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Motivation and Research Objectives

Argentina is currently in the midst of a deep and unparalleled economic,
social and political crisis. The economy is projected to decline by about 20%
in 2002, and due to the currency’s depreciation, per capita GDP has
declined to US$ 2,850 (down from US$ 8,210 at its peak in 1998).

The current crisis has sharply aggravated the already difficult social
situation. Poverty and unemployment are at their maximum historical level.
According to the latest figures, 55% of argentine households are below the
poverty line, and almost 20% of the Ilabor force is unemployed.
Unemployment is particularly severe among the least-skilled workers, being
higher than 30% (INDEC, October 2002). This extremely negative context
has also had an impact on the education and health sectors where there is a
growing evidence of deterioration in service delivery. The combined effect of
all these factors has resulted in an increasingly conflictive social situation
with high levels of violence and protests (see Fiszbein 2002).

One of the main policies implemented by the current government was to
significantly increased the budget allocated to active labor demand policies
(Programa "“Jlefas y Jefes de Hogar”). The number of beneficiaries of
workfare programs increased from 90,000 at December 2001, to 1,200,000
at October 2002, and the government declared that their objective is to
increase the number of benefits to 2,000,000 in 2003 (see table 1). The
recent decline in unemployment (form 21.5% in May 2002 to 17.8% in
October 2002) has been presented by the government as evidence of the
positive effects of workfare programs.

Table 1: Long term trends in Poverty, Unemployment, Economic Growth and
Workfare programs (1980-2002)

Year Poverty Rate Unemployment Grgg\lxv;c;thon 5 V?/grkfare programs .
(Buenos Aires) (% of labor force) o N Participants Expenditure
(%) (monthly average) (millions of $)

1980 8,0 2,0 4,5 - -
1985 16,0 6,1 -2,0 - -
1988 33,1 6,3 -1,9 - -
1989 38,1 7,6 -6,9 - -
1990 41,2 7,5 -1,8 - -

1991 26,4 6,5 10,5 - -
1992 18,7 7,0 9,9 - -
1993 16,9 9,6 5,7 26.236 94
1994 17,0 11,5 5,9 33.365 118
1995 22,6 17,5 -2,7 48.909 125
1996 25,5 17,2 5,5 62.083 134
1997 25,2 14,9 8,1 126.264 299
1998 24,9 12,8 4,0 112.076 259
1999 26,7 14,3 -3,4 105.895 241
2000 28,9 15,1 -0,5 85.665 162
2001 38,3 18,3 -4,4 91.806 160
2002 54,3 17,8 -19,3¢ 1.282.000¢ 2.312¢

Source: Own elaboration based on Fachelli (2002), World Bank (2000) and INDEC.



Allocating more funds to social sectors, and particularly to labor programs,
is an adequate policy considering the current difficult situation. However,
several questions have been raised in Argentina regarding the fairness and
effectiveness of workfare programs. The program has been pointed out as a
source of political clientelism and corruption!, and many analysts argued
that their employment effects are questionable. In spite of the importance
of the topic, most of the arguments are based on anecdotal evidence. There
are very few empirical evaluations of the program. Our research objective is
to contribute to the debate, providing an econometric evaluation of the
poverty and employability effects of workfare programs in Argentina, using
the most reliable argentine database: The "“Encuesta Permanente de
Hogares” (Permanent Household Survey, hereafter EPH).

While our focus is on the argentine case, we consider that is relevant to
other countries, particularly in Latin America, where active labor policies
have been advocated as a way to soften the shocks generated by market-
oriented reforms (Heckman et al., 1998; Goldbert L. and C. Giacometti,
1998; Marquez, 1999).

Brief background of workfare programs in Argentina and knowledge
gaps

The “Jefas y Jefes de Hogar” workfare program was implemented few
months after president Duhalde took office in February 2002. Workfare
programs in Argentina have been implemented since 1993, and while their
“names” have changed?, they have all the same basic characteristics and
objectives:

¢ The program is targeted at the least-skilled unemployed workers.
Participants receive a monthly benefit (below the minimum wage) during
six months, and have to work twenty hours per week at public or non-
profit organisations>.

e The objectives of the program are: To act as a short-term safety net,
and to increase employability among the least-skilled unemployed
workers.

How well targeted is the program?

A review of workfare programs in OECD and some developing countries,
found that public-service jobs are well targeted at low-income unemployed
workers when the wage rates have been set very low (See Dar and
Tzannatos, 1999).

1 Ronconi (2001) surveys the main argentine newspapers, and finds that most of the press
reports related to workfare programs mentions the existence of political clientelism and
corruption.

2 In 1993 it was called “Programa Intensivo de Trabajo”, from 1995 to 2001 “Programa
Trabajar”, and since 2002 “Programa Jefas y Jefes de Hogar”.

3 See the Argentine executive decree number 327/1998. A detailed description of workfare
programs in Argentina is provide in Fachelli (2002) and Ronconi (2001).



In Argentina, the benefit is below the minimum wage so we might expect
self-targeting. However, several concerns have been raised. Over 50% of
total employment is informal, and some informal workers receive a wage
below the legal minimum. These workers may prefer to work 20 hours per
week and receive the benefit, instead of working 40 or more hours at the
informal sector. But a second and more important concern, is that, due to
lack of sound institutions, benefits are allocated in a political-clientelar
basis, and not necessarily to the most needed.

Kremenchutzky (1997) and Ministerio de Trabajo (1999) have surveyed a
small number of workfare program participants (60 and 159 respectively),
and they find few cases (less than 10%) where participants do not meet the
requirements to receive the benefit (for example, she/he is well-educated,
or already has an informal job). However, the sampling techniques used in
both studies are questionable®. Fachelli, Ronconi and Sanguinetti (2002)
present ad-hoc evidence showing several cases where the jobs are assigned
through a political-clientelar basis, or different forms of corruption in the
allocation process®.

