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Abstract

This study examines the role of institutional coordination in shaping post-pandemic economic recovery
across nine Latin American and Caribbean countries. By leveraging a novel dataset of binary indicators on
fiscal coordination during the COVID-19 crisis, | construct weighted institutional networks that capture the
extent and quality of inter-agency collaboration. | quantify each country's coordination structure through
its distance from an idealized, fully connected graph, allowing the development of a coordination index.
This index is then integrated into a panel regression framework to evaluate its association with GDP growth
between 2015 and 2024. The findings reveal a statistically significant and positive relationship between
institutional coordination and post-pandemic GDP growth. Countries with more integrated and technica-
lly coordinated fiscal governance structures experienced faster and more sustained economic recovery.
The results hold across multiple specifications, including country and year fixed effects, reinforcing the
robustness of the findings. The results underscore the importance of formal coordination mechanisms—
not merely as administrative tools, but as critical determinants of fiscal effectiveness and macroeconomic
resilience during systemic shocks.
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1. Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic has represented a significant macroeconomic challenge for Latin Ame-
rica and the Caribbean. Beyond the public health crisis and the tragic loss of lives, the juncture
triggered economic disruptions that led to a recession across the region. Furthermore, it seems
to have been particularly impactful for countries already facing unfavorable growth conditions
prior to 2020 (CEPAL, 2020). In response to the unprecedented crisis, governments throughout
the region were compelled to implement monetary and fiscal policies aimed at mitigating the
economic effects and human costs.

While monetary interventions were crucial to stabilizing financial markets and preventing deeper
financial disruptions, some authors argue that it was the fiscal response that had a more critical
impact in sustaining consumption, preserving incomes, and avoiding an even sharper econo-
mic contraction (Fischer, 2021). In general terms, the fiscal measures implemented included
both budget reallocations and tax relief, as well as government-backed liquidity support (CEPAL,
2020). According to the International Monetary Fund (2020), the region mobilized fiscal packa-
ges equivalent, on average, to 8% of GDP, while public revenues saw an unprecedented drop. In
the end, there was an economic contraction accompanied by public spending figures that rea-
ched historically elevated levels (CEPAL, 2021). But it is estimated that the full implementation
of these measures resulted in a regional GDP that is between 6.5 and 7 percentage points higher
than the hypothetical GDP without fiscal intervention (IMF, 2020)

At the same time, there is also a strand of literature arguing that the scope and effectiveness of
the fiscal packages varied significantly due to country-specific structural and contextual factors.
Key elements such as pre-existing levels of debt, access to financing, existing regulation, and
institutional credibility played a decisive role in shaping governments’ ability to deliver timely and
effective fiscal responses (Cardenas et al,, 2021). It has also been argued that the implemen-
tation of efficient and well-targeted measures was conditioned by the particular circumstances
of each economy, such as its institutional structure and the potential for coordination between
institutions, which led to heterogeneous outcomes across the region (IMF, 2020).

Nevertheless, while these claims allude to the role played by each country’s institutions and their
interplay, there is a considerable lack of empirical evidence to sustain such claims. Essential
features of institutional cooperation, such as the level of interconnection between them, or the
capacity to coordinate, tend to be difficult to include in a rigorous analysis because their mea-
surement is not straightforward. For these reasons, the main objective of the present study is
two-fold: (1) develop a quantitative approach that allows for the measurement of potential insti-
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tutional coordination, and (2) determine the effect of institutional coordination in the post-Covid
outcomes of a set of Latin American countries.

A particular contribution of the present work is that the solution to the first point results in a new
novel dataset containing indicators of cooperation and two-sided contribution in the pandemic
between seven main fiscal institutions one would find in a modern country: the presidency, the
congress, the ministry of finance, the Social Security institution, the Tax Administration, the fiscal
council evaluator, and the ministry of social development. While every country has a different
name for each, they all constitute part of the state in all countries of analysis. The countries con-
sidered are Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Perd, and Uruguay.

On one hand, to construct the cooperation indicators, | developed a dataset of dichotomous
variables capturing five dimensions of collaboration between pairs of institutions involved in
policy implementation (see Data section). For every institutional pair, there are 5 dimensions
of collaboration measured which can be summed up to obtain a single numeric indicator. Each
entry includes the source and a descriptive justification for verification and replication purposes.
Then, given that every institution and indicator can be thought of as a node and an edge in a gra-
ph, it is possible to calculate a global index of institutional collaboration for every country using
a measure of distance between adjacency matrices. Ultimately, both the creation of the dataset
and the index contribute to research objective (1).

