale for orientation towards the
future will be the optimism scale, which is immune to those concerns.
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Appendix E: Employment programs

The list of employment and social development programs we include in our analysis is detailed below. The number
of observations refers to the number of individuals that have taken each of these programs between 2004 and 2007.

Observations
2004 2005 2006 2007

Economic programs: 43221 49431 41336 45233

Nivelacion de Competencias Laborales 6905 6984 5858 5264
Apoyo a la Produccion Familiar para el Autoconsumo 6083 6807
Fortalecimiento de la Empleabilidad Juvenil 1285
Apoyo a Microemprendimiento 21437 21664
Apoyo a los Emprendimientos Sociales 1153
Apoyo a Actividades Economicas 8325 7734 7958 8376
Fortalecimiento de Iniciativas Microempresariales 684
Empleo (only for families CHS) 9624 15529
Empleo Extra 18367 19184 8967

Social programs - Desarrollo Social 10162

Promocion para la Participacion 1868 1851 1739

6
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics of Ficha CAS and Ficha de Proteccion Social 

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

  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2007 

Income        

Income of head  72890.57 71316.24 77292.33 84760.52 87584.78 90385.81 120000 

 (45150.38) (48817.85) (53769.72) (58511.33) (61810.18) (63406.87) (81045.79) 

Income of spouse 59820.90 33150.54 36277.44 73897.13 76746.86 80781.15 94527.24 

 (42252.53) (46354.24) (51935.32) (58411.98) (62646.59) (66829.01) (78483.71) 

Family per capita income 30789.98 30603.44 33657.48 35826.75 37979.25 39084.87 57415.29 

  (25950.01) (27250.86) (29879.76) (33140.01) (35341.81) (36857.38) (47605.44) 

Labor market outcomes        

Head employed 0.68 0.67 0.66 0.67 0.66 0.65 0.69 

  (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.47) (0.48) (0.46) 

Head is employed and is female 0.43 0.41 0.41 0.43 0.44 0.45 0.52 

  (0.50) (0.49) (0.49) (0.49) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) 

Head is employed and is male 0.79 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.77 0.77 0.78 

  (0.41) (0.41) (0.42) (0.41) (0.42) (0.42) (0.42) 

Spouse is employed 0.23 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.21 0.21 0.37 

  (0.42) (0.40) (0.40) (0.40) (0.41) (0.41) (0.48) 

Proportion of adults 18-64 employed per family 0.54 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.54 0.59 

  (0.32) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32) (0.33) (0.34) (0.33) 

Subsidies        

Proportion of families receiving any subsidies 0.33 0.39 0.37 0.37 0.41 0.37 0.28** 

  (0.47) (0.49) (0.48) (0.48) (0.49) (0.48) (0.45) 

Proportion of families receiving SUF (that are 
eligible for it) 0.24 0.26 0.23 0.25 0.25 0.23 0.31 

  (0.42) (0.44) (0.42) (0.43) (0.43) (0.42) (0.46) 

Proportion of families receiving PASIS-Old* 0.45 0.55 0.54 0.54 0.52 0.49 0.29 

 (0.50 (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.46) 
Proportion of families receiving PASIS – 
adults* 0.04 0.05 0.05 0..05 0.05 0.04 0.05 

  (0.19) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.22) 

Proportion of families receiving SAP 0.16 0.19 0.17 0.16 0.22 0.20 NA 

  (0.36) (0.39) (0.38) (0.37) (0.41) (0.40)  

Proportion of families eligible for SUF 0.37 0.35 0.63 0.60 0.61 0.59 0.37 

  (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.49) (0.49) (0.49) (0.48) 

Proportion of families eligible for PASIS 0.09 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.14 

  (0.29) (0.31) (0.30) (0.29) (0.30) (0.30) (0.35) 

Housing        

Family lives in urban area 0.86 0.82 0.82 0.81 0.80 0.82 0.81 

 (0.34) (0.39) (0.38) (0.39) (0.40) (0.39) (0.39) 

Type of water supply (1 if public) 0.95 0.88 0.89 0.88 0.89 0.89 0.90 

  (0.22) (0.32) (0.31) (0.32) (0.32) (0.31) (0.30) 

House has shower 0.74 0.71 0.73 0.72 0.74 0.76 0.76 

  (0.44) (0.46) (0.44) (0.45) (0.44) (0.43) (0.43) 

House has refrigerator 0.63 0.60 0.63 0.63 0.63 0.62 NA 

  (0.48) (0.49) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.49)  

House has color tv 0.76 0.73 0.76 0.76 0.77 0.73 NA 

  (0.43) (0.44) (0.43) (0.43) (0.42) (0.44)  

House has heater 0.30 0.26 0.30 0.31 0.31 0.31 NA 

  (0.46) (0.44) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46)  

Family composition        

Head is single 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.37 0.39 0.41 0.39 

  (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.49) (0.49) (0.49) 

Number of years of education of head 7.24 7.03 7.18 7.28 7.32 7.43 NA 

  (3.82) (3.89) (3.91) (3.90) (3.90) (3.88)  

Age of head  47.44 48.39 48.68 48.54 48.79 48.85 49.04 



 3 

  (16.17) (16.23) (16.23) (16.21) (16.39) (16.50) (15.92) 

Head is male 0.69 0.70 0.69 0.69 0.67 0.64 0.65 

  (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.46) (0.47) (0.48) (0.48) 
Proportion of children 6-18 in family that have 
repeated a grade 0.24 0.25 0.23 0.23 0.22 0.22 NA 

  (0.38) (0.38) (0.38) (0.37) (0.37) (0.37)  

Family size 3.60 3.60 3.55 3.52 3.40 3.27 3.17 

  (1.74) (1.74) (1.71) (1.70) (1.66) (1.61) (1.59) 

Proportion of children in family 0.30 0.29 0.28 0.28 0.27 0.27 0.23 

  (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) (0.24) 

Proportion of children in family under age 6 0.09 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.08 0.06 

  (0.15) (0.15) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.13) 

Proportion of children in family under age 4 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.04 

  (0.12) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.11) (0.10) 

Proportion of males 18-64 in family 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.28 

  (0.23) (0.23) (0.24) (0.24) (0.25) (0.25) (0.26) 

Proportion of females 18-59 in family 0.29 0.28 0.28 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.31 

  (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.21) (0.22) (0.23) (0.24) 

Proportion of elderly 0.15 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.18 

  (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.32) (0.33) (0.33) 

CAS/FPS scores 546.88 539.60 544.13 543.99 544.92 546.64 7946.34 

  (52.19) (55.13) (55.57) (55.93) (55.35) (54.30) (4021.12) 

Families entrants in 2002 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 

  (0.14) (0.14) (0.15) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.12) 

Families entrants in 2003 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 

  (0.14) (0.15) (0.16) (0.17) (0.16) (0.15) (0.14) 

Families entrants in 2004 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.02 

  (0.13) (0.15) (0.14) (0.16) (0.16) (0.15) (0.13) 

Families entrants in 2005 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.02 

  (0.13) (0.15) (0.14) (0.15) (0.16) (0.16) (0.14) 

Proportion of families ever in CS 0.09 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.09 

  (0.29) (0.31) (0.31) (0.32) (0.33) (0.32) (0.29) 

Number of families 887164 1571044 1635583 1648690 1746708 1838627 2064124 

 
Note: Table reports means and standard deviations for selected variables in each wave of Ficha CAS. The mean is the first 

element on each cell for each variable and the standard deviation the second element. Means and standard deviations are reported 

for each variable. We restrict our sample to families whose head is between 15 (inclusive) and 90 years old, that have nonmissing 

reports on gender and date of birth and to those families that report only one head.  

* Given information available in Ficha CAS and FPS, we define a family as being eligible to PASIS if there are individuals over 

65 not receiving any pension.  

Blank spaces refer to variables not available in data. 

** Take-up of public subsidies in 2007 only includes SUF and/or PASIS. 

NA: Not available. 

Definition of family in Ficha CAS and in FPS do not coincide (see section 3 in main text). 
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Table 2 

(A) Targeting of Chile Solidario: CAS and eligibility status of families entering in different years 

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

CAS intervals All sample [Endog. Cutoff – 20, Endog. Cutoff 20] 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2002 2003 2004 2005 

< 400 No. obs in the CAS range 2246 2060 1868 1747 57 0 1 7 

  Share  of eligible - Endogenous 0.997 0.987 0.965 0.994 1.000 0 0.000 0.571 

  Share  of eligible - Official 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0 1.000 1.000 

  Share  of new Entrants 0.191 0.153 0.108 0.128 0.439 0 0.000 0.000 

  Share of ever in CHS 0.191 0.322 0.375 0.443 0.439 0 0.000 0.286 

400-420 No. obs in the CAS range 10244 9939 9376 8560 1463 507 123 146 

  Share  of eligible - Endogenous 0.976 0.990 0.972 0.987 0.855 0.994 0.951 0.945 

  Share  of eligible - Official 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

  Share  of new Entrants 0.203 0.162 0.119 0.139 0.310 0.262 0.138 0.253 

  Share of ever in CHS 0.203 0.336 0.414 0.496 0.310 0.410 0.358 0.479 

420-440 No. obs in the CAS range 29991 30070 28941 26749 9025 5344 3356 2893 

  Share  of eligible - Endogenous 0.872 0.953 0.970 0.978 0.646 0.785 0.912 0.896 

  Share  of eligible - Official 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 

  Share  of new Entrants 0.195 0.185 0.154 0.151 0.219 0.215 0.185 0.208 

  Share of ever in CHS 0.195 0.346 0.446 0.529 0.219 0.344 0.409 0.527 

440-460 No. obs in the CAS range 66131 68032 67821 64027 44141 41391 38406 34524 

  Share  of eligible - Endogenous 0.712 0.843 0.892 0.905 0.722 0.797 0.852 0.857 

  Share  of eligible - Official 0.969 0.972 0.973 0.971 0.960 0.957 0.953 0.948 

  Share  of new Entrants 0.145 0.181 0.166 0.157 0.144 0.183 0.173 0.156 

  Share of ever in CHS 0.145 0.299 0.408 0.495 0.144 0.274 0.379 0.465 

460-480 No. obs in the CAS range 110775 115181 117763 115253 67728 76689 80721 76226 

  Share  of eligible - Endogenous 0.296 0.445 0.511 0.551 0.249 0.347 0.403 0.422 

  Share  of eligible - Official 0.575 0.587 0.589 0.592 0.571 0.516 0.489 0.479 

  Share  of new Entrants 0.069 0.105 0.104 0.109 0.068 0.096 0.093 0.098 

  Share of ever in CHS 0.069 0.170 0.256 0.337 0.068 0.146 0.220 0.297 

480-500 No. obs in the CAS range 152135 156866 163633 167224 54265 80114 92781 96189 

  Share  of eligible - Endogenous 0.197 0.293 0.317 0.356 0.496 0.516 0.495 0.513 

  Share  of eligible - Official 0.383 0.391 0.377 0.379 0.749 0.634 0.576 0.554 

  Share  of new Entrants 0.038 0.063 0.062 0.071 0.086 0.104 0.092 0.100 

  Share of ever in CHS 0.038 0.101 0.156 0.217 0.086 0.161 0.216 0.280 

500-520 No. obs in the CAS range 193495 195582 208347 221715 47402 71288 80375 91917 

  Share  of eligible - Endogenous 0.025 0.044 0.053 0.082 0.081 0.117 0.130 0.180 

  Share  of eligible - Official 0.122 0.125 0.121 0.120 0.318 0.267 0.274 0.247 

  Share  of new Entrants 0.012 0.020 0.020 0.026 0.033 0.043 0.041 0.051 

  Share of ever in CHS 0.012 0.038 0.069 0.105 0.033 0.077 0.125 0.175 

520-540 No. obs in the CAS range 216879 215739 231306 250931 6734 12679 15528 24881 

  Share  of eligible - Endogenous 0.005 0.001 0.004 0.009 0.148 0.017 0.050 0.076 

  Share  of eligible - Official 0.010 0.009 0.008 0.008 0.034 0.035 0.030 0.074 

  Share  of new Entrants 0.004 0.007 0.008 0.009 0.016 0.019 0.027 0.025 

  Share of ever in CHS 0.004 0.016 0.034 0.053 0.016 0.044 0.089 0.116 

540-560 No. obs in the CAS range 216873 213893 231856 253126 846 220 1134 2789 

  Share  of eligible - Endogenous 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000 0.105 0.056 0.148 

  Share  of eligible - Official 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.264 0.049 0.027 

  Share  of new Entrants 0.003 0.004 0.005 0.006 0.004 0.041 0.034 0.016 

  Share of ever in CHS 0.003 0.008 0.018 0.029 0.004 0.068 0.077 0.072 

560-580 No. obs in the CAS range 204883 202766 219508 239062 0 26 79 481 

  Share  of eligible - Endogenous 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0 0.000 0.228 0.000 

  Share  of eligible - Official 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0 0.577 0.177 0.044 

  Share  of new Entrants 0.002 0.002 0.003 0.003 0 0.000 0.076 0.002 

  Share of ever in CHS 0.002 0.005 0.010 0.017 0 0.000 0.165 0.048 

580-600 No. obs in the CAS range 172199 172022 184044 201070 0 0 10 0 

  Share  of eligible - Endogenous 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0 0 0.100 0 

  Share  of eligible - Official 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0 0 0.000 0 
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  Share  of new Entrants 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.002 0 0 0.000 0 

  Share of ever in CHS 0.001 0.002 0.005 0.008 0 0 0.000 0 

Note: Number of families in sample per interval of CAS (first row). By each interval of CAS the table presents the share of eligible families and 

non eligible using the "endogenous" cutoff, the share of entrants per year and the share of families that ever attended Chile Solidario. Columns 

(1) to (4) present results for the entire sample; columns (5) to (8) are restricted to families in a window of 20 points around cutoff. 

 

 

 

(B) Eligibility status and participation,  

by years of permanence in the CAS database between 2000 and 2006 
 

 Number of 
years in 

CAS  
(2000-2006) 

 Number of 
families 

 Share of 
families  

 Share of 
ever eligible 

to CHS 

 Share of 
ever 

participants 
in CHS 

If ever eligible 

Share of 
CHS 

participants 

Average 
CAS score 

before 2003 

Average 
CAS score 
after 2005 

1 1,014,721 27.01 0.15 0.08 0.31 470.47 472.58 

2 1,070,865 28.51 0.14 0.06 0.30 474.24 478.97 

3 558,356 14.86 0.21 0.10 0.38 480.86 487.09 

4 516,953 13.76 0.23 0.11 0.42 480.40 488.68 

5 401,935 10.7 0.29 0.16 0.48 479.41 487.75 

6 171,296 4.56 0.31 0.18 0.51 485.98 495.80 

7 22,056 0.59 0.33 0.20 0.54 497.41 507.02 

         

Total 3,756,182 100 0.19 0.10 0.38 478.78 485.38 
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Table 3: First stage regressions - Dependent variable is indicator 

of entry in different years 

Administrative data 

 

 

Endogenous cutoff 
 
 

  (1) (2) (3) 

Ages 18-35 36-50 51-65 

  Entry in 2002 

Eligible  0.132 0.134 0.116 

 [0.010]*** [0.011]*** [0.011]*** 

Observations 61081 71933 49529 

  Entry in 2003 

Eligible  0.159 0.174 0.129 

 [0.011]*** [0.010]*** [0.011]*** 

Observations 73488 86247 58424 

  Entry in 2004 

Eligible  0.171 0.187 0.143 

 [0.012]*** [0.011]*** [0.010]*** 

Observations 73679 85246 59478 

  Entry in 2005 

Eligible  0.193 0.204 0.16 

 [0.012]*** [0.012]*** [0.012]*** 

Observations 73759 82947 58077 

 
 

Official cutoff 

 
  (1) (2) (3) 

Ages 18-35 36-50 51-65 

  Entry in 2002 

Eligible  0.03 0.026 0.012 

 [0.005]*** [0.005]*** [0.005]*** 

Observations 85858 103855 71628 

  Entry in 2003 

Eligible  0.074 0.073 0.044 

 [0.009]*** [0.008]*** [0.009]*** 

Observations 85362 102502 70268 

  Entry in 2004 

Eligible  0.096 0.116 0.074 

 [0.011]*** [0.011]*** [0.010]*** 

Observations 81856 95997 67268 

  Entry in 2005 

Eligible  0.12 0.13 0.085 

 [0.012]*** [0.013]*** [0.011]*** 

Observations 79379 89305 62806 

 
Note: Table presents regressions of an indicator for entry in Chile Solidario in different years on eligibility to program controlling 

for a quadratic of distance to endogenous/official cutoff, an interaction of (1 - eligibility status) and quadratic of distance to 

endogenous cutoff and municipality fixed effects. Sample is restricted to those families whose CAS score at most 20 points apart 

from municipality respective endogenous/official cutoff. Age is the age of head of family. Robust standard errors in brackets,  

clustered by municipality of residence at the year in which eligibility is defined.  * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** 

significant at 1%.  

 

 

 

 
 



 7 

Table 4: Falsification exercise - Pre-intervention outcomes before 2002 

 

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

 Ages:18-35 Ages:36-50  Ages:51-65 

  Panel A:  Income  

 Income Total family Family p.c. Income Total family Family p.c. Income Total family Family p.c. 

  of head income income of head income income of head income income 

Eligible in 
2003 -0.002 -0.001 0.028 0.016 0.007 -0.008 -0.011 -0.014 -0.014 

 [0.021] [0.019] [0.018] [0.015] [0.015] [0.017] [0.025] [0.024] [0.023] 

Observations 23851 28512 28512 46690 40319 40319 23756 27262 27262 

  Panel B: Employment and subsidies 

  Any  Employment Employment Any  Employment Employment Any  Employment Employment 

  Subsidy of head of spouse Subsidy of head of spouse Subsidy of head of spouse 

Eligible in 
2003 -0.006 0.009 -0.009 0.014 0.002 -0.009 -0.018 0.035 0.004 

 [0.016] [0.012] [0.011] [0.013] [0.009] [0.010] [0.016] [0.016]** [0.016] 

Observations 28822 28822 23606 40905 40905 32102 28145 28144 18318 

  Panel C: Housing 

  Refrigerator House TV Refrigerator House TV Refrigerator House TV 

    ownership     ownership     ownership   

Eligible in 
2003 -0.017 0.019 -0.022 0.003 0.006 -0.009 0.015 0.021 0.011 

 [0.016] [0.016] [0.018] [0.013] [0.013] [0.012] [0.015] [0.018] [0.015] 

Observations 28822 28822 28822 40905 40905 40905 28145 28145 28145 

 

 
Note: Table presents regressions of variables measured before 2002 on eligibility to program controlling by a quadratic spline of distance to endogenous cutoff with knot at 0 and municipality 

fixed effects. Sample is restricted to those families whose CAS score at most 20 points apart from municipality endogenous cutoff in 2003 and for families used to evaluate program impacts in 

2005. Age is the age of head of family in 2003. Robust standard errors in clustered by municipality of residence at the year in which eligibility is defined.  * significant at 10%; ** significant at 

5%; *** significant at 1%. 
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Table 5a: First stage regressions, extended specification- Dependent variable is indicator of entry in different years  

 

 Entry in 2002 Entry in 2003 Entry in 2004 Entry in 2005 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) 

 All Controls 
Controls 

+ FE All Controls 
Controls 

+ FE All Controls 
Controls 

+ FE All Controls 
Controls 

+ FE 

Eligibility (endog cutoff) 0.177 0.219 0.213 0.233 0.22 0.216 0.218 0.241 0.24 0.25 0.231 0.229 

 
[0.011]**

* [0.105]** [0.100]** [0.010]*** [0.094]** [0.093]** [0.009]*** [0.091]*** [0.091]*** [0.011]*** [0.115]** [0.111]** 

Age head 36-50  -0.003 -0.002  -0.003 -0.003  0.003 0.001  -0.006 -0.006 

  [0.002] [0.002]  [0.002] [0.002]  [0.002] [0.002]  [0.002]*** [0.002]*** 

Age head 51-65  -0.008 -0.001  -0.007 -0.004  0.006 0.004  -0.007 -0.007 

  [0.003]*** [0.003]  [0.002]*** [0.003]*  [0.002]*** [0.003]  [0.002]*** [0.003]** 

Age head> 65  -0.019 -0.013  -0.013 -0.01  -0.008 -0.01  -0.02 -0.02 

  [0.003]*** [0.004]***  [0.003]*** [0.003]***  [0.002]*** [0.003]***  [0.003]*** [0.003]*** 

Head is male  -0.004 0  -0.006 -0.001  -0.008 -0.008  -0.002 -0.001 

  [0.002]* [0.003]  [0.002]*** [0.003]  [0.002]*** [0.002]***  [0.002] [0.002] 

Education of head: 5-8 years  0.003 -0.002  0.002 -0.001  0.006 0.006  0.006 0.006 

  [0.002] [0.002]  [0.002] [0.002]  [0.002]*** [0.002]***  [0.002]*** [0.002]** 

Education of head: 1-4 years  0.01 0  0.007 0.004  0.01 0.009  0.013 0.012 

  [0.002]*** [0.003]  [0.003]** [0.003]  [0.002]*** [0.003]***  [0.002]*** [0.003]*** 

Education of head: none  0.018 -0.003  0.015 0.003  0.015 0.011  0.023 0.015 

  [0.004]*** [0.005]  [0.005]*** [0.006]  [0.003]*** [0.004]***  [0.004]*** [0.005]*** 

Family biparental in 2002  0.002 -0.003  0.001 -0.004  0.006 0.003  -0.002 -0.002 

  [0.002] [0.002]  [0.002] [0.003]  [0.002]*** [0.002]  [0.002] [0.002] 

Log family p.c. income <2002  -0.006 -0.015  -0.013 -0.018  -0.01 -0.013  -0.014 -0.013 

