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Abstract

In 2013, the Ecuadorian Tax Administration officially launched the electronic invoicing system as a strategy to reduce tax evasion in tax returns. These
information systems allow for designing better monitoring and auditing tools; consequently, such systems increase the subjective risk perceived by
taxpayers, thus increasing their compliance. The aim of this article is to determine the effect that this system had on value-added tax (VAT) returns in
the period 2014-2016, using the difference-in-differences (DID) technique. The results show that the increased coverage of the electronic system over
time had positive effects on the declaration of sales, purchases, and taxes.
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1. INTRODUCTION

It has been proven at the international level how third-party information systems improve taxpayers’ tax compliance and reduce tax evasion. To be
precise, there is evidence that if taxpayers’ transactions are not registered in parallel by third parties in the economy, theirs is a lower level of
compliance compared to those whose are (Alm et al., 2010; Carrillo et al., 2014 and 2017; Kleven et al., 2011).

The Ecuadorian Tax Administration,1 like other tax administrations in the region, intensively rely on third-party information to better control tax
administration and collection. Starting in 2013, this agency undertook an extensive process of digitizing their tax system, featuring the implementation of

electronic invoices2 (EI), making them mandatory for a specific group of taxpayers.

This system proposed making the issuance of electronic invoices mandatory for a group of 25,853 Value Added Tax (VAT) taxpayers in the period of
2014-2016. In order to issue these invoices, taxpayers had to be certified by means of a three-stage process: i) developmental stage, where the
taxpayers in the group developed their own invoicing system and adapted their accounting systems; ii) testing stage, where it was verified whether the
invoicing systems developed worked in issuing electronic invoices with and without legal validity, and iii) production stage, in which electronic invoices
are formally issued in intermediate consumption transactions or, optionally, in end consumer transactions.

The objective of this study is to determine the effect had by this system on the VAT declarations for the period of 2014-2016 by means of the differences
in differences (DID) technique, taking advantage of the measured pace in which taxpayers were introduced into the process described above. It is of
interest to observe whether, given these circumstances, taxpayers who formally issued electronic invoices in Ecuador (those in the production stage),
improved in reporting their sales, purchases and tax generated when compared to taxpayers in the earlier stages of the system (development and
testing stages) but were yet to formally issue invoices.

The results showed that the effect of the electronic invoicing system was gradual and positive as the system’s coverage increased over the course of
time. In 2014, the effect of this system was practically nil. In 2015 there was a positive effect that increased the tax declared by 19.4%. Finally, in 2016,
the strongest effect was achieved with an increase of 28.1% in declared tax.

This article is organized as follows: section two reviews the theoretical effects of information from third-parties and the influence of electronic invoicing.
Section three describes the electronic invoicing system in Ecuador and its implementation in recent years. Section four shows the data used and the
makeup of the control and treatment groups. Section five briefly explains the evaluation methodology used. Section six shows the results. Finally,
section seven outlines some conclusions.

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK. DETERRENT EFFECT OF THIRD-PARTY REPORTS IN TAXPAYER COMPLIANCE

An EI system is a process which automatically captures, tabulates and integrates transactional information. This allows for quick access to information
regarding transactions carried out by taxpayers within an economic system. This type of process is designed with the aim of closing the reporting gaps
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in returns and exercising better tax control.3

There are several experiences in Latin America that show that this type of system works well (Barreix and Zambrano, 2018). For example, the
Electronic Invoicing System in Argentina produced a significant statistical growth in taxed sales declarations in the period of 2007-2015, with the
exception of the years 2008 and 2009. In Brazil, the São Paulo Nota Fiscal raised reported business earnings by 22% in four years.

On the other hand, the adoption of the digital invoices in Mexico had an impact greater than 10% in 2011, 2012 and 2013 in VAT returns while
simultaneously increasing Income Tax (ISR) collected. Likewise, in Uruguay, electronic tax documentation generated an impact of 3.7% on the amount
corporations paid. It should be noted that the purpose of these systems is not only to improve tax control, but also to increase subjective risk.

