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Foreword

�is is the fourth edition of Connecting to Com-
pete: Trade Logistics in the Global Economy. It 
features the Logistics Performance Index (LPI), 
which the World Bank has produced every two 
years since 2007. �e LPI measures the on-the-
ground efficiency of trade supply chains, or 
logistics performance. �is year’s edition covers 
160 countries.

Supply chains are the backbone of inter-
national trade and commerce. �eir logistics 
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�is report was prepared by the World Bank’s 
Economic Policy, Debt, and Trade Depart-
ment, under the guidance of Je�rey D. Lewis 
(Director) and Mona Haddad (Sector Man-
ager). The project leaders and main authors 
were Jean-François Arvis (jarvis1@worldbank.
org) and Daniel Saslavsky (dsaslavsky@
worldbank.org). Authors included Professor 
Lauri Ojala (Turku School of Economics, Uni-
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Improving logistics performance is at the core 
of the economic growth and competitiveness 
agenda. Policymakers globally recognize the 
logistics sector as one of their key pillars for 
development. Trade powerhouses in Europe like 
the Netherlands1 or in developing countries like 
Vietnam or Indonesia2 see seamless and sustain-
able logistics as an engine of growth and of inte-
gration with global value chains.

Indeed, ine�cient logistics raises the costs 
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Ef�cient border 

management is 

critical for eliminating 

avoidable delays and 

enhancing predictability 

in border clearance

of information and communications technol-
ogy infrastructure is regarded not only as the 
highest across all respondents, but also where 
the gap between lowest and highest performers 
has narrowed the most, partly due to automa-
tion in border management. Conversely, rail 
infrastructure inspires general dissatisfaction. 
Ratings for other types of infrastructure vary 
by region.

Infrastructure services are delivered by lo-
gistics providers that operate under very di�er-
ent environments globally. Usually, the quality 
of the services they provide is perceived better 
than the quality of the corresponding infra-
structure they operate. �is “divide” between 
services and infrastructure quality is wider in 
air and maritime transport. Railroads, again, 
have low ratings almost everywhere. And low-
income countries still score poorly on road 
freight services, despite having given them more 
policy attention recently. Acceptable services in 
infrastructure can be achieved in less-than-ideal 
circumstances, but di�erences in service quality 
can be substantial for similar levels of perceived 
infrastructure quality, for operational excel-
lence cannot be replaced or necessarily equated 
with good physical “hardware.”

Trade facilitation and border 
management reforms matter

Supply chain reliability is a major concern for 
traders and logistics providers alike. In a global 
environment, consignees require more certainty 
about when and how deliveries will take place. 
�is increases the demand for quality in logis-
tics services, posing challenges for private agents 
and for governments, all of which face pressure 
to facilitate trade while safeguarding the pub-
lic against criminal activity, health concerns, or 
terrorism threats.

E�cient border management is critical for 
eliminating avoidable delays and enhancing pre-
dictability in border clearance. Coordination 
among government control agencies will remain 
essential in trade facilitation e�orts—as will in-
troducing best practices in automation and risk 
management in non-customs control agencies, 
which have generally been less open to reform. 
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The LPI shows that 

the quality of services 

is driving logistics 

performance in emerging 

and richer economies

trade. A�er more than a decade of negotiations, 
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The 2014 Logistics Performance IndexS
E

C
T

IO
N 1

Logistics lies at the heart of Europe’s single market 
and is central to daily lives of companies and citi-
zens. European logistics policy supports an envi-
ronment where transport companies and opera-
tors can run their business e�ciently, so they can 
continue growing and innovating in order to keep 
Europe globally competitive.
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made by logistics professionals, in line with the 
last edition. �e domestic LPI covers nearly 120 
countries.

Feedback from users, policymakers, practi-
tioners, and logistics professionals was consid-
ered. Minor changes were made to the interna-
tional part. A new question on “green logistics” 
that was introduced in 2012 was repeated in 
2014 (see box 3.2).4

Key �ndings from the 
2014 international LPI

As in the first three editions, high-income 
countries dominate the top 10 rankings (table 
1.1). In fact, the composition of the 10 has 
remained relatively unchanged since 2010. As 
expected, most of these countries are major 
and well-established logistics players with a 

dominant role in global or regional supply 
chains.

All 10 economies in the bottom of the rank-
ing are low-income countries, and 6 are in Af-
rica (table 1.2). Countries where armed con�ict 
and civil unrest disrupt supply chains and the 
business environment in general seem to be par-
ticularly a�ected. Disadvantageous geographic 
factors and natural disasters add to a country’s 
challenges to access markets.

It is no surprise that the lower and upper 
middle-income groups comprise some of the 
fastest growing economies of the last two de-
cades. Moreover, some of them have become 
trade powerhouses in their own right, with a 
high degree of integration with global value 
chains (tables 1.3 and 1.4). Within the low-
income group, Malawi and Kenya are the lead 
performers (table 1.5).

What is connectivity?

