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The Global Competitiveness Report 2011–2012 is coming 
out at a time of re-emerging uncertainty in the global 
economy. At the beginning of the year, worldwide 
recovery appeared fairly certain, with economic growth 
for 2011 and 2012 projected by the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) at 4.3 percent and 4.5 percent, 
respectively. However, the middle of the year saw 
uncertainties regarding the future economic outlook 
re-emerge, as growth figures for many economies had 
to be adjusted downward and the political wrangling in 
the United States and Europe undermined confidence 
in the ability of governments to take the necessary steps 
to restore growth.

Recent developments reinforce the observation 
that economic growth is unequally distributed and 
highlight the shift of balance of economic activity. On 
the one hand, emerging markets and developing econo-
mies, particularly in Asia, have seen relatively strong 
economic growth—estimated at 6.6 and 6.4 percent for 
2011 and 2012, respectively, and attracting increasing 
financial flows. On the other hand, the United States, 
Japan, and Europe are experiencing slow and deceler-
ating growth with persistent high unemployment and 
continued financial vulnerability, particularly in some 
European economies. GDP growth rates for advanced 
economies in 2011 are expected to remain at levels that, 
for most countries, are not strong enough to reduce the 
unemployment built up during the recession.

In this context, policymakers across all regions are 
facing difficult economic management challenges. After 
closing the output gap and reducing the excess capacity 
generated during the crisis, emerging and developing 
countries are benefitting from buoyant internal demand, 
although they are now facing inflationary pressures caused 
by rising commodity prices. In advanced economies, 
the devastating earthquake in Japan and doubts about 
the sustainability of public debt in Europe, the United 
States, and Japan—issues that could further burden 
the still-fragile banking sectors in these countries—are 
undermining investor and business confidence and 
casting a shadow of uncertainty over the short-term 
economic outlook. Particularly worrisome is the situ-
ation in some peripheral economies of the euro zone, 
where—in spite of the adoption of recovery plans—
high public deficit and debt levels, coupled with anemic 
growth, have led to an increased vulnerability of the 
economy and much distress in financial markets, as fears 
of default continue to spread. This complex situation in 
turn encumbers the fiscal consolidation that will reduce 
debt burdens to the more manageable levels necessary 
to support longer-term economic performance.

Meeting the economic policy challenges resulting 
from this two-speed recovery requires not losing sight 
of long-term competitiveness fundamentals amid nu-
merous short-term political pressures in industrialized 
and emerging economies alike. Many of the current 
difficulties experienced by advanced economies, notably 
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in the peripheral euro zone, are closely related to 
modest competitiveness performances that limit long-
term productivity growth. Efforts to stabilize fiscal 
positions and reduce debt burdens must therefore be 
complemented by competitiveness-enhancing reforms 
aimed at improving the potential for growth in the 
medium-to-longer run. In emerging markets, high 
growth rates provide a propitious environment for 
enhancing competitiveness through structural reforms 
and growth-enhancing investments in order to make 
economic development more sustainable. Competitive 
economies have in place elements driving the produc-
tivity enhancements that support high incomes and that, 
at the same time, ensure that the mechanisms enabling 
solid economic performance going into the future are in 
position.

For more than three decades, the World Economic 
Forum’s annual Global Competitiveness Reports have stud-
ied and benchmarked the many factors underpinning 
national competitiveness. From the onset, the goal has 
been to provide insight and stimulate discussion among 
all stakeholders on the best strategies and policies to 
overcome the obstacles to improved competitiveness. 
In the current challenging economic environment, our 
work is a critical reminder of the importance of taking 
into account the consequences of our present actions on 
future prosperity based on sustained growth.

Since 2005, the World Economic Forum has based its 
competitiveness analysis on the Global Competitiveness 
Index (GCI), a comprehensive tool that measures the 
microeconomic and macroeconomic foundations of 
national competitiveness.1

We define competitiveness as the set of institutions, 
policies, and factors that determine the level of productivity of a 
country. The level of productivity, in turn, sets the level 
of prosperity that can be earned by an economy. The 
productivity level also determines the rates of return 
obtained by investments in an economy, which in turn 
are the fundamental drivers of its growth rates. In other 
words, a more competitive economy is one that is likely 
to grow faster over time.

The concept of competitiveness thus involves static 
and dynamic components: although the productivity of 
a country determines its ability to sustain a high level of level of level
income, it is also one of the central determinants of its 
returns to investment, which is one of the key factors 
explaining an economy’s growth potential.