What is this subjective risk? This risk corresponds to the taxpayer’s perceived probability of being found out or sanctioned if they are not fulfilling their

tax obligations.4 The EI system has two channels through which to spread subjective risk: i) the direct effect, where taxpayers know that their
information now resides in digital files and, as such, the tax administration knows exactly what they sold, at what price, in what amount and to whom.
That is, the information that was previously private (the physical invoice) and which the administration was unlikely to see, is now public and
immediately accessible. ii) The indirect effect, where taxpayers know that they are part of a network of business transactions. By being part of this
productive network, taxpayers now assume that other taxpayers who issue EI are reporting the same information they are; as such, there is a greater
perceived risk and tax control.

Specialized literature tells of various field experiments that demonstrate the effects had by third-party information systems on tax compliance.5 For
example, Alm et al. (2006) designed an experiment in the United States to examine the income tax compliance of individuals in situations where an
audit would be unlikely to detect a portion of their income due to a lack of information from third-parties. Their results indicated that tax compliance
decreased as individuals earned a higher proportion of unverifiable income (e.g., income that cannot be cross-checked with other information sources).

This phenomenon shows that taxpayers actively seek out these income sources precisely because they have an inherently lower risk and a greater
chance for evasion.

Kleven et al. (2011) found that audits in Denmark had significant effects on self-declared income (i.e., income reported by taxpayers themselves), but
had no effect on income reported by third parties. In this regard, one can conclude that tax evasion levels due to under-declaring income by those
whose taxes are registered by other taxpayers was extremely low even without an audit. This result is due to how third-party information increases the
taxpayer’s sense of being monitored and therefore the risk of being captured.

On the other hand, Carrillo et al. (2017) found that notices of assessment due to a difference in income as reported by third parties in Ecuador
significantly increased taxpayers’ declared income. This is because this type of notification makes taxpayers acutely aware of the information to which
the tax administration has access for tax control. However, the authors also found that expenses declared increased in a like manner, meaning that the
net impact on income tax was imperceptible. In other words, there was a sort of substitution where tax evasion by means of under-declaring revenue
was replaced with tax evasion by means of over-declaring expenses.

Likewise, Pomeranz (2013) demonstrated, by means of a field experiment, that letters warning of a possible audit caused a sharp increase in the VAT
declared among companies in Chile. However, this impact was lower for those transactions for which the tax administration had a record submitted by
third parties (i.e., if there was a paper trail). This fact suggests that the prior existence of transaction records created a deterrent effect promoting VAT
compliance as it led to lower levels of ex-ante evasion.

3. DATA AND INTERVENTION

The information used to evaluate the EI system comes from forms 104 and 104A for declaring VAT in the period of 2014-2016 and was provided by the

Tax Administration of Ecuador.6 These forms collect the values corresponding to a business’s sales and acquisitions of, both domestically and abroad,
goods, services and fixed assets which are taxed or not with VAT, as well as allowing for payment of taxes along with any applicable tax credit. This
information is captured online through declarations made on a monthly basis for individuals who are not obligated to keep accounts, and on a semi-
annual basis for companies and individuals obligated to keep accounts. Furthermore, information from the Taxpayer Unique Registry (TUR) was used.
This registry contains taxpayers’ socioeconomic variables such as registered tax domicile, economic activity, whether they are individuals or
corporations, if they are private or public corporations, etc.

The EI system in Ecuador imposed the task of issuing formal electronic invoices for 25,853 VAT taxpayers in the period of 2014-2016. These taxpayers
were mostly financial institutions, credit card issuers and administrators, telecommunications and pay-TV companies, exporters, internet sales

companies, the public sector and special taxpayers.7

These taxpayers were incorporated into the system gradually between 2014-2016 in three stages: development, testing and production. The first two
stages consisted of designing and verifying a functioning system for the selected taxpayers, while the last stage empowered taxpayers to formally issue
electronic invoices. The issuance of these invoices was established as mandatory for transactions that qualified for VAT tax credits, but optional for end
consumer transactions.



The use of three stages introduced taxpayers to the EI system in a gradual and controlled manner, making it possible to identify control and treatment

groups for each year through the use of the Pipeline technique.8

For the control group we used those taxpayers chosen for the EI system who, at the end of each year, remained in the development or testing phase
(i.e., those taxpayers who, for reasons of the system’s schedule, have not been certified to issue electronic invoices). On the other hand, the treatment
group was composed of those taxpayers who at the end of each year had already joined the production phase and were certified to issue electronic
invoices, but had not been so in years prior.

The makeup of these groups for the years 2014, 2015 and 2016 is shown below in the transition matrices in Table 1. The control groups for each year
are identified by the light gray cells, while the treatment groups are identified by the dark gray cells.

