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This is a Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR) by the Independent Evaluation
Group (IEG) of the World Bank Group on the Argentina Basic Protection Project,
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appendix C. Following standard IEG procedure, copies of the draft PPAR were shared
with relevant government officials for their review and comment, and no comments
were received.
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Summary

Project Background and Description

The project was prepared in the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis, in the context of
increased pressure to expand coverage and accessibility of Argentina’s social protection
policies. The social protection system had historically been linked to the formal labor
market through contributory schemes (pension benefits, unemployment insurance,
family allowances, health and housing insurance coverage). Noncontributory
programs—for children, the unemployed, and informal workers —were limited.

The project aimed at strengthening and expanding Argentina’s social protection system
by supporting expansion of coverage and improving the design of two income transfer
programs for the unemployed and families with children. Project objectives were “to
increase the effectiveness of [two] income transfer programs for the unemployed and
families with children by improving selected design features and the transparency and
accountability of the Family Allowances Program [FA] and the [Training and
Employment Insurance Program (Seguro de Capacitacion y Empleo; SCE)], and by
transferring beneficiaries from other, less effective schemes and programs, to [FA] and
[SCE]” (World Bank 2009a, 10; World Bank 2009b, 7).

The project included three components: (i) financing for Training and Employment
Insurance; (ii) financing for FA; and (iii) technical assistance for the Ministry of Labor,
Employment and Social Security (MTESS) and the National Social Security
Administration (ANSES) to improve the targeting, implementation, and monitoring of
these programs. The project was approved in 2009 through a $450 million specific
investment loan, and it received additional financing of $480 million in 2011. Its design
included disbursement-linked indicators (DLIs) to incentivize results.

Results

The project contributed to strengthening and expanding Argentina’s social protection
system mainly by supporting expansion of FA’s coverage. Project funds supported the
implementation of the Universal Child Allowance (Asignacion Universal por Hijo;
AUH), undoubtedly the most important social policy initiative in Argentina over the
past decade. Through the AUH, low-income informal workers and unemployed persons
with children, including those not economically active, were integrated into the social
protection system and provided with a monthly payment per child subject to
compliance with health and education conditionalities. By project end, in 2016, almost
3.9 million additional children were receiving the AUH allowance. Together,



contributory and noncontributory family allowance benefits provide coverage to
87.4 percent of children in Argentina (Cetrangolo et al. 2017).

The World Bank’s long-standing engagement with Argentina, its flexibility, and its
willingness to take risks were key in its response to the government’s request for
support. The World Bank had been providing operational and analytical support to
Argentina’s social sector since the 1990s. This long-standing technical-level engagement
fostered trust between the World Bank and the MTESS over the years. In addition, the
World Bank’s analytical work in its review of income support programs informed social
protection policy and laid out options for a long-term social protection strategy (World
Bank 2009¢). Finally, the World Bank offered Argentina flexibility in financing to cover
recurring costs and showed an openness to taking risks by supporting FA before the
specific parameters of program extension were fully decided.

The expansion of FA supported by the project protects the most vulnerable. In
Argentina, households with children are more likely to live in chronic poverty and more
vulnerable to falling into poverty than households without children. The evidence
reviewed for this Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR) suggests that AUH is
well targeted —that is, focused on the poorest deciles of the income distribution. In its
first year of implementation, AUH contributed to a 30 percent increase in the average
income of households belonging to the lowest percentiles of the income distribution
(Maurizio and Monsalvo 2017). The AUH had a significant impact on the reduction of
poverty and income inequality (Gasparini and Cruces 2010; Rofman and Oliveri 2011).
Thanks to its design, the AUH serves as an effective countercyclical response to income
shocks. When workers move from formal to informal employment, families are
automatically transferred from the contributory to the noncontributory system.

Furthermore, the evidence reviewed for this PPAR suggests that the AUH contributed to
important long-term human capital outcomes, especially on education. Given the large
scale of the program, significant impacts could be expected on labor market, health, and
education outcomes. Table C.1 in appendix C summarizes all available evidence
reviewed for this PPAR. Marchionni and Edo (2017) found positive impacts on
education attendance among young males, education continuity among young women,
and primary school graduation rates. In addition, Jiménez and Jiménez (2016) found
reductions in dropout rates among teenagers. Although some literature points to
increased used of preventive health services thanks to the AUH conditionalities
(Pautassi, Straschnoy, and Arcididcono 2013, the evidence is inconclusive.

The available evidence on AUH’s impacts on labor markets is inconclusive. Some
studies found no negative impacts of the AUH on labor market participation or
employment rates (see, for instance, Bustos and Villafafie [2011]; Mario, Rosa, and
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Garcia [2013]; Maurizio and Monsalvo [2017]; Maurizio and Vazquez [2014]);
heterogeneity in impacts exists, and some studies found negative impacts for certain
groups of secondary earners, mostly women (Garganta, Gasparini, and Marchionni
2017; Maurizio and Monsalvo 2017). Similarly, although Maurizio and Perrot (2011)
found that the AUH does not incentivize informality, Garganta and Gasparini (2015)
found a statistically significant and economically large disincentive to formalization.

Although women represent over 90 percent of AUH beneficiaries, there is no evidence of
the program’s impacts on women’s empowerment. Rather, by establishing a preference
for women recipients by law, the AUH may be reinforcing women'’s role as caregivers
who are also responsible for compliance with school and health conditionalities.
Available evidence suggests that the AUH discourages participation in the labor market
among married women (Garganta, Gasparini, and Marchionni 2017) and that it has
positive impacts on fertility for couples with younger children and for certain groups of
women (Garganta et al. 2016).

An important outcome to which the project contributed was increased transparency and
accountability, thanks to the full implementation of the unified payment system for
family allowances and the publication of two social protection surveys. Beneficiaries
now receive their monthly benefit directly through a bank account or cash payment,
reducing the possibility of fraud or errors. The project supported the design and
collection of two household surveys, thus filling an important information gap on social
protection. Given the limited access to data during the project implementation period,
this was one of the project’s greatest achievements. Although the mere existence of data
does not guarantee their use in policy making, data availability and transparency are
essential elements that increase the effectiveness of social protection policies.

