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Introduction

• Research Question: Does the instrument used to grant COVID-19 State aid affect firm outcomes?

• In particular: are firms receiving grants better off than similar firms receiving other aid instruments?

• Key idea: the paper separates two dimensions of aid:
• Aid size: how much support the firm receives, measured by the gross grant equivalent
• Aid design: whether support is given as a grant, loan, guarantee, tax measure, etc.

• This paper:

• Links COVID-19 State aid disbursements to firm-level accounting data
• Compares grants to other instruments, controlling for the aid element
• Uses regressions and staggered synthetic difference-in-differences
• Finds short-run improvements in profitability and balance-sheet indicators, but limited medium-run

effects on growth or efficiency
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Comment 1: Overlap and selection into instruments

• Table 1 suggests that grants are much smaller in GGE size (median €13.5k vs. €2m for guarantees,
€300k for loans)

1 Common support: are grant and non-grant observations compared over overlapping GGE ranges?
• A useful addition: show the GGE distribution by instrument
• Perhaps also report results on a common-support sample

2 Selection into instruments:

• SDiD balances pre-treatment outcome paths, but instrument choice may still reflect unobservables
• If instruments were targeted to firm needs, a null medium-term difference may reflect successful

targeting, not instrument equivalence
• Balance diagnostics would help: treated vs. synthetic-control pre-trends and GGE
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Comment 2: Where does identification come from?

• Table 2 shows strong country–instrument clustering:
• grants: mostly Slovakia, Sweden, France, Finland;
• guarantees: almost entirely Italy;
• loans and “other”: almost entirely Germany

• The grant vs. non-grant contrast may largely be a cross-country contrast in COVID severity,
lockdowns, macro conditions...

• Suggestions:
• a country × sector × instrument table to show the source of variation: within-market or mainly

cross-country?
• provide the SDiD within country (e.g. within Germany, where grants and loans coexist), or restrict

controls to same-country firms
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Comment 3: Control group and competitive spillovers

• Are treated firms’ competitors serving as controls?

• In that case, non-grant firms in the same market may not be fully untreated controls

• Discussion of whether SDiD controls come from different product/geographic markets would be
helpful

• Disaggregated analysis (within sector, or country × sector) might help the reader interpret the
results
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Comment 4: Measuring the economic relevance of aid

• The paper controls for the absolute aid amount (GGE)

• Useful, but the economic value of the aid may depend on the size and needs of the recipient

• Is this already captured by the synthetic control procedure?
• pre-treatment outcome paths may partly proxy for size and financial need;
• more discussion of which dimensions are balanced in the SDiD would help

• Suggestion: if feasible, extend to the SDiD:
• condition on relative aid intensity (GGE/turnover);
• interact grant treatment with relative GGE, or report heterogeneity by intensity bins

• This might be just a sanity check if SDiD already balances size and financial conditions well
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Minor Comments I

• How are firms that received multiple aids treated in the analysis?
• Firms receiving both grants and other instruments appear to be treated as grant recipients in the

regressions
• In the SDiD, their treatment/control status and aid-element aggregation could be clarified

• Not-yet-treated firms serve as controls for earlier cohorts:
• they may already compete with treated firms (indirect treatment)
• and later grants may be anticipated

• Magnitudes — clarification: how should we interpret ATTs of +€770m operating revenue or
+€907m total assets [A−1; A+1], against a median grant of €13.5k?
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Minor Comments II

• How representative is the COVID-19 context for State aid in general?
• Useful to compare the ratio of firms receiving aid within a market

• Table 1: do “Mean aid” and “Median aid” refer to GGE?

• Before SDiD: a short raw-data or regression-based figure would help build intuition (e.g. pre/post
outcome trends by instrument)



Toulouse School of Economics
maxim.sandiumengeiboy@tse-fr.eu


	Summary
	Comments