The 12 pillars of competitiveness
There are many determinants driving productivity and 
competitiveness. Understanding the factors behind this 
process has occupied the minds of economists for hun-
dreds of years, engendering theories ranging from Adam 
Smith’s focus on specialization and the division of labor 
to neoclassical economists’ emphasis on investment in 
physical capital and infrastructure,2 and, more recently, 
to interest in other mechanisms such as education and 

training, technological progress, macroeconomic stabil-
ity, good governance, firm sophistication, and market 
efficiency, among others. While all of these factors are 
likely to be important for competitiveness and growth, 
they are not mutually exclusive—two or more of them 
can be significant at the same time, and in fact that is 
what has been shown in the economic literature.3

This open-endedness is captured within the GCI by 
including a weighted average of many different compo-
nents, each measuring a different aspect of competitive-
ness. These components are grouped into 12 pillars of 
competitiveness:

First pillar: Institutions
The institutional environment is determined by the legal 
and administrative framework within which individuals, 
firms, and governments interact to generate wealth. The 
importance of a sound and fair institutional environ-
ment became even more apparent during the economic 
crisis and is especially important for solidifying the fragile 
recovery given the increasing role played by the state at 
the international level and for the economies of many 
countries.

The quality of institutions has a strong bearing on 
competitiveness and growth.4 It influences investment 
decisions and the organization of production and plays 
a key role in the ways in which societies distribute the 
benefits and bear the costs of development strategies 
and policies. For example, owners of land, corporate 
shares, or intellectual property are unwilling to invest in 
the improvement and upkeep of their property if their 
rights as owners are not protected.5

The role of institutions goes beyond the legal 
framework. Government attitudes toward markets and 
freedoms and the efficiency of its operations are also 
very important: excessive bureaucracy and red tape,6

overregulation, corruption, dishonesty in dealing with 
public contracts, lack of transparency and trustworthi-
ness, and political dependence of the judicial system 
impose significant economic costs to businesses and 
slow the process of economic development.

In addition, the proper management of public 
finances is also critical to ensuring trust in the national 
business environment. Indicators capturing the qual-
ity of government management of public finances are 
therefore included here to complement the measures of 
macroeconomic stability captured in pillar 3 below.

Although the economic literature has focused 
mainly on public institutions, private institutions are also 
an important element in the process of creating wealth. 
The recent global financial crisis, along with numerous 
corporate scandals, have highlighted the relevance of 
accounting and reporting standards and transparency for 
preventing fraud and mismanagement, ensuring good 
governance, and maintaining investor and consumer 
confidence. An economy is well served by businesses 
that are run honestly, where managers abide by strong 
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ethical practices in their dealings with the government, 
other firms, and the public at large.7 Private-sector 
transparency is indispensable to business, and can be 
brought about through the use of standards as well as 
auditing and accounting practices that ensure access to 
information in a timely manner.8

Second pillar: Infrastructure
Extensive and efficient infrastructure is critical for en-
suring the effective functioning of the economy, as it 
is an important factor determining the location of eco-
nomic activity and the kinds of activities or sectors that 
can develop in a particular instance. Well-developed 
infrastructure reduces the effect of distance between re-
gions, integrating the national market and connecting it 
at low cost to markets in other countries and regions. In 
addition, the quality and extensiveness of infrastructure 
networks significantly impact economic growth and 
reduce income inequalities and poverty in a variety of 
ways.9 A well-developed transport and communications 
infrastructure network is a prerequisite for the access of 
less-developed communities to core economic activities 
and services.

Effective modes of transport, including quality 
roads, railroads, ports, and air transport, enable entre-
preneurs to get their goods and services to market in a 
secure and timely manner and facilitate the movement 
of workers to the most suitable jobs. Economies also 
depend on electricity supplies that are free of interrup-
tions and shortages so that businesses and factories can 
work unimpeded. Finally, a solid and extensive tele-
communications network allows for a rapid and free 
flow of information, which increases overall economic 
efficiency by helping to ensure that businesses can com-
municate and decisions are made by economic actors 
taking into account all available relevant information.

Third pillar: Macroeconomic environment
The stability of the macroeconomic environment is 
important for business and, therefore, is important for 
the overall competitiveness of a country.10 Although 
it is certainly true that macroeconomic stability alone 
cannot increase the productivity of a nation, it is also 
recognized that macroeconomic disarray harms the 
economy, as we have seen recently. The government 
cannot provide services efficiently if it has to make 
high-interest payments on its past debts. Running fiscal 
deficits limits the government’s future ability to react to 
business cycles. Firms cannot operate efficiently when 
inflation rates are out of hand. In sum, the economy 
cannot grow in a sustainable manner unless the macro 
environment is stable. Macroeconomic stability has 
captured the attention of the public most recently when 
some European countries needed the support of the 
IMF and other euro zone countries to prevent sover-
eign default, as their public debt reached unsustainable 
levels. Box 1 discusses the potential impact of high 

indebtedness on competitiveness, a topic of particular 
relevance given the growing concerns about the poten-
tial sovereign defaults in Europe, Japan, and the United 
States, which, if not prevented, could endanger the still-
fragile recovery worldwide.