Our first objective is to describe the socio-economic characteristics of
participants and non participants, using the Permanent Household Survey,
in order to verify if the participants are in fact those who need the program
most. This will allow us to answer several questions, such as: Do
participants have any other source of income? How many of them are heads
of poor households? Do participants have a low education level? Are there
any unemployed and poorly educated worker who does not receive the
program?°.

Short run Poverty effects

A second concern is related to the poverty effect of workfare programs.
Even in the case where the program is well targeted, is necessarily to
measure the income gain conditional on income in the absence of the
program to assess the impact of the program. As mentioned by Subbarao et
al. (1997), common practice has been to estimate the gains by the gross
wages paid, assuming that the labor supply to the program came only from
the unemployed and from people who where out of the labor force. But,
even if a participating worker was unemployed at the time she joined the
program, that does not mean that she would have remained unemployed
had the program not existed.

4 See Ronconi (2001).

> Just to mention a few examples: In the suburban area of Buenos Aires, participants
received 2/3 of the benefit, while the remaining third was hold by a political leader. In La
Matanza, funds were distributed by local leaders instead of been assigned directly from the
national state to the participant as the legal procedure stipulates. Some participants were
forced to participate in political manifestations in order to receive the benefits.

®Regretably, the EPH does not include any political variable; so we will not be able to check if
in fact corruption and political clientelism characterize funds allocation. However, we consider
that providing a reliable estimation of the percentage of participants who do not meet the
requirements constitutes an improvement given the poor quality of the existing empirical
evidence, and also an input for further studies.



Jalan and Ravallion (1999) is the only paper that has estimated the net
income gains of workfare programs in Argentina. They have exploited the
cross section characteristic of the Encuesta de Desarrollo Social (EDS), and
find average gains of approximately $100 per participant per month.
How7ever, as suggested in Ronconi (2001), the results may suffer a severe
bias’.

In this paper we will compute the net income gain of the program, using a
different database (the Permanent Household Survey) and a matching pairs
approach (see the methodological section). The data and our empirical
approach would allow us to estimate the short-run poverty effect of the
program®.

Employability effects

Finally, we will assess the employability effects of the program. According to
Bartik (2001), public service programs significantly increased the long-run
earnings of participants in the US, since they provide some work experience
and the needed soft skills. Do we observe this effect in the argentine case?
How did participants performed in the labor market after the program? Are
participants more or less likely to be employed than individuals in the
control group after program completion? Does participation affects the odds
of getting a formal job°? Do workers received higher wages due to
participation? Or is the workfare program a disguised income transfer?
Furthermore, did the program had any negative impact, such as “signalling”
or stigma effects on the participants?

None of these questions have been appropriately answered in Argentina. As
far as we are aware, there are no statistically reliable evaluations of the
employment effects of workfare programs. Our objective is fill this gap,
exploiting the panel characteristic of the Permanent Household Survey and
implementing a matching pairs approach to construct the control group.

Briefly, our research objective is to analyse how well the program is
targeted, and its effectiveness in reducing poverty and increasing
employability.

7 Jalan and Ravallion’s (1999) results are based on a sample of 3,500 participants. Their
initial and truly random sample was composed of approximately 6,000 participants. But they
dropped 2,500 observations because the address of the participants could not be found, or
because the participant did not want to respond. We consider that the dropped observations
have a high probability of including participants who do not meet the program requirements,
and that may have received the benefit in a politico-clientelar basis.

8 We will estimate if the income gains generated by the program, helped the participants to
move out of poverty and indigence. We will use the official poverty and indigence lines. The
poverty line is calculated based on the 1986/87 income and expenditure survey, and updated
using prices indices for its food and non foods components. For 1998, the poverty line is
$160 per male adult, per month. To calculate poverty, household composition is converted
into male adult equivalents using standard conversion factors. The indigence line, is based on
the food consumption portion of the poverty line, and is equal to $69 per male adult, per
month. See more details in Annex 2.

° We define formal jobs as those which include unemployment insurance and pensions
benefits.



Methodology and data source

The empirical strategy to be adopted in this study is the result of the
research objectives advanced in the previous discussion and the
characteristics of the available data.

Our analysis will be based on the Permanent Household Survey (EPH). The
data is collected and processed by the Argentine National Statistical and
Census Institute (Instituto Nacional de Estadisticas y Censos, INDEC). The
survey has been conducted bi-annually in May and October since 1974, and
covers 28 urban centers which represents 70% of the urban population of
the country and 98% of the population living in centers with more than
100,000 inhabitants. The sampling and data collection techniques used by
the INDEC ensures the validity and reliability of the information (See Annex
1 for more details)!°. We want to emphasise that the EPH has not been
exploited yet to measure the poverty and employability effects of workfare
programs.

The EPH contains information related to occupational, educational and
income characteristics, both at the individual and household level. Since
October 2000, it includes an specific question that allows to determine if the
individual participates in a public workfare program. Therefore, we would be
able to verify, at five different points in time, if the participants were in fact
those who needed the program most. (October 2000, May 2001, October
2001, May 2002 and October 2002).