 

 

For example, in 2014, the control group was made up of 21,791 taxpayers (15,798 in the development phase and 5,993 in the testing phase) who were
not certified to issue electronic invoices in 2013 and 2014. The treatment group on the other hand was composed of 3,925 taxpayers (3,669 who
transitioned from development to production, and 256 who went from testing to production) who at the end of 2013 remained in the testing and/or
development phase, but were certified in 2014 to issue electronic invoices.

Groups were created in the same manner for the other years. In 2015, the control group had 12,009 taxpayers (7,239 in development and 4,770 in the
testing phase), while the treatment group had 9,782 taxpayers (6,753 who went from development to production, and 3,029 who went from testing to



production). Finally, in 2016, the control group was made up of 6,548 taxpayers, all in the testing phase, while the treatment group was composed of
5,461 contributors (4,836 who went from development to production, and 625 who went from testing to production).

Next, we use a bar graph to summarize the number of taxpayers who were certified to issue electronic invoices (treatment group – dark gray cells in
Table 1) and the number of taxpayers who were yet to do so for each year (control group – light gray cells of Table 1), along with the corresponding
percentages. It should be noted that both groups do not total the 25,853 taxpayers in Table 1. As is with the Pipeline technique, there were taxpayers
who were persistently in the production stage year to year (for example, in the transition of 2013-2014, there was a total of 137 in production), therefore
they do not belong to either the control group or the treatment group.

 

Figure 1. Control and treatment groups identified using the Pipeline technique. 
 Years 2014, 2015 and 2016 

Note: the control and treatment groups were identified using the Pipeline technique. This means that the control group was made up of those taxpayers chosen for the
electronic invoicing system but who at the end of each year continued to be in the testing or developmental phase. On the other hand, the treatment group consisted of
those contributors who transitioned into the production phase that year and were therefore certified to issue EI but which had not been in that phase the previous year.

 Source: Taxpayer Registry. Ecuador Tax Administration.

 

Table 2 shows the averages of taxed and untaxed local sales, taxed and untaxed purchases and tax generated for each period’s control and treatment
groups.

 



 

As one can see, the control and treatment groups have different characteristics in each transition period. In general, one can see how in each period the
average sales, purchases and taxes paid are lower for the control groups than for the treatment groups. However, this difference decreases over time.
For example, in the 2013-2014 transition, the average local sales taxed for the control and treatment group were approximately $1 million USD and $17
million USD in 2014, respectively, a difference of about 17-fold. On the other hand, in the 2015-2016 transition, these sales reached on average around
$250,000 USD for the control group and $500,000 USD for the treatment group in 2016; that is, only double.

Likewise, one can see that the impact had by the EI system in the early years, having greater amounts, is more significant. For example, for the
treatment group in the 2013-2014 transition, taxed local sales averaged about $17 million USD in 2014. Then, for the treatment group in the 2014-2015
transition period, these sales averaged $1.8 million USD in 2015. Finally, for the treatment group in the transition period of 2015-2016, these sales
averaged $480,000 USD in 2016.

The large quantities registered in the first transition periods of the EI system, as well as the relevance of the treatment groups, are due to the early
incorporation into the production phase of taxpayers whose transactions are high in value/number (such as special taxpayers and State suppliers).

4. METHODOLOGICAL STRATEGY

This study uses the DID technique to determine if the EI system affected the sales, purchases and VAT reported in the years 2014, 2015 and 2016,
taking into account the makeup of the control and treatment groups created using the Pipeline technique.



The hypothesis to be tested is the following: taxpayers who issued formal electronic invoices had a greater tax compliance with an increase in sales,
purchases and taxes reported than the other taxpayers enrolled in the system, but who, for scheduling reasons, were yet to issue electronic invoices.

The DID technique is a quasi-experimental strategy which assumes the conditional exogeneity of the model’s observable variables. Within the context
of the study, this assumption can represent a serious disadvantage as it can cause selection bias due to the presence of time-invariant non-observable
factors in the tax returns. As mentioned in the theoretical framework, there is an underlying trait affecting taxpayers’ behavior, subjective risk, which is
difficult to measure and can vary depending on the control actions carried out by the tax administration and the type of taxpayer. For example, public
corporations and special taxpayers, the sectors with which the EI system was first implemented, may have a higher perceived risk due to their greater
organization and close ties to the State, making it easy to overestimate the effect of the EI system.