  [0.002]*** [0.002]***  [0.002]*** [0.002]***  [0.001]*** [0.002]***  [0.002]*** [0.002]*** 

Eligibile*age 36-50  0.004 0.002  0.01 0.011  0.012 0.013  0.02 0.023 

  [0.007] [0.007]  [0.007] [0.007]*  [0.007]* [0.006]**  [0.008]*** [0.007]*** 

Eligibile*age 51-65  -0.018 -0.022  -0.011 -0.01  -0.029 -0.027  -0.006 -0.003 

  [0.009]** [0.009]**  [0.009] [0.009]  [0.009]*** [0.008]***  [0.009] [0.009] 

Eligibile*age>65  -0.048 -0.051  -0.063 -0.06  -0.09 -0.088  -0.095 -0.091 

  [0.009]*** [0.009]***  [0.010]*** [0.009]***  [0.011]*** [0.011]***  [0.010]*** [0.010]*** 

Eligible*head is male  -0.043 -0.041  -0.053 -0.054  -0.048 -0.046  -0.059 -0.058 

  [0.009]*** [0.008]***  [0.008]*** [0.007]***  [0.007]*** [0.007]***  [0.010]*** [0.010]*** 

Eligible*education head 5-8  0.018 0.02  0.013 0.011  0.001 -0.001  -0.019 -0.017 

  [0.007]** [0.007]***  [0.008]* [0.008]  [0.007] [0.007]  [0.009]** [0.009]* 

Eligible*education head 1-4  0.031 0.03  0.009 0.007  -0.017 -0.019  -0.043 -0.041 

  [0.009]*** [0.009]***  [0.010] [0.010]  [0.009]* [0.009]**  [0.011]*** [0.010]*** 

Eligible*education head 0  0.069 0.071  0.027 0.025  -0.017 -0.018  -0.038 -0.036 
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  [0.012]*** [0.012]***  [0.013]** [0.012]**  [0.012] [0.011]  [0.014]*** [0.014]** 

Eligible*family biparental 2002  0.058 0.058  0.094 0.095  0.096 0.096  0.08 0.081 

  [0.008]*** [0.008]***  [0.009]*** [0.009]***  [0.008]*** [0.008]***  [0.009]*** [0.009]*** 

Eligible*log pc income < 2002  -0.006 -0.007  -0.023 -0.023  -0.025 -0.026  -0.031 -0.032 

  [0.006] [0.006]  [0.006]*** [0.006]***  [0.006]*** [0.006]***  [0.007]*** [0.007]*** 

Family lives in urban area  0.024 0.033  0.007 0.002  0.008 -0.005  -0.006 -0.015 

  [0.004]*** [0.006]***  [0.004]* [0.005]  [0.004]** [0.005]  [0.003]* [0.005]*** 

Cutoff 2nd quintile  -0.026 0  -0.01 0  0.002 0  0.001 0 

  [0.006]*** [0.000]  [0.005]* [0.000]  [0.005] [0.000]  [0.005] [0.000] 

Cutoff 3rd quintile   -0.009 0  -0.007 0  0 0  0.008 0 

  [0.006] [0.000]  [0.010] [0.000]  [0.005] [0.000]  [0.006] [0.000] 

Cutoff 4th quintile   -0.026 0  -0.005 0  0.008 0  0.01 0 

  [0.007]*** [0.000]  [0.008] [0.000]  [0.007] [0.000]  [0.006]* [0.000] 

Cutoff 5th quintile  -0.024 0  -0.013 0  0.001 0  0.009 0 

  [0.007]*** [0.000]  [0.007]* [0.000]  [0.006] [0.000]  [0.007] [0.000] 

Munic unemploymt rate 2003  -0.171 -0.086  0.022 0.238  0.117 -0.073  0.082 -0.312 

  [0.062]*** [0.220]  [0.060] [0.249]  [0.072] [0.339]  [0.065] [0.285] 
Munic takeup of subsidies 
before 2002  -0.018 0  -0.014 0  0.027 0  0.013 0 

  [0.016] [0.000]  [0.021] [0.000]  [0.017] [0.000]  [0.017] [0.000] 

Eligible*urban  0.174 0.17  0.114 0.113  0.1 0.101  0.034 0.034 

  [0.020]*** [0.020]***  [0.016]*** [0.016]***  [0.018]*** [0.018]***  [0.018]* [0.017]** 

Eligible*cutoff 2nd quintile  -0.104 -0.112  0.013 0.01  0.022 0.017  0.023 0.025 

  [0.030]*** [0.031]***  [0.029] [0.028]  [0.027] [0.027]  [0.038] [0.036] 

Eligible*cutoff 3rd quintile   -0.02 -0.026  -0.087 -0.086  -0.115 -0.12  -0.02 -0.02 

  [0.033] [0.033]  [0.043]** [0.042]**  [0.038]*** [0.038]***  [0.051] [0.049] 

Eligible*cutoff 4th quintile   -0.183 -0.192  -0.078 -0.084  -0.105 -0.108  -0.052 -0.051 

  [0.039]*** [0.038]***  [0.037]** [0.036]**  [0.037]*** [0.038]***  [0.038] [0.037] 

Eligible*cutoff 5th quintile   -0.151 -0.154  -0.058 -0.064  -0.066 -0.07  -0.038 -0.037 

  [0.037]*** [0.037]***  [0.045] [0.045]  [0.039]* [0.039]*  [0.055] [0.053] 
Eligible*municip unemployment 
2003  -1.348 -1.294  0.091 0.14  0.42 0.454  1.152 1.065 

  [0.434]*** [0.435]***  [0.365] [0.363]  [0.315] [0.313]  [0.495]** [0.464]** 
Eligible* municip takeup of 
subsidies before 2002  0.009 0.039  0.161 0.165  0.231 0.241  0.364 0.371 

  [0.094] [0.092]  [0.095]* [0.094]*  [0.089]*** [0.089]***  [0.123]*** [0.117]*** 

Accessibility index  = 6  -0.005 -0.032  0.001 -0.044  0.002 -0.01  0.009 0.002 

  [0.004] [0.012]***  [0.006] [0.015]***  [0.003] [0.015]  [0.004]** [0.012] 

Index "REDES" > median  0.007 -0.02  0 0.012  0 -0.023  0.001 0.017 

  [0.004]* [0.010]**  [0.005] [0.015]  [0.003] [0.015]  [0.004] [0.011] 

Eligible*accessib index  0.037 0.04  0.022 0.023  0.018 0.019  0.044 0.043 
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  [0.027] [0.026]  [0.027] [0.026]  [0.021] [0.022]  [0.032] [0.031] 

Eligible*index REDES>median  0.043 0.043  0.006 0.006  -0.032 -0.031  -0.033 -0.03 

  [0.019]** [0.020]**  [0.022] [0.022]  [0.018]* [0.018]*  [0.026] [0.025] 

Municipality FE no  No yes no  no yes no  no yes no  no yes 

Observations 144831 98559 98559 166915 104064 104064 198984 117942 117942 161606 96383 96383 

 

Note: Variables excluded from table are a quadratic spline of distance to endogenous cutoff with knot at distance 0. Sample is restricted to those families whose CAS score at most 20 points 

apart from municipality respective endogenous cutoff. Column (2) and (3) includes controls for household and municipality characteristics, separately and interacted with eligibility. Column (3) 

includes municipality fixed effects. Robust standard errors in brackets, clustered by municipality of residence at the year in which eligibility is defined.  * significant at 10%; ** significant at 

5%; *** significant at 1%.  
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Table 5b: Baseline descriptive statistics (CAS2002) by participation status 
  Never participants Cohort 2002 Cohort 2003 Cohort 2004 Cohort 2005 

  mean sd mean sd mean sd mean sd mean sd 

single headed 2002 0.394 0.489 0.352 0.478 0.322 0.467 0.319 0.466 0.322 0.467 

age head 2002 49.6 16.9 45.8 15.4 45.1 15.2 45.2 15.1 46.4 15.2 

urban 2002 0.602 0.489 0.695 0.461 0.626 0.484 0.557 0.497 0.511 0.5 

female headed 2002 0.314 0.464 0.331 0.471 0.306 0.461 0.291 0.454 0.289 0.453 

biparental 2002 0.472 0.499 0.566 0.496 0.594 0.491 0.595 0.491 0.58 0.494 

family size 2002 3.61 1.81 4.27 1.84 4.24 1.81 4.26 1.88 4.24 1.84 

household size 2002 4.45 2.39 4.96 2.36 4.94 2.34 5.02 2.46 5.01 2.39 

CAS score 2002 482.1 23.8 466 24 468.8 21.6 472.2 22.9 473.2 23.1 

Employment of the head before 2002 0.68 0.47 0.71 0.46 0.73 0.44 0.75 0.43 0.75 0.43 

Employment of the head before 2002 (male 18-35) 0.94 0.24 0.94 0.24 0.93 0.25 0.94 0.24 0.93 0.25 

Employment of the head before 2002 (male 36-50) 0.94 0.23 0.93 0.25 0.94 0.25 0.94 0.23 0.94 0.23 

Employment of the head before 2002 (male 51-65) 0.78 0.41 0.80 0.40 0.84 0.37 0.85 0.36 0.85 0.36 

Employment of the head before 2002 (female 18-35) 0.73 0.44 0.72 0.45 0.71 0.45 0.71 0.45 0.73 0.45 

Employment of the head before 2002 (female 36-50) 0.69 0.46 0.63 0.48 0.67 0.47 0.70 0.46 0.70 0.46 

Employment of the head before 2002 (female 51-65) 0.42 0.49 0.37 0.48 0.43 0.50 0.43 0.50 0.45 0.50 

Employment of the spouse before 2002 0.20 0.40 0.19 0.39 0.16 0.37 0.15 0.36 0.14 0.35 

Income family before 2002 48,739 42,437 51,067 38,890 47,030 38,960 46,861 36,281 46,872 38,126 

Income per capita before 2002 16,846 14,275 14,001 10,710 13,921 11,183 13,887 10,828 13,754 10,706 

Income per capita before 2002 (rural) 13,433 12,753 11,602 8,775 11,129 9,805 11,096 8,971 11,228 8,994 

Income per capita before 2002 (urban) 19,196 14,785 15,052 11,296 15,610 11,618 16,186 11,655 16,300 11,650 

                

No. obs 86,944 14,211 16,227 10,690 9,744 

 
Note: Sample of family heads in CAS 2002 observed also in CAS 2005. Sample restricted to families with CAS score within 20 CAS points around the 2002 endogenous eligibility cutoff. 
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Table 6 

Effects of Chile Solidario on take-up of public subsidies (SUF, PASIS, Cesantia, SAP):  

Administrative data 

Regression Discontinuity and Differences-in-Differences Estimates 

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

 Ages 18-35 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

  Red. IV   Red. IV   Red. IV   

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 
2002 0.02   -0.009     0.015   

 [0.022]   [0.017]    [0.021]   

Entry in 2002  0.125 0.051   -0.06 0.058  0.112 0.02 

  [0.135] [0.013]***   [0.119] [0.012]***  [0.159] [0.011]* 

Observations 16811 16811 18776 22057 22057 26114 15707 15707 18976 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 
2002 0.031     -0.001     0.008     

 [0.015]**   [0.013]    [0.017]   

Entry in 2002  0.205 0.053   -0.006 0.063  0.067 0.026 

  [0.095]** [0.011]***   [0.086] [0.010]***  [0.142] [0.010]** 

Observations 32993 32993 35328 43803 43803 49418 30855 30855 35864 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 
2002 0.012   0.006     0.021   

 [0.016]   [0.014]    [0.017]   

Entry in 2002  0.086 0.048   0.041 0.048  0.178 0.007 

  [0.111] [0.014]***   [0.099] [0.012]***  [0.143] [0.012] 

Observations 32638 32638 33860 43255 43255 46876 30546 30546 33860 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 
2002 0.035   0.023   0.009   

 [0.017]**   [0.015]   [0.019]   

Entry in 2002  0.25 0.016  0.162 0.02  0.071 -0.045 

  [0.121]** [0.013]  [0.101] [0.011]*  [0.151] [0.016]*** 

Observations 29049 29049 30210 38662 38662 41684 25845 25845 27698 

  

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 
2003 0.005   0.004   0.04   

 [0.020]   [0.015]   [0.020]**   

Entry in 2003  0.028 0.065  0.018 0.058  0.236 0.007 

  [0.109] [0.012]***  [0.070] [0.012]***  [0.121]* [0.013] 

Observations   22468   31347   21761 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 
2003 0.008     0.006     0.024     

 [0.015]   [0.010]    [0.016]   

Entry in 2003  0.046 0.075   0.029 0.051  0.15 0.006 

  [0.079] [0.012]***   [0.053] [0.012]***  [0.103] [0.013] 

Observations 38139 38139 38605 50518 50518 54874 34897 34897 37787 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 
2003 0.024   0.017   0.019   

 [0.015]   [0.014]   [0.017]   

Entry in 2003  0.143 0.021  0.101 0.01  0.141 -0.063 

  [0.087] [0.011]*  [0.080] [0.010]  [0.125] [0.014]*** 

Observations 35068 35068 34774 46922 46922 49372 31072 31072 31635 

 
  Cohort 2004 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 
2004 -0.003   -0.016   0.016   
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 [0.020]   [0.018]   [0.023]   

Entry in 2004  -0.015 0.096  -0.072 0.064  0.099 0.053 

  [0.098] [0.017]***  [0.081] [0.017]***  [0.132] [0.021]** 

Observations   19782   29281   20526 

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 
2004 0.044   0.012   0.028   

 [0.015]***   [0.012]   [0.017]*   

Entry in 2004  0.251 0.049  0.058 0.04  0.191 -0.016 

  [0.088]*** [0.012]***  [0.058] [0.011]***  [0.113]* [0.014] 

Observations 34404 34404 34719 46892 46892 50366 32364 32364 32807 

  

  Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 
2005 0.03   0.011   0.008   

 [0.016]*   [0.013]   [0.017]   

Entry in 2005  0.145 0.079  0.047 0.042  0.044 -0.032 

  [0.075]* [0.014]***  [0.054] [0.013]***  [0.093] [0.013]** 

Observations 32881 32881 33670 44980 44980 49930 31675 31675 32698 

 

Note: Table presents regressions an indicator for take-on of public subsidies on eligibility to program measured in every year 

between 2002 and 2005 controlling by a quadratic spline of distance to endogenous cutoff with knot at distance 0 and 

municipality fixed effects. Sample is restricted to those families whose CAS score at most 20 points apart from municipality 

endogenous cutoff. Age is the age of head of family and is measured when eligibility is measured. Sample of families that do not 

change head between the two years. Robust standard errors in clustered by municipality of residence at the year in which 

eligibility is defined. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. 

 

B: SUF 
 

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

 Ages 18-25 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

  Red. IV   Red. IV   Red. IV   

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 -0.001   -0.007     -0.024   

 [0.026]   [0.018]    [0.034]   

Entry in 2002  -0.005 0.024   -0.046 0.054  -0.18 0.03 

  [0.159] [0.015]   [0.113] [0.017]***  [0.258] [0.026] 

Observations 14805 14805 14294 17110 17110 13408 7231 7231 5374 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 0.028     -0.003     -0.02     

 [0.015]*   [0.014]    [0.025]   

Entry in 2002  0.182 0.036   -0.018 0.058  -0.171 0.048 

  [0.095]* [0.014]**   [0.091] [0.014]***  [0.221] [0.020]** 

Observations 31043 31043 33738 35765 35765 36043 14002 14002 14939 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 0.018   0.006     -0.002   

 [0.015]   [0.015]    [0.025]   

Entry in 2002  0.12 0.031   0.043 0.04  -0.015 0.048 

  [0.105] [0.017]*   [0.104] [0.017]**  [0.186] [0.023]** 

Observations 30668 30668 32430 34347 34347 33940 12645 12645 13547 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2003 0.001     0.009     0.03     

 [0.014]   [0.011]    [0.022]   

Entry in 2003  0.005 0.049   0.037 0.044  0.158 -0.028 

  [0.074] [0.014]***   [0.053] [0.014]***  [0.114] [0.019] 

Observations 35809 35809 28929 41051 41051 41539 15218 15218 15917 

 
Note: Table presents regressions for effects on the probability of take-up of SUF for categorically eligible families. We define a 

family as (categorical) eligible for SUF if (i) there are children under age 6 in family, (ii) children between age 6-17 are enrolled 

in school, (iii) and are not receiving PASIS. See note of table 6A for description of specification used. Robust standard errors in  

clustered by municipality of residence at the year in which eligibility is defined. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** 

significant at 1%. 
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C: PASIS 

 

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

 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD 

 Red. IV   Red. IV   

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 0.01     0.006     

 [0.116]   [0.062]   

Entry in 2002  0.245 0.003  0.058 -0.003 

  [3.250] [0.067]  [0.587] [0.045] 

Observations 373 373 529 2004 2004 1086 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 0.001     0.023     

 [0.103]   [0.041]   

Entry in 2002  0.023 0.062  0.181 0.049 

  [2.861] [0.063]  [0.326] [0.039] 

Observations 716 716 969 4872 4872 2077 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 -0.054     0.021     

 [0.103]   [0.034]   

Entry in 2002  -0.755 0.056  0.177 0.036 

  [1.556] [0.067]  [0.279] [0.040] 

Observations 748 748 949 5803 5803 1980 

 Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2003 -0.022     0.005     

 [0.086]   [0.039]   

Entry in 2003  -0.133 -0.014  0.053 -0.042 

  [0.545] [0.084]  [0.385] [0.046] 

Observations 808 808 1265 5264 5264 2050 

 
Note: Table presents regressions for effects on the probability of take-up of PASIS for categorically eligible families. We define a 

family as being eligible to PASIS if there are individuals over 65 not receiving any pension. See note of table 6A for description 

of specification used. Robust standard errors in clustered by municipality of residence at the year in which eligibility is defined.  * 

significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. 
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Table 7 

Effects of Chile Solidario on labor market outcomes: Administrative data 

Regression Discontinuity and Differences-in-Differences Estimates 
 

A: Employment rate of head of family  
 

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

 Ages 18-35 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

  Red. IV   Red. IV   Red. IV   

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 -0.007     0.002     -0.006     

 [0.015]   [0.013]    [0.023]   

Entry in 2002  -0.046 -0.028   0.013 -0.009  -0.046 0.008 

  [0.090] [0.009]***   [0.088] [0.008]  [0.179] [0.014] 

Observations 16811 16811 18776 22057 22057 26114 15707 15707 18976 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 -0.001     0.004     -0.035     

 [0.010]   [0.010]    [0.016]**   

Entry in 2002  -0.005 -0.018   0.024 -0.004  -0.301 0.011 

  [0.063] [0.007]**   [0.065] [0.006]  [0.140]** [0.011] 

Observations 32993 32993 38739 43803 43803 52859 30855 30855 38243 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 -0.004   -0.017     -0.032   

 [0.010]   [0.009]*    [0.018]*   

Entry in 2002  -0.026 -0.01   -0.118 -0.003  -0.272 0.024 

  [0.067] [0.007]   [0.061]* [0.005]  [0.152]* [0.013]* 

Observations 32638 32638 37430 43255 43255 50623 30546 30546 36506 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2002 -0.004   -0.008   

-0.012 

[0.020]   

 [0.009]   [0.009]    -0.101 0.03 

Entry in 2002  -0.028 -0.024  -0.054 -0.008  [0.160] [0.014]** 

  [0.068] [0.009]***  [0.064] [0.008]    

Observations 29049 29049 30210 38662 38662 41682 25845 25845 27698 

  

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 0.014   0.001   0.024   

 [0.012]   [0.011]   [0.020]   

Entry in 2002  0.073 -0.009  0.004 -0.017  0.139 0 

  [0.063] [0.009]  [0.012] [0.007]**  [0.116] [0.011] 

Observations 29049 29049 22468 28889 28889 31346 20033 20033 21761 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2003 0.007     0.001     0.025     

 [0.010]   [0.010]    [0.014]*   

Entry in 2003  0.041 -0.013   0.006 -0.008  0.16 0.008 

  [0.054] [0.006]**   [0.050] [0.005]  [0.091]* [0.009] 

Observations 38139 38139 38605 50518 50518 61048 34897 34897 42241 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2003 -0.005   -0.021   0.026   

 [0.010]   [0.010]**   [0.016]   

Entry in 2003  -0.031 -0.014  -0.112 -0.01  0.193 0.019 

  [0.060] [0.007]*  [0.053]** [0.007]  [0.121] [0.010]* 

Observations 29049 29049 34774 46922 46922 49369 31072 31072 31635 

  

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2004 0.008   -0.008   0.006   

 [0.015] 0.045 0.004 [0.013]   [0.022]   

Entry in 2004  [0.074] [0.014]  -0.038 -0.005  0.037 0.001 

     [0.058] [0.008]  [0.128] [0.012] 

Observations 18973 18973 19782 24928 24928 29281 17733 17733 20524 
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  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2004 0.009   -0.011   -0.024   

 [0.009] 0.052 -0.015 [0.009]   [0.017]   

Entry in 2004  [0.053] [0.008]*  -0.052 -0.01  -0.165 0.014 

     [0.041] [0.006]  [0.117] [0.010] 

Observations 34404 34404 34719 46892 46892 50364 32364 32364 32805 

  

  Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2005 -0.009   0.014   -0.015   

 [0.011]   [0.010]   [0.017]   

Entry in 2005  -0.044 -0.035  0.06 -0.017  -0.084 -0.018 

  [0.051] [0.010]***  [0.041] [0.007]**  [0.095] [0.012] 

Observations 32881 32881 33669 44980 44980 49980 31675 31675 32698 
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B: Employment rate of spouse 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 Ages 18-35 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

  Red. IV   Red. IV   Red. IV   

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 -0.027     -0.006     0.037     