It is important to note that this pillar evaluates the 
stability of the macroeconomic environment, so it does 
not directly take into account the way in which public 
accounts are managed by the government. This quali-
tative dimension is captured in the institutions pillar 
described above.

Fourth pillar: Health and primary education
A healthy workforce is vital to a country’s competi-
tiveness and productivity. Workers who are ill cannot 
function to their potential and will be less productive. 
Poor health leads to significant costs to business, as sick 
workers are often absent or operate at lower levels of 
efficiency. Investment in the provision of health services 
is thus critical for clear economic, as well as moral, 
considerations.11

In addition to health, this pillar takes into account 
the quantity and quality of the basic education received 
by the population, which is increasingly important in 
today’s economy. Basic education increases the effi-
ciency of each individual worker. Moreover, workers 
who have received little formal education can carry out 
only simple manual tasks and find it much more dif-only simple manual tasks and find it much more dif-only simple manual tasks and find it much more dif
ficult to adapt to more advanced production processes 
and techniques. Lack of basic education can therefore 
become a constraint on business development, with 
firms finding it difficult to move up the value chain 
by producing more sophisticated or value-intensive 
products.

For the longer term, it will be essential to avoid 
significant reductions in resource allocation to these 
critical areas, in spite of the fact that many government 
budgets will need to be cut to reduce the fiscal burden 
built up over the past years.

Fifth pillar: Higher education and training
Quality higher education and training is crucial for 
economies that want to move up the value chain 
beyond simple production processes and products.12 In 
particular, today’s globalizing economy requires coun-
tries to nurture pools of well-educated workers who are 
able to adapt rapidly to their changing environment and 
the evolving needs of the production system. This pillar 
measures secondary and tertiary enrollment rates as well 
as the quality of education as evaluated by the business 
community. The extent of staff training is also taken 
into consideration because of the importance of voca-
tional and continuous on-the-job training—which is 
neglected in many economies—for ensuring a constant 
upgrading of workers’ skills.
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Box 1: The link between public debt and competitiveness

The average of public debt as a percentage of GDP for the G-7 
countries crossed the 100 percent mark in 2010 (see Table 1 for countries crossed the 100 percent mark in 2010 (see Table 1 for 
details). Indeed, for the first time in 60 years, some advanced details). Indeed, for the first time in 60 years, some advanced 
economies face the threat of sovereign default. Interventions to economies face the threat of sovereign default. Interventions to 
avoid default in some countries in peripheral Europe, as well as avoid default in some countries in peripheral Europe, as well as 
political brinkmanship over the debt ceiling in the United States political brinkmanship over the debt ceiling in the United States 
and the ensuing downgrade of the US credit rating by Standard and the ensuing downgrade of the US credit rating by Standard 
& Poor’s, have raised questions about the sustainability of debt & Poor’s, have raised questions about the sustainability of debt 
in a number of countries. These questions are particularly acute in a number of countries. These questions are particularly acute 
in the concerned euro zone economies, where a combination in the concerned euro zone economies, where a combination 
of low competitiveness and a cautious growth outlook calls the of low competitiveness and a cautious growth outlook calls the 
ability of governments to repay their debt into question.ability of governments to repay their debt into question.

In the short term, sovereign defaults in advanced econoIn the short term, sovereign defaults in advanced econo--
mies could push the world into recession, notably by triggermies could push the world into recession, notably by trigger--
ing another wave of failures of still-fragile banking systems. ing another wave of failures of still-fragile banking systems. 
Further, higher public debt levels generally bring about higher Further, higher public debt levels generally bring about higher 
interest rates across the economy, which in turn raise the cost interest rates across the economy, which in turn raise the cost 
of finance for businesses, crowding out the private investment of finance for businesses, crowding out the private investment 
that is so crucial for growth. Moreover, as public debt levels that is so crucial for growth. Moreover, as public debt levels 
rise, governments are under pressure to raise taxes, which may rise, governments are under pressure to raise taxes, which may 
be distortive or can further stifle business activity.be distortive or can further stifle business activity.