Design and Preparation

Project objectives were relevant to the Argentine context. At the time of project
preparation, there was a vibrant policy discussion on how to expand the social
protection system to better support the most vulnerable. Working toward that objective
was important given the low coverage of programs, high levels of informality, and
increasing fiscal constraints and uncertainty associated with the potential impacts of the
2008 global financial crisis.

The World Bank took a reasonable risk and focused on a strategic, long-term objective
through the support of FA. At appraisal, allowances were available only to formal
salaried workers, reaching people who are living in poverty and vulnerable to a very
limited extent. Yet there was broad political agreement on the importance of expanding
noncontributory transfers to cover vulnerable families with children. Indeed, there were
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six proposals in Congress for a noncontributory per-child income transfer that would
replace existing programs.

Despite the relevance of the project objectives to the Argentine context, the statement of
the objectives was not clear. “Effectiveness” was not explicitly defined in project
documents. This PPAR understands it as encompassing increased transparency and
accountability, incorporation of beneficiaries from other programs, and “selected design
features.” Expanding the coverage of FA and SCE was part of the effectiveness objective,
despite not being explicitly stated as such.

As a result of this lack of clarity, the statement of objectives was not fully aligned with
project financing, components, and associated metrics. The objectives could have been
framed more effectively by mentioning increased coverage of the supported programs,
given that most of the project’s funds were planned to finance this. Many indicators for
the original and additional financing loans measured the expansion of coverage,
reflecting that since inception, the expansion in FA coverage was required for any
additional financing (World Bank 2009a, 7). An expansion of SCE was also clearly
expected, given the transfer of beneficiaries from Plan Jefes y Jefas de Hogares and the
opening of the program to other potential beneficiaries (World Bank 2009a, 60).
Moreover, the description of project objectives in the additional financing explicitly
states that the loan would help finance the costs associated with the scale-up of both
programs (World Bank 2011, 4-5); yet no changes were made to the project development
objectives.

The DLIs for the original loan were also not clearly aligned with project funding or the
statement of objectives. There were four DLIs, three connected to SCE and one to FA,
despite the skewing of the project financing in the opposite direction ($365 million for
FA versus $80 million for SCE). In addition, only half of the DLIs measured effectiveness
(percentage of SCE beneficiaries receiving employment and training services; percentage
of FA payments made through the Single System for Family Allocations). The other two
DLIs tracked coverage or outreach of SCE (number of beneficiaries; number of
employment offices authorized to deliver employment and training services).

The DLIs in the original loan were not designed to provide stretch targets. Little change
was expected in the number of beneficiaries receiving SCE services (23.4 percent at
baseline versus 24 percent and 26 percent for the first and second disbursements,
respectively). Similarly, little effort was probably needed to comply with the DLI on the
number of SCE beneficiaries registered, given that this was expected to increase almost
automatically through the continued transfer of beneficiaries from Plan Jefes y Jefas de
Hogares. The remaining DLI for SCE was limited to the number of agreements signed
with employment offices (not their actual provision of services). There was no DLI

viii



associated with the technical assistance component, which would require considerable
effort and time to implement. And the implementation of the Single System for Family
Allocations, the only DLI related to FA, was also receiving support from other projects.
As a result, 98.8 percent of the loan proceeds (all funds allocated to components 1 and 2
of the original loan, equivalent to $444.76 million) were fully disbursed within six
months of project effectiveness. This disbursement was much faster than expected at the
time of project preparation, further calling into question the ambitiousness of the DLIs
and their targets.

Implementation and Supervision

Most stakeholders interviewed by the Independent Evaluation Group referred to this
project as a budget support operation. Given the disbursement pattern and the type of
expenses covered, this is not surprising. The project funded mostly recurrent costs
associated with FA and SCE transfers; implementation activities and procurement were
associated only with technical assistance activities (less than 2 percent of loan proceeds).
As indicated just above, almost 99 percent of the original loan proceeds (all funds
allocated to components 1 and 2, equivalent to $444.76 million) were fully disbursed
within six months after project effectiveness. Additional financing funds for components
1 and 2 were expected to be fully disbursed 18 months after effectiveness.

ANSES’s noncompliance with two disbursement indicators delayed disbursements
under the additional financing loan for almost two years. ANSES did not publish reports
on AUH between 2009 and 2015, except for a brief period during 2014 to comply with
the additional financing disbursement conditions. The information was submitted to the
World Bank, but its character was confidential. Publication started in 2016 with the
change in administration but was halted again with the new administration.

Interviews conducted for this PPAR stressed the importance of the World Bank team’s
proactivity and reaction in addressing technical assistance implementation issues. This
was evident in the formation of an advisory group to support MTESS staff in the design
of the Social Security and Protection Survey (ENAPROSS) surveys and in the reaction of
the team when the firm hired to carry out ENAPROSS I showed little capacity to do so.
Interviewees confirmed the team’s proactivity, dedication, and ability to address issues
and arrive at workable solutions. Staff in MTESS appreciated the methodological and
technical guidance provided by the World Bank team; the lessons learned were
internalized, and when it was time to conduct ENAPROSS II they were put to use in
working with the provincial statistics directorates. Interviewees confirmed that these
agencies were responsive and well prepared, resulting in timely and accurate
compliance. The experience with ENAPROSS I also prompted the decision to scale back
the scope of the second survey while keeping it comparable with the previous one.



The misalignment between the implementation period required by the technical
assistance component and the implementation periods for the other components was
responsible for substantial delays. There were no disbursement conditions for
component 3. The expected fast disbursement for both the original loan and the
additional financing contrasts with the amount of time needed to implement the
technical assistance, given procurement and technical requirements. Indeed, the original
loan was restructured twice and its closing date extended by three years (from
September 2011 to September 2014) to allow for delays in technical assistance
implementation. During the additional financing, technical assistance activities were
canceled because of delays, and the project was extended for an additional two years.

The complexity of implementing technical assistance activities was underestimated.
Procurement risks were considered substantial at appraisal because of the implementing
agency’s lack of experience and the expected short implementation period of the original
loan (World Bank 2009a, 20, annex 8). Mitigation measures focused on strengthening the
procurement processes but did not address the substance of what ended up causing
implementation delays: the difficulties in carrying out a nationally representative survey
in a very short time frame and with no support from the National Statistical Office. The
importance of a reliable and updated sampling framework, and the time and capacity
needed to develop one, were underestimated, and the capacity outside the statistical
offices to work at national level was overestimated.

