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Abstract  

 

Using a quasi-experimental impact evaluation, this thesis explores the impact of 

Juntos, a conditional cash transfer program from Peru, on consumption and utilization of 

basic health services for children and women in childbearing age, and on schooling 

attendance. In this thesis, I use instrumental variable techniques to measure the effect of the 

program in 2007 and 2011. Using annual data from the National Household Survey 

(ENAHO) of the National Institute of Statistics (INEI), I  explore whether the effect of the 

program changed in intensity over time. These findings suggest that there were positive 

significant impacts on the outcomes of interest for 2007. However, the effects were 

more limited in intensity or significance when assessing the program for 2011. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

 

After the results of Mexico’s successful Oportunidades program were published in 2001, 

many governments around the world were encouraged to follow the model of conditional cash 

transfer programs to relieve poverty. Thus, in the last decade most countries of Latin America
1
 

have been using conditional cash transfer (CCT) programs as a core component of their social 

protection plans to reduce intergenerational poverty through the accumulation of human capital, 

which implies improvement in nutritional, education and health conditions of children from 

households in extreme poverty.  In Peru, the conditional cash transfer program is known as 

Programa Nacional de Apoyo Directo a los más Pobres or the Programa Juntos and was 

launched in 2005 (Peru, Ministry of Economics and Finance, 2008) covering 22,550 households 

from 70 districts. 

According to the Ministry of Development and Social Inclusion (MIDIS, 2012), by the end 

of 2011, Juntos covered about 474,000 households in 646 districts. Due to Juntos’ 

administration, which was based on a non-random assignment design, few quantitative impact 

evaluation studies have assessed Juntos’ impact on its objective of reducing poverty. In 2009, the 

World Bank provided methodological assistance to the Peruvian Government through a 

quantitative impact evaluation carried out by Perova and Vakis (2009). The authors concluded 

that Juntos increased the use of infant and maternal health services, as well as schooling 

attendance and registration at the regular basic education level. 

Given the accumulative achievements in health and education, it is expected that the families 

in extreme poverty will also be able to reduce vulnerability in the long term. However, it is 

                                                           
1 See appendix 3: List of Conditional Cash Transfer Countries in Latin America 
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believed that CCT not only affects the households through human capital, but also through their 

consumption and investment decisions. Indeed, an accurate way of measuring changes in the 

standard of living is by assessing the households’ consumption.  

According to Deaton and Zaidi (1999), estimates of real consumption provide a more 

accurate estimation of the households’ standard of living than estimates obtained from real 

income. This can be explained because real income can be much more volatile than consumption 

especially if the households are mainly engaged in agricultural activities, as is the case for most 

families in the rural areas of Peru. Thus, this research explores whether the program’s impacts on 

overall consumption and the utilization of basic health and educational service were sustained 

over time. To this end, the present study assesses the impact of Juntos on Peruvian rural 

households’ expenditure for two years 2007 and 2011.  

 Given that the Juntos program is a relatively new conditional cash transfer program in 

Peru, there have been few quantitative studies carried out to measure its effects. A first initiative 

of impact evaluation of the Juntos program was carried out by Perova and Vakis (2009) and 

Perova and Vakis (2011), the authors used instrumental variable techniques and propensity score 

matching to estimate the impact of Juntos. After identifying the length of participation in the 

program, the authors differentiated the results depending on the amount of time each household 

participated. In both researches, the authors used additional administrative data provided by the 

Juntos program, which allowed the authors to observe how long the benefited households 

participated in the program. Also, both studies were complemented with municipal surveys and 

the health and demography family survey (ENDES).  

 The authors found that the Juntos program increased consumption as well as health 

services and school attendance. These human capital achievements are expected to reduce 

poverty in the benefited families. However, the authors’ impact evaluation carried out in 2009 



3 
 

only measured the first two years of the Juntos program, and Perova and Vakis (2011) measured 

the impact of this program on the same households for three additional years.  

This thesis carries out an impact evaluation by using an instrumental variables technique. The 

main objective of this study is to empirically measure the effects of Juntos on Peruvian rural 

households’ consumption and basic use of health and educational services in two years (2007 

and 2011).  To carry out this evaluation, this study uses the Peruvian National Household Survey 

(ENAHO), and poverty map data published by INEI.  The main contribution of this thesis is to 

provide a complementary research to the quantitative studies mentioned previously by analyzing 

the effect of Juntos during its first and last years, and comparing the results. This study is 

important given that according to the INEI (2012) the rural poverty incidence rate was reduced 

by 18% from 2007 to 2011 and at the same time the Juntos program coverage greatly expanded, 

going from 22,500 households in 2005 to 474,000 households in 2011. Thus, taking into 

consideration the expansion of the program and the rural poverty rate reduction in the last years, 

it is expected to find that the Juntos program’s impact on rural households’ food consumption 

has been reduced over time.  

 This thesis is organized as follows: Chapter 2 presents relevant aspects of the CCT 

programs in general and the Juntos program in particular. The chapter also includes operative 

characteristics of Juntos, and I discuss whether the CCT programs change the levels of 

consumption of the households in extreme poverty over time. Chapter 3 presents a literature 

review about impact evaluations of CCT programs on consumption in Latin America. Chapter 4 

presents a methodological discussion about the empirical quasi-experimental impact evaluation 

strategies. Chapter 5 presents data. Chapter 6 presents the results of the estimations of the CCT 

effects on the consumption and basic use of health and education service. Finally, Chapter 7 

presents conclusions. 
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Chapter 2 

Conditional Cash Transfer Programs in Latin America 

 

In the 1980s, the Latin American socioeconomic context was framed by debt crisis and 

inflation. The structural adjustment programs promoted by the World Bank and the International 

Monetary Fund required, in general terms, a reduction of public expenditure, privatization of 

public industry, price liberalization, and trade reform (Manmohan Agarwal and Dipankar 

Sengupta, 1999). In the 1990s, the social policies were changed from a “universal” approach in 

which social programs are considered as rights and therefore all of the population is qualified to 

benefit, to a “targeting” approach in which beneficiaries are eligible by a selection process 

(Mkandawire, 2005).  These new policies not only were aimed at identifying vulnerable groups 

to improve public expenditure efficiency, but also to provide subsidies to families in poverty 

without, or with less, “bureaucratic”  intermediation (Aramburu 2009). The latter implies 

increasing the expenditure of vulnerable groups through public cash transfers.  

  Since their inception in 1997, conditional cash transfer (CCT) programs have been used 

as a social policy tool to reduce intergenerational poverty. These programs are designed to target 

vulnerable groups, by providing direct cash transfers to the selected families, which are then 

subjected to some requirements related to investment in human capital. These cash transfers are 

also temporary subsidies, which imply an expectation of graduation from the program after a 

period of time (Alcazar 2010).  

After the successful results of Mexico’s Oportunidades program were published in 2001, 

many Latin American governments were encouraged to follow the same model of cash transfer 

programs to relieve poverty. According to Fiszbein and Schady (2009), in only ten years, the 

interest about conditional cash transfer programs grew enormously around the world. Indeed, in 
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the same publication, the authors showed a map (Figure 1) that illustrated how fast these 

innovative social protection programs, which were initiated in Latin America in 1997 and 

Bangladesh in 1994, were successfully implemented in other continents by 2008.   

In general, the CCT programs’ objectives can be categorized into two groups. The first 

objective is to increase school attendance and use of the formal educational system. The second 

objective is to improve the benefited families’ access to health and nutritional services. 

Additionally, in countries such as Nicaragua, Mexico and Honduras, the CCT programs allocated 

part of their budget to reinforce the supply of health and educational services in benefited areas 

(Rawling et al. 2003). Thus, an accurate identification of the group of interest and an efficient 

targeting and coverage of CCT programs are crucial elements to guarantee the achievement of 

their objectives.  

In Latin America, many CCT programs use a geographical approach to detect the vulnerable 

population that is eligible to receive the program. Each of these countries may use different 

sources of information such as poverty maps, national census, etc. Also, they use diverse scales 

of operation
2
, and Proxy-Means for targeting at the household level. Such estimations are used to 

select eligible households (Fiszbein et al. 2009), to decrease leakage and under-coverage. 

According to Del Valley and Alfageme (2009), leakage is defined as a measure of the degree of 

inefficiency; it indicates the percentage of the beneficiaries of a program that are not qualified to 

participate in the program (Error of targeting type I). On the other hand, under-coverage is 

defined as an indicator of the ineffectiveness of the program; this measurement shows the 

percentage of population that is eligible to receive the program, but that does not benefit from it 

(Error of targeting type II).   

                                                           
2 National, regional and in some cases on specific vulnerable groups.  
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In addition, as can be seen from Figure 2 - a graph showing CCT beneficiaries as proportion 

of total population by country in Latin America and Caribbean – more than half of the Latin 

American and Caribbean countries provide CCT programs to more than 20% of their total 

population. 

Overall, the CCT programs in Latin America have shown a positive impact on the demand 

for infant and maternal health services, as well as schooling attendance and registration at the 

basic education level (Fiszbein and Schady, 2009). However, according to Rawling et al (2003), 

there is a need to explore further the effects of the CCT on benefited families’ decisions, as well 

as to assess whether the CCT programs’ impacts are sustained over time.  

Characteristics of the Juntos Program 

 

After the successful experiences of Brazil and Mexico in the late 1990s, CCT programs 

rapidly became very popular in Latin America. In Peru, this welfare program was launched in 

2005 and was called Programa Nacional de Apoyo Directo a los más Pobres or Programa 

Juntos, which was created by Supreme Decree N 032-2005-PCM and modified later by the 

Supreme Decree N 062- 2005-PCM. According to this last regulation, the program Juntos has 

the following objective: 

  “The National Program of Direct Support to the Poorest - "JUNTOS" is intended to offer 

direct transfers in favor of the poorest families from the urban and rural populations. The 

program will provide to the beneficiaries families health care, nutrition, education benefits and 

identity registration which are aimed at ensuring preventive health and nutrition for maternal-

infant population, schooling attendance as well as national identity.”  

Since its first introduction, the main objective of the Juntos program was to offer support to 

families who live in extreme poverty by generating enough human capital to ameliorate 
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intergenerational poverty. Thus, in 2011, the Peruvian government offered S/. 200 Nuevos Soles
3
 

every two months; this amount was given to the female head of household or the female spouse 

of the head of household 
4
 who were selected by the program. This transfer represented 11% and 

10% of the eligible households’ income in 2007 and 2011 respectively.  

The Peruvian government changed the frequency of payment in 2010. From 2005 to 2010, 

the transfer amount was S/. 100 Nuevos Soles monthly. According to the National Bank in Peru 

(National Bank, 2010)
 

this change was intended to reduce administrative costs for the 

Government as well as transaction costs for the benefited families. However, there is no evidence 

that this change in the frequency of the payment from monthly to once every two months has had 

any effect on households’ management resources or participation over time.  

Participation in Juntos is subject to conditions that require involvement of family members in 

health and nutritional social programs, as well as national identity registration and schooling 

attendance for children between 6 and 14. Currently, all these conditions are verified quarterly, 

and involve the following specific areas: 

¶ Health: Complete vaccination, worming, reception and consumption of vitamin 

supplements for children up to 5 years of age, pre- and post-natal check-ups for 

women, educational talks to women to improve nutritional habits and the use of 

chlorine tablets for water purification.    

¶ Nutrition: check-ups for growth and development for children up to 5 years of age, 

participation in El Programa de Alimentación Complementaria para Grupos de 

Mayor Riesgo (PACFO) (infants 3-36 months of age).  

                                                           
3 It was a monthly transfer of S/.100 Nuevos Soles (approximately US$30) from 2005 to 2010. In 2010, the transfer became bimonthly for an 
amount of S/.200 (approximately US$60) Nuevos Soles. http://www.juntos.gob.pe/?p=25167 
4 It is important to clarify that the household does not have to be headed by a woman in order to receive the transfer.  Also, although in Peru 
both spouses are considered equally to be the heads of household, in rural areas is likely that households are headed only by men. In those 
cases it is the spouse of the male head who receives the transfer. 

http://www.juntos.gob.pe/?p=25167
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¶ Education: Minimum 85% schooling attendance of children between 6 and 14 years.  

¶ Identity: participation in the program “Mi nombre”, a partnership program between 

The Ministry of Women and Social Development (MIMDIS) and The National 

Register of Identity and Marital Status (RENIEC) whose objective is to provide 

national identification card to children and adults without birth certificates or national 

identity document (DNI).  

The general operative characteristics are as follows: 

¶ To be eligible as a participant in the Juntos program, the family members should 

include children younger than 14 years or expectant mothers regardless of the 

number of family members. 

¶ In the selected households, the mothers are recognized as the household’s 

representatives. They sign an agreement, including the aforementioned 

conditionalities, to formalize their participation in the program for a maximum of 

4 years. The fulfillment of the conditionalities is evaluated quarterly by the Juntos 

authorities. 

¶ Juntos is a temporary program that lasts 4 consecutive years. This program may 

be extended for up to four additional years with staggered decreasing payments 

(20% less each year) as long as the beneficiary families remain in extreme 

poverty. 

 According to Alcazar (2010), the graduation strategy is being redefined in the “New 

Guide Program Operations”, developed by the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), given 

that the expected graduation time (4 years) does not guarantee that families have overcome 

vulnerability to shocks that could reverse the progress made by the program. Indeed, this is 

corroborated by official information 
 
(MIDIS, 2013), because the first beneficiaries of Juntos 
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were scheduled to graduate in 2013. However, since the program was launched in 2005, no 

families have actually graduated.  

 According to Minaya (MIDIS, 2013),  despite the fact that the Juntos program includes 

among its characteristics a strategy of graduation, the guidelines for this were not defined and 

graduation was not enforced until 2013.  Therefore, no benefited households were eliminated 

from the program if they did not comply with the conditions. Because no dismissals were 

enforced by the program, it can be said that in 2011 eligible households were closely related to 

benefited households, which is important to keep in mind for the interpretation of the program 

evaluation 

Household Selection of the Juntos Program 

The households are selected considering geographical targeting, Proxy-Means testing of 

poverty, and civil participation.  The selection process includes three stages (Aramburu 2009): 

Geographical Targeting  

The first selection is at the district level and is used to identify the districts with the highest 

prevalence of poverty. The factors used are to identify these districts include the following: 

¶ Incidence and severity of poverty based on poverty map INEI.  