On the other hand, the control and treatment groups may not be comparable if there are economic shocks that affect both groups differently during the
implementation of the EI system. This is the case with the 7.8 magnitude earthquake Ecuador felt in 2015, and with the drop in crude oil prices in 2016,
events which would asymmetrically influence taxpayers’ behaviors. Macroeconomic theory states that tax evasion behaves countercyclically, so that
collection gaps grow in times of recession and, vice versa, decrease in times of growth. In this regard, taxpayers who are not subject to control
mechanisms such as electronic invoicing, and who for the purposes of the study are treated as being counterfactual in estimating the impact, will
presumably have a lower level of tax compliance, not only due to the lack of perceived risk, but to the economic contraction that forces them to
safeguard their resources and evade taxes. As such, these events, the earthquake and the drop in crude oil prices, could also cause an overestimation
of the EI system’s effects.

To apply the DID technique and determine if the EI system changed the VAT return, a proposal was made to carry out three separate evaluations (one

for each transition period) using the following two-period panel model:9

(1)

where yit is the variable in the VAT return form upon which we wish to measure the effect had by the EI system. To do this, four dependent variables

were taken into account: taxed and untaxed sales, taxed and untaxed purchases,10 and tax generated in dollars, all measured in terms of the logarithm,
for taxpayer i in year t. Tt is a binary variable which takes on the value of 1 if the time period corresponds to the intervention or post-treatment period; Di

is a binary variable that takes on the value of 1 if the taxpayer belongs to the treatment group (i.e., if the taxpayer was certified to formally issue
electronic invoices in the production phase); Tt × Di is a variable for interaction between the intervention period and the group to which the taxpayer

belongs (that is, this variable allows us to identify those taxpayers who passed into the production phase in the post-treatment period); Xit is a vector of

the taxpayer’s socioeconomic variables (economic activity, province, class and type of taxpayer, total lagged sales and purchases, and lagged VAT and
tax credits); and uit is a random error with a zero mean and constant variance.

The values of α1, α2, α3, β and γ are the coefficients of the model related to each of the explanatory variables. In particular, the coefficient β is the

parameter of interest in the study, as it allows us to quantify the causal effect of the EI system on the variables of interest; that is, it measures the effect
of formally issuing electronic invoices for those taxpayers who transitioned to the production phase in the post-treatment period.

Model (1) was estimated using the heteroscedasticity-corrected ordinary least squares (OLS) method. All continuous variables were introduced in
logarithmic terms to reduce the estimators’ variance, while categorical variables were introduced through their corresponding dummy variables. It
should be noted that this model is a log-linear model when exclusively analyzed focusing on the explanatory variables of interest Tt, Di, Tt × Di, which

are binary variables.

To ensure that the estimation of the causal effect (coefficient β) is not biased by any other factor outside the intervention, we did a graphical analysis to
see if the assumption of parallel trends for the period 2009-2013 was not violated (see Appendix 1). This assumption suggests that the trend of the
treatment and control groups’ variables of interest is the same in the pretreatment period; that is, in the absence of treatment, the treatment group has
the same behavior as the control group so any ex-post change can be an effect of the treatment itself. According to the results, we were able to
establish that the average of most of the interest variables, taxed and untaxed sales, taxed and untaxed purchases, and tax generated, had a similar
evolution for both the control and treatment groups, so that any difference in the intervention period can correctly be attributed to the employment of the
EI system.

Finally, it is necessary to state that the estimation for the model (1) had some data lost, stemming from VAT not being declared, tax obligations with the
collecting entity being suspended, or the taxpayers’ ceasing activities. As such, it is an unbalanced panel model, in which the total number of available
observations is less than double the number of taxpayers shown in Figure 1 for each year.

5. RESULTS

Next, we present the estimates of the causal effects of issuing electronic invoicing in Tables 3, 4 and 5 for the years 2014, 2015 and 2016, respectively,
given the creation of the control and treatment groups using the Pipeline technique. For more details, the estimates of the complete model are shown in



Appendix 2. It should be noted that the estimates in Tables 3, 4 and 5 take into account the log-lin nature of model (1), so they were previously adjusted

by the antilogarithm of the coefficient of interest minus one (i.e., e β – 1). This adjustment is noticeable for coefficients that are far from zero.