 [0.016]*   [0.014]    [0.017]**   

Entry in 2002  -0.168 0.006   -0.042 -0.007  0.309 -0.002 

  [0.098]* [0.011]   [0.093] [0.010]  [0.159]* [0.012] 

Observations 13511 13511 15224 16353 16353 19223 9306 9306 10964 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 -0.018     -0.003     0.01     

 [0.012]   [0.011]    [0.013]   

Entry in 2002  -0.121 0.012   -0.016 0.011  0.08 0.016 

  [0.076] [0.009]   [0.067] [0.008]  [0.109] [0.011] 

Observations 26146 26146 31396 32241 32241 38965 17965 17965 21944 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 -0.02     -0.003     0.008     

 [0.014]   [0.012]    [0.013]   

Entry in 2002  -0.135 0.015   -0.019 0.022  0.068 0.023 

  [0.094] [0.010]   [0.074] [0.009]**  [0.118] [0.011]** 

Observations 25485 25485 29927 31490 31490 36946 17422 17422 20698 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2002 0.007   -0.015   -0.039     

 [0.021]   [0.023]   [0.024]   

Entry in 2002  0.047 0.007  -0.085 0.014  -0.292 0.024 

  [0.136] [0.019]  [0.127] [0.016]  [0.185] [0.023] 

Observations 15017 15017 19908 17279 17279 24979 8745 8745 13267 

  

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2003 0.016   -0.015   0.025   

 [0.015]   [0.014]   [0.017]   

Entry in 2003  0.089 0.013  -0.069 0.014  0.143 0.011 

  [0.082] [0.012]  [0.066] [0.009]  [0.099] [0.012] 

Observations 16888 16888 17072 20925 20925 22720 11694 11694 12634 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2003 -0.016     0.011     0.024     

 [0.011]   [0.012]    [0.013]*   

Entry in 2003  -0.086 0.015   0.05 0.014  0.14 0.016 

  [0.058] [0.008]*   [0.058] [0.008]*  [0.080]* [0.009]* 

Observations 29055 29055 29275 36444 36444 39684 20122 20122 24134 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2003 -0.011   -0.02   0.004   

 [0.023]   [0.021]   [0.024]   

Entry in 2003  -0.065 0.015  -0.101 0.041  0.025 0.037 

  [0.141] [0.015]  [0.104] [0.014]***  [0.142] [0.018]** 

Observations 17514 17514 22683 20777 20777 30061 10373 10373 15465 

  

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2004 -0.029   0.01   0.004   

 [0.015]*   [0.015]   [0.018]   

Entry in 2004  -0.13 0.024  0.039 -0.007  0.022 0.002 

  [0.070]* [0.014]*  [0.057] [0.011]  [0.090] [0.012] 

Observations 13797 13797 14617 17604 17604 21290 10416 10416 12187 

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2004 0.023   0.014   -0.04     

 [0.023]   [0.021]   [0.025]   

Entry in 2004  0.115 0.044  0.059 0.041  -0.281 0.06 

  [0.113] [0.014]***  [0.088] [0.014]***  [0.187] [0.019]*** 

Observations 16233 16233 22458 20509 20509 31503 10608 10608 16684 
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  Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2005 -0.042   0.026   0.021   

 [0.023]*   [0.020]   [0.027]   

Entry in 2005  -0.216 0.062  0.108 0.03  0.113 0.034 

  [0.118]* [0.018]***  [0.083] [0.017]*  [0.147] [0.017]* 

Observations 14585 14585 21209 19147 19147 31546 10391 10391 17001 

 
Note: Tables present regressions for effects on indicators of employment head and spouse. Age groups are defined by age of head 

(see table 6). See note of table 6A for description of specification used. Robust standard errors in clustered by municipality of 

residence at the year in which eligibility is defined. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. 
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Table 8 

Effects of Chile Solidario on income: Administrative data 

Regression Discontinuity and Differences-in-Differences Estimates 

 

A: (Log) Income of head 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 Ages 18-25 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

 Red. IV   Red. IV  Red. IV  

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 -0.004   0.004     -0.039   

 [0.023]   [0.022]    [0.031]   

Entry in 2002  -0.022 -0.027   0.025 -0.014  -0.301 -0.053 

  [0.145] [0.015]*   [0.145] [0.015]  [0.248] [0.021]** 

Observations 16097 16097 16882 20338 20338 22963 12635 12635 13642 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 0.004     -0.01     -0.009     

 [0.016]   [0.015]    [0.021]   

Entry in 2002  0.024 -0.014   -0.064 -0.013  -0.081 -0.031 

  [0.108] [0.014]   [0.098] [0.014]  [0.188] [0.022] 

Observations 31718 31718 31257 40502 40502 43183 24795 24795 25588 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 0.006   -0.018     -0.014   

 [0.017]   [0.014]    [0.024]   

Entry in 2002  0.04 0.009   -0.129 -0.008  -0.13 -0.036 

  [0.124] [0.018]   [0.102] [0.016]  [0.215] [0.024] 

Observations 31160 31160 29581 39707 39707 40602 23785 23785 23656 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2002 -0.029   0.005   -0.02   

 [0.028]   [0.023]   [0.051]   

Entry in 2002  -0.218 0.034  0.032 -0.006  -0.155 0.005 

  [0.206] [0.020]*  [0.161] [0.019]  [0.389] [0.044] 

Observations 27130 27130 26471 34478 34478 36438 13993 13993 18048 

  

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2003 0.003   -0.016   0.021   

 [0.020]   [0.019]   [0.026]   

Entry in 2003  0.016 -0.007  -0.075 -0.036  0.114 -0.007 

  [0.107] [0.017]  [0.092] [0.015]**  [0.144] [0.021] 

Observations 21305 21305 18147 26887 26887 26978 16666 16666 15686 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2003 0.009     0.016     0.002     

 [0.016]   [0.015]    [0.022]   

Entry in 2003  0.048 -0.007   0.083 -0.011  0.009 0.018 

  [0.085] [0.014]   [0.081] [0.013]  [0.134] [0.017] 

Observations 36433 36433 31207 46690 46690 47111 28059 28059 26850 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2003 0.024   -0.018   0.056   

 [0.022]   [0.021]   [0.036]   

Entry in 2003  0.142 -0.01  -0.096 -0.014  0.401 -0.002 

  [0.129] [0.017]  [0.111] [0.017]  [0.265] [0.031] 

Observations 32733 32733 28207 42188 42188 42817 18122 18122 21364 

  

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2004 0.025   0.009   -0.001   

 [0.024]   [0.019]   [0.028]   

Entry in 2004  0.126 0.01  0.04 0.008  -0.003 -0.015 

  [0.119] [0.020]  [0.087] [0.014]  [0.164] [0.024] 

Observations 17851 17851 14782 22858 22858 24794 14184 14184 14959 

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2004 -0.031   -0.01   0.058   
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 [0.024]   [0.020]   [0.038]   

Entry in 2004  -0.174 -0.022  -0.068 -0.035  0.397 0.002 

  [0.135] [0.019]  [0.091] [0.015]**  [0.259] [0.027] 

Observations 31923 31923 26096 42146 42146 43132 19877 19877 23167 

  

  Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2005 -0.019   -0.023   -0.017   

 [0.026]   [0.020]   [0.044]   

Entry in 2005  -0.095 -0.071  -0.1 -0.025  -0.086 -0.009 

  [0.129] [0.024]***  [0.085] [0.017]  [0.222] [0.028] 

Observations 30011 30011 22761 40181 40181 41822 20115 20115 23493 
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B: (Log) income of the spouse 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 Ages 18-35 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

  Red. IV   Red. IV   Red. IV   

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 -0.102   -0.149   -0.122   

 [0.108]   [0.088]*   [0.137]   

Entry in 2002  -0.848 0.101  -1.347 0.097  -5.015 -0.099 

  [0.921] [0.099]  [0.882] [0.073]  [13.458] [0.083] 

Observations 1841 1841 1455 2689 2689 2196 1363 1363 1136 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 0.032   -0.072   0.042   

 [0.080]   [0.059]   [0.097]   

Entry in 2002  0.233 0.053  -0.432 -0.004  1.682 -0.11 

  [0.588] [0.067]  [0.375] [0.048]  [4.772] [0.060]* 

Observations 3654 3654 2503 5441 5441 3774 2745 2745 2052 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 -0.023   -0.09   0.035   

 [0.086]   [0.062]   [0.108]   

Entry in 2002  -0.136 0.023  0.077 0.047  0.342 -0.105 

  [0.499] [0.085]  [0.073] [0.074]  [1.035] [0.067] 

Observations 3732 3732 2326 4413 4413 3468 2617 2617 1867 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2002 -0.048   -0.025   0.209   

 [0.139]   [0.148]   [0.247]   

Entry in 2002  -0.289 0.272  -0.142 -0.022  1.242 -0.187 

  [0.841] [0.136]**  [0.837] [0.133]  [1.555] [0.137] 

Observations 5412 5412 2110 6650 6650 2986 2254 2254 1489 

  

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2003 0.144   -0.03   0.007   

 [0.118]   [0.070]   [0.111]   

Entry in 2003  0.773 -0.054  -0.134 -0.176  0.043 0.129 

  [0.608] [0.100]  [0.308] [0.078]**  [0.704] [0.073]* 

Observations 2274 2274 1700 3488  2525 1867 1867 1403 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2003 -0.041   -0.058   -0.169   

 [0.078]   [0.056]   [0.086]*   

Entry in 2003  -0.24 0.06  -0.282 -0.087  -1.001 0.167 

  [0.474] [0.085]  [0.285] [0.064]  [0.586]* [0.077]** 

Observations 4020 4020 2855 6055 6055 4439 3022 3022 2368 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2003 0.049   0.053   0.008   

 [0.137]   [0.115]   [0.181]   

Entry in 2003  0.303 -0.058  0.236 -0.185  0.044 -0.345 

  [0.841] [0.226]  [0.516] [0.186]  [0.947] [0.370] 

Observations 6181 6181 2731 8086 8086 3926 2800 2800 1937 

  

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2004 0.015   -0.093   0.115   

 [0.102]   [0.072]   [0.145]   

Entry in 2004  0.077 -0.008  -0.298 -0.17  0.731 0.238 

  [0.532] [0.151]  [0.247] [0.082]**  [1.004] [0.114]** 

Observations 1725 1725 1556 2782 2782 2528 1424 1424 1330 

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2004 -0.039   0.141   -0.084   

 [0.145]   [0.104]   [0.183]   

Entry in 2004  -0.186 0.216  0.63 0.128  -0.374 -0.438 

  [0.688] [0.230]  [0.474] [0.138]  [0.821] [0.284] 

Observations 5577 5577 2853 7923 7923 4298 2963 2963 2237 
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  Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2005 0.044   -0.021   -0.112   

 [0.159]   [0.140]   [0.202]   

Entry in 2005  0.188 0.459  -0.081 -0.109  -0.452 -0.214 

  [0.690] [0.243]*  [0.542] [0.143]  [0.797] [0.297] 

Observations 4898 4898 2981 7296 7296 4535 2985 2985 2391 

 

C: Total family income 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 Ages 18-25 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

  Red. IV   Red. IV   Red. IV   

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 -0.015   0.02     -0.049   

 [0.024]   [0.023]    [0.035]   

Entry in 2002  -0.093 -0.007   0.138 -0.013  -0.383 -0.026 

  [0.148] [0.017]   [0.156] [0.016]  [0.286] [0.023] 

Observations 16554 16554 18262 21524 21524 24998 14629 14629 17231 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 -0.005     -0.004     -0.027     

 [0.017]   [0.015]    [0.027]   

Entry in 2002  -0.026 0.009   -0.023 -0.002  -0.23 0.006 

  [0.109] [0.017]   [0.103] [0.016]  [0.240] [0.024] 

Observations 32583 32583 34416 42750 42750 47321 28589 28589 32267 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 -0.002     -0.017     -0.029     

 [0.018]   [0.016]    [0.028]   

Entry in 2002  -0.017 0.03   -0.119 0.006  -0.242 0.006 

  [0.130] [0.020]   [0.110] [0.019]  [0.233] [0.029] 

Observations 32062 32062 32898 41973 41973 44785 27555 27555 30054 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2002 -0.061   0.001   0.029   

 [0.027]**    [0.027]    [0.079]    

Entry in 2002  -0.441 0.059  0.01 0.035  0.225 0.045 

  [0.197]**  [0.020]***   [0.185]  [0.023]   [0.604]  [0.052]  

Observations 28856 28856 29618 38092 38092 40495 23897 23897 25199 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2003 0.015   -0.008   -0.011   

 [0.021]    [0.021]   [0.031]   

Entry in 2003  0.08 0  -0.04 -0.017  -0.064 0.03 

  [0.114]  [0.020]   [0.095] [0.019]  [0.177] [0.024] 

Observations 21912 21912 21917 28354 28354 30176 18963 18963 19804 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2003 0.005     0.022     -0.02     

 [0.016]   [0.016]    [0.024]   

Entry in 2003  0.026 0.019   0.115 0.017  -0.113 0.055 

  [0.087] [0.015]   [0.081] [0.015]  [0.148] [0.023]** 

Observations 37455 37455 37618 49228 49228 52666 32074 32074 33863 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2003 -0.003   -0.022   0.033   

 [0.021]   [0.028]   [0.068]   

Entry in 2003  -0.019 0.039  -0.12 0.036  0.251 0.104 

  [0.126] [0.017]**  [0.150] [0.020]*  [0.519] [0.071] 

Observations 34833 34833 34243 46299 46299 48179 29172 29172 29123 

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2004 0.012   -0.006   -0.025   

 [0.023]   [0.019]   [0.030]   

Entry in 2004  0.06 0.026  -0.03 0.024  -0.138 0.036 

  [0.115] [0.021]  [0.088] [0.018]  [0.170] [0.025] 

Observations 18455 18455 19211 24149 24149 28145 16171 16171 18533 
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  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2004 0.017   0.007   -0.009   

 [0.017]   [0.024]   [0.046]   

Entry in 2004  0.104 0.03  0.03 0.026  -0.064 0.135 

  [0.105] [0.020]  [0.111] [0.019]  [0.316] [0.053]** 

Observations 34154 34154 34213 46244 46244 49219 30488 30488 30570 

  Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2005 0   0.03   0.004   

 [0.025]   [0.027]   [0.059]   

Entry in 2005  0 0.002  0.127 0.014  0.021 0.072 

  [0.120] [0.023]  [0.113] [0.027]  [0.326] [0.050] 

Observations 32637 32637 33194 44339 44339 48802 30080 30080 30676 

 

C: (Log) Family p.c. income 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 
Ages 18-

35    
Ages 36-

50   
Ages 51-

65  

 RD   RD   RD   

 Red. IV DD  Red. IV  DD Red. IV  DD 

          

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 -0.027   0.035     -0.078   

 [0.026]   [0.022]    [0.032]**   

Entry in 2002  -0.168 -0.03   0.24 -0.022  -0.614 -0.044 

  [0.161] [0.018]   [0.150] [0.018]  [0.265]** [0.022]* 

Observations 16554 16554 18262 21524 21524 24998 14629 14629 17231 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 -0.031     0.002     -0.02     

 [0.018]*   [0.017]    [0.023]   

Entry in 2002  -0.2 -0.02   0.015 -0.013  -0.171 -0.006 

  [0.120]* [0.018]   [0.110] [0.018]  [0.202] [0.025] 

Observations 32583 32583 34416 42750 42750 47321 28589 28589 32267 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 -0.03     -0.008     -0.044     

 [0.017]*   [0.017]    [0.023]*   

Entry in 2002  -0.211 0.002   -0.056 -0.008  -0.363 -0.007 

  [0.123]* [0.021]   [0.119] [0.021]  [0.200]* [0.030] 

Observations 32062 32062 32898 41973 41973 44785 27555 27555 30054 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2002 -0.08   0.023   -0.014   

 [0.028]***   [0.026]   [0.072]   

Entry in 2002  -0.581 0.048  0.159 0.04  -0.107 0.064 

  [0.212]*** [0.022]**  [0.178] [0.021]*  [0.554] [0.047] 

Observations 28856 28856 29618 38092 38092 40495 23897 23897 25199 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2003 0.029   -0.006   -0.03   

 [0.024]   [0.021]   [0.028]   

Entry in 2003  0.158 -0.052  -0.032 -0.044  -0.172 0.005 

  [0.126] [0.021]**  [0.094] [0.019]**  [0.162] [0.024] 

Observations 21912 21912 21917 28354 28354 30176 18963 18963 19804 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2003 0.016     0.018     -0.021     

 [0.019]   [0.016]    [0.022]   

Entry in 2003  0.087 -0.027   0.095 -0.008  -0.119 0.036 

  [0.100] [0.015]*   [0.082] [0.016]  [0.133] [0.022]* 

Observations 37455 37455 37618 49228 49228 52666 32074 32074 33863 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2003 -0.007   -0.034   -0.002   

 [0.024]   [0.025]   [0.065]   

Entry in 2003  -0.037 0.015  -0.184 0.01  -0.018 0.111 

  [0.139] [0.017]  [0.136] [0.019]  [0.487] [0.068] 

Observations 34833 34833 34243 46299 46299 48179 29172 29172 29123 
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  Cohort 2004 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2004 0.007   0.009   -0.061   

 [0.024]   [0.023]   [0.028]**   

Entry in 2004  0.035 -0.042  0.041 -0.028  -0.343 0.017 

  [0.117] [0.021]*  [0.104] [0.018]  [0.157]** [0.025] 

Observations 18455 18455 19211 24149 24149 28145 16171 16171 18533 

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2004 0.018   -0.012   -0.053   

 [0.022]   [0.022]   [0.043]   

Entry in 2004  0.122 -0.037  -0.059 -0.002  -0.362 0.131 

  [0.135] [0.021]*  [0.104] [0.019]  [0.291] [0.051]** 

Observations 34154 34154 34213 46244 46244 49219 30488 30488 30570 

  Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 (FPS)  
Eligible in 2005 -0.018   0.019   0.024   

 [0.026]   [0.027]   [0.056]   

Entry in 2005  -0.088 -0.056  0.081 0.02  0.13 0.058 

  [0.125] [0.022]**  [0.116] [0.025]  [0.310] [0.046] 

Observations 32637 32637 33194 44339 44339 48802 30080 30080 30676 

 
Note: Tables present regressions for measures of monthly income. See note of table 6A for description of specification used. 

Robust standard errors in clustered by municipality of residence at the year in which eligibility is defined.* significant at 10%; ** 

significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. 
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Table 9 

Effects of Chile Solidario on housing: Administrative data 

Regression Discontinuity and Differences-in-Differences Estimates 

 

A: Own or rent House 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 Ages 18-35 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

 Red. IV   Red. IV  Red. IV  

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 -0.002   -0.023   -0.034   

 [0.018]   [0.020]   [0.021]   

Entry in 2002  -0.009 0.014  -0.158 0.002  -0.262 0.016 

  [0.111] [0.011]  [0.139] [0.012]  [0.168] [0.012] 

Observations 16811 16811 18776 22057 22057 26114 15707 15707 18976 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 0.007   -0.021   -0.019   

 [0.013]   [0.014]   [0.017]   

Entry in 2002  0.049 0.044  -0.142 0.021  -0.159 0.026 

  [0.084] [0.012]***  [0.094] [0.011]*  [0.148] [0.010]*** 

Observations 32993 32993 35328 43803 43803 49418 30855 30855 35864 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 0.013   0.002   -0.015   

 [0.013]   [0.014]   [0.017]   

Entry in 2002  0.087 0.072  0.014 0.05  -0.131 0.043 

  [0.093] [0.014]***  [0.095] [0.012]***  [0.148] [0.011]*** 

Observations 32638 32638 33860 43255 43255 46876 30546 30546 33860 

  

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2003 0.013   0.021   -0.01   

 [0.014]   [0.018]   [0.020]   

Entry in 2003  0.067 0.029  0.098 0.028  -0.059 0.016 

  [0.077] [0.017]*  [0.083] [0.013]**  [0.120] [0.014] 

Observations 22178 22178 22468 28889 28889 31347 20033 20033 21761 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2003 0.014   0.015   -0.001   

 [0.013]   [0.012]   [0.015]   

Entry in 2003  0.078 0.035  0.079 0.035  -0.006 0.019 

  [0.069] [0.015]**  [0.063] [0.012]***  [0.094] [0.012] 

Observations 38139 38139 38605 50518 50518 54874 34897 34897 37787 

  

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2004 0.024   -0.017   0.026   

 [0.017]   [0.017]   [0.022]   

Entry in 2004  0.118 0.009  -0.078 -0.008  0.152 0.016 

  [0.082] [0.014]  [0.076] [0.010]  [0.128] [0.012] 

Observations 18937 18937 19782 24928 24928 29281 17733 17733 20526 

 

B: Access to adequate sewage systems 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 Ages 18-35 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

 Red. IV   Red. IV  Red. IV  

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 -0.023   0.008   -0.018   

 [0.021]   [0.017]   [0.020]   

Entry in 2002  -0.143 -0.005  0.057 0.01  -0.139 0.019 

  [0.130] [0.014]  [0.121] [0.011]  [0.156] [0.012]* 

Observations 16811 16811 18776 22057 22057 26114 15707 15707 18976 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 -0.002   0.005   -0.008   
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 [0.014]   [0.013]   [0.014]   

Entry in 2002  -0.012 0.006  0.031 0.019  -0.067 0.024 

  [0.094] [0.012]  [0.083] [0.011]*  [0.123] [0.009]*** 

Observations 32993 32993 35328 43803 43803 49418 30855 30855 35864 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 -0.005   0.008   0.007   

 [0.016]   [0.013]   [0.016]   

Entry in 2002  -0.033 0.029  0.057 0.051  0.064 0.045 

  [0.109] [0.016]*  [0.091] [0.014]***  [0.132] [0.012]*** 

Observations 32638 32638 33860 43255 43255 46876 30546 30546 33860 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2007 