¶ Children (6 to 9 years) chronic malnutrition rate based on School Census of weight and 

height collected by the Ministry of Education. 

¶ Indicators of unsatisfied basic necessities (NBI) based on National Census INEI. 

¶ Incidence of political violence. This report was provided by the Comisión de la Verdad y 

Reconciliación to identify areas that were affected by violence during 1980 – 1990. 

 To calculate an index for the first year (2005) each one of the four criteria (MEF, 2008) 

was weighted by 0.25. From 2007 the weights changed to 0.3 for children’s (6 to 9 years) 
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chronic malnutrition rate based on School Census of weight and height collected by the Ministry 

of Education, 0.3333 for people affected by political violence based on the Survey from El 

Programa de Apoyo al Repoblamiento, 0.1 for the incidence of monetary poverty from the 

poverty map from INEI, 0.1 for severity of the monetary poverty from the poverty map from 

INEI, and 0.167 for the average indicator of unsatisfied basic necessities (NBI) based on the 

National Census (INEI). 

Individual Targeting 

 This selection is at the household level and is based on demographic and socioeconomic 

information collected through a household census carried out by INEI to estimate the poverty 

probability. The INEI use this information to create an algorithm, which is used to select 

potential beneficiary households. This algorithm is determined by a logit model that estimates 

the probability to be poor or not poor.  This predicted probability is called the Proxy-Means 

score and is compared to a threshold.  Those households with scores higher than the threshold 

are considered eligible in this stage of the process. 

Community Validation.  

 This stage is used to confirm the accuracy of the previous household selections. The local 

Juntos officer meets with the community, community authorities, Ministry of Health, Education, 

Reduction Poverty round-table and the Supervision and Transparency Local Committee to 

validate, or invalidate, the participation in the program of the households selected in the previous 

stage. Once the selection has been carried out, the female head of household or the female spouse 

of the head of household signs an official agreement and presents the admission requirements: 

ID, birth certificate of household members up to 14, and copy of Integral Health Insurance (SIS) 

membership.  
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Coverage of the Juntos Program 

 

 Since the late 1990s, Peru has been reporting higher economic growth rates than its 

historical average. This growth has focused mainly on traditional export sectors such as mining, 

hydrocarbons and to a lesser extent, agriculture (Hausmann and Klinger, 2008). However, the 

Asian and Russian financial crisis of 1998-1999 triggered a prolonged recession in Peru during 

the years 1998-2001 (Jimenez 2012); in this period the levels of poverty and inequality grew in 

several regions of the country. According to Zegarra (2009), during the period of the recession 

(1998 - 2001), the rural poverty rate increased from 60% in 1998 to 70% in 2001. This trend was 

reversed during a period of high economic growth (2002-2006) in which poverty fell again to 

60% of the rural population. 

 Given this context, in 2005, there was a need to expand social public investment through 

direct public transfers to households from the poorest regions of the country. Thus, the program 

Juntos was launched that year with a budget of 120 Million of Nuevos Soles (MIDIS, 2011) 

(around $40 million American dollars). At the end of its first year, Juntos reached 22,550 

households in 70 districts from four of the poorest Departamentos of Peru
5
. After that, the 

program grew exponentially both in terms of number of households and social investment as can 

be seen from Figure 3. Thus, in 2011 the program was extended to more than 470,000 

households and 646 districts with a budget of around 625 million Nuevos Soles (approximately 

$208 million American dollars).  

 Despite the expansion of Juntos over the last 7 years, which led to expanded health, 

nutritional and educational service to the poorest households of the country, there are still 

problems related to coverage. One of the most common problems is the exclusion of households 

in extreme poverty that do not satisfy the demographic criteria such as having a pregnant woman 

                                                           
5 Ayacucho, Huanuco, Huancavelica and Apurimac 
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or having children of school age. This problem of exclusion has been addressed by other CCT 

programs. According to CEPAL (2007), Mexico has relaxed eligibility restrictions based on 

demographic composition, and Chile does not use demographic criteria, which allows all 

indigent households, regardless of their composition, to participate in the program. 

 According to the Ministry of Economy and Finance in Peru (MEF, 2011), the Peruvian 

Government attempted to extend the program to those districts where more than 50% of the 

population is under the poverty line as can be seen from Figure 4. Thus, Juntos is aiming to 

achieve coverage of a total of 995 districts in 2013, and more than 1000 districts in 2014. On the 

other hand, given the importance that Juntos has garnered in the context of Peruvian social 

policy, there are some concerns about the mechanisms that allow the benefited households to 

graduate from the program. As mentioned previously, Juntos is a temporary program that lasts 4 

years, after which the families are re-evaluated, and in the event of remaining in a condition of 

extreme poverty, the families continue participating in the program with staggered decreasing 

payments (20% less each year).   

 However, this strategy seems to be more concerned with the time spent by the families in 

the program rather than the risk to the families of remaining in a vulnerable status. According to 

Alcazar (2010), it is important to redefine the program’s approach in order to develop an 

effective graduation strategy. Thus, there is a need to establish whether the CCT program’s main 

objective is to increase human capital accumulation, or achieve a minimum income scheme in a 

determined period of time. 
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Chapter 3 

 

Literature Review 

 

        Since their creation in the late 1990s, conditional cash transfer programs aimed to reduce 

the level of poverty through the generation of human capital. Currently, in Latin America there 

are 18 CCT programs, although they may vary in terms, targeting mechanisms, and 

conditionalities, all of them are aimed at increasing consumption in the short term and fostering 

human capital accumulation in the long term.  

Given that CCT programs are targeted to the population in extreme poverty, it is important 

to analyze whether these programs are alleviating liquidity restraints and affecting household 

consumption decisions over time. Indeed, impact evaluations carried out in different countries of 

Latin America agreed that CCT programs significantly increased household consumption, 

especially food consumption, in the short term. For instance, Hoddinott et al. (2000) found that 

Progresa beneficiary families who participated in the program since 1997 had augmented their 

average food consumption by 10.6% by 1999. These results are consistent with those found by 

Attanasio and Mesnard (2006) in Colombia. According to the authors, benefited families from 

Familias en Accion increased their food consumption by 15% after participating in the program 

for one year. 

In Brasil, Oliveira et al (2007) found that the benefited families from Bolsa Familia 

increased significantly their total expenditures in comparison with the control group, and these 

differences were higher in extreme poverty groups. Similarly, a survey carried out by the 

Instituto Brasileiro de Análises Sociais e Econômicas (IBASE) in 2007 found that 87% of 5,000 

heads of households interviewed considered food expenditure as a priority for the use of the 
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transfer received, followed by school supplies (46%), and clothing (37%). In addition, the 

positive impact on consumption seems to be higher in families with lower income.  

Similar results were found in Guatemala, according to Romero et al (2009)’s survey of 

benefited families from the program Mi Familia Progresa; 94.5% of the interviewed households 

said that the main use of the transfer was allocated to food consumption followed by school 

supplies (65%) and clothing (44.5%). These results are consistent with what was found in 

Colombia; after consumption of food, Familias en Action beneficiary families increased their 

consumption of children's clothing (clothing and footwear) and education (in urban areas) 

(Attanasio and Mesnard, 2006, p. 14). In other countries like Paraguay, Vera Soares, Perez Rivas 

and Issamu Hirata (2008) found that households in extreme poverty that participated in the 

Tekoporâ program pilot
6
 increased their levels of per capita consumption by between 13% and 

21% compared to the non-benefited households.  Likewise, similar findings were shown in the 

case of Bolsa Escola of Brazil, which had an increase in the consumption of products for 

personal care (Hermeto et al, 2007. Neither in Brazil (Hermeto et al, 2007), nor in Colombia 

(Attanasio and Mesnard, 2005), nor in Paraguay (Veras Soares et al, 2008) were there any 

indications that households spent more on alcohol or tobacco when they belonged to a CCT.  

In Nicaragua, Maluccio (2010) carried out research based on a panel survey with 

observations before and after program execution. This study concluded that the benefited 

families from the Red de Protección Social program allocated a great part
7
 of the transfer to 

consumption in the short run; indeed, transfers received in the past did not have any impact on 

current consumption. According to the author, this is an expected result because part of the 

                                                           
6 The database used in this research comes from a household survey that took place between January and April 2007 in the districts where the 
pilot program began and in two districts where the program did not start. 
7 The assessment of the marginal propensity of consumption out of transfers is greater than one (1.037). According to the author it seems that 

transfers had a small multiplier effect on consumption expenditures. 
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program objectives was to foster food and human capital expenditures from benefited families. 

On the other hand, Barham, Macours, Maluccio (2013) used a randomized stage of the Red de 

Protección Social program in Nicaragua to estimate the long-term effects on educational 

attainment and learning for boys, measured 10 years after the program was launched. The 

authors found that the short-term program impact of a half year persisted after the end of the 

program and into early adulthood.  

In the case of Progresa, this program also had impact on the consumption of clothing for 

children as well as a decrease of consumption associated with transportation and medical 

expenses (Hoddinott, Skoufias and Washburn, 2000). In Rubalcava, Teruel and Thomas (2009), 

the authors compared households that received the transfer to households with the same level of 

income, but which did not receive the transfer. It was found that Progresa impacted the balance 

of power within the home in favor of women, who made consumption decisions in favor of 

spending on children’s needs, in particular children’s clothes. 

The literature shows that conditional cash transfer programs in Latin America have 

remarkable impact on households’ decision expenditure. Given that most of the programs have 

as conditionality the improvement in the participation of human capital investment, it is 

important to study whether these effects are sustainable or fade over time. Thus, this research 

presents the impact of the Juntos program on consumption, education and health obtained in 

2007, only two years after the program was launched, and compare these results with those 

found in 2011.  
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Chapter 4 

 

Impact Evaluation Methodologies 

 
The main objective of a social program’s impact evaluation is to identify the effects of a 

social intervention (policy, program or project) on the welfare of a specific population (Shahidur 

et al 2010). The ideal way to observe these effects is through random experiments, in which the 

effect of “T” (a causal variable, or treatment variable) is isolated on “Y” (an effect variable), 

controlling for any other factors that affect “Y”. Thus, the potential outcomes of “Y” could be 

observed under different values of “T”.  However, to effectively isolate any factor that affects the 

potential results, one must observe what would have occurred to the beneficiaries if they had not 

received the program. Given that it is not possible to observe the same group with and without 

receiving the program, it is necessary to construct a counterfactual scenario. Therefore, the 

intervention effect can be defined as Y1,i – Y0,i, which is fundamental to determine causal 

inference.  

The impact evaluation empirical literature has developed diverse methodologies to build 

counterfactual scenarios for the analysis of causality.  However, all of these methodologies are 

subject to specific assumptions, which are needed to obtain valid conclusions about the effect of 

the social intervention. 

If a social program is aimed at affecting the variable “Y” of an individual or household, it 

is defined “Ti=1” if the social agent participates in the program (treatment group) and “Ti=0” if 

he or she does not participate in the program (control group), therefore the potential results of the 

interest variable can be defined as Yi(1) and Yi(0) for participants and non-participants 

respectively. If Yi(0) is used as the counterfactual of the participants’ results, the program’s 

average effect can be represented by the following equation. 
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                     ATE = [E (Yi (1) | Ti = 1) - E (Yi (0) | Ti = 1)]                                      (1) 

 However, if the participant and non-participant groups do not have similar characteristics 

prior to the intervention, it is possible that such differences may influence the potential results of 

Yi (1) and Yi (0); thus, it is likely that the estimation of the program average effect includes a 

selection bias.  

D = ATE + [E(Yi(0)|Ti=1) - E (Yi(0)|Ti=0)]                                      (2) 

 Thus, [E(Yi(0)|Ti=1) - E(Yi(0)|Ti=0)] would be the selection bias term. In general, the 

diverse impact evaluation methodologies seek to reduce this bias by using different assumptions 

depending on the experimental design.  

 The methods used to assess an intervention can be divided in two groups: experimental 

and quasi-experimental. In the case of the experimental method, randomization is used to select 

the counterfactual group within a group of households eligible to participate in the program prior 

to receiving the treatment; thus, the selection bias is eliminated.  

 The quasi-experimental methods are subdivided based on the assumptions underlying the 

causes of selection bias. This bias depends on the kind of selection the program uses to identify 

its target population. Therefore, the selection bias can be based on observable (characteristics 

that can be estimated from the data) or unobservable characteristics (“unknown” factors that 

decide participation in the program).  

Using selection on observables assumes that the selection bias is based on beneficiaries’ 

observable characteristics such as socioeconomic conditions, levels of education, gender, and 

age. Under this assumption, the evaluation approaches that are appropriate to estimate the 

average treatment effect (ATE) are multivariate regression and propensity score matching. The 

propensity score matching (PSM) method uses a statistical model to calculate the probability of 
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participation based on a set of observable characteristics. Once a score is allocated to participants 

and non-participants, participants are matched with non-participants who have similar scores.  

If the selection bias is based on unobservable characteristics, the evaluation can be carried 

out by using double difference, instrumental variable, or regression discontinuity methods. The 

main assumption of double differences is that unobservable aspects defining selection are 

stationary over time; therefore selection bias would not affect the final results. The instrumental 

variables method is used to estimate participation by using “instruments” that are related with the 

selection of the beneficiaries, but not with the outcome of interest. Regression discontinuity 

estimators (R D) use exogenous rules to define selection into the program. For instance, some 

households may be selected to participate in a particular program given the demographic 

characteristics of the households (children under the age of 15, pregnant women in the 

household, or adults older than 70). This external eligibility rule determines a participation 

threshold that will allow us to compare those who marginally participated in the program 

(treatment group) with those who marginally did not qualify to participate in the program. 

The main objective of all these evaluation designs is to compare participants and non-

participants keeping selection processes constant. The acceptability of the results obtained by 

using quasi-experimental methods relies on how well the model is specified. 

The program Juntos did not incorporate an experimental design that allows for a rigorous 

impact evaluation. Therefore, an appropriate alternative is a quasi-experimental evaluation, 

which allows for the selection bias to be reduced through the construction of a selection model. 

