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Caio Piza
World Bank

Caio Piza is an economist in the Development Impact
Evaluation unit in the Development Research Group at the
World Bank. He manages the Brazilian portfolio on impact
evaluations, which focuses on finance and private sector
development. As an applied microeconometrician, his
interests range from microfinance to education and labor
economics. Recently, Caio has turned his attention to
agricultural economics in order to support ongoing impact
evaluation in Brazil. Before joining the Bank, he spent two
years at the Inter-American Development Bank in
Washington, DC, and about five years as an assistant
professor at Universidade Presbiteriana Mackenzie in Sao
Paulo, Brazil. He holds a Master's degree in applied
economics from Universidade Federal do Rio Grande do Sul
(UFRGS) in Brazil and a Master's degree in development
economics from the University of Sussex in the United
Kingdom, where he is currently pursuing his PhD in
economics.



Joao Montalvao
World Bank

Joao Montalvao is a development economist at the
Worl d Bankdés Africa Gender
research interests focus on microeconomic issues in
development, including private sector, agriculture,
education, and household behavior. Ongoing work
includes impact evaluations that try to understand
gender gaps in economic domains in order to help

inform the design of policy interventions. Joao has a
PhD in economics from the University College

London.
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ABackground

ATheory of Change (Logical Framework)
Alnclusion Criteria and Search Strategy
ASearch Strategy Results

AEvidence
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AResponsibldor the majority of employment generation in developadd
developingcountries

AMaybe a viable way of spurring employment ratetoin and middle
iIncome countries (LMI¢sparticularly in African countries

ASMEs are targeted by public interventions and multilateral organizations

ATheWorld Bank devoted US$9.8 billion and the International Finance Corporation
(IFC) US$25 billion to SME projects during the period 2BAEG, 2013).

AAfrican economies: low number of SMEghe formal economy
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Alnterventionsin LMICsare often based on the assumption that SMEs face various
market failures and missing markets as well as institutional constraints

ADirect interventiondo SMEs: finance, matching grants, training, consulting services
etc.

Alndirect interventions to SMEs: changes in business environqtnt
simplification, business registration, reforms to boost competition etc.

AWhat do we know about the impact of such intervent®ns

A This systematic review summarizes rigorous evaluations of SME support services
LMICs.
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Aldentify relevant papers for this review:

(1) Electronic searches in key platforms such as ISI, ECONLIT, ABI,
PROQUEST, and SCOPUS (for a full listing of databases searched ¢
section 3.2.1),

(2) snowball sampling of references from relevant papers and book
chapters, including seminal work and those recently published, and

(3) suggestions from recognized experts in the field.
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Nclusiorn Critédéd ard Search Stratelgy

AThereviewfocused on quantitativ@apersemployingconvincing
identification strategies to isolate the causal impact of the intervention
under consideration

- Experimental(randomised controlled trials, or RCTS)

- Quastexperimental

(i) regression discontinuity design (RDD)
(if) instrumental variables (V)

(i) differencein-differences (DID)

(iv) propensity score matching (PSM)



Nelusiorn Critéaal art Seareh Strategy

ASME is defined in this review as businesses With 250employees
as in the international literature.

AThe search focused on LMIC
AStudies published in English, Spanish and Portuguese

AThe initial search returned 9,475 studies, which was reduced to 5,785
after dropping duplicates.

AThe final sample include4D studies

A34 papers (23 peer reviewed and 17 working papers) 6 book chapters.
AAIl produced between 2003 and 2014.




Sezmicbl StrategyRestdisulaniulative ailrabernofstudieshetigsaper year

2003 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
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Vietnam
Turkey
Tunisia

Sri Lanka
Peru
Mexico
Marocco
Korea
Ghana
Ethiopia
Egypt
Colombia
Chile
Bulgaria_Georgia_Russia_Ukraine
Brazil
Bolivia
Bangladesh

Argentina
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Frequency of Outcomes in Percentage (%)
One ES per Treatment per Study - 72 ES in total

labour access to credit,
productivity, ~ /_ 278
11.11 .

investment, 8.33

innovation, 8.33

export, 15.28

formal, 5.56



Average size of firms: 58 employees
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ATo compareeffect sizes across studies we used tstandardised
measures. For binary outcome variables we computed risk ratio (RR),
and for continuous variables we ussthndardisednean differences
(SMD)