Eligible in 2003 -0.002   -0.006   0.004   

 [0.010]   [0.009]   [0.012]   

Entry in 2003  -0.013 0.006  -0.039 -0.01  0.031 -0.038 

  [0.073] [0.016]  [0.061] [0.020]  [0.096] [0.028] 

Observations 29049 29049 30210 38662 38662 41684 25845 25845 27698 

  

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2003 0.011   0.008   0.003   

 [0.015]   [0.015]   [0.018]   

Entry in 2003  0.06 0.011  0.038 0.008  0.02 0.023 

  [0.080] [0.015]  [0.069] [0.010]  [0.106] [0.010]** 

Observations 22178 22178 22468 28889 28889 31347 20033 20033 21761 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2004 0.021   0.009   0   

 [0.012]*   [0.011]   [0.013]   

Entry in 2004  0.113 0.007  0.047 0.013  0.001 0.026 

  [0.065]* [0.012]  [0.055] [0.009]  [0.082] [0.009]*** 

Observations 38139 38139 38605 50518 50518 54874 34897 34897 37787 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2003 -0.002   0.006   -0.004   

 [0.009]   [0.008]   [0.009]   

Entry in 2003  -0.011 0.001  0.03 -0.013  -0.033 -0.027 

  [0.052] [0.013]  [0.045] [0.014]  [0.069] [0.021] 

Observations 35068 35068 34774 46922 46922 49372 31072 31072 31635 

  

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2004 0.016   -0.025   -0.002   

 [0.020]   [0.016]   [0.019]   

Entry in 2004  0.082 -0.01  -0.113 -0.006  -0.01 0.012 

  [0.101] [0.015]  [0.072] [0.009]  [0.110] [0.011] 

Observations 18937 18937 19782 24928 24928 29281 17733 17733 20526 

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2004 0.013   0.003   -0.008   

 [0.009]   [0.008]   [0.010]   

Entry in 2004  0.072 0.023  0.016 -0.004  -0.054 0.01 

  [0.053] [0.013]*  [0.037] [0.013]  [0.069] [0.016] 

Observations 34404 34404 34719 46892 46892 50366 32364 32364 32807 

  

  Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 (FPS)  

Eligible in 2005 -0.008   -0.005   0.002   

 [0.008]   [0.007]   [0.010]   

Entry in 2005  -0.039 0.001  -0.021 -0.012  0.009 -0.007 

  [0.039] [0.015]  [0.031] [0.017]  [0.054] [0.019] 

Observations 32881 32881 33670 44980 44980 49930 31675 31675 32698 

 



 27 

C: Access to connected water 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 Ages 18-35 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD  DD 

 Red. IV   Red. IV   Red. IV   

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 -0.008   0.004   -0.002   

 [0.015]   [0.016]   [0.016]   

Entry in 2002  -0.052 -0.005  0.028 -0.003  -0.012 0.003 

  [0.095] [0.006]  [0.114] [0.007]  [0.125] [0.007] 

Observations 16811 16811 18776 22057 22057 26114 15707 15707 18976 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 0.002   0.011   0.005   

 [0.011]   [0.009]   [0.012]   

Entry in 2002  0.015 -0.004  0.075 0.001  0.042 0.013 

  [0.071] [0.006]  [0.063] [0.006]  [0.102] [0.007]* 

Observations 32993 32993 35328 43803 43803 49418 30855 30855 35864 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 0.015   0.017   0.004   

 [0.012]   [0.009]*   [0.012]   

Entry in 2002  0.108 -0.013  0.117 -0.001  0.03 0.01 

  [0.081] [0.007]*  [0.067]* [0.007]  [0.103] [0.008] 

Observations 32638 32638 33860 43255 43255 46876 30546 30546 33860 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2002 -0.001   -0.002   -0.011   

 [0.013]   [0.011]   [0.015]   

Entry in 2002  -0.009 -0.009  -0.011 0.003  -0.092 -0.002 

  [0.098] [0.014]  [0.075] [0.010]  [0.123] [0.011] 

Observations 29049 29049 30210 38662 38662 41684 25845 25845 27698 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2003 0.014   -0.005   0   

 [0.012]   [0.011]   [0.013]   

Entry in 2003  0.077 0.005  -0.023 0.004  -0.003 0.011 

  [0.064] [0.006]  [0.052] [0.006]  [0.079] [0.006]* 

Observations 22178 22178 22468 28889 28889 31347 20033 20033 21761 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2003 0.006   0.006   0.003   

 [0.010]   [0.009]   [0.009]   

Entry in 2003  0.028 -0.001  0.029 0.006  0.017 0.006 

  [0.053] [0.005]  [0.050] [0.004]  [0.058] [0.005] 

Observations 38139 38139 38605 50518 50518 54874 34897 34897 37787 

  Cohort 2003 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2003 0.013   0.017   0.004   

 [0.011]   [0.010]*   [0.011]   

Entry in 2003  0.076 -0.013  0.083 0.009  0.037 0.004 

  [0.064] [0.008]  [0.055] [0.006]  [0.086] [0.008] 

Observations 35068 35068 34774 46922 46922 49372 31072 31072 31635 

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2004 0.021   -0.003   0.001   

 [0.014]   [0.012]   [0.017]   

Entry in 2004  0.105 -0.005  -0.014 -0.014  0.011 -0.001 

  [0.072] [0.010]  [0.054] [0.009]  [0.099] [0.008] 

Observations 18937 18937 19782 24928 24928 29281 17733 17733 20526 

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 (FPS) 

Eligible in 2004 0.007   0.007   0.001   

 [0.010]   [0.010]   [0.011]   

Entry in 2004  0.04 -0.006  0.034 -0.003  0.008 0.013 

  [0.059] [0.008]  [0.049] [0.006]  [0.075] [0.007]* 

Observations 34404 34404 34719 46892 46892 50366 32364 32364 32807 

  Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 (FPS)  

Eligible in 2005 0.011   0.005   0.024   
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 [0.010]   [0.009]   [0.012]**   

Entry in 2005  0.054 -0.027  0.019 -0.014  0.134 0 

  [0.046] [0.008]***  [0.039] [0.007]*  [0.066]** [0.008] 

Observations 32881 32881 33670 44980 44980 49930 31675 31675 32698 

 

 



 29 

Table 10 

 

Summary statistics of FOSIS employment programs 

 

Year 

Number of 
program 

participants 

Share programs assigned 
exclusively to CHS 

families (type A) 

Programs targeted 
exclusively to CHS 

families (type A) 

programs to both 

CHS/non CHS 

Families (type B) 

    Mean sd     

2004 42,255 0.219 0.414 EMPLEO 
AAE, PNCL, EMPLEO 
EXTRA 

2005 48,725 0.311 0.463 EMPLEO 
AAE, PNCL, EMPLEO 
EXTRA 

2006 48,869 0.538 0.499 APFA PAME 
AAE, PNCL, EMPLEO 
EXTRA 

2007 42,947 0.641 0.48 APFA PAME PEJ AAE, PNCL, FIM, PES 

 
Note: Sample of individuals ever participating to a FOSIS employment program from 2004 onwards. (AAE=apoyo a las 

actividades economicas, organisaciones y personas, PNCL=programa de nivelacion competencias laborales, APFA=apoyo a la 

produccion familiar para el autoconsumo, PAME=programa apoyo al microemprendimiento, FIM=programa fortalecimiento de 

empleabilidad juvenil, PES=programa apoyo a emprendimiento sociales) 
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Table 11 

Effects of Chile Solidario on take-up of FOSIS programs  

(for programs not exclusively targeted to CHS families – type B): 

Regression Discontinuity Estimates 

 

A: Head and/or spouse attended any FOSIS economic program in 2004 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Take-up by Head Take-up by spouse 

 Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV 

 Cohort 2002 Cohort 2003 Cohort 2002 Cohort 2003 

 Ages 18-35 

Eligible -0.002  0.012  -0.001  0.014  

 [0.005]  [0.003]***  [0.006]  [0.006]**  

Entry  -0.016  0.076  -0.009  0.081 

  [0.035]  [0.022]***  [0.044]  [0.033]** 

Observations 37196 37196 45309 45309 25907 25907 31087 31087 

  Ages 36-50 

Eligible 0.008  0.013  0.013  0.017  

 [0.005]  [0.003]***  [0.007]*  [0.005]***  

Entry  0.057  0.069  0.086  0.088 

  [0.036]  [0.018]***  [0.055]  [0.025]*** 

Observations 44414 44414 54094 54094 29680 29680 35759 35759 

 

 Head and/or spouse attended any FOSIS economic program in 2005 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Take-up by Head Take-up by spouse 

 Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV 

 Cohort 2003 Cohort 2004 Cohort 2003 Cohort 2004 

 Ages 18-35 

Eligible 0.012  0.006  0.014  0.005  

 [0.004]***  [0.003]**  [0.006]**  [0.005]  

Entry  0.072  0.038  0.084  0.03 

  [0.023]***  [0.018]**  [0.035]**  [0.027] 

Observations 45309 45309 45852 45852 31087 31087 30325 30325 

  Ages 36-50 

Eligible 0.013  0.009  0.021  0.019  

 [0.004]***  [0.003]***  [0.005]***  [0.004]***  

Entry  0.068  0.043  0.109  0.084 

  [0.019]***  [0.014]***  [0.026]***  [0.019]*** 

Observations 54094 54094 54391 54391 35759 35759 35513 35513 

 

A: Head and/or spouse attended any FOSIS economic program in 2006 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Take-up by Head Take-up by spouse 

 Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV 

 Cohort 2004 Cohort 2005 Cohort 2004 Cohort 2005 

 Ages 18-35 

Eligible 0.007  0.005  0.009   0.012   

 [0.003]**  [0.002]**  [0.005]*  [0.004]***  

Entry  0.04  0.024  0.051  0.062 

  [0.018]**  [0.012]**  [0.029]*  [0.021]*** 

Observations 45852 45852 45257 45257 30325 30325 28500 28500 

  Ages 36-50 

Eligible 0.011  0.004  0.011   0.009  

 [0.003]***  [0.003]*  [0.005]**  [0.004]**  

Entry  0.052  0.019  0.051  0.039 

  [0.015]***  [0.011]*  [0.020]**  [0.017]** 

Observations 54391 54391 52942 52942 35513 35513 33349 33349 

 

B: Head and/or spouse attended any FOSIS economic program in 2007 
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  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

 Take-up by Head Take-up by spouse 

 Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV 

 Cohort 2004 Cohort 2005 Cohort 2004 Cohort 2005 

 Ages 18-35 

Eligible 0.006  0.012  0.005  0.004  

 [0.003]**  [0.003]***  [0.004]  [0.005]  

Entry  0.035  0.062  0.029  0.021 

  [0.017]**  [0.017]***  [0.024]  [0.025] 

Observations 45852 45852 45257 45257 30325 30325 28500 28500 

  Ages 36-50 

Eligible 0.003  0.004  0.001  0.01  

 [0.002]  [0.003]  [0.004]  [0.004]**  

Entry  0.013  0.018  0.004  0.044 

  [0.011]  [0.012]  [0.017]  [0.018]** 

Observations 54391 54391 52942 52942 35513 35513 33349 33349 

 

C: Attendance of FOSIS-Desarollo Social programs in 2007 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV 

 Cohort 2004 Cohort 2005 Cohort 2004 Cohort 2005 

 Take-up by head Take-up by spouse 

 Ages 18-35 

Eligible -0.001  0.01  -0.004   0.012   

 [0.002]  [0.003]***  [0.003]  [0.005]**  

Entry  -0.005  0.049  -0.021  0.066 

  [0.011]  [0.017]***  [0.017]  [0.026]** 

Observations 45852 45852 45257 45257 30325 30325 28500 28500 

 Ages 36-50 

Eligible 0  0.008  -0.003  0.01  

 [0.002]  [0.002]***  [0.003]  [0.004]**  

Entry  0.001  0.036  -0.014  0.044 

  [0.008]  [0.010]***  [0.012]  [0.017]*** 

Observations 54391 54391 52942 52942 35513 35513 33349 33349 

 
Note: Tables present regressions for take-up of groups of programs offered during intensive phase of Chile Solidario. Economic 

programs in panel A-D include attendance of AAE (Apoyo a las Actividades Economicas), PNCL (Programa Nivelacion 

Competencias Laborales), Empleo Extra in 2004, 2005 and 2006 or 2007. Programs under Desarollo Social include programs to 

promote social capital capabilities of families (see FOSIS, 2007 for precise definition of all programs included). Age groups are 

defined by age of head (see table 4) See note of table 5A for description of specification used. Robust standard errors in clustered 

by municipality of residence at the year in which eligibility is defined. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant 

at 1%. 
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Table 12: Extended Take-up analysis of FOSIS programs  

for programs exclusively targeted to CHS families– type A 
  (1) (2) (3) 

Spouse in FOSIS program 0.086 0.019 0.017 

 [0.010]*** [0.009]** [0.019] 

Average unemployment rate in municipality 0.776 0.537 -0.058 

 [0.344]** [0.318]* [0.815] 

Head is 36-50 years old -0.03 -0.02 -0.038 

 [0.006]*** [0.006]*** [0.013]*** 

Head is 51-65 years old -0.051 -0.045 -0.033 

 [0.008]*** [0.007]*** [0.016]** 

Head is male -0.01 -0.005 -0.02 

 [0.008] [0.008] [0.016] 

Highest grade completed of head before 2002 0.006 0.004 0.014 

 [0.001]*** [0.001]*** [0.003]*** 

Single headed household 0.066 0.022 0.052 

 [0.011]*** [0.010]** [0.025]** 

Living in urban area -0.096 0.132 0.118 

 [0.013]*** [0.030]*** [0.029]*** 

Urban X Entry in 2005  -0.261 -0.246 

  [0.039]*** [0.038]*** 

Urban X Entry in 2006  -0.217 -0.201 

  [0.037]*** [0.036]*** 

Urban X Entry in 2007  -0.221 -0.201 

  [0.037]*** [0.034]*** 

Spouse in FOSIS X Entry in 2005   0.001 

   [0.023] 

Spouse in FOSIS X Entry in 2006   0.021 

   [0.023] 

Spouse in FOSIS X Entry in 2007   -0.019 

   [0.021] 

Average unemployment rate in municipality X Entry in 2005   1.071 

   [0.879] 

Average unemployment rate in municipality X Entry in 2006   1 

   [0.828] 

Average unemployment rate in municipality X Entry in 2007   0.265 

   [0.815] 

Head is 36-50 years old X Entry in 2005   0.013 

   [0.018] 

Head is 36-50 years old X Entry in 2006   0.026 

   [0.015]* 

Head is 36-50 years old X Entry in 2007   0.026 

   [0.015]* 

Head is 51-65 years old X Entry in 2005   -0.059 

   [0.021]*** 

Head is 51-65 years old X Entry in 2006   -0.002 

   [0.020] 

Head is 51-65 years old X Entry in 2007   0.005 

   [0.019] 

Head is male X Entry in 2005   0.024 

   [0.021] 

Head is male X Entry in 2006   0.004 

   [0.019] 

Head is male X Entry in 2007   0.028 

   [0.020] 

Highest grade completed of head before 2002 X Entry in 2005   -0.013 

   [0.003]*** 

Highest grade completed of head before 2002 X Entry in 2006   -0.012 

   [0.003]*** 

Highest grade completed of head before 2002 X Entry in 2007   -0.01 

   [0.003]*** 

Single headed household X Entry in 2005   -0.055 
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   [0.030]* 

Single headed household X Entry in 2006   -0.039 

   [0.028] 

Single headed household X Entry in 2007   -0.026 

   [0.026] 

Entry in Fosis in 2004  -0.41 -0.406 

  [0.031]*** [0.073]*** 

Entry in Fosis in 2006  0.186 0.162 

  [0.021]*** [0.056]*** 

Entry in Fosis in 2007  0.236 0.248 

  [0.021]*** [0.053]*** 

Observations 38457 37744 37744 

Robust standard errors in brackets    

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%    

Note: Table present regressions for take-up of programs offered by FOSIS exclusively targeted to CHS families (mainly including 

promotion of self-employment (PAME) and home production (AFPA). Age groups are defined by age of head (see table 6A). The 

last two columns provide an interaction between family characteristics and time of entry, to document how the characteristics of 

entrants change over time. Robust standard errors in clustered by municipality of residence at the year in which eligibility is 

defined. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.
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Table 13: Effect of Chile Solidario on employment outcomes among participants in FOSIS programs 

(for programs non-exclusively targeted to CHS families– type B): 

 

(A) Employment of the head 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 Ages 18-35 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

  Red. IV   Red. IV   Red. IV   

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 

Eligible in 2004 0.047   -0.001   0.018   

 [0.024]**   [0.020]   [0.044]   

Entry in 2004  0.183 -0.033  -0.004 -0.004  0.059 -0.008 

  [0.094]* [0.013]***  [0.064] [0.010]  [0.143] [0.018] 

Observations 6664 6664 13263 9025 9025 19234 3957 3957 8237 

 Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 

Eligible in 2005 -0.015   0.019   -0.048   

 [0.035]   [0.028]   [0.047]   

Entry in 2005  -0.059 -0.04  0.08 -0.024  -0.137 -0.022 

  [0.139] [0.016]**  [0.119] [0.013]*  [0.135] [0.019] 

Observations 4862 4862 12078 6671 6671 17848 3160 3160 8099 

(B) Employment of the spouse 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 Ages 18-35 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

  Red. IV   Red. IV   Red. IV   

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 

Eligible in 2004 -0.014   -0.04   -0.002   

 [0.050]   [0.048]   [0.078]   

Entry in 2004  -0.044 0.029  -0.137 0.048  -0.006 0.012 

  [0.159] [0.024]  [0.165] [0.021]**  [0.297] [0.036] 

Observations 3245 3245 8651 4048 4048 12275 1395 1395 4715 

 Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 

Eligible in 2005 -0.058   0.072   0.131   

 [0.064]   [0.056]   [0.113]   

Entry in 2005  -0.248 0.079  0.306 0.023  0.274 0.095 

  [0.274] [0.036]**  [0.235] [0.027]  [0.242] [0.042]** 

Observations 2237 2237 7887 2899 2899 11731 1073 1073 4809 

(C) Log income of the spouse 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

 Ages 18-35 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD DD RD DD RD DD 

  Red. IV   Red. IV   Red. IV   

  Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 

Eligible in 2004 -0.01   0.266   -0.603   

 [0.531]   [0.242]   [0.824]   

Entry in 2004  -0.03 0.445  0.887 0.351  -2.838 -0.633 

  [1.666] [0.469]  [0.824] [0.208]*  [4.150] [0.452] 

Observations 1237 1237 1151 1676 1676 1690 507 507 618 

 Cohort 2005 - Year 2007 

Eligible in 2005 1.219   -0.488   1.151   

 [0.751]   [0.235]**   [1.299]   

Entry in 2005  0.887 0.351  -2.344 -0.14  2.23 -0.252 

  [0.824] [0.208]*  [1.431] [0.221]  [2.562] [0.441] 

Observations 800 1676 1690 1206 1206 1748 386 386 705 

 
Note: Tables present regressions for take-up of groups of economic programs offered by FOSIS (including attendance of AAE 

(Apoyo a las Actividades Economicas), PNCL (Programa Nivelacion Competencias Laborales), Empleo Extra in 2004, 2005 and 

2006 or 2007).. Age groups are defined by age of head (see table 4) See note of table 5A for description of specification used. 

Robust standard errors in clustered by municipality of residence at the year in which eligibility is defined. * significant at 10%; ** 

significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. 
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Table 14 

Effects of Chile Solidario in 2007 on  labor market outcomes measured in the Ficha de Proteccion 

Social: Administrative data 

Regression Discontinuity Estimates 
 

  (1) (2) (4) (5) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

 Cohort 2002 Cohort 2003 Cohort 2004 Cohort 2005 

 Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV 

         

Head 51-65 years old: Does head has labor contract? 

         

Eligible 0.041  -0.008  -0.002  0.006  

 [0.021]**  [0.016]  [0.016]  [0.015]  

Participant  0.325  -0.054  -0.013  0.031 

  [0.177]*  [0.114]  [0.105]  [0.076] 

Observations 14335 14335 18637 18637 20470 20470 20837 20837 

         

Head 18-35 years old: Head is unemployed but enrolled at OMIL? 

