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1. Objectives
1.1
This Issues Paper draws together evidence and initial analysis to propose a
foundation and testable lines of inquiry for the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG)
evaluation of the relevance and effectiveness of Doing Business (DB) for country reforms.
The paper reviews six major sources of evidence on the use and influence of the World
Bank Group’s DB indicators and reports and their relevance for client country policy
reforms. It then marshals the evidence to formulate six lines of inquiry that will augment
evaluation questions laid out in the Approach Paper to guide the evaluation.

2. Introduction
2.1
The Committee on Development Effectiveness of the Bank Group Board of
Directors, recognizing the importance of DB to stakeholders and to business
environment reforms, requested IEG to assess the way that DB aligns with the Bank
Group mandate and a viable development framework for client countries. In response,
IEG has committed to examining the relevance and effectiveness of the use of DB
indicators in guiding client country business environment reforms—both those
supported by the Bank Group and those undertaken without its support. This includes
an initial stocktaking of literature and existing evaluative evidence to inform this Issues
Paper, to be followed by a focused evaluation to assess DB’s strategic relevance and
effectiveness to countries’ reform priorities and to the Bank Group’s strategic agenda.
The request from the Committee on Development Effectiveness came just before the
August 27, 2020 suspension of the DB report to probe alleged irregularities in the
underlying data.
2.2
The August 2020 suspension of the DB report motivated World Bank
management to request an assurance review of data integrity to the Bank Group’s
Group Internal Audit (GIA) and the launch of an external expert review commissioned
by the Development Economics (DEC) unit. GIA’s work examined the data integrity of
the production processes related to DB indicators and the DB report, including data
collection, data review, and controls related to the end-to-end DB report production life
cycle (World Bank 2020a). While unrelated to the specific data irregularities, the World
Bank also launched an external review of the DB methodology with the goal of
strengthening the product and its usefulness to stakeholders worldwide, with findings
expected in mid-2021. DEC (where the team producing DB has been located since 2014)
has commissioned a group of independent experts to review many technical aspects of
DB, including its selection of topics, the suitability of its case study approach and datagathering processes, scoring methodologies, and the balance between indicators
measuring different regulatory attributes. DEC’s work also includes a special study on
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the methodology of the total tax contribution rate component of the paying taxes DB
indicator. IEG and DEC have established and plan to maintain communication between
the IEG team and DEC’s external panel, as well as DEC management, to optimize
complementarity.
2.3
IEG’s Approach Paper for its evaluation, Doing Business Indicators and Country
Reforms, establishes the objectives, scope, and methods of IEG’s own evaluative work on
DB (World Bank 2021). It focuses on the influence of DB on country reforms through
IEG’s mandated lens of development effectiveness. It considers questions about the
relevance of indicators to the areas they cover, to country reform priorities, and to Bank
Group priorities. It also considers questions of effectiveness in the use of DB indicators
in achieving improvements in desired outcomes. The Approach Paper describes two
sequential outputs: first, this Issues Paper, to identify key issues related to the use and
influence of DB indicators and their relevance to country policy reforms by reviewing
and taking stock of major sources of evidence; and second, a focused evaluation
integrating additional and original evidence sources to respond to the full range of
evaluation questions raised in the Approach Paper and in this Issues Paper.

3. Background
3.1
Since 2003, the annual DB project has aimed to provide objective measures of
business regulations and their enforcement across a growing number of economies. DB
provides comparable, quantitative indicators on business regulations, legal protections,
and business processes for 190 economies, which can be tracked over time. The scope of
the DB report has grown from 5 to 12 topic areas (figure 3.1), including indicators on the
cost and quality of business regulation and on the quality of legal frameworks. Country
coverage has expanded from 133 countries in 2003 to 190 in 2021. DB also provides an
overall ease of doing business index by aggregating the indicators for 10 areas, which it
claims assesses “the absolute level of regulatory performance over time.”1 The aggregate
index scores are ranked ordinally to yield an ease of doing business ranking for each
country. From the start, DB stated its aims as (i) “motivating reforms through country
benchmarking”; (ii) “informing the design of reforms”; (iii) “enriching international
initiatives on development effectiveness”; and (iv) “informing theory” (DB 2004, ix-x).
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Figure 3.1. Evolution of Doing Business Indicators

Source: Doing Business website, https://www.doingbusiness.org/.
Note: Although Doing Business continues to measure employing workers indicators, they haven’t been ranked or used in
the summary ease of doing business ranking since Doing Business 2011. Contracting with government, under pilot, is not
yet included in the ease of doing business score. DB = Doing Business.

3.2
DB is recognized as highly influential in business regulatory reform and it is the
most used set of indicators on business regulation worldwide. A recent study looking at
measures of market share among comparable economic indicator sets suggests that DB
is the most popular among global indicators of the business environment based on the
number of hits (table 3.1). A recent IEG evaluation, Data for Development IEG, 2018),
describes DB as both “influential” and “widely used”; while acknowledging
methodological controversies, it finds that “Doing Business attracts unrivaled media and
high-level attention.” DB itself has recorded thousands of reforms linked to its indicators
and reports that more than 70 countries have formed regulatory reform committees “to
ensure the coordination of efforts across agencies” using “the Doing Business indicators
as one input to inform their programs for improving the business environment” (World
Bank Group 2019a, 29).
Table 3.1. 2017 Market Share of Doing Business and Other Global Performance
Indicators of the Business Environment, 2019
Indicator

Hits (no.)

Market Share (%)

Ease of doing business index

28,798

65.26

Global Competitiveness Index

7,263

16.46

Heritage Index of Economic Freedom

3,563

8.07

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor

1,901

4.31

Fraser Economic Freedom Index

1,234

2.80

World Competitiveness Rankings

973

2.20

The Enabling Trade Index

272

0.62

Forbes Best Countries for Business

126

0.29

Source: Doshi et al. (2019) attributed to Harvard Berkman Center, "Media Cloud Database," 2017.

3.3
While popular, the DB ratings have also experienced external scrutiny and
generated controversy regarding their methodology, accuracy, potential biases, and the
3

way such ratings are used to shape and assess country policy reforms. The IEG
evaluation of DB that will investigate the lines of inquiry presented in this Issues Paper
is different but complements the GIA and DEC assessments described in the
introduction.

4. Stocktaking of Available Evidence
4.1
To validate and enrich the evaluation work described in the Approach Paper,
and to identify testable lines of inquiry about the relevance and effectiveness of DB
indicators on country policy reforms, the evaluation team took stock of available
evidence from six sources:
•

Past independent evaluations and reviews of DB;

•

A desk literature review and structured map of literature-based evidence
regarding DB;

•

Interviews with Bank Group experts;

•

A sample-based mapping of the DB-related portfolio of the Bank Group (carried
out as part of the Approach Paper) between fiscal year (FY)10 and FY20;

•

A preliminary review of World Bank country strategies previously evaluated by
IEG; and

•

A mapping of recorded DB reforms from FY05–20.

A summary of key findings from each of these sources is presented in the next sections.

Independent Reviews and Evaluations
4.2
Over the past 12 years, IEG and the World Bank have either assessed or
commissioned external experts to assess the DB indicators and their use in several
reviews. The prior work includes IEG’s evaluations Doing Business: Taking the Measure of
the World Bank–IFC Doing Business Indicators (World Bank 2008) and Investment Climate
Reforms: An Independent Evaluation of World Bank Group Support to Reforms of Business
Regulations (World Bank 2015). In addition, IEG’s 2017 evaluation Data for Development:
An Evaluation of World Bank Support for Data and Statistical Capacity (World Bank 2017)
noted the influence and wide use of Doing Business, and its 2019 evaluation Grow with the
Flow: An Independent Evaluation of World Bank Group Support to Facilitating Trade 2006–17
(World Bank 2019b) reviewed the DB trading across borders indicators.2 In the past
decade, the World Bank has commissioned two independent reviews of Doing Business:
the 2013 Independent Panel Review of the Doing Business Report (World Bank 2013;
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produced by a panel selected by the president of the Bank Group) and the 2018 external
audit On the Integrity of the “Ease of Doing Business” Indicators: Final Report (Morck and
Shou 2018).
4.3
These reviews of Doing Business recommended the continuation of the DB
indicators and found they had substantial benefits in motivating country policy reform.
Their positive findings include the following:
•

Validity: IEG’s 2008 evaluation concluded that “Overall, the indicators
objectively and reliably measure what they set out to measure, with a few
qualifications” (World Bank 2008, xvi).

•

Influence: IEG finds that “the DB indicators have motivated policy makers to
discuss and consider business regulation issues. Its active dissemination in easyto-understand language permits widespread press coverage and generates
interest from businesses, nongovernmental organizations, and senior policy
makers” (World Bank 2008, xvi).

•

Usefulness to guide or monitor reforms: The 2015 investment climate evaluation
found “within the limits of the DBs indicators, most investment climate
interventions produce positive intermediate outcomes in terms of improvement
in time, number of procedures, and cost”(World Bank 2015, 67). IEG’s 2019 trade
facilitation evaluation found a positive relationship between support for trade
facilitation reform from the World Bank and IFC and improved DB indicators for
time to import and export (World Bank 2019b).

•

Continuation: The 2013 Independent Panel Review recommended that “the
Doing Business report be retained as an annual flagship report” (World Bank
2013, 4). The 2018 external audit concluded that “the ease of doing business
indicators are one of the World Bank’s most important contributions to research
and public policy” (Morck and Shou 2018, 3).

4.4
Each study also identified key areas of attention and action required to
strengthen the DB indicators or their use:
•

DB indicators do not capture the full range of legal and regulatory priorities
for business environment reform and may miss some binding constraints.
IEG’s 2008 evaluation suggested that the DB team should use World Bank
analyses such as enterprise surveys and investment climate assessments to drive
the choice of new DB indicators and to periodically reassess the set of indicators
being used (World Bank 2008). IEG’s 2015 investment climate evaluation found
that DB indicators “are incomplete” because they “do not cover all areas of
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regulation as identified in the best practice list” (World Bank 2015, xxvii) It also
recommended that the Bank Group expand “the coverage of current diagnostic
tools and integrate them to produce comparable indicators so that these can
capture the areas of the business environment not yet covered by existing tools”
(World Bank 2015, xxxviii). Specific missing areas included accounting and
auditing, contract laws, competition policy, consumer protection, environmental
laws, intellectual property (including privacy, copyright, patent, trademark, and
unfair business practices), investment policy and promotion, employment law,
labor safety and health, and alternative dispute resolution. By contrast, the 2013
Independent Panel Review recommended that DB change its name to reflect its
limited focus on business regulations instead of the entire business environment
(World Bank 2013).
•

With some significant exceptions, DB indicators focus on the compliance costs
of business regulations: time, money, or procedural steps. All studies of DB
have reached this conclusion, although there are significant exceptions where
some indicators document the existence of certain laws or regulations and others
have been expanded to include qualitative dimensions of laws, regulations, or
the institutions applying them. These exceptions include the extent of protection
of property, the protection of minority shareholder rights, an index of building
quality control, and the range of assets that can be used as collateral. However,
the general implication from the DB indicator scoring is that less regulation is
better. The 2015 investment climate evaluation proposed the Bank Group
develop “separate measures … to capture a wider range of benefits and costs
(social, economic, and environmental) if existing regulations are changed”
(World Bank 2015, xl). This recommendation was echoed regarding the trading
across borders indicators. The 2019 trade facilitation evaluation states: “Many
trade regulations are intended to serve socially beneficial purposes such as
enhancing public health, safety, and the environment, or reducing informality
and corruption. However, insufficient attention has been paid to such objectives”
(World Bank 2019b, ix). On paying taxes, IEG’s 2008 evaluation recommended
excluding the tax rate from the indicator, stating that it was more a matter of
public policy than compliance burden (World Bank 2008). This finding was
echoed in the 2013 Independent Panel report (World Bank 2013).

•

DB indicators do not track reform impacts well. IEG’s 2008 evaluation
recommended that the Bank Group trace the impact of DB reforms at the country
level (World Bank 2008). The 2013 Independent Panel Review criticized DB’s
implied claim that the reforms it promotes cause economic development and
growth, stating “correlations do not justify a causal interpretation…. The
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evidence in favor of specific country reforms is contingent on many auxiliary
factors not captured by DB report topics” (World Bank 2013, 2).3
•

The DB practice of aggregating indicators is controversial. The 2013
Independent Panel Review of the DB report found that aggregate rankings are
challenging because they involve aggregating across topics—a process that
explicitly or implicitly involves a value judgment of what is “better” for doing
business and how much better it is. It also finds that “small revisions or
inaccuracies in primary data can significantly change a country’s rankings”
(World Bank 2013, 3). Therefore, it recommended that the World Bank publish
the DB report without the overall aggregate rankings (that is, without the ease of
doing business ranking).