Since the �rst edition of Connecting to Compete in late 2007, many 

policy packages promoting gains to logistics, trade facilitation, and 

transport have been labeled “connectivity.” The Asia-Paci�c Eco -

nomic Cooperation, for example, has a supply chain connectivity 
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Figure 1.1 shows the cumulative distribu-
tion of LPI scores. �e vertical lines mark the 
boundaries of LPI quintiles—�ve groups con-
taining equal numbers of countries rated in the 
LPI. �e bottom quintile comprises countries 
with the lowest LPI scores and the top quintile 
those with the highest. We can see that the same 
number of countries are spread across a roughly 
similar range of scores in the bottom, second, 

and top quintiles, but in the third and fourth 
quintiles together the range of scores is similar. 
In other words, country scores are much “closer” 
in the third and fourth quintiles.
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The distribution of LPI 

scores is broken down 

into four categories:

Economy

2014 LPI 2012 LPI 2010 LPI

Rank Score

% of 
highest 

performer Rank Score

% of 
highest 

performer Rank Score

% of 
highest 

performer

Germany 1 4.12 100.0 4 4.03 97.0 1 4.11 100.0

Netherlands 2 4.05 97.6 5 4.02 96.7 4 4.07 98.5

Belgium 3 4.04 97.5 7 3.98 95.3 9 3.94 94.5

United Kingdom 4 4.01 96.6 10 3.90 92.7 8 3.95 94.9

Singapore 5 4.00 96.2 1 4.13 100.0 2 4.09 99.2

Sweden 6 3.96 94.9 13 3.85 91.2 3 4.08 98.8

Norway 7 3.96 94.8 22 3.68 85.9 10 3.93 94.2

Luxembourg 8 3.95 94.4 15 3.82 90.3 5 3.98 95.7

United States 9 3.92 93.5 9 3.93 93.7 15 3.86 91.7

Japan 10 3.91 93.4 8 3.93 93.8 7 3.97 95.2

Source: Logistics Performance Index 2010, 2012, and 2014.

Table 1.1	 The top 10 performers on the 2014 LPI—largely unchanged since 2010

Economy

2014 LPI 2012 LPI 2010 LPI

Rank Score

% of 
highest 

performer Rank Score

% of 
highest 

performer Rank Score

% of 
highest 

performer

Yemen, Rep. 151 2.18 37.9 63 2.89 60.3 101 2.58 50.8

Cuba 152 2.18 37.8 144 2.20 38.3 150 2.07 34.3

Sudan 153 2.16 37.2 148 2.10 35.3 146 2.21 38.7

Djibouti 154 2.15 36.8 154 1.80 25.5 126 2.39 44.8

Syrian Arab Rep. 155 2.09 34.9 92 2.60 51.3 2w 5.343 0 Td
[(1e)-33(m)98934c 0.032 Tw 9.754 Tc 05.002 Tw 5.156.85
[(6(74)-20(5.)-4(3)]TJ
-0.033 Tc 39.02J
0.01 0
[(5Td
[(9 Td
[(Dj)10(i)6(b)-4(o)1(u)-68ti)]TJ
-0.032 E5 0 0.023it.023r2 Te15)-47(2)]TJ
-0.058 Tc 0.058Tw 4.986 0 Td
[(6)-2(.0)-23(9)]TJ
0.002 Tc -06002 Tw 5.151 0 Td
[(15)-68(4)]7(.7)]TJ
0.015 Tc 72.015 Tw -50.7-1.8)-257 Td
[(6)]TJ
0.01 Tc -0.01 T554.868 0 Td
[32 7.15
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Logistics unfriendly, 

partial performers, 

consistent performers, 

and logistics friendly

the least developed countries (bottom 
LPI quintile).

•	 Partial performers—includes countries 
with a level of logistics constraints most 
often seen in low- and middle-income 
countries (third and fourth LPI quintiles).

•	 Consistent performers—includes coun-
tries rated for logistics performance 
more highly than most others in their 
income group (second LPI quintile).

•	 Logistics friendly—includes high per-
formers, mostly high-income countries 
(top LPI quintile).
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infrastructure is the only one improving much 
faster in the bottom quintile. Even so, the rate of 
change is accelerating for the bottom quintiles 
and slowing in the two upper quintiles, when 
compared with the changes perceived in every 
domestic LPI component between 2010 and 
2012.

An unbridged logistics gap
LPI scores remain on average much better for 
high-income countries (figure 1.4). High-
income countries outperform low-income coun-
tries by 53�percent, lower middle-income coun-
tries by 42�percent, and upper middle-income 
countries by 30�percent. Among the top 30 best 

performing countries, 23 are Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) countries.