 This model compares the potential results of a beneficiary group with a non-beneficiary 

group, keeping constant the allocation process to establish a counterfactual scenario and obtain a 

rigorous impact evaluation. Given the set of quasi-experimental econometrics techniques, there 

are some data limitations that should be taken into consideration to choose an unbiased method. 
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For instance, in the case of double-difference estimators, a baseline carried out before the 

program was launched, and also post program implementation data are needed. The ENAHO 

“panel
8
” data is a discontinuous household survey taken every four years, with the last one for 

the period 2007 – 2011. Given that the Juntos program was launched in 2005, the last ENAHO 

panel data does not allow us to build a baseline previous to this year. Indeed, the ENAHO 

specifically identifies beneficiaries of Juntos only recently, since 2007. 

This study will carry out an impact evaluation of the Juntos program by using cross-

sectional data sets for the years 2007 and 2011. Given that a community validation is needed to 

complete the process of the beneficiaries’ selection, it is likely that non-observable factors are 

considered by the community to finally choose the benefited households. Therefore, there is a 

selection bias created by non-observable characteristics. One method that can be used to evaluate 

the program Juntos is a method designed to control for the bias due to non-observable 

characteristics: instrumental variables (IV). In this study, the instrument is the intersection 

between two dummy variables The first of them is Di,j = 1 if the district j has Juntos, and the 

household i belongs to this district, otherwise Di,j = 0. The second dummy is Ei,j =1 if the 

household i, that belongs to the district j, is eligible to participate in the program, which means 

that the value of the Proxy-Means score is equal or higher than 0.645 (World Bank, 2007), 

otherwise Ei,j =0. This method compares Juntos beneficiaries to non-beneficiaries who live in the 

same district.  

Due to data limitations, this study does not have access to administrative data that allows 

us to identify households that are included in the program’s expansion plans in districts that have 

never received the program. Instead, the identification of the households is based on eligibility.  

                                                           
8
 This unbalanced panel does not have information about the Juntos program for all the four periods of the survey. The survey was not 

designed as a panel. However, because of the way the sample was selected, a high proportion of households in a cluster were chosen each 
wave. By chance, a very small number of households can be followed over time. Some households were not encountered again, while others 
were not included in one year, but appear again in another wave. 
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In other words, given that eligible households are more closely related to benefited households, 

this study identifies the households that are eligible to receive the Juntos program and measures 

the impact of being an eligible household on consumption, educational and health services.  
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Chapter 5 

 

The Data 

 
The analysis units are those households that participated in the Juntos program (treatment 

group) in 2007 and 2011 and all those households that were not benefited by the program 

(control group). The comparison between these two groups is valid as long as we controlled by 

socioeconomic variables of the household, Proxy-Means score and district poverty variables.  

According to the program Juntos, the number of beneficiaries was about 353,000 

households in 2007, and 474,000 households in 2011. By using the data base of the National 

Household Survey (ENAHO), it is possible to identify 1,248 households that participated in the 

Juntos program in 2007 and 2,062 households in 2011.  Thus, ENAHO is the main source of 

information for the present research.  

A set of dependent variables related to consumption were constructed using education, 

health, expenditure and other sections of the 2007 and 2011 ENAHO surveys . In addition, more 

than 8,600 rural households were identified out of which more than 1,000 participated in the 

Juntos program in 2007, and 1,958 out of 9,744 rural households participated in 2011. Table 1 

presents the number of beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries households in ENAHO 2007 and 

2011, and the beneficiaries’ households as proportion of the total households in the rural and 

urban areas.  

Also, it is worth noting that from 2007, the ENAHO survey explicitly includes questions 

about participation in Juntos program. The specific question is “in the last six months, did you 

receive any public or private transfers, for example, Juntos program transfers?” If the informant 

answered “yes,” he or she was asked whether the transfer source was from Juntos, or not. 
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Therefore, the main explanatory variable was used as a dichotomous variable, which is 1 if the 

household participated in Juntos and received the transfer and 0 otherwise.  

However, these data did not include temporary questions that would have allowed us to 

identify how long the families had been participating in Juntos, or whether their families had 

been penalized and did not receive the benefit for a period of time. Also relevant questions to 

measure the impact of Juntos were not complemented with timing questions. For instance, when 

asking whether a child “received vaccination in the last three months,” there was no other 

question that allowed us to see whether the child / mother vaccination was on schedule for those 

months.   

Despite ENAHO’s limitations when analyzing Juntos, this survey provided relevant 

information about household human capital, dwelling characteristics, income and expenditure 

and food assistance. Our study complemented this information with poverty maps from the 2007 

and 2009 National Censuses to determine the incidence and severity of poverty at the district 

level. Descriptive statistics for the consumption regressions for both years are presented in Table 

2 and Table 3; as can be seen from these tables, household characteristics in 2007 varied slightly 

from household characteristics in 2011. For instance, the average age of the head of household 

was 48.9 in 2007 and 51.5 in 2011, also on average 24% of the households had a woman as head 

of household in 2007, and 26% of the households were leaded by a woman in 2011, also the 

maximum years of women’s education on average was 5.15 in 2007 and 5.20 in 2011.  

 As shown in the descriptive statistics tables (Table 2 and Table 3), the household sample 

of 2011 has a higher percentage having connection to basic services.  For example, 64.6% of the 

households had in-house water supply in 2007, this percentage slightly increased to 68.6% of the 

households in 2011. Also, 77% of the household sample had a connection to a sewerage system 

in 2007; the same service reached coverage of 83.45% of the households in 2011. In addition, 
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76.2% of the households sampled had in-house electricity supply in 2007, and 84.9% of the 

household sample of ENAHO 2011 had connection to this service. Finally, the level of property 

ownership was 71.9% of the household sample in 2007, and 75.0% of the household sample 

reported property ownership in 2011. 

Monetary poverty slightly fell between 2007 and 2011. The 2007 household survey 

showed a 43.0 poverty incidence rate compared to a 38.6 poverty incidence rate in 2011. Also, 

the poverty severity rate fell from 6.79 for the households sample in 2007, to 5.27 for the 

households sample in 2007.  

In addition, there is evidence of a reduction in monetary poverty in the rural area. For 

instance, according to INEI (2012), the rural poverty incidence rate went from 74% in 2007 to 

56% in 2011. This reduction in rural poverty may also affect the interpretation of results when 

analyzing the impact of Juntos, which has higher coverage in rural areas. 

Methodology  

There are two aspects of the Juntos program that call into question the assumption that 

selection into the program is based only on observable characteristics. First of all, given that the 

selection process of the beneficiaries involves a community validation, it is likely that the 

community follows non-observable characteristics to determine households’ participation in the 

program. Second, it is possible that, given the conditionalities of health and education established 

by the program, the treatment itself can be considered an endogenous household decision.       

 Therefore, our instrument will be a household’s opportunity to participate in Juntos, 

which is dependent upon two aspects.  First, the program must be available in the district, and 

second, the household must be eligible to receive Juntos, which is determined by having a proxy 

mean score higher than 0.645 (World Bank, 2007).  
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Household’s eligibility is an endogenous variable because it is based on a final 

community decision. On the other hand, according to Perova and Vakis (2011), the decision to 

assign Juntos in some specific districts has an exogenous component because it depends on 

logistic arrangements of the fieldwork operator of the INEI. Our instrument is the interaction of 

these two factors.  In Perova and Vakis (2011), this interaction is determined as follows: The first 

of them is Di,j = 1 if the district j has Juntos, and the household i belongs to this district. The 

second dummy is Ei,j =1 if the household i, that belongs to the district j, is eligible to participate 

in the program, which means that the value of the Proxy-Means score is equal or higher than 

0.645 (World Bank, 2007). 

 Given that probability estimates are used as an eligibility criterion at the household level 

(Fiszbein et al 2009), the Proxy-Means scores were generated based on the Algorithm for 

Calculating the Probability of Poverty (World Bank, 2007). The Proxy-Means calculation is 

determined by a Logistic regression: 

Logit Y = α + βX + μ 

 

Y, is a dummy variable defined as: Poor =1, Not poor =0
9
  

Furthermore, α is a constant, X is a set of socioeconomic exogenous variables, and  μ represents 

the error term 
10

.  

 Once this logistic model allocates the poverty probability for each household, the 

aforementioned threshold is used to determine the potential beneficiaries of the program. This 

study uses the same method as Perova and Vakis (2011) to construct an instrumental variable. 

                                                           
9 This variable is included in the National Household Survey (ENAHO) from the National Institute of Statistics (INEI) . The INEI consider as poor to 
those households whose expenditure is under the poverty line.  Características y Factores Determinantes de la Pobreza en el Perú, INEI (2000) 
10 In Appendix 1, the variables used to calculate the Proxy-Means are described. 
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Thus, our instrument is the interaction between these two dummy variables (Di,j and Ei,j), which 

components include the eligibility score and district participation in Juntos.  

 In our model, Xi is a vector with socioeconomic characteristics related to the variable of 

interest. Ti is a binary variable that is equal to 1 when the household i is benefited by the program 

and Ti equal to 0 otherwise. The estimation of the first stage regression is given by the following 

equation: 

Ti,j = α0 + α1D i,j* Ei,j + α2Xi,j + μ i,j                                                             (3) 

Yi,j = β0 + β1T i,j + β2Xi,j + ε i,j                                                                        (4) 

Throughout the instrumentation of (4) by (3), we obtain the following equation: 

Yi,j = β0 + β1(Ὕ) + β2Xi,j + ε i,j                                                                                   (5) 

Ὕ is the predicted treatment from (3). It reflects the part of the treatment affected only by 

D i,j* Ei,j., and by the control variables. In other words, the predicted treatment includes only 

exogenous variation. 

Through the instrumentation of (4) by (3), the initial correlation of T with the error term 

is eliminated. Thus, under the assumption cov (T, D i,j* Ei,j) ≠ 0 and cov (D i,j* Ei,j , ε) = 0, the 

instrumental variable method offers a consistent estimation of the impact of program.  

By using instrumental variables, this research will assess the impact of Juntos on overall 

consumption, as well as on the use of basic health and nutritional services. This method will 

compare beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries who live in the same district. To be considered as a 

valid instrument (Z), an exclusion restriction should be fulfilled; this means that the instrument 

should be strongly correlated with the endogenous variable (E[Ti|zi] ≠0) and only correlated with 

the variable of interest through such a regressor (E[µi|zi]=0). Then, (Z) can extract the variability 
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of the allocation of the treatment that is not correlated with µi, and it is associated with the 

variability of “Y” related to “Z”. 

Thus, the estimators are calculated in two stages. In the first stage, the endogenous 

variable (i.e. participation in the Juntos program) is regressed on all the exogenous variables, 

including the instrument.  In other words, T is regressed on Z by using OLS, as a result of this 

we obtain the predicted value of the endogenous variable ( ╣ ). Then, the second stage regression 

includes the predicted value of the endogenous variable ( ╣ ) instead of the endogenous variable 

itself. This means that in the second stage we use OLS to regress Y on ╣ to obtain ἢIV. 

 The ivregress command in STATA supports estimation throughout two-stage least 

squares (2SLS). To compute 2SLS estimates, we use the 2sls option, so that the command is in 

effect ivregress 2sls. By using this command in STATA, we are estimating the two-stages 

described above.   

 In addition, after using ivregress 2sls, the command ivendog is used to test for 

endogeneity. This command follows the methodologies of Wu-Hausman test and Durbin-Wu-

Hausman test, and performs an F-test and chi-square test to verify endogeneity. The null 

hypothesis is that the treatment variable is exogenous, and therefore estimation by the OLS 

method would be adequate. In case the hypothesis cannot be accepted, the IV method should be 

used to estimate the model (Khandker et al 2010). 

 Also, according to Khandker et al (2010), when the endogenous regressor is binary, it is 

recommended to use the treatreg command in Stata. This command estimates two regressions 

and assumes that the two error terms are normally distributed. The first equation is estimated 

using probit regression to predict the probability of treatment. The second is a linear or a probit 

regression for the outcome variable.  
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 According to Austin (2007) although the treatreg estimator offers improved efficiency, 

there is a greater chance of misspecification error, and the estimators become inconsistent if the 

distributional assumptions are not justified, for example if the errors are heteroskedastic. In 

addition, Angrist and Pischke (2009) recommend using two-stage least squares estimations 

(2SLS) when the endogenous variable is binary. The authors shows that in cases where the 

endogenous variable is a dummy variable, it is likely that the conditional expectation function 

E(Ti| Xi, Zi) is nonlinear. However, by using 2SLS, we are actually using the nonlinear fitted 

values as “instruments” when using Ὕi as an instrument for Ti  in the causal model of interest.  

 This thesis used the command ivregress 2sls in STATA, and the command ivendog to test 

for endogeneity and determine whether the OLS or IV method is more accurate. 
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Chapter 6 

Results and Discussion 

 

The bimonthly transfer received by the Juntos beneficiaries constitutes a significant part 

of their household income. For 2007, this transfer was more than 20% of the income per capita 

of households of rural areas in extreme poverty (Table 4). However in 2011, the transfer 

represented only 16% of the income per capita of households of rural areas and in extreme 

poverty.  As can be seen from Table 4,  the monthly income of households in extreme poverty 

raised by slightly more than 50%, by going from S/. 76 Nuevos Soles in 2007 to S/. 116 Nuevos 

Soles in 2011
11

.  This is consistent with the results found when exploring the effect of Juntos on 

consumption in 2007 and 2011. To preview the findings, it turns out that Juntos had a 

remarkable positive impact on food and non-food consumption, health and educational services 

during its first years (2007).  

Nevertheless, when analyzing the effect of Juntos in 2011, the findings are limited to 

impact on non-food consumption, and some health services for children under five years of age 

and women in childbearing age. The reduction in the effect of Juntos in 2011 may be explained 

by the fall of the rural poverty rate which dropped from 74% in 2007 to 56% in 2011 (INEI, 

2012). Thus, in 2011 given that consumption was becoming less of a constraint in Peruvian rural 

households, it is not surprising to find that the Juntos program had no significant statistical effect 

on food consumption, but a, albeit limited, impact on the utilization of health services for 

children and women.  

In order to measure the impact of Juntos on consumption, health and education services, 

this study uses an IV methodology.  As previously discussed, to be a valid instrument, the 

                                                           
11 The monthly income per-capita as well as the monetary transfer from Juntos are not adjusted for inflation.  
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instrumental variable should be correlated with the endogenous variable, and it should not be 

correlated with the error term. In the first stage of the regressions, the instrument is significant in 

each one of the tables. Thus, the instrument is highly correlated with the instrumented variable 

(Juntos) and satisfies the first condition. On the other hand, the interaction of these dummy 

variables is not correlated with the error term, given that it was controlled by the Proxy-Means 

score and by the components that determine the poverty level of the districts.  