•

DB adjustments to its indicators generate discontinuities. The 2018 external
audit found that “frequent methodology changes reduce the value of the
indicators to researchers, policy makers, and the media” (Morck and Shou 2018,
1). It recommended that “the World Bank may wish to minimize methodology
changes except to fix confirmed problems with existing methodology” (Morck
and Shou 2018, 28).4

4.5
These findings point to potential limitations of DB in fully and accurately
capturing business environment reform priorities in client countries in ways that speak
to their relevance.

Mapping the Literature-Based Evidence: Desk and Structured Reviews
4.6
IEG conducted a desk review of 426 articles from 100 leading academic journals
as an initial stocktaking of literature-based evidence.5 The DB literature database
contains a research literature with abundant coverage of a few DB indicators (starting a
business, protecting minority investors, and trading across borders) and much sparser
coverage of others (for example, dealing with construction permits and getting
electricity; figure 4.1). The desk literature review did not assess the methodological rigor
of the published articles. The review found areas with strong evidence on the association
of selected indicators with development and economic outcomes for businesses and
economies. Yet there were substantial gaps in relation to some indicators, such as
construction permits (appendix C). Much of this literature found significant associations
of DB indicator measures with outcomes, without necessarily establishing causation.
4.7
The desk review found evidence from three or more academic articles regarding
the association of five DB indicators with specific economic outcomes:
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•

Starting a business: Higher entry costs or more steps or documents (as
measured by DB) are associated with less firm creation, growth, or profitability.

•

Employing workers: Developing countries with rigid employment laws tend to
have larger informal sectors and higher unemployment, especially among young
workers.

•

Getting credit: Stronger legal rights are associated with more lending, more
financial activity, and lower interest rates.

•

Paying taxes: Higher corporate income tax rates are associated with lower levels
of entrepreneurship (new firm formation) and investment.

•

Trading across borders: Better trade facilitation measured by DB (and the
Logistics Performance Index) shows a correlation with increased trade flows.

Figure 4.1. Identification of Articles by Area in Independent Evaluation Group Desk
Literature Review

Source: World Bank Doing Business database.

4.8
Other findings are supported in well-evidenced individual academic articles, but
only the five specific findings above are supported by three or more articles. Some
claims about the relationship of DB indicators to outcomes are referenced in Doing
Business but are not evidenced in the literature. For example, several articles tested the
expected significant relationship between the dealing with construction permits
indicator and real economic outcomes, but the review found no article establishing a
significant relationship. Some other links of indicators to relevant outcomes, such as the
link of reduced business entry costs to enhanced productivity or employment, have yet
to be firmly established.
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4.9
In addition to the desk literature review described above, IEG has launched a
more in-depth structured literature review to capture a broader range of sources with
more systematic selection criteria in terms of materiality and methodology of the
evidence to consider. According to its selection criteria, the in-depth structured review
only considers evidence on reforms and interventions related to the DB indicators; it
focuses on quantitative, empirical studies addressing reforms effects; it includes only
studies where allocation to intervention and control groups is random or selection bias
has been addressed by design (including natural experiments and nonrandomized
designs); and it excludes simple before-and-after comparisons and simulation and
forecast models. This is consistent with norms for leading practitioners of systematic
review and structured literature reviews, including 3ie and the Campbell Collaboration.6
The in-depth structured review covered more than 8,000 records, including all those in
the prior review, and tapped a 3ie database of more than 150,000 records screened from
academic databases in health, economics, public policy, and the social sciences, as well
as the Google Scholar citation-tracking system. To date, this structured review has
identified 150 studies offering rigorous evidence. A first mapping of these studies points
to some concentration of the evidence in relation to indicators such as starting a
business, getting credit, trading across borders, and resolving insolvency (figure 4.2). By
implication, it also points to potential gaps where the relationship of indicators to
outcomes has little or no rigorous supporting evidence. The synthesis from this review
will inform IEG’s final evaluation.
Figure 4.2. Identification of Articles by Area in Independent Evaluation Group
Structured Literature Review

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.
Note: Review as of February 2021.

4.10
The emerging findings from these literature reviews draw attention to the extent
and quality of supporting evidence related to the effectiveness of business reforms in the
areas covered by the DB indicators. The findings suggest a line of inquiry about the gaps
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and mixed evidence in some of the business areas covered by the DB indicators. They
also invite consideration about how the Bank Group receives and uses information from
the academic research literature to strengthen the design or use of its DB indicators.

Mapping Responses from Expert Interviews
4.11
IEG carried out semistructured interviews with 18 Bank Group–related expert
practitioners and users of the DB indicators. The set of interviewees included Bank
Group staff involved in the oversight and production of DB indicators, in their
application to country reforms, and in business environment reform activities more
broadly. They ranged in rank from current or former economist to vice president and
included five current or former directors or senior directors and six current or former
managers or senior managers.
4.12
The objective of the interviews was to gather candid feedback based on practical
firsthand experience, anecdotal evidence, and perceptions on five key core aspects of the
relevance and use of DB indicators for country policy reforms. These five aspects were
the following:
•

Construct validity (the degree to which DB indicators measure what they claim
to be measuring);

•

Relevance to country priorities;

•

Value to initiate a policy reform dialogue with client countries;

•

Value to identify and guide policy reforms that address binding constraints; and

•

Value to monitor and evaluate country policy reforms.

4.13
While the interviews were rich in qualitative detail, figure 4.3 provides a
quantitative summary of the favorable and unfavorable evaluative statements shared in
the interviews across the five key aspects listed above. Elements of consensus were
striking, such as the overwhelmingly favorable responses on the value of the DB
indicators and rankings to initiate policy dialogue with governments on business
environment reforms. In some cases, this opening led more motivated clients to establish
broader frameworks for business environment regulatory and policy reform, extending
well beyond the scope of the indicators. By contrast, responses were mostly unfavorable
on the value of the DB indicators to monitor and evaluate reforms, with strong cautions
on the need to rely on alternative or supplementary evidence. Other aspects had mixed
and nuanced discussions that were difficult to quantify, such as discussions of divergent
country experiences regarding the client country motivation to engage with DB—for
example, some clients took on policy reforms to enhance development outcomes while
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others “gamed” the DB indicators to gain status and rank. Distinctions were also made
according to country institutional capacity. A range of country-specific factors (cultural,
political, and socioeconomic) were raised regarding how DB was used in reforms. In
addition, several interviewees commented on the relationship of the indicators to
academic and empirical research. Therefore, the responses feed hypotheses about both
the relevance and effectiveness of the indicators regarding country reforms.
Figure 4.3. Content of Interviews with World Bank Group–Related Expert Practitioners
and Users of Doing Business

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.
Note: Independent Evaluation Group count based on frequency of positive and negative responses about Doing Business
regarding each characteristic. More than one response was possible in each interview. Interviews conducted virtually in
January and February 2021.

Mapping the Bank Group DB-Informed Portfolio
4.14
The Bank Group uses DB in several activities: (i) country strategy and policy
dialogue; (ii) operations (both financing and advisory); and (iii) research and global
knowledge sharing. DB is used by the Bank Group in country strategies and policy
dialogue to describe business-enabling conditions in a country, or to motivate future
operations in priority areas identified in Country Program Frameworks, for example, or
in diagnosing private sector development limitations in Country Private Sector
Diagnostics (CPSDs). Alternatively, DB is used sometimes to justify Bank Group lending
operations or advisory services, to influence their design, to target certain projects, or to
assess the progress of some projects against agreed reform objectives. Finally, the Bank
Group also uses DB indicators for research and global knowledge sharing purposes,
both as a public good and as the subject of research and knowledge-based activities.
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4.15
IEG has conducted an initial identification of the investment and advisory
projects explicitly informed by DB (table 4.1) using the criteria that (i) the projects have
one or more DB indicators in either their objectives or monitoring indicators; or (ii) the
project documents use DB indicators to justify the project. Based on the initial
identification and review of projects, selecting projects in the operational portfolio using
DB, IEG estimates that DB-informed projects make up more than 3 percent of the overall
Bank Group portfolio. This comprises a minority of all business environment reform
projects in the portfolio. Based on the portfolio review, IEG estimates that there were 683
World Bank and IFC operations over the 10-year period (table 4.1).7
Table 4.1. Summary of Doing Business–Informed Portfolio Approved FY10–20
Institution

(no.)

Projects
(%)

Interventions
(no.)
(%)

World Bank lending

269

39

517

43

14,853

96

269

39

517

43

14,853

96

World Bank ASA

165

24

173

14

379

2

World Bank RAS

61

9

86

7

21

0

188

28

432

36

298

2

Subtotal

414

61

691

57

698

4

Total

683

100

1,208

100

15,550

100

Subtotal

IFC-AS

Volume/Commitments
(US$, millions)
(%)

Source: Independent Evaluation Group portfolio review analysis.
Note: Figures are projected based on population and sample sizes. Sample was derived from combination of manual and
supervised machine learning reviews. Volume/commitment/funds managed information was identified or estimated
according to what is allocated to Doing Business interventions. If not explicit in the project document, the amount was
estimated based on the number of components, subcomponents, or activities. ASA = advisory services and analytics; IFCAS = International Finance Corporation advisory services; RAS = reimbursable advisory services.

4.16
The DB-informed portfolio covers advisory and analytic work (table 4.1),
delivered as World Bank advisory services and analytics (24 percent of the portfolio),
World Bank reimbursable advisory services (RAS; 9 percent), or IFC advisory services
(28 percent). It also includes World Bank financing projects providing loans, credits, or
grants (39 percent). Based on the portfolio review analysis, 38 percent of DB projects are
estimated to be in lower-middle-income countries, whereas 29 percent are in low-income
countries, 25 percent are in upper-middle-income countries, and 8 percent are in highincome countries. Most of the assistance to high-income countries is through RAS where
the World Bank is reimbursed for the costs of delivering advisory, analytical, or
implementation support services. Based on the portfolio analysis, IEG estimates that
during FY10–20, the Bank Group provided DB lending support to 97 countries and
advisory services and analytics to 127 countries.
4.17
Assessing the relevance and effectiveness of Bank Group interventions informed
by DB, across countries and product lines, can contribute to understanding the role that
DB plays in supporting client country business environment reforms. This portfolio data
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may allow IEG to answer questions about the patterns of engagement and relate the
findings to country-level indicators that may be useful in explaining those patterns.
Combining it with information from projects that were previously evaluated will permit
IEG to form a view about the characteristics of internal factors (such as project design,
supervision, sequencing, and complementarity) and external factors (such as client
country characteristics) that contribute to the success of a DB-informed intervention.
Mapping the full portfolio will help inform the selection of case study countries and DB
indicator candidates for deep dives in the focused evaluation, as discussed below.

Doing Business in Evaluated Country Strategies and Private Sector
Development Diagnostics
4.18
The Bank Group also uses DB indicators in its country strategies and diagnostics.
IEG reviewed 61 country Completion and Learning Report Reviews with their
underlying Country Partnership Framework or Country Assistance Strategy documents.
A 64 percent share of these strategy documents substantially referenced DB or proposed
a DB-related work program. Planned leading interventions included improving business
laws and regulations (38 percent), streamlining procedures (34 percent), using electronic
or automated systems (15 percent), and conducting diagnostics (11 percent). Examples
include policy development and regulatory streamlining in the Philippines (Country
Program Evaluation [CPE], FY09–18); policy dialogue and advice in Mexico (CPE FY08–
17); and policy and project support in in Tunisia (CPE FY05–13) and Rwanda (CPE
FY09–17; see annex D.1). The frequent use of DB invites questions on whether the
guidance provided is well-targeted and the support envisioned dovetails with the
identified issues (relevance). Heavy reliance on RAS in upper-middle and high-income
countries and the strong use of lending in lower-middle-income countries suggest a
tailoring of DB-informed programs to different client profiles. The interaction of Bank
Group supply and client demand can best be explored in case studies.
4.19
IEG reviewed 18 CPSDs, intended as inputs to Systematic Country Diagnostics
and as strategic guidance for private sector development engagement of IFC and World
Bank. All 18 CPSDs used DB indicators, and 14 of them did so substantially. Yet these
diagnostics used multiple indicators to draw their conclusions and formulate
recommendations, including both World Bank and external sources (figure 4.4). These
assessments point to the potential value of using complementary instruments to develop
a deeper and potentially more comprehensive understanding of leading priorities for
business environment reform.
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Figure 4.4. Indicators Used to Measure Business Environment Constraints in CPSDs

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review of 18 published CPSDs.
Note: CPSD = Country Private Sector Diagnostic; DB = Doing Business; IMF = International Monetary Fund; WEF = World
Economic Forum.