On the other hand, to determine the effect of institutional coordination in the pandemic as indi-
catedin (2), | propose a simple estimation framework with a differences-in-differences approach
using fixed-effects and panel data. The benefit of this approach is it allows for simple and com-
pelling statistical evidence of the role played by institutional collaboration as a fiscal response to
the pandemic in the LAC region.

The main characteristic of institutional coordination is that it is broad and obscure: it goes be-
yond fiscal rules or the size of the fiscal budget, encompassing deeper dimensions such as the
capacity for targeting and transparency, to the adaptability to macroeconomic contexts, and
coordination across levels of government. Its influence is not limited to shaping the effective
fiscal space of a state; it also serves as a determinant of the quality and effectiveness of fiscal
responses. As noted by Bergant & Forbes (2023), a country’s ability to respond to a shock is not
determined only by the severity of the event itself—in terms of financial and economic stress—
but also by how institutionally prepared it is to deploy tools and resources effectively. Within the
current framework of economic policymaking, the concept of effective institutional cooperation
has been yet to be analyzed in greater detail.
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The rest of the work is organized as follows. In the next section | explain the dataset and the
institutional index construction. Then | discuss the methodology related to the empirical part of
the paper. Later | discuss the results and finally | conclude.

2. Data and Index of Institutional Cooperation
2.1. Cooperation data

The identification of relationships between institutions was based on a structured set of dicho-
tomous questions, designed to capture the presence (or absence) of direct, functional, and vi-
sible collaboration of the fiscal response to the pandemic. For this, | considered a list of seven
institutions that one would expect form part of a modern democratic state: a Presidency, a Con-
gress, a Ministry of Finance, a Social Security institution, a Tax Administration, a Fiscal Council
Evaluator, and a Ministry of Social Development. The definitions and reasoning behind each are
the following:

Ministry of Finance: The central technical body responsible for designing and implemen-
ting fiscal policy.

National Congress (Budget or Economic Committee): The legislative authority responsi-
ble for approving and/or modifying fiscal packages.

Presidency: The executive authority with capacity of declaring states of emergency, is-
sue decrees and lead inter-institutional coordination.

Ministry of Social Development: Responsible for administering transfers and implemen-
ting targeted social protection programs.

Social Security Institution: The agency in charge of managing pensions, healthcare, insu-
rance programs, and employer-employee contributions.

Tax Administration: The body responsible for managing tax relief measures, tax deferrals
and ensuring the continuity of revenue collection.

Fiscal Council Evaluator: The institution asked with providing independent assessments
of fiscal sustainability and transparency

These institutions were selected based on their functional roles during pandemic, drawing from
public finance theory and empirical evidence on fiscal governance under crisis conditions. Three
categories of fiscal evaluators were identified across the countries analyzed: (i) autonomous
and formal fiscal councils (as in Colombia, Costa Rica, Pery, Brazil and Chile); (i) alternative
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evaluators with partial technical independence (the case Ecuador’, Argentina, and Uruguay?);
and (iii) countries without any institutionalized fiscal evaluation body (such as Bolivia). The latter
group does not have a fiscal evaluator node in the network.

For every pair of institutions out of these seven—i.e.,, 21 pairs in total—there are 5 dimensions
measured through 5 different questions,® resulting in a dataset of binary variables containing
945 entries. Each question has its own distinctive purpose and aims to measure, as precisely as
possible, a characteristic that is expected to provide effective policy design and implementation
between the institution pair. To be clear, for each pair, there is a battery of five targeted ques-
tions assessing different dimensions of coordination regarding joint policymaking, data sharing,
communication, and operational autonomy. These are questions such as “Did Congress have to
approve or discuss tax changes proposed by the Tax Administration for Covid-19 relief?”, or “Did
the Ministry of Finance and the Tax Administration have to work jointly in the implementation of
fiscal measures intended to alleviate the effects of the pandemic?”. For instance, in the former
question, the idea is that, if yes, there is evidence that Congress carried out the role of overwatch
over the Tax Administration and gave final approval in fiscal matters for the pandemic. For the
former question, the justification is that, if yes, there was effective cooperation needed in the
design and implementation of tax relief measures between the two institutions.