In order to compute the short run poverty effects of the program, we need
to measure the income gain conditional on income in the absence of the
program (Heckman, Lalonde, Smith, 1998). The “with” data are provided by
the EPH; but the "“without” are fundamentally unobserved, since an
individual cannot be both a participant and a non-participant at the same
time. Following the conventional evaluation literature, we assume there
exists a group of individuals comparable to participants except for not
having received benefits. We will use propensity score matching methods
(see Heckman, Ichimura, Todd, 1998) to draw a comparison group to
workfare participants form the large number of non-participants available in
the EPH. More specifically:

Let D=1 if participates, and D=0 if does not participates. Let X be a vector
of variables that helps predict participation in the program'?; and
P(X)=Prob(D=1/X) is the probability of participating conditional on X, the
“propensity score”.

10 The EPH can be download for free form INDEC’s web page www.indec.gov.ar

11 We plan to estimate income gains for 2000 or 2001, since at that time the number of non-
participants was sufficiently large to ensure that participants are matched with non-
participants over a common region of matching variables. During 2002, almost every
unemployed worker received a benefit, so it might not be possible to obtain a reliable
matching pair.

12 5ych as age, gender, marital status, number of children, employment status, household
income, household location, etc.




We will calculate the propensity score for each individual in the participant
and the comparison-group samples using standard logit model. Then we will
compute the odds ratio pi = Pi / (1-Pi), where Pi is the estimated propensity
score for individual i. Finally, we will minimize [(p(Xi) - p(Xj)]  over all j, in
order to obtain the “nearest neighbour” to the /" participant.

Then, the mean income gain of the workfare program is given by:
G = 2i=1,.p [(Y1i - Zj=1,.np (WiY05)] / P

where Yy is the household income of participant i, Yy; is the household
income of the j% non-participant matched to the /" participant, P is total
number of participants, NP total number of non participants and wij are the
weights applied in calculating the average income of the matched non-
participants®®. Finally, we will compute the percentage of participant
households who moved out of poverty due to the income gain G;. (see
Annex 2 for details regarding how the poverty line is calculated in
Argentina). While this strategy does not allow us to claim any long term
effects over poverty reduction, at least will assess the importance of
workfare programs as short run safety nets.

Our third objective is to estimate employability effects. We want to evaluate
if participants are more or less likely to find a job, and earn a higher wage
after program completion. As in the previous case, the fundamentally
unobserved data is the employment performance and salaries of
participants “without” treatment. Again, our empirical strategy is to use
propensity score matching methods to draw a comparison group to
workfare participants form the large number of non-participants available in
the EPH™.

But unlike the previous case, we need data “before” and “after” treatment.
Fortunately, the Permanent Household Survey has a rolling panel structure:
once a household is chosen it remains in the sample for four waves (two
years). Each period, 25% of the families are replaced. Therefore, we would
be able to follow participants and the comparison group through time.

We will take October 2000 as the base state. At that time, the EPH reports
570 individuals who were participating in the six month workfare program.
The rolling panel structure of the EPH would allow us to explore the “before
and after” labor performance of participants, and to compute difference-in-
difference estimators®>.

13 There are several different types of parametric and non-parametric weights that one can
use. We plan to use the simple mean over the income difference between the participant and
its matched non-participant.

4 We plan to follow the matched pairs technique since the procedure is less arbitrary and
program impact measures are easier to interpret (See Dar and Tzannatos, 1999). Also we
consider that matching estimates would be reliable since the same questionnaire was
administered to both groups, and the EPH contains a wide range of socio-economic
characteristics for each individual, allowing to control for a wide range of factors. However,
the regression-adjusted technique might also be considered.

15 75% of the individuals who participated in the workfare program in October 2000, are
included in the May 2000 and May 2001 surveys; 50% in October 2001, and 25% in May
2002. Therefore, we will be able to check the employment performance and wages of



At this stage an important point should be emphasised: During the period
under consideration (from 2000 to 2002), the overall state of the argentine
economy suffered major changes. GDP per capita decreased 25%, the
unemployment rate went up 3 percentage points, and the share of informal
employment increased from 37% to 50%. Under such a crisis, it would be
incorrect to attach all the changes in participants outcomes (probability of
being employed and wages) to the workfare program. In other words, the
“before and after” estimator should be discarded, or at least taken with
extreme caution. However, since we will also work with a comparison group
of non-participants, and under the reasonable assumption that the crisis
had a similar effect over the outcomes of participants and non-participants,
we can isolate the workfare programs effects from the economic crisis.

The following table presents some preliminary “before and after” outcomes
for the 570 participants who were participating in the workfare program
during October 2000. Our objective is to use the propensity score matching
score to draw a comparison group, and then to compute a difference-in-
difference estimator to compare the performance of participants relative to
non-participants.

Before treatment After treatment
May 2000 May 2001 October 2001 May 2002
Unemployed 11.6% 8.4% 11.7% 11.8%
Inactive 12.8% 11.1% 10.7% 17.6%
Employed 75.6% 80.5% 77.7% 70.6%
NO obser. 420 426 260 142

*Preliminary data. Own elaboration based on EPH.

Briefly, we will follow the conventional evaluation literature. The methods
we plan to implement are mainly taken from Heckman’s work. The value
added of our paper is that we’ll use these standard methods to explore a
database and answer several questions that have not been analysed yet.

Dissemination Strategy

We consider that our findings will be relevant for several distinct groups:
Argentine politicians and policymakers, academics in Latin America and
functionaries in international organisations concerned with public policy in
the region (e.g., the International Development Research Centre, Inter-
American Development Bank, World Bank). Therefore, we plan to adopt a
multi-faced dissemination strategy.

We plan to present and discuss our findings at local academic institutions,
such as Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo Institucional (CEDI) and
Universidad de San Andrés’ weekly seminars; and publish the paper in
CEDI's web page (www.fgys.org/cedi/cedi.htm). Second, we also plan to
send a summary of our findings to the argentine major daily newspapers

participants one year and a half after program completion. Then, we can compare this
performance relative to the their “before treatment” performance, and also to compare their
performance relative to its “nearest-neighbour”.