The government’s appetite for and openness to data sharing were overestimated. This
was evident when ANSES failed to share and disclose the AUH data required by the
DLIs. This result was not surprising, given the limited reliability of official data during
most of the project implementation period. Still, including these DLIs was important for
achieving the transparency goal embedded in project objectives. Both the World Bank
team and staff in the MTESS must be congratulated for their commitment to the social
protection surveys, a huge undertaking in light of the country context.

Detailed results and Independent Evaluation Group project ratings are discussed in
appendix A. The evaluation methodology and evidence sources are described in
appendix C.

Lessons

This assessment offers the following lessons:

e The choice of indicators is critical for incentives to be effective, especially when a
short implementation time is expected; but the definition of some of the DLIs and
the information used to determine their targets were not discussed in detail at
appraisal. The expansion of FA was not included as a DLI. The fast pace of



disbursement of the original loan (six months) and the low targets set for some of
the DLIs call into question the ambitiousness of the DLIs and the project’s
contribution to their achievement. Furthermore, the agencies responsible for
implementing the actions needed to comply with the DLIs were not the ones
receiving the disbursed funds, reducing their incentives to comply. When the
interests of the Ministry of Finance (which received the funds) and ANSES
(which had to comply) were not aligned, as happened during the additional
financing, implementation delays occurred and results were compromised.

This PPAR had to clarify the understanding of “effectiveness,” as it was not
made explicit in project documents. This lack of definition calls into question the
adequacy of the indicators included in project documents and ultimately of the
efficacy assessment of project objectives.

Institutional strengthening of the MTESS statistics area was an important
additional aspect of the World Bank’s support, given the peculiar context in
which this project was implemented. Yet the project did not have a formal way to
capture this aspect in its monitoring framework. Neither were there DLIs
associated with the institutional strengthening, despite its importance for
achieving project objectives.

Oscar Calvo-Gonzalez
Director, Human Development and Economic Management Department
Independent Evaluation Group
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1. Background, Context, and Design

Background and Context

1.1 The project was prepared in the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis in the
context of increased pressure to expand coverage and accessibility of social protection
policies in Argentina. In 2008 Argentina had high levels of poverty (approximately

20 percent, with significantly higher rates in poorer regions) and income inequality (Gini
coefficient of 0.48-0.50). The experience with past crises in Argentina highlighted the
importance of having a social protection system that could react quickly to protect the
most vulnerable from potential income shocks. Thus, the government requested World
Bank support to (i) enhance the effectiveness of social protection policies; and (ii) create
the conditions for expanding their coverage if necessary (World Bank 2009a, 4).

1.2 The social protection system in Argentina had historically been linked to the
formal labor market through contributory schemes (pension benefits, unemployment
insurance, family allowances, and health and housing insurance coverage).
Noncontributory programs for children, the unemployed, and informal workers were
limited. At the time of project preparation, few national programs provided income
support to low-income and unemployed workers and families with children. Three
programs had the largest number of beneficiaries: Plan Jefes y Jefas de Hogares (Jefes),!
Familias por la Inclusion Social, 2 and the Training and Employment Insurance Program
(Seguro de Capacitacion y Empleo; SCE). By the end of 2008, SCE had reached 80,000
beneficiaries, Jefes 751,000, and Familias por la Inclusion Social close to 630,000. The total
number of beneficiaries in these three programs at time of appraisal was close to

1.5 million, with a combined spending in 2008 of approximately 0.3 percent of gross
domestic product (World Bank 2009a, 43, 44).

Project Objectives, Design, and Financing

1.3 The project aimed at strengthening and expanding Argentina’s social protection
system by supporting expansion of coverage and improving the design of two income
transfer programs for the unemployed and families with children. Project objectives as
stated in the Project Appraisal Document and in the loan agreement were identical: “to
increase the effectiveness of [two] income transfer programs for the unemployed and
families with children by improving selected design features and the transparency and
accountability of the Family Allowances Program [FA] and the [Training and
Employment Insurance Program (SCE as per its Spanish acronym)], and by transferring
beneficiaries from other, less effective schemes and programes, to the [FA] and the [SCE]”



(World Bank 2009a, 10; World Bank 2009b, 7). Effectiveness is understood as
encompassing increased transparency and accountability, incorporation of beneficiaries
from other programs, and “selected design features.” Expanded coverage of both
programs is part of the effectiveness objective, given the reference to “the transfer of
beneficiaries from other programs to FA and SCE” and given that the project results
framework includes the phrase “by expanding the number of participants” (World Bank
2009a, 53). Thus, this Project Performance Assessment Report (PPAR) recognizes that
expansion of coverage was indeed part of the project development objective, despite not
being explicitly described as such.

14 SCE is a training and employment program led by the Ministry of Labor,
Employment and Social Security (MTESS); created in 2006, it aims at increasing the
employability of unemployed and informal sector workers through temporary cash
support, training, and job placement services. Its target population includes
unemployed workers not qualifying for unemployment insurance and unemployed
beneficiaries of Jefes. Low-skilled workers receive a monthly benefit (equal to Arg$225),
training, and counseling for up to two years. Participants can also choose to finish
primary or secondary school, or work in a community project. Approximately 130,000
individuals migrated from Jefes to SCE.

15 At time of project appraisal, FA targeted only low- and middle-income formal
salaried workers. In 2008, nearly 5 million children (out of 13 million) were covered by
this system. This program provides a monthly cash transfer to formal salaried workers
with family dependents, covering approximately 30 percent of the households in
Argentina. The program covers monthly transfers for various types of persons (for
example, children, children with disabilities) and events (for example marriage,
adoption), and pays once a year for children’s school attendance. Benefits vary by
income level and by the number of dependents each salaried worker declares. Benefits
are paid to salaried workers earning less than Arg$4,800 (approximately $1,370 in 2008)
per month and reach 85 percent of the formal labor force. FA was expanded in 2009
(after the project was approved) with the creation of the Universal Child Allowance
(Asignacion Universal por Hijo; AUH) to cover informal and unemployed workers with
children.? Simulation exercises conducted by the World Bank showed that if SCE were
to be provided to all unemployed workers and FA extended to all children of families in
the lowest two quintiles of the income distribution the programs could provide the
building blocks of an effective safety net (World Bank 2009a, 24).

