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Abstract

Governments worldwide reserve procurement contracts for small firms, but whether
these mandates expand market access or merely relabel incumbents is unknown. I
study the Dominican Republic’s 20% MIPYME set-aside mandate, exploiting a sudden
enforcement surge after the August 2020 presidential transition that shifted agency
compliance from 3% to 17%. Using 655,000 contract awards across 256 agencies, I find
that agencies with larger compliance increases saw fewer unique suppliers, not more.
The share of MIPYME-certified winners rose by 20 percentage points, but decomposition
reveals that 35% of post-period awards went to relabeled incumbents—existing suppliers
who obtained MIPYME certification—versus only 17% to genuinely new entrants. The
effect concentrates in large agencies. Set-aside mandates may inadvertently create a
certification premium that favors well-connected incumbents over the new firms they

are designed to help.
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1. Introduction

Over 100 countries mandate that a share of government procurement go to small and medium
enterprises (World Bank, 2017; OECD, 2019). The logic is straightforward: small firms face
barriers to government contracting—complex paperwork, bonding requirements, minimum
scale—and reserving a portion of contracts should help them overcome these hurdles. The
United States reserves 23% of federal contracts for small businesses; India reserves 25%
for micro and small enterprises; the EU encourages member states to divide contracts into
SME-accessible lots. But do these mandates actually expand market access for new small
firms, or do they merely redirect contracts toward incumbent suppliers who learn to carry
the right certification?

This question is difficult to answer because procurement set-asides are typically permanent
features of the regulatory environment, making credible causal identification elusive. Existing
work on set-asides in developed countries—particularly the U.S. highway auction literature
(Krasnokutskaya and Seim, 2011; Marion, 2007; Nakabayashi, 2013; Athey et al., 2013)—
examines whether bid preferences raise costs or distort allocation, but takes the supplier pool
as given. Whether the mandates create new suppliers or merely redistribute contracts among
existing ones remains an open empirical question.

This paper exploits a sharp quasi-experiment in the Dominican Republic to identify the
causal effect of procurement set-aside enforcement on supplier market structure. Decree 543-
12, enacted in 2012, requires every government agency to reserve 20% of procurement processes
for certified micro, small, and medium enterprises (MIPYMESs). For eight years, the mandate
was a dead letter: compliance hovered around 3%. The August 2020 presidential transition
from Danilo Medina (PLD) to Luis Abinader (PRM) brought an aggressive anti-corruption
agenda and a new procurement director who pressured agencies to comply. By 2025, the
national MIPYME-directed share reached 17%, with enormous cross-agency variation: the
Ministry of Sports surged from 0% to 71%, while hospitals remained near zero.

I construct an agency-quarter panel from three administrative datasets published by the
Direccién General de Contrataciones Publicas (DGCP): 655,000 contract awards, 576,000
procurement processes, and 132,000 registered suppliers with firm creation dates. Using a
generalized difference-in-differences design with continuous treatment intensity—the agency-
level change in MIPYME-directed share from pre-period (2016QQ1-2020Q2) to post-period
(2020Q3-2025Q4)—I estimate effects on supplier diversity, market concentration, and firm
entry.

The findings reveal two distinct effects. First, agencies with larger compliance increases

experienced a significant decline in the number of unique suppliers—approximately 2.4 fewer



suppliers per agency-quarter (off a baseline of 36), driven by procurement consolidation: high-
compliance agencies reduced their total number of processes by 9% per 10-percentage-point
increase in MIPYME direction. When procurement volume is held constant, the supplier
effect disappears, suggesting that the mandate induced agencies to reorganize purchasing
rather than exclude firms directly. Second, the share of MIPYME-certified suppliers among
winners rose by 20 percentage points (p < 0.001)—but this primarily reflects relabeling, not
entry.

A decomposition of post-period awards reveals the relabeling mechanism. Among the
420,000 contracts awarded after 2020, 35% went to “relabeled” suppliers: established firms
(median age 9.7 years) that won contracts before the enforcement surge and subsequently
obtained MIPYME certification. Only 17% went to genuinely new MIPYME entrants—young
firms (median age 2.5 years, 77% under five years old) with no prior government contracting
history. The remaining contracts split between continuing non-MIPYME suppliers (35%) and
new uncertified entrants (13%). For every new MIPYME entrant, there are two relabeled
incumbents.