(Clarin and La Nacion). Third, we will hold a seminar oriented towards
policymakers and politicians in which we will provide a discussion of the
primary policy recommendations derived from the work. The seminar will
take place at the Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo Institucional, which
has an ample experience in conducting these types of seminars, and an
excellent track record in terms of attendance of key politicians and
policymakers.

Finally, we will schedule a large number of one-on-one meetings with major
political and social actors in charge of labor and poverty policies.

Team members’ experience and expected capacity building

Sandra Fachelli is a sociologist specialised on social programs. She worked
at the Instituto Nacional de Estadisticas y Censos, and she is currently
working as a researcher at the Division of Social Expenditure (Ministerio de
Economia). Sandra is a member of the Consulting Council on Studies on
Poverty and Social Programs, and has collaborated on several documents
published by the government.

Lucas Ronconi is an economist (MA, Yale University) specialised on labor
markets. He teaches at Universidad de San Andrés and researches at
Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo Institucional. Lucas has published
several policy-oriented papers in local journals and has participated on
international conferences (LACEA, IADB, ISSA).

Juan Sanguinetti is an economist (Master in Public Policy, Universidad
Torcuato Di Tella). He is currently working as a researcher at Centro de
Estudios para el Desarrollo Institucional. Juan’s work experience includes an
extensive career as government official in Argentina.

We understand that the interdisciplinary characteristic of our team would
enrich our research, and our own understanding of the problem. We expect
that our research would be useful for the institutions where we work, and
would help to build bridges between research and policy implementation.
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Annex 1. Encuesta Permanente Hogares — Permanent Household Survey

The EPH is a sampling survey, developed 28 in urban agglomerates. The rigorous
application of statistical methods ensures the validity and reliability of collected
information (selection of sample members is conducted using random selection
techniques, data collection methods are uniform, etc). A detailed description of
sampling and data collection techniques is available at www.indec.gov.ar. The
sample has a wide representation as the following table shows:

Provinces Total ratio (%) EPH Agglomerates Total % EPH |ration (%) of
population |of province population of | sampling urban
Census 91 to total EPH over population
(A) population agglomerate |agglomera to total
Census 91 (B) te population
population (B/A)
Ciudad de Bs As 2965403 9,1 Ciudad de Bs As 2965403 100,0 10,4
Buenos Aires 7969324 24,4 Partidos del Conurbano 7948443 99,7 27,9
Catamarca 264234 0,8 Gran Catamarca 121815 46,1 0,4
Cordoba 2766683 8,5 Rio Cuarto(*) 138853 5,0 0,5
Gran Cordoba 1175400 42,5 4,1
Corrientes 795594 2,4 Corrientes 258103 32,4 0,9
Chaco 839677 2,6 Gran Resistencia 292287 34,8 1,0
Chubut 375189 1,1 C. Rivadavia-Rada Tilly 127038 33,9 0,4
Rawson-Trelew (***) 97355 25,9 0,3
Entre Rios 1020257 3,1 Concordia(*) 116485 11,4 0,4
Gran Parana 207041 20,3 0,7
Formosa 398413 1,2 Formosa 147636 37,1 0,5
Jujuy 512329 1,6 Jujuy-Palpala 219924 42,9 0,8
La Pampa 259996 0,8 Santa Rosa-Toay 80592 31,0 0,3
La Rioja 220729 0,7 La Rioja 103727 47,0 0,4
Mendoza 1412481 4,3 Gran mendoza 773113 54,7 2,7
Misiones 788915 2,4 Posadas 210755 26,7 0,7
Neuquén 388833 1,2 Neuquén-Plottier 183579 47,2 0,6
Resto de Bs As 4625650 14,2 Bahia Blanca-Cerri 265885 5,7 0,9
Mar del Plata-Batan(*) 519065 11,2 1,8
Gran La Plata 642979 13,9 2,3
San Nicolas de los Arroyos 119302 2,6 0,4
(***)
Carmen de Patagones (***) 17075 0,4 0,1
Rio Negro (**) 506772 1,6 Viedma (***) 40398 8,0 0,1
Salta 866153 2,7 Salta 368659 42,6 1,3
San Juan 528715 1,6 Gran San Juan 352691 66,7 1,2
San Luis 286458 0,9 San Luis-El Chorrillo 113074 39,5 0,4
Santa Cruz 159839 0,5 Rio Gallegos 64640 40,4 0,2
Santa Fe 2798422 8,6 Gran Santa Fé 396991 14,2 1,4
Gran Rosario 1117322 39,9 3,9
Villa Constitucion (***) 41161 1,5 0,1
Santiago del 671988 2.1 Sgo del Estero-La Banda 261824 39,0 0,9
Estero
Tierra del Fuego 69369 0,2 Ushuaia-Rio Grande 67303 97,0 0,2
Tucuman 1142105 3,5 Gran Tucuman-Tafi Viejo 652882 57,2 2,3
Total Pais 32633528 100,0 20208800 61,9 71,1
Total Urbano 28439499 87,1

(*)Aglomerados incorporados en Octubre de 1995
(**) Se releva el Aglomerado Alto Valle (199,826 habitantes segun Censo 91) que por ser una poblacién urbana-rural no se incluye en
eHOtARIR IR tOTRIIBE AR TSR PD02. Las localidades San Nicolas de los Arroyos y Villa Constitucién conforman un Gnico
dominio de estimacion, el Aglomerado San Nicolas-Villa Constitucién . Las localidades de Rawson y Trelew conforman un tnico
dominio de estimacion, el Aglomerado Rawson-Trelew. Las localidades de Viedma y Carmen de Patagones conforman un Unico
dominio de estimacion, el Aglomerado Viedma-Carmen de Patagones.