1.6 Project objectives were to be achieved by (i) improving selected design features
and the transparency and accountability of FA and SCE; (ii) transferring beneficiaries
from other, less effective, schemes and programs to FA and SCE and expanding the
number of participants in FA and SCE; and (iii) enhancing government’s capacity to



monitor the targeting and implementation of social protection programs. MTESS would
improve the availability of services by increasing the number of municipal-level
employment offices that offer SCE. Beneficiaries were to be transferred from emergency
programs (Jefes) to SCE and, with additional financing funds, to AUH. Transparency,
accountability and, ultimately, effectiveness were all expected to increase through
improvements to the quality of the databases used to determine program eligibility,
wider availability of data, dissemination of monitoring reports, and use of a direct
payment system for issuing the FA benefits. Table 1.1 presents a simplified project
theory of change based on the project’s results framework and information available on
project documents.

Table 1.1. Simplified Theory of Change

Project
Component Intermediate Outcomes PDO/Outcomes Long-Term Outcomes

Financing for SCE Increased availability of
training and employment

services 1. Increased effectiveness of

Increased coverage of SCE;  Argentina’s income transfer

reduced coverage of programs for the unemployed

Financing for FA
emergency programs

Strengthened and
expanded social

Increased coverage of FA protection system

(with additional financing) 2. Increased effectiveness of

Argentina’s income transfer
programs for families with

Increased efficiency in the
delivery of FA (through

SUAF) children
Technical Increased availability of
assistance information to monitor

social protection programs

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.
Note: FA = Family Allowances Program; PDO = project development objective; SCE = Training and Employment Insurance
Program; SUAF = Unified Family Allowance Payment System.

1.7 The project included three components:

1. Financing for Training and Employment Insurance (appraisal estimate
$80 million, additional financing $75 million, actual $172.4 million). The project
supported the expansion of coverage to reach 160,000 unemployed workers,
mostly former beneficiaries of other emergency programs. Project funds covered
the monetary benefits (monthly payments, travel allowances, and other

incentives).



2. Financing for FA (appraisal estimate $365 million, additional financing
$375.1 million, actual $739 million). The project supported the expansion of
coverage for child allowances (including through the AUH) to reach 450,000
additional children. The grants financed child benefits, paid through the Single
System for Family Allocations by direct transfers to beneficiaries” bank accounts.

3. Technical assistance (appraisal estimate $5 million, additional financing
$28.7 million, actual $16.3 million). The project supported capacity building
within the MTESS to improve the targeting, implementation, and monitoring of
these programs. Capacity building for the National Social Security
Administration (ANSES) was added during additional financing but later
canceled.

1.8 The project was supported through a $450 million specific investment loan and
received additional financing of $480 million in 2011. Its design included disbursement-
linked indicators (DLIs) to incentivize achievement of results. DLIs had two target levels
under the original loan and four under the additional financing (table A.1 in appendix A
shows the full list of DLIs, with baselines and targets). Twenty percent of the original
and additional financing was authorized as retroactive financing. The project was
restructured four times because of delays in implementation associated with technical
assistance activities and, during the additional financing, because of failure to comply
with the DLIs required to authorize disbursements.

2. What Worked, What Didn’t Work, and Why?

Results

21 This section highlights the most noteworthy project results, drawing on the
overall assessment of project efficacy. It is not an exhaustive discussion of all the results
achieved by the project; rather, it focuses on the most important contributions to the
intended outcome of supporting the Argentine government’s efforts to strengthen and
expand its social protection system. Appendix A has a detailed discussion of all project
achievements.

22 The project contributed to strengthening the social protection system in
Argentina mainly by expanding coverage of the FA, which has proven effective in
providing income support to the most vulnerable. Project funds supported the
implementation of the AUH, undoubtedly the most important social policy initiative in
Argentina during the past decade. Through the AUH, low-income informal workers and
unemployed persons with children, including those not economically active, were
integrated into the social protection system and received a monthly payment per child



subject to compliance with health and education conditionalities. By project end, in 2016,
almost 3.9 million additional children were receiving the AUH allowance. Together,
contributory and noncontributory family allowance benefits provide coverage to

87.4 percent of children in Argentina (Cetrangolo et al. 2017).

2.3 The World Bank’s long-standing engagement with Argentina, its knowledge of
social protection programs, and its flexibility and willingness to take risks were key to
its swift response to the government’s request for support. The World Bank had been
providing operational and analytical support to Argentina’s social sector since the 1990s,
including its most important workfare programs (Trabajar and Jefes). The World Bank
has also supported the institutional strengthening of ANSES since the late 1990s. This
long engagement fostered trust between the World Bank and the MTESS over the years.
In addition, the World Bank’s analytical work examined income support programs in
Argentina and laid out options for a long-term social protection strategy (World Bank
2009c¢). Finally, the World Bank offered Argentina flexibility in financing to cover
recurring costs and showed an openness to taking risks by supporting FA even when it
was not clear the program would be expanded.

2.4 The expansion of FA supported by the project provides effective assistance to the
most vulnerable. The evidence reviewed for this PPAR suggests that AUH is well
targeted —that is, it focuses on the poorest deciles of the income distribution: the bottom
40 percent of the income distribution receives over 80 percent of the expenditures, and
approximately 50 percent of the beneficiaries belong to the first three deciles (Cetrangolo
et al. 2017). In its first year of implementation, the AUH contributed to a 30 percent
increase in the average income of households belonging to the lowest percentiles of the
income distribution (Maurizio and Monsalvo 2017). The AUH had a significant impact
on the reduction of poverty and income inequality (Gasparini and Cruces 2010; Rofman
and Oliveri 2011).

2.5 Thanks to its design, the AUH serves as an effective countercyclical response to
income shocks. In Argentina, households with children are more likely to live in chronic
poverty and more vulnerable to falling into poverty than households without children.
When workers move from formal to informal employment, families are automatically
transferred from the contributory to the noncontributory system. Because discretionary
and automatic inflation-adjustment formulas are used, the real value of the AUH benefit
per child has remained relatively constant over time, representing 14 percent of the
minimum wage (see table C.3 in appendix C).