Consumption 

 

The analysis for 2007 showed that the Juntos program had a positive and significant 

effect on all consumption variables. For instance, as can be seen from Table 5, looking at the 

preferred instrumental variables results, the participation in Juntos has an effect of 32% on 

monthly per capita overall consumption with a statistical significance at the 0.1% level. Also, in 

the case of non-food expenditure, the results show that the households that participate in Juntos 

increased their monthly per capita consumption of non-food by 46.2% with a statistical 

significance at the 0.1% level (Table 7). In addition, Table 9 shows that there was a positive 

impact of Juntos on monthly per capita consumption of food, a 15.6% increase with significance 

at the 5% level. 

On the other hand, the cross-sectional analysis for 2011 showed that the Juntos program 

had a more limited impact on food consumption, and a higher impact non-food consumption and 

overall consumption. As can be seen from Table 6, participation in the Juntos program has an 

impact of 38.5% on overall consumption. Also, (Table 8) households that participated in Juntos 

had an increment of 66% in non-food consumption with a statistical significance at the 0.1% 

level. However, there was no statistically significant impact on monthly per capita consumption 

of food (Table 10).  Given that in our sample most of the beneficiary households of the Juntos 
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program live in rural areas, it is worth noting that a report of the INEI (2012) shows that the rural 

poverty incidence rate in 2009 was more than 10 percentage points higher than in 2011. Thus, 

considering the rural poverty rate reduction combined with the program expanding from 353,000 

households in 2007 to 474,000 households in 2011, it is expected to observe that the program 

Juntos has a smaller impact on food consumption in 2011 compared to the results obtained in 

2007. 

Health Results for Children 

 

Similar to other CCT programs in Latin America, one of the main goals of the Juntos 

program is to foster children’s and women’s health care consumption. Thus, when calculating 

the Juntos impact on utilization of medical services and health for children under 5 years old, the 

results showed that Juntos’ participation increased the probability of children receiving health 

check-ups by 57% in 2007 (Table 11). Also, the results showed that Juntos increased by 14.8% 

the percentage of children that received at least one vaccination in the last three months prior to 

the survey (Table 13). In addition, participation in the program had significant impact (22.4%) 

on the probability that children received medical services when they had an illness
12

 (Table 15). 

Our findings are consistent with those found in other countries in Latin America. For 

instance, according to Perova and Vakis (2009), children’s health check-ups increased by 13% 

for the beneficiaries of Red de Protección Social (Nicaragua), and by 20% in the Programme of 

Advancement through Health and Education (Jamaica). It is worth mentioning that Peru still has 

many restrictions on the provisioning of health services, which can adversely affect the 

benefiaries’ utilization of health care. According to Arraigada et. al (2005) , the national budget 

                                                           
12

  In this estimation we only included children that reported being ill in any of the three months previous to the survey. 
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deficit, which led to inefficiency in the services (strikes, overcrowded hospitals, etc ), was the 

main reason for limitations in the health care offered. 

When calculating the impact of Juntos on health services for children under 5 years of 

age in 2011, the results showed a more limited impact of the program. For instance, the 

participation in Juntos did not have a statistically significant effect on the percentage of those 

receiving vaccinations (Tables 14) or medical attention in case of illness (Tables 16). The only 

statistically significant effect, at a 1% level of significance was on the percentage of children 

receiving health check-ups (25.8%) during the three months prior to when the survey was taken 

(Table 12). 

The fact that the Juntos program has smaller impact on health services for children under 

5 years age in 2011 may be explained by other factors such as health and educational campaigns 

for women carried out in Peruvian rural areas. Thus, it is likely that health and women’s 

educational campaigns are positively affecting the demand of caregivers for health services; thus, 

the impact of Juntos on the use of health services is becoming limited or not statistically 

significant. According to INEI (2013), in 2007, the illiteracy rate in rural areas was 42.2% for 

women over age 15 whose primary language was other than Spanish. This percentage was 

reduced in 2011 to 38.6% for the same group of women. It is not surprising to observe that in 

2011 the program Juntos had a smaller impact on children’s health than in 2007, given that the 

poverty rate in rural areas fell by 18% from 2007 to 2011 and women’s illiteracy decreased in 

rural areas.  

Health Results for Women in Childbearing Age 

 

 When analyzing the impacts of participation in Juntos on utilization of medical services 

and on health for women of childbearing age in 2007, the results showed that women who 
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belonged to beneficiaries’ households did not experience a statistically significant increase in 

their probability that a doctor assisted at their last childbirth (Table 17); it is worth noting that 

this sample include women who experience childbirth during the last twelve months prior to the 

survey. Also, household participation in the Juntos program did not offer evidence that Juntos 

affected the use of contraceptives (Table 19) during the last three months prior to the survey, or 

medical attention in case of illness (Table 23) during the last month prior to the survey. 

However, the results showed that women of childbearing age in beneficiary households 

increased their probability of participating in health campaigns during the last three months prior 

to the survey by 4.9% (Table 21).  

 Similar results were found in our analysis for 2011, where we found no significant impact 

on most of the utilization of health care for women of childbearing age. Indeed, as can be seen 

from Table 20, women that belonged to households that participated in Juntos apparently 

decreased their probability of using contraceptives during the last three months prior to the 

survey by 1.3% at 0.1% of significance. Additionally, as found in 2007, women in childbearing 

age whose households participated in the Juntos program increased by 4.4% percent their 

probability of participation in health campaigns during the last three months prior to the survey 

(Table 22). 

 Some of these results are consistent with findings by Perova and Vakis (2009). For 

instance, the authors found no evidence of Juntos affecting doctor-assisted delivery. However, in 

Perova and Vakis (2011), these findings changed. According to the authors, no significant impact 

was found on any of the utilization of medical service for women of childbearing age, except for 

doctor-assisted delivery, which increased by 91 percent, and use of contraceptives, which 

increased by 12%.  
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 The limited impact of the Juntos program on health services for women in childbearing 

age may be explained by the improvement in women health services indicators as shown by the 

National Health Survey (ENDES, 2011). According to this report, the proportion of women of 

childbearing age whose delivery was assisted by a doctor increased in the rural area from 49,4 % 

in 2007 to 58.4% in 2010. Additionally, the same survey showed that a high percentage of 

women (of childbearing age) reported knowing about at least one contraceptive method. Thus, it 

was found that in the rural area the percentage of women having knowledge of contraceptive 

methods changed from 97.5% in 2007 to 98.9% in 2011.  Given the increment in health services 

utilization in rural areas during the last years, it is expected that in rural areas, participation in the 

program Juntos had a small or very limited impact on the utilization of health services for 

women of childbearing age.  

Impacts on Educational Services 

 

 According to Benavides, Ponce and Mena (2011), in 2009 94% of Peruvian children who 

were primary-school aged attended school at that level. However, there were still 66,000 children 

between 6 and 11 years (2% of the population in that age group) who were outside the formal 

education system. At the national level, there were no significant differences in access to primary 

education when observing by sex, area of residence (urban / rural) or level of poverty. 

 For the same year, this report shows that 77% of adolescents between 12 and 17 years old 

attended secondary school, leaving out more than 400,000 secondary-school aged children. From 

this group, 12% did not attend any educational establishment, the other 12% attended primary, 

and 1% attended tertiary education institutions (university and non-university). 

 Given that primary school attendance was more than 90% in Peru, we disaggregated the 

analyses for Primary and Secondary education.  In 2007, the findings showed positive impacts of 
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Juntos on the household percentage of children currently attending primary school, which 

increased by 20.9 percent and is statistically significant at 0.1% (Table 25). Also, there is 

statistically significant evidence at 5% that Juntos program participation increased the household 

probability that children attended secondary school by 14.7 percent (Table 27). 

 When analyzing education for 2011, there is no statistically significant evidence of the 

impact of the Juntos program on school attendance, neither for primary nor for secondary levels 

of education (Tables 26 and 28). This may be explained by the fact that in Peru enrollment is 

becoming nearly universal in primary school. According to Ames, Rojas and Portugal (2009), the 

increased availability of educational services has had a positive effect on school attendance in 

Peru, which is almost universal (96 percent) at the primary level. However, universal enrolment 

is still a challenge for pre-school (67 percent enrolment rate) and secondary school (86 percent 

enrolment rate).  

 It is likely that children between 12 and 18 years age have not been attending secondary, 

but primary school due to a high rate of school lag in the Peruvian rural areas. According to 

ESCALE (2012), the school lag rate in 2011 was 36.7% for the registration for the first grade of 

secondary in the rural areas. Therefore, the insignificant impact on secondary attendance found 

in 2011 suggested that a more rigorous measurement is needed to assess the impact of Juntos on 

secondary education. 
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Chapter 7 

Conclusions 

 

 This study explores the impact of participation in the Juntos program on overall 

consumption, food and non-food consumption, and basic use of health and educational services. 

We used the National Household Survey (ENAHO), which included 1,248 households that 

participated in the Juntos program in 2007 and 2,062 beneficiaries in 2011. By using 

instrumental variables techniques, we carried out a quantitative impact evaluation of Juntos that 

aimed at observing whether the impacts of Juntos changed in magnitude from 2007 to 2011.  

 We found that families that participated in the program in 2007 significantly increased 

their overall consumption by 32%, food consumption by 15.6%, and non-food consumption by 

46.2 percent, compared to households that did not participate. Also the program substantially 

increased the percentage of children who attended school and registered for school at both the 

primary (6-11 years old) and secondary (12-17 years old) levels. With respect to health care for 

children, the program considerably increased the probability that children received check-ups by 

57%, and received medical assistance in case of illness by 22.4%. Additionally, there was a more 

limited impact of 14.8% on the probability that children received a vaccination in the three 

months prior to the survey. It is worth mentioning that the effect of Juntos on vaccinations was 

hard to measure due to the fact that the data did not include information about whether the 

children were on schedule for receiving vaccination; thus, the effect of the program on timely 

completion of the vaccination schedule was undetermined.  

 Regarding the effects on the health of women in childbearing age, no effect was found on 

the use of contraceptives, whether the last delivery was assisted by a doctor, or whether the 
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woman received medical attention in case of illness. However, the same group of women 

increased their probability of participating in health campaigns by 4.9%. Despite the positive 

impacts on health care services for children up to 5 years old, the impacts on health services 

utilization by women were still quite low considering that one of Juntos objectives was to 

achieve universal coverage in health care.  

 The many impacts of Juntos; though positive, were more limited in 2011. This is likely 

partly due to the decrease in poverty. Monetary poverty in rural areas went from 66% in 2009 to 

56% in 2011, and the per capita expenditure in rural areas increased by 16.2% from 2009 (S/. 

247 Nuevos Soles ) to 2011 (S/.287.9 Nuevos Soles) (INEI, 2012). Despite the significant impact 

of 38.5% on overall consumption and of 66% on non-food consumption, we found no evidence 

showing a statistically significant effect on food consumption. Regarding health services 

utilization, we found statistically significant evidence that participation in Juntos increased the 

probabilities that children had check-ups, and that women of childbearing age participated in 

health campaigns.  

Thus, in 2011 given that consumption was becoming less of a constraint in Peruvian rural 

households, it is not surprising to find that the Juntos program had no significant statistical effect 

on food consumption, but, albeit very limited, a positive impact on the utilization of health 

services for children and women.  On the topic of education, Juntos did not have a statistically 

significant effect on either schooling attendance in primary school for children between 6 to 11 

years age, or secondary school attendance for children between 12 to 18 years old.  

 It is worth noting that results obtained by instrumental variables methods cannot be 

considered as the best estimation of a true impact of the program given that this is not an 

experimental evaluation and that the instrumental variable technique depends on specific 

assumptions. However, these results help us to understand how the effects of Juntos change over 
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time. Because the results obtained for each year are not from the same households, we cannot 

make conclusions about changes in the impact of the program as the duration of household 

participation increases.  Therefore, this research could benefit from additional data that would 

allow us to refine this assessment. Also, it would be interesting to complement these findings 

with other quasi-experimental methods as a robustness check.  

 One of the main limitations of this research is its lack of access to administrative data that 

would allow us to identify how long the beneficiaries have been participating in the program. 

This would help us to evaluate the effects of the program over a longer time period. another 

limitation  is that the design of this survey did not allow for a balanced panel to be formed, that 

would lead us to observe temporal dimensions of the program that were not observed by using 

cross-sectional data. Thus, future studies with richer data sets could provide a complementary 

analysis for the robustness of the estimates reported in this study.  

 This research can be improved by complementing it with other impact evaluation 

methods that help us to identify effects from a different quasi-experimental design. Hence, we 

are aware that while the results obtained are consistent with other studies of Juntos made in the 

past, further quantitative research is needed to fully understand about the Juntos program’s 

effects on its main goals. 
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Tables and Figures 

 

Figure 1. Conditional Cash Transfers in the World: 1997 and 2008 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Ariel Fizbien and Norbert Shady; “Conditional Cash Transfer. Reducing present and future poverty” World Bank, Washington, D.C. (2009) 
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Figure 2. CCT beneficiaries as a proportion of total population in Latin America and Caribbean 

(2010). 

 

Note:  
Administrative data from national governments. The number of beneficiaries for Nicaragua is estimated on the basis of the number of beneficiary households (10,000 over the period 2000-03 and 

30,000 over the period 2004-06) and estimates of the average household size in the country. 
Sources: Stampini et al (2012). Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) 

Own elaboration. 

 

Figure 3. Program Juntos: Coverage and budget  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: 

Modified institutional budget (MBI) in Millions of Nuevos Soles 

Budget for 2011 is in expected calculations. 

Source: Experiencia y perspectivas del programa Juntos 2011. 