5. Mapping Doing Business Reforms
DB tracks reforms across the topic areas measured by its indicators. For example, the
starting a business indicator set tracks changes related to the ease of incorporating
performance in an indicator exceeding a defined threshold8 are classiﬁed as reforms and
reported by DB. Changes can be classified as positive or negative reforms depending on
whether they make it easier or more difficult to do business. Since 2010, DBhas tracked
2,960 business regulatory reforms across the 184 economies where reforms were
measured. Among the reforms that DB measures, the most common relate to starting a
business; paying taxes; getting credit; registering property; and trading across borders.
(figure 5.2). The reforms are notable in the concentration of reforms in a few areas. For
example, there have been as many recorded reforms in starting a business as in the
bottom three categories combined. DB also celebrates ‘top reformers’—those countries
that have achieved the greatest number of measured reforms—partly to encourage
competition among countries to achieve such DB reforms. During the evaluation period
(DB10–2020), Rwanda, Kazakhstan, Indonesia, United Arab Emirates, India, Ukraine,
Azerbaijan, Russian Federation, Uzbekistan, Armenia, Brunei Darussalam, Kenya, and
Morocco have been credited with the highest total number of positive national reforms.9
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Figure 5.1. Reforms Tracked by Doing Business 2010 – 20

Source: Doing Business Reform Database 2020.
Note: Includes only positive reforms, excludes subnational reforms.

Table 5.1. Country Patterns of Portfolio and Reforms
Countries with Large Portfolios
and Many Reforms

Countries with Large Portfolios
and Few Reforms

Countries with Small Portfolios
and Many Reforms

Côte D'Ivoire

Bangladesh

Armenia

Georgia

Brazil

Azerbaijan

Indonesia

Cambodia

Belarus

India

Colombia

Brunei Darussalam

Kazakhstan

Ethiopia

Mauritius

Kenya

Jordan

Morocco

Rwanda

Liberia

North Macedonia

Ukraine

Mozambique

Russian Federation

Vietnam

Nigeria

Senegal

Pakistan

Togo

Tanzania

United Arab Emirates
Uzbekistan

Source: Doing Business Reform Database 2020.
Note: Includes only positive reforms, excludes subnational reforms. Latvia and Lithuania make up an additional category:
countries with no identified portfolio and many reforms.

5.1
Sharp deviations between the number of Bank Group DB-informed interventions
in a country and the number of reforms captured in DB provide an interesting entry
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point to select country case studies. Different reform levels in a country may be related
to (i) different initial conditions and reform needs; (ii) different levels of motivation for
reform; and (iii) different capacity and readiness to achieve measurable reforms.
Differences in the size of the Bank Group DB-informed portfolio may be linked to those
factors as well. For example, a country that is rebuilding infrastructure after a conflict or
natural disaster may not have room in its aid priorities for DB reforms. A country with
little reform motivation (due to powerful and resistant vested interests) may record few
reforms despite a significant Bank Group DB-informed portfolio. A reform-oriented
country with high capacity (or resources to hire capacity) may introduce reforms
without Bank Group support. Table 3 lists three categories of countries with potential to
be case studies: (i) countries with large DB-informed portfolios and many measured
reforms; (ii) countries with large DB-informed portfolios and few measured reforms;
and (iii) countries with small (or no) DB-informed portfolio and many measured
reforms. These variations in country experiences point to the importance of country
motivation and capacity, as well as other characteristics that may influence both the
demand for reform and the demand for Bank Group support.

6. Lines of Inquiry Arising from the Evidence
6.1
The Approach Paper for the evaluation offers a theory of change mapping the
channels by which the use of DB indicators is expected to influence a country’s legal,
regulatory, and procedural reforms. These channels of influence involve several
stakeholders, such as the Bank Group and other donors; government leaders and policy
makers; domestic civil society and the press; and domestic and international investors.
DB influences country reforms through several channels, informing and motivating
these stakeholders (figure 6.1). The theory of change hypothesizes that, as a result of the
information and influence created through DB, governments introduce reform measures
whose implementation progress is then reflected in subsequent DB scores.10 The reforms
are expected to reduce the time and cost of compliance with business regulations and
improve the quality of regulatory and administrative procedures. This, in turn, is
expected to improve market functioning—business entry, exit, and operation—and
reduce transaction costs to enterprises arising from regulatory compliance. As a result,
there is an expectation of improvements in private enterprise growth in terms of new
investment, employment, and business volume turnover. There is no claim that DBinduced reforms are a panacea for social and economic development. However, since its
outset, DB has stated the link between the development outcomes associated with the
business regulatory reforms it motivates and likely poverty reduction and shared
prosperity outcomes.11
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Figure 6.1. How Doing Business Is Expected to Influence Country Outcomes

Sources: Independent Evaluation Group; Doing Business website, https://www.doingbusiness.org/; review of World Bank
Group literature and Kelley and Simmons (2020).

6.2
Consistent with this theory of change, the Approach Paper identifies questions
on the relevance and effectiveness of DB indicators regarding country policy reforms,
which the evaluation will address (World Bank 2021). These evaluation questions apply
to country reforms informed or guided by DB, both those initiated by governments on
their own without Bank Group support, and those supported by Bank Group projects.
They focus on “doing the right things” (relevance) and “doing things right”
(effectiveness; see box 6.1).
Box 6.1. Evaluation Questions from Doing Business and Country Reforms Approach
Paper
i.

Is Doing Business “doing the right things”? What is the relevance of Doing Business
indicators to the following:
i.
The business environment priorities of the client countries?
ii.
The substantive dimensions within each indicator’s focus area?
iii.
World Bank Group strategic and operational priorities?

ii.

Are the Bank Group and country client stakeholders “doing things right” when using
Doing Business indicators to achieve better development outcomes?
i.
Is Doing Business reform achieving desired outcomes?
ii.
Are clients and the Bank Group using Doing Business to achieve improved
outcomes for business environment reform (for example, entry, investment,
and employment) in line with the country’s development policy priorities (for
example, public safety, equity, and environment)?

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.
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6.3
While the evaluation will be designed to answer these questions, a central
purpose of this Issues Paper is to use the evidence reviewed to identify lines of inquiry
and associated hypotheses to guide the evaluation work. Table A.3 in appendix A
elaborates the implicit hypotheses embedded in the lines of inquiry detailed below, as
well as the links among the lines of inquiry and the evaluation questions. Testing these
hypotheses should shed light on the relevance and effectiveness of DB to country
reforms, and the factors that shape them, contributing answers to the evaluation
questions.
6.4
The review of the evidence gathered through all the sources described above
suggests six lines of inquiry to be explored in the evaluation:
1. Whether all DB indicators are relevant to constraints influencing business
dynamics and economic contribution of policy reforms.
•

This issue captures several dimensions of relevance. First, consistent with earlier
evaluation work, IEG’s preliminary review of the literature and the observations
of interviewed experts suggest that the extent to which indicators capture
economically important phenomena varies by indicator area, and the priority of
these areas depends substantially on country context. The evaluation will
examine the claim to relevance of the indicators through the case studies and
country strategy work, structured literature review, stakeholder interviews, and
statistical and econometric analysis.

2. Whether (i) client institutional capacity and ability (high versus low) to tailor the
use of DB indicators to its development priorities and framework; and (ii) client
motivation (for example, achieve policy reform versus improve DB ranking) are
key influences on the use and appropriateness of DB indicators.
•

Interviews of Bank Group experts underscored the important variations among
clients, especially in relation to the depth and sophistication with which they can
address business environment reform and the motivations driving their
engagement in such reform work. The divergent relationships between the level
of Bank Group reform support and country DB reform outcomes suggest
conditions for success may vary across client countries.
o

Institutional capacity. While some countries have requested assistance from
the Bank Group to launch basic policy reforms, others with sophisticated
institutional capacity and commitment have developed their own committees
or mechanisms to undertake policy reforms, often involving high-level
coordination functions, subnational initiatives, and adaptation and
innovation on the indicators and data used to guide reforms.
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o

Engagement motivation. While some countries’ engagement focuses
primarily on developmental goals such as how to strengthen productivity or
employment growth, others are more narrowly focused on improving their
ranking in the DB indicators.

•

Further, the mapping of the Bank Group portfolio and review of Bank Group
country strategies suggest varying patterns of DB-related engagement across
income level and other country characteristics, reflecting different mixes of client
demand for policy reforms and Bank Group supply of lending, advisory support,
or both. In addition, the comparison of DB reforms and portfolio across countries
indicate important national differences in the relationship between the level of
Bank Group engagement and the number of country reforms undertaken.

•

Given such variations in experience, the evaluation team will consider the
potential to increase the number of case studies to cover a broader variety of
country conditions. It will also consider interviewing a broad regional
distribution of stakeholders. Finally, the portfolio of Bank Group DB-informed
activities can be examined considering variables that capture some of the
institutional dimensions of client countries, such as the initial quality of rule of
law or regulatory governance.

3. Whether DB indicators are useful to (i) draw attention and resources to business
environment reform in areas they measure directly; (ii) draw attention and
resources to business environment reform beyond the areas they measure
directly; (iii) correctly identify and order priority reform areas; and (iv) monitor
and evaluate reform implementation.
•

Analysis of the Bank Group expert interview responses suggests that there is
greater consensus about the value of DB indicators in some functions than in
others. For example, there are strong differences of experience between the utility
of DB for motivating reform and its utility in monitoring reform progress. DB is
praised not only for the reforms it measures but for raising the priority of
business environment reform in the policy agenda. However, views are far more
mixed about DB as a source of identifying specific reform measures and less
favorable about their utility to monitor and evaluate reform progress. Questions
about the use of DB to track reforms were also acknowledged in IEG’s 2008 DB
evaluation and in the 2013 Independent Panel Review (World Bank 2008, 2013).
Thus, evidence from projects and country experience must be considered to
assess the relevance and effectiveness of the indicators in these different
functions.
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4. Whether complementary data and guidance enhance the relevance of DB
indicators to business environment reforms and the ability to follow with
complementary or deepening reforms.
•

Interview responses of Bank Group experts mostly reflected the view that DB
indicators should be supplemented by other data and analysis. The review of the
CPSDs shows that these in-depth private sector development diagnostics balance
DB data with a variety of other sources of data and analysis. Both interviews and
diagnostics suggest that supplementary information and guidance are required
to ensure that policy reforms linked to DB indicators (i) are well-targeted to local
business and policy priorities; (ii) address a complete range of issues and
institutions within a given business environment area; and (iii) adapt to local
capacity and commitment. Depending on the legal, regulatory, or institutional
reform area and type, remedial actions vary widely in terms of their complexity
and the time required to fully implement them, with some requiring long-term
commitment, engagement, and application of expertise. Multiple interview
respondents remarked that supplementary information is vital to tracking and
evaluating reforms and to developing second-generation activities to deepen and
sustain initial measures. Country case study experiences in the main evaluation
can shed substantial light on what evidence has been used in practice.

5. Whether the feedback loops between available empirical evidence and DB
indicator design and use are robust.
•

The literature reviews point to areas where DB indicators are clearly associated
with developmentally important outcomes and areas where there are serious
evidence gaps or mixed evidence on the relationship of individual DB indicators
to important outcomes. This raises questions not only about the construct
validity of some indicators but also about the link between ongoing research and
the design and application of the indicators. Initial expert interviews evoked
some concerns about the strength of the relationship of the indicators to
academic and empirical research. Thus, the feedback paths from empirical
evidence about the relevance and effectiveness of DB-guided reforms emerge as
an important question. Further, with changes in the global economy and
production processes, the relevant elements of the regulatory, legal, and
institutional environment may evolve over time. The ability of indicators to
reflect learning and changes in real-world circumstances is likely to influence
their robustness and sustainability. Counterbalancing this concern is another
aspect raised in the 2018 external audit and some interviews—that changes and
adjustments to indicators generate discontinuities whose costs may negate their
benefits (Morck and Shou 2018). Deep dives will allow a careful probing of
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evidence on specific indicators and whether and how the indicators or reforms
based on those indicators have been shaped by evidence and experience.
6. Whether current institutional arrangements separating indicator generation from
project work (including reimbursable assistance) are adequate to prevent a
perception of conflict of interest within the Bank Group.
•

A recurrent theme emerging from Bank Group expert interviews was both a
strength and weakness of the Bank Group’s ownership of the DB indicators:
Clients seek out assistance from the Bank Group to improve their ranking
because of it. Unquestionably a variety of safeguards have been instituted and
more are planned after the GIA Audit to separate and protect the function of
generating indicators from the support to countries to improve the conditions
they measure. Nonetheless, past evaluations and the recent suspension of the
indicators suggest that the risk and perception of conflict of interest has
persisted. This may pose a challenge to the credibility of the indicators and their
acceptance. The evaluation will explore through the stakeholder interviews and
case studies why clients are motivated to seek Bank Group support to improve
their DB rank, and whether the firewalls in place are understood by clients to
vitiate any potential conflict of interest or, conversely, whether a perceived
conflict attracts demand for Bank Group technical or financial support.