Countries can still outperform their 
income group peers
Despite the persistent logistics gap, income 
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In this aggregated 2007–14 LPI, Germany 
ranked highest at 4.10, followed by Singapore 
(4.06), and the Netherlands (4.05); 15 of 28 EU 
member states and 23 of 34 OECD members 
were among the top 30 countries. The non-
OECD economies in this group were Singapore 
(2nd); Hong Kong SAR, China (8th); Taiwan, 
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Percentage of 
top performer at 
lower boundary

Maximum 
score in 

the range

Minimum 
score in 

the range

Interval of 
scores in 
the range

Rank  
range

Number of 
countries in 
the range

90 4.096 3.785 0.311 1–17 17

80 3.782 3.503 0.279 18–29 12

70 3.443 3.170 0.273 30–41 12

60 3.165 2.856 0.309 42–65 24

50 2.836 2.551 0.285 66–106 41

40 2.543 2.244 0.299 107–155 49

20 2.222 1.625 0.597 156–166 11

Note: Each year’s scores are weighted as follows: 6.7�percent for 2007, 13.3�percent for 2010, 26.7 percent for 2012, and 53.3�percent for 2014.
Source: Logistics Performance Index 2007, 2010, 2012, and 2014.

Table 1.9	 Range of scores and ranks of 166 countries in the aggregated LPI

In development economics generally, and in trade and trans -

port facilitation particularly, much attention has been paid to 

the disadvantaged position of low- and middle-income land -

locked countries. Lack of access to the sea poses persistent 

challenges to the growth and development of landlocked de -

veloping countries and hinders their ability to better integrate 

with the global trading system. The transit of export and import 

goods through the territory of at least one neighboring state 

and frequent change of transport mode lead to high transaction 

costs and reduced international competitiveness. The issue of 

landlocked developing countries has also generated much policy 

work such as the 2003 Almaty Programme of Action under the 

United Nations, which is undergoing a review after more than 10 

years in existence.

The trade logistics handicap is illustrated by the average overall 

LPI scores for 2007–14 of landlocked and coastal countries across 

World Bank regions. This comparison shows a rather consistent pat -

tern, where coastal countries score better than their landlocked peers 

at similar incomes. In the upper middle-income group, this difference 

in Europe and Central Asia was 0.29 score points. The difference 

was even larger for lower middle-income and low-income countries, 

in East Asia and the Paci�c at 0.44 and South Asia at 0.42. The larg -

est regional gap (0.49) within an income level between coastal and 

landlocked was among low-income countries in South Asia. But in 

Sub-Saharan Africa, coastal and landlocked countries performed at 

par within the low-income group. Also with high-income OECD coun -

tries, the difference between landlocked (3.63) and coastal countries 

(3.68) was almost insigni�cant (0.05 score points) (see �gure).

0

1

2

3

4

Sub-Saharan
Africa

low income

South Asia
low income

Europe &
Central Asia
lower middle

income

East Asia &
Paci�c

lower middle
income

South Asia
lower middle

income

Sub-Saharan
Africa

upper middle
income

Europe &
Central Asia
upper middle

income

High income
OECD

Overall LPI score averages in 2007–14 of coastal and landlocked countries, 
by World Bank region and income group

Score Coastal Landlocked

Source: Logistics Performance Index 2007, 2010, 2012, and 2014.

Source:  Almaty Declaration 2003; Arvis and others 2011; UNCTAD website; World Bank 2013.

Box 1.6	 The LPI scores of landlocked and coastal countries
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Respondents in all LPI 

quintiles are most satis�ed 

with ICT infrastructure

Services

�e quality and competence of core logistics 
service providers is another important part of 
overall country performance. For countries in 
all LPI quintiles, freight forwarders are rated 
highly, typically at or close to the strongest 
scores in this category (table 2.3).7 Ratings for 
the other provider types vary more widely across 
all quintiles—though rail transport service 
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geographic hurdles, in addition to infrastruc-
ture, service provision, and other logistics issues, 
are important in determining a country’s abil-
ity to connect with world markets. In fact, dis-
tances for both types of supply chains are much 
longer in the bottom quintile than in the top 
quintile (four times for ports and airports, and 
nearly three times for land transport).

Besides geography and speed en route, an-
other factor in import lead times is the e�ciency 
of border processes. Time can be reduced at all 
stages of this process, but especially in clearing 

goods on arrival (see �gure 2.2). Countries with 
low logistics performance need to reform their 
border management so that they can cut red 
tape, excessive and opaque procedural require-
ments, and physical inspections. Although the 
time to clear goods through customs is a fairly 
small fraction of total import time for all LPI 
quintiles, it rises sharply if goods are physically 
inspected, even in high-performing countries. 
Core customs procedures are similar across 
quintiles. But low-performing countries have 
a far higher prevalence of physical inspection, 

Percent of respondents

LPI quintile
Road  

transport
Rail  

transport
Air  

transport

Maritime 
transport 
and ports

Warehousing, 
transloading, 

and distribution
Freight 

forwarders
Customs 
brokers

Trade and 
transport 

associations
Cosignees or 

shippers

Bottom quintile 14 10 14 16 12 16 24 14 9

Fourth quintile 17 3 38 45 34 50 50 28 31

Third quintile 19 5 31 32 25 44 30 18 24

Second quintile 33 17 49 54 52 57 45 36 36

Top quintile 69 31 71 67 71 71 71 58 47

Source: Logistics Performance Index 2014.