The supplier decline concentrates in large agencies. Agencies in the top half of pre-period
procurement volume show a 9.3% decline in unique suppliers (p = 0.011), while small agencies
show no significant effect. This pattern is consistent with a certification premium: in large
agencies with many contracts, the returns to obtaining MIPYME certification are highest,
attracting incumbent suppliers to relabel rather than encouraging new entry.

Several robustness checks support the findings. Controlling for agency-specific pre-period
trends leaves the estimate essentially unchanged (—0.58, p = 0.024). A placebo test using only
pre-treatment data with a fake treatment date at 2018Q3 yields a null result (p = 0.53), and
a joint F-test of pre-trend coefficients fails to reject parallel trends (p = 0.54). Leave-one-out
analysis dropping each of the top-10 highest-shift agencies produces coefficients ranging from
—0.52 to —0.67.

This paper contributes to the procurement literature by identifying a specific mechanism—
the relabeling illusion—through which well-intentioned set-aside mandates can fail. Prior
work has studied the cost effects of bid preferences (Krasnokutskaya and Seim, 2011; Marion,
2007), the role of discretion in procurement corruption (Szucs, 2023; Bandiera et al., 2009;
Decarolis et al., 2020), and the effectiveness of monitoring and transparency in reducing
waste (Olken, 2007; Ferraz and Finan, 2011; Coviello and Mariniello, 2014). I show that even
when a mandate successfully redirects contracts toward certified small firms, the primary
beneficiaries may be strategically relabeled incumbents—a finding with direct implications
for the design of procurement set-asides in developing countries.

The paper also contributes to the literature on state capacity and policy implementation



in developing countries (Best et al., 2023; Banerjee et al., 2020; Colonnelli and Prem, 2020).
The Dominican Republic case illustrates how a dormant mandate can be activated by political
will, but the resulting compliance may satisfy the letter of the law without achieving its
spirit. The distinction between nominal compliance (directing processes to MIPYMESs) and
substantive compliance (actually expanding small firm participation) is a general challenge

for mandate-based policies.

2. Institutional Background

The MIPYME Set-Aside Mandate. The Dominican Republic’s Decree 543-12, signed in
September 2012 by President Danilo Medina, requires all government contracting agencies
to direct at least 20% of their procurement processes to certified micro, small, and medium
enterprises. Firms qualify as MIPYMEs based on employee count and annual revenue
thresholds set by the Ministry of Industry and Commerce (MICM), and must obtain official
certification. The decree also created a sub-quota for women-led MIPYMEs (“MIPYME
Mujer”).

The Enforcement Gap. For its first eight years, Decree 543-12 was largely unenforced.
The national MIPYME-directed share was 1.5% in 2015, 3.7% in 2019—far below the 20%
target. No penalties existed for non-compliance, and agencies faced no systematic monitoring.

The mandate existed on paper but had minimal operational impact.

The Abinader Transition. On August 16, 2020, Luis Abinader of the Partido Revolu-
cionario Moderno (PRM) was inaugurated after defeating the incumbent PLD party. The
transition brought an aggressive anti-corruption platform, including a new Director General
of the DGCP with a mandate to increase transparency and compliance. The DGCP imple-
mented a real-time data-driven monitoring system, published compliance dashboards, and
applied direct political pressure on agency heads. By 2025, the national MIPYME-directed
share reached 17.4%, and the women-MIPYME share climbed from near zero to 3.4%.

Cross-Agency Variation. The compliance response was highly heterogeneous. Among the
256 agencies in my analytical sample, the change in MIPYME-directed share from pre- to
post-period ranged from —12 to 471 percentage points, with a mean of 10.7 and standard

deviation of 14.7. This variation is central to my identification strategy.



3. Data

I use three administrative datasets from the DGCP, all publicly available as downloadable

CSV files from the Dominican Republic’s open government data portal.

Procurement Processes. The Procesos dataset contains 576,000 procurement processes
published between 2015 and 2025. Each record identifies the procuring agency, procurement
modality (below-threshold, minor purchase, competitive bid, etc.), estimated amount, and
critically, a binary flag indicating whether the process is directed to MIPYME-certified firms.