         

Eligible -0.027  0.097  0.21  0.09  

 [0.097]  [0.090]  [0.088]**  [0.076]  

Participant  -0.16  0.508  0.846  0.422 

  [0.578]  [0.523]  [0.367]**  [0.360] 

Observations 1081 1081 1465 1465 1520 1520 1649 1649 

 
Note: Table present regressions for selected variables available in Ficha de Protección Social (see Appendix for description of 

variables used). See note of table 6A for description of specification used. Robust standard errors in clustered by municipality of 

residence at the year in which eligibility is defined. * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%. 
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Table 15  

Heterogeneity: administrative data 

(A) Take-up of any subsidy, age 18-35 

 

 Supply side: REDES low Supply side: REDES high 

Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 Red IV DD Red IV DD 

Eligible for CHS in 2002 0.017   0.032   

 [0.021]   [0.024]   

Entry in CHS 2002  0.128 0.057  0.193 0.057 

  [0.158] [0.018]***  [0.140] [0.014]*** 

 14626 14626 17398 13266 13266 13386 

Cohort 2002 - Year 2005       

Eligible for CHS in 2002 0.003   0.04   

 [0.024]   [0.023]*   

Entry in CHS 2002  0.023 0.035  0.278 0.055 

  [0.174] [0.025]  [0.156]* [0.017]*** 

 14469 14469 16630 12961 12961 12632 

 Rural Urban 

Cohort 2002 - Year 2004       

Eligible for CHS in 2002 0.025   0.049   

 [0.019]   [0.023]**   

Entry in CHS 2002  0.138 0.054  0.541 0.063 

  [0.105] [0.013]***  [0.267]** [0.022]*** 

 21486 21486 21892 11507 11507 13436 

Cohort 2002 - Year 2005       

Eligible for CHS in 2002 0.017   0.001   

 [0.020]   [0.024]   

Entry in CHS 2002  0.101 0.062  0.011 0.057 

  [0.116] [0.018]***  [0.300] [0.025]** 

 21301 21301 21116 11337 11337 12744 

 caseload low Caseload high 

Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 0.044   0.017   

 [0.021]**   [0.020]   

  0.239 0.06  0.129 0.041 

  [0.112]** [0.016]***  [0.150] [0.014]*** 

 14635 14635 16522 17516 17516 18110 

Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 0.041   -0.006   

 [0.023]*   [0.022]   

  0.241 0.048  -0.05 0.044 

  [0.131]* [0.021]**  [0.177] [0.017]*** 

 14598 14598 16116 17290 17290 17148 

 Education low Education high 

Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 0.019    0.058   

 [0.015]    [0.037]   

  0.124 0.06  0.356 0.047 

  [0.104] [0.013]***  [0.220] [0.018]*** 

 22512 22512 25658 5242 5242 9594 

Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 0.007    -0.043   

 [0.018]    [0.039]   

  0.051 0.053  -0.322 0.046 

  [0.125] [0.018]***  [0.312] [0.019]** 

 21702 21702 24350 5230 5230 9436 

 Female heads Male heads 

Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 -0.019   0.043   

 [0.036]   [0.017]**   

  -0.128 0.063  0.286 0.051 

  [0.239] [0.020]***  [0.113]** [0.013]*** 

 6490 6490 7376    
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(B) Employment of the spouse, age head 18-35 
 

  Supply side: REDES low Supply side: REDES high 

 Red IV DD Red IV DD 

Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 -0.018    -0.023   

 [0.017]    [0.017]   

  -0.107 0.043  -0.113 -0.014 

  [0.098] [0.012]***  [0.087] [0.012] 

 12151 12151 12199 12129 12129 12112 

Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 0.002    0.013   

 [0.035]    [0.035]   

  0.009 0.009  0.066 0.079 

  [0.166] [0.021]  [0.175] [0.020]*** 

  7112 7112 9787 6982 6982 9771 

  Rural Urban 

Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 -0.02    -0.009   

 [0.016]    [0.012]   

  -0.098 0.012  -0.061 0.02 

  [0.078] [0.012]  [0.078] [0.009]** 

 18172 18172 18075 10883 10883 11200 

Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 0.04    -0.013   

 [0.028]    [0.038]   

  0.193 0.062  -0.067 0.017 

  [0.136] [0.018]***  [0.201] [0.024] 

  10921 10921 14165 5312 5312 8293 

  Caseload low Caseload high 

Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 0.004    -0.026   

 [0.016]    [0.014]*   

  0.024 0.035  -0.139 0.004 

  [0.093] [0.014]**  [0.078]* [0.011] 

 12665 12665 12610 15803 15803 16028 

Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 0.015    0.029   

 [0.038]    [0.030]   

  0.077 0.053  0.136 0.043 

  [0.188] [0.027]*  [0.142] [0.017]** 

  5107 5107 6623 11017 11017 15702 

 Education low Education high 

Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 -0.015    -0.001   

 [0.014]    [0.031]   

  -0.078 0.016  -0.004 0.015 

  [0.072] [0.011]  [0.221] [0.015] 

 17339 17339 21509 4311 4311 7664 

Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 0.023    0.027   

 [0.027]    [0.066]   

  0.107 0.057  0.13 -0.009 

  [0.127] [0.016]***  [0.308] [0.031] 

  9164 9164 16768 2227 2227 5587 

 Female heads Male heads 

Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 -0.038   0.025   

 [0.034]   [0.018]   

  -0.269 0.083  0.178 0.04 

  [0.245] [0.022]***  [0.127] [0.016]** 

 6775 6775 7416 25863 25863 26444 
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Cohort 2003 - Year 2005 -0.003    -0.01   

 [0.086]    [0.010]   

  -0.011 -0.032  -0.055 0.012 

  [0.334] [0.053]  [0.054] [0.009] 

 888 888 2900 28167 28167 26375 

Cohort 2004 - Year 2007 -0.104    0.033   

 [0.070]    [0.023]   

  -1.071 -0.105  0.159 0.051 

  [0.806] [0.070]  [0.112] [0.015]*** 

  975 975 3607 15258 15258 18851 

  
Note: Table present regressions of take-up of public subsidies for families whose head is 18-35 years old. Regressions were run 

separately for families with different observables characteristics. We define “Caseload” as the average number of cases that each 

social worker has per municipality
1
, and “Low caseload” municipalities where average load is at most of 50 cases.  

See note of table 6A for description of specification used. Robust standard errors in clustered by municipality of residence at the 

year in which eligibility is defined. *significant at 10%; **significant at 5%; ***significant at 1%. 

  

                                                 
1
 Information about social workers caseload is obtained from Puente Data sets for each year between 2003 and 2007. 
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Table 16 

Reconciling results from different empirical methods: Regression Discontinuity and Difference in 

Difference (administrative data) 

(A) comparing results on the same CAS interval 

 

Take-up of any public subsidies (head ages 18-35) 

        Eligible [-20,+20] 

  Red. Fals. IV DD-No Cont. DD-No Cont. 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 0.031 -0.003    

 [0.015]** [0.017]    

Entry in 2002   0.205 0.053 0.051 

   [0.095]** [0.011]*** [0.011]*** 

Observations 32993 27820 32993 35328 27820 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 0.012 -0.009    

 [0.016] [0.016]    

Entry in 2002   0.086 0.048 0.065 

   [0.111] [0.014]*** [0.013]*** 

Observations 32638 26999 32638 33860 26999 

  
Employment rate of head (head ages 18-35) 

    Eligible [-20,+20] 

 Red. Fals. IV DD-No Cont. DD-No Cont. 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 -0.001 0.014    

 [0.010] [0.010]    

Entry in 2002   -0.005 -0.018 -0.009 

   [0.063] [0.007]** [0.006] 

Observations 32993 27820 32993 38739 27820 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 -0.004 0.011    

 [0.010] [0.011]    

Entry in 2002   -0.026 -0.01 -0.008 

   [0.067] [0.007] [0.007] 

Observations 32638 26999 32638 37430 26999 

 

Employment rate of spouse (head ages 18-35) 

        Eligible [-20,+20] 

  Red. Fals. IV DD-No Cont. DD-No Cont. 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 -0.018 -0.015    

 [0.012] [0.011]    

Entry in 2002   -0.121 0.012 0.02 

   [0.076] [0.009] [0.009]** 

Observations 26146 23150 26146 31396 23150 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 -0.02 -0.016       
 [0.014] [0.011]    

Entry in 2002   -0.135 0.015 0.022 

   [0.094] [0.010] [0.010]** 

Observations 25485 22279 25485 29927 22279 
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(B) Comparing results with/without conditioning  

on the head being the same over time 

Take-up of any public subsidies (head ages 18-35) no change family headship 

        Eligible 

  Red. Fals. IV DD-No Cont. 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 0.031 -0.003   

 [0.015]** [0.017]   

Entry in 2002   0.205 0.053 

   [0.095]** [0.011]*** 

Observations 32993 27820 32993 35328 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 0.012 -0.009   

 [0.016] [0.016]   

Entry in 2002   0.086 0.048 

   [0.111] [0.014]*** 

Observations 32638 26999 32638 33860 

 

Take-up of any public subsidies (head ages 18-35),  

        Eligible 

  Red. Fals. IV DD-No Cont. 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 0.033 -0.002   

 [0.014]** [0.015]   

Entry in 2002   0.22 -0.009 

   [0.094]** [0.024] 

Observations 38276 32175 38276 14120 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 0.014 -0.003   

 [0.015] [0.015]   

Entry in 2002   0.1 0.009 

   [0.102] [0.022] 

Observations 38223 31549 38223 16784 

 

Employment of the head (head ages 18-35) no change family headship 

        Eligible 

  Red. Fals. IV DD-No Cont. 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 -0.001 0.014   

 [0.010] [0.010]   

Entry in 2002   -0.005 -0.018 

   [0.063] [0.007]** 

Observations 32993 27820 32993 35328 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 -0.004 0.011     

 [0.010] [0.011]   

Entry in 2002   -0.026 -0.01 

   [0.067] [0.007] 

Observations 32638 26999 32638 33860 

 

Employment of the head (head ages 18-35) 

        Eligible 

  Red. Fals. IV DD-No Cont. 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 0 0.02   

 [0.010] [0.010]**   

Entry in 2002   0.002 -0.014 
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   [0.070] [0.009] 

Observations 38276 32174 38276 40808 

 Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 0.01 0.014   

 [0.010] [0.010]   

Entry in 2002   0.072 -0.005 

   [0.071] [0.008] 

Observations 38223 31548 38223 39512 
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Table 17 

Proportion of families in 2002 that subsequently changed their headship 

Administrative data (CAS) 
  2002-2003 2002-2004 2002-2005 

            Overall 0.029 0.082 0.086 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

             if changed: proportion who moved municipality 0.079  0.134  0.130  

  (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

             Family headship changes within the households 0.019 0.057 0.060 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

         Families  with CAS score within 20 CAS points around the 2002 eligibility cutoff    

Non-eligible 0.035 0.084 0.091 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Eligible 0.035 0.083 0.091 

  (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Never participant 0.034 0.087 0.094 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Ever participant 0.035 0.077 0.086 

  (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

2002 cohort 0.034 0.087 0.094 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

2003 cohort 0.039 0.082 0.090 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

2004 cohort 0.032 0.074 0.085 

 (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) 

2005 cohort 0.035 0.072 0.082 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) 

2006 cohort 0.035 0.078 0.083 

 (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) 

Male headed in 2002 0.018 0.046 0.053 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Female headed in 2002 0.073 0.170 0.175 

  (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) 

Rural 0.018 0.045 0.049 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Urban 0.045 0.109 0.118 

  (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Age head in 2002 (male) 41.731 42.579 42.621 

 (0.365) (0.246) (0.225) 

Age head in 2002 (female) 40.413 41.266 41.796 

  (0.271) (0.195) (0.193) 

  
Note: sample of heads of families in CAS 2002. Except rows 1 and 2, statistics reported are drawn from a restricted sample of 

the households with CAS score in a 20 points window around the endogenous cutoff in 2002 
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Table 18 

Effects of Chile Solidario on changes in household composition: Administrative data  

Regression Discontinuity  

 

(A) Indicator that takes value 1 if head at baseline is still head in subsequent years 

 

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

 Ages 18-35 Ages 36-50 Ages 51-65 

 RD RD RD 

 Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2003 

Eligible in 2002 -0.006  -0.001   -0.012  

 [0.014]  [0.010]   [0.010]  

Entry in 2002  -0.036   -0.29  -0.09 

  [0.091]   [14.550]  [0.076] 

Observations 19474 19474 23754   23754 16487 16487 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 2002 -0.019  0.006   -0.008  

 [0.009]**  [0.007]   [0.007]  

Entry in 2002  -0.126   0.088  -0.074 

  [0.065]*   [0.155]  [0.062] 

Observations 38276 38276 47345  47345  32607 32607 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 2002 -0.025  0   0.005  

 [0.010]**  [0.006]   [0.008]  

Entry in 2002  -0.178   -0.003  0.04 

  [0.073]**   [0.045]  [0.069] 

Observations 38223 38223  47154   47154  32474 32474  

 

 

(B) Transitions from/to single headed or biparental households 18-35 

  Single Headed to 
Single Headed 

Single Headed to 
Biparental 

Biparental to Single 
Headed 

Biparental to 
Biparental  

  Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV Red. IV 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2004 

Eligible in 
2002 

-0.006   -0.003   -0.005   -0.004   

[0.004]   [0.007]   [0.003]   [0.005]   

Entry in 2002 -0.07  -0.027  -0.035  -0.024 

  [0.183]  [0.078]  [0.025]  [0.065] 

Observations 38276 38276 38276 38276 38276 38276 38276 38276 

  Cohort 2002 - Year 2005 

Eligible in 
2002 

-0.009   -0.005   -0.01   -0.002   

[0.004]**   [0.008]   [0.003]***   [0.007]   

Entry in 2002 -0.063  -0.034  -0.068  -0.013 

  [0.026]**  [0.057]  [0.024]***  [0.048] 

Observations 38223 38223 38223 38223 38223 38223 38223 38223 
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Table 1: Households with Ficha CAS/Ficha de Protección Social in Panel Chile Solidario  

 

Total families in 4 waves of Panel CS 6,744  

      

No CAS/FSP 74 1.1 

Ever with CAS or FPS 6,670 98.9 

   

Households CHS 3,199 47.4 

Ever with CAS or FPS 3,199 100.0 

   

Controls 3,545 52.57 

No CAS/FSP 74 2.09 

Ever with CAS or FPS 3,471 97.91 

   

CAS before 2002   

Without CAS before 2002 745 11.05 

With CAS before 2002 5,999 88.95 

Households CHS 3,199  

Without Ficha 233 7.28 

With Ficha 2,966 92.72 

Controls 3,545  

Without Ficha 512 14.44 

With Ficha 3,033 85.56 

      

 

Note: Participation is identified by merging administrative data (CAS, FPS and Puente data sets) with Panel CS. 
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Table 2A: Descriptive Statistics Panel Chile Solidario 

  Whole Sample ±20 CAS pts Off. Cutoff 

  2003 2004 2006 2007 2003 2004 2006 2007 

Preschool Children In Pre-school 
Program 0.73 0.74 0.77 0.8 0.72 0.72 0.74 0.82 

  (0.44) (0.44) (0.42) (0.40) (0.45) (0.45) (0.44) (0.39) 

Children 6-15 Enrolled In School 0.95 0.96 0.96 0.97 0.94 0.96 0.94 0.96 

  (0.21) (0.19) (0.20) (0.18) (0.23) (0.20) (0.23) (0.20) 
Preschool Children Beneficiaries Of 
School Supplies/Texts  

0.74 0.71 0.71 0.72 0.75 0.72 0.72 0.73 

(0.44) (0.45) (0.46) (0.45) (0.43) (0.45) (0.45) (0.45) 

Children Above 14 Who Can Read/Write 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.97 0.98 0.98 

  (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14) (0.15) (0.16) (0.14) (0.15) 

Hhlds Where All Adults Can Read/Write 0.74 0.74 0.74 0.75 0.72 0.71 0.72 0.72 

  (0.44) (0.44) (0.44) (0.43) (0.45) (0.45) (0.45) (0.45) 
Family Enrolled In Servicio Atencion 
Primaria De Salud  

0.96 0.97 0.96 0.97 0.97 0.98 0.97 0.98 

(0.20) (0.16) (0.19) (0.16) (0.17) (0.14) (0.18) (0.14) 

Pregnant Women Gone To Controls 0.46 0.46 0.48 0.44 0.46 0.44 0.49 0.43 

  (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) 

Every Child Under 6 With Controls 0.4 0.38 0.43 0.43 0.39 0.37 0.43 0.39 

  (0.49) (0.49) (0.50) (0.50) (0.49) (0.48) (0.50) (0.49) 

Every Senior Under Medical Control 0.44 0.46 0.5 0.46 0.44 0.44 0.49 0.45 

  (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) 

At Least 1 Adult Employed 0.84 0.85 0.84 0.85 0.83 0.83 0.82 0.85 

  (0.37) (0.36) (0.37) (0.36) (0.38) (0.37) (0.38) (0.36) 

Share Adults Who Are Employed 0.53 0.55 0.55 0.56 0.52 0.53 0.53 0.55 

  (0.32) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.32) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) 

Head: Employed 0.62 0.63 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.6 0.6 0.6 

  (0.48) (0.48) (0.49) (0.49) (0.49) (0.49) (0.49) (0.49) 

Spouse: Employed 0.17 0.19 0.19 0.2 0.15 0.17 0.18 0.2 

  (0.38) (0.39) (0.39) (0.40) (0.36) (0.38) (0.38) (0.40) 

Head: Inactive 0.31 0.31 0.33 0.35 0.33 0.34 0.35 0.36 

  (0.46) (0.46) (0.47) (0.48) (0.47) (0.47) (0.48) (0.48) 

Spouse: Inactive 0.51 0.46 0.45 0.43 0.51 0.46 0.45 0.43 

  (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.49) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) 

Head: Unemployed 0.07 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.06 0.06 0.04 

  (0.25) (0.25) (0.23) (0.21) (0.25) (0.24) (0.23) (0.20) 

Spouse: Unemployed 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.02 

  (0.15) (0.19) (0.17) (0.16) (0.15) (0.19) (0.17) (0.15) 
Hhld Has Access To Non-Contaminated 
Water  

0.82 0.83 0.85 0.88 0.8 0.8 0.84 0.88 

(0.39) (0.38) (0.36) (0.32) (0.40) (0.40) (0.36) (0.33) 

Hhld Has Access To Sources Of Energy 0.95 0.96 0.98 0.98 0.95 0.96 0.98 0.99 

  (0.22) (0.19) (0.15) (0.13) (0.22) (0.18) (0.15) (0.12) 
Hhld Has Access To Adequate Sewage 
Sistems  

0.54 0.56 0.65 0.66 0.47 0.49 0.59 0.61 

(0.50) (0.50) (0.48) (0.47) (0.50) (0.50) (0.49) (0.49) 

House has at Least Two Rooms 0.67 0.66 0.65 0.67 0.64 0.62 0.61 0.63 

  (0.47) (0.47) (0.48) (0.47) (0.48) (0.49) (0.49) (0.48) 
Household Is Enrolled In Housing 
Subsidy Pgm  

0.29 0.28 0.24 0.21 0.31 0.3 0.25 0.22 

(0.45) (0.45) (0.43) (0.41) (0.46) (0.46) (0.43) (0.41) 

Own House 0.57 0.6 0.63 0.65 0.56 0.59 0.63 0.65 

  (0.49) (0.49) (0.48) (0.48) (0.50) (0.49) (0.48) (0.48) 

Log Household Income, Per Capita 10.42 10.48 10.57 10.71 10.3 10.4 10.46 10.64 

  (0.89) (0.87) (0.87) (0.78) (0.88) (0.85) (0.89) (0.77) 

Log Household Labor Income, Per Capita 10.31 10.36 10.43 10.55 10.21 10.27 10.33 10.48 

  (0.86) (0.85) (0.86) (0.80) (0.83) (0.83) (0.86) (0.77) 
Aware Of Public Programs In The 
Community  

  0.51 0.47 0.45   0.51 0.48 0.45 

  (0.50) (0.50) (0.50)   (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) 

Extreme Poverty 0.31 0.29 0.27 0.22 0.36 0.33 0.31 0.24 

    (0.46) (0.45) (0.44) (0.41) (0.48) (0.47) (0.46) (0.43) 

Poverty 0.58 0.53 0.51 0.45 0.63 0.58 0.55 0.48 
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    (0.49) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.48) (0.49) (0.50) (0.50) 

Note: Balanced panel. Households within -20/+20 CAS points around the official eligibility threshold in 2003. 

 

Table 2B: Descriptive Statistics Panel Chile Solidario 

  Whole Sample 
20 CAS pts Around Off. 