Table 2.3	 Respondents rating the quality and competence of each service provider type “high” or “very high,” by LPI quintile

Rail freight offers several advantages over road transport, includ -

ing a smaller environmental footprint and potentially lower costs for 

shippers, at least over long or very long distances. But the nature of 

rail operations makes rail less �exible and potentially less reliable 

than trucking. In many countries, lower reliability offsets the cost 

bene�ts of rail freight, except for high-volume bulk traf�c. In the 

domestic LPI, the quality of rail freight services was rated poorer 

than other transport modes, and even more so in low- and middle-

income countries.

An exception to this dismal performance is in high-income 

countries, which are rated far higher than their developing peers, 

though they still show wide variation in ratings. Germany, for in -

stance, outperforms many of its peers in Europe, while some op -

erators in the United States, Canada, and Europe have managed 

to establish reliable scheduled container services that represent a 

viable alternative to road freight, and can even compete with mari -

time-based logistics solutions. Operational excellence is accessible 

to other countries too, if there is enough freight volume.

Innovations in this sector are emerging, catering to the needs of 

shippers as they adjust their supply chain strategies. For example, 

several large multinational companies have partnered with forward -

ing �rms and railway operators in Europe, the Russian Federation, 

and Central Asia, and have established regular routes between 

the European Union and China through Kazakhstan (the “New Silk 

Road”) as an alternative to shipping by sea.

One �nding that persists across LPI editions is the strong corre -

lation between quality of services and infrastructure in rail, but even 

then ef�cient operators can manage operations where the state of 

infrastructure is less than ideal. More often than not, management 

and operational challenges (especially pervasive in the developing 

world) contribute the most to diluting potential gains from use of rail. 

In less sophisticated environments, delays and complex procedures 

add time and cost to operations, often for landlocked developing 

countries, where imbalanced freight �ows may create added costs 

due to the wait for a return load.

In some regions like Africa, railways have only a marginal role 

in most transit freight corridors. Among many constraints, the poor 

quality of infrastructure, the way the infrastructure costs have been 

shared between railway agencies (representing the governments) 

and concessionaires, and the nature of companies that have won 

the concessions—sometimes largely disconnected from ports, 

inland container depots, or container terminal operations—have 

harmed their competitiveness relative to road transport.

Source:  Based on Arvis, Raballand, and Marteau (2010) and Arvis and oth-

ers (2011).

Box 2.1	 Rail’s poor performance
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even subjecting the same shipment to repeated 
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Many low-income 

countries have long export 

lead times, hurting their 

export competitiveness 

and ability to trade 

internationally

phytosanitary (SPS)—is critical to reform. So is 
introducing modern approaches to regulatory 
compliance.

Data for the 2014 LPI show that the perfor-
mance gap between customs and other border 
agencies appears to be narrowing for quality and 
standards inspection agencies. But it persists for 
health and SPS agencies (table 2.6), which in 
many countries may be impeding more e�cient 
import procedures. One reason for this di�erence 
between agencies is that fewer inspection proce-
dures are required for products that are not per-
ishable or time sensitive. Another is that health 
and SPS agencies have been slow to automate.

A glance at table 2.6 with its equivalent for 
the 2012 LPI (Connecting to Compete 2012, 
table 2.6) shows that matters may not be im-
proving over time in the lowest performing 
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Countries in the top quintile 

typically require two 

supporting documents for 

trade transactions; those 

in the bottom, four—a 

persistent logistics gap

Red tape
Indicators for red tape show the same lack of 
border coordination, with a resultant burden 
on private logistics operators. In countries in the 
bottom quintile, operators typically deal with 
around 1.5 times as many government agencies 
as those in countries in the top quintile (�g-
ure�2.5)—a gap, though, that narrowed slightly 
between 2012 and 2014. For forms, countries in 
the top quintile typically require two support-
ing documents for trade transactions; those 
in the bottom, four—a persistent logistics gap 
between the previous and current LPIs.

Simplifying documentation for imports 
and exports has long been high on the trade fa-
cilitation agenda, prompting initiatives to bring 
border agencies together and to create a single 
window for trade. �e World Bank and Inter-
national Finance Corporation’s Doing Business 

indicators place great weight on such simpli�ca-
tion. Still, also needed are steps in other aspects 
of border management and, more generally, so� 
and hard trade-related infrastructure.