I use this flag to construct the treatment variable.

Contract Awards. The Adjudicaciones dataset contains 655,000 contract awards over
the same period. Each record links a contract to a specific supplier via a unique supplier
registration number (RPE), along with the award date and contracted value. I use this
dataset to construct outcome variables: unique suppliers per agency-quarter, the Herfindahl-

Hirschman Index of contract concentration, and the share of first-time winners.

Supplier Registry. The Proveedores dataset lists 132,000 registered government suppliers
with their MIPYME certification status, enterprise classification (micro, small, medium,
large), firm creation date, and geographic location. The firm creation date is essential for

distinguishing genuinely new entrants from relabeled incumbents.

Panel Construction. I merge processes and awards at the agency-quarter level using agency
identifiers, constructing a panel of 256 agencies observed over 40 quarters (2016Q1-2025Q4),
yielding 8,415 agency-quarter observations. I restrict the sample to agencies with at least four
quarters of data in both the pre-period (2016Q1-2020Q2) and post-period (2020Q3-2025Q4).

Table 1 presents pre-period summary statistics by treatment intensity tercile. Agencies in
the top tercile (AMIPYME > 10.3pp) had slightly higher procurement volume and MIPYME
shares even before the transition, but similar HHI and first-time winner shares, suggesting

that the cross-agency variation is not strongly correlated with pre-existing market structure.

4. Empirical Strategy

I estimate the effect of MIPYME set-aside enforcement on supplier outcomes using a general-

ized difference-in-differences design with continuous treatment intensity:

Yoi = g+ 7 + B - AMIPYME, x Post; + ¢, (1)



Table 1: Summary Statistics by Treatment Intensity

Low Medium High All
(AMIPYME < 2.7pp) (2.7-12.8pp) (> 12.8pp)
Panel A: Pre-Period Means (2016Q1-2020Q2)

Agencies 85 91 80 256
Processes/quarter 61.1 27.5 87.7 69.2
Unique suppliers/quarter 30.7 34.3 42 35.8
HHI 0.135 0.132 0.123 0.13
Share first-time winners 0.105 0.095 0.11 0.103
MIPYME share (pre) 1.6 2.7 3.4 2.6%
A MIPYME share (pp) 7.4 -0.6 290.1 12.3

Notes: Treatment intensity terciles based on the change in MIPYME-directed procurement
share from pre-period (2016Q1-2020Q2) to post-period (2020Q3-2025Q4). HHI is the
Herfindahl-Hirschman Index of contract concentration within agency-quarter. Sample
restricted to agencies with at least 4 quarters in both pre- and post-periods (256 agencies,
8,415 agency-quarter observations).

where Y, ; is the outcome for agency a in quarter ¢; o, and 7; are agency and quarter fixed
effects; AMIPYME, is the change in agency a’s MIPYME-directed share from the pre-period
to the post-period; and Post, = I[t > 2020Q3|. Standard errors are clustered at the agency
level (256 clusters).

The identifying assumption is that, absent the enforcement surge, agencies with different
AMIPYME values would have followed parallel trends in supplier outcomes. The key threat is
that agencies that responded most aggressively to the new administration’s pressure differed
systematically in ways that independently affected supplier dynamics. I address this with
pre-trend tests, agency-specific linear trend controls, a pre-period placebo, and leave-one-out
analysis.

The treatment variable AMIPYME, is the realized change in MIPYME-directed share,
which is an endogenous choice by agency heads. My interpretation relies on the argument that
this choice was driven by top-down political pressure from the new administration—pressure
that varied across agencies due to visibility, political alignment, and administrative capacity,

but was plausibly orthogonal to agency-level supplier market conditions.