With available information in archival sources found on official documents from the institutions
themselves, | answered to these questions for every pair and country.* To illustrate this, sec-
tion 8.1 in the Appendix contains the set of questions associated to the Finance ministry and
Congress pair, with the responses—and the information sources supporting the responses—for
Uruguay (see also the Supplementary Material online).

T Official documents mandate that Ecuador’s finance ministry continuously monitor public finances and fiscal-rule
compliance, whereas the Contraloria General conducted ex-post audits of COVID-19 spending. Thus, the MEF's
internal Unidad Técnica Fiscal (UTF) was the most relevant fiscal-evaluation node, despite the lack of autonomy
and being considered an “alternative”.

2 In Uruguay, the Consejo Fiscal Autonomo (CFA) was established in late 2021 and became operational in 2022.
During the COVID-19 pandemic, the Asesoria Macroeconémica of the Ministry of Economy and Finance undertook
key fiscal evaluation functions.

% An important aspect of course, is that every question measures a dimension that is not (at least perfectly)
correlated to another one. The justification, or main purpose, of each question for each institution pair is described
in greater detail in the supplementary materials.

4 The data used were drawn from official documentation and national response plans.
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2.2. Institutional Networks

With the help of elementary network theory, one can assess the structure and quality of institutional
coordination during crisis management with data. By modeling public entities as nodes and their
interactions as links, it is possible to measure the intensity and configuration of fiscal governance
across countries. Figure 1 shows the institutional network visualizations for the nine countries.

Figure 1. Institutional Networks per country
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Source: Own elaboration based on the adjacency
matrix of binary questions assessing institutional
coordination, constructed from official governmen-
tal documentation.

Note: The size and color of each node represents
the magnitude of its eigenvector centrality. While
the bigger and redder the node is, the more eigen-
vector centrality it has. The distance between the
nodes is due to the Fruchterman-Reingold (FR)
layout, which places closely coordinated institutions
nearer to each other, visually reflecting the strength
and centrality of their fiscal coordination ties. The
institutional nodes in each network are labeled
using standardized acronyms: MF = Ministry of Fi-
nance, PRES = Presidency, NC = National Congress,
TA = Tax Administration, MSD = Ministry of Social
Development, SSI = Social Security Institution, FCE
= Fiscal Council Evaluator



Institutional Coordination in the Fiscal Response:
Lessons from the COVID-19 Experience in Latin America and the Caribbean

The network visualizations reveal recurring structural patterns and notable variations in institu-
tional coordination. Most notably, in nearly all countries, we can infer that the Ministry of Finance
(MF), Presidency (PRES), and National Congress (NC) tend to occupy central and highly connec-
ted positions, suggesting that they exhort their role as primary fiscal decision-makers. In con-
trast, Social Security Institutions (SSI) and Fiscal Council Evaluators (FCE) are often located at
the periphery, with lower connection density and lower links. This marginality supports the idea
that oversight institutions played a limited operational role during the emergency. Country-speci-
fic nuances include Brazil's and Uruguay’s highly dense and symmetrical networks, and Bolivia's
relatively sparse structure, reflecting weaker institutional integration.

Two sets of indicators were calculated for the networks: one at the institutional level (including
degree, betweenness, and eigenvector centrality) and another at the country level (including den-
sity, average degree, clustering coefficient, and network diameter). Full results are presented in
Appendix Tables 3 and 4.

The Ministry of Finance (MF) consistently stands out across all countries with the highest eigen-
vector centrality, with full connectivity (degree = 6), and, in some cases, notable betweenness
scores—confirming its role as the systemic hub of fiscal decision-making. In many cases, the
National Congress (NC) and the Presidency (PRES) also exhibit high centrality, with NC frequent-
ly acting as a bridge in countries like Colombia and Peru, where it registers high betweenness va-
lues. Meanwhile, social development ministries (MSD) and social security institutions (SSI) tend
to be structurally peripheral. Their lower eigenvector values and lack of intermediary roles sug-
gest limited involvement in inter-institutional coordination, even when they had implementation
responsibilities. Fiscal councils (FCE), though formally part of the networks, consistently show
low influence across all metrics, reinforcing their observational—rather than operational—status.