AResults for all interventions altogether and for matching grants
separately.
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%

Author year  country ES (95% CI) Weight

1
Jose Miguel Benavente, Gustava Crespi 2003  Chile —:—0— 0.28(0.03, 0.54) 369
Hong Tan; Gladys Lopez Acevedo 2005 Mexico +: -0.02 (-0.13, 0.09) 615
Inha ©h, Jeong-Dong Lee, Almas Heshmati, Gyoung-Gyu Choi 2008 Korea + 017 (012, 0.21) 712
Warouj A. Alvazian; Eric Santor 2008 SriLanka —0——: -0.10 (-0.32, 0.13) 412
David McKenzie; Yaye Seynabou Sakho 2009 Bolivia :: 017 (-0.04, 0.37) 447
Bob Rijkers; Caterina Ruggeri Laderchi and Francis Teal 2010 Ethiopia —0——: -0.13 (-0.39, 0.12) 369
Crespi, Gustavo & Maffioli, Alessandro & Melendez, Marcela 2011 Colombia * : 0.02 (0.01, 0.04) 7.30
Gladys L—pez-Acevedo and Monica Tinajero 2011 Mexico :—0- 021013, 0.29) 672
Hong Tan 2011 Chile :u- 0.18(0.13,023) 7.08
John Rand and Mina Torm 2011 Vietnam —0-}— 0.09(-0.02, 0.20) 611
Julien Gourdon, Jean Michel Marchat, Siddharth Sharma, Tara Vishwanath 2011 Tunisia ——0'— 011(-012,034) 408
Sekkat Khalid 2011 Marocco —:—0— 0.20(0.02, 0.39) 474
Suresh De Mel, David McKenzie, Christopher W o odruff 2011 SriLanka -—E—O— 0.22(-0.05 048) 343
Fajnzylber, Pablo & Maloney, Wiliam F. & Montes-Rojas, Gabriel V. 2012  Brazil : - 0.34 (0.30, 0.39) 7.09
Irani Arrtiz; Francisca Henr'quez, Rodolfo Stucchi 2012 Chile —:0— 0.18(0.07, 0.28) 6.23
Miriam Bruhn; D ean Karlan; Antoinette Schoar 2012 Mexico ——ol— 0.10(-0.10, 0.30) 457
Francesca Cassano, Karin Joeveer and Jan Svejnar 2013 Bulgaria_Georgia_Russia_Ukraine E—Q— 0.26 (0.14, 0.37) 6.09
David Atkin; Amit K. Khandetwal;, Adam Osman 2014  Egypt —-0—:— 0.05(-022 032) 345
Karlan, Dean; Knight, Ryan;Udry, Christopher 2014 Ghana —0'—: -0.06 (-0.30, 0.18) 384
Overall (I-squared = 92.1%, p = 0.000) 0 0.13(0.06, 0.20)  100.00

!
MNOTE: W eights are from random effects analysis :

|
-.538 0 Raxt}

A 19 effect sizes

A Onaverage,
interventionshad a
positive effect of
0.13standard
deviations

A Most of the
estimatescome
from interventions
that took place in
Latin American
countries.Five
estimates are from
Africancountries

A Heterogeneity
across studies is
larger than within
studies



ForessiPldgs<FifriPeHerfoante (Matbhing Grantsyants)

Aumar

Jose Wiguel Benavene; Gustavo Cesdl

O, JeongrDong Lee, AIME s Hesmmatl Groung-Syu anal

Bob Rers; Caterna Rugger Ladernland Francls Teal

Join Rand and Mina Torm

=Nl Ant . FrncEca Henrguez: Rodof Swahl

Frncesca Cassan, Man Josvesr and Jan Svejnar

Kaian, Dean; Knight, RyamUdry, Chrstopher

Overall (~equared =52 8%, p =0.048)

NOTE: Welgnis are Tiom Bndom efeds analyss

year

2010

20

2z

23

24

SO ny

Emlopla

Wienam

Euilgaria_Georgs_Russh_Lkraine

ES (85% CI)

0.28 [0.08, Q54)

@17 @12, a21)

013 (039,017

0.09 £0.02,0.20)

018 .07, 0.28)