5. Results

5.1 Main Results

Table 2 presents the core findings. Column 1 shows that agencies with larger compliance

increases experienced a significant decline in the number of unique suppliers winning contracts:
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Table 2: Effect of MIPYME Set-Aside Enforcement on Supplier Outcomes

Log Share Share Share
Suppliers HHI First-Time New Firm MIPYME
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
AMIPYME x Post -0.6296*  0.0679 0.0311 0.0095 0.2023***
(0.2867) (0.0361)  (0.0303) (0.0126) (0.0446)
Agency FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Quarter FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 8,415 8,415 8,415 8,415 8,415
Agencies 256 256 256 256 256
Pre-period mean 3.01 0.13 0.103 0 0.356

Notes: FEach column reports a separate OLS regression. The treatment variable AMIPYME
is the change in each agency’s MIPYME-directed procurement share from pre-period
(2016Q1-2020Q2) to post-period (2020Q3-2025Q4), interacted with a post-treatment
indicator. Standard errors clustered at the agency level in parentheses. **p < 0.01,
“*p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.

the coefficient on AMIPYME x Post is —0.630 (p = 0.029). Given a mean AMIPYME of 0.107,
this implies approximately 2.4 fewer unique suppliers per agency-quarter—a 6.7% decrease
off a pre-period baseline of 36. Column 2 shows a positive but insignificant increase in HHI
(market concentration). Columns 3 and 4 reveal no significant effect on the share of first-time
winners or new firms. Column 5 confirms the first-stage: the share of MIPYME-certified
suppliers among winners increased by 20.2 percentage points (p < 0.001).

Crucially, the supplier decline operates through procurement consolidation. Agencies with
larger MIPYME shifts also significantly reduced their total number of procurement processes
(B = —0.91, p = 0.009). When log number of processes is included as a control, the coefficient
on AMIPYME x Post falls to 0.07 (p = 0.61)—the mandate did not reduce suppliers per
process, but it induced agencies to reorganize their purchasing into fewer, more concentrated
procurement rounds. This consolidation, combined with the relabeling of incumbent suppliers,

is the channel through which set-aside enforcement contracted the supplier base.

5.2 Mechanism: Supplier Decomposition

Table 3 decomposes the 420,000 post-period awards by supplier type. The largest category
is “Relabeled”—suppliers that won contracts before the enforcement surge and are now
MIPYME-certified—accounting for 35.3% of awards and 21.8% of contract value. “Continuing
non-MIPYME” suppliers represent another 35.2% of awards. “New MIPYME” entrants—the
intended beneficiaries of the mandate—account for only 16.7% of awards and 13.0% of value.

The relabeling channel dominates: for every new MIPYME entrant, there are two relabeled



Table 3: Post-Period Supplier Decomposition

Supplier Type Awards Share of Value (B DOP) Share of
Awards Value
Relabeled 147,910  35.3% 284.6 21.8%
Continuing non-MIPYME 147,768  35.2% 516.1 39.5%
New MIPYME 70,179  16.7% 169.8 13%
New non-MIPYME 53,703  12.8% 335.1 25.7%
Total 419,560  100% 1305.5 100%

Notes: Decomposition of post-period (2021-2025) contract awards by supplier type. “Re-
labeled” denotes suppliers that won contracts before August 2020 and are now MIPYME-
certified. “New MIPYME” denotes suppliers that did not win contracts pre-treatment and
are MIPYME-certified. “New non-MIPYME” denotes new suppliers without MIPYME
certification. “Continuing non-MIPYME” denotes pre-existing suppliers without MIPYME
certification. Values in billions of Dominican pesos.

incumbents.

Firm age data from the supplier registry sharpen the distinction. Relabeled suppliers are
established firms with a median age of 9.7 years; only 15% are younger than five years. New
MIPYME entrants, by contrast, have a median age of 2.5 years, with 77% under five years
old. The certification premium thus accrues to mature, well-connected firms—not to the
young micro-enterprises the mandate was designed to help. Relabeled incumbents capture
DOP 285 billion in contracts, while genuinely new MIPYME entrants receive only DOP 170
billion.

5.3 Event Study and Pre-Trends

Table 4 reports the event study, interacting year indicators with AMIPYME (reference year:
2019). Pre-treatment coefficients for 2016-2018 are positive but statistically insignificant,
and a joint F-test fails to reject the null of zero pre-trends (p = 0.54). The sharp negative
shift appears in 2020—the year of the presidential transition—and persists through 2025,
with point estimates ranging from —0.37 to —0.61. The timing aligns precisely with the

enforcement surge rather than any pre-existing trend.