�e reduction of procedural impediments 
is at the heart of the WTO’s recent Trade Fa-
cilitation Agreement (box�2.2). It has a catalytic 
role in two areas. First, its standards are subject 
to the WTO’s binding trade disciplines, unlike 
previous conventions. Second, it strengthens 
the delivery of technical assistance and capac-
ity-building support for developing and least 
developed countries. Indeed, global experience 
suggests that many of the facilitation measures, 
such as introducing national single-window sys-
tems, are quite complex and require sustained 
e�orts. To take in account di�erences in imple-
mentation capacity across countries, the Trade 
Facilitation Agreement  has many caveats for 

Percent of respondents

LPI quintile
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Delays and unexpected 

costs are common in 

bottom quintile countries, 

undermining overall supply 

chain performance

developing and least developed countries, al-



	 26 	 CONNECTING TO COMPETE 2014 � T RADE LOGISTICS IN THE GLOBAL ECONOMY

Predictable, reliable supply 

chains are central to good 

logistics performance

predictability is an acute commercial problem, 
particularly in the lowest performing coun-
tries. �e gap between the bottom and fourth 
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Addressing the causes 

of unexpected delays 

should be an important 

part of logistics reform in 

low-performing countries

models are common. Low-performing countries 
need greater policy attention to improve their 
connectivity and to stem any further marginal-
ization from the global trading system.

Supply chain reliability and predictabil-
ity are further re�ected in a key performance 
metric from the domestic LPI—timeliness of 
clearance and delivery (�gure 2.6). Given that 
the frequency of delays rises sharply with de-
clining logistics performance, it is unsurprising 
that the timeliness of clearance and delivery suf-
fer as one moves down the LPI quintiles. �us 
a stark di�erence in on-schedule arrival rates 

separates countries at the bottom and top of the 
LPI ranking. In the top quintile, most respon-
dents report that import and export shipments 
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�gure 2.6). �e much lower percentage of high 
ratings for imports suggests that supply chain 
unreliability discriminates in practice (if not in 
law) against foreign goods. As traditional trade 
barriers continue to fall around the world, poli-
cies contributing to such de facto discrimina-
tion become ever larger determinants of per-
formance and trade outcomes. Addressing 
the causes of unexpected delays—including 
unpredictability in clearance, inland transit 
delays, and low service reliability—should thus 
be an important part of logistics reform in low-
performing countries.

�e patterns highlighted above are more 
striking in some World Bank regions than 
others (�gure 2.7). Beyond the export–import 
performance gap, these data show a geographic 
predictability gap, with implications for com-
petitiveness and the spread of regional supply 
chains and production networks. However, the 
data in �gure 2.7 vary greatly from those in the 

2012 LPI, where South Asia and the Middle 
East and North Africa performed much worse 
than other regions.

Supply chain predictability is not just a mat-
ter of time and cost. A further consideration—
for private sector operators and their clients—is 
shipment quality, which varied widely in the 
2014 LPI (�gure 2.8). In the top LPI quintile, 
just 13�percent of shipments fail to meet com-
pany quality criteria—a proportion more than 
doubling in the fourth quintile to 31�percent.

�e most important quality criterion in 
freight forwarding is delivery within the prom-
ised time window. Almost just as important is 
the absence of errors in cargo composition or 
documentation. �e acceptable quality win-
dow is much narrower (and errors much less 
tolerated) in high-performing countries than 
in low-performing countries. The shipment 
quality gap only partly re�ects these di�ering 
expectations.
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S
E
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T

IO
N 3 The way forward: New challenges 

in trade facilitation and logistics

“Our program is focused on how to enhance our 
global competitiveness, especially in logistics.”�.�.�. 
“�e LPI is our reference to improve logistics per-
formance.”�.�.�. “�e LPI helps us to formulate our 
policy in logistics, pointing which sector or fac-
tor we have to improve in order to increase our 
competitiveness.”

—Edy Putra Irawady, Deputy Minister at the 
Coordinating Ministry of Economic A�airs, 

Government of the Republic of Indonesia

Improving logistics performance is at the core 
of policies to bolster competitiveness and to 
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developing economies are looking increasingly 
to promote sectors from di�erent angles, such as 
regulations of warehousing or spatial planning 
of logistics clusters. Service reform, as in road 
freight, is still their priority.

Trade facilitation remains a core agenda 
item, which recently came under the global 
spotlight due to the Bali agreement (see 
box�2.2). Implementation challenges have also 
received more attention from governments and 
the global development community. �e press-
ing needs are moving toward more complicated 
projects with many stakeholders, and where 
progress is bound to be slower than in automat-
ing customs, for instance. One such area is in-
tegrating processes of border agencies as part of 
trade clearance. �ese agencies are deemed more 
problematic than customs, based on the results 
obtained in the domestic LPI (see box�1.5) in-
cluding standards, transport, veterinary, and 
health/SPS bodies.

As noted in Connecting to Compete 2012, 
progress is also comparatively slow for regional 
integration of trade and transport procedures, 
such as transit regimes, which would generate 
major gains in, for instance, corridor perfor-
mance for landlocked countries.