076 014, 437}

0.02 (027,023

015 p.0a, 07y

Welgnt

614

ZBAT

613

1725

1827

1710

100.00

-558

A On average,
interventions
hada positive
effect of0.15
standard
deviations.
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FONEsPIOTSE mpigy memiCAll |ATerVviertions)

%
Authaor year country ES (95% CI) Weight
T
1
Inha Oh, Jeong-Dong Lee. Almas Heshmati, Gyoung-Gyu Chai 2008 HKorea +* 0.14{0.10, 015 10.23
L]
1
ictoria Castillo; Aless andro Mafficli; Sofis Roje; Rodelfo Stucchi 2010 Argentina 1'% 0.32{0.27,0.38) 10.02
1
1
Crespi, Gustavo & Maffiol, Alessandro & Melendez, Marcela 2011 Colombia *1 0.02(0.00, 0.0 10.56
1
1
David Kaplan, Eduarde Piedrs, Enrigue Seira 2011 Mexico =t 0.22{021, 0.85) 228
1
1
Gladys L—pezAcevedo and Monica Tinajero 2011 Mexico - 0.18 {0.10, 025 950
1
Heng Tan 2011 Chile * 0.05(-0.00, 0.10) 10.14
1
1
Julien Gouwrdon, Jean Michel Marchat, Siddharth Sharma, Tara Vistwanath 2011 Tunisia —— 0.33({0.10, D.56) 520
1
Machade, Pareiras and Peanha 2011 Brazil L 0.09(0.02,0.15) 9288
1
Suresh De Mel, David Md{enzie, Christopher Woodr uff 2011 SriLanka -T-— 0.18{-0.11, 0.44) 431
1
Irani Arrtiz; Frandsca Henrgues; R odolfc Stucdhi 2012 Chile == 0.13({0.02, 024 885
1
Miriam Bruhn; Dean Karlan; Antcinette Schear 2012 Mexico --‘:— 0.12{0.08, 0.32) 596
1
Francesca Cassano, Karin Josvesr and Jan Svejnar 2012  Bulgaris_Georgia_Russis_Ukrsine : - 0.35({0.23, 0 46) 839
1
Karlan, D'ean; Knight, Ryan; Udry, Christopher 2014 Ghana —0'—: -0.09{-0.33 0.15) 488
Oversll {l-sgquared =92.58%, p=10.000) é 0.15(0.08, 023 100,00
1
1
1
MOTE: Weights are from random effects anahsis 1
1
1 1
549 0 849

A Findings are very

heterogeneous
but, onaverage,
interventions
had a positive
effect on job
creation of 0.15
standard
deviations. The
results is
significant at 1%
level.
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Author year courtry ES (25% CI) W eight

A A positive and

1
1 - -
1
nhz oA, Jeang-Dong Lee, A s Sesmatl Sy oung-Sru ol 2008 Koma - 014 (010,019 16.02 Statlstl Cal |y
1
. . | significant
Wicoria Castilo; Alssandm Mafok Sofla Rojo: Rodolo Swoonl 2010 AlgEning - 032 (027, 0.35) 15.77
1 -
1
| effect on job
Hang Tan 2011 chie - ! -0.00 (105, 0.04) 1582
| )
| creation of
Machado, Famelras and Peanfa 2011 Brazil -Qe 0.09 {0.03, 0.15) 1561 0 14 d d
. .14 standar
1
ranl Ar k. FencEca Henrguez; RodoTo Swcchl 20z Chie —— 013 (002, 0.24] 1410 d t
a2 , eazo20 eviations.
1
1
Francesca CaesEn0, Karh Joevesr and Jan Svejnar 2013 Euigariz_Georgl_Russia_Lk@he | i 035 (023, 0.48) 1377
1
1
1
Karlan, Dean; Knkght, Ryam Udry, Chrkfopher 2014 srEnz —_— : 019 (043, 105} RS
1
Cverll (Feguared =93 8%, p =0.000) @ 014 (003, 024) 10003
1
1
1
1
ROTE:W elghts are from random effecis analysls 1
1
L
| |

-4E4 ] 44
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aasiateismweony  Productivity (All Interventions

A Evidence
almost
exclusively
from LA.

A A positiveand
statistically
significant
effect on
labour
productivity of
0.11standard
deviations.