At a country level, structural indicators reveal meaningful contrasts. Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and
Uruguay exhibit the most cohesive architectures, with full network density, maximum connecti-
vity (avg. degree = 6), and shortest path lengths. In contrast, Bolivia shows the least integrated
structure, with lower density, fewer average connections, and the highest diameter, reflecting a
less compact institutional setup. Mid-range configurations—such as Colombia, Costa Rica, Peru,
and Ecuador—combine relatively high clustering with some structural gaps, suggesting partially
integrated but functionally active coordination environments.
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2.3. Index & Dataset

The aggregation of binary responses can be used to obtain an index of coordination strength.
Given that for every institution pair each coordination indicator can be thought of as a node and
an edge in a graph, it is then possible to draw concepts from graph theory to do a more aggre-
gated analysis. It also allows us to assess with a single metric whether institutional coordination
helped or hindered economic outcomes after the pandemic using empirical data.

Given that the values of the coordination indicators take positive values, one can view each
coordination-pair indicator as an edge in a graph where institutions conform the nodes.® Then,
we can calculate a measure of distance between a graph representing a fully weighted and con-
nected graph and the one for each country.

Let K' be the 7 x 7 adjacency matrix associated to the graph observed for country i, and let K
denote the matrix representing full coordination between all pairs of institutions,

05 .5
R=[>.0 _ 3|
55 « 0

It follows that it is straightforward to calculate the adjacency distance between K andK' by:

where K,’; denotes the n-th column (vector) of matrix K'. With this we can set the index for I, call
it T, as inversely proportional to d,- and well-defined for all di >0

T = —— (0]

' \/d,.+1

> Intuitively, if all the question answers for an institution pair are “‘no’, then the indicator of coordination for such pair
will be zero and there is no edge connecting the nodes. If the complete lack of connection seems unrealistic, it is
possible to still assign a small positive value to the edge with 0 value and compute another measure distance. In
such case, a better-suited metric would be the Gromov-Hausdorff distance (see Appendix).

n
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The squared root in the denominator “flattens” the curve in the d x T space compared to the
denominator with no squared root, with the purpose of preserving the distance between obser-
vations after inversion. Although one could also define some linear T,.' =a- di for the same
purpose, the determination of the constant a would be arbitrary and lead to a less general indi-
cator. Hence, | did not opt for this approach.

In the end, | obtained a panel dataset by merging the institutional connection information with
economic data for all countries between 2015 and 2024 obtained from FLAR. | use GDP growth
as the outcome variable of interest. Tables 1A and 1B show the summary statistics for the index
and growth data. Descriptive statistics for the index and GDP growth rates before (AGDP and

after (AGDP the COVID-19 pandemic are reported.

pre)
post)

Before going to the main estimation and results, | estimated preliminary regressions without
controlling endogeneity to understand the correlation relationship between the variables of inte-
rest. These are of the form

AGDP; = By + BT, + By 1100000 * B3(Ti x 1{t22020}) &

where 1 is a (dummy) variable that equals one when the year is greater than or equal to

{t>2020}
the start of the pandemic. The interaction estimate of T, and 1{t22020} is intended to capture the
additional economic growth experienced by countries that, on average, have higher levels of the
coordination index. The results of this estimation can be found in Appendix section 8.4 Table 5,

where the estimates are mostly insignificant, highlighting the need for controlling endogeneity.

Table TA. Summary statistics

] Maan 5t Dav, Min Pla
.ﬂGF‘DM 44 0183 0385 =108 2150
.ﬂ.lt_TnF'II.'IF,m,ﬂ 44 0262 0.03%2 0.210 0.312
Incdex 44 02862 0.032 0.210 0.312

Note: Summary statistics for all countries and for all years in the sample (2015-2024).
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Table 1B. Summary statistics

Country AGDPpre AGDPpost Index

Argentina 0.364 1.032 5.757
(0.067) (0.718)

Bolivia 0.045 0.031 4.027
(0.044) (0.099)

Brazil 0.050 0.099 6.112
(0.010) (0.058)

Chile 0.058 0.096 5.994
(0.015) (0.061)

Colombia 0.068 0.106 4.843
(0.008) (0.117)

Costa Rica 0.062 0.054 5.060
(0.013) (0.061)

Ecuador 0.011 0.033 4.993
(0.046) (0.088)

Peru 0.060 0.083 5.279
(0.011) (0.123)

Uruguay 0.082 0.084 5.173

(0.010) (0.060)

Note: Summary statistics for each country and for all years in the sample (2015-2024).
Sample standard deviations are reported in parentheses.