Fact-based policymaking

Policymakers are increasingly looking for the 
data on which to base their decisions. General 
cross-country benchmarks like the LPI are 
useful, and are complemented by connectivity 
indicators for speci�c modes, such as shipping 
and air. �ey provide international compara-
bility but remain coarse-grained benchmarks. 
More detailed and greater speci�city is needed 
to assess the impact of decisions on ports, cor-
ridors, border crossings, trucking reforms, and 
the like. �ese needs fall into two categories:

•	 Measures of performance outcomes 
on cost, time, and reliability of speci�c 
chains—corridors or ports, for instance.

•	 Impact of cutting logistics costs on the 
economy.

With automation frequent in most supply 
chains, raw performance data are o�en avail-
able. �ere is now an extensive body of expe-
rience in measuring, for instance, corridor 
performance, both in developing economies 
(“Transport corridor observatories” by the Sub-
Saharan Africa Transport Policy Program)9 or 
in high-income countries (the 2012 report pre-
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sophistication, which allows their manufactur-
ers to outsource logistics to third-party pro-
viders, increasing their competitiveness while 
focusing on their core activities. Outsourcing is 
much less common or even nonexistent in the 
other categories (box�3.3).

Countries in the logistics unfriendly cat-
egory are in most need of support from the in-
ternational development community and neigh-
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Notes

1	
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Economy
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Percent of respondents

Question
Response 
categories

Region Income group

East 
Asia and 
Paci�c

Europe 
and 

Central 
Asia

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East and 
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Question
Response 
categories

Region Income group

East 
Asia and 
Paci�c

Europe 
and 

Central 
Asia

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East and 

North 
Africa

South  
Asia

Sub-
Saharan 
Africa

Low 
income

Lower 
middle 
income

Upper 
middle 
income

High 
income

Health/sanitary and 
phytosanitary agencies

Low or very low 52 36 55 40 37 44 49 53 37 25

High or very high 21 24 6 25 17 18 13 17 20 42

Customs brokers
Low or very low 19 8 22 31 32 14 18 22 16 8

High or very high 29 52 22 37 35 37 34 31 39 65

Trade and transport associations
Low or very low 21 39 34 51 26 35 32 34 37 17

High or very high 25 23 12 19 26 30 21 21 25 51

Consignees or shippers
Low or very low 23 19 11 28 9 8 17 11 17 11

High or very high 22 32 14 18 47 30 17 26 30 42

Question 20: Ef�ciency of processes

Clearance and delivery of imports
Hardly ever or rarely 29 21 21 20 7 22 31 17 19 5

Often or nearly always 55 62 37 52 47 47 39 49 54 83

Clearance and delivery of exports
Hardly ever or rarely 4 4 12 5 2 18 4 8 13 8

Often or nearly always 75 60 63 62 85 64 67 62 68 88

Transparency of customs clearance
Hardly ever or rarely 53 39 28 20 22 20 32 41 23 11

Often or nearly always 30 48 38 31 58 38 28 35 48 80

Transparency of other 
border agencies

Hardly ever or rarely 51 37 41 4 20 22 38 40 22 11

Often or nearly always 28 52 39 26 50 40 24 36 48 77

Provision of adequate and timely 
information on regulatory changes

Hardly ever or rarely 45 38 28 43 34 33 37 35 36 23

Often or nearly always 23 32 23 40 35 35 25 27 35 67

Expedited customs clearance for 
traders with high compliance levels

Hardly ever or rarely 31 35 41 28 7 34 53 23 30 14

Often or nearly always 34 49 35 39 38 19 20 37 38 66

Question 21: Sources of major delays

Compulsory warehousing/
transloading

Often or nearly always 7 10 33 24 18 39 21 26 24 11

Hardly ever or rarely 40 57 26 21 34 32 27 38 38 67

Preshipment inspection
Often or nearly always 14 10 46 44 33 36 35 23 33 13

Hardly ever or rarely 37 79 14 16 27 24 25 34 37 67

Maritime transshipment
Often or nearly always 12 20 39 26 47 40 40 22 33 12

Hardly ever or rarely 32 60 17 19 24 26 28 37 28 60

Criminal activities 
(such�as�stolen cargo)

Often or nearly always 10 13 36 5 24 10 20 12 19 2

Hardly ever or rarely 57 74 43 91 49 61 48 63 66 85

Solicitation of informal payments
Often or nearly always 25 25 49 12 18 40 38 35 28 7

Hardly ever or rarely 38 57 24 28 28 38 35 29 43 77

Appendix 2   Domestic LPI results, by region and income group
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Economy

Question 23: Export time and cost Question 25: Import time and cost

Port or airport supply chaina Land supply chainb Port or airport supply chainc Land supply chainb

Distanced 
(kilometers)

Lead time 
(days)