2.6 Furthermore, the evidence reviewed for this PPAR suggests that the AUH
contributed to important long-term human capital outcomes, especially on education.
Given the large scale of the program, significant impacts could be expected on labor



market, health, and education outcomes. Marchionni and Edo (2017) found positive
impacts on education attendance among young males, on education continuity among
young females, and on primary school graduation rates. In addition, Jiménez and
Jiménez (2016) found reductions in dropout rates among teenagers. Although some
literature points to increased used of preventive health services thanks to the AUH
conditionalities (Pautassi, Straschnoy, and Arcididcono, 2013, the evidence is
inconclusive. The differential impact of AUH benefits on education and health may have
to do with high baseline levels in access to preventive health services (such as over

95 percent vaccination coverage). Indeed, the literature review conducted for this PPAR
found no significant impacts on education attendance or education continuity among
the youngest children, both of which also had very high baseline levels (almost

99 percent net enrollment rates in primary education, with no significant differences by
gender).

2.7 The available evidence on AUH’s impacts on labor markets is inconclusive. Some
studies found no negative impacts of the AUH on labor market participation or
employment rates (see, for instance, Bustos and Villafafie [2011]; Mario, Rosa, and
Garcia [2013]; Maurizio and Monsalvo [2017]; Maurizio and Vazquez [2014]); but
heterogeneity in impacts exists, and some studies found negative impacts for certain
groups of secondary earners, mostly women (Garganta, Gasparini, and Marchionni
2017; Maurizio and Monsalvo 2017). Similarly, although Maurizio and Perrot (2011)
found thatthe AUH does not incentivize informality, Garganta and Gasparini (2015)
found a statistically significant and economically large disincentive to formalization.
Given that household surveys do not ask about AUH payments, researchers have used
several techniques to identify AUH beneficiaries through the value of specific
components of nonlabor income. As a result, there is some divergence on the impacts
found.

2.8 Although women represent over 90 percent of AUH beneficiaries, there is no
evidence of the program’s impacts on women empowerment. Rather, by establishing
preference for women recipients by law,* the AUH may be reinforcing women’s role as
caregivers, responsible for compliance with school and health conditionalities. Available
evidence suggests that receiving the AUH discourages participation in the labor market
for married women (Garganta, Gasparini, and Marchionni 2017) and that it has positive
impacts on fertility for couples with younger children and for certain groups of women
(Garganta et al. 2016). See table C.1 in appendix C for a summary of all available
evidence.

2.9 Last but not least, an important outcome to which the project contributed was
increased transparency and accountability —a result of full implementation of the
unified payment system for family allowances and the publication of two social



protection surveys. FA beneficiaries now receive their monthly benefit directly through
a bank account or cash payment, reducing the possibility of fraud or errors. The project
supported the design and collection of two household surveys, thus filling an important
information gap on social protection. Given the limited access to data during the project
implementation period, this was one of the project’s greatest achievements. Although
the mere existence of data does not guarantee their use in policy making, data
availability and transparency are essential elements to increase the effectiveness of social
protection policies.

Design and Preparation

210 The World Bank sought the opportunity to support Argentina in moving toward
a comprehensive strategy for social protection. Most social protection programs at the
time of project preparation were linked to formal employment through contributory
pensions or family allowances. Noncontributory programs focused on emergency
income support, were limited in scale, and were restricted to former beneficiaries of
Jefes, which had been closed to new entrants since 2003. At the time of project
preparation, there were many discussions about how the social protection system could
be expanded to support the most vulnerable (for a summary, see Repetto, Diaz Langou,
and Marazzi [2009]). Working toward that objective was important given the low
coverage of programs, the high levels of informality, and the increasing fiscal constraints
and uncertainty associated with the potential impacts of the 2008 global financial crisis.

211  The World Bank took some risk in supporting the expansion of FA. At project
appraisal, family allowances were limited to formally employed workers, and there was
an ongoing debate on how to provide similar benefits to informal and unemployed
workers. The World Bank had studied options to increase the effectiveness of the social
protection system, and when the government requested support to “create the
conditions for expansion,” it was ready to help. Supporting SCE was clearly justified, as
it offered time-bound and conditional unemployment assistance to all workers,
regardless of the formality of their previous occupation—important given the country’s
negative macro prospects; but supporting FA at appraisal was less obvious. FA benefits
were available only to formal salaried workers, reaching poor and vulnerable people to
a very limited extent. Yet there was broad political agreement on the importance of
noncontributory transfers for vulnerable families with children. Indeed, there were six
proposals in Congress for a noncontributory per-child income transfer that would
replace the existing programs.> To reduce reputational risks if the expected expansion of
FA did not materialize, the team focused on institutional strengthening and supported
changes in the FA payment system that would in any case increase transparency and
accountability and make the program more effective. It also made clear in appraisal



documents that any future support would be conditional on the expected expansion of
coverage to the most vulnerable and the unemployed.

212 Despite the relevance of the project objectives to the Argentine context, the
statement of objectives was not clear. Project Appraisal Documents did not clarify what
“effectiveness” meant. As mentioned earlier, the stated objective was “to increase the
effectiveness of [two] income transfer programs for the unemployed and families with
children by (i) improving selected design features and the transparency and
accountability of [FA] and [SCE]; and (ii) by transferring beneficiaries from other, less
effective schemes and programs, to [FA] and [SCE]” (World Bank 2009a, 10; World Bank
2009b, 7). The results framework adds a third: “(iii) by expanding the number of
participants” (World Bank 2009a, 53). This PPAR recognizes expansion of coverage as
part of the effectiveness objective, even though it is not explicitly stated as such.

213  Asaresult of this lack of clarity, the statement of objectives was not fully aligned
with project financing, components, and associated metrics. The objectives could have
been framed more effectively by mentioning increased coverage of the supported
programs, given that most of the project’s funds were planned to finance this. Indeed,
the monitoring and evaluation framework explicitly says “by expanding the number of
participants.” Many indicators for the original loan and additional financing loan
measured the expansion of coverage, reflecting that since inception, the expansion in FA
coverage was required for any additional financing (World Bank 2009a, 7). An
expansion of SCE was also clearly expected, given the transfer of beneficiaries from Jefes
and the opening of the program to other potential beneficiaries (World Bank 2009a, 60).
Moreover, the description of project objectives in the additional financing explicitly
states that the loan would help finance the costs associated with the scale-up of both
programs (World Bank 2011, 4-5); yet no changes were made to the project development
objectives.