Own elaboration. 
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Figure 4. Program Juntos to 2014 

 

 

Source: Proyecto de Ley de Presupuesto, Equilibrio Financiero y Endeudamiento. Año Fiscal 2012 
Own elaboration 
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Table 1. Distribution of Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries Households per Area, ENAHO 

2007 

 

  

Households 

Non-

Beneficiaries 

Juntos 

Households 

% Juntos 

Households 

per Area 

Total 

Urban 13,324 236 2% 13,560 

Rural 7,632 1,012 12% 8,644 

Total  20,956 1,248 6% 22,204 

ENAHO 2007 

        
 

        
 

Area 

Households 

Non-

Beneficiaries 

Juntos 

Households 

% Juntos 

Households 

per Area 

Total 

Urban 14,961 104 1% 15,065 

Rural 7,786 1,958 20% 9,744 

Total  22,747 2,062 8% 24,809 

ENAHO 2011 
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics at the Household Level for Consumption Regression, 2007 

 

Control Variables  Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Juntos Program 19654 0.0627862 0.2425842 0 1 

Household in Rural 19654 0.3990536 0.4897163 0 1 

ProxyMeans 19654 0.4072048 0.2786401 0.0554206 0.929618 

Property ownership 19654 0.719192 0.4494053 0 1 

Low quality dwelling materials 19654 0.1606289 0.3671976 0 1 

Agriculture as main activity 19654 0.4842271 0.4997639 0 1 

Poverty incidence rate 19654 42.95819 24.69573 1.3 98.7 

Poverty severity rate 19654 6.792231 7.063133 0 44.5 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  19654 0.0109392 0.1040199 0 1 

Head of household woman 19654 0.2387809 0.4263494 0 1 

Maximum years of women education 19654 5.152285 2.076064 1 8 

Head of household age 19654 48.91712 15.31383 16 98 

In-house water supply 19654 0.6456701 0.4783219 0 1 

In-house sewer supply  19654 0.7706828 0.4204043 0 1 

In-house electricity supply 19654 0.7622876 0.4256929 0 1 

Instrument 19654 0.1555409 0.3624287 0 1 

Dependent Variables of Consumption           

Log  Monthly per capita overall consumption 19654 5.508281 0.7934807 2.268684 9.308022 

Log Monthly per capita on non-food consumption 19654 4.814397 1.028189 1.41562 9.227045 

Log  Monthly per capita on  food consumption 19654 4.685853 0.6974644 0 7.720665 

            

    

  

       

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics at the Household Level for Consumption Regression, 2011 

 

Control Variables Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Juntos Program 21572 0.0948452 0.2930078 0 1 

Household in Rural 21572 0.4100223 0.4918488 0 1 

ProxyMeans 21572 0.2745145 0.2298012 0.0254984 0.8400438 

Property ownership 21572 0.7498609 0.433103 0 1 

Low quality dwelling materials 21572 0.142685 0.3497594 0 1 

Agriculture as main activity 21572 0.5304098 0.499086 0 1 

Poverty incidence rate 21572 38.5669 24.32469 0.1 97.8 

Poverty severity rate 21572 5.273901 5.722438 0 45.6 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  21572 0.0093176 0.0960794 0 1 

Head of household woman 21572 0.2567217 0.4368346 0 1 

Maximum years of women education 21572 5.202021 2.132525 1 8 

Head of household age 21572 51.51154 15.17252 18 98 

In-house water supply 21572 0.6864917 0.4639297 0 1 

In-house sewer supply  21572 0.8346931 0.3714659 0 1 

In-house electricity supply 21572 0.8487391 0.3583113 0 1 

Instrument 21572 0.045522 0.2084508 0 1 

Dependent Variables of Consumption           

Log  Monthly per capita overall consumption 21572 5.85102 0.7204455 2.224623 8.826787 

Log Monthly per capita on non-food consumption 21572 5.193749 0.918399 1.491655 8.758769 

Log  Monthly per capita on  food consumption 21572 5.000097 0.6589191 0 7.152008 
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Table 4.  Juntos as proportion of the income per capita of households in extreme poverty 

 

 

Monthly Income per capita (Nuevos Soles), 2007 

Area 
Extreme 

Poverty 
Poverty 

Juntos as 

proportion 

of the 

income per 

capita in 

extreme 

poverty 

Urban 106.13 239.46 16% 

Rural 76.10 143.80 24% 

  

  

 

 

    

        

Monthly Income per capita (Nuevos Soles), 2011 

Area 
Extreme 

Poverty 
Poverty 

Juntos as 

proportion 

of the 

income per 

capita in 

extreme 

poverty 

Urban 164.96 306.39 12% 

Rural 116.22 189.92 16% 
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Table 5. Monthly Per Capita Overall Consumption at the household level, 2007 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage 

Juntos Program 0.004  0.320*** 

 -0.014  -0.06 

Household in Rural Area -0.045*** 0.012** -0.045*** 

 -0.012 -0.005 -0.012 

Proxy_Means -1.068*** -0.065*** -1.073*** 

 -0.025 -0.009 -0.025 

Property ownership 0.053*** 0.005 0.051*** 

 -0.008 -0.003 -0.008 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.017 0.001 0.01 

 -0.01 -0.006 -0.011 

Agriculture is main activity -0.070*** 0.004 -0.070*** 

 -0.01 -0.004 -0.011 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.007*** 0 -0.006*** 

 0 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate -0.010*** 0.008*** -0.013*** 

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  -0.124*** 0.057* -0.146*** 

 -0.029 -0.024 -0.029 

Head of household is a woman 0.174*** -0.011** 0.178*** 

 -0.009 -0.004 -0.009 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.017*** 0.005*** 0.016*** 

 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 

Age of household head 0.008*** -0.001*** 0.008*** 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.017 -0.003 -0.012 

 -0.009 -0.004 -0.009 

In-house sewer supply  0.011 0.044*** 0 

 -0.01 -0.005 -0.01 

In-house electricity supply -0.014 -0.031*** 0.005 

 -0.011 -0.006 -0.011 

Instrument  0.202***  

  -0.008  

_cons 5.568*** 0.043** 5.543*** 

 -0.029 -0.013 -0.03 

N 19654 19654 19654 

r2 0.644 0.185 0.636 

F 2109.123 85.117  

Standard errors in second row of each variable 
* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Table 6. Monthly Per Capita Overall Consumption at the household level, 2011 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage 

Juntos Program -0.096***  0.385** 

 -0.012  -0.141 

Household in Rural Area -0.090*** 0.081*** -0.128*** 

 -0.01 -0.005 -0.015 

Proxy_Means -1.221*** 0.091*** -1.277*** 

 -0.027 -0.014 -0.032 

Property ownership 0.043*** 0.020*** 0.034*** 

 -0.008 -0.003 -0.009 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.014 0.048*** -0.014 

 -0.011 -0.008 -0.014 

Agriculture is main activity -0.130*** 0.010*** -0.133*** 

 -0.009 -0.003 -0.009 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.008*** 0 -0.008*** 

 0 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.008*** 0.018*** -0.001 

 -0.002 -0.002 -0.003 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  -0.353*** 0.089*** -0.396*** 

 -0.031 -0.024 -0.034 

Head of household is a woman 0.128*** -0.020*** 0.135*** 

 -0.008 -0.003 -0.009 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.040*** 0.005*** 0.038*** 

 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 

Age of household head 0.004*** -0.002*** 0.005*** 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.033*** 0.022*** -0.044*** 

 -0.009 -0.006 -0.01 

In-house sewer supply  0.034*** 0.113*** -0.018 

 -0.01 -0.006 -0.019 

In-house electricity supply -0.016 -0.017 -0.001 

 -0.012 -0.009 -0.013 

Instrument  0.145***  

  -0.016  

_cons 6.129*** -0.088*** 6.166*** 

 -0.026 -0.015 -0.029 

N 21572 21572 21572 

r2 0.559 0.293 0.532 

F 1772.31 246.234  

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table 7. Monthly Per Capita On Non Food Consumption at the household level, 2007 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage 

Juntos Program 0.037*  0.462*** 

 -0.018  -0.078 

Household in Rural Area -0.085*** 0.012** -0.084*** 

 -0.014 -0.005 -0.015 

Proxy_Means -1.344*** -0.065*** -1.351*** 

 -0.031 -0.009 -0.031 

Property ownership 0.065*** 0.005 0.062*** 

 -0.01 -0.003 -0.01 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.039** 0.001 0.030* 

 -0.013 -0.006 -0.014 

Agriculture is main activity -0.110*** 0.004 -0.109*** 

 -0.013 -0.004 -0.013 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.009*** 0 -0.009*** 

 0 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate -0.007*** 0.008*** -0.011*** 

 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  -0.059 0.057* -0.088* 

 -0.038 -0.024 -0.039 

Head of household is a woman 0.234*** -0.011** 0.239*** 

 -0.011 -0.004 -0.011 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.037*** 0.005*** 0.035*** 

 -0.003 -0.001 -0.003 

Age of household head 0.011*** -0.001*** 0.011*** 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.014 -0.003 -0.007 

 -0.011 -0.004 -0.012 

In-house sewer supply  0.02 0.044*** 0.004 

 -0.012 -0.005 -0.013 

In-house electricity supply 0.050*** -0.031*** 0.075*** 

 -0.014 -0.006 -0.015 

Instrument  0.202***  

  -0.008  

_cons 4.707*** 0.043** 4.674*** 

 -0.037 -0.013 -0.037 

N 19654 19654 19654 

r2 0.667 0.185 0.659 

F 2351.309 85.117  

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table 8. Monthly Per Capita On Non Food Consumption at the household level, 2011 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage 

Juntos Program -0.111***  0.660*** 

 -0.015  -0.18 

Household in Rural Area -0.115*** 0.081*** -0.174*** 

 -0.013 -0.005 -0.02 

Proxy_Means -1.585*** 0.091*** -1.675*** 

 -0.033 -0.014 -0.04 

Property ownership 0.053*** 0.020*** 0.038*** 

 -0.01 -0.003 -0.011 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.036** 0.048*** -0.009 

 -0.013 -0.008 -0.018 

Agriculture is main activity -0.186*** 0.010*** -0.190*** 

 -0.011 -0.003 -0.011 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.009*** 0 -0.009*** 

 -0.001 0 -0.001 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.009*** 0.018*** -0.006 

 -0.002 -0.002 -0.004 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  -0.316*** 0.089*** -0.386*** 

 -0.039 -0.024 -0.043 

Head of household is a woman 0.176*** -0.020*** 0.187*** 

 -0.01 -0.003 -0.011 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.062*** 0.005*** 0.058*** 

 -0.002 -0.001 -0.003 

Age of household head 0.006*** -0.002*** 0.007*** 

 0 0 -0.001 

In-house water supply -0.031** 0.022*** -0.047*** 

 -0.011 -0.006 -0.013 

In-house sewer supply  0.064*** 0.113*** -0.019 

 -0.012 -0.006 -0.024 

In-house electricity supply 0.023 -0.017 0.047** 

 -0.015 -0.009 -0.017 

Instrument  0.145***  

  -0.016  

_cons 5.356*** -0.088*** 5.415*** 

 -0.032 -0.015 -0.037 

N 21572 21572 21572 

r2 0.587 0.293 0.544 

F 1972.147 246.234  

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table 9.  Monthly Per Capita Food Consumption at the household level, 2007 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program -0.008  0.156*   

 -0.016  -0.07 

Household in Rural Area -0.049** 0.012** -0.049**  

 -0.016 -0.005 -0.016 

Proxy_Means -0.645*** -0.065*** -0.648*** 

 -0.034 -0.009 -0.034 

Property ownership 0.047*** 0.005 0.046*** 

 -0.01 -0.003 -0.01 

Low quality dwelling materials -0.009 0.001 -0.013 

 -0.013 -0.006 -0.013 

Agriculture is main activity -0.007 0.004 -0.007 

 -0.014 -0.004 -0.014 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.004*** 0 -0.004*** 

 0 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate -0.016*** 0.008*** -0.018*** 

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  -0.201*** 0.057* -0.212*** 

 -0.031 -0.024 -0.031 

Head of household is a woman 0.054*** -0.011** 0.056*** 

 -0.011 -0.004 -0.011 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.008** 0.005*** 0.008*   

 -0.003 -0.001 -0.003 

Age of household head 0.002*** -0.001*** 0.003*** 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.022* -0.003 -0.02 

 -0.011 -0.004 -0.011 

In-house sewer supply  0.021 0.044*** 0.015 

 -0.012 -0.005 -0.012 

In-house electricity supply -0.019 -0.031*** -0.01 

 -0.013 -0.006 -0.014 

Instrument  0.202***                 

  -0.008                 

_cons 4.918*** 0.043** 4.905*** 

 -0.036 -0.013 -0.037 

N 19654 19654 19654 

r2 0.362 0.185 0.359 

F 735.192 85.117                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table 10. Monthly Per Capita Food Consumption at the household level, 2011 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program -0.061***  0.123 

 -0.014  -0.164 

Household in Rural Area -0.085*** 0.081*** -0.099*** 

 -0.013 -0.005 -0.019 

Proxy_Means -0.735*** 0.091*** -0.757*** 

 -0.035 -0.014 -0.039 

Property ownership 0.024** 0.020*** 0.020*   

 -0.009 -0.003 -0.01 

Low quality dwelling materials -0.006 0.048*** -0.016 

 -0.013 -0.008 -0.016 

Agriculture is main activity -0.036** 0.010*** -0.037**  

 -0.012 -0.003 -0.012 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.007*** 0 -0.007*** 

 0 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.003 0.018*** 0 

 -0.002 -0.002 -0.004 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  -0.351*** 0.089*** -0.367*** 

 -0.032 -0.024 -0.036 

Head of household is a woman 0.034*** -0.020*** 0.037*** 

 -0.01 -0.003 -0.01 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.021*** 0.005*** 0.020*** 

 -0.002 -0.001 -0.003 

Age of household head 0 -0.002*** 0 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.025* 0.022*** -0.029**  

 -0.011 -0.006 -0.011 

In-house sewer supply  0.014 0.113*** -0.006 

 -0.012 -0.006 -0.022 

In-house electricity supply -0.011 -0.017 -0.006 

 -0.015 -0.009 -0.016 

Instrument  0.145***                 

  -0.016                 

_cons 5.398*** -0.088*** 5.412*** 

 -0.032 -0.015 -0.034 

N 21572 21572 21572 

r2 0.298 0.293 0.293 

F 646.342 246.234                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table 11. Percentage Children Received Health Checks in the Last 3 Months (under 5 years age) 

at the household level , 2007 

    

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.274***  0.570*** 

 -0.018  -0.063 

Household in Rural Area 0.101*** 0.015 0.102*** 

 -0.019 -0.008 -0.019 

Proxy_Means 0.026 -0.110*** 0.023 

 -0.04 -0.016 -0.04 

Property ownership -0.012 0 -0.013 

 -0.013 -0.006 -0.013 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.026 -0.015 0.022 