6.5
Table 6.1 summarizes the lines of inquiry described above and the evidence
sources they will draw on to assess the extent of their validity.
Table 6.1. Links Between Evidence and Lines of Inquiry
Line of Inquiry

Evidence Sources

1. (Relevance) Whether all DB indicators
are relevant to constraints influencing
business dynamics and economic
contribution of policy reforms.

Past evaluations: DB indicators do not capture the full range of legal and
regulatory priorities for business environment reform and may miss some
binding constraints (World Bank 2008, 2013, 2015).
Past evaluations: Multiple DB indicators focus primarily on compliance
costs (in time, money, or procedural steps) with some exceptions (World
Bank 2015, 2019)
Past evaluations: The DB practice of aggregating indicators is
controversial (World Bank 2013)
Literature review: There is widely differing strength of evidence for the
relationship of individual indicators to outcomes.

2. (Effectiveness) Whether the following
factors are key influences on the use
and appropriateness of DB indicators
include the following:
a. Client institutional capacity and
ability (high versus low) to tailor use of
indicators to its development priorities
and framework; and

World Bank Group expert interviews: Distinctions made according to
country institutional capacity and motivation result in some countries
building on indicator-based dialogue, expanding the agenda of business
environment reforms.
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Line of Inquiry

Evidence Sources
Mapping of portfolio and review of country strategies: Differential
patterns of DB-related engagement across income level and other
country characteristics reflect different combinations of supply and
demand.
Mapping of DB reforms: Variations exist in the relationship between the
number of country reforms documented and the level of Bank Group
engagement.

b. Client motivation (for example,
achieve policy reform versus improve
DB ranking).

Bank Group expert interviews: Some client counterparts took on reform
to enhance development outcomes and others “gamed” the indicators
primarily to gain status and rank.

3. (Effectiveness) Whether DB indicators
are useful to do the following:
a. Draw attention and resources to
business environment reform in areas
they measure directly;

Past evaluations: DB indicators have motivated policy makers to consider
business regulation issues, and DB dissemination attracts interest from
businesses, nongovernmental organizations, and senior policy makers
(World Bank 2008).
Bank Group expert interviews: Overwhelmingly positive responses on the
value of DB to initiate reform dialogue on the business environment.

b. Draw attention and resources to
business environment reform beyond
the areas they measure directly;

Bank Group expert interviews: Value of DB to initiate dialogue on
business reforms beyond the immediate coverage of the indicators.

c. Correctly identify and order priority
reform areas; and

Past evaluations: DB has had less influence on the choice, scope, and
design of reforms (World Bank 2008).
Bank Group expert interviews: Mixed responses on the value of DB to
guide reforms by identifying binding constraints.

d. Monitor and evaluate reform
implementation.

Past evaluations: DB indicators do not track reform impacts well (World
Bank 2008, 2013).
Bank Group expert interviews: Mostly negative responses on the value of
the DB indicators to monitor and evaluate reforms.

4. (Relevance and Effectiveness)
Whether complementary data and
guidance enhance the relevance of DB
indicators to business environment
reforms and the ability to follow with
complementary or deepening reforms.

Bank Group expert interviews: View that DB indicators should be
supplemented by other data and analysis.
Country private sector diagnostics: DB indicator data are supplemented
by other data and analysis.

5. (Effectiveness) Whether the feedback Past evaluations: DB adjustments to its indicators generate discontinuities
loops between empirical evidence and (External Audit 2018)
indicator design and use are robust.
Literature review: There are considerable gaps and mixed evidence on the
relationship of individual DB indicators to important outcomes, raising
questions about the link between ongoing research and the design and
application of the indicators.
Bank Group expert interviews: Perspectives on the strength of the
relationship of the indicators to academic and empirical research.
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Line of Inquiry

Evidence Sources

6. Whether current institutional
arrangements separating indicator
generation from project work
(including reimbursable assistance) are
adequate to prevent a perception of
conflict of interest.

Bank Group expert interviews: Reflections of personal and client
perceptions of institutional conflict of interest.
Bank Group internal audit Data Integrity Report: “Pressure from
stakeholders as part of the DB report production and publication process
has not been effectively managed” (World Bank Group 2020a, 6).

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.
Note: DB = Doing Business.

Linking Evaluation Tools and Lines of Inquiry
6.6
As discussed in the Approach Paper (World Bank 2021), IEG’s focused
evaluation will seek to understand the links among DB and country-level reforms,
including assessing the relevance and influence of Bank Group interventions. Based on
the model presented in the theory of change described in the Approach Paper, and
informed by the evidence presented in this Issues Paper, the IEG evaluation will use
several evaluation tools and methods to understand and assess the relevance and
effectiveness of the use of DB indicators at the global, country, and project or
intervention levels. The methods and tools that the evaluation will use to gather data
and triangulate evidence are detailed in appendix A. They include the following:
•

Portfolio review and analysis of DB-informed Bank Group interventions
approved or evaluated during FY10–20. Using separate analysis of approved and
evaluated projects, the team will examine design features and characteristics,
results indicators, and drivers of success and failure.

•

Structured literature review, discussed above, following IEG’s protocol. After
the initial mapping phase, the review will synthesize rigorous evidence to
identify findings and knowledge gaps.

•

Indicator-specific deep dives to assess up to five DB areas, drawing from the
literature reviews, portfolio analysis, and case studies. Each deep dive will
explore indicator features, construct and content validity, the relevant portfolio’s
design and effectiveness characteristics, and the roles of other stakeholders at the
country or global level.

•

Country case studies (with embedded indicator-level case studies) exploring
relevance and effectiveness of DB indicators and related reforms in purposively
selected country contexts, reflecting different initial conditions, capacity,
motivation, levels of Bank Group engagement, and realized outcomes.
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•

Country-level reviews of policy, strategy, and diagnostics, including document
reviews for a sample of countries covering Systematic Country Diagnostics,
Country Partnership Frameworks, and CPSDs, as well as CPEs and Completion
and Learning Report Reviews, to better understand issues of alignment and
coherence.

•

Semistructured interviews of subject-matter experts within IEG, the broader
Bank Group, and external stakeholders including governments, donors,
nongovernmental agencies, academics, and private sector entities. In addition, an
advisory group consisting of external and internal experts will be consulted
periodically.

•

Statistical and econometric analysis examining the validity and robustness of
DB indicators and indexes using (i) other measures of the business environment;
and (ii) outcome indicators.

6.7
Each line of inquiry and associated evaluation hypothesis will be tested using
several methods and tools. Appendix A maps the tools to the hypotheses they should be
most helpful in testing. The Approach Paper has highlighted the limitations of each of
these methodologies, and the need and intention for triangulation to enhance the
robustness of findings (World Bank 2021). Potential error is limited by drawing evidence
from multiple sources to test each hypothesis. The focused evaluation is anticipated to
be delivered by the end of the first quarter of FY22.

7. Conclusion
7.1
Consistent with the theory of change and the evaluation questions laid out in the
Approach Paper (World Bank 2021), this Issues Paper conducted a stocktaking of six
threads of evidence, which led to six lines of inquiry and implicit hypotheses. This has
allowed the formulation of specific areas that the focused evaluation will shed light on.
The lines of inquiry will answer essential questions about the relevance and
effectiveness of how the Bank Group and client countries use DB to inform, motivate,
guide, and evaluate their business environment reforms. The findings and lessons from
the evaluation are expected to inform the Bank Group on how to build on the successful
aspects, and learn from challenges and limitations, in applying the DB indicators to
addressing critical development challenges.

For an explanation of the ease of doing business score, see
https://www.doingbusiness.org/en/data/doing-business-score.
1
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“Regulations serve both economic purposes and such socially beneficial purposes as enhancing
public health, safety, and the environment or reducing informality, corruption, and smuggling.
Though some regulations may be unnecessary or purely protectionist, others are legitimate
expressions of public policy. Hence trade facilitation reforms should be conceptualized, designed,
implemented, and evaluated in the context of policy objectives to protect public health, safety, the
environment, good governance, and formality in addition to a compliance cost minimization
perspective.
2

The World Bank Group project documents show that such public policy objectives are
acknowledged only in a minority of cases, most frequently in terms of collecting public revenues
and combatting corruption. Insufficient attention has been paid to other objectives (health, safety,
and environment) and only compliance costs are routinely monitored.
Recommendation 3: The World Bank Group should systematically apply a differentiated
approach to identify and monitor, where relevant, the public policy objectives of trade
regulations relating to public health, safety, the environment, good governance, formality, and
the rule of law. The World Bank Group should specifically identify the stakeholders potentially
impacted by the reforms and the extent of the impact. Wherever relevant, the World Bank Group
should apply appropriate indicators to monitor the impact of trade facilitation reforms on
affected stakeholders in these dimensions.” (World Bank 2019b, xix).
The trade facilitation evaluation by the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) provided a
nuanced perspective on the value of Doing Business (DB) indicators for tracking trade facilitation
reform outcomes. Applying difference-in-difference and panel analysis, “all the tests performed
show no relationship of supported interventions to improvements in indicators of ‘costs’ or
‘number of documents’ required for imports or exports. Instead, a positive relationship is
observed with ‘time to export and import’ and with several [Logistics Performance Index]
perception-based indicators: ‘efficiency of customs,’ ‘ease of arranging,’ ‘quality of
infrastructure,’ and ‘competence of services’” (World Bank 2019b, 32).
3

4

IEG recognizes the inherent tension between trying to incorporate feedback on the relevance of

indicators or the effectiveness of reforms linked to those indicators and the desire to maintain
continuity over time.
5

The database of articles was identified and collected by the DB team and shared with IEG.

6

3ie, a global leader in funding and producing high-quality evidence of what works, how, why
and at what cost in international development, funds rigorous impact evaluations using
experimental and quasi-experimental designs. 3ie also funds the production of rigorous full
systematic reviews, rapid evidence assessments, and evidence gap maps to help fill the gaps in
high-quality, timely, policy-relevant evidence to inform policy discussions and research
priorities. The Campbell Collaboration is an international social science research network that
produces high-quality, open, and policy-relevant evidence syntheses, plain-language summaries,
and policy briefs.
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Because DB indicators use terms that are in common use, such as “paying taxes,” identification
of the relevant portfolio involves manual review to eliminate a large percentage of “false
positives”—projects that emerge from a search for relevant terms or codes but do not turn out to
qualify as “DB-informed.” However, because it was recognized that traditional search methods
missed some portion of the population of qualifying projects, the evaluation team worked with
colleagues in IEG’s methods advisory team to use supervised machine learning to identify
additional DB-informed projects. This increased the total number of identified projects from 526
to 683.
7

DB defines this as “a change of 0.5 points or more in the score and 2 percent or more on the
relative score gap, except where the result of indexation” (Doing Business website, methodology
for starting a business, methodology for trading across borders, methodology for enforcing
contracts, etc. https://www.doingbusiness.org/en/methodology)
8

Of course, as noted in IEG’s earlier investment climate evaluation, there can also be sharp gaps
between measures of the achievement of reforms that streamline regulatory procedures and
measures of economically consequential outcomes such as levels of investment, employment,
productivity, and economic growth (World Bank 2015).
9

10

The theory of change reflects the logic expressed in documentation associated with DB. For
example, DB 2019 states: “Doing Business offers policy makers a benchmarking tool useful in
stimulating policy debate, both by exposing potential challenges and by identifying good
practices and lessons learned” (World Bank 2018, p. 28). DB 2018 states: “[O]ne aspect of DB has
remained unchanged: its focus on promoting regulatory reform that strengthens the ability of the
private sector to create jobs, lift people out of poverty, and create more opportunities for the
economy to prosper” (World Bank 2017, iv).
11

For example, in his introduction to DB 2019, then–Bank Group President Jim Young Kim wrote,

“Sound and efficient business regulation is critical for entrepreneurship and a thriving private
sector. Without them, we have no chance to end extreme poverty and boost shared prosperity
around the world” (World Bank 2019a). He further stated: “The reforms that the report inspires
will help people reach their aspirations; drive inclusive, sustainable economic growth; and bring
us one step closer to ending poverty on the face of the earth” (World Bank 2018, v).
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Appendix A. Methodological Tools and Evaluation
Design
Broad Lines of Inquiry
The evaluation is inspired by two lines of inquiry that will guide data collection and
analysis (box A.1). Evaluation questions were designed to break the topic into
answerable components in the areas of Doing Business (DB) influence, relevance, and
effectiveness, as well as factors affecting outcomes of DB support (see Evaluation
Questions section).
Box A.1. Two Lines of Inquiry that Will Guide the Evaluation
Doing the Right Things: This line of inquiry examines the relevance of indicators to country
contexts and priorities, substantive dimensions of the areas they cover, and World Bank Group
strategic and operational priorities.
Doing Things Right: This line of inquiry examines whether Doing Business is being used effectively
by the Bank Group and client countries to achieve intended immediate and intermediate
business environment reform outcomes subject to broader policy priorities.
Source: Independent Evaluation Group.