Cutoff 

  2003 2004 2006 2007 2003 2004 2006 2007 

Expectations Towards The 
Future  

   11.76 11.66   11.68 11.7 

   (2.74) (2.76)   (2.78) (2.75) 

Optimism towards the Future      7.87 7.71     7.79 7.7 

      (2.06) (2.05)     (2.00) (1.99) 

Perceived Social Support 
Relatives  

   9.35 9.19   9.25 9.12 

   (2.97) (2.84)   (2.93) (2.78) 

Perceived Social Support 
Friends  

    6.95 6.89     6.88 6.97 

    (2.89) (2.74)     (2.90) (2.78) 

Mental health (lack of 
psychosocial distress)  

   12.26 12.28   12.24 12.3 

   (2.74) (2.52)   (2.75) (2.44) 

Self Esteem      29.75 29.85     29.9 29.84 

      (4.97) (4.86)     (4.90) (4.92) 

Self Efficacy - work    7.7 7.67   7.73 7.64 

     (1.67) (1.67)   (1.67) (1.69) 

Self Efficacy - school     11.21 11.23     11.25 11.24 

      (1.43) (1.39)     (1.34) (1.38) 

Number of Observations 6758 6758 6758 6758 2100 2100 2100 2100 

 Note: Balanced panel. Households within -20/+20 CAS points around the official eligibility threshold in 2003. 
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Table 2C: Descriptive Statistics for Panel CHS 

Time invariant characteristics 

  Whole Sample Never Participants Ever Participants 

  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 

CAS                   

2000 4789 491.45 45.45 2485 508.82 43.56 2306 472.55 39.59 

2001 5021 492.71 46.00 2555 513.84 43.64 2469 470.80 37.27 

2002 5129 493.63 46.61 2635 516.78 43.44 2488 469.35 36.25 

2003 5545 496.37 46.62 2870 518.50 43.80 2669 472.75 36.70 

2004 5572 499.52 44.81 2865 519.62 41.32 2704 478.14 37.94 

2005 5302 502.09 43.88 2629 521.54 40.37 2671 483.09 38.59 

2006 2039 506.45 45.64 947 523.93 41.85 1086 491.86 43.68 

Entry in CS          

in 2002 6507 0.23 0.42 3487 0.00 0.00 3008 0.50 0.50 

in 2003 6507 0.13 0.33 3487 0.00 0.00 3008 0.27 0.45 

in 2004 6507 0.03 0.18 3487 0.00 0.00 3008 0.07 0.26 

in 2005 6507 0.04 0.20 3487 0.00 0.00 3008 0.09 0.28 

in 2006 6507 0.03 0.17 3487 0.00 0.00 3008 0.06 0.24 

Endogenous eligibility status         

in 2002 5103 0.37 0.48 2622 0.10 0.31 2476 0.65 0.48 

in 2003 5503 0.38 0.49 2844 0.11 0.32 2652 0.67 0.47 

in 2004 5488 0.34 0.47 2810 0.11 0.31 2674 0.59 0.49 

in 2005 5189 0.33 0.47 2578 0.10 0.30 2612 0.55 0.50 
Official eligibility 
status          

in 2002 5129 0.49 0.50 2635 0.19 0.39 2488 0.80 0.40 

in 2003 5545 0.45 0.50 2870 0.17 0.38 2669 0.75 0.44 

in 2004 5572 0.39 0.49 2865 0.15 0.35 2704 0.65 0.48 

in 2005 5302 0.36 0.48 2629 0.12 0.32 2671 0.60 0.49 

Note: Balanced panel (6758 households). Households within -20/+20 CAS points around the official eligibility 

threshold in 2003. CAS is obtained by merging Ficha CAS with Panel CHS and participation status is obtained from 

Puente Data set, 
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Table 3: Targeting performance of the program: coverage rate by ventiles  

in the national distribution of individuals 2003 

 

Ventiles 
adjusted 
Hh’ld pc 
income 

All Rural Urban 

cohorts 
2002-
2003 

cohorts 
2002-
2005* 

cohorts 
2002-
2003 

cohorts 
2002-
2005* 

cohorts 
2002-
2003 

cohorts 
2002-
2005* 

1 0.097 0.194 0.122 0.313 0.088 0.158 

2 0.068 0.150 0.078 0.181 0.065 0.140 

3 0.053 0.111 0.069 0.136 0.048 0.102 

4 0.035 0.079 0.048 0.113 0.031 0.070 

5 0.032 0.076 0.048 0.111 0.028 0.067 

6 0.024 0.079 0.046 0.088 0.020 0.074 

7 0.019 0.042 0.032 0.084 0.016 0.034 

8 0.016 0.042 0.025 0.057 0.014 0.038 

9 0.015 0.044 0.023 0.057 0.014 0.040 

10 0.011 0.020 0.017 0.050 0.011 0.017 

11 0.006 0.023 0.023 0.057 0.003 0.018 

12 0.007 0.020 0.017 0.046 0.006 0.017 

13 0.005 0.018 0.019 0.022 0.004 0.017 

14 0.002 0.007 0.018 0.037 0.001 0.004 

15 0.002 0.007 0.009 0.013 0.002 0.007 

16 0.002 0.007 0.008 0.028 0.002 0.005 

17 0.002 0.003 0.009 0.014 0.001 0.002 

18 0.001 0.007 0.005 0.040 0.000 0.005 

19 0.000 0.007 0.001 0.044 0.000 0.005 

20 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.005 0.000 0.000 

Total 0.020 0.047 0.046 0.108 0.016 0.037 

 
Note: Ventiles in column one are computed using  the adjusted household autonomous income (net of public transfers) available 

from the CASEN 2003. The ventiles were computed using individual weights.  The CEPAL adjustment is applied to harmonize 

the survey data with national accounts. Cohorts 2002 and 2003 were naturally sampled from the CASEN 2003, hence the 

participants were representative of the respective year-cohorts. They represent 42.48% of the total participants between 2002 and 

august 2006. *For subsequent cohorts (2004/6), we used the distribution of new entrants in the sample within each quintile, and 

expanded the weights to reach the total number of the ever participants (1/.4248). The maintained assumption is that the targeting 

performance of the subsequent entrants captured in the sample is representative of the targeting performance of the entire cohorts 

2004-5-6.  
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Table 4: Socioeconomic correlates of psychosocial variables 

Same respondent in both years, scales that are consistent over time 

 

 
Optimism 
towards 

the future 

Psycho-
social well 

being 

Self 
esteem 

Work self 
efficacy 
scenario 

School self 
efficacy 
scenario 

Perceived 
family 

support 

Perceived 
friends 
support 

Characteristics of the 
respondent: 

       

male 
-0.257 0.428 -0.666 0.055 -0.302 0.008 0.33 

[0.145] [0.225] [0.396] [0.103] [0.119]* [0.263] [0.264] 

Employed 
0.3 0.045 1.16 0.126 0.047 -0.079 0.14 

[0.052]** [0.071] [0.136]** [0.040]** [0.036] [0.074] [0.076] 

age group 18-35 
0.899 -0.177 0.808 0.818 0.151 -0.408 -0.064 

[0.129]** [0.185] [0.334]* [0.109]** [0.093] [0.199]* [0.200] 

age group 36-50 
0.483 -0.356 0.507 0.691 0.106 -0.358 0.159 

[0.118]** [0.162]* [0.308] [0.103]** [0.080] [0.184] [0.181] 

age group 51-65 
0.123 -0.355 0.481 0.475 0.145 -0.204 -0.03 

[0.107] [0.150]* [0.271] [0.098]** [0.076] [0.176] [0.156] 

spouse 
-0.02 -0.103 -0.345 0.204 -0.054 0.014 -0.088 

[0.142] [0.215] [0.384] [0.099]* [0.110] [0.256] [0.258] 

- No Education 
-0.874 -0.334 -1.584 -0.434 -0.227 -0.428 -0.339 

[0.149]** [0.230] [0.380]** [0.127]** [0.105]* [0.238] [0.218] 

- incomplete primary 
-0.655 -0.564 -0.676 -0.19 -0.046 -0.262 -0.286 

[0.125]** [0.188]** [0.303]* [0.093]* [0.080] [0.196] [0.202] 

- complete primary 
-0.385 -0.274 0.033 -0.129 -0.011 0.081 -0.183 

[0.142]** [0.205] [0.308] [0.095] [0.080] [0.211] [0.208] 

- incomplete High School 
-0.297 -0.398 0.125 -0.082 -0.042 0.138 -0.252 

[0.126]* [0.194]* [0.317] [0.100] [0.083] [0.218] [0.191] 

- complete High School 
-0.042 -0.453 0.14 0.022 0.033 0.361 0.107 

[0.141] [0.210]* [0.328] [0.100] [0.085] [0.209] [0.216] 

Household characteristics:        

both head and spouse are 
present 

0.103 0.001 0.309 -0.038 0.073 0.119 -0.218 

[0.082] [0.109] [0.188] [0.063] [0.051] [0.122] [0.115] 

Log hh’ld p.c. income, without 
subsidies 

0.181 0.163 0.135 0.013 0.05 0.148 0.065 

[0.026]** [0.034]** [0.059]* [0.019] [0.018]** [0.036]** [0.037] 

Household size 
0.078 -0.031 0.065 0.035 0.021 -0.02 -0.011 

[0.015]** [0.019] [0.035] [0.011]** [0.009]* [0.024] [0.023] 

Elderly in hh’ld 
-0.216 0.212 -0.206 -0.063 -0.036 0.34 0.205 

[0.089]* [0.113] [0.206] [0.064] [0.058] [0.150]* [0.126] 

Children < 18 in hh’ld 
0.308 0.062 0.466 0.02 0.078 -0.032 -0.025 

[0.068]** [0.090] [0.161]** [0.051] [0.044] [0.106] [0.096] 

have at least one disabled 
member 

-0.306 -0.486 -0.386 -0.113 -0.109 -0.222 -0.092 

[0.055]** [0.075]** [0.128]** [0.049]* [0.046]* [0.087]* [0.079] 

Female-headed 
-0.068 -0.609 -0.252 0.134 -0.059 -0.114 -0.121 

[0.147] [0.210]** [0.387] [0.098] [0.117] [0.259] [0.260] 

Proportion of Rural hh’ld in 
the municipality 

-0.257 0.822 -0.13 -0.154 0.352 0.563 0.807 

[0.152] [0.166]** [0.313] [0.092] [0.076]** [0.174]** [0.202]** 

year=2007 
-0.176 0.065 -0.032 -0.002 0.018 -0.189 -0.134 

[0.056]** [0.060] [0.141] [0.048] [0.043] [0.068]** [0.077] 

Constant 
5.782 11.258 27.856 6.967 10.464 8.048 6.266 

[0.365]** [0.479]** [0.901]** [0.261]** [0.264]** [0.557]** [0.585]** 

Observations 7929 7907 7922 7914 7861 7943 7925 

R-squared 0.16 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.02 

Robust standard errors in brackets       

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%       
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Table 5: First stage  regression  

(Panel Chile Solidario) 

 

Official cutoff 

 

 

 
Note: Table presents regressions of an indicator for entry in Chile Solidario as a function of official eligibility to program (as 

defined in 2003) controlling for a cubic of distance to official cutoff, and municipality fixed effects. Sample is restricted to those 

families whose CAS score at most 20 points apart from municipality respective official cutoff.. Robust standard errors in brackets,  

clustered by municipality of residence at the year in which eligibility is defined.  * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** 

significant at 1%.  

 

Table 6:  Falsification exercise – pre-determined variables 

(Panel Chile Solidario) 

. 

 

 

 

 

\ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: Table presents regressions of an indicator for entry in Chile Solidario as a function of official eligibility to program (as 

defined in 2003) controlling for a cubic of distance to official cutoff, and municipality fixed effects. Sample is restricted to those 

families whose CAS score at most 20 points apart from municipality respective official cutoff.. Robust standard errors in brackets,  

clustered by municipality of residence at the year in which eligibility is defined.  * significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** 

significant at 1%.  

 

 

 

  (1) (2) 

 Unweighted weighted 

 Cohort 2003 

Eligible in 2003 (official) 0.141*** 0.081*** 

 (0.034) (0.017) 

Observations 1,880 1,878 

 Ever participation 

Eligible in 2003 (official) 0.172*** 0.213*** 

 (0.037) (0.053) 

Observations 2,475 2,472 

  (1) (2) 

 Unweighted weighted 

Education mother head:< completed primary 

 -0.129 -0.009 

 (0.189) (0.213) 

Observations 1511 1508 

Head working in 2000 

Eligible in 2003 (official) -0.060 -0.353 

 (0.246) (0.343) 

Observations 2473 2471 

Lived with both parents during childhood 

Eligible in 2003 (official) 0.106 0.350 

 (0.248) (0.341) 

Observations 1923 1920 

Lived in urban areas during childhood 

Eligible in 2003 (official) 0.315 0.109 

 (0.250) (0.293) 

Observations 1898 1895 

Economic situation during childhood was better 

Eligible in 2003 (official) -0.102 -0.014 

 (0.229) (0.284) 

Observations 1883 1880 
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Table 7 

Effects of Chile Solidario on labor market outcomes: Panel Chile Solidario 

RD (Ever, 2002-2003) DD (2004-2006) 

 

A: Share of adults who are employed in household 
 RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Ever in CS -0.002 0.028 -0.053 -0.126 0.044 -0.011 -0.013 0.061 0.002 -0.004 

 (0.045) (0.088) (0.059) (0.100) (0.049) (0.064) (0.057) (0.087) (0.060) (0.076) 

Observations 2,101 935 1,165 644 1,447 718 1,383 384 850 556 

 2006 

Ever in CS 0.083 0.145 0.048 0.041 0.074 0.068 0.055 0.046 0.055 0.021 

 (0.055) (0.103) (0.075) (0.118) (0.056) (0.068) (0.079) (0.118) (0.061) (0.086) 

Observations 1,976 861 1,115 651 1,334 742 1,234 285 801 565 

 2007 

Ever in CS 0.117** 0.238** 0.073 0.034 0.180*** 0.010 0.187** 0.026 0.097 0.017 

 (0.051) (0.105) (0.070) (0.091) (0.055) (0.064) (0.079) (0.135) (0.063) (0.079) 

Observations 2,081 919 1,162 746 1,394 808 1,273 286 839 612 

 
 RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

-0.008 0.008 -0.073 -0.129 0.036 -0.033 -0.022 0.025 -0.037 0.009 

(0.049) (0.093) (0.063) (0.101) (0.051) (0.066) (0.058) (0.089) (0.060) (0.080) 

Observations 1,751 738 1,013 540 1,205 615 1,136 334 708 458 

 2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.034 0.066 0.015 -0.060 0.056 0.040 0.018 0.017 0.033 -0.019 

(0.050) (0.100) (0.069) (0.099) (0.052) (0.066) (0.066) (0.117) (0.060) (0.073) 

Observations 1,656 685 971 552 1,122 628 1,028 240 684 465 

 2007 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.053 0.134 0.031 -0.029 0.106** -0.057 0.117* -0.071 0.034 0.023 

(0.047) (0.095) (0.061) (0.084) (0.048) (0.061) (0.065) (0.136) (0.058) (0.070) 

Observations 1,735 726 1,009 616 1,166 663 1,072 234 710 505 

 

  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

Entrant in CS in 
2004-2007 

0.005 0.001 0.011 -0.006 0.009 0.022 -0.002 0.046 0.027 -0.015 

(0.012) (0.017) (0.018) (0.029) (0.013) (0.019) (0.017) (0.031) (0.019) (0.025) 

Observations 19990 7656 12332 5,458 14308 9956 10034 3226 8131 5604 
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B: Employment rate of head 
  RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Ever in CS -0.103 -0.011 -0.118 0.023 0.000 -0.166* -0.082 -0.075 -0.096 -0.226* 

 (0.064) (0.129) (0.085) (0.118) (0.071) (0.092) (0.088) (0.110) (0.083) (0.123) 

Observations 2,215 983 1,231 702 1,492 730 1,485 384 850 573 

 2006 

Ever in CS 0.038 0.172 0.040 0.142 0.088 0.037 -0.023 -0.020 0.025 -0.189 

 (0.076) (0.151) (0.109) (0.127) (0.081) (0.092) (0.106) (0.147) (0.079) (0.128) 

Observations 2,105 926 1,178 708 1,384 761 1,344 285 801 580 

 2007 

Ever in CS 0.043 0.114 0.048 0.144 0.099 -0.135 0.125 -0.205 -0.027 -0.067 

 (0.078) (0.151) (0.102) (0.118) (0.082) (0.099) (0.101) (0.166) (0.086) (0.118) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

 
  RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

-0.126* -0.011 -0.135 -0.022 -0.036 -0.215** -0.077 -0.152 -0.154 -0.215* 

(0.066) (0.137) (0.089) (0.119) (0.071) (0.095) (0.091) (0.114) (0.094) (0.121) 

Observations 1,858 782 1,076 596 1,246 626 1,232 334 708 475 

 2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

-0.005 0.115 -0.004 0.058 0.068 0.005 0.002 -0.035 0.001 -0.159 

(0.069) (0.144) (0.100) (0.116) (0.075) (0.091) (0.094) (0.145) (0.077) (0.111) 

Observations 1,769 742 1,027 606 1,162 644 1,125 240 684 479 

 2007 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.023 0.160 0.006 0.084 0.087 -0.162* 0.103 -0.876 -0.061 -0.051 

(0.070) (0.140) (0.091) (0.110) (0.073) (0.091) (0.091) (0.542) (0.081) (0.106) 

Observations 1,859 782 1,077 672 1,210 686 1,173 234 710 518 

 
  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

Entrant in CS in 
2004-2007 

-0.003 -0.004 0.009 0.003 0.001 0.024 -0.019 0.072* 0.034 -0.062* 

(0.015) (0.022) (0.022) (0.029) (0.018) (0.026) (0.020) (0.040) (0.026) (0.034) 

Observations 21553 8286 13263 6,168 14929 10311 11242 3226 8131 5754 

 

 

C: Employment rate of spouse 
  RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 

More 
Educated 

Less 
Educated 

Age 18-
35 

Age 36-
50 

Age 51-
65 

 2004 

Ever in CS 0.243*** 0.388*** 0.131 -0.438 0.374*** 0.235** 0.246*** 0.272* 0.179 0.325*** 

 (0.070) (0.137) (0.088) (0.596) (0.082) (0.109) (0.086) (0.141) (0.109) (0.115) 

Observations 1,492 735 756 94 1,492 555 937 319 624 353 

 2006 

Ever in CS 0.155* 0.357** -0.609** -0.359 0.159** 0.042 0.244** 0.121 -0.016 0.259* 

 (0.079) (0.153) (0.268) (0.248) (0.079) (0.107) (0.113) (0.192) (0.122) (0.138) 

Observations 1,384 673 711 107 1,384 546 838 237 584 359 

 2007 

Ever in CS 0.287*** 0.503*** 0.139 0.174 0.289*** 0.135 0.395*** 0.313 0.270** 0.258* 

 (0.083) (0.172) (0.107) (0.225) (0.084) (0.119) (0.123) (0.239) (0.123) (0.144) 

Observations 1,446 716 730 149 1,446 579 867 233 607 379 

 

  RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 
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 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. More 
Educated 

Less 
Educated 

Age 18-35 Age 36-50 Age 51-65 

                 

 2004 

Entrant in CS in 2002-2003 

0.216*** 0.271* 0.164* -0.049 0.215*** 0.260** 0.189** 0.280** 0.151 0.329** 

(0.072) (0.147) (0.091) (1.232) (0.072) (0.108) (0.090) (0.139) (0.106) (0.132) 

Observations 1,246 589 657 77 1,246 480 766 277 518 289 

 2006 

Entrant in CS in 2002-2003 

0.148** 0.309** 0.047 -0.318 0.147** 0.063 0.186* 0.226 0.087 0.142 

(0.074) (0.153) (0.099) (0.226) (0.074) (0.109) (0.101) (0.181) (0.110) (0.115) 

Observations 1,162 538 624 93 1,162 464 698 202 499 293 

 2007 

Entrant in CS in 2002-2003 

0.193*** 0.298** 0.143 0.064 0.201*** 0.059 0.277*** 0.173 0.148 0.218* 

(0.073) (0.149) (0.095) (0.197) (0.076) (0.111) (0.100) (0.210) (0.109) (0.116) 

Observations 1,210 568 642 119 1,210 483 727 193 517 314 

  
  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. More 
Educated 

Less 
Educated 

Age 18-35 Age 36-50 Age 51-65 

                 

Entrant in CS in 
2004-2007 

0.020 0.003 0.043 0.175 0.020 0.047 0.007 0.033 0.012 0.129*** 

(0.019) (0.025) (0.029) (0.117) (0.019) (0.034) (0.024) (0.048) (0.035) (0.038) 

Observations 14929 6089 8838 820 14929 7718 7211 2685 6308 3814 

 
D: Share of adults who are active  

 RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Ever in CS 0.043 0.153* -0.068 -0.093 0.094** -0.002 0.054 0.067 0.035 0.049 

 (0.042) (0.088) (0.056) (0.095) (0.045) (0.060) (0.055) (0.081) (0.056) (0.075) 

Observations 2,101 935 1,165 644 1,447 718 1,383 384 850 556 

 2006 

Ever in CS 0.120** 0.183* 0.080 0.070 0.103* 0.054 0.134* 0.056 0.048 0.120 

 (0.052) (0.097) (0.073) (0.114) (0.054) (0.063) (0.080) (0.110) (0.058) (0.083) 

Observations 1,976 861 1,115 651 1,334 742 1,234 285 801 565 

 2007 

Ever in CS 0.146*** 0.224** 0.092 0.113 0.175*** 0.061 0.195** 0.128 0.139** 0.031 

 (0.051) (0.105) (0.069) (0.092) (0.055) (0.064) (0.078) (0.135) (0.064) (0.078) 

Observations 2,081 919 1,162 746 1,394 808 1,273 286 839 612 

 
 RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. More 
Educated 

Less 
Educated 

Age 18-35 Age 36-50 Age 51-65 

                 

 2004 

Entrant in CS in 2002-2003 

0.051 0.190* -0.072 -0.062 0.100** 0.014 0.063 0.106 0.024 0.055 

(0.044) (0.097) (0.057) (0.098) (0.048) (0.062) (0.057) (0.083) (0.057) (0.078) 

Observations 1,751 738 1,013 540 1,205 615 1,136 334 708 458 

 2006 

Entrant in CS in 2002-2003 

0.074 0.083 0.062 0.006 0.074 0.040 0.077 0.047 0.039 0.063 

(0.048) (0.095) (0.068) (0.098) (0.050) (0.062) (0.066) (0.102) (0.056) (0.069) 

Observations 1,656 685 971 552 1,122 628 1,028 240 684 465 

 2007 

Entrant in CS in 2002-2003 

0.197*** 0.155 0.073 0.092 0.132*** 0.024 0.148** 0.095 0.088 0.046 

(0.060) (0.096) (0.062) (0.084) (0.049) (0.059) (0.065) (0.108) (0.057) (0.070) 

Observations 1,735 726 1,009 616 1,166 663 1,072 234 710 505 
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  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. More 
Educated 

Less 
Educated 

Age 18-35 Age 36-50 Age 51-65 

                 

Entrant in CS in 
2004-2007 

-0.006 -0.029* 0.014 -0.013 0.000 0.004 -0.015 0.001 0.015 -0.016 

(0.011) (0.017) (0.016) (0.026) (0.013) (0.019) (0.016) (0.030) (0.019) (0.024) 

Observations 19990 7656 12332 5,458 14308 9956 10034 3226 8131 5604 

 
E: Spouse inactive  

 RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 

18-35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Ever in CS -0.234*** -0.331** -0.147 0.198 -0.236*** -0.217* -0.239** -0.236 -0.137 -0.410*** 

 (0.074) (0.144) (0.096) (0.502) (0.074) (0.111) (0.094) (0.158) (0.111) (0.128) 

Observations 1,492 735 756 94 1,492 555 937 319 624 353 

 2006 

Ever in CS -0.188** -0.345** -0.069 0.283 -0.189** -0.095 -0.250** 0.008 -0.060 -0.387*** 

 (0.084) (0.157) (0.111) (0.218) (0.084) (0.112) (0.116) (0.208) (0.114) (0.147) 