3. Estimation & results

Based on the institutional coordination index derived from each country’'s network structure,
a regression approach was used to assess its association with post-pandemic economic per-
formance while controlling for unobserved factors. The main estimation is the following fixed-
effects regression at the country-level:

AGDP; = By + BT, + By 000001 B3(Ti X 1{t22020}) +6,+¢€, .

The fixed effects control for not-observed characteristics that do not vary over time but across
entities, such as cultural factors or pre-existing regulation which might have influenced the reco-
very of the pandemic differently for each country.
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The results confirm a significant positive relationship between the coordination index and

post-pandemic GDP growth. In the baseline model, without time fixed effects,® a one-unit increa-

se in the coordination index is associated with approximately a 0.2 percentage point increase

in economic growth (on average) post-pandemic. The consistency and magnitude of the coeffi-

cient reinforce the idea that greater density and formalization in institutional fiscal coordination

contributed to a faster and more sustained recovery.

Table 2. Fixed-effects regressions

AGDE
(1) {2} (3) (4}
Indesx 218587 2211 2078 209"
{0.351) (0.337) (0.348) (0.339)
covid —0.522 — 0,327
(0.354) (0.381)
Index + covid 0.236 o.220°
{1.342) (1.312)
Constant —-5536"" =5771"" =5393"" —=5480""
{0.971) (0.541) {0.956) (0.945)
Couniry FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Time FE Na Yies MNo Yies
Observations ar Br a7 BT
ﬂ2 0,509 0.505 0.560 0.6246
Adjusted R® 0.459 0.507 0,502 0.527
F Statistic 101117 G211 gEFa™" 6313
"p=01; T pe0.05; T pe0.01

Note: Summary statistics for each country and for all years in the sample (2015-2024). Sample standard deviations are

reported in parentheses.

®  For robustness purposes, | include the results of adding time-fixed effects to the regression even though the
additional dummy variables may absorb the effect | intend to measure: institutional cooperation as measured by
T, is a time-varying characteristic. Also, one would expect the dummy covid variable to be correlated with them.
Nevertheless, the results show that the estimates ofB1 and B3 remain statistically significant.
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In both specifications with country and year fixed effects, the index remains a relevant predic-
tor, suggesting that its impact extends beyond persistent structural factors. Taken together, the
results provide empirical evidence that more integrated and technically coordinated fiscal gover-
nance arrangements were associated with more effective economic responses in the aftermath
of the shock. If we were to allude to consider these regressions in a quasi-experimental setting,
the fact that the estimate of B3 remains significant and positive in the specifications allows us to
interpret the estimate as the magnitude of additional growth attributable to institutional coordi-
nation, assuming that in the absence of institutional cooperation the rate of growth would have
remained constant (parallel trends assumption).

4. Discussion

These findings align with existing literature that emphasizes the positive role of institutional
strength in post-pandemic recovery. As noted by Capano et al., (2020), countries with robust ins-
titutional structures and prior experience with epidemics like SARS-CoV-1 or MERS—particularly
in Asia—responded more quickly and effectively. In contrast, limited preparedness and lack of
recent experience were associated with delayed and poorly coordinated responses, especially
in parts of Europe and Latin America. Institutional architecture not only shaped governments’
capacity to act but also influenced problem framing, use of technical evidence, and the degree
of intra-governmental coordination.

Fiscal response capacity is closely tied to pre-existing institutional strength, credibility, and ope-
rational efficiency. Gourinchas et al., (2021) found that many fiscal packages were inefficiently
designed, with up to 89% of funds allocated to firms that did not require support, highlighting the
institutional challenges in delivering targeted interventions.