Overarching Principles and Methods
Three central principles motivated the evaluation design: theory-based evaluation,
mixed methods, and multilevel analysis. First, the evaluation will adopt a theory-based
approach that seeks to understand the links among DB, World Bank Group or client
government–supported interventions, and country-level reforms based on the influence
model elaborated. Second, the evaluation will also apply a mixed methods approach
that combines an array of complementary methods for data collection and analysis (that
is, internal project-level data, external country data sets, project performance data,
semistructured interviews, case studies, sector deep dives, and structured literature
reviews), then triangulates to ensure robust findings. Third, the evaluation will use three
levels of analyses—namely, global, country, and project or intervention levels
(figure A.1)—which will provide information on whether and how Bank Group
programs and projects related to DB succeeded or not, including factors associated with
success (or failure).
The global level of analysis will be supported by the structured literature review,
analysis of the Bank Group strategies and policies, deep dives into a subset of areas
measured by DB, an expert panel discussion, and a quantitative analysis of the DB
indicators and indexes. At the country level, the evaluation will collect data and
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evidence through the following methods: (i) Bank Group country strategy and
diagnostics analysis; (ii) desk- and field-based country case studies; (iii) portfolio review
analysis for case study countries; (iv) comparative case analysis; and (v) structured
interviews with key informants (figure A.1). At the portfolio or intervention level, there
will be a portfolio review analysis to understand the breadth of interventions
undertaken by the Bank Group to support DB reforms, as well as a chapeau report on
relevant Project Performance Assessment Reports.
Figure A.1. Products, Methods, and Levels of Analysis

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.
Note: CLRR = Completion and Learning Report Review; CPE = Country Program Evaluation; DB = Doing Business; PPAR =
Project Performance Assessment Report.

Design Matrix
Table A.1 specifies the evaluation questions established in the Approach Paper and
aligns them with methodological tools established in the Approach Paper to answer
them. Each check mark— from one to three—represents the anticipated strength of the
method to answer the questions.
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Table A.1. Evaluation Questions and Methods Applied

Evaluation Questions

Case
Studies

Portfolio
Review and
Analysis

Deep
Dives

CountryLiterature
Level
Review
Reviews

Interviews

Statistical
and Econometric
Analysis

1. Doing the Right Things: Is Doing Business doing the right things in terms of specific indicators and country contexts?
What is the relevance of Doing Business indicators to
a. The business environment
priorities of client countries;

✓✓✓

✓✓

✓✓

✓✓

b. The substantive dimensions
within each indicator’s focus
area and;

✓✓✓

✓✓

✓✓✓

✓✓✓

c. World Bank Group strategic
and operational priorities.

✓✓✓

✓✓

✓✓

✓

✓✓✓

✓✓✓

✓✓✓

✓✓✓

✓✓

✓✓✓

✓✓✓

✓

2. Doing Things Right: Is Doing Business being used by clients and the World Bank Group in ways to achieve the best
effect for business environment reform?
a. Is Doing Business effectively,
achieving desired outcomes?

✓✓✓

✓✓✓

✓✓

✓✓

✓✓

✓✓

✓✓

b. Is Doing Business being
used by clients and the Bank
Group to achieve the best
outcomes for business
environment reform (for
example, entry, investment,
employment) subject to
broader policy priorities (for
example, public safety, equity,
environment)?

✓✓✓

✓✓

✓✓

✓✓

✓✓

✓✓✓

✓

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.

The evaluation intends to produce two main outputs:
First, this Issues Paper that takes stock of existing evidence on DB relevance, identifies
key issues, and elaborates a framework and lines of inquiry for the deeper analysis of a
full evaluation to follow.
Second, a focused evaluation will apply the theory of change and lines of inquiry (and
their implicit hypotheses) generated in the Approach and Issues Papers. Table A.2
delineates the associations among the evaluation questions, lines of inquiry, and
hypotheses. This product will answer questions about relevance and effectiveness in
terms of both immediate and intermediate outcomes, as described in the theory of
change.
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Table A.2. Evaluation Questions, Lines of Inquiry, and Hypothesis
Evaluation Question
1. What is the relevance of
DB indicators to the:
a. Business environment
priorities of client countries?
b. Substantive dimensions
within each indicator’s focus
area?

Line of Inquiry

Explicit Hypotheses

Whether all DB indicators are relevant DB indicators vary in their relevance to the
to constraints influencing business
key constraints influencing business
dynamics and economic contribution
dynamics, hence the economic
of policy reforms.
contribution of reforms, based on the area
and the country context.

c. World Bank Group
strategic and operational
priorities?
1a. And

Whether (i) client institutional capacity Client institutional capacity and capability
and ability (high versus low) to tailor
is a key factor influencing how DB
2b. Are clients using DB to
the use of DB indicators to its
indicators should be used and whether
achieve improved outcomes
development priorities and framework;
their use is effective.
for business environment
and
(ii)
client
motivation
(for
example,
reform in line with the
Client motivation is a key factor influencing
country’s development policy achieve policy reform versus improve the how DB indicators should be used and
DB ranking) are key influences on the
priorities?
whether their use is effective.
use and appropriateness of DB
indicators.
1a, 1b, 2b

Whether DB indicators are useful to (i) DB indicators are useful to draw attention
draw attention and resources to
and resources to legal and regulatory
business environment reform in areas reforms in the areas they directly measure.
they measure directly; (ii) draw
DB indicators are useful to motivate
attention and resources to business
broader processes of business
environment reform beyond the areas
environment reform.
they measure directly; (iii) correctly
DB indicators are useful for identifying
identify and order priority reform
binding constraints and priority reforms.
areas; and (iv) monitor and evaluate
DB indicators are useful to monitor and
reform implementation.
evaluate reform progress.

1a, 1b, 2a, 2b

Whether complementary data and
DB indicators are more effectively used in
guidance enhance the relevance of DB conjunction with complementary data and
indicators to business environment
guidance to enhance the relevance,
reforms and the ability to follow with
comprehensiveness, and depth of
complementary or deepening reforms.
corresponding business environment
reforms.

2a. Is Doing Business reform
achieving desired outcomes?

Whether the feedback loops between
available empirical evidence and DB
indicator design and use are robust.

And from feedback loop in
theory of change.
1c. and derives from
challenges regarding data
integrity.

DB benefits from robust feedback loops
between empirical evidence (research and
evaluative data) and indicator design.

Whether current institutional
Current institutional arrangements
arrangements separating indicator
separating DB indicator generation from
generation from project work
DB reform project work (including
(including reimbursable assistance) are reimbursable assistance) are adequate to
adequate to prevent a perception of prevent a perception of conflict of interest
conflict of interest within the World
within the World Bank Group.
Bank Group.

Source: Independent Evaluation Group analysis and Approach Paper.
Note: DB = Doing Business.
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Expected Evaluation Tools Used to Pursue Six Main Lines of Inquiry
As noted, the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) evaluation will use several
evaluation tools and methods to understand and assess the relevance and effectiveness
of the use of DB indicators at the global, country, and project or intervention levels. Each
line of inquiry identified in the Issues Paper and its subordinate evaluation hypothesis
can be explored applying a constellation of tools to provide evidence. Table A.3 maps
the tools to the lines of inquiry they should be most helpful in illuminating. The
Approach Paper has highlighted the limitations of each of these methodologies, and the
need and intention for triangulation to enhance the robustness of findings. Potential
error is limited by drawing evidence from multiple sources to test each hypothesis.
Table A.3. Lines of Inquiry and Evaluation Tools
Expected Evaluation Tools
PRA SLR IDD CCS CLR SSI SEA

Six Main Lines of Inquiry
1. All DB indicators are relevant or not relevant to constraints influencing
business dynamics and economic contribution of policy reforms.

X

X

X

X

X

X

2. The following factors are or are not key in influencing the use and
appropriateness of DB indicators:
a. Client institutional capacity and ability (high versus low) to tailor use of
indicators to development priorities and framework; and

X

X

X

X

X

b. Client motivation (for example, achieve policy reform versus improve DB
ranking).

X

X

X

X

X

3. DB indicators are useful or not useful for:
a. Drawing attention and resources to business environment reform in areas
they measure directly;

X

X

X

X

b. Drawing attention and resources to business environment reform beyond
the areas they measure directly;

X

X

X

X

c. Correctly identifying and ordering priority reform areas; and

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

d. Monitoring and evaluating reform implementation.
4. Complementary data and guidance enhance or do not enhance the
relevance of DB indicators to business environment reforms and the ability to
follow with complementary or deepening reforms.
5. The feedback loops between empirical evidence and indicator design and
use are robust or weak.
6. Current institutional arrangements separating indicator generation from
project work are adequate or inadequate to prevent a perception of conflict of
interest.

X

X

X
X

X

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.
Note: CCS = country case studies; CLR = country-level reviews of policy, strategy, and diagnostics; DB = Doing Business;
IDD = indicator-specific deep dives; PRA = portfolio review and analysis; SEA = statistical and econometric analysis; SLR =
structured literature review; SSI = semistructured interviews.
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Portfolio Review and Analysis
The evaluation will conduct a systematic desk review and assessment of projects
approved and those evaluated to identify design features and characteristics, drivers of
success and failure, and achievement of reform objectives and social objectives. A
combination of manual identification, manual codification, and supervised learning
methods will be used to identify all Bank Group projects approved between fiscal year
(FY)10 and FY20 that were informed by the DB report or indicators in their objectives,
components, and result matrices, and that have relevant influence in their motivation
(figure A.2).
Figure A.2. Identification Methodologies in Place

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.
Note: ASA = advisory services and analytics; DB = Doing Business; IFC = International Finance Corporation.

Structured Literature Review
IEG has commissioned and is supervising a structured literature review, following IEG’s
protocol covering academic and Bank Group literature on the DB indicators. The
structured literature review focuses on reviewing empirical studies directly examining
regulatory reforms and interventions related to the DB project. The structured literature
review is expected to provide empirical evidence on the links between the DB indicators
and reform outcomes and impact. The review will follow IEG’s structured literature
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review framework for major evaluations, with a clearly defined search strategy,
inclusion and exclusion criteria, and extraction and synthesis. Before this broad and
rigorous review, the team conducted a desk review of relevant literature identified by
the DB team from top journals to understand the pattern of evidence.

Country Case Studies
The evaluation will conduct up to 10 country case studies in purposively selected
countries. Case selection will reflect a diversity of country conditions and contexts
(including regional diversity, income level, and International Development Association
and fragility, conflict, and violence classifications). The country-selection criteria will
include the presence of DB reforms, whether supported by Bank Group or government,
and the presence of evaluation evidence (Implementation Completion and Results
Reports, Expanded Project Supervision Reports, Project Completion Reports, Project
Evaluation Reports) in countries with Bank Group support. The evaluation will adopt a
template for data collection and follow standard protocols to facilitate comparison
across case studies. These methods include the following: (i) a review of literature on the
DB indicators and related reforms in the country; (ii) a review of Bank Group country
strategies, diagnostics, and analytical works; (iii) a review of the Bank Group’s portfolio
to support doing business in the country; (iv) structured interviews with stakeholders
(government, multilateral development banks, private sector, nongovernmental
organizations, academics, and so on); (v) analysis of the effectiveness of DB in
motivating reforms and informing the design of reform; and (vi) an assessment of the
extent to which Bank Group DB interventions are achieving their desired outcomes and
have contributed to improving economic and social outcomes. The evaluation team will
also consult with internal and external experts to identify the countries that offer the
richest opportunities for learning. Cases will involve both desk- and (remote) field-based
assessments and they will aim to identify to what extent the Bank Group’s efforts were
effective and “how” and “why” specific reforms or reform interventions were or were
not successful in delivering the intended results. Case studies will attempt to capture
variables that allow an assessment of the contributions of DB and DB-informed activities
to observed outcomes, accounting for contextual factors and parallel and
complementary activities that may help explain observed outcomes. Case studies will
take into account any potential alternative explanations (besides the role and influence
of DB) for observed outcomes, additional explanatory factors, and unintended results.

Indicator-Specific Deep Dives
Indicator-specific deep dives will provide an opportunity for the evaluation to study DB
areas in a structured and focused manner. The deep dive methodology, guided by a
common template, will include (i) a focused structured literature review and profound
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analysis on five of the areas covered by DB, and (ii) a review of indicator-relevant
portfolios and full consideration of evidence (from multiple sources) describing their
relevance and effectiveness. It is anticipated that the selection of deep dives will be
based on the prevalence of areas in recorded projects, country reforms, and the
literature. Each deep dive into an area of DB will discuss indicator and subindicator
features, and will examine construct and content validity (the degree to which the index
or indicators measure the concept they intend to and the extent to which the index or
indicators are representative of the area they aim to measure). For each area, the deep
dives will provide detail on the relevant portfolio’s design features and draw on
evidence from the portfolio review and analysis (PRA) on relevance and effectiveness,
including factors that are associated with success and failure. Each deep dive will draw
on a structured literature review for that area. Deep dives will also draw from the draft
case studies and will consider the role of stakeholders (other than the Bank Group) at the
country and global levels.