Observations 1,384 673 711 107 1,384 546 838 237 584 359 

 2007 

Ever in CS -0.335*** -0.609*** -0.168 -0.157 -0.332*** -0.175 -0.455*** -0.525* -0.308** -0.318** 

 (0.087) (0.182) (0.108) (0.209) (0.087) (0.122) (0.127) (0.319) (0.127) (0.145) 

Observations 1,446 716 730 149 1,446 579 867 233 607 379 

 
 RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. More 
Educated 

Less 
Educated 

Age 18-35 Age 36-50 Age 51-65 

                 

 2004 

Entrant in CS in 2002-2003 

-0.221*** -0.323** -0.169* -0.591 -0.217*** -0.248** -0.186* -0.303** -0.131 -0.359** 

(0.078) (0.158) (0.100) (1.069) (0.077) (0.111) (0.098) (0.146) (0.111) (0.139) 

Observations 1,246 589 657 77 1,246 480 766 277 518 289 

 2006 

Entrant in CS in 2002-2003 

-0.142* -0.254* -0.096 0.287 -0.163** -0.108 -0.183* -0.041 -0.084 -0.250** 

(0.080) (0.154) (0.104) (0.208) (0.078) (0.113) (0.103) (0.193) (0.113) (0.118) 

Observations 1,162 538 624 93 1,162 464 698 202 499 293 

 2007 

Entrant in CS in 2002-2003 

-0.258*** -0.411*** -0.186* -0.050 -0.254*** -0.145 -0.395*** -0.365* -0.196* -0.258** 

(0.079) (0.157) (0.101) (0.183) (0.078) (0.128) (0.113) (0.214) (0.113) (0.119) 

Observations 1,210 568 642 119 1,210 483 727 193 517 314 

 
  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

                 

Entrant in CS in 
2004-2007 

-0.015 0.009 -0.041 -0.149 -0.015 -0.036 -0.002 -0.024 -0.008 -0.102** 

(0.020) (0.026) (0.030) (0.091) (0.020) (0.035) (0.024) (0.052) (0.035) (0.040) 

Observations 14929 6089 8838  14929 7718 7211 2685 6308 3814 
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Table 8 

Effects of Chile Solidario on housing outcomes: Panel Chile Solidario 

 
A: Household has access to non-contaminated water 

 RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 Unweighted estimates 

 2004 

Ever in CS 0.038 0.015 0.038 0.004 0.025 0.025 0.052 0.169 -0.055 0.057 

 (0.058) (0.114) (0.075) (0.097) (0.066) (0.086) (0.072) (0.132) (0.078) (0.087) 

Observations 2,215 983 1,231 702 1,492 730 1,485 384 850 573 

 2006 

Ever in CS -0.018 0.026 -0.046 -0.012 -0.045 -0.097 0.025 -0.143 0.085 -0.018 

 (0.059) (0.119) (0.073) (0.094) (0.066) (0.078) (0.083) (0.137) (0.078) (0.085) 

Observations 2,105 926 1,178 708 1,384 761 1,344 285 801 580 

 2007 

Ever in CS 0.007 0.019 -0.013 -0.079 -0.010 0.072 -0.033 0.019 0.084 -0.098 

 (0.052) (0.112) (0.068) (0.081) (0.059) (0.071) (0.070) (0.158) (0.072) (0.076) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

 
  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

                 

 Panel A - Unweighted estimates 

 2004-2006 
Entrant in CS 
in 2004-2007 

0.020* 0.034* 0.002 0.007 0.033** -0.008 0.039** 0.060 -0.011 0.052** 

(0.012) (0.018) (0.015) (0.020) (0.015) (0.020) (0.015) (0.039) (0.024) (0.024) 

Observations 21,553 8,286 13,263 6168 14,929 10,311 11,242 3,226 8,131 5,754 

 
B: Household has access to adequate sewage systems 

 RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 Unweighted estimates 

 2004 

Ever in CS 0.308*** 0.213 0.182* 0.242 0.303*** 0.325*** 0.302*** 0.286** 0.282*** 0.301** 

 (0.075) (0.136) (0.102) (0.152) (0.082) (0.114) (0.092) (0.134) (0.095) (0.117) 

Observations 2,215 983 1,231 702 1,492 730 1,485 384 850 573 

 2006 

Ever in CS 0.288*** 0.291* 0.145 0.266** 0.250*** 0.151 0.465*** -2.001* 0.356*** 0.279** 

 (0.086) (0.168) (0.105) (0.134) (0.093) (0.111) (0.119) (1.091) (0.100) (0.125) 

Observations 2,105 926 1,178 708 1,384 761 1,344 285 801 580 

 2007 

Ever in CS 0.375*** 0.536*** 0.050 0.199 0.342*** 0.135 0.561*** 0.106 0.383*** 0.255** 

 (0.085) (0.174) (0.101) (0.122) (0.091) (0.125) (0.116) (0.187) (0.106) (0.119) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

 
  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 Unweighted estimates 

 2004-2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2004-2007 

0.005 0.008 -0.018 0.004 0.009 -0.025 0.017 -0.013 0.004 0.021 

(0.014) (0.023) (0.018) (0.025) (0.019) (0.026) (0.018) (0.046) (0.029) (0.029) 

Observations 21,553 8,286 13,263 6,168 14,929 10,311 11,242 3,226 8,131 5,754 
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D: Household receives SAP 
 RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Ever in CS 0.055 0.033 0.034 0.050 0.003 -0.017 0.089 0.091 0.064 0.053 

 (0.085) (0.175) (0.101) (0.160) (0.087) (0.106) (0.112) (0.111) (0.120) (0.136) 

Observations 1,476 378 1,098 533 946 541 935 271 544 392 

 2006 

Ever in CS 0.098 -0.067 0.072 0.126 0.032 0.085 0.068 0.175 0.043 0.053 

 (0.088) (0.196) (0.100) (0.163) (0.086) (0.110) (0.120) (0.159) (0.107) (0.139) 

Observations 1,440 392 1,047 533 907 567 873 209 522 402 

 2007 

Ever in CS -0.067 -0.134 -0.059 -0.006 -0.065 -0.049 -0.083 0.189* 0.048 -0.032 

 (0.079) (0.130) (0.097) (0.129) (0.075) (0.095) (0.110) (0.115) (0.092) (0.110) 

Observations 1,593 448 1,144 636 994 662 931 216 606 450 

 
 DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 Unweighted estimates 

 2004-2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2004-2007 

0.004 -0.026 0.010 0.018 0.006 0.035 -0.008 -0.014 0.015 0.040 

(0.020) (0.033) (0.024) (0.039) (0.024) (0.031) (0.028) (0.043) (0.039) (0.045) 

Observations 16,568 4,010 12,556 5,075 11,332 8,699 7,869 2,528 6,265 4,446 

 
E: Household is enrolled in housing subsidy program 

  RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Ever in CS 0.263*** 0.385*** 0.175* 0.239* 0.242*** 0.209** 0.278*** 0.270* 0.248*** 0.211** 

 (0.068) (0.119) (0.095) (0.127) (0.075) (0.105) (0.082) (0.142) (0.090) (0.105) 

Observations 2,215 983 1,231 702 1,492 730 1,485 384 850 573 

 2006 

Ever in CS 0.105 0.176 0.072 0.093 0.144* 0.027 0.139 -0.021 0.122 0.218* 

 (0.075) (0.137) (0.095) (0.117) (0.081) (0.093) (0.096) (0.168) (0.086) (0.116) 

Observations 2,105 926 1,178 708 1,384 761 1,344 285 801 580 

 2007 

Ever in CS -0.010 -0.048 0.029 -0.074 -0.027 -0.005 -0.017 0.112 0.072 0.011 

 (0.065) (0.119) (0.089) (0.107) (0.076) (0.092) (0.086) (0.196) (0.090) (0.095) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

 
 DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004-2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2004-2007 

0.025 0.013 0.029 0.040 0.022 -0.001 0.033* 0.098** -0.029 0.003 

(0.016) (0.022) (0.023) (0.028) (0.020) (0.029) (0.020) (0.050) (0.029) (0.034) 

Observations 21,553 8,286 13,263 6,168 14,929 10,311 11,242 3,226 8,131 5,754 
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F: Aware of public programs in the community 

  RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Ever in CS 0.140* 0.226 0.132 0.016 0.149* 0.023 0.187 0.025 0.075 0.066 

 (0.075) (0.142) (0.100) (0.132) (0.084) (0.106) (0.093) (0.143) (0.098) (0.123) 

Observations 2,215 983 1,231 702 1,492 730 1,485 384 850 573 

 2006 

Ever in CS 0.071 0.008 0.104 0.035 0.054 -0.025 0.177 -0.033 0.048 0.208 

 (0.085) (0.154) (0.115) (0.139) (0.092) (0.112) (0.114) (0.172) (0.099) (0.132) 

Observations 2,092 920 1,171 705 1,374 756 1,336 283 797 575 

 2007 

Ever in CS 0.151* 0.155 0.115 0.093 0.210** 0.061 0.217** 0.282 0.151 0.120 

 (0.084) (0.151) (0.114) (0.149) (0.093) (0.114) (0.101) (0.240) (0.107) (0.118) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

 
 DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004-2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2004-2007 

0.036* 0.001 0.058* 0.028 0.039 0.037 0.031 -0.008 0.057 -0.013 

(0.021) (0.030) (0.032) (0.042) (0.027) (0.042) (0.029) (0.064) (0.039) (0.048) 

Observations 15,548 6,018 9,527 4,573 10,648 7,409 8,139 2,089 5,847 4,246 
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Table 9 

Effects of Chile Solidario on income outcomes: Panel Chile Solidario 

 

A: Log household income p.c. 
 RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female 
Biparent

. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Ever in CS 0.099 -0.018 0.120 0.135 0.050 0.194 0.022 0.154 -0.028 0.210 

 (0.194) (0.466) (0.186) (0.342) (0.198) (0.226) (0.251) (0.280) (0.249) (0.310) 

Observations 2,085 947 1,137 636 1,428 695 1,390 364 812 539 

 2006 

Ever in CS 0.840 0.228 1.865 1.736 -0.032 2.752 1.032 -0.290 1.200 2.484 

 (0.679) (1.161) (1.861) (1.908) (0.569) (2.412) (1.041) (1.669) (0.791) (11.361) 

Observations 2,065 906 1,158 690 1,363 747 1,318 278 788 566 

 2007 

Ever in CS 0.432** 0.742* 0.200 0.280 0.301 0.167 0.569** 0.437 0.227 0.074 

 (0.194) (0.438) (0.177) (0.261) (0.205) (0.225) (0.279) (0.358) (0.195) (0.266) 

Observations 2,058 915 1,143 718 1,377 785 1,273 272 787 593 

            

 RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female 
Biparent

. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.149 0.181 0.122 0.309 0.002 0.259 0.099 -0.007 0.195 0.309 

(0.141) (0.275) (0.171) (0.259) (0.160) (0.206) (0.181) (0.239) (0.176) (0.294) 

Observations 2,204 978 1,225 699 1,486 725 1,479 382 845 570 

 2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.834 0.769 0.107 0.280 0.288 0.380 0.241 0.028 0.523 -0.232 

(0.210) (0.308) (0.178) (0.260) (0.153) (0.198) (0.206) (0.322) (0.183) (0.231) 

Observations 2,066 906 1,159 691 1,364 747 1,319 279 788 566 

 2007 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.106** 0.490* -0.101 0.115 0.055 0.141 0.139** 0.117 0.267 -0.128 

(0.124) (0.279) (0.161) (0.193) (0.139) (0.173) (0.162) (0.329) (0.181) (0.180) 

Observations 2,209 980 1,228 804 1,441 826 1,383 283 832 626 

           

  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female 
Biparent

. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004-2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2004-2007 

0.007** 0.006 0.004 0.003 0.007* 0.002 0.008* -0.006 0.007 0.014* 

(0.003) (0.005) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.009) (0.006) (0.008) 

Observations 21,284 8,202 13,078 6,083 14,772 10,159 11,125 3,164 8,033 5,678 

 
B: Log Labor income p.c. 

 RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 

18-35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Ever in CS 0.224 0.290 0.220 0.327 -0.007 0.333 0.159 0.122 0.037 0.142 

 (0.130) (0.261) (0.171) (0.279) (0.209) (0.168) (0.166) (0.230) (0.156) (0.239) 

Observations 1,728 747 980 481 1,246 616 1,112 321 712 453 

 2006 

Ever in CS 0.162 -0.173 -0.145 7.179 0.064 14.115 -0.549 -1.575 0.663 4.055 

 (0.830) (1.059) (2.168) (31.012) (0.764) (144.105) (1.145) (3.417) (0.703) (29.475) 

Observations 1,617 680 937 478 1,151 636 981 237 686 459 

 2007 

Ever in CS 0.233** 0.685* 0.036 0.227 0.236 0.216 0.251** 0.459 0.227 -0.025 

 (0.133) (0.242) (0.176) (0.229) (0.141) (0.162) (0.187) (0.304) (0.168) (0.203) 

Observations 1,767 759 1,008 583 1,234 719 1,048 254 747 506 
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  RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 

18-35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.244 0.313 0.253 0.390 0.248 0.354 0.183 0.177 0.036 0.179 

(0.149) (0.296) (0.189) (0.329) (0.162) (0.180) (0.196) (0.248) (0.162) (0.290) 

Observations 1,728 747 980 481 1,246 616 1,112 321 712 453 

 2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.089 0.081 0.138 0.223 0.146 0.225 -0.043 -0.170 0.294 -0.337 

(0.139) (0.274) (0.174) (0.284) (0.139) (0.176) (0.185) (0.317) (0.183) (0.228) 

Observations 1,617 680 937 478 1,151 636 981 237 686 459 

 2007 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.217** 0.681* 0.039 0.225 0.234 0.210 0.250** 0.558 0.226 -0.025 

(0.131) (0.241) (0.176) (0.230) (0.141) (0.160) (0.186) (0.334) (0.168) (0.203) 

Observations 1,767 759 1,008 583 1,234 719 1,048 254 747 506 

           

  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004-2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2004-2007 

0.002 0.005 -0.005 -0.006 0.003 -0.000 -0.002 0.004 0.000 0.003 

(0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.008) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.010) (0.006) (0.008) 

Observations 16,897 6,281 10,614 4,158 12,621 8,775 8,122 2,768 7,181 4,638 

           

 
C: Poverty 

  RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Ever in CS 0.058 -0.074 -0.055 0.052 0.039 -0.096 0.128 0.077 0.075 -0.012 

 (0.073) (0.131) (0.096) (0.120) (0.081) (0.110) (0.086) (0.140) (0.094) (0.121) 

Observations 2,215 983 1,231 702 1,492 730 1,485 384 850 573 

 2006 

Ever in CS -0.047 0.348 -0.043 -0.775 0.345 -0.191 -0.131 0.525 -0.393 0.581 

 (0.399) (0.681) (1.061) (0.728) (0.420) (1.379) (0.507) (0.739) (0.520) (3.688) 

Observations 2,104 926 1,177 707 1,383 761 1,343 284 801 580 

 2007 

Ever in CS -0.258** -0.435* -0.033 0.001 -0.062 -0.009 -0.104** 0.148 -0.125 0.083 

 (0.107) (0.170) (0.105) (0.126) (0.092) (0.113) (0.114) (0.197) (0.111) (0.113) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

           

  RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

0.066 -0.082 -0.057 0.060 0.046 -0.100 0.152 0.054 0.090 -0.014 

(0.081) (0.148) (0.109) (0.132) (0.096) (0.118) (0.099) (0.150) (0.100) (0.139) 

Observations 2,215 983 1,231 702 1,492 730 1,485 384 850 573 

 2006 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

0.027 -0.286 0.001 0.010 -0.001 0.090 -0.023 0.246 -0.113 0.267 

(0.081) (0.162) (0.095) (0.123) (0.090) (0.106) (0.110) (0.174) (0.101) (0.126) 

Observations 2,105 926 1,178 708 1,384 761 1,344 285 801 580 

 2007 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

-0.050** -0.453* -0.033 -0.006 -0.062 -0.007 -0.100** 0.138 -0.130 0.083 

(0.082) (0.172) (0.105) (0.127) (0.092) (0.110) (0.114) (0.206) (0.112) (0.114) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

           

  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. More Less Age 18- Age 36- Age 51-



 61 

Educated Educated 35 50 65 

 2004-2006 

Entrant in 
CS in 2004-
2007 

-0.011 -0.001 -0.018 -0.014 -0.011 -0.030 0.009 -0.021 -0.004 -0.028 

(0.017) (0.024) (0.025) (0.033) (0.022) (0.030) (0.023) (0.047) (0.033) (0.038) 

Observations 22,416 8,286 13,263 6,168 14,929 10,311 11,242 3,226 8,131 5,754 

 
D: Indigence 

  RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Ever in CS -0.063 -0.086 -0.097 -0.036 -0.050 -0.132 -0.012 -0.106 -0.024 -0.054 

 (0.068) (0.130) (0.087) (0.126) (0.072) (0.098) (0.085) (0.125) (0.093) (0.112) 

Observations 2,215 983 1,231 702 1,492 730 1,485 384 850 573 

 2006 

Ever in CS -0.679 -0.496 -1.556 -1.378 -0.175 -1.472 -0.704 0.027 -0.589 -1.696 

 (0.449) (0.692) (1.682) (1.208) (0.332) (1.420) (0.659) (0.673) (0.433) (8.641) 

Observations 2,104 926 1,177 707 1,383 761 1,343 284 801 580 

 2007 

Ever in CS -0.111** -0.407* -0.019 -0.051 -0.136 -0.132 -0.072** -0.066 -0.133 0.019 

 (0.068) (0.146) (0.091) (0.114) (0.074) (0.087) (0.092) (0.160) (0.099) (0.098) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

   

  RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

-0.064 -0.080 -0.109 -0.037 -0.057 -0.130 -0.011 -0.089 -0.018 -0.052 

(0.078) (0.146) (0.099) (0.141) (0.085) (0.103) (0.101) (0.132) (0.097) (0.129) 

Observations 2,215 983 1,231 702 1,492 730 1,485 384 850 573 

 2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

-0.046 -0.377** 0.033 -0.033 -0.099 -0.098 -0.049 0.105 -0.016 0.001 

(0.081) (0.157) (0.103) (0.122) (0.082) (0.090) (0.109) (0.162) (0.093) (0.117) 

Observations 2,105 926 1,178 708 1,384 761 1,344 285 801 580 

 2007 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

-0.097 -0.417*** -0.019 -0.051 -0.136* -0.133 -0.070 -0.066 -0.056 0.016 

(0.066) (0.146) (0.091) (0.114) (0.074) (0.088) (0.091) (0.160) (0.092) (0.098) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

           

  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2004-2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2004-2007 

-0.032** -0.049** 0.007 0.019 -0.037** -0.006 -0.028 0.022 -0.044 -0.034 

(0.015) (0.022) (0.022) (0.030) (0.019) (0.026) (0.021) (0.042) (0.030) (0.031) 

Observations 22,416 8,286 13,263 6,168 14,929 10,311 11,242 3,226 8,131 5,754 
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E:Poverty Transitions 
Poor both in 2003-04 and 2006-07 

RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2007 

Ever in CS 0.044 -0.327** -0.026 0.117 0.009 0.082 -0.036 0.042 0.061 -0.007 

 (0.081) (0.150) (0.102) (0.124) (0.091) (0.107) (0.108) (0.192) (0.108) (0.109) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

           

RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2007 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.035 -0.365** -0.030 0.117 -0.023 0.082 -0.225* -0.014 0.060 -0.008 

(0.082) (0.154) (0.099) (0.124) (0.093) (0.107) (0.130) (0.214) (0.108) (0.109) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

           

Poor in 2003-04 to Non-poor in 2006-07 

RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

Ever in CS -0.032 0.048 0.004 -0.044 -0.071 -0.023 -0.009 -0.034 0.012 -0.031 

 (0.062) (0.118) (0.073) (0.094) (0.069) (0.086) (0.086) (0.140) (0.090) (0.095) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

           

RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

-0.032 0.152 -0.001 -0.041 -0.074 -0.019 -0.009 -0.034 -0.013 -0.031 

(0.062) (0.126) (0.075) (0.095) (0.069) (0.089) (0.086) (0.140) (0.086) (0.095) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

           

Non-poor in 2003-04 to Poor in 2006-07 

RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

Ever in CS -0.029 0.017 -0.076 -0.138 0.009 -0.053 -0.037 -0.088 -0.057 0.067 

 (0.048) (0.089) (0.064) (0.084) (0.053) (0.072) (0.065) (0.146) (0.065) (0.079) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

           

RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.038 0.219 0.116 0.040 0.128 0.058 0.046 0.113 0.057 -0.067 

(0.081) (0.161) (0.080) (0.106) (0.093) (0.106) (0.110) (0.241) (0.091) (0.109) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

           

Non-poor both in 2003-04 and in 2006-07 

RD Ever Participation  

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

Ever in CS 0.038 0.216 0.116 0.039 0.077 0.058 0.035 0.056 0.057 -0.067 

 (0.081) (0.161) (0.080) (0.106) (0.087) (0.106) (0.109) (0.187) (0.092) (0.108) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 

           

RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.038 0.219 0.116 0.040 0.128 0.058 0.046 0.113 0.057 -0.067 

(0.081) (0.161) (0.080) (0.106) (0.093) (0.106) (0.110) (0.241) (0.091) (0.109) 

Observations 2,221 984 1,236 808 1,446 834 1,387 286 839 627 
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Table 10 

Effects of Chile Solidario on psychosocial outcomes: Panel Chile Solidario 

 

A: Optimism towards the future 

 RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006 

Ever in CS 1.181*** 1.380** 1.093** 0.558 1.018*** 0.850* 1.483*** 1.764*** 0.992** 0.091 