Source: EPH-INDEC




Annex 2.- Indigence and Poverty line methodology
The method currently in use by the INDEC to measure poverty is presented below.
What is meant by indigence level?

The concept of «indigence level» (or line of indigence), IL, aims to ascertain
whether the households earns enough income to purchase a food basket that will
satisfy a minimum threshold of energetic and protein needs. Thus, the households
that do not meet that threshold or line are considered indigent. The procedure is
based on the use of a “Canasta basica de alimentos” -basic food basket- (CBA) of
minimum cost, determined as a function of the consumption patterns of a reference
population defined according to the results of the 1985-86 Household Expenditure
and Income Survey. The procedure also takes into account the prescribed
kilocalories and protein requirements for that population (as specified in the «Basic
Food Basket for the Equivalent Adult», included below). Once the CBA components
have been established, their prices are assigned according to the Consumer Price
Index (IPC) for each measurement period.

Since human nutritional requirements vary according to age, sex and person’s
activity, it is necessary to adjust for each person’s characteristics, taking as
reference the requirements of a male adult aged between 30 and 59 and exerting
moderate activity. This reference unit is called the «equivalent adult» and is
assigned the value 1.00. The table of equivalences of energetic requirements for
each consumer unit in terms of equivalent adult is the following.

Table of equivalences
Energetic needs and consumer units by age and sex

Greater Buenos Aires
Energetic Consumer unit /

Sex and age needs (Kcal) |Equivalent adult
Boys and girls
Under 1 year old 880 0.33
1 year old 1170 0.43
2 yrs. Old 1360 50
3yrs. Old 1500 0.56
4to 6 yrs. Old 1710 0.63
7 to 9 yrs. Old 1950 0.72
Men
10 to 12 yrs. Old 2230 0.83
13 to 15 yrs. Old 2580 0.96
16 to 17 yrs. Old 2840 1.05
Women
10 to 12 yrs. Old 1980 0.73
13 to 15 yrs. Old 2140 0.79
16 to 17 yrs. Old 2140 0.79
Men
18 to 29 yrs. Old 2860 1.06
30 to 59 yrs. Old 2700 1
60 yrs. old and over 2840 1.05
Women
18 to 29 yrs. Old 2000 0.74
30 to 59 yrs. Old 2000 0.74
60 yrs. old and over 1730 0.64

Note: Extracted from the table by MORALES, Elena, Canasta basica
de alimentos, Gran Buenos Aires, Documento de trabajo
n°3,INDEC/IPA, 1988.



Each household’s composition in equivalent adults determines a specific CBA value
for that household. In September, 2000, the CBA value for an equivalent adult was
62,44 pesos. As a final step, the specific value of each household’s CBA is
compared to the household’s total income. If the total income is less than the
household’s CBA, the household and its members are considered to be under the
indigence level.

What is meant by poverty line?

The measurement of poverty by the poverty level or «poverty line» (PL) method is
based on determining, from the household income reported, whether the
households in question are able to satisfy --through the purchase of goods and
services-- a set of nutritional and non-nutritional needs considered essential. In
order to calculate the poverty level it is necessary to determine the CBA value and
compound it with the inclusion of non-nutritional goods and services (clothing,
transportation, education, health care, etc.) so as to obtain the value of the Total
Basic Basket (CBT).

For the purpose of compounding the CBA value, the so-called Engel coefficient (EC)
is used. It is defined as the ratio of food expenditures to total expenditure observed
in the reference population (in this case, the reference population in the base year
for this calculations, 1985-86), thus:

Engel coefficient = Food expenditures / Total expenditure.

In each period, both the numerator and the denominator of the Engel coefficient
are updated with the price variations obtained from the CPI. According to the
relative price variation, the EC is determined each month for the purpose of
measuring poverty. In order to compound the CBA value, in practice its value is
multiplied by the reciprocal of the Engel coefficient:

CBT = CBA x 1/Engel coefficient.

In September, 2000, the reciprocal of the Engel coefficient was 2.42 and the CBA
was 62.44 pesos. Thus we have $ 62.44 (CBA) x 2.42 (reciprocal of EC) = $ 151.10
(CBT) for an equivalent adult). As a last step, each household’s CBT value is
compared to the household’s total income. If the household’s income is less than
the CBT value, the household and its members are considered under the poverty
line; otherwise, they will be counted among the non-poor population and
households.



ANNEX N°2

Basic food basket for the equivalent adult (monthly)

Component Grams Specifications

Bread 6060

Salt crackers 420

Sweet biscuits 720

Rice 630

Wheat flour 1020

Other flours (corn) 210

Noodles 1290

Potatoes 7050

Sweet potatoes 690

Sugar 1440

Sweets and jams 240|made with milk
made with sweet potatoes
marmalades

Dry legumes 240|Lentils
Beans
Green peas

Vegetables 3930(Chard
Onions
Lettuce
Tomatoes
Carrots
Pumpkins
Canned tomatoes

Fruits 4020|Bananas
Tangerines
Apples
Oranges

Meats 6270|Short ribs
Chuck
Minced meat
Rump beef
Navel and foreshank
Bottom round beef
Shoulder clod
Chicken

Eggs 630

Milk 7950

Cheese 270| fresh
spread
Quartirolo
grated

Cooking oil 1200(blended

Sweet/sweetened beverages 4050|Concentrated (fruit) juices

drinks

Unsweetened carbonated beverages 3450|Soda water
Table salt 150

Kitchen salt 90

Vinegar 90

Coffee 60

Tea 60

Mate 600

Sources: Documento de trabajo n° 3, Idem n° 8, INDEC / IPA




Lucas Ronconi

ID: 22.981.848

Nacionality: Argentine

Adress: Vito Dumas 284, Victoria (1644), Buenos Aires, Argentina
Birth date: October 26, 1972

e-mail: I[ronconi@udesa.edu.ar

Telephone no.: (54-11) 4725-7000 (7111)

Education

Degree:MA in International & Development Economics, May 2000.
Yale University (CT, EEUU).
Fulbright scholarship; Merit-based scholarship Ministerio de Educacion.