Semistructured Interviews
An initial set of 18 semistructured interviews, primarily of experienced current and
former Bank Group stakeholders and practitioners, inform this Issues Paper. Further
semistructured interviews will be conducted with subject-matter experts and
practitioners within IEG, the broader World Bank Group, and external bodies including
governments, donors, nongovernmental agencies, academics, and private sector entities.
It is anticipated that, at an early stage, the evaluation will convene an expert panel to
assist in identifying key issues and challenges, better understanding the underlying
theory, and developing a set of preliminary hypotheses. The interviews with Bank
Group staff engaged in DB projects will help clarify institutional priorities, program
features, achievement of objectives, and lessons derived from the experiences. They will
also attempt to gauge stakeholders’ perspectives on the accuracy and usefulness of DB
for identifying reform priorities, guiding the design of reforms, and monitoring reform
outcomes. The evaluation team will develop an interview guide to ensure key questions
are asked consistently across interviews while maintaining the flexibility needed to
follow response trajectories that may not adhere to the guide.

Country-Level Reviews of Policy, Strategy, and Diagnostics
The evaluation will conduct a series of systematic document reviews for a sample of
countries to complement the evaluation’s portfolio review. The evaluation carried out a
systematic review of all the Bank Group Country Partnership Frameworks approved
after FY15 to better understand the level of alignment and coherence of Bank Group
country-level strategies and DB-related concerns. A similar review was carried out for a
random sample stratified by income level, Region, and fragility, conflict, and violence
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status for countries that have been subject to Systematic Country Diagnostics and all
published Country Private Sector Diagnostics. A categorical array will be developed to
systematically assess evaluation questions across strategy documents and diagnostics.
The Issues Paper has already drawn on an analysis of the Completion and Learning
Report Reviews of the same countries that were reviewed in the Country Partnership
Framework analysis.

Statistical and Econometric Analysis
The evaluation will apply statistical and econometric methods to examine the robustness
of DB indicators and indexes. Statistical and econometric analysis of DB and external
indicators would compare the DB indicators with other measures of the businessenabling environment that are “not based primarily on DB” (including those based on
enterprise surveys) and would examine the link of movements in DB indicators
(“reforms”) to outcome indicators, such as country-level data on business entry and
productivity, private investment (domestic and foreign) and employment, and private
sector growth.

Design Limitations
IEG anticipates multiple limitations to its proposed mix of methods and will seek to
mitigate the risks they impose (including by triangulating from multiple evidence
sources to test hypotheses). These include gaps and inconsistencies in the literature and
country social and economic data sets; the limited number of relevant evaluated projects
and country programs with DB relevance (especially in light of the lack of IEG-validated
evaluations of advisory services and analytics); the limited ability of a small number of
case studies and deep dives to represent the universe; limited data on intermediate
outcomes and sustainability of reforms and difficulties in establishing attribution to
specific reforms; and difficulties in conducting fieldwork (even remotely) imposed by
the coronavirus pandemic (COVID-19). There may also be some false negatives or false
positives in identifying relevant literature, project activities, and reforms due to the
multifaceted nature of areas covered by some DB indicators, lack of standard
terminology, and the sometimes-indirect nature of influence. Establishing causal
connections between DB indicators and observed reforms, and between reforms and
observed outcomes, is complicated by the likelihood of multiple causal factors.
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Appendix B. Initial Identification of Bank Group
Doing Business–Informed Portfolio
The initial review identified 1,669 potential Doing Business (DB) projects (372 World
Bank lending projects, 916 World Bank advisory services and analytics [ASA] projects,
380 International Finance Corporation [IFC] advisory services projects, and 1 IFC
investment services project) that were approved between fiscal year (FY)10 and FY20
(table B.1). Additionally, the team identified three false negatives that were added. From
the 1,672 projects, the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) reviewed 1,334 projects,
composed of 373 World Bank lending (100 percent of their identified portfolio), 451
World Bank ASA (57 percent, random sample), 127 World Bank reimbursable advisory
services (100 percent) and 382 IFC advisory services (100 percent). IEG also conducted
an automated process using supervised machine learning methods to identify World
Bank lending projects that included DB in their rationale but that were not possible to
identify under the manual identification methodology. This process identified 226
additional potential DB World Bank lending projects, of which IEG reviewed 107
(47 percent, a random sample stratified by income level and Region).
This portfolio review aimed to provide an overview of the World Bank Group projects
approved between FY10 and FY20 that reference DB indicators or subindicators or
relevant dimensions in their rationale, objectives, or result matrices. This support is
channeled through the World Bank and IFC. The World Bank portfolio includes lending
and ASA, while the IFC portfolio is composed exclusively of advisory services. Based on
a manual (human) review of a random sample, IEG estimates there were 269 World
Bank DB-informed lending projects and 414 World Bank and IFC advisory or analytic
projects approved during FY10–20. By volume, most of the support was provided
through advisory work (61 percent), of which the World Bank provided 55 percent while
IFC delivered 45 percent. By commitment or expenditure value, World Bank lending
predominated (table B.1). Organizationally, most of the projects were delivered by
World Bank and IFC staff operating within the Macroeconomics, Trade, and Investment
and the Finance, Competitiveness, and Innovation Global Practices within the Equitable
Growth, Finance and Institutions Vice Presidency (table B.2). For lending, World Bank
policy-based instruments are by far the most popular vehicle (table B.3).
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Table B.1. Summary of Doing Business Portfolio Approved During FY10–20
Projects
Institution

(no.)

(%)

Interventions
(no.)
(%)

World Bank lending

269

39

517

43

14,853

96

Subtotal

269

39

517

43

14,853

96

World Bank ASA

165

24

173

14

379

2

World Bank RAS

Volume/Commitments
(US$, millions)
(%)

61

9

86

7

21

0

IFC-AS

188

28

432

36

298

2

Subtotal

414

61

691

57

698

4

Grand total

683

100

1,208

100

15,550

100

Source: Independent Evaluation Group portfolio review analysis.
Note: All information is preliminary and projected based on the population and sample sizes. Specifically, the results were
multiplied by a factor of 226/107 for World Bank lending projects identified by matching learning, and 789/452 for World
Bank ASA projects, representing the weight of each institution in the population. Volume/commitment/funds managed
were identified or estimated according to what is allocated to DB-related interventions. If the amount was not explicitly
stated, it was estimated based on the number of components, subcomponents, or activities. ASA = advisory services and
analytics; FY = fiscal year; IFC-AS = International Finance Corporation advisory services; RAS = reimbursable advisory
services.

Table B.2. Doing Business–Informed Portfolio by Operational Unit, FY10–20
(no.)

Projects
(%)

Interventions
(no.)
(%)

Macroeconomics, Trade, and
Investment

157

23

277

23

5,419

35

Finance, Competitiveness, and
Innovation

51

7

113

9

5,202

33

Energy and Extractive Industries

18

3

32

3

2,765

18

Other

42

6

94

8

1,467

9

Total World Bank lending

269

39

517

43

14,853

96

Subtotal of financing

269

39

517

43

14,853

96

Macroeconomics, Trade, and
Investment

59

9

62

5

352.1

2.26

Finance, Competitiveness, and
Innovation

34

5

36

3

10.1

0.06

Other

73

11

74

6

16.86

0.11

Total World Bank ASA

165

24

173

14

379.03

2

Finance, Competitiveness, and
Innovation

24

4

38

3

6.69

0.04

Macroeconomics, Trade, and
Investment

13

2

20

2

5.97

0.04

Other

24

4

28

2

7.95

0.05

Total World Bank ASA

61

9

86

13

20.61

0.13

World Bank Group Operational Unit

Estimated Amount
(US$, millions)
(%)

World Bank lending

World Bank ASA

World Bank RAS

39

(no.)

Projects
(%)

Interventions
(no.)
(%)

Equitable Growth, Finance, and
Institutions

129

19

312

26

219.21

1

Macroeconomics, Trade, and
Competitiveness

24

4

57

5

44.54

0.29

Investment Climate

16

2

29

2

17.74

0.11

Other

19

3

34

3

16.50

0.11

Total IFC-AS

188

28

432

36

298.00

2

Subtotal of advisory

414

61

691

57

698

4

Total

683

100

1,208

100

15,550

100

World Bank Group Operational Unit

Estimated Amount
(US$, millions)
(%)

IFC-AS

Source: Independent Evaluation Group portfolio review analysis.
Note: All information is preliminary, and projected based on the population and sample sizes. Specifically, the results were
multiplied by a factor of 226/107 for World Bank lending projects identified by matching learning, and 789/452 for World
Bank ASA projects, representing the weight of each institution in the population. Volume/commitment/funds managed
were identified or estimated according to what is allocated to Doing Business–related interventions. If the amount was not
explicitly stated, it was estimated based on the number of components, subcomponents, or activities. ASA = advisory
services and analytics; FY = fiscal year; IFC-AS = International Finance Corporation advisory services; RAS = reimbursable
advisory services.

Table B.3. Doing Business–Informed Lending Portfolio by Instrument, FY10–20
Projects

Estimated amount
(US$, millions)
(%)

(n)

(%)

Policy Based
(Adjustment)

175

65

11,674

79

Investment

88

33

2,644

18

Program-for-Results

6

2

535

4

World Bank lending

269

100

14,853

100

Source: Independent Evaluation Group portfolio review analysis.
Note: All information is preliminary, and projected based on the population and sample sizes. Specifically, the results were
multiplied by a factor of 226/107 for World Bank lending projects identified by matching learning, and 789/452 for World
Bank ASA projects, representing the weight of each institution in the population. Volume/commitment/funds managed
were identified or estimated according to what is allocated to Doing Business–related interventions. If the amount was not
explicitly stated, it was estimated based on the number of components, subcomponents, or activities. ASA = advisory
services and analytics; FY = fiscal year.
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Figure B.1. Evolution of the Doing Business–Informed Portfolio by Institution, FY10–20
a. Financing support

b. Advisory support

Source: Independent Evaluation Group.
Note: All information is preliminary and projected based on the population and sample sizes. Specifically, the results were
multiplied by a factor of 226/107 for World Bank lending projects identified by matching learning, and 789/452 for World
Bank ASA projects, representing the weight of each institution in the population. ASA = advisory services and analytics; FY
= fiscal year; IFC-AS = International Finance Corporation advisory services; Mov Avg = Moving Average; RAS =
reimbursable advisory services.
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Distribution by Income Level
Figure B.2. Distribution of Doing Business Projects by Income Level, FY10–20
a. Bank Group projects by income level and institution

b. Share of projects by institution and income level

Source: Independent Evaluation Group portfolio review analysis.
Note: All information is preliminary and projected based on the population and sample sizes. Specifically, the results were
multiplied by a factor of 226/107 for World Bank lending projects identified by matching learning, and 789/452 for World
Bank ASA projects, representing the weight of each institution in the population. ASA = advisory services and analytics; FY
= fiscal year; IFC-AS = International Finance Corporation advisory services; RAS = reimbursable advisory services. L = low
income; LM = lower-middle income; UM = upper-middle income; H = high income.
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Distribution by Region
Figure B.3. Distribution of Doing Business Projects by Region, FY10–20
a. Overall

b. By institution

Source: Independent Evaluation Group portfolio review analysis.
Note: All information is preliminary and projected based on the population and sample sizes. Specifically, the results were
multiplied by a factor of 226/107 for World Bank lending projects identified by matching learning, and 789/452 for World
Bank ASA projects, representing the weight of each institution in the population. ASA = advisory services and analytics;
EAP = East Asia and Pacific; ECA = Europe and Central Asia; FY = fiscal year; IFC-AS = International Finance Corporation
advisory services; LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean; MNA = Middle East and North Africa; OTH: Other; RAS =
reimbursable advisory services; RGN = Regional; SAR = South Asia; SSA = Sub-Saharan Africa.
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Doing Business Areas
Figure B.4. Type of Doing Business Areas of Business Regulation Supported, FY10–20
a. Overall (n = 683)

b. Distribution by institution

Source: Independent Evaluation Group portfolio review analysis.
Note: All information is preliminary and projected based on the population and sample sizes. Specifically, the results were
multiplied by a factor of 226/107 for World Bank lending projects identified by matching learning, and 789/452 for World
Bank ASA projects, representing the weight of each institution in the population. ASA = advisory services and analytics; FY
= fiscal year; IFC-AS = International Finance Corporation advisory services; RAS = reimbursable advisory services.
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Figure B.5. Use of Doing Business Report in Projects, FY10–20

Source: Independent Evaluation Group portfolio review analysis.
Note: n = 683. All information is preliminary and projected based on the population and sample sizes. Specifically, the
results were multiplied by a factor of 226/107 for World Bank lending projects identified by matching learning, and
789/452 for World Bank ASA projects, representing the weight of each institution in the population. ASA = advisory
services and analytics; DB = Doing Business; FY = fiscal year; IFC-AS = International Finance Corporation advisory services;
RAS = reimbursable advisory services.
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Appendix C. Summary of Desk-Based Literature Review
Table C.1 summarizes the desk-based literature review of 426 articles collected by the Doing Business team.
Table C.1. Summary of Desk-Based Literature Review
Indicator

Papers (no.)