In Latin America and the Caribbean, institutional frameworks tend to be fragmented, with mul-
tiple semi-autonomous decision-making centers. Rather than emerging from integrated plan-
ning, fiscal responses often reflected improvised or disorganized arrangements—exacerbated
by agencies with divergent agendas and uneven capacities (Fanelli et al,, 2011). The COVID-19
pandemic reinforced these dynamics: while countries like Brazil and Colombia implemented me-
asures swiftly, others such as Pert and Chile experienced delays and administrative rigidities,
limiting the effectiveness of their responses until later in the year (Cardenas et al.,, 2021).
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5. Limitations

Although this study employs a systematic and comparative approach to measurement and es-
timation, certain factors may have introduced some divergence between the results and institu-
tional realities. For instance, using a broad set of dichotomous variables in the construction of
an index may overrepresent isolated interactions as broader structural coordination, particularly
in contexts with dispersed or fragmented responses. Moreover, limitations in the availability or
clarity of official documentation in some countries may have affected the precision of the coding
process. While the analysis followed consistent logic, a degree of interpretative judgment—ba-
sed on observable evidence—is unavoidable. A longer discussion on the limitations of the data-
set is provided in the Supplementary Material.

It is also important to acknowledge that the methodology primarily captures formal institutional
arrangements. While essential elements such as managerial capacity, informal coordination,
and the long-term stability of institutional interactions are crucial for understanding state effec-
tiveness, they fall beyond the scope of this study and are not always reflected in official records.

6. Conclusions

This study provides robust empirical evidence on the relationship between institutional coordi-
nation and economic recovery in the aftermath of the COVID-19 crisis. By analyzing the structure
of fiscal coordination networks in nine Latin American countries and quantifying their overall
cohesion, the research identifies how the quality of inter-institutional collaboration influenced
the effectiveness of fiscal responses.

Using network representations derived from institutional interactions, an index of coordination
strength was constructed based on the structural distance of each country's graph from a fully
integrated coordination system. This index was then linked to macroeconomic performance
through fixed-effects regressions. The results demonstrate a consistent and statistically sig-
nificant relationship: higher levels of institutional coordination were associated with greater
post-pandemic GDP growth. This finding reveals that beyond the size or content of fiscal pac-
kages, the structural capacity of institutions to collaborate, share information, and coordinate
decision-making processes was a key factor in determining the speed and effectiveness of fiscal
responses. Countries that maintained stronger coordination structures were better able to miti-
gate the economic fallout of the pandemic and recover more swiftly.
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The consistency and significance of the results validate the central hypothesis of this research:
institutional coordination matters for economic resilience. The methodological approach—com-
bining network theory with econometric modeling—allowed not only for a visual and structural
understanding of coordination, but also for a quantifiable and policy-relevant estimation of its
impact. Ultimately, this work contributes a replicable framework to assess institutional response
capacity in times of crisis, offering valuable insights for governments, multilateral organizations,
and researchers seeking to understand and improve public sector performance in future emer-
gencies. Strengthening coordination is not just a matter of administrative efficiency, it is a lever
for sustained economic stability and resilience.

17
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8. Appendix

8.1. Example of questions measuring coordination between the Ministry Of
Finance and Presidency
Q1. During the COVID-19 pandemic, did these two institutions collaborate directly, visibly, and
functionally in the design or implementation of at least one relevant fiscal policy?
Answer: Yes
Justification: The COVID-19 Fund was publicly announced and coordinated by both the Pre-
sidency and MEF.

Source: Conferencia de prensa del Presidente Lacalle Pou, 17 de marzo de 2020

Q2. Were key fiscal policy decisions during the pandemic made within a cabinet or committee
led by the Presidency?

Answer: Yes

Justification: Fiscal decisions were discussed and validated within the Council of Ministers,
chaired by the President.

Source: Actas del Consejo de Ministros, marzo-abril 2020

Q3. Did the Presidency directly intervene in the design or announcement of fiscal measures (e.g.,
bonuses, reforms, exemptions)?
Answer: Yes
Justification: The President announced fiscal measures such as the COVID Fund and solida-
rity tax directly to the public.

Source: Declaraciones publicas 17 y 23 de marzo de 2020

Q4. Did the Presidency subordinate and/or technically direct decisions of the Ministry of Finance
during the pandemic?

Answer: No

Justification: The MEF maintained technical leadership, while the Presidency provided politi-
cal coordination.

Source: Entrevista a Azucena Arbeleche, El Observador, 25 de abril de 2020

Q4. Did the Ministry of Finance act with technical autonomy in implementing fiscal measures?
Answer: No
Justification: MEF drafted and executed the fiscal package autonomously, including the CO-

VID Fund and tax changes.