2.14  The DLIs for the original loan were also not clearly aligned with project funding
or the statement of objectives. There were four DLIs, three connected to SCE and one to
FA, despite the skewing of the project financing in the opposite direction ($365 million
for FA versus $80 million for SCE). In addition, only half of the DLIs measured
effectiveness (percentage of SCE beneficiaries receiving employment and training
services; percentage of FA payments made through the Single System for Family
Allocations). The other two DLIs tracked coverage or outreach of SCE (number of
beneficiaries; number of employment offices authorized to deliver employment and
training services).

2.15 The DLIs in the original loan were not designed to provide stretch targets. The
expansion of FA was not included as a DLI. Little change was expected in the number of



beneficiaries receiving SCE services (23.4 percent at baseline versus 24 percent and

26 percent for the first and second disbursement respectively). Similarly, little effort was
probably needed to comply with the DLI on the number of SCE beneficiaries registered,
given that this was expected to increase almost automatically through the continued
transfer of beneficiaries from Jefes (table C.2 in appendix C shows the evolution of new
entrants to SCE by year, with a clear increase in 2010 and 2011). The remaining DLI for
SCE was limited to the number of agreements signed with employment offices (not the
actual provision of services). There was no DLI associated with the implementation of
the technical assistance component, which would require considerable effort and time to
implement. And the implementation of the Single System for Family Allocations, the
only DLI related to FA, was also receiving support from other projects (see the
Relevance of the Design section in appendix A). As a result, 98.8 percent of the loan
proceeds (all funds allocated to components 1 and 2 of the original loan, equivalent to
$444.76 million) were fully disbursed within six months of project effectiveness. This
disbursement was much faster than expected at the time of project preparation, further
calling into question the ambitiousness of the DLIs and their targets. In November 2009,
only three months after project effectiveness, the team was already discussing additional
financing; see the Implementation Status and Results Report, Sequence 4 (World Bank
2010).

216  The design of the DLIs in the additional financing loan improved slightly. DLIs
included minimum time lapses between disbursements and ceilings for cumulative
disbursements to pace the level of disbursements and allow for technical assistance
implementation. The DLI associated with SCE beneficiaries receiving employment
services was corrected to adjust for seasonal variations, and its targets were made more
ambitious (from 26 percent to 32 percent). In addition, two DLI were added, both
relevant to achieving project objectives: one associated with improved registration of FA
beneficiaries or reasons for ineligibility, and another one requiring the availability and
publication of AUH data. Table A.1 in appendix A shows the full list of DLIs, with
baselines and targets.

Implementation and Supervision

217  The project was implemented in a difficult context for Argentina. The country
faced limited access to external financing due to unresolved external debt issues. The
relationship with the international community was tense, which, according to interviews
conducted for this evaluation, limited the space for dialogue with the World Bank. There
was no International Monetary Fund Article IV consultation at any time during the
project implementation period, and the International Monetary Fund censured the
country for not supplying accurate economic data (see, for example, IMF 2013). No
Country Partnership Strategy was discussed between fiscal years 2012 and 2015,



resulting in a three-year lending hiatus (fiscal years 2012-14) when no new lending was
approved by the World Bank Board of Executive Directors. During most of that period,
there were negative flows between the World Bank and Argentina, ® creating pressure
for existing loans to disburse.

218  Most stakeholders interviewed by the Independent Evaluation Group referred to
this project as a budget support operation. In light of the disbursement pattern and the
type of expenses covered, this is not surprising (figure 2.1). The project funded mostly
recurrent costs associated with FA and SCE transfers; implementation activities and
procurement were associated only with technical assistance activities (less than 2 percent
of loan proceeds). Nearly all (99 percent) of the original loan proceeds (all funds
allocated to components 1 and 2, equivalent to $444.76 million) were fully disbursed
within six months after project effectiveness. With the additional financing, funds
allocated to components 1 and 2 were expected to be fully disbursed 18 months after
effectiveness.

Figure 2.1. Argentina Basic Protection Project: Disbursement Pattern
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219  ANSES’s noncompliance with two disbursement indicators delayed
disbursements under the additional financing loan for almost two years. ANSES did not
publish reports on AUH between 2009 and 2015, except for a brief period in 2014 to
comply with the additional financing disbursement conditions. The information was
submitted to the World Bank, but its character was confidential. Publication started in

2016 with the change in administration but halted again with the new administration.

220 Interviews conducted for this PPAR stressed the importance of the World Bank
team’s proactivity and experience in addressing technical assistance implementation
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issues. This was evident in the formation of an advisory group to support MTESS staff in
the design of the Social Security and Protection Survey (ENAPROSS) surveys and in the
reaction of the team when the firm hired to carry out ENAPROSS I showed little
capacity to do so. Interviewees confirmed the team’s proactivity, dedication, and ability
to address issues and arrive at workable solutions. Staff in MTESS appreciated the
methodological and technical guidance provided by the World Bank team; the lessons
learned were internalized, and when it was time to conduct ENAPROSS 1I, they were
put to use in the work with the provincial statistics directorates. Interviewees confirmed
that these agencies were responsive and well prepared, resulting in timely and accurate
compliance. Lessons from the experience with ENAPROSS I also prompted the decision
to scale back the scope of the second survey while keeping it comparable with the
previous one.

221  The misalignment between the implementation period for the technical
assistance component and the implementation periods for the other components was
responsible for substantial delays. There were no disbursement conditions for
component 3. The expected fast disbursement for both the original loan and the
additional financing contrasts with the amount of time needed to implement the
technical assistance, given procurement and technical requirements. Indeed, the original
loan was restructured twice and its closing date extended three years (from September
2011 to September 2014) to allow for delays in technical assistance implementation.
During the additional financing, technical assistance activities were canceled because of
delays, and the project was extended for an additional two years.

222 The complexity of implementing technical assistance activities was
underestimated. Procurement risks were considered substantial at appraisal because of
the implementing agency’s lack of experience and the expected short implementation
period of the original loan (World Bank 2009a, 20, annex 8). Mitigation measures focused
on strengthening the procurement processes but did not address the substance of what
ended up causing implementation delays: the difficulties in carrying out a nationally
representative survey in a very short time frame with no support from the National
Institute of Statistics and Censuses. The importance of a reliable and updated sampling
framework, and the time and capacity needed to develop one, were underestimated, and
the capacity outside the statistical offices to work at national level was overestimated.