5.4 Robustness

Table 5 presents robustness checks. Column 2 adds agency-specific linear time trends
estimated from the pre-period; the coefficient attenuates slightly to —0.580 (p = 0.024) but
remains significant. Column 3 runs a placebo test using only pre-treatment data with a
fake treatment date at 2018Q3, yielding a null result (p = 0.53). Columns 4-5 reveal that



Table 4: Event Study: Year-by-Year Effects on Log Unique Suppliers

Year x AMIPYME Coefficient  Std. Error
Pre-treatment

2016 0.621 (0.703)
2017 0.577 (0.523)
2018 0.293 (0.224)
2019 (ref.) — —
Post-treatment

2020 -0.453* (0.192)
2021 -0.465 (0.261)
2022 -0.473 (0.330)
2023 -0.606 (0.384)
2024 -0.380 (0.379)
2025 -0.366 (0.370)
Agency FE Yes
Quarter FE Yes
Observations 8,415
Pre-trend F-test p-value 0.54

Notes: Each coefficient is the interaction of year indicators with agency-level AMIPYME
(change in MIPYME-directed share from pre to post). Reference year is 2019. Standard
errors clustered at the agency level. **p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.

the effect is concentrated in large agencies (above-median pre-period procurement volume):
—0.932 (p = 0.011) versus —0.255 (p = 0.53) for small agencies. Leave-one-out analysis (not
shown) produces coefficients ranging from —0.52 to —0.67 when dropping each of the ten

highest-shift agencies, confirming that no single outlier drives the result.

6. Discussion

The finding that procurement set-asides reduced supplier diversity while increasing MIPY ME-
certified supplier share illuminates a specific failure mode of mandate-based industrial policy:
the certification premium. When governments create a category (“MIPYME-certified”) and
direct contracts toward it, the primary behavioral response comes from firms with the lowest
cost of obtaining certification—which are precisely the established suppliers with existing
government relationships, legal capacity, and administrative know-how. Genuinely new small
firms, who lack these resources, face the same barriers to participation whether or not a
set-aside exists.

This mechanism parallels findings in the broader literature on targeting and program

capture. Bandiera et al. (2009) distinguish “active” waste (corruption) from “passive” waste



Table 5: Robustness Checks: Log Unique Suppliers

Baseline  Trend Placebo Large Small
Control  (Pre-Only) Agencies Agencies
O 3) W 6
Treatment x Post -0.6296* -0.5803* 0.7725 -0.9322*%  -0.2547
(0.2867) (0.2549)  (1.2336)  (0.3609)  (0.4005)

Agency FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Quarter FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Agency trend No Yes No No No
Observations 8,415 8,415 1,317 4,180 4,235
Agencies 256 256 161 119 137

Notes: Column 1 reproduces the baseline from Table 2. Column 2 adds agency-specific
linear time trends estimated from the pre-period. Column 3 runs a placebo test using only
pre-treatment data (2016Q1-2020Q2) with a fake treatment date at 2018Q3. Columns
4-5 split the sample by pre-period procurement volume (above/below median). Standard
errors clustered at the agency level. ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p < 0.10.

(bureaucratic inefficiency) in Italian procurement; the relabeling illusion represents a third
category—compliant waste, where agencies technically satisfy the mandate while subverting its
purpose. Colonnelli and Prem (2020) show that political connections distort firm participation
in Brazilian procurement; my findings suggest that even well-intentioned mandates can create
analogous distortions through certification requirements.

An important caveat concerns the treatment variable. AMIPYME is the realized change in
MIPYME-directed procurement, which reflects agency choices rather than random assignment.
While the enforcement pressure originated from the new presidential administration—plausibly
exogenous to individual agency supplier markets—agencies that responded most aggressively
may differ in unobservable ways. The parallel-trends evidence supports the design, but a
shift-share instrument using pre-transition procurement composition to predict compliance
intensity would strengthen the causal interpretation. The composition channel also matters:
the supplier decline operates through procurement consolidation (fewer processes), suggesting
that set-aside compliance imposes administrative costs that lead agencies to reorganize their
purchasing. Whether this reorganization ultimately harms or helps small firms depends on
whether consolidated processes remain accessible.

The concentration of the effect in large agencies is consistent with the certification premium
mechanism. In agencies with hundreds of contracts, the returns to MIPYME certification are
highest, attracting relabeling by incumbents. Small agencies, with fewer contracts at stake,
offer weaker incentives for strategic certification.