Strong Evidence

Starting a
business

79

Higher entry costs or more steps or
Lower entry costs are associated with larger small and medium enterprise
documents are associated with less firm sector, trade.2
creation, growth, or profitability.1

Modest Evidence

Mixed Evidence
Lower entry costs encourage
formalization.
Reduced complexity
encourages entry.
High entry costs increase or
reduce productivity and
employment.3

Getting credit

29

Stronger legal rights are associated
with more lending, more financial
activity, and lower interest rates.4

More credit information is associated with more private credit, better lending Credit information sharing
terms, and reduced defaults and delinquencies.5
reduces the likelihood of
banking crises.6

Paying taxes

28

Higher tax rates constrain
entrepreneurship and investment.7

Tax complexity and number of payments reduce formal entry, investment,
and innovation.8

Enforcing
contracts

41

Better contract enforcement encourages investment in asset-specific
(customized) inputs.10
Greater costs and procedures in enforcing contracts are linked to lower
economic growth.11
Lower contract enforcement costs reduce chance of early liquidation.12
Countries with more foreign direct investment and debt finance have lower
contract enforcement costs.13

Trading across
borders

69

Better trade facilitation measured by
DB (and LPI) shows correlation with
increased trade flows.14

Countries with lengthy export times are less likely to export more timesensitive goods.15
Faster customs clearance can offset the impact of being a landlocked or
smaller country.16
Export gains from better trade facilitation outweigh gains of tariff cuts in
importing African countries.17
Longer trade times are associated with higher levels of trade-related
corruption.18
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Progressivity of tax rates
encourages entry. 9

Indicator

Papers (no.)

Construction
permits

17

Strong Evidence

Modest Evidence
Time and cost of getting construction permits are not related to economic
growth.19
No relationship between DB construction permit indicators and the presence
of corruption or bribery.20
Construction permit indicators do not permit identification of policies that
matter systematically.21
Indicators do not align with the experience of surveyed firms, which report
huge variation within countries.21

Registering
property

22

Higher burden of registering property is associated with reduced benefit of
trade opening on national income.23
Registering property indicators have no relation to foreign direct investment
inflows into Sub-Saharan African countries.24
Registering property indicators are inconsistent with actual experiences of
firms reported in enterprise surveys.25

Protecting
60
minority investors

Country-level minority investors’ protection policies matter more than firmlevel decisions for improving corporate governance.26
Lower levels of disclosure discourage investment and affect corporate
governance.27

Getting electricity 16

Getting electricity indicators have little predictive power for a country's
electrification rate and the level of technical and nontechnical losses in the
system.28
A better rank on ease of getting electricity is associated with greater
perceived quality of electricity supply.29
Electricity connection processes tend to be lengthier and more cumbersome
in countries where other administrative processes are also burdensome.30
Administrative reforms to reduce the number of days to get electricity can
improve the country’s rankings.31
DB measures of electricity constraints are negatively associated with
measures of energy consumption.32
Frequency of outages is correlated with the difficulty of connection process,
while electricity tariffs are not associated with either measure. 33
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Mixed Evidence

Indicator

Papers (no.)

Resolving
insolvency

34

Strong Evidence

Modest Evidence

Mixed Evidence

Longer time to resolve insolvency in some sectors is negatively associated to
net job contribution by start-ups and, to a much lesser extent, by
incumbents.34
Inefficient bankruptcy is associated with less bond issuance by risky, but not
by safe, borrowers.35
Legal infrastructure facilitating the resolution of insolvencies mitigates the
negative effect that limited supply of long-term finance has on economic
volatility.36
DB’s recovery rate indicator correlated with availability of domestic credit
from a country’s banking sector.36
Good insolvency regimes are negatively associated with stock of
nonperforming loans and their rate of increase.38
Good insolvency regimes are associated with a lower frequency of
insolvencies.39

Employing
workers

31

Developing countries with rigid
employment laws tend to have larger
informal sectors and higher
unemployment, especially among
young workers.40

Greater likelihood of positive impact of trade liberalization on employment
and wages in countries with flexible labor markets and vice versa.41
More regulated labor markets tend to have higher wages at the expense of
sector wide employment.42
There is an economically significant association between digital technology
use by businesses and a country’s statutory minimum wage and its
employment protection regulations.43
There is a negative correlation between the stringency of labor regulation
and the intensity of its enforcement.44
Strong negative consequences of labor regulation on labor market outcomes
are based entirely on measures of de jure stringency of regulations.45
There is a significant association between digital technology use by
businesses and a country’s statutory minimum wage and employment
protection regulations.46
Dismissal laws can prevent employers from arbitrarily discharging employees
and thereby enhance employees’ innovative efforts and encourage firms to
invest in technology and innovation.47

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review of Doing Business team’s database of relevant articles from 100 leading journals.
Note: “Strong Evidence” denotes at least three articles with convergent findings on the relation of Doing Business indicators to outcomes. “Modest Evidence” indicates only
one supporting article. “Mixed evidence” indicates articles with findings both confirming and contradicting the finding. For construction permits, there are no confirming
findings, only findings of its lack of relationship to economically important outcomes. DB = Doing Business; LPI = Logistics Performance Index.
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Appendix D. Analysis of Bank Group Completion
and Learning Review of Country Assistance
Strategies and Country Partnership Strategies
Description of the Approach and Data Set
The Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) analyzed the most recent country strategy
Completion and Learning Report Reviews (CLRRs) for 65 countries to learn the extent to
which the World Bank’s country strategy objectives were informed or motivated by
Doing Business (DB), the extent to which they achieved the desired business environment
reform outcomes, and the relevant lessons from the reviews. This review complemented
a review of 61 Country Partnership Framework documents (CPFs) also conducted by
IEG for the purpose of the DB evaluation. To make it comparable, the team reviewed the
latest CLRRs with their corresponding Country Assistance Strategy (CAS), Country
Partnership Strategy (CPS) for the same countries as in the CPF analysis. The final
review included 61 countries, those with available CLRRs.
The review looked at how each country incorporated the DB report or indicators into its
CAS or CPS using the rating methodology summarized in table D.1, identifying the type
of DB interventions proposed in the strategy documents and the level of achievement of
these interventions.
Table D.1. Rating Methodology for Country Assistance Strategy or Country Partnership
Strategy Coverage of Doing Business Issues
Rating
None or minor

Description
CAS or CPS does not mention DB reform/indicator issue at all
CAS or CPS briefly mentions country’s DB ranking/indicators

Substantial or priority
for reform

CAS or CPS substantially discusses DB rankings/indicators (one or two paragraphs of context with
multiple DB indicators or areas cited), but DB issues are not a top priority in the proposed reforms
CAS or CPS lists DB reform priorities without discussion in the document
CAS or CPS lists DB-related reforms and brief discussion of the DB country rankings and indicators
CAS or CPS lists DB-related reforms and substantial discussion of the DB country rankings and
indicators

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review.
Note: CAS = Country Assistance Strategy; CPS = Country Partnership Strategy; DB = Doing Business.

Of the 61 reviewed CAS and CPS documents, the largest number correspond to
countries in the Sub-Saharan Africa Region (30 percent), followed by East Asia and
Pacific (25 percent), Latin America and the Caribbean (21 percent), Europe and Central
Asia (10 percent), South Asia (8 percent), and Middle East and North Africa (7 percent).
By income level, lower-middle-income countries account for 38 percent of the reviewed
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CAS and CPS documents, followed by upper-middle-income countries with 35 percent;
approximately one-fifth of the countries are in the low-income category and 10 percent
are high-income countries. More than half of the strategies reviewed correspond to
International Development Association or blended support–eligible countries, and
15 percent correspond to countries with fragility, conflict, and violence (FCV) status
(figure D.1). Nine of the CAS or CPS documents reviewed were prepared before fiscal
year (FY)10, while the rest were prepared between FY10 and FY15.
Figure D.1. Characteristics of the Countries in the Sample
a. By Region

b. By income level

c. By FCV status

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review.
Note: Panels a and b exclude one strategy in an income-unclassified country. CAS = Country Assistance Strategy; CPS =
Country Partnership Strategy; EAP = East Asia and Pacific; ECA = Europe and Central Asia; LAC = Latin America and the
Caribbean; FCV = fragility, conflict, and violence; MNA = Middle East and North Africa; SAR = South Asia; SSA = SubSaharan Africa.

Summary of Findings
Overall Description
The review revealed that 64 percent of the country strategies (39 countries) substantially
discuss or propose DB-related reform priorities (figure D.2). In only seven countries’
strategies (Belize, Brazil, Guatemala, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Maldives,
Nepal, and Vietnam) are DB issues not mentioned, while DB ratings, indicators, or both
are briefly discussed in 15 countries’ documents. In one country, DB issues are
substantially discussed but not taken into consideration for reform proposals. The
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strategies of 38 countries considered reforms measured or justified using the DB report
regardless of the level of discussion of DB in the document.
Figure D.2. Degree of Discussion of Doing Business Reform Issues in Country
Strategies

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review.
Note: CAS = Country Assistance Strategy; CPS = Country Partnership Strategy.

Just over half of the reviewed CAS and CPS documents used DB as an indicator of
reform progress. In 28 percent of these country strategies, DB was used as a justification
for the proposed work program, and in 10 percent it was used to describe the business
environment (figure D.4, panel a). Different country strategies use DB in different ways.
For example, the 2014–2017 country strategy for Poland proposed that the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development would focus on reducing regulatory burdens
for private sector development in the areas where the country was lagging the most in
DB. (World Bank Group, 2018a) This CPS measured results for this objective using
several DB indicators, such as reducing the time to start a business from 32 days to 21
days, the time to obtain construction permits from 32 to 21 days, and the time to get
electricity from 186 to 123 days. Different DB statistics were used in different contexts,
with the absolute score cited most often (52 percent of documents), the DB ranking cited
in 33 percent of country strategies, and the “distance to frontier” cited in only 8 percent
of the strategies (figure D.4, panel b).
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Figure D.3. Use of Doing Business Report in in Country Assistance Strategies and
Country Partnership Strategies
a. Overall use (n = 61)

b. Most common DB indicators (percentage of country strategies, n = 61)

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review.
Note: Numbers do not add up to 100, as a single CAS/CPFs can use the DB in multiple ways. CAS = Country Assistance
Strategy; CPS = Country Partnership Strategy; DB = Doing Business.

By area, country strategies most commonly referenced the overarching ease of doing
business indicator (44 percent), while 43 percent of them mentioned the starting a
business area, followed in frequency by registering property, trading across borders, and
dealing with construction permits. The area of employing workers was not referred to in
any country strategy (figure D.5).
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Figure D.4. Discussion of Doing Business Reform areas in Country Assistance
Strategies and Country Partnership Strategies

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review.
Note: Numbers do not add up to 100 percent because a single Country Assistance Strategy or Country Partnership
Strategy can include interventions related to multiple areas. n = 61.

Ease of doing business is the most covered category in four Regions (figure D.6,
panel a):1 the Middle East and North Africa, East Asia and Pacific, Latin America and
the Caribbean and South Asia. Regarding specific business areas, starting a business is
the predominant theme in Sub-Saharan Africa, while in Europe and Central Asia, it is
dealing with construction permits. In Latin America and the Caribbean and East Asia
and Pacific, trading across borders is the second-most commonly cited area. In the East
Asia and Pacific, South Asia, Europe and Central Asia, and Sub-Saharan Africa Regions,
getting credit is an important topic, although the rest of the Regions do not address this
issue.
In lower-income countries (figure D.6, panel b), starting a business and paying taxes
were the most predominantly discussed business areas (accounting for 37 percent of the
DB mentions). In lower-middle and upper-income countries, discussions of the different
DB areas are similarly distributed: Starting a business, getting credit, and registering
property were the top-mentioned business areas in lower-middle-income countries, and
starting a business, getting credit, and dealing with construction permits were the most
common areas in upper-middle-income countries. The shares of resolving insolvency

This category was coded when the Country Assistance Strategy or Country Partnership Strategy
referred to promoting a general improvement of the private sector or business climate as
measured by the Doing Business indicator.
1
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and getting electricity are higher in high-income countries compared with the other
income group levels, at 12 percent and 6 percent, respectively.
Almost half of the DB references focus on three business areas in FCV countries
(figure D.6, panel c). The main theme is starting a business, followed by trading across
borders and enforcing contracts, both at 12 percent. By contrast, in non-FCV countries,
frequently mentioned areas were starting a business, registering property, and trading
across borders. In Haiti, the Prime Minister created a working group on Doing Business
reform that includes members from the public administration and representatives from
the private sector and has appointed a coordinator. However, progress on the objective
of reforming the business environment has been limited (CLR Review, World Bank
Group, 2015).
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Figure D.5. Discussion of Doing Business Topics
a. By Region

b. By income level

c. By FCV status
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Source: Independent Evaluation Group review.
Note: Figures show the distribution of the 129 Doing Business mentions. FCV = fragility, conflict, and violence.