Table 3 shows the effects of the EI system in 2014 for different variables of interest: taxed and untaxed local sales, taxed and untaxed local purchases
and, finally, the tax generated.

 

 

As one can see, all the effects are statistically non-significant, which is consistent with the initial EI system’s original scheduling. According to the 2013-
2014 transition matrix in Table 1, the system’s level of inclusion was limited in 2014, with less than 4,000 taxpayers issuing EI. In this regard, the risk
propagation channels were still weak at that time. Although the first taxpayers who entered the system were aware that from that moment on their
information would be public (that is, that their sales would be registered continuously with the Tax Administration), they still had dealings with suppliers
who did not have the obligation to issue electronic invoices, so their sense of risk was lower.

In 2015, the EI system was in full effect and it was this year in which the largest number of contributors moved into the production phase, as seen in the

2014-2015 transition matrix in Table 1.11 The effect of the system this year is shown in Table 4.

 

 

It is interesting to see that this year the electronic invoice system had a significant and positive on tax compliance, likely the result of a greater
perceived risk after the system had been in effect for a year. When looking at the effect on taxed local sales, the estimate showed with a 95% degree of
certainty that taxpayers who issued electronic invoices increased their declarations by 19.1% compared to those taxpayers who did not. There is a 99%
degree of certainty that this fact caused the generated tax to see an increase of 19.4%. In other words, it can be said that evasion by underreporting
income decreased. On the other hand, as expected, untaxed local sales did not improve. As these sales do not generate taxes nor tax credits, they are
not an instrument in taxpayers’ tax planning.

Another important finding in the second year is that declarations of purchases did not improve. This makes sense as sales are the first accounting
records to be reported digitally since they are issued by the taxpayers themselves. On the other hand, the digital record of purchases depends on
whether the taxpayers’ suppliers are enrolled in the EI system, which is by no means guaranteed given this year’s coverage.



In 2016, the effects of the EI system achieved grew compared to the previous year. As can be seen in Table 5, there was, with 95% certainty, an
increase of statistical significance in the declaration of all variables of interest for those taxpayers who issued electronic invoices, with the exception of

untaxed local sales where there was no significant effect.12

 

 

This fact demonstrates the ability of the EI system to increase the level of tax compliance. Specifically, this new system’s impact is clearly positive when
it comes to tax returns with 99% certainty of a substantial increase of 28.1%. That is, the tax generated by those taxpayers who issued electronic
invoices was 28.1% higher than the taxpayers who did not, thereby reducing what evasion there was prior to the implementation of this system.

It is important to note that once a significant period had passed and almost all taxpayers were certified in the production phase, there was a positive and
significant effect on purchases. This confirms that the risk generated by adhering to the EI system within the productive network also puts significant
pressure on taxpayers. This means that as a company believes it should declare its sales more faithfully, then the logical conclusion is that it should
also do a better job of declaring its purchases in order to benefit from a greater tax credit. This credit is supported by the issuance of electronic invoices,
which its suppliers are now obliged to give them, and their suppliers in turn, and so on. This domino effect raises the economy’s level of formalization,
thereby creating a systemic effect on tax compliance and reducing evasion.

In summary, the effect of the EI system on VAT returns in Ecuador grew as its implementation and reach spread, causing taxpayer’s subjective risk to
gradually increase, creating less leeway for tax evasion and subsequently resulting in better declarations. The system had no effect on taxpayers’
declarations in 2014. However, in 2015 and 2016, after the system had established itself within the IRS and in taxpayers’ practices, the effect was
positive and significant on tax generated, and registered increases of 19.4% for 2015 and 28.1% for 2016.

In hindsight, one can say that the results suggest that the impact of the EI system on compliance can take between two and three years to properly take
effect. In terms of revenue, this impact meant around $89.3 million USD for 2015 and $43.3 million USD for 2016, a total of $132.6 million USD. This
total increase is equivalent to 0.132% of the GDP in 2016.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Several international studies show that third-party information systems, when implemented by tax administrations, have an important effect on
taxpayers' tax compliance and tax evasion. Within this context, some tax administrations in the region have made progress this last decade in
digitalizing their tax systems. The end goal is electronic invoices.