Degree:Licenciado en Economia, August 1995.
Universidad de San Andrés (Argentina).
Merit-based scholarship (1991-1995). Honors: Cum Laude.

Experience

present Professor, Economics Department, Universidad de San Andrés.
Courses: “Economia del Estado de Bienestar”; “Seguridad
Social vy Politicas  Sociales”; “Desempleo: Causas,
Consecuencias y Politicas”. (Since March 2001).

present Researcher, Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo Institucional,
Fundacién Gobierno y Sociedad. Areas of concentration: labor
economics, poverty, social policy and institutional economics.
(Since August 2000).

2001 Professor, Instituto Nacional de Administracion Publica. Course:
“Crecimiento Econdmico”.

2000/01 Researcher, Instituto de Trabajo y Seguridad Social de la

Fundacién Novum Millenium. Areas of concentration: pension

system, active labor policies.



1999/2000 Teaching and research assistant; professors R. Fair, W.
Nordhaus, R. Evenson and V. Murillo, Yale University, CT.
EEUU.

1998 Assistant to National Deputy Dr. Domingo Cavallo, Comisién de

Legislacion Laboral, Congreso de la Nacidn, Argentina.

1996/1998 Consultant, Ministerio de Trabajo y Seguridad Social.
Colaborated in an proposal to reform Colective Bargaining,

Severance Payment (LCT), and Social Security.

1995/1996 Teaching assistant; professors J.C. de Pablo and M. Olcese,

Universidad de San Andrés.

Consulting
2002 Instituto Nacional de los Recursos de la Seguridad Social, Administracién

Federal de Ingresos Publicos, Argentina.

2001 “Desarrollo de un Modelo de Consistencia Macroeconémica del Sistema
Previsional en Argentina”; in colaboration with D.Sanchez y M.Esteras; Programa de
Apoyo al Equilibrio Fiscal y a la Gestidn Social (PEAT), Préstamo BID 1295/0C-AR,

Ministerio de Economia, Argentina.

Published and Unpublished Research

"Understanding Reform: The Argentine Case”, with C. Acufia, S. Galiani, F.
Sturzzeneger, M. Tommasi; work in progress; Universidad de San Andrés, with
support from the Global Development Network (GND).

“Institutional Determinants of Pension Crisis in Argentina”; to be presented at the
4%, International Research Conference on Social Security, May 2003, Belgium.

"Problemas de Cobertura en los Sistemas Reformados de Pensiones”, with J. Colina
y M. Tommasi; November 2002, forthcoming, with support from CINVE, Uruguay
and International Development Research Centre, Canada.

“Teachers’ Unions and Education in Argentina”, with V. Murillo, J. Sanguineti y M.
Tommasi; September 2001. Research Network Working Paper # 463; Inter-
American Development Bank.

"The Politicization of Public Sector Labor Relations”, with V. Murillo; paper
presented at the Latin American and Caribbean Economic Association 2002 annual
meeting, Spain.



"Los Determinantes Politico-Institucionales de los Programas de Empleo en
Argentina: El Programa Trabajar”; December 2001; Working Paper #63, Centro de
Estudios para el Desarrollo Institucional.

"Analysis and Evolution of Wage Inequality in Argentina: 1980-1999”, with J. Elias;
November 2001, mimeo; Chicago University and Universidad de San Andrés.

“"Los Determinantes Politico-Institucionales de la Politica Social: El caso de la
Seguridad Social”; October 2001; Working Paper #62, Centro de Estudios para el
Desarrollo Institucional.

“"Hacia una Gestion mas Eficiente de la Politica Social”, with 1. Colina, O. Giordano y
A. Torres; October 2001, Documento de Trabajo, Fundacién Novum Millenium.

“Informalidad Laboral e Inspeccion del Trabajo en Argentina: Un Andlisis
Institucional”; January 2001; Working Paper #46, Centro de Estudios para el
Desarrollo Institucional.

“"Hacia una Modernizacion de los Institutos Laborales”, with N. Clutterbuck, May
1998; Seminario de Economia, Universidad de San Andrés.

Other Activities

Ad-honorem Advisor; Caritas Argentina; colaboracidn en la elaboracién de
programas de reinsercion laboral, bolsas de trabajo, y capacitacion para los
desempleados del proyecto Dignidad.

Asesor Ad-honorem de diversas organizaciones de la sociedad civil. Entre otras:
colaboracién en programas de erradicacién de trabajo infantil de la Casa de
Fortalecimiento Familiar; apoyo en la implementacién de programa de capacitacion
para mujeres desocupadas de bajos recursos de la Congregacién de las Esclavas del
Sagrado Corazén de JesUs; apoyo al desarrollo de un comedor comunitario en el
Centro de Atencidn Integral San Cayetano.