 (0.353) (0.657) (0.466) (0.559) (0.372) (0.464) (0.452) (0.677) (0.397) (0.539) 

Observations 2,082 917 1,164 697 1,371 752 1,330 284 790 573 

 2007 

Ever in CS 1.573*** 1.329* 1.855*** 2.368*** 1.030*** 1.092** 1.766*** 2.372** 0.747* 0.947* 

 (0.421) (0.760) (0.534) (0.801) (0.362) (0.483) (0.556) (1.044) (0.418) (0.573) 

Observations 2,094 922 1,171 766 1,360 774 1,320 262 790 598 

 

   RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

0.960*** 1.351** 0.827** 0.566 0.938*** 0.587 1.297*** 1.471** 0.742* 0.161 

(0.323) (0.686) (0.412) (0.506) (0.340) (0.462) (0.387) (0.641) (0.383) (0.465) 

Observations 1,753 735 1,018 599 1,152 639 1,114 240 676 475 

 2007 

Entrant in CS 
in 2002-2003 

1.445*** 1.386* 1.715*** 2.041*** 1.009*** 1.034** 1.544*** 1.908** 0.620 1.192** 

(0.378) (0.758) (0.500) (0.754) (0.338) (0.470) (0.527) (0.867) (0.417) (0.495) 

Observations 1,764 740 1,024 642 1,145 640 1,124 215 673 499 

 

  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006-2007 

Entrant in 
CS in 2004-
2007 

0.341* 0.305 0.389 0.709* 0.225 -0.065 0.716*** 0.105 0.359 0.031 

(0.178) (0.237) (0.272) (0.396) (0.205) (0.336) (0.236) (0.582) (0.309) (0.305) 

Observations 7,478 2,930 4,548 2,324 5,070 3,548 3,930 840 2,773 2,140 

 

B: Perceived family support 

 RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006 

Ever in CS -0.572 0.040 -0.675 -1.130 -0.143 -1.033* -0.197 -1.225 -0.712 -1.874** 

 (0.476) (0.958) (0.578) (0.756) (0.521) (0.626) (0.662) (1.047) (0.584) (0.778) 

Observations 2,082 916 1,165 698 1,373 752 1,330 284 793 570 

 2007 

Ever in CS -0.405 -0.244 -0.203 -0.237 -0.080 -0.178 -0.655 0.100 0.337 -2.096*** 

 (0.473) (0.906) (0.630) (0.729) (0.513) (0.640) (0.616) (0.999) (0.599) (0.735) 

Observations 2,091 919 1,171 764 1,360 774 1,317 262 790 598 

 

 RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

-0.497 -0.170 -0.580 -0.951 -0.135 -1.074* -0.138 -1.626 -0.631 -1.255* 

(0.436) (0.936) (0.556) (0.709) (0.470) (0.610) (0.580) (0.998) (0.585) (0.702) 

Observations 1,755 735 1,020 600 1,156 640 1,115 240 679 473 

 2007 

Entrant in -0.517 -0.634 -0.235 -0.806 0.243 -0.411 -0.698 -0.396 0.460 -2.034*** 
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CS in 2002-
2003 

(0.416) (0.926) (0.543) (0.654) (0.516) (0.592) (0.551) (0.973) (0.577) (0.634) 

Observations 1,761 737 1,024 640 1,145 640 1,121 215 673 499 

 

 DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006-2007 

Entrant in 
CS in 2004-
2007 

-0.324 -0.458 -0.146 -0.291 -0.197 -0.226 -0.313 -0.789 -0.578 -0.123 

(0.260) (0.348) (0.391) (0.471) (0.317) (0.446) (0.360) (0.862) (0.400) (0.484) 

Observations 7,495 2,933 4,562 2,335 5,081 3,559 3,936 845 2,780 2,139 

 

C: Perceived friends support 

  RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006 

Ever in CS -0.798 0.479 -0.878 -0.827 -0.637 -0.500 -0.709 -2.051** -0.448 -0.418 

 (0.507) (0.972) (0.592) (0.729) (0.560) (0.584) (0.665) (1.004) (0.586) (0.765) 

Observations 2,081 918 1,162 699 1,368 750 1,331 282 792 571 

 2007 

Ever in CS 
-

0.913* 
-1.560 -0.113 -0.785 -0.663 -0.645 -1.074* 0.125 -1.086* -0.765 

 (0.469) (0.964) (0.607) (0.729) (0.514) (0.621) (0.644) (1.081) (0.559) (0.726) 

Observations 2,088 918 1,169 762 1,358 774 1,314 261 790 596 

 

  RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

-0.646 0.273 -0.714 -0.874 -0.481 -0.597 -0.475 -2.088** -0.104 -0.588 

(0.445) (0.932) (0.534) (0.663) (0.496) (0.551) (0.599) (0.974) (0.572) (0.651) 

Observations 1,754 737 1,017 601 1,151 638 1,116 238 677 474 

 2007 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

-0.673 -1.002 -0.105 -0.472 -0.451 -0.560 -0.668 0.410 -0.799 -0.445 

(0.427) (0.963) (0.531) (0.638) (0.459) (0.592) (0.562) (1.036) (0.536) (0.601) 

Observations 1,759 737 1,022 638 1,144 640 1,119 214 673 498 

 

  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006-2007 

Entrant in 
CS in 2004-
2007 

0.014 -0.288 0.411 -0.036 0.203 0.177 0.293 -0.316 -0.063 0.477 

(0.234) (0.332) (0.316) (0.462) (0.280) (0.387) (0.330) (0.913) (0.431) (0.422) 

Observations 7,482 2,930 4,552 2,330 5,071 3,549 3,933 839 2,775 2,137 

 

D: Psychosocial distress [whole scale] 

  RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 Unweighted estimates 

 2006 

Ever in CS 1.759** 3.289* 0.042 0.600 2.038** 2.373** 1.419 0.527 2.579** 2.103 

 (0.886) (1.808) (1.216) (1.405) (1.009) (1.206) (1.274) (2.244) (1.121) (1.541) 

Observations 2,060 907 1,152 694 1,354 739 1,321 279 783 568 

 2007 

Ever in CS 2.039*** 2.168* 1.622* 1.889* 1.673** 1.925** 1.856** 0.204 1.645** 2.049** 

 (0.624) (1.108) (0.852) (1.011) (0.699) (0.837) (0.863) (2.158) (0.820) (0.951) 
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Observations 2,071 909 1,161 759 1,343 766 1,305 261 783 588 

 

 RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 Unweighted estimates 

 2006 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

1.682** 2.351 0.293 0.752 1.883** 1.894 1.524 1.478 2.739** 1.566 

(0.797) (1.664) (1.113) (1.281) (0.923) (1.157) (1.110) (1.939) (1.103) (1.303) 

Observations 1,734 728 1,006 597 1,135 627 1,107 235 670 470 

 2007 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

1.463*** 0.933 1.581* 1.759* 1.037 1.550* 1.255* 1.320 0.789 1.491* 

(0.561) (1.097) (0.813) (0.934) (0.647) (0.799) (0.711) (1.518) (0.781) (0.851) 

Observations 1,746 730 1,016 635 1,133 632 1,114 215 667 491 

 

 DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006-2007 

Entrant in 
CS in 2004-
2007 

0.088 -0.068 0.295 0.200 0.274 -0.033 -0.078 0.500 0.581* -0.508 

(0.232) (0.311) (0.349) (0.432) (0.289) (0.398) (0.320) (0.660) (0.339) (0.394) 

Observations 7,458 2,916 4,542 2,328 5,048 3,538 3,920 838 2,769 2,137 

 

E:  Self Esteem 

  RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 Unweighted estimates 

 2006 

Ever in CS 1.349 -0.131 2.478 1.985 2.244 0.189 2.428 2.205 2.567 -0.733 

 (1.668) (3.304) (2.098) (2.452) (1.849) (2.141) (2.206) (3.948) (1.971) (2.596) 

Observations 2,073 910 1,162 691 1,370 749 1,324 282 792 571 

 2007 

Ever in CS -1.172 -0.550 0.124 -1.909 -1.210 -2.239 -0.223 -6.794* -0.211 1.266 

 (1.497) (2.875) (1.944) (2.238) (1.652) (2.023) (2.119) (3.775) (1.853) (2.182) 

Observations 2,085 917 1,167 763 1,354 772 1,313 262 788 594 

 

 RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

                 

 2006 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

2.325 2.496 2.298 2.243 3.093* 0.064 3.852** 2.639 3.351* 0.080 

(1.495) (3.408) (1.885) (2.171) (1.696) (2.173) (1.917) (4.032) (1.949) (2.270) 

Observations 1,747 730 1,017 596 1,151 636 1,111 238 678 474 

 2007 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

-1.128 0.598 -0.136 -0.758 -1.444* -2.095 0.163** -6.545 -0.235* 1.913 

(1.340) (2.919) (1.737) (1.951) (1.490) (1.903) (1.804) (3.334) (1.812) (1.898) 

Observations 1,756 736 1,020 639 1,140 638 1,118 215 671 495 

 

  DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006-2007 

Entrant in 
CS in 2004-
2007 

-0.137 0.009 -0.322 0.418 -0.437 -0.419 0.009 -0.105 -0.935 -0.508 

(0.437) (0.649) (0.551) (0.936) (0.493) (0.597) (0.660) (0.992) (0.714) (0.793) 
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Observations 7,482 2,926 4,556 2,332 5,072 3,552 3,930 844 2,775 2,139 

 

F: Self Efficacy – Work 

  RD Ever Participation 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006 

Ever in CS 0.311 0.841 0.257 0.890 0.079 0.343 0.317 1.093 0.784* -0.753 

 (0.417) (0.793) (0.586) (0.646) (0.465) (0.517) (0.605) (0.713) (0.459) (0.701) 

Observations 2,073 911 1,161 698 1,364 751 1,322 283 792 570 

 2007 

Ever in CS 0.792 0.195 0.903 1.409* 0.307 0.542 1.147 -0.360 0.704 0.785 

 (0.513) (1.054) (0.590) (0.835) (0.520) (0.655) (0.759) (0.998) (0.557) (0.784) 

Observations 2,076 913 1,162 757 1,350 767 1,309 257 784 596 

 

   RD 2002-2003 Cohorts 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

 2006 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

-0.526 0.960 0.117 0.918 0.019 0.189 0.357 0.368 0.593 -0.296 

(0.470) (0.767) (0.525) (0.591) (0.436) (0.510) (0.549) (0.766) (0.458) (0.597) 

Observations 1,746 730 1,016 600 1,147 639 1,107 239 678 472 

 2007 

Entrant in 
CS in 2002-
2003 

0.655 0.587 0.787 0.757 0.425 -0.361 1.197* -0.124 0.508 0.623 

(0.446) (1.044) (0.532) (0.667) (0.488) (0.579) (0.643) (0.907) (0.533) (0.667) 

Observations 1,747 731 1,016 634 1,135 634 1,113 210 668 497 

 

 DD 2004-2006 

 All Rural Urban Female Biparent. 
More 

Educated 
Less 

Educated 
Age 18-

35 
Age 36-

50 
Age 51-

65 

Entrant in 
CS in 2004-
2007 

-0.118 -0.164 -0.057 -0.127 -0.119 -0.450* 0.017 -0.316 -0.444* -0.187 

(0.171) (0.230) (0.255) (0.368) (0.190) (0.260) (0.235) (0.248) (0.262) (0.355) 

Observations 7,463 2,916 4,547 2,320 5,058 3,545 3,918 838 2,771 2,141 

Observations 1,741 725 1,016 631 1,135 635 1,106 215 670 492 
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Table A –Administrative data: Sample construction 

 
Note: (1) Individuals with the same code - "r p c f co" (2000-2006). (2) Excluding missing RUTs); these observations are not 

dropped to onstruct variables in cross-sections. (3) Check to drop repeated individuals. Two observations are equal if they have 

they have the same RUT, DV, gender, date of birth, region, provincia, comuna, folio, year of survey, relationship with head, 

nombre1, nombre2, CAS. Keep only 1 of these. 

  

  CAS FPS 

    2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007/8 

  
Original 
sample 

5,533,785 6,015,872 6,096,875 6,089,529 6,217,378 6,351,410 2,257,216 7,358,093 

Repeated 
observations (1) 

Dropped 2,401 52,861 0 0 0 0 0  

Remain 5,531,384 5,963,011 6,096,875 6,089,529 6,217,378 6,351,410 2,257,216  

 RUTs < 1000 442,548 366,011 312,276 254,246 200,030 172,407 42,476 6,099 

Repeated RUT 
(excluding 
missing RUTs) - 
these are not 
dropped to 
construct 
variables in 
cross-sections 
(2) 

2x 192,798 234,780 230,380 235,628 240,994 266,238 36,224 104,132 

3x 4,710 6,696 6,177 6,684 6,639 8,301 480 21,141 

4x 48 128 124 200 180 244  296 

5x  30 5 15  10   

6x        6 

7x        7 

8x        16 

17x        17 

RUT & ind. 
characteristics 
check: to drop 
repeated 
individuals(2) 

Dropped 300 464 479 464 429 458 284 51 

Remain 

5,531,084 5,962,547 6,096,396 6,089,065 6,216,949 6,350,952 2,256,932 7,358,042 

Families with 
CAS/FPS 
varying  

Dropped 
families 

0 13 0 0 18 105 0 34,019 

Remaining 
obsvervations 

5,531,084 5,962,506 6,096,396 6,089,065 6,216,736 6,350,431 2,256,932 7,145,968 

 
Number of 
families 

1,535,133 1,665,890 1,727,011 1,741,366 1,838,336 1,954,370 725,542 2,344,027 

Unique ID 
constructed to    

              
  

merge within 
CAS-FPS 
waves  

       

 
Individual ID: 
RUT, DV, 

Obervations 
deleted 

595,722 562,036 502,653 451,215 399,539 394,920 59,658 111,227 

date of birth, 
gender 

Remaining 
obsvervations 

4,935,362 5,400,470 5,593,743 5,637,850 5,817,197 5,955,511 2,197,274 7,034,741 
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Figures 

 

Administrative data and Panel Chile Solidario 
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Figure 1 

 

(A) Progression of coverage of Chile Solidario between 2002 and 2005, CAS distribution 

Rural 

 
Urban  

 
 

 

 

Note:  The graphs show the proportion of eligible families as defined by the endogenous and official cutoffs (dashed line). 

Convergence of these two lines shows how endogenous threshold gets close to the official one between 2002 and 2005. The figure 

also shows proportion of families ever attended Chile Solidario up to each year along the distribution of CAS. 

Samples use in figures are families with valid Ficha CAS in each year between 2002 and 2005 and proportion of families eligible 

and participants are computed averaging over a ranges of 20-CAS points.  
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 (B) Progression of coverage of Chile Solidario between 2002 and 2006, FPS distribution 
 

 
 

Note:  The graph shows 2007 eligibility status of families that entered in Chile Solidario between 2002 and 2006 as defined by the 

2007’ official cutoffs (vertical line). Sampled used are families with valid FPS by May 2008 and eligible are computed averaging 

over a ranges of 2500-FPS score points.  
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Figure 2A - CAS over time. 

 

 
 

 
Note: The graphs present mean CAS per quarter of survey. We present one graph for each cohort of Chile Solidario and the 

sample used in each graph are those families whose CAS is at most 20 points below or above the threshold in the municipality of 

residence for each cohort (2002 to 2005). For each cohort we present the average take-up of subsidies over time for those eligible 

and non-eligible to enter the program that cohort. The period of data between the two vertical lines corresponds to the third and 

fourth quarters of 2006 and data in from this period is not used to compute the means. 

 

Figure 2B – Take-up of subsidies. 
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Figure 2C – Employment rate of head. 

 

 
 

Figure 2C – Employment rate of spouse. 
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Figure 2D – House ownership. 

 

 
 

Figure 2E – Log income of head. 
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Figure 2F – Log per capita family income. 
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 Trends Panel Chile Solidario 

Figure 3A – Take-up of subsidies. 

 
 

Figure 3B – Share of adults employed. 
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Figure 3C – Employment rate of head. 

 
 

Figure 3D – Employment rate of spouse. 
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Figure 3E – House ownership. 

 
 

Figure 3F – Share of labor income on total income. 
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Figure 3G – Log income of head. 

 
 

Figure 3H – Log per capita family income. 
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Figure 3I – Poverty. 

 
 

Figure 3J – Extreme Poverty. 
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Figure 4 

Nonparametric Regressions of Participation in Chile Solidario on Distance to (Endogenous) Cutoff 

Data: Ficha CAS (2002 to 2005) 

 

 
 

Note: The continuous lines in this figure present local linear regression estimates of entry in Chile Solidario up to a given year on 

distance to cutoff. Regressions were run separately on both sides of the cutoff and the bandwidth was set to 12. Circles in figures 

represent mean Chile Solidario participation by cell within intervals of 2 CAS-points distance to cutoff. Notes on each graph show 

the estimated discontinuity in entry around each cutoff from 2002 to 2005 (and the respective bootstrapped standard error in 

parenthesis).  Standard errors are estimated by nonparametric bootstrap (1000 replications). 

Sample size used to obtain estimates in each graph are (from top-left to bottom-right graph): 

 

Around 2002 cutoff 232021 

Around 2003 cutoff 288541 

Around 2004 cutoff 312795 

Around 2005 cutoff 330079 
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Figure 5 

 

(A) Nonparametric Regressions of Participation in Chile Solidario  

on Distance to the Endogenous Cutoff 

Data: Panel Chile Solidario 

 

Unweighted Estimates 

 

 
 

Weighted Estimates [substitute with the new graphs with same formatting] 

 

 
Note: The continuous lines in this figure present local linear regression estimates of entry in Chile Solidario up to a given year on 

distance to cutoff using households in Panel Chile Solidario. Regressions were run separately on both sides of the cutoff and the 

bandwidth was set to 15. Notes on each graph show the estimated discontinuity in entry around each cutoff from 2002 to 2005 

(and the respective bootstrapped standard error in parenthesis).  Standard errors are estimated by nonparametric bootstrap (1000 

replications). Information about households’ CAS score and entry in CS is obtained by merging Ficha CAS and Base Puente with 

Panel Chile Solidario  
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(B) Nonparametric Regressions of Participation in Chile Solidario  

on Distance to the Official Cutoff 

Data: Panel Chile Solidario 

 

Unweighted Estimates 

 
 

Weighted Estimates 

 
 

Note: The continuous lines in this figure present local linear regression estimates of entry in Chile Solidario up to a given year on 

distance to official cutoff using households in Panel Chile Solidario. Distance to the official cutoff is determined using the 2003 

CAS. Regressions were run separately on both sides of the cutoff and the bandwidth was set to 15. Notes on each graph show the 

estimated discontinuity in entry around the official cutoff from 2002 to 2005 (and the respective bootstrapped standard error in 

parenthesis).  Standard errors are estimated by nonparametric bootstrap (1000 replications). 

Information about households’ CAS score and entry in CS is obtained by merging Ficha CAS and Base Puente with Panel Chile 

Solidario. 

  

0
.1

.2
.3

.4
.5

.6
.7

.8
.9

1

%

-2 0 -10 0 1 0 20

D istanc e to c utof f  - 2003

S urvey Ye ar 2003

D isc :  0.122 (0.070) .
0

.1
.2

.3
.4

.5
.6

.7
.8

.9
1

%

-2 0 -1 0 0 10 2 0

Dis tan ce  to c utof f  -  2 003

Surve y Y ear  20 07

D is c:  0.07 9(0.06) ,  0.163 (0.06),0.169(0.06),0.135(0.0 7).

B lack: U p  to  2003  E n trants

B lue :  U p  to  2004  E n tran ts

R ed :   Up  to  2006  E ntran ts

G reen : E ve r  in  C S

C u m u la tive  e n try in C S
0

.1
.2

.3
.4

.5
.6

.7
.8

.9
1

%

-2 0 -10 0 1 0 20

D istanc e to c utof f  - 2003

S urvey Ye ar 2003

D isc :  0.045 (0.122) .

0
.1

.2
.3

.4
.5

.6
.7

.8
.9

1
%

-2 0 -1 0 0 10 2 0

Dis tan ce  to c utof f  -  2 003

Surve y Y ear  20 07

D is c:  0.04 5(0.04) ,  0.030 (0.06),0.093(0.06),0.072(0.0 6).

B lack: U p  to  2003  E n trants

B lue :  U p  to  2004  E n tran ts

R ed :   Up  to  2006  E ntran ts

G reen : E ve r  in  C S

C u m u la tive  e n try in C S



 83 

Figure 6 

Density of Endogenous and Official Cutoffs 

Administrative data 

 

 
 

 
 

Note: Graphs show density of endogenous and official cutoff in each year. 
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Figure 7 

Effects of Chile Solidario on Pre-2002 outcomes: Administrative data 

Validity of procedure 

 

Ages 18-35 

 
 

Ages 36-50 

 
Ages 51-65 

 
 

Note: Figures show local linear regressions of employment of head and take-up of public subsidies before 2002 on distance to 

cutoff in 2002 (regressions were ran separately on either side of the cutoff).  Employment of head and take-up of public subsidies 

are defined as “ever employed” or “ever received subsidies” in 2000 or 2001. 
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Figure 8: 

Changes in household headship: Administrative data 

 

(A): by gender head in 2002 

 
(B) by age groups, changes 2002-2005 

 

 
Note: sample of family heads in 2002. The graphs refer to the fraction of family heads (by the relevant 

subgroup) who changed head between 2002 and 2003/4/5.  
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Figure 9: Density of the main psychosocial outcomes  

 

(A) Self efficacy – employment 

 

(B) Self efficacy – school 

 
 

(C) Self esteem 

 
 

 

(D) Psychosocial distress 

 
 

 

(E) Perceived support friends 

 

(F) Perceived support family 
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