These results have direct policy implications. Set-aside mandates may need to be paired
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with policies that reduce certification barriers for genuinely new firms—simplified registration,
capacity-building programs, or direct matching services—rather than relying solely on man-
dated quotas. The Dominican Republic’s experience also suggests that monitoring should
track not just MIPYME-directed shares (nominal compliance) but the share of first-time

winners and genuinely young firms among beneficiaries (substantive compliance).

7. Conclusion

Procurement set-asides for small firms are among the most popular industrial policies globally.
Using a natural experiment from the Dominican Republic—a dormant mandate suddenly
activated by a presidential transition—I find that set-aside enforcement contracted the
supplier base rather than expanding it. The mechanism is relabeling: established suppliers
obtained MIPYME certification to capture directed contracts, crowding out genuinely new
entrants. The policy achieved nominal compliance while failing its substantive goal.

The relabeling illusion is likely not unique to the Dominican Republic. Wherever gov-
ernments create certification categories and direct resources toward them, incumbents with
lower certification costs will capture a disproportionate share of the benefits. The challenge
for policymakers is to design mandates that reward genuine entry rather than administrative

compliance—a challenge that the current generation of set-aside programs has not yet met.

Acknowledgements

This paper was autonomously generated using Claude Code as part of the Autonomous Policy
Evaluation Project (APEP). Data from the Direccién General de Contrataciones Ptblicas
(DGCP) of the Dominican Republic, publicly available at datos.gob.do.

Project Repository: https://github.com/SocialCatalystLab/ape-papers
Contributors: @ailscl

First Contributor: https://github.com/ailscl

11


https://github.com/SocialCatalystLab/ape-papers
https://github.com/ai1scl

References

Athey, Susan, Dominic Coey, and Jonathan Levin, “Set-Asides and Subsidies in

Auctions,” American Economic Journal: Microeconomics, 2013, 5 (1), 1-27.

Bandiera, Oriana, Andrea Prat, and Tommaso Valletti, “Active and Passive Waste in

Government Spending: Evidence from a Policy Experiment,” American Economic Review,
2009, 99 (4), 1278-1308.

Banerjee, Abhijit, Esther Duflo, Clement Imbert, Santhosh Mathew, and Rohini
Pande, “Can E-Governance Reduce Capture of Public Programs? Experimental Evidence
from India’s Employment Guarantee,” American Economic Review: Insights, 2020, 2 (4),

427-444.

Best, Michael Carlos, Jonas Hjort, and David Szakonyi, “Individuals and Orga-
nizations as Sources of State Effectiveness,” American Economic Review, 2023, 113 (8),
2121-2167.

Colonnelli, Emanuele and Mounu Prem, “Corruption and Firms,” Review of Economic
Studies, 2020, 87 (4), 1937-1980.

Coviello, Decio and Mario Mariniello, “Publicity Requirements in Public Procurement:
Evidence from a Regression Discontinuity Design,” Journal of Public Economics, 2014,

109, 76-100.

Decarolis, Francesco, Raymond Fisman, Paolo Pinotti, and Silvia Vannutelli,

“Rules, Discretion, and Corruption in Procurement: Evidence from Italian Government
Contracting,” NBER Working Paper, 2020, (28209).

Ferraz, Claudio and Frederico Finan, “Electoral Accountability and Corruption: Evidence
from the Audits of Local Governments,” American Economic Review, 2011, 101 (4), 1274~
1311.

Krasnokutskaya, Elena and Katja Seim, “Bid Preference Programs and Participation in
Highway Procurement Auctions,” American Economic Review, 2011, 101 (6), 2653-2686.

Marion, Justin, “Are Bid Preferences Benign? The Effect of Small Business Subsidies in
Highway Procurement Auctions,” Journal of Public Economics, 2007, 91 (7-8), 1591-1624.

Nakabayashi, Jun, “Small Business Set-Asides in Procurement Auctions: An Empirical
Analysis,” Journal of Public Economics, 2013, 100, 28-44.

12



OECD, “SMEs in Public Procurement: Practices and Strategies for Shared Benefits,”

Technical Report, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Paris 2019.