 -0.015 -0.01 -0.015 

Agriculture is main activity 0.028 0 0.031 

 -0.017 -0.007 -0.017 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0.003*** 0 0.003*** 

 -0.001 0 -0.001 

District-level Poverty severity rate -0.006*** 0.010*** -0.011*** 

 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.014 0.016 0.005 

 -0.036 -0.028 -0.037 

Head of household is a woman 0.011 0.001 0.012 

 -0.016 -0.008 -0.016 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.016*** -0.007** 0.018*** 

 -0.004 -0.002 -0.004 

Age of household head 0 0 0 

 0 0 -0.001 

In-house water supply 0.027 -0.003 0.034*   

 -0.014 -0.007 -0.014 

In-house sewer supply  0.056*** 0.053*** 0.045**  

 -0.014 -0.009 -0.014 

In-house electricity supply 0.034* -0.039*** 0.057*** 

 -0.016 -0.011 -0.017 

Instrument  0.271***                 

  -0.014                 

_cons 0.128** 0.019 0.107*   

 -0.045 -0.023 -0.046 

N 7627 7627 7627 

r2 0.062 0.263 0.035 

F 43.94 61.947                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table  12. Percentage Children Received Health Checks in the Last 3 Months (under 5 years 

age) at the household level, 2011 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage 

Juntos Program 0.220***  0.258** 

 -0.016  -0.088 

Household in Rural Area 0.118*** 0.129*** 0.114*** 

 -0.018 -0.009 -0.02 

Proxy_Means 0.072 0.110*** 0.067 

 -0.046 -0.027 -0.048 

Property ownership -0.041** 0.014* -0.042** 

 -0.013 -0.006 -0.013 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.021 0.031* 0.019 

 -0.015 -0.013 -0.016 

Agriculture is main activity 0.038* -0.006 0.038* 

 -0.016 -0.006 -0.016 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0.001* 0.001 0.001* 

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.001 0.020*** 0 

 -0.002 -0.003 -0.003 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  -0.005 0.011 -0.006 

 -0.036 -0.028 -0.036 

Head of household is a woman -0.024 -0.009 -0.023 

 -0.015 -0.007 -0.015 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.021*** -0.012*** 0.022*** 

 -0.004 -0.002 -0.004 

Age of household head 0 -0.001** 0 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply 0.016 0.049*** 0.014 

 -0.014 -0.01 -0.014 

In-house sewer supply  0.042** 0.104*** 0.038* 

 -0.015 -0.011 -0.017 

In-house electricity supply 0.083*** 0.040** 0.082*** 

 -0.016 -0.015 -0.016 

Instrument  0.304***  

  -0.029  

_cons 0.191*** -0.170*** 0.197*** 

 -0.04 -0.026 -0.042 

N 7369 7369 7369 

r2 0.086 0.392 0.085 

F 68.648 179.339  

Standard errors in second row of each variable 
 

  

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Table  13. Percentage Children Received Vaccinations in the Last 3 Months (under 5 years age) at 

the household level, 2007 

    

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program -0.001  0.148*   

 -0.019  -0.061 

Household in Rural Area 0.008 0.015 0.008 

 -0.017 -0.008 -0.017 

Proxy_Means 0.015 -0.110*** 0.014 

 -0.037 -0.016 -0.037 

Property ownership 0.005 0 0.004 

 -0.012 -0.006 -0.012 

Low quality dwelling materials -0.032* -0.015 -0.034*   

 -0.014 -0.01 -0.014 

Agriculture is main activity -0.013 0 -0.012 

 -0.016 -0.007 -0.016 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0.002** 0 0.002*** 

 -0.001 0 -0.001 

District-level Poverty severity rate -0.006*** 0.010*** -0.008*** 

 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.031 0.016 0.027 

 -0.033 -0.028 -0.034 

Head of household is a woman -0.021 0.001 -0.02 

 -0.015 -0.008 -0.015 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.011** -0.007** 0.012**  

 -0.004 -0.002 -0.004 

Age of household head 0 0 0 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.029* -0.003 -0.026*   

 -0.013 -0.007 -0.013 

In-house sewer supply  -0.017 0.053*** -0.022 

 -0.013 -0.009 -0.013 

In-house electricity supply -0.003 -0.039*** 0.008 

 -0.015 -0.011 -0.015 

Instrument  0.271***                 

  -0.014                 

_cons 0.236*** 0.019 0.225*** 

 -0.042 -0.023 -0.043 

N 7627 7627 7627 

r2 0.006 0.263 .    

F 2.968 61.947                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table  14. Percentage Children Received Vaccinations in the Last 3 Months (under 5 years age) at 

the household level, 2011 

    

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.040*  -0.032 

 -0.019  -0.104 

Household in Rural Area 0.011 0.129*** 0.019 

 -0.018 -0.009 -0.022 

Proxy_Means 0.01 0.110*** 0.022 

 -0.047 -0.027 -0.05 

Property ownership -0.018 0.014* -0.017 

 -0.013 -0.006 -0.013 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.027 0.031* 0.031 

 -0.016 -0.013 -0.017 

Agriculture is main activity 0.007 -0.006 0.006 

 -0.016 -0.006 -0.016 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0 0.001 0 

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.002 0.020*** 0.004 

 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.007 0.011 0.008 

 -0.038 -0.028 -0.038 

Head of household is a woman 0.008 -0.009 0.007 

 -0.015 -0.007 -0.015 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.007 -0.012*** 0.006 

 -0.004 -0.002 -0.004 

Age of household head 0.001 -0.001** 0.001 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply 0.007 0.049*** 0.01 

 -0.015 -0.01 -0.015 

In-house sewer supply  -0.022 0.104*** -0.014 

 -0.015 -0.011 -0.019 

In-house electricity supply 0.023 0.040** 0.024 

 -0.018 -0.015 -0.018 

Instrument  0.304***                 

  -0.029                 

_cons 0.359*** -0.170*** 0.348*** 

 -0.042 -0.026 -0.045 

N 7369 7369 7369 

r2 0.003 0.392 0.001 

F 1.4 179.339                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table  15. Children received medical attention in case of illness in the last month (for children 

under 5) at the individual level, 2007 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.131***  0.224**  

 -0.024  -0.073 

Household in Rural Area 0.076*** 0.032*** 0.075*** 

 -0.022 -0.009 -0.022 

Proxy_Means 0.005 -0.173*** 0.006 

 -0.042 -0.017 -0.042 

Property ownership 0.015 0.001 0.015 

 -0.015 -0.006 -0.015 

Low quality dwelling materials -0.027 0.019 -0.029 

 -0.018 -0.011 -0.018 

Agriculture is main activity 0.019 -0.01 0.021 

 -0.02 -0.007 -0.02 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0 0 0 

 -0.001 0 -0.001 

District-level Poverty severity rate -0.004 0.011*** -0.005*   

 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  -0.021 0.01 -0.022 

 -0.042 -0.026 -0.043 

Head of household is a woman 0.014 0.011 0.014 

 -0.018 -0.008 -0.018 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.023*** -0.009*** 0.023*** 

 -0.005 -0.002 -0.005 

Age of household head -0.001 0.001** -0.001*   

 -0.001 0 -0.001 

In-house water supply 0.007 -0.008 0.01 

 -0.017 -0.008 -0.017 

In-house sewer supply  0.008 0.017 0.006 

 -0.017 -0.01 -0.017 

In-house electricity supply 0.036 -0.019 0.042*   

 -0.019 -0.011 -0.019 

Instrument  0.258***                 

  -0.012                 

_cons 0.391*** 0.037 0.386*** 

 -0.051 -0.023 -0.051 

N 5995 5995 5995 

r2 0.012 0.28 0.01 

F 5.156 56.141                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table 16. Children received medical attention in case of illness in the last month (for children 

under 5) at the individual level, 2011 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.087***  0.02 

 -0.024  -0.076 

Household in Rural Area 0.066** 0.132*** 0.075**  

 -0.021 -0.01 -0.023 

Proxy_Means 0.008 -0.005 0.013 

 -0.05 -0.025 -0.051 

Property ownership 0.002 0.016* 0.003 

 -0.016 -0.007 -0.016 

Low quality dwelling materials -0.019 0.016 -0.015 

 -0.02 -0.013 -0.02 

Agriculture is main activity 0.01 0.009 0.01 

 -0.019 -0.006 -0.019 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.002** 0.001* -0.002**  

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.007* 0.016*** 0.008*   

 -0.003 -0.003 -0.004 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  -0.049 0.026 -0.046 

 -0.045 -0.027 -0.045 

Head of household is a woman -0.006 -0.01 -0.006 

 -0.018 -0.008 -0.018 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.017*** -0.010*** 0.016**  

 -0.005 -0.002 -0.005 

Age of household head 0 -0.001** 0 

 -0.001 0 -0.001 

In-house water supply 0.002 0.040*** 0.004 

 -0.018 -0.011 -0.018 

In-house sewer supply  0.035 0.095*** 0.041*   

 -0.018 -0.011 -0.019 

In-house electricity supply 0.056** 0.076*** 0.058**  

 -0.022 -0.016 -0.022 

Instrument  0.390***                 

  -0.024                 

_cons 0.350*** -0.177*** 0.339*** 

 -0.051 -0.028 -0.052 

N 5716 5716 5716 

r2 0.012 0.412 0.01 

F 4.607 138.957                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table  17. Delivery was Assisted by the Doctor in the last 12 months (Women in Childbearing Age) 

at the individual level, 2007 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.090*  0.226 

 -0.042  -0.118 

Household in Rural Area -0.064* 0.023 -0.064*   

 -0.033 -0.018 -0.032 

Proxy_Means -0.088 -0.168*** -0.087 

 -0.049 -0.032 -0.049 

Property ownership -0.061** 0.007 -0.062**  

 -0.02 -0.013 -0.02 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.02 0.009 0.019 

 -0.031 -0.021 -0.031 

Agriculture is main activity -0.017 0.003 -0.017 

 -0.023 -0.015 -0.023 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.004*** 0 -0.004*** 

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.008* 0.010** 0.006 

 -0.003 -0.003 -0.004 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.045 0.063 0.038 

 -0.059 -0.052 -0.061 

Head of household is a woman 0.019 0.002 0.019 

 -0.022 -0.016 -0.023 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.029*** -0.010* 0.030*** 

 -0.007 -0.005 -0.007 

Age of household head 0.001 0.001 0.001 

 -0.001 0 -0.001 

In-house water supply 0.058* 0.007 0.061*   

 -0.024 -0.015 -0.024 

In-house sewer supply  0.068* 0.056** 0.060*   

 -0.027 -0.019 -0.028 

In-house electricity supply 0.103*** -0.004 0.109*** 

 -0.031 -0.021 -0.032 

Instrument  0.264***                 

  -0.021                 

_cons 0.671*** -0.017 0.669*** 

 -0.068 -0.046 -0.068 

N 1665 1665 1665 

r2 0.256 0.269 0.249 

F 37.93 15.554                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table  18. Delivery was Assisted by the Doctor in the last 12 months (Women in Childbearing 

Age) at the individual level, 2011 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.003  -0.015 

 -0.024  -0.078 

Household in Rural Area -0.066*** 0.118*** -0.064*** 

 -0.015 -0.011 -0.017 

Proxy_Means -0.180*** 0.013 -0.178*** 

 -0.037 -0.029 -0.037 

Property ownership -0.029** 0.016* -0.029**  

 -0.01 -0.008 -0.01 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.057** 0.023 0.058**  

 -0.018 -0.015 -0.018 

Agriculture is main activity 0 0.011 0 

 -0.01 -0.007 -0.01 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.002** 0.001* -0.002**  

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.003 0.014*** 0.003 

 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.046 0.015 0.047 

 -0.041 -0.035 -0.041 

Head of household is a woman 0.031** -0.023** 0.030**  

 -0.011 -0.009 -0.011 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.019*** -0.009** 0.019*** 

 -0.004 -0.003 -0.004 

Age of household head 0 -0.001* 0 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply 0.061*** 0.050*** 0.061*** 

 -0.014 -0.013 -0.014 

In-house sewer supply  0.012 0.086*** 0.013 

 -0.016 -0.013 -0.017 

In-house electricity supply 0.184*** 0.070*** 0.184*** 

 -0.022 -0.018 -0.022 

Instrument  0.385***                 

  -0.027                 

_cons 0.676*** -0.192*** 0.673*** 

 -0.039 -0.033 -0.04 

N 4470 4470 4470 

r2 0.251 0.41 0.251 

F 73.646 110.037                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table 19. Used Contraceptives in the last 3 months  (Women in Childbearing Age) at the 

individual level, 2007 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.017  0.058 

 -0.011  -0.037 

Household in Rural Area 0.004 0.014** 0.005 

 -0.009 -0.005 -0.009 

Proxy_Means -0.009 -0.105*** -0.01 

 -0.016 -0.008 -0.016 

Property ownership -0.014* -0.002 -0.014*   

 -0.006 -0.003 -0.006 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.021* 0.007 0.020*   

 -0.009 -0.007 -0.009 

Agriculture is main activity 0.008 -0.002 0.008 

 -0.008 -0.004 -0.008 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0 0 0 

 0 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate -0.005*** 0.009*** -0.005*** 

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.01 0.041 0.008 

 -0.023 -0.023 -0.023 

Head of household is a woman -0.065*** -0.005 -0.065*** 

 -0.006 -0.004 -0.006 

Maximum years of woman’s education -0.019*** -0.003* -0.019*** 

 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 

Age of household head -0.005*** 0 -0.005*** 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.014 0.004 -0.013 

 -0.007 -0.005 -0.007 

In-house sewer supply  -0.011 0.027*** -0.012 

 -0.008 -0.006 -0.008 

In-house electricity supply 0.01 -0.049*** 0.014 

 -0.009 -0.007 -0.009 

Instrument  0.239***                 

  -0.007                 

_cons 0.522*** 0.052*** 0.518*** 

 -0.021 -0.013 -0.021 

N 20033 20033 20033 

r2 0.051 0.226 0.051 

F 64.425 109.124                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table  20. Used Contraceptives in the last 3 months (Women in Childbearing Age) at the 

individual level, 2011 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.025*  -0.130*** 