CURRICULUM VITAE

Name: Sandra Isabel Fachelli Oliva
Country of citizenship: Argentina

Birth date: 13/12/67

Address: Ramon Falcén 1365, PB “A”,
(1406) Buenos Aires, Argentina
Phone Number: (5411) 4431-2419
I.D. Number: 18.789.204

Academic Studies

Institution Degree Dates
John F. Kennedy University Graduate Degree on Sociology 1990/1995
LatinAmerican University Master on Design and Implementation 2001/2002
on Social Sciences of Social Policies and Programs

Facultad Latinoamericana de (thesis pending)
Ciencias Sociales (FLACSO)

Language Speak Read Write
English Good Good Good
French Regular Regular Regular

Teaching Experience

e Teacher assistant. University of Buenos Aires. Introduction to Social Sciences (1993-
2000)

e Teacher assistant. Kennedy University. Demography for Sociologist (1995-1997)

e Teacher assistant. University of Buenos Aires. Epistemology and methods of social
research (1998)

Key Professional experience

1994

“The Health of School Teachers”. Analysis of the problem, with special emphasis on diseases
related to their profession, work schedule. Data from National and Provincials Census of
schools.

1995

“Study of the social needs in a county of the Province of Buenos Aires”. Survey by
socioeconomic and employment levels. March 1995.

1996/97
Supervising of the information gathering and the consistency of the national survey on
expenditure and family income of households ("Encuesta Nacional de Gastos e Ingresos de los

Hogares") INDEC

1997



Supervising of the information gathering and the consistency of the survey on social
development for the metropolitan area. Living conditions and access to social programs and
services. ("Encuesta de Desarrollo Social"). SIEMPRO/INDEC.

1998
Field Coordinator of the new index of consumer prices. INDEC
1999 a 2001

Member of the team of advisers to the Secretary of Economic and Regional Programming.
Member of the Consulting Council on “Studies on Poverty and social programs”. Ministry of
Economy

April 2001- December 2002

Researcher on “Promotion and Social Assistance” on the Division of Social Expenditure of the
Ministry of Economy.

Additional education: seminars and workshops

e Seminar on ‘Prevention and Research on Drug Abuse and Dependency’
Date: June 3 and 4", 1994,
Institution: Department of Anthropology, University John F. Kennedy, and IPID (Institute for the
prevention and Research on Drug Abuse)

e First Seminar on ‘Sociology of Education and Communication of the urban Area of
Buenos Aires. September 9" and 10", 1994. Instituto de Educacion Superior del
Profesorado de Jardin de Infantes de Moreno

Methodology and Philosophical problems in the Social Sciences.
Date: August 14™ —18" | 1995.
Institution: University of Buenos Aires, Philosophy Department. Professor Mario Bunge

o Wittgenstein Lectures, 1995. New Readings.
Date: September 21th and 22th, 1995.
Institution: University of Buenos Aires, Department of Philosophy. Center for Ethical Research
“Dr. Risieri Frondizi” and Instituto Italoargentino de Investigacién “Antonio Gramsci” — Centro de
Estudios Politicos “Sandro Pertini”

e VI Seminar on Epistemology and History of the Sciences.
Date: October 6th and 7th, 1995.
Institucion: Universidad Nacional de Cérdoba, Facultad de Filosofia y Humanidades

e Seminar on “Economic and Political Liberalization in Eastern Europe and Latin America”
Date: August 12" — 17", 1996
Institution: Universidad de Buenos Aires. Ciclo Basico Comun.
Teacher: Carlos Waisman (Universidad de California, USA)

e VIl Seminar on Epistemology and History of the Sciences
Date: December 5™-7" | 1996
Institution: Universidad Nacional de Cérdoba, Facultad de Filosofia y Humanidades

e Seminar “Privatization of Public Utilities and its Impact on the Popular Classes in
Argentina’
Data: May 12" and 13", 1999
Institution : World Bank and Universidad de Belgrano.



e Regional Workshop “The measures of Expenditure in the Household Surveys”
Data: May 24th — 28th, 1999
Institution: Banco Mundial, BID y CEPAL
Place : INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia e Informatica de México;
Aguascalientes, México.

e 0Oth International Workshop on Poverty: Definitions, Concepts and Methodologies for its
measurement.
Data: July 16th-31st, 1999
Institute: CEPAL e INEGI
Place : INEGI Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia e Informatica de México;
Aguascalientes; México.

e 4th Regional Workshop of MECOVI. The measurment of Poverty: The meted of lines of
Poverty.
Data: November 16th — 19th, 1999
Institution: INDEC, CEPAL, BIRD y BID
Place: Buenos Aires, Argentina.

o First National Workshop of Theory and Practice of Sampling
Date: November 15"-22™, 1999.
Institution: MECOVI — INDEC
Place: Buenos Aires, Argentina.

e The Demography of Poverty
Date: November 9"-11", 2000
Institution: CROP-CLACSO
Place: Buenos Aires, Argentina.

o Sixth Regional Workshop of 6to. Taller Regional de Indicadores sobre el Desarrollo
Social.
Date: November 15" —17”‘, 2000
Institution: BID, BIRF, CEPAL e INDEC
Place: Buenos Aires, Argentina.

e Workshop on the methodology of measurement of family income and expenditure in a
system of Household Surveys.

Date: October 4" — 6™, 2000

Institution: INDEC-IASI (Interamerican Institute of Statistics)

Research work

“Infancia y condiciones de vida. Sintesis”. Secretaria de Programacion Econémica y Regional.
Agosto 1999.

“Condiciones de vida de los nifios menores de 5 afios. Salud y Atencién del Nifo”. MECOVI-
Banco Mundial. Diciembre 1999.

“Necesidades Basicas Insatisfechas segun la Encuesta de Condiciones de Vida”. MECOVI-
Banco Mundial. Marzo 2000.

“Programas de Empleo Provinciales”. (Colaboracion) Direccion de Gastos Sociales
Consolidados. Secretaria de Politica Econdmica. Ministerio de Economia. 2001.