Olken, Benjamin A., “Monitoring Corruption: Evidence from a Field Experiment in
Indonesia,” Journal of Political Economy, 2007, 115 (2), 200-249.

Szucs, Ferenc, “Discretion and Corruption in Public Procurement,” Journal of Political

Economy, 2023. forthcoming.

World Bank, “Benchmarking Public Procurement,” Technical Report, World Bank Group,
Washington, DC 2017.

13



A. Data Appendix

Data Sources. All three datasets are downloaded from the DGCP open data portal:

« Adjudicaciones: 655,476 contract awards (2015-2025). Fields: contract code, award

date, contracted value, supplier RPE, supplier name.

o Procesos: 575,869 procurement processes (2015-2025). Fields: process code, agency
code, agency name, procurement modality, estimated amount, MIPYME-directed flag,
women-MIPYME flag.

o Proveedores: 132,190 registered suppliers. Fields: RPE, MIPYME certification status,

enterprise classification, firm creation date, province, municipality.

Sample Restrictions. I restrict to 2016Q1-2025Q4 (dropping 2015 observations due to
partial coverage) and require agencies to have at least 4 quarters in both the pre-period
(2016Q1-2020Q2) and post-period (2020Q3-2025Q4). This yields 256 of 669 agencies (38%)

representing the vast majority of procurement volume.

Treatment Construction. AMIPYME, is the difference between agency a’s mean MIPYME-
directed share in the post-period and pre-period. This continuous measure captures the full

dose-response gradient of the enforcement surge.

Supplier Matching. I link awards to the supplier registry using the RPE (Registro de
Proveedor del Estado) identifier. Awards without a matching RPE in the registry are included

in outcome calculations but excluded from the decomposition analysis.

B. Standardized Effect Sizes
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Table 6: Standardized Effect Sizes

Outcome Jé] SE SD(Y) SDE SE(SDE) Classification
Panel A: Pooled

Log unique suppliers -0.6296 0.2867 1.2352 -0.0785  0.0357  Moderate negative
HHI (concentration) 0.0679 0.0361 0.2089 0.0501 0.0266 ~ Moderate positive
Share first-time winners 0.0311 0.0303 0.1744 0.0274 0.0268 Small positive
Share MIPYME suppliers 0.2023 0.0446 0.2086 0.1494 0.0330 Moderate positive

Panel B: Heterogeneous (by agency size)
Log suppliers (large agencies) -0.9322 0.3609 1.1878 -0.1182  0.0458  Moderate negative
Log suppliers (small agencies) -0.2547 0.4005 1.0562 -0.0380  0.0598 Small negative

Notes: Country: Dominican Republic. Research question: Does enforcement of a dormant
government procurement set-aside mandate for micro, small, and medium enterprises (MIPYMEs)
expand small firm access to public contracts or merely relabel incumbent suppliers? Policy
mechanism: The 20% MIPYME procurement reservation (Decree 543-12, enacted 2012) was
unenforced until August 2020, when a presidential transition brought aggressive compliance
pressure; agencies shifted from 3% to 17% MIPYME-directed procurement, with cross-agency
variation in compliance intensity ranging from 0 to 71 percentage points. Outcome definition:
Log of unique suppliers winning contracts per agency-quarter, Herfindahl-Hirschman Index of
contract concentration, share of first-time contract winners, and share of MIPYME-certified
suppliers among winners. Treatment: Continuous; change in MIPYME-directed procurement
share (percentage points) from pre-period to post-period at the agency level. Data: DGCP
(Direccién General de Contrataciones Publicas) open data, 2016-2025, agency-quarter panel, 8,415
observations across 256 agencies; 655,000 contract awards linked to 132,000 registered suppliers.
Method: Generalized difference-in-differences with continuous treatment intensity, agency
and quarter fixed effects, standard errors clustered at the agency level. Sample: Government
agencies with at least 4 quarters of data in both pre- (2016Q1-2020Q2) and post-periods (2020Q3-
2025Q4); 256 of 669 agencies meet this threshold. SDE = 3 x SD(AMIPYME)/SD(Y) where
SD(Y') is the pre-treatment standard deviation. Classification refers to magnitude, not statistical
significance: Large (|]SDE| > 0.15), Moderate (0.05-0.15), Small (0.005-0.05), Null (< 0.005).
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