Coste

(US$)
Distance 

(kilometers)
Lead time 

(days)
Cost
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eorgia —

1 1 2 2 0 1 3 3

Germany 76 3 3 4 4 1 1 3 3

Ghana 67 8 5 6 4 4 6 45 16

Greece 97 3 3 3 3 2 2 6 3

Guatemala 57 3 3 4 3 1 3 61 4

Haiti 40 3 2 3 2 — — 75 5 0

H o n d u r a s8 6 3 3 4 4 2 4 18 12

Hong Kong 
SAR, China 954 4 4 4 0 1 1 1

Hungary 97 1 1 3 2 1 1 3 2

Appendix 3   D



	 CONNECTING TO COMPETE 2014 � T RADE LOGISTICS IN THE GLOBAL ECONOMY	 45



	 46 	 CONNECTING TO COMPETE 2014 � T RADE LOGISTICS IN THE GLOBAL ECONOMY



	 CONNECTING TO COMPETE 2014 � T RADE LOGISTICS IN THE GLOBAL ECONOMY	 47



	



	 CONNECTING TO COMPETE 2014 � T RADE LOGISTICS IN THE GLOBAL ECONOMY	 49

Economy

LPI Customs Infrastructure
International 
shipments

Logistics quality 
and competence Tracking and tracing Timeliness

Rank
Mean 
score Rank

Mean 
score Rank

Mean 
score Rank

Mean 
score Rank

Mean 
score Rank

Mean 
score Rank

Mean 
score

Venezuela, RB 83 2.69 124 2.27 89 2.46 76 2.83 87 2.61 76 2.79 80 3.15

São Tomé and 
Príncipe 84 2.69 97 2.41 98 2.42 69 2.87 94 2.58 60 3.01 131 2.82

Albania 85 2.69 107 2.35 102 2.38 80 2.78 97 2.57 103 2.55 57 3.41

Paraguay 86 2.68 93 2.42 95 2.44 95 2.66 84 2.65 77 2.77 83 3.12

Kazakhstan 87 2.68
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Constructing the 
con�dence intervals

To account for the sampling error created by the 
LPI’s survey-based methodology, LPI scores are 
presented with approximate 80�percent con�-
dence intervals. �ese intervals make it possible 
to provide upper and lower bounds for a coun-
try’s LPI score and rank. To determine whether 
a change in score or a di�erence between two 
scores is statistically significant, confidence 
intervals must be examined carefully. For exam-
ple, a statistically signi�cant improvement in a 
country’s performance should not be concluded 
unless the lower bound of the country’s 2014 
LPI score exceeds the upper bound of its 2012 
score.

Despite being the most comprehensive data 
source for country logistics and trade facilita-
tion, the LPI has two important limitations. 
First, the experience of international freight 
forwarders might not represent the broader lo-
gistics environment in poor countries, which 
o�en rely on traditional operators. And the in-
ternational and traditional operators might dif-
fer in their interactions with government agen-
cies—and in their service levels. Second, for 
landlocked countries and small island states, 
the LPI might re�ect access problems outside 
the country assessed, such as transit di�culties. 
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Constructing the domestic 
LPI database

�e second part of the LPI survey instrument is 
the domestic LPI, in which respondents provide 
qualitative and quantitative information on the 
logistics environment in the country where they 
work.

Questions 17–22 ask respondents to choose 
one of �ve performance categories. In question 
17, for example, they can describe port charges 
in their country as “very high,” “high,” “aver-
age,” “low,” or “very low.” As in the international 
LPI, these options are coded from 1 (worst) to 5 
(best). Appendix 2 displays country averages of 
the percentage of respondents rating each aspect 
of the logistics environment as 1–2 or 4–5.

With a few exceptions, questions 23–34 
ask respondents for quantitative information 

on their countries’ international supply chains, 
o�ering choices in a dropdown menu. When a 
response indicates a single value, the answer is 
coded as the logarithm of that value. When a 
response indicates a range, the answer is coded 
as the logarithm of the midpoint of that range. 
For example, export distance can be indicated 
as less than 50 kilometers, 50–100 kilometers, 
100–500 kilometers, and so forth—so a re-
sponse of 50–100 kilometers is coded as log(75). 
Full details of the coding matrix are available 
on request.

Country scores are produced by exponen-
tiating the average of responses in logarithms 
across all respondents for a given country. �is 
method is equivalent to taking a geometric aver-
age in levels. Scores for regions, income groups, 
and LPI quintiles are simple averages of the rel-
evant country scores.
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�e vital aspects of logistics performance are 
best assessed by operators on the ground. So the 
LPI uses a structured online survey of logistics 
professionals at multinational freight forward-
ers and at the main express carriers.

�e 2014 LPI data are based on a survey 
conducted between October and December 
2013, answered by 1,000 respondents at inter-
national logistics companies in 143 countries. 
�e number of respondents is about the same as 
for the other editions of the LPI.

Geographic dispersion 
of respondents

The location of respondents for the 2014 
LPI re�ects the growing importance of trade 
facilitation for the developing world. Among 
the respondents, 70�percent are in either low-
income countries (7�percent) or middle-income 
countries (63�percent). �e overall number is 
similar to the 2012 LPI, but it is more heavily 
skewed toward middle-income countries. �e 
relative lack of representation of low-income 
countries is due to their more marginal role in 
world trade, and the di�culty of communicat-
ing e�ectively with operators on the ground. 
Even so, the survey is based on a sample of expe-
rience in both the developing and developed 
world (�gure A6.1).