“Programas de Empleo de Ejecucion Provincial”. Direccion de Gastos Sociales Consolidados.
Secretaria de Politica Econdmica. Ministerio de Economia. 2002. En imprenta.



“Estadisticas sobre Personas con discapacidad”. Direccion de Gastos Sociales Consolidados.
Secretaria de Politica Econdmica. Ministerio de Economia. 2002. En imprenta.

“Politica Laboral Activa en Argentina”, mimeo, Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo
Institucional



SANGUINETTI, Juan Luis
Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo Institucional
Vito Dumas 284, Pcia de Buenos Aires 1644, Argentina
Tel: (54 11) 4725 7000 int. 71 16
Fax (54 11) 4725 1234
E-mail: jsangu@udesa.edu.ar

EDUCATION

1993-1994

1985- 1991

EXPERIENCE

2000 -

2002-

2000 - 2002

2000 — 2001

2000

1999- 2000

1994 - 1999.

1991 — 1992

Magister in Public Policy. Inter-American Development Bank - Instituto Torcuato Di
Tella (ITDT).

Licenciado en Economia. Facultad de Ciencias Econdémicas, Universidad Nacional de
La Plata.

Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo Institucional, Fundacion Gobierno y Sociedad.
Investigador

World Bank, Country Management Unit. Short Term Consultant to Provincial Reform
Loan.

Inter-American Development Bank. Regional Policy Dialogue. Poverty and Social
Protection Networks. Consultant

Inter-American Development Bank. Reserch Department. The Latin American Reserch
Network. Proyect “The Economic Effects of Unions in Latin America” Resercher

Ministerio de Educacion de la Nacion. Consultant
Inter-American Development Bank. Reserch Department. The Latin American Reserch
Network Banco Interamericano de Desarrollo. Proyect: “Decentralization and Fiscal

Discipline in Sub-National Governments: The Bailout Problem” Resercher

Secretaria de Programacion Economica y Regional. Ministerio de Economia y Obras y
Servicios Publicos. Chief economist and consultant.

SIDECO AMERICANA. GRUPO SOCMA. Junior Economist

PUBLISHED AND UNPUBLISHED PAPERS

“Politica Laboral Activa en Argentina” with Fachelli S., and Ronconi L., mimeo, Centro de Estudios para
el Desarrollo Institucioal.

“Preschool Attendance and Primary School Performance in Argentina: Evidence from an Infraestructure
Program” with Sami Berlinsky

“Determinantes politicos e institucionales de la disciplina fiscal: El caso de las provincias Argentinas
durante los 90” en Revista Internacional de Presupuesto Publico Junio-Agosto 2001.

“Inventario de programas de proteccion social y reduccion de la pobreza en América Latina y el Caribe:
Una primera aproximacién” Working Paper. Primera Reunion de la Red de Proteccién Social y



Reduccion de la Pobreza. Inter-American Dvelopment Bank. Washington, C.D. (en colaboracion con
Fabian Repetto).

“The Economic Effects of Unions in Latin America: Union Teacher and Education” Inter-American
Development Bank The Latin American and Caribbean Research Network Proyect. (en colaboracion con
Mariano Tommasi, Maria Victoria Murillo y Lucas Ronconi).

“Analisis de la equidad del financiamiento del sistema educativo en Argentina”. UNICEF Argentina. A
publicar por UNICEF Argentina

“Nueva Institucionalidad Fiscal Federal: Una propuesta de reforma al federalismo argentino”. Documento
de Trabajo N° 43. Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo Institucional (CEDI), Buenos Aires. (en
colaboracion con M. Iaryczower y M. Tommasi).

“El endeudamiento de los gobiernos subnacionales: el caso de las provincias Argentinas” Compendio de
Documentos - XII Seminario Regional de Politica Fiscal. CEPAL Santiago de Chile. (en colaboracion
con Alejandro Zentner).

Banco Interamericano de Desarrollo. The Latin American and Caribbean Research Network Proyect.
Departamento de Investigacion. “Decentralization and Fiscal Discipline in Sub-National Governments.
The Bailout Problem: The Argentine Case”. (en colaboracion con Juan Pablo Nicolini, Mariano Tommasi
y Pablo Sanguinetti).

"Armonizacion de las Politicas de Defensa de la Competencia entre Argentina y Brasil" en Mercosur un
Desafio. Centro de Economia Internacional, Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores. Afio 1994 (en
colaboracion con Pablo Gerchunoff y Germéan Coloma).

"Privatizacion, Apertura y Concentracion: El caso del sector siderurgico argentino" Serie Reformas de
Politica Publica 25 Proyecto Regional de Politica Ptblica CEPAL (1994) (en colaboracion con Pablo
Gerchunoff'y Carlos Bozzalla).

“Instituciones y resultado fiscal”. Foro de Instituciones Fiscales. Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo
Institucional (CEDI). Mimeo. (en colaboracion con H. Piffano, y A. Zentner). Afio 1998.

“Disciplina fiscal y endeudamiento provincial. Se puede confiar en el mercado como disciplinador?”,
Subsecretaria de Programacion Regional, Ministerio de Economia y Obras y Servicios Publicos. Mimeo.
(en colaboracion con A. Zentner y R. Rotsztein). Afio 1997.

POLICY ADVICE, CONSULTING JOBS RELATED ACTIVITIES

Participant of group assiting the Ministry of Public (Secretaria de Programacion Econdmica, Argentina)
on the design of the regime of intergovernmental transfer, 1998-2000.

Participant in Forum Buenos Aires office Inter American Development Bank, for Economic Teams, on
the Argentina Tax Sharing Agreement.