 -0.01  -0.039 

Household in Rural Area 0.015 0.097*** 0.029**  

 -0.008 -0.006 -0.009 

Proxy_Means -0.075*** 0.095*** -0.050*   

 -0.019 -0.014 -0.02 

Property ownership -0.016* 0.008* -0.014*   

 -0.006 -0.004 -0.006 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.035*** -0.002 0.040*** 

 -0.009 -0.009 -0.009 

Agriculture is main activity -0.004 0.007* -0.004 

 -0.007 -0.003 -0.007 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0 0 -0.001 

 0 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0 0.021*** 0.004*   

 -0.001 -0.002 -0.002 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.003 0.075** 0.015 

 -0.028 -0.024 -0.028 

Head of household is a woman -0.063*** -0.002 -0.063*** 

 -0.005 -0.004 -0.005 

Maximum years of woman’s education -0.020*** -0.006*** -0.021*** 

 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 

Age of household head -0.004*** -0.001*** -0.004*** 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.018* 0.038*** -0.013 

 -0.007 -0.007 -0.007 

In-house sewer supply  -0.006 0.106*** 0.011 

 -0.009 -0.007 -0.01 

In-house electricity supply 0.006 0.007 -0.002 

 -0.01 -0.011 -0.01 

Instrument  0.327***                 

  -0.017                 

_cons 0.503*** -0.113*** 0.492*** 

 -0.022 -0.018 -0.023 

N 17700 17700 17700 

r2 0.044 0.403 0.031 

F 49.398 324.421                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table  21. Participated in Health Campaigns in the last 3 months (Women in Childbearing 

Age) at the individual level, 2007 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.015***  0.049*** 

 -0.005  -0.014 

Household in Rural Area -0.006 0.015** -0.006 

 -0.004 -0.005 -0.004 

Proxy_Means -0.01 -0.112*** -0.01 

 -0.008 -0.008 -0.008 

Property ownership -0.011** -0.001 -0.011**  

 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.010** 0.007 0.010**  

 -0.004 -0.006 -0.004 

Agriculture is main activity 0.019*** -0.002 0.019*** 

 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.002*** 0 -0.002*** 

 0 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.002*** 0.009*** 0.002*** 

 0 -0.001 0 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  -0.003 0.049* -0.005 

 -0.008 -0.022 -0.008 

Head of household is a woman -0.002 -0.006 -0.002 

 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 

Maximum years of woman’s education -0.001 -0.003** -0.001 

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

Age of household head -0.000*** 0 -0.000*** 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.007* 0.002 -0.007 

 -0.003 -0.004 -0.003 

In-house sewer supply  -0.008* 0.028*** -0.009**  

 -0.003 -0.006 -0.003 

In-house electricity supply 0.017*** -0.042*** 0.020*** 

 -0.003 -0.007 -0.004 

Instrument  0.241***                 

  -0.007                 

_cons 0.114*** 0.044*** 0.111*** 

 -0.01 -0.013 -0.01 

N 20638 20638 20638 

r2 0.023 0.23 0.021 

F 29.438 115.665                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table  22. Participated in Health Campaigns in the last 3 months (Women in Childbearing 

Age) at the individual level, 2011 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.011*  0.044*   

 -0.005  -0.018 

Household in Rural Area -0.003 0.099*** -0.006 

 -0.004 -0.005 -0.005 

Proxy_Means -0.035*** 0.077*** -0.040*** 

 -0.01 -0.013 -0.01 

Property ownership -0.007* 0.009** -0.008*   

 -0.004 -0.003 -0.004 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.009* 0.007 0.008 

 -0.004 -0.008 -0.004 

Agriculture is main activity -0.004 0.007** -0.004 

 -0.004 -0.003 -0.004 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0 0 0 

 0 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate -0.001* 0.019*** -0.002**  

 -0.001 -0.002 -0.001 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.003 0.042* 0.001 

 -0.012 -0.021 -0.012 

Head of household is a woman -0.008* -0.006 -0.008*   

 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.003*** -0.006*** 0.004*** 

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

Age of household head -0.000*** -0.001*** -0.000*** 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.003 0.042*** -0.004 

 -0.004 -0.006 -0.004 

In-house sewer supply  -0.006 0.099*** -0.009 

 -0.004 -0.006 -0.005 

In-house electricity supply -0.005 0.022* -0.004 

 -0.005 -0.01 -0.005 

Instrument  0.341***                 

  -0.015                 

_cons 0.076*** -0.133*** 0.079*** 

 -0.011 -0.016 -0.011 

N 20913 20913 20913 

r2 0.006 0.4 0.004 

F 10.665 380.932                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table 23. Received Medical Attention in case of Illness in the last month (Women in 

Childbearing Age) at the individual level, 2007 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.068***  0.088 

 -0.018  -0.054 

Household in Rural Area 0.088*** 0.008 0.088*** 

 -0.013 -0.006 -0.013 

Proxy_Means -0.090*** -0.119*** -0.090*** 

 -0.024 -0.01 -0.024 

Property ownership -0.003 -0.001 -0.003 

 -0.009 -0.004 -0.009 

Low quality dwelling materials 0.001 0.008 0 

 -0.012 -0.008 -0.012 

Agriculture is main activity 0.001 0 0.001 

 -0.011 -0.005 -0.011 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0 0 0 

 0 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate -0.002 0.009*** -0.002 

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.038 0.028 0.038 

 -0.033 -0.025 -0.034 

Head of household is a woman -0.021* -0.006 -0.020*   

 -0.009 -0.004 -0.009 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.010*** -0.004* 0.010*** 

 -0.003 -0.002 -0.003 

Age of household head -0.001*** 0 -0.001*** 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.002 -0.004 -0.002 

 -0.011 -0.006 -0.011 

In-house sewer supply  0.018 0.030*** 0.017 

 -0.011 -0.007 -0.011 

In-house electricity supply 0.030* -0.052*** 0.032*   

 -0.013 -0.009 -0.014 

Instrument  0.232***                 

  -0.009                 

_cons 0.219*** 0.059*** 0.217*** 

 -0.031 -0.017 -0.031 

N 12271 12271 12271 

r2 0.01 0.232 0.01 

F 8.504 69.13                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table 24. Received Medical Attention in case of Illness in the last month (Women in 

Childbearing Age) at the individual level, 2011 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.052**  0.025 

 -0.016  -0.061 

Household in Rural Area 0.067*** 0.092*** 0.069*** 

 -0.013 -0.007 -0.014 

Proxy_Means -0.008 0.079*** -0.004 

 -0.029 -0.015 -0.03 

Property ownership -0.004 0.006 -0.004 

 -0.009 -0.004 -0.009 

Low quality dwelling materials -0.015 0.007 -0.013 

 -0.013 -0.01 -0.013 

Agriculture is main activity -0.007 0.006 -0.007 

 -0.01 -0.003 -0.01 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0 0 0 

 -0.001 0 -0.001 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.002 0.021*** 0.002 

 -0.002 -0.002 -0.003 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.045 0.027 0.046 

 -0.038 -0.025 -0.038 

Head of household is a woman -0.032*** -0.011* -0.032*** 

 -0.009 -0.004 -0.009 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.011*** -0.009*** 0.011*** 

 -0.003 -0.002 -0.003 

Age of household head -0.002*** -0.001*** -0.002*** 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.013 0.038*** -0.012 

 -0.011 -0.007 -0.011 

In-house sewer supply  0.021 0.100*** 0.024 

 -0.012 -0.008 -0.013 

In-house electricity supply 0 0.011 -0.001 

 -0.015 -0.012 -0.015 

Instrument  0.337***                 

  -0.019                 

_cons 0.266*** -0.099*** 0.264*** 

 -0.031 -0.019 -0.031 

N 13691 13691 13691 

r2 0.011 0.401 0.01 

F 9.43 235.866                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table  25. Percentage Children Attending Primary School (for children from 6 to 11) at the 

household level, 2007 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.083***  0.209*** 

 -0.016  -0.051 

Household in Rural Area -0.012 0.012 -0.011 

 -0.014 -0.008 -0.014 

Proxy_Means 0.011 -0.108*** 0.008 

 -0.031 -0.015 -0.031 

Property ownership 0.001 -0.007 0.001 

 -0.01 -0.005 -0.01 

Low quality dwelling materials 0 -0.007 -0.004 

 -0.012 -0.009 -0.013 

Agriculture is main activity 0.003 -0.007 0.004 

 -0.013 -0.006 -0.013 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0 0.001 0 

 0 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0 0.009*** -0.002 

 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.070* 0.005 0.067*   

 -0.027 -0.026 -0.027 

Head of household is a woman -0.011 0.004 -0.012 

 -0.012 -0.007 -0.012 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.002 -0.001 0.002 

 -0.003 -0.002 -0.003 

Age of household head -0.001 0 -0.001 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply 0.022 -0.005 0.025*   

 -0.011 -0.007 -0.011 

In-house sewer supply  0.018 0.050*** 0.013 

 -0.011 -0.008 -0.012 

In-house electricity supply 0.067*** -0.051*** 0.078*** 

 -0.013 -0.01 -0.014 

Instrument  0.282***                 

  -0.012                 

_cons 0.717*** 0.028 0.708*** 

 -0.036 -0.022 -0.037 

N 9292 9292 9292 

r2 0.014 0.27 0.008 

F 7.533 83.433                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table  26. Percentage Children Attending Primary School (for children from 6 to 11) at the 

household level, 2011 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.013  -0.002 

 -0.015  -0.078 

Household in Rural Area -0.01 0.126*** -0.008 

 -0.013 -0.009 -0.016 

Proxy_Means -0.044 0.141*** -0.041 

 -0.036 -0.025 -0.039 

Property ownership 0.006 0.001 0.006 

 -0.01 -0.006 -0.01 

Low quality dwelling materials -0.002 0.040*** -0.001 

 -0.013 -0.012 -0.014 

Agriculture is main activity 0.009 0 0.009 

 -0.012 -0.006 -0.012 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.001 0.002*** -0.001 

 0 -0.001 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.004* 0.017*** 0.004 

 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.016 0.002 0.016 

 -0.031 -0.025 -0.031 

Head of household is a woman -0.005 -0.002 -0.005 

 -0.012 -0.007 -0.012 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.002 -0.009*** 0.002 

 -0.003 -0.002 -0.003 

Age of household head 0 -0.001* 0 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply -0.016 0.047*** -0.015 

 -0.011 -0.009 -0.012 

In-house sewer supply  0.011 0.117*** 0.013 

 -0.013 -0.01 -0.016 

In-house electricity supply 0.078*** 0.030* 0.078*** 

 -0.015 -0.014 -0.015 

Instrument  0.329***                 

  -0.024                 

_cons 0.746*** -0.218*** 0.743*** 

 -0.034 -0.025 -0.037 

N 9001 9001 9001 

r2 0.008 0.419 0.008 

F 4.557 287.488                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table 27. Percentage Children Attending Secondary School (for children from 12 to 18) at 

the household level, 2007 

 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.076***  0.147*   

 -0.018  -0.065 

Household in Rural Area 0.023 0.011 0.023 

 -0.016 -0.008 -0.016 

Proxy_Means 0.023 -0.082*** 0.021 

 -0.034 -0.016 -0.034 

Property ownership 0.008 -0.006 0.008 

 -0.011 -0.005 -0.011 

Low quality dwelling materials -0.034* -0.003 -0.035*   

 -0.014 -0.01 -0.014 

Agriculture is main activity -0.002 0 -0.001 

 -0.014 -0.006 -0.014 

District-level Poverty incidence rate -0.001 0 -0.001 

 -0.001 0 0 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.003* 0.008*** 0.002 

 -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.179*** 0.027 0.176*** 

 -0.035 -0.032 -0.036 

Head of household is a woman -0.022 -0.002 -0.022 

 -0.012 -0.006 -0.012 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.002 0 0.002 

 -0.004 -0.002 -0.004 

Age of household head 0 -0.001*** 0 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply 0.011 0 0.012 

 -0.012 -0.007 -0.012 

In-house sewer supply  0.037** 0.048*** 0.034**  

 -0.013 -0.009 -0.013 

In-house electricity supply 0.125*** -0.045*** 0.130*** 

 -0.014 -0.01 -0.015 

Instrument  0.247***                 

  -0.013                 

_cons 0.445*** 0.063** 0.438*** 

 -0.041 -0.023 -0.042 

N 9096 9096 9096 

r2 0.028 0.213 0.026 

F 16.059 56.898                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Table 28. Percentage Children Attending Secondary School (for children from 12 to 18) at 

the household level, 2011 
 OLS First Stage Second Stage    

Juntos Program 0.053***  -0.024 

 -0.016  -0.086 

Household in Rural Area 0.009 0.112*** 0.017 

 -0.014 -0.008 -0.017 

Proxy_Means -0.05 0.142*** -0.035 

 -0.038 -0.024 -0.041 

Property ownership 0.004 0.007 0.005 

 -0.011 -0.005 -0.011 

Low quality dwelling materials -0.004 0.031** 0 

 -0.014 -0.012 -0.015 

Agriculture is main activity -0.005 0.001 -0.006 

 -0.013 -0.005 -0.013 

District-level Poverty incidence rate 0 0.001 0 

 -0.001 0 -0.001 

District-level Poverty severity rate 0.003 0.020*** 0.005 

 -0.002 -0.002 -0.003 

Index of unsatisfied necessities  0.042 -0.004 0.043 

 -0.041 -0.027 -0.041 

Head of household is a woman -0.018 -0.003 -0.018 

 -0.012 -0.006 -0.012 

Maximum years of woman’s education 0.005 -0.007*** 0.004 

 -0.003 -0.002 -0.003 

Age of household head -0.001 -0.001*** -0.001 

 0 0 0 

In-house water supply 0.004 0.039*** 0.007 

 -0.012 -0.009 -0.013 

In-house sewer supply  0.040** 0.126*** 0.049**  

 -0.014 -0.01 -0.018 

In-house electricity supply 0.107*** -0.003 0.104*** 

 -0.016 -0.014 -0.016 

Instrument  0.310***                 

  -0.024                 

_cons 0.532*** -0.148*** 0.522*** 

 -0.038 -0.025 -0.039 

N 9741 9741 9741 

r2 0.014 0.4 0.012 

F 9.087 251.467                 

Standard errors in second row of each variable 

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001    
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Appendix A 

      

Variables Used to Calculate the Algorithm of Poverty 

Illiterate Women: Percentage of illiterate women at household 

Cook Fuel : Access to industrial sources of industrial 

fuel for cooking (Kerosene, Gas, 

Electricity)  

Services connection: 

The household has connection to water, 

toilet, electricity 

Low housing: 
Low quality dwelling materials (earth floor, 

walls different from brick, adobe, stone, 

and roof different from reinforced concrete, 

wood, or tile)  

No Devices: 

Number of devices in the household that 

are needed 

Source: Proteccion Social en el Peru. Como Mejorar los Resultados para los Pobres, World 

Bank  - Lima, 2007 
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Appendix B 

 

 

 

 

Country Programme Target population Transfer Transfer eligibility criteria  Recipient

Universal Child Allowance 

for Social Protection

Families with heads of 

unemployed or work in the 

informal economy

Univrsal family benefit

Children under 18 years of age.     