223  The government’s appetite for and openness to data sharing were also
overestimated. This was evident when ANSES failed to share and disclose the AUH data
required by the DLIs. This result was not surprising, given the limited reliability of
official data during most of the project implementation period. Still, including these
DLIs was important for achieving the transparency goal embedded in the project
objective of increased effectiveness. Both the World Bank team and staff in the MTESS
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must be congratulated for their commitment to the social protection surveys, a huge
undertaking given the country context.

3. Lessons

3.1 The choice of indicators is critical for incentives to be effective, especially when a
short implementation time is expected. But the definition of some of the DLIs and the
information used to determine their targets were not discussed in detail at appraisal.
The expansion of FA was not included as a DLI. Likewise, the reasons for not including
DLIs for the technical assistance component were not discussed, meaning that no
attention was given to the mismatch between the time needed for the institutional
strengthening and the time needed to comply with the disbursement conditions. The
fast pace of disbursement of the original loan (six months) and the low targets set for
some of the DLIs call into question the ambitiousness of the DLIs and the project’s
contribution to their achievement. Furthermore, agencies responsible for implementing
the actions needed to comply with the DLIs were not the ones receiving the disbursed
funds, reducing their incentives to comply. Although this arrangement is common in
Program-for-Results operations, the experience with this project confirms that it could
be problematic. During the additional financing, interests were not aligned between the
Ministry of Finance (which received the funds) and ANSES (which had to comply),
leading to implementation delays and compromised results.

3.2 This PPAR had to clarify the understanding of “effectiveness,” since the meaning
was not explicitly stated in project documents. This absence of a definition calls into
question the adequacy of the indicators included in project completion documents and
ultimately the efficacy assessment of project objectives.

3.3 Institutional strengthening of the MTESS statistics area was an important
additional aspect of the World Bank support, given the peculiar context in which this
project was implemented. Yet the project did not have a formal way to capture this
aspect in its monitoring framework. Nor were there DLIs associated with the
institutional strengthening, despite its importance to achieving project objectives.
Indicators associated with this component were focused on the outputs produced (that
is, the surveys and the availability of key social protection indicators), not on the use of
the information obtained with these surveys or on changes in policies or programs as a
result of them. Similarly, there were no indicators reflecting progress on the capacity
created within the MTESS to conduct similar surveys in the future.
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! Plan Jefes y Jefas de Hogares was an emergency workfare program implemented in 2002 after
Argentina suffered a severe political and economic crisis. Beneficiaries received a monthly benefit
equal to Arg$150 ($50) in exchange for working four to six hours per day in community services
and small construction and maintenance activities. Eligible people were unemployed, headed a
household, and had children. The number of beneficiaries peaked in 2003 at more than 2 million.
Starting in 2005, its beneficiaries were migrated to the other two programs, Familias por la
Inclusion Social and the Training and Employment Insurance Program, until the program was
discontinued.

2 Familias por la Inclusion Social was a conditional cash transfer implemented between 2005 and
2009 to provide income support to vulnerable families. The number of beneficiaries peaked at
almost 0.7 million; most were former participants of the Plan Jefes y Jefas de Hogares.
Beneficiaries received Arg$200-380 per month ($67-127) depending on the number of children
they had. Benefits were conditional on children’s vaccination and schooling. An additional
Arg$60 per month ($20) was given to beneficiaries participating in training courses, attending
primary or secondary school, or participating in community projects. The program was
discontinued in 2009.

3 Created through Decree 1602/09 (Incorporacién del Sistema no Contributivo de Asignacion
Universal por Hijo para la Proteccion Social), which modified the Law of Family Allowances
(Law No. 24714) to add a noncontributory subsystem, the Universal Child Allowance targets
families of unemployed workers without unemployment insurance and informal workers with
children under 18. Domestic employees, monotributistas (individuals that pay taxes under a
simplified regime), and beneficiaries of other compatible work programs with incomes below the
minimum wage are also eligible. Children should be Argentines or have at least three years’
residence in Argentina. All qualifying children in the National Social Security Administration
databases are automatically enrolled, and eligibility is determined monthly. The allowance is
paid to the mother (or, in her absence, to the other parent or guardian) for up to five children.
Eighty percent of the transfer is paid monthly, and the remaining 20 percent is withheld to
encourage compliance with health and education conditionalities. To receive the withheld
portion of the transfer, the parent or guardian must show proof that children ages 5 to 18 years
have regular school attendance, a complete or ongoing vaccination schedule in place, and regular
health check ups, and that children under five years of age are enrolled in the Sumar program.

4 National Social Security Administration Resolution 393/09, article 10, notes that when children’s
custody is shared by two parents, the mother is given preference over the father to receive the
transfer.

> Proposals were broadly in agreement on the type of benefits to be offered and on the
importance of requiring conditionalities. They diverged on how to determine eligibility, how to
distribute transfers, what the source of funding would be, and what agency would be in charge

of implementation (Repetto, Diaz Langou, and Marazzi 2009).

¢ Negative outflows are available at US SEC (2019).
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Appendix A. Project Ratings

Argentina Basic Protection Project

Indicator ICR ICR Review PPAR
Outcome Moderately satisfactory =~ Moderately satisfactory ~ Moderately satisfactory
Risk to development Low or negligible Low or negligible Low or negligible
outcome

Bank performance Satisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory
Borrower performance Moderately satisfactory =~ Moderately satisfactory ~ Moderately satisfactory

Note: The Implementation Completion and Results Report (ICR) is a self-evaluation by the responsible Global Practice. The
ICR Review is an intermediate Independent Evaluation Group product that seeks to independently validate the findings of
the ICR. PPAR = Project Performance Assessment Report.

1. Relevance of the Objectives and Design

Relevance of the Objectives: Substantial

The project objectives were highly relevant to the Argentine context. At the time of
project appraisal, it was reasonable to expect that the 2008 financial crisis could hit
Argentina’s most vulnerable. Existing social protection programs were limited in their
coverage, and several proposals were being discussed in Congress aiming at
guaranteeing a noncontributory universal basic income for families and children.! Thus,
supporting a more efficient social protection system, less focused on emergency
programs and able to expand if needed, was high on the government agenda and
undeniably relevant.