Source: Ley 19.874; documentos técnicos del MEF
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8.2. Institutional Networks

Table 3. Network Metrics by Country

Country
Argentina
Bolivia
Brazil

Chilie
Calarmbia
Costa Rica
Ecuador
Feru
Liruguizy

Density  Average Degraa

1.000
0887
1,000
1.000
0,905
0,505
0952
0,905
1.000

6.000
4330
G000
G.000
5430
5430
5710
5.430
G.000

3380
3.430
4,940
a7in
2810
a.140
3.000
3820
2,000

€ =4 LR R OCh Ch IR - oA

1.000
0900
1,000
1,000
0924
0924
0952
0,924
1,000

fyerage Path Length  Oiameter  Clustering Coefiicent

Table 4. Institution-Level Network Metrics by Country

Counry  imstiton Dogren Botweenness  Eigomenotor Counliry Inslitrion  Degree Betwesmress  Eigemecio
BF E 0.000 0,332 WF & 1,30 0843
MG B & 000 XAl HE & 5 000 1.000
PREE E 0000 0548 PRES L} QL0 AGS
Argatina WSO i 0000 0,830 Comta Bica MSD " anig .68z
551 B 0,000 .568 551 & 0000 m.7az
TA -3 0000 1000 T4 ] ang 887
FCE E 0.000 0.524 FCE 5 0000 0.5450
BIF [ 0.500 1.000 WF & Qe 1,00
ML § 0,000 i, 76 MC & Q000 07834
PHEE 5 2.000 0,535 FRES & Q500 ma7E
Bolria TTn] q 1500 5 524 Ecusdor MSD 5 ang 807
gE1 3 0000 0534 551 & 0LE 0,975
T 4 11,30 .05 TA & 2000 875
FCE - R R FCE 5 000 383
WF L] L] 1.0
NG 8 40w 1aoo NG 8 s oo
FRES & 0.000 0.953 pAEs & acon 0405
Brasil MED: H e e Parii MSD . 000 e
- 551 B 0,000 0,335 e 4 oo .96
A [ 0.000 0,564 A 3 000 g7
FCE g 0,000 0.557 FCE 5 000 0813
s om o € 3 o =
F'F'"Es E aﬁ g;:;g PRES F Q000 .90
Chie ME0 [ 0.000 0,580 Urugpay ";59? E ggﬂ E’:m
=1 ] B 0000 LR TH I 5 D 877
I & 0.00 1.000 FCE 5 0.000 1261
FCE & 0005 575
MF & 2.000 1.000
MG [ 2,500 0,580
FRES [} 0005 a7e
Colombla  WSD 4 0.000 ez
S8 3 0000 1N 2 1]
T [ 0.500 0Bz
FGE 5 0005 [REETH
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8.3. Index & Dataset
8.3.1. The Gromov-Hausdorff (GH) distance

In the case where every element of K is greater than 0, finding an index is mathematically equi-
valent to a graph isomorphism problem since all graphs will have same number of vertices and
nodes. Furthermore, each graph can be viewed as a metric space and the distance between K
and K' measures how far the spaces are from being isometric. Thus, the Gromov-Hausdorff (GH)
distance can be used to measure the dissimilarity, which in our basic case is simply (see and:

I

do %diam(k, K')

where diam(X, Y) = sup{d(x,y) | (x,y) € X xY}and d(.,.) can be taken to be the Euclidean
distance. The results are replicated with this measure in the Supplementary Material found online.

8.4. Preliminary Results

AGDE
() (2) (3)
Index 2.128" 2.103™ 0,950
(0.921) i0.914) {1.268)
Past-covid dummy 0.092 —0.529
(0.059) (0.48D)
Indes « covid 2375
{1.820)
Constant —0420° —0.460° —0.159
{0.243) (0.242) {01.334)
Chsarvations ay ar BY
r? 0.085 0.100 0.13z2
Adjusted R 0.074 0.088 000
Residual Std. Error 0.276 (df = 85) 0.274 (df = B4) 0.272 (df = 83)
F Statistic TE4DT (dfF=1;85) 512577 (di=2:8B4) 4190777 [df = 3; 83)
p0lt; Y pe005; M pe 00

Note: Post-covid dummy is a variable that equals one if the year is 2020 or later. The index variable is in 100% terms.
Standard errors are reported in parentheses.