Domestic employees with income below 

the minimum wage "Monotributistas 

sociales"1                                         

Mother, father, 

guardian, or next of 

child up to the third 

degree

Families for Social 

Inclusion
Families at social risk Non-wage income

Children under 19 years of age. Persons 

with disabilities .                                    

Pregnant women.

Mother

Porteña Citizenship 

Programme
Families l iving in poverty Household subsidy 

Households in the Autonomus City of 

Buenos Aires l iving in poverty, targeting 

the most vulnerable. 

Mother

Scholarship (Studying 

is work)

Young Persons between 18 and 29 years 

of age from households in the target 

population, with at least two years 

residency  in the Autonomous City of 

Buenos Aires, studying at any level in 

the formal education system.

Direct user

Unemployed Heads of 

Households 

Families with heads of 

household who are 

unemployed

Subsidy

Children under 19 years of age. Persons 

with disabilities .                                      

Pregnant women.

Head of household

Juancito Pinto Grant

Children under 18 years of 

age, attending up to eighth 

grade of primary school in 

the regular education  

system and alternative 

juvenile education, and 

students in special 

education without an age 

limit

Grant

Attendance at formal education and 

public schools, alternative juvenile or 

special education.

Father, mother or 

guardian

Juana Azurduy de Padilla.                                 

Mother and Child grant

Pregnant and breast  

feeding women, without 

health insurance coverage

Voucher for childbirth 

and post-natal check-

up

Children under 2 years old Mother 

Pre-natal voucher Pregnant women Mother

Check-ups health 

voucher
Women with a child under 1 year old Mother

Bolsa Familia
Families l iving in poverty 

and extreme poverty 
Basic voucher Indigent families Mother

Variable voucher
Families l iving in poverty with children 

under 15 years of age 
Mother

Adoloscent variable 

benefit
Children of 16 and 17 years of age Mother

Child Labour Eradication  

Programme (PETI)

Non-poor families with 

situation of child labour 2

16 years old children in a child labour 

situation, except those performing 

apprentice tasks as from 14 years of 

age

Mother

Bolsa Escola school grant
Families l iving in extreme 

poverty 
Children between 6 and 15 years of age Mother

Bolsa Alimentação food 

grant

Families l iving in extreme 

poverty 
Children under 6 and pregnant women Mother

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil  

Conditional Cash Transfer Programs in Latin America
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Appendix B (cont.) 

 

 

 

Solidarity Chile

Families and indiviudals 

l iving in vulnerable 

situations

Protection grant
All programme user families in 

monitoring phase
Mother

Exit grant All families targeted by the programme Mother

Single family subsidy Children under 18 years of age.     Mother

Pregnant women Mother

Persons with mental disability Mother

Persons with a physical disability Mother

Basic solidarity 

endowment 
Adults over 65 years of age Direct user

Identity card subsidy All  families targeted by the programme Direct user

Drinking water subsidy All families targeted by the programme Household

Basic allowance All families targeted by the programme Mother

Healthy child check-up 

allowance
Children under 6 years of age Mother

Enrolment allowance Children between 6 and 18 years of age Mother

Attendance allowance Children between 6 and 18 years of age Mother

women's labour 

market participation 

allowance

Children over 18 years of age Direct user

Families in Accion

Families l iving in extreme 

poverty in situations of 

displacement, or 

indiginous families

Nutritional voucher Children under 11 years of age Mother

Educational grant Children between 6 and 18 years of age Mother

Conditional Subsidies for 

School Attendance

Families l iving in 

situations of non-indigent 

poverty

Educational subsidy
Children under 19 yeas of age attending 

sixth to eleventh grade
Mother

Transport subsidy

Children between 14 and 19 years of 

age attending nineth to eleventh grade, 

and who live more than 2km from the 

school

Mother

Costa Rica Avancemos

Families that find it 

difficult to keep their 

children in the education 

system for economic 

reasons

Conditional cash 

transfer

Children between 12 and 25 years of 

age attending secondary education in 

public schools 

Head of household

Human development grant Families l iving in poverty
Human development 

grant
Children under 16 years of age Mother

Pension for persons 

with disabilities

Persons with a  disability of 40% or 

more
Direct user

Pension for older 

adults
Adults over 65 without social security Direct user

Chile

Colombia

Ecuador
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Appendix B (cont.) 

 

 

Solidarity in Rural 

Communities

Families in extreme 

poverty l iving in 

municipalities  with an 

extreme, servere, an high 

poverty rate.3

Health grant Children under 5 years of age Mother

Pregnant women Mother

Education grant Children between 6 and 18 years of age Mother

Basic universal pesion 

fo older adults 

Adults over 70 years of age living in 

poverty 
Direct user

Guatemala Mi familia Progresa

Family l iving in extreme 

poverty with children 

under 15 years of age and 

pregnant mothers

Health / nutrition 

grant
Children under 6 years of age Head of household

Pregnant women

Education grant Children between 6 and 15 years of age Head of household

Bono 10000, programme 

for education, health and 

nutrition

Families l iving in extreme 

poverty 
Nutrional grant Children under five years of age Head of household 

Pregnant or breast-feeding women

Health grant Children under 5 years oof age

Education grant Pregannt of breast feeding women

Family allowance 

programme

Families l iving in extreme 

poverty 
Mother and child grant

Children under 5 years old with a 

disability  or a t risk of malnutrition
Mother

Pregnant or breast-feeding women Mother

Shool grant for first to 

sixth grade

Children aged 6 and 14 years attending 

up to sixth grade in public schools
Direct user

Grant for older 

persons
Adults over 65 years of age Mother

Helping hand grant

Young people  l iving in zones of high 

social risk and adults working in 

municipal garbage dumps

Mother

School bag
Children attending up to third grade in 

public shools 
Mother

PRAF / IDB III
Families l iving in extreme 

poverty
Nutrition grant

Children under 6 years of age at risk of 

malnutrition or with a disability 
Mother

Pregnant or breast-feeding women Mother

Health grant Children under 6 years of age Mother

Pregnant or breast-feeding women Mother

Education grant
Children between 6 and 14 years of age 

attending up to 6th grade in public
Mother

PRAF / IDB II
Families l iving in extreme 

poverty 

Nutrition and health 

grant
Children under 3 years of age Mother

Pregnant or breast-feeding women Mother

School grant
Children between 6 and 12 years of age 

that have not completed 4th grade
Mother

Programme of 

Asvancedment through 

Health and Education

Persons l iving in poverty Health grant Children under 59 months of age Head of household 4

Adults over 60 years of age

Persons with disabilities

Pregnant or breast-feeding women

Unemployed adults l iving in poverty

Education grant Children between 6 and 17 years of age Head of household

Post-secondary school 

grant

Children completing secondary 

education and proceeding to higher 

education

Head of household

El Salvador

Honduras

Jamaica 
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Oportunidades
Households subject to 

food poverty
Food support All families targeted by the programme Mother

Support for school 

supplies

Children attending primary and 

secondary school
Mother

Education support
Children attending primary, secondary 

or upper secondary education
Mother

Energy support All families targeted by the programme Mother

Support for older 

persons
Adults over 65 years of age Mother

Vivir Mejor food 

support

 All  famili les tardgeted by  the 

programme 
Mother

Vivir Mejor child 

support 
Children up to 9 years of age Mother

Baby food
Children between 4 and 23 months of 

age
Mother

Children between 2 amd 5 years of age 

with malnutrition  problems
Mother

Pregnant women or breast-feeding 

women
Mother

Youth with 

Opportunidades

Students between third year secondary 

and fourth bachillerato
Direct user

Social Proteccion Network
Families l iving in extreme 

poverty
Food security grant All families targeted by the programme Mother

Education grant
Children beteen 7 and 13 years of age 

that have not completed fourth grade
Mother

School bag Children attending up to fourth grade Mother

Crisis Response System
Families l iving in extreme 

poverty

Occupational training 

grant

Young people between 14 and 25 years 

of age who have completed primary 

school

Direct user

Food security grant All families targeted by the programme Mother

Education grant Children between 6 and 18 years of age Mother

School bag Children between 6 and 18 years of age Mother

Opportunties Network
Families l iving in extreme 

poverty

Conditional cash 

transfer
All families targeted by the programme Mother

Food purchasing 

grants
All families targeted by the programme Mother

Tekopara
Households in extreme 

poverty
Food support All families targeted by the programme Mother

Support for education 

and health
Children up to 18 years of age Mother

Pregnant women Mother

Support for older 

adults
Adults over 65 years of age Direct user

Support for persons 

with disabilities
Persons with disabilities Direct user

Abrazo

Families l iving in extreme 

poverty with children in 

child labour situations

Fixed solidarity grant Children of up to 14 years of age Mother

Juntos

Families l iving in extreme 

poverty, risk and 

exclusion

Grant Children of up to 14 years of age
Famale head of 

household

Pregnant women

Widows

Older adults

Nicaragua

Panama

Paraguay

Peru

Mexico
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Solidarity

Families in situations of 

extreme and moderate 

poverty

Comer es Primero 

(Food scheme)
Children under 16 years of age Head of households

Pregnant women Head of households

Head of households Head of households

Older adults without a job Head of households

School attendance 

incentive 

Children between four and 21 years of 

age enrolled in public education
Head of households

Support for older 

adults

Over 65 years who do not receive 

another pension an are unemployed
Direct user

Gas subsidy
Poor and lower middle class 

houeseholds
Household

Electricity subsidy

Low income households that receive the 

gas subsidy and that have been 

identified by SIUBEN

Household

Trinidad 

and Tobago

Targeted Conditional Cash 

Transfer Programme
Families l iving in poverty Grant All families targeted by the programme Head of household

Family allowances Families l iving in poverty
Conditional cash 

transfer
Children under 18 years of age

Famale head of 

household

Persons with disabilities 

National Social Emergency 

Response Plan

Families l iving in extreme 

poverty
Citizen income All families targeted by the programme Head of households

Food card Children under 18 uears pf age Mother

Pregnant woment Mother

Uruguay 

4/ Subsidies for persons wit hdisabilities, unempolyed adults an older adults can be caollected by the direct user.

Dominican 

Republic

Source: Economic Comission for Latin America and the Caribbean. Data of non-contributory social protection programmes in Latin America and the Caribbean

1/ A tax category that recognizes the undertaking of productive, commercial, and service activities by people in situations of social vulnerability. Upon payment  of a monthly fee, they 

can issues invoices, access a trade union health insurance, enter the pension system and be suppliers to the Argentina State through direct purchase.

2/ As from 2005, the Child Labour Eradication Programme was combined with Bolsa Familia, and families who were participating in PETI and were eligible for Bolsa Familia were 

transferred to the latter. PETI continues to serve poor families in situation of child labour.

3/ The programme uses a povrty map to divide the country's 262 municipalities into four groups, according to their extreme poverty level: severe (32 municipalites), high(68), moderate 

(82) and low (80)
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Author Programme Country Outcome Program Allocation Method

Difference in 

difference

John Hoddinott 

Emmanuel Skoufias 

Ryan Washburn

Random 

Household consumption was 

increased by 15% compared to 

the average consumption level at 

baseline

Colombia
Familias en 

Acción 

Increased consumption of fruits, 

vegetables and animal products 

by 7,1%

MexicoProgresa

Non randomParaguay

Orazio Attanasio

Alice Mesnard
Non random

Cotrol for 

observable 

The average level of consumption 

increases by approximately 14,53 

percent. 

Programme increased current 

expenditures. No evidence of 

long-term impact on 

consumption. Limited impact on 

increasing agricultural or non-

agricultural inverstment

Random 

2SLS

IV with fixed effects

Ana Maria Hermeto 

Camilo de Oliveira 

Mônica Viegas Andrade 

Anne Caroline Costa 

Resende 

Clarissa Guimarães 

Rodrigues 

Laeticia Rodrigues de 

Souza 

Rafael Perez Ribas 

Programa 

Tekoporã 
Double differences 

Fábio Veras Soares          

Rafael Perez Ribas     

Guilherme Issamu Hirata

Families participating in the 

program had U.S. $ 117 annually 

spend more on food than non-

beneficiary families

John Maluccio

Red de 

Protección 

Social

Nicaragua Double differences 

The programme showed positive 

impacts on per capita income 

consumption, poverty reduction, 

school attendance, productive 

investment, access to credit, 

saving. However, the programme 

did not reduce child labor, or 

incresing demand for children's 

vaccination

Brasil
Propensity Score 

Matching
Non random

Positive impact on personal 

consumption for families in 

extreme poverty

Also, Bolsa Familia has a positive 

impact on reducing child labour

Bolsa 

Familia
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Non random

Intrumental 

variables, 

complemented with 

Matching

The program has a positive 

impact increasing overall 

consumption, and  demand of 

basic health and educational 

services. There is no evidence 

that the program reduce 

malnutrition or anemia.

Elizaveta Perova Renos 

Vakis
Juntos Peru

Mi Familia 

Progresa

Non random Cualitative studyBrasil
Bolsa 

Familia

Instituto Brasileño de 

Análisis Sociales y 

Económicos (IBASE)

 Wilson Romero

Sibyl Italia Pineda

Erick Ventura
Non random Cualitative study

 Improve food expenditure is a 

priority for the transfer 

investment received. Most of the 

recipients reported having 

increased their consumption in 

the following order: food 

expenditure (87%), school 

supplies (46%), and clothing 

(37%).

The programme has a positive 

impact fostering responsibility 

about education and health. 

Beneficiaries are more prone to 

receive monthly check-ups. 

Regarding to the use of the 

monetary transfer, there is a 

preference for inversting in food, 

good and services in favor of the 

welfare of households

Guatemala