This study shows that the EI system implemented in 2013 in Ecuador improved tax compliance for taxpayers obliged to issue electronic invoices, with a
positive and gradual impact on VAT returns. In 2014, the effect of this system was practically nil. Nevertheless, over the next two years, the effect was
strengthened little by little as the system’s reach grew. In 2015 there was a positive effect on a reduced set of variables, causing an increase of 19.4%
in the tax generated. Meanwhile, in 2016 there was a positive effect on almost all the variables for declarations, causing a substantial increase of 28.1%
in tax.

It is important to highlight that the subjective risk created by the electronic invoicing system may disappear over time if the tax administration does not
execute strong control actions along with this new system. In this regard, the future success of the EI system depends not only on the system itself, but
also on the control measures implemented by the tax administration.

APPENDIX 1. EX-ANTE PARALLEL TRENDS

 

Figure 2. Trends in 2009-2013 for evaluating the electronic invoicing system in 2014. 



Note: the control and treatment groups were created using the Pipeline technique. See section 3. 
 Source: VAT return forms. Ecadorian Tax Administration.

 

 

Figure 3. Trends in 2009-2013 for evaluating the electronic invoicing system in 2015. 

Note: the control and treatment groups were created using the Pipeline technique. See section 3. 
 Source: VAT return forms. Ecadorian Tax Administration.

 

 

Figure 4. Trends in 2009-2013 for evaluating the electronic invoicing system in 2016. 



Note: the control and treatment groups were created using the Pipeline technique. See section 3. 
 Source: VAT return forms. Ecadorian Tax Administration.
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1 The Internal Revenue Service (Servicio de Rentas Internas) is the institution responsible for collecting and administrating national taxes in Ecuador. 
 

2 TL note: Invoice is the normal English translation for the Spanish factura though there are some differences pertinent to this article. In various Spanish speaking countries, a
“receipt” (nota) is not legally valid for tax purposes (as it lacks the taxpayer’s information), while an invoice is. For that explicit purpose it is normally required that the “invoice”
have both the buyer’s and seller’s information, including tax identification numbers, and the tax “paid,” even if payment is still pending. If an invoice indicates that payment has
not been made or has a due date for payment it is not considered a proper factura but rather just a bill. This is why the article refers to official invoices both with legal validity and
without (notas or those just requesting payment). 

 

3 An EI establishes the minimum conditions in order to make efficient use of the mass controls provided by cross-checking. Cross-checking with third-parties is a tax control
technique employed by administrations where the taxable event is verified by comparing two types of information: the amounts declared by the taxpayer and the same amount
as registered by a secondary source of information. This source can be external to the administration by means of information exchange agreements or it can be internal by
means of processing third-party information. 

 

4 Risk is one of the key elements in assessing tax evasion. In Alligham’s and Sandmo’s (1972) seminal work, they establish that evasion increases if: i) the probability of being
found out decreases, ii) the penalty decreases, iii) the tax rate increases, or iv) income increases. 

 

5 Within the framework of tax administration there are various experiences which evaluate the effect of tax control on taxpayers’ behavior using experiments. Hallsworth (2014)
has created a large compilation about it. 

 

6 We were authorized by the Internal Revenue Service to access and process this data using their computers in their installations due to privacy and confidentiality laws and
policies regarding the information which this entity handles. 

 

7 Special taxpayers are the ones who contribute the most to the tax collected in Ecuador. Typically, these taxpayers are required to withhold tax for other taxpayers with whom
they conduct business. 

 

8 This technique allows one to use as a control group those individuals who were chosen to participate in a program but were not introduced until a later period due to
scheduling. That is, for the year prior to the program these individuals are considered as a control group, but for the year in which they entered the program they are considered
a treatment group. 

 

9 Khandker et al. (2009) provide a complete set of material for evaluating impact using the DID method. 
 

10 In Ecuador, goods and services are taxed with either 12% VAT or 0% VAT. That is why there are two options in declaring sales and purchases. For just one year –June 2016
to June 2017–, VAT was increased by 2 percentage points, exclusively for goods with a 12% tax to compensate for the effects of the earthquake. 

11 According to the Ecuadorian Tax Administration, in 2015, 72% of sales made by taxpayers were carried out with the use electronic invoices. 
 

12 The result that the effect on untaxed sales remains non-significant strengthens the validity of the evaluation method. Untaxed sales do not generate a risk of evasion since
their declaration does not generate VAT. This is in line with fiscal logic and with the experience of the Ecuadorian Tax Administration. 