Of the 61 reviewed CAS and CPS documents, 38 proposed a work plan that discussed
DB reforms and one briefly mentioned the DB rankings and that the International
Finance Corporation (IFC) and the World Bank were working on the topic. Among these
38 CASs and CPSs, 37 included advisory services and 20 lending support. Overall,
48 percent of the revised CASs and CPSs planned an IFC advisory services DB project
and 25 percent a DB World Bank advisory services and analytics (among those three
were reimbursable advisory services). On the investment side, 21 percent of the revised
CASs and CPSs mentioned a World Bank DB investment project financing, 10 percent a
DB development policy operation, and 8 percent an IFC investment services DB-related
project (figure D.7). Significantly, some investment projects might have arisen from an
earlier advisory intervention, but a deeper analysis would be needed to identify them.
For example, in Cabo Verde, the analysis of the interaction between institutions shows
only limited evidence of cooperation. The Completion and Learning Review (CLR) notes
that IFC worked closely with the World Bank on the investment climate and DB
indicators, which led to a DB task force and the adoption of a national action plan for
investment climate reforms. The CLR also notes that information sharing between the
World Bank, IFC, and the Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency was adequate, but
coordination on the micro, small, and medium enterprises agenda and access to
financing was weak (CLRR, World Bank 2019a).
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Figure D.6. Doing Business Interventions by Institution

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review.
Note: Numbers do not add up to 100, as a single CAS or CPS can include interventions supported by multiple institutions.
n = 61. ASA = advisory services and analytics; CAS = Country Assistance Strategy; CPS = Country Partnership Strategy; IFCAS = International Finance Corporation advisory services; IFC-IS = IFC investment services.

The type of intervention identified in DB-related projects included in CASs and CPSs is
heavily focused on two matters: improving business laws (38 percent) and streamlining
procedures (34 percent; figure D.8). Thus, DB is used to influence at an upstream level
through laws and regulations and also at a downstream level through the efficiency of
business procedures and requirements. Unexpectedly, interventions related primarily to
capacity building account for just 3 percent. The Seychelles is a good example of a
country where a combined upstream and downstream strategy was implemented. An
evaluation of the development policy loan series reports that the government
implemented an online system to register companies and a virtual one-stop shop for
starting a business, permitting the automation of business processes. It also introduced a
flat-fee structure for services associated with company registration. Revisions to the 1972
Companies Act allowed for the creation of a virtual one-stop shop. The CLR reports that
reforms led to a decrease in the costs involved in registering a business. Data from DB
confirm that the cost to start a business decreased in the Seychelles, while the Seychelles’
overall ranking in DB improved from 103/182 and 93/190 between 2011 (see 2012 report)
and 2016 (Seychelles CLR Review, World Bank Group 2018).
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Figure D.7. Intervention Type in Country Strategy Documents

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review
Note: Numbers do not add up 100, as a single CAS or CPS can include multiple interventions. n = 61. CAS = Country
Assistance Strategy; CPS = Country Partnership Strategy.

Effectiveness
The review of the CLRRs reveals that among the 38 CASs and CPSs that proposed a DBrelated work program, 74 percent of them achieved or mostly achieved the DB
corresponding objectives (figure D.9). Disaggregated by income level, DB-informed
interventions in low-income countries were more successful, with 86 percent of
interventions achieving their objective to some degree; this number decreases to
79 percent for lower-middle-income countries, 64 percent in upper-middle-income
countries, and 80 percent in high-income countries (although low in number). The
success rate shows a significant disparity across Regions. Although Regions such as
Latin America and the Caribbean, Sub-Saharan Africa, and Europe and Central Asia
achieved the objectives of more than 75 percent of their interventions, this number
decreases to 67 percent in South Asia, 50 percent in the Middle East and North Africa,
and 33 percent in East Asia and Pacific. Country examples include Georgia, where the
relationship of governance challenges to business environment reform emerged as a
central concern. Success has arguably been augmented by putting better governance
front and center in the country’s program. The various international indexes of
governance, transparency, DB, investment climate, and competitiveness all served as
important metrics for government achievements and its communication to citizens of the
value of the progress achieved (Georgia CPSPR; World Bank Group 2014).
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Figure D.8. Achievement of Objectives for the Doing Business Reform Interventions
Proposed in Country Strategies
a. Achievement of objectives

b. Success rate by income level

c. Success rate by Region

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review.
Note: n = 38. CAS = Country Assistance Strategy; CPS = Country Partnership Strategy; DB = Doing Business; EAP = East
Asia and Pacific; ECA = Europe and Central Asia; LAC = Latin America and the Caribbean; MNA = Middle East and North
Africa; SAR = South Asia; SSA = Sub-Saharan Africa.
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Achievement of declared objectives does not necessarily translate into improvements in
DB indicators. This could be because some business environment reforms were outside
the scope of what DB measures or reflect limits to the value of DB as a reformmonitoring tool. Although 74 percent of the 38 countries with a DB-related program
achieved or mostly achieved their business environment reform objectives, only
45 percent also showed improvements in DB indicators (fig. D.10). This result suggests
the need for a deeper analysis.
Box D.1. De Facto versus De Jure
According to the Tunisia Country Program Evaluation for 2005–13, the Doing Business survey
may be an accurate reflection of business regulations de jure, but it does not accurately reflect
the very difficult de facto business environment. In both World Bank Doing Business and the
World Economic Forum’s Index of Competitiveness, Tunisia’s overall ranking with respect to the
ease of doing business improved throughout 2014. However, the evaluation raised questions
about the accuracy of Doing Business indicators in assessing the investment climate in the
circumstances prevailing in Tunisia before the revolution. Apparently the government, directly or
indirectly, guided interviewers toward informants representing offshore private companies.
Consequently, the indicators largely reflect the conditions in the offshore regime.
Source: World Bank 2014.

Figure D.9. Improvement in the Doing Business Indicators

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review.
Note: n = 38. CAS = Country Assistance Strategy; CPS = Country Partnership Strategy; DB = Doing Business.

Finally, a review of a sample of 28 of the 61 CASs and CPSs shows that DB is the leading
source of information to measure the business environment (figure D.11). A full
60 percent of the strategy documents referenced DB to measure progress on the business
environment, while 40 percent used alternative sources such as International Monetary
Fund Country Reports, national records used by governments, the World Bank
Enterprise Survey, the Legatum Prosperity Index, World Bank indicator-based reform,
the World Economic Forum Global Competitiveness Index, and the Fraser Institute’s
Economic Freedom of the World Report.
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Figure D.10. Data Sources Used to Measure Business Environment

Source: Independent Evaluation Group review.
Note: n = 28. DB = Doing Business; GCI = Global Competitiveness Index; IMF = International Monetary Fund; WEF = World
Economic Forum.
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Annex D.1. Additional Examples
Philippines, 2009–18 Country Program Evaluation: Some indicators show
improvements in the business environment in some local government units, but results
are inconclusive and were not replicated at the national level (World Bank Group,
2019a). Recently enacted laws on competition (2015) and doing business (2018) are
expected to reduce red tape. Similarly, the passage of bills on land and valuation should
ease land transactions. The World Bank Group contributed to policy development and
streamlining processes (mainly in selected subnational units). This included
International Finance Corporation (IFC) advisories on shipping, cabotage, agricultural
imports, and drafting laws on competition and doing business through the Trade and
Competitiveness program. IFC contributed to improving quarantine procedures to
reduce the costs of complying with import. The Republic Act No. 11032, known as the
“Ease of Doing Business and Efficient Government Service Delivery Act of 2018,”
amends Republic Act No. 9485, otherwise known as the Anti-Red Tape Act of 2007.
Rwanda, 2019 Country Program Evaluation: The country has implemented several
regulatory reforms, leading to positive developments in the business environment in
recent years (World Bank Group, 2019c). In global terms, Rwanda ranked 41 in Doing
Business (DB) 2018 (World Bank 2018), up from 62 in 2016 and 150 in 2008. Yet foreign
direct investment levels remain low (3 percent of gross domestic product in 2016) and
the private sector’s contribution to the economy is still small. A complex political
economy environment has been cited as limiting fair competition and effective
implementation of regulatory reforms, with holding companies closely affiliated with
the government, the ruling party, and the military playing a dominant role in the private
sector.
The private sector remains underdeveloped with a narrow manufacturing base, limited
diversification of exports, a small financial sector, and an underdeveloped services
sector. Sustaining growth and poverty reduction—from already impressive
achievements—will require significant structural change in the economy. Most
importantly, in the face of declining foreign aid, limited public resources, and increasing
government debt, the sustainability of the public investment–driven growth model of
the past two decades is in doubt.
Tanzania, CLR Review FY12–16: Moreover, in the 2018 DB report (World Bank 2018d),
Tanzania ranks 137 out of 190 countries, which compares less favorably with its SubSaharan Africa neighbors and reveals weak private sector competitiveness. … In the
2018 DB report, Tanzania’s ranking of 137 is significantly below its Sub-Saharan Africa
neighbors—Kenya (80), Rwanda (41) and Uganda (122).

69

However, some interventions did not directly contribute to the achievement of the
Country Assistance Strategy objectives and outcomes. For instance, the CLR lists eight
International Development Association operations and four IFC operations supporting
the first program objective, on constraints for DB and financial intermediation. In fact,
only one of these interventions directly focuses on the business environment (the
Business Environment and Industry Development for Jobs development policy
operation), and it was approved at the end of fiscal year 2016—too late to have a
meaningful impact on the Country Assistance Strategy objective.
Albania, Country Program Evaluation (2021): The initial reforms have also begun
improving the investment climate and tackling corruption in public service delivery
(World Bank Group 2021). Albania was ranked for the first time in the top half of the
global ranking in DB 2014 (World Bank 2014) and has continued to improve its business
regulations, narrowing the gap with the global frontier in DB 2018 (World Bank 2018).
Albania’s World Governance Indicators ranking in control of corruption improved from
27 in 2012 to 41 in 2016. Nevertheless, the Country Partnership Framework objective
with respect to reducing Albania’s distance to frontier (Doing Business) was not achieved
in 2018. The absence of a reliable and affordable power supply is a top constraint to
doing business in Albania and inefficiencies in the energy sector are a major source of
fiscal imbalance. Albania’s competitiveness is also impaired by inadequate road
infrastructure.
Moldova, Country Partnership Strategy Review (2013): Regarding improved
competitiveness of Moldova’s enterprise sector, there is evidence that good progress was
made in improving Moldova’s Metrology, Standards, Testing, and Quality system to
European Union standards and reducing the regulatory compliance costs, with
Moldova’s overall DB ranking improving from 103 out of 181 countries in 2008 to 83 out
of 185 countries in 2012 (World Bank Group, 2013). However, data are not available on
the share of enterprises with access to formal sources of investment finance, and the
share of overall credit going to the private sector has not increased.
The objective was for regulatory compliance costs for enterprises to decrease from
16 percent in 2007 to less than 12 percent in 2012 (as measured by Cost of DB survey).
Actual results reported were that regulatory compliance costs stabilized at 10 percent
over the prior three years (2010–2012).
Mexico, Country Program Evaluation (2018): Many subnational governments adopted
recommended reforms with the notable impact of nationwide replication by the Mexican
government, by decree, in 2015–16 (World Bank Group, 2018b). IFC’s subnational DB
reports (initiated in 2005, repeated in 2007, and since rolled out to all 31 states) proved a
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catalyst for reforms, with 9 of 12 pilot states initiating reforms.2 DB in Mexico is now a
key reference point for policy makers, and its reports are prepared with federal and state
budgets. IFC’s diagnostics were useful, the pilot interventions were extended and
adopted in Mexico City and the state of Guerrero, and rollout in the state of Oaxaca is
underway. Although attribution is difficult, a time-series analysis suggests a trend in
improvement in the overall DB indicator.
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