Project objectives were consistent with the World Bank’s strategy at appraisal and
closing. Objectives were aligned with the social inclusion pillar of the Country
Partnership Strategy for 201012 that was being discussed at the time of project
appraisal. The Country Partnership Strategy emphasized the World Bank’s support as a
preventive response to the deteriorating economic and social environment (World Bank
2009, 24), and aimed to improve the employability of the most vulnerable, with the final
goal of increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of Argentina’s social protection policy
(World Bank 2009, 28). Objectives remained relevant to the World Bank’s Country
Partnership Strategy at closing and aimed to expand social inclusion in an efficient and
sustainable manner, while supporting Argentina in mitigating the risks to vulnerable
groups of economic downturns and external shocks (World Bank 2015, 1).

Yet, an important shortcoming had to do with the lack of clear definition of the
statement of project objectives. “Effectiveness” was not explicitly defined in the Project
Appraisal Documents (see the Design and Preparation section in chapter 2).
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Relevance of the Design: Modest

The project’s implicit theory of change was clear. Increased effectiveness of employment
programs was to be achieved by supporting the expansion of the Ministry of Labor,
Employment and Social Security (MTESS) employment services and accelerating the
transition of beneficiaries from Plan Jefes y Jefas de Hogares (Jefes) to the Training and
Employment Insurance Program (Seguro de Capacitacion y Empleo; SCE). Increased
effectiveness of programs for families with children was to be achieved by implementing
a direct payment system for transferring family allowances and, with additional
financing funds, expanding the Family Allowances Program (FA) to cover informal
workers. Institutional strengthening of MTESS and the National Social Security
Administration (ANSES) with additional financing would enable improved monitoring.
All together would lead to a strengthened and expanded social protection system (see
table 1.1 in chapter 1).

Despite a clear theory of change, two important shortcomings in the design are noted: (i)
the statement of objectives was not fully aligned with project financing, components,
and associated metrics; and (ii) at design, the FA benefits were not targeted to the needs
of the most vulnerable. The latter changed with additional financing, when the
allowances were expanded to include informal and unemployed workers (see the
Design and Preparation section in chapter 2).

For a project that conditioned disbursement on the achievement of certain indicators,
there was very little detail in project documents about the choice of disbursement
indicators and their targets, even though the choice of indicators is critical for incentives
to be effective. The expansion of FA was not included as a disbursement-linked indicator
(DLI), despite this expansion being critical to achieve project objectives. Furthermore,
there were no discussions on the credibility of DLI targets in a loan that, according to
projections, was expected to disburse in 12-18 months. Neither were there discussions
on how the (likely) much longer implementation period for the labor-intensive technical
assistance component was built into these disbursement projections (see the Design and
Preparation section in chapter 2). Table A.1 below shows the disbursement conditions
for the original loan and additional financing.

The design failed to refer to other relevant projects also aiming at reductions of fraud
and errors in the ANSES system of family allowances payments. A structural adjustment
loan approved in 2001 (P073591) included the initial implementation of the Single
System for Family Allocations (SUAF; designed in that same year) among its
disbursement conditions. This condition was not fulfilled and was waived to disburse
funds on the basis of plans to complete implementation by 2005, with monitoring by the
World Bank (World Bank, n.d., 21). SUAF implementation was also supported through a
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technical assistance loan to ANSES (P092836), effective between 2006 and 2012. The
Implementation Completion and Results Report refers to 100 percent improvement in
SUAF and the ANSES ADP (individual registry) database at the time of technical
assistance closing (World Bank 2016). Yet neither progress nor lessons from this
technical assistance were discussed in project documents.
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Table A.1. Disbursement Conditions: Original Loan and Additional Financing

Original Loan Effectiveness:

Additional Financing Effectiveness: November

June 12, 2009 26, 2011

Baseline First Second Baseline First Second Third Fourth
Condition (date) disburs. disburs. (date) disburs. disburs. disburs. disburs.
Disbursement will be authorized not n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. Effectiveness 6 months 12 months 18 months
before... after after after

effectiveness effectiveness effectiveness

Cumulative disbursements for n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. $135.0 $247.5 $360.1 n.a.
components 1 and 2 will not
exceed... ($, millions)
a. Average of the monthly 23 24 26 26 26 27 30 32
percentage of beneficiaries of SCE  (May 2008) (Sept. 2010)
receiving employment and training
services of the total number of
beneficiaries of SCE, during the 12
months preceding the date in which
the disbursement indicator is
measured (percent)
b. Beneficiaries registered in SCE 78,500 82,000 100,000 121,000 131,000 141,000 151,000 161,000
(no.) (May 2008) (Oct. 2010)
¢. Employment offices authorized 181 200 230 296 300 310 330 350
for delivery of employment and (Nov. 2008) (Oct. 2010)

training services through
agreements signed between the
borrower, through the Ministry of
Labor, and the respective
municipality or province (no.)
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Original Loan Effectiveness:

Additional Financing Effectiveness: November

June 12, 2009 26, 2011

Baseline First Second Baseline First Second Third Fourth
Condition (date) disburs. disburs. (date) disburs. disburs. disburs. disburs.
d. Average of the monthly 58.7 62.8 67.4 82.2 90.0 95.0 98.0 98.0
percentage of payments made (Nov. 2008) (July 2010)
through SUAF of the total payments
made under the AF program to
salaried workers in the private
sector during the 12 months
preceding the date in which the
disbursement indicator is measured
(percent)
e. Four-monthly statistical reports n.a. n.a. n.a. 0 1 2 4 5
on AUH prepared and published (Sept. 2010)
through ANSES's website (no.)
f. Children under 18 who have been n.a. n.a. n.a. 9,700 9,866 9,950 10,101 10,157
registered at ANSES's ADP database (Aug. 2010)

and are receiving a family allowance
benefit from ANSES or are excluded
because of reasons indicated in the
legislation (thousands; no.)

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.

Note: ADP = individual registry; AF = additional financing; ANSES = National Social Security Administration; AUH = Universal Child Allowance; disburs. =

disbursement; n.a. = not applicable; SCE = Training and Employment Insurance Program; SUAF = Single System for Family Allocations.
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2. Efficacy: Modest

Objective 1: To Increase the Effectiveness of the Borrower’s Income Transfer
Programs for the Unemployed

For this objective, efficacy is rated modest. This rating is supported by (i) the
transferring of Jefes beneficiaries to other programs; (ii) the expanded network of
employment offices that offered training and job search support; (iii) the increased
number of SCE beneficiaries that exite