Among developing countries, all regions 
are well represented (figure A6.2). In the 
2014 survey, responses are somewhat skewed 
toward South Asia because of strong involve-
ment from local freight forwarding associa-
tions there. Representation of other regions 
is relatively similar. Increasing involvement of 
local associations and operators will hopefully 
help build response rates in the future in other 
regions.

Respondents’ positions 
in their companies

The LPI assesses both large companies and 
small and medium enterprises. Large companies 
(those with 250 employees or more) account for 
around 23�percent of responses, which is slightly 
higher than in 2012. Most of the responses are 
thus from small and medium enterprises.

Knowledgeable senior company members are 
important to the survey. �e 2014 respondents 
include senior executives (47�percent), area or 
country managers (15�percent), and department 
managers (21�percent). �ese groups of profes-
sionals have oversight of, or are directly involved 
in, day-to-day operations, not only from company 
headquarters but also from country o�ces. �e 
relative seniority of respondents is quite stable 
from 2012 to 2014. Almost two-thirds of respon-
dents are at corporate or regional headquarters 
(41�percent) or at country branch o�ces (22�per-
cent). �e rest are at local branch o�ces (11�per-
cent) or independent �rms (26�percent).

Figure A6.1 2014 LPI survey respondents, 
by World Bank income group

Number of respondents

Source: Logistics Performance Index 2014.
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�e majority of respondents (44�percent) are 
involved in providing a range of logistics services 
as their main line of work. Such services include 
warehousing and distribution, customer-tai-
lored logistics solutions, courier services, bulk 
or break bulk cargo transport, and less-than-
full container, full-container, or full-trailer 
load transport. By contrast, just 31�percent of re-
spondents are at companies with business mod-
els based on full-container or full-trailer load 
transport (19�percent) or on customer-tailored 
logistics solutions (12�percent).

Among all respondents, 40� percent deal 
with multimodal transport, 24�percent with 
maritime transport, and 15�percent with air 
transport. Whereas 35�percent usually oversee 
both domestic and international operations, 
another 32�percent deal exclusively with inter-
national shipping (both exports and imports). 
And whereas 24�percent work with most of the 
world’s regions, others concentrate their work 
in Asia (27�percent), Europe (25�percent), or the 
Americas (13�percent).

Bilateral perception issues

Bilateral issues might play a role in driving sur-
vey respondents’ perceptions when rating their 
respective regions. Consider Latin America and 
the Caribbean (LAC; �gure A6.3). �e regions 
that LAC rated highest on the total LPI score 

are North America and the European Union 
(EU)—higher than LAC’s self-rating, suggest-
ing that trade with the former two regions is 
easier than within LAC. Indeed, a size and 
attractiveness e�ect of these markets is de�-
nitely at play here (made easier by language, 
for example). Moreover, these ratings are not 
symmetrical: the EU’s perception of LAC is 
quite unfavorable, ranking it sixth of the eight 
regions. North America’s and East Asia and the 
Paci�c’s (EAP; LAC’s main import partners in 
2012) ratings of LAC are lower than LAC’s rat-
ings of them, but they are relatively good com-
pared with how other regions have been rated: 
LAC comes third for North America, after 
North America itself and the EU, and fourth 
for EAP, a�er North America, the EU, and 
EAP itself.

It is not particularly surprising that South 
Asia (SAR) and Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) rate 
LAC the highest, given that both tend to rate 
other regions quite highly in general, while 
ranking themselves last. �ese regions are in-
deed relatively isolated and exhibit poor lo-
gistics performance (2.6 for SAR and 2.5 for 
SSA). �ere is some degree of reciprocity in as-
sessments: SSA actually rates LAC seventh of 
the eight regions. �is �nding puts into per-
spective SSA’s high rating of LAC as compared 
with other regions, and the fact that looking at 
LAC’s rankings alone, SSA almost comes last. 

Europe &
Central Asia

70

Sub-
Saharan
Africa

69

Middle
East &
North
Africa

47

South Asia
234

East Asia
& Paci�c

92

Latin America
& Caribbean

78

Figure A6.2 2014 LPI survey respondents, 
by World Bank region

Number of respondents

Note: World Bank regions do not include high-income countries, so they are 
included as a separate category.
Source: Logistics Performance Index 2014.
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Figure A6.3 Latin America and Caribbean, 
ratings of and by other regions
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Source: Logistics Performance Index 2014.
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Moreover, where average performing regions 
such as LAC and Europe and Central Asia rate 
each other, their ratings are about the same.

Together these �ndings reinforce the sug-
gestion that perception does not seem to bias 

scores, and thus does not endanger the reliabil-
ity of the survey: there might be some idiosyn-
cratic e�ects, but despite slight subjectivity, the 
ratings are relatively tightly bunched around the 
average score.
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