Table 1: Public debt levels in G-7 economies

Country Public debt as percent of GDP

JapanJapan 220.3220.3
Italy 119.0
United StatesUnited States 91.691.6
France 84.3
CanadaCanada 84.084.0
Germany 80.0
United KingdomUnited Kingdom 77.277.2
Average 101.3

In addition to these relatively short-term effects, high In addition to these relatively short-term effects, high 
public debt can impact competitiveness and the future growth public debt can impact competitiveness and the future growth 
performance of an economy in the longer term. In general, performance of an economy in the longer term. In general, 
the impact of public debt on competitiveness depends to a the impact of public debt on competitiveness depends to a 
large extent on how it is spent. The accrual of public debt can large extent on how it is spent. The accrual of public debt can 
enhance competitiveness if it is used to finance investments enhance competitiveness if it is used to finance investments 
that raise productivity, such as upgrading schools or supporting that raise productivity, such as upgrading schools or supporting 
research. However, if debt is used to finance present consumpresearch. However, if debt is used to finance present consump--
tion, it burdens the economy in the long run with little tangible tion, it burdens the economy in the long run with little tangible 
benefit. Indeed, in addition to crowding out private investment, benefit. Indeed, in addition to crowding out private investment, 
which may also reduce growth, higher debt implies that interest which may also reduce growth, higher debt implies that interest 
payments and debt service will take up a bigger share of the payments and debt service will take up a bigger share of the 
government budget, forcing a reduction in public spending in government budget, forcing a reduction in public spending in 
other areas.other areas.

In OECD countries, where public debt is expected to rise In OECD countries, where public debt is expected to rise 
on average from 73 percent of GDP in 2007 to over 100 percent on average from 73 percent of GDP in 2007 to over 100 percent 
in 2012, governments’ interest payments will grow from 1.7 to in 2012, governments’ interest payments will grow from 1.7 to 
2.2 percent of GDP.2.2 percent of GDP.11 A consensus is emerging that the present  A consensus is emerging that the present 
levels of debt in many advanced economies are so high that levels of debt in many advanced economies are so high that 

fiscal consolidation is required. Reducing public debt to pre-fiscal consolidation is required. Reducing public debt to pre-
crisis levels will constrain government expenditures for at least crisis levels will constrain government expenditures for at least 
a decade.a decade.22

Public spending cuts may have an adverse effect on Public spending cuts may have an adverse effect on 
competitiveness, especially if investments in growth-enhancing competitiveness, especially if investments in growth-enhancing 
areas are affected. There is no doubt that reducing public areas are affected. There is no doubt that reducing public 
investments for health, education, research and development investments for health, education, research and development 
(R&D), or the upkeep of infrastructure will erode competitive(R&D), or the upkeep of infrastructure will erode competitive--
ness over the medium to longer term. R&D and education espeness over the medium to longer term. R&D and education espe--
cially are among the areas that matter most for the competicially are among the areas that matter most for the competi--
tiveness of advanced economies. Investments in these areas tiveness of advanced economies. Investments in these areas 
should therefore be preserved as much as possible.should therefore be preserved as much as possible.

Although it is still too early to judge the effects of the presAlthough it is still too early to judge the effects of the pres--
ent debt crisis on different categories of public expenditure, ent debt crisis on different categories of public expenditure, 
a recent survey in European countries shows that, over the a recent survey in European countries shows that, over the 
next years, fiscal pressures may lead to a reduction of R&D next years, fiscal pressures may lead to a reduction of R&D 
investment in only four EU countries out of eighteen that were investment in only four EU countries out of eighteen that were 
surveyed, while nine countries plan to increase public spendsurveyed, while nine countries plan to increase public spend--
ing in this category.ing in this category.33  In the United States, however, although   In the United States, however, although 
overall government spending rose between 2007 and 2009, the overall government spending rose between 2007 and 2009, the 
share spent on education declined from 16.8 to 15.8 percent of share spent on education declined from 16.8 to 15.8 percent of 
the total.the total.44

Given the importance of public investment in the comGiven the importance of public investment in the com--
petitiveness-enhancing areas such as education or innovation petitiveness-enhancing areas such as education or innovation 
for future competitiveness, policymakers must measure very for future competitiveness, policymakers must measure very 
carefully the effects of reducing such investments, as this may carefully the effects of reducing such investments, as this may 
endanger future growth and prosperity. This would have the endanger future growth and prosperity. This would have the 
unfortunate effect of converting short-term financial difficulties unfortunate effect of converting short-term financial difficulties 
into longer-term competitiveness weaknesses. Policymakers into longer-term competitiveness weaknesses. Policymakers 
should therefore focus on measures to enhance competitiveshould therefore focus on measures to enhance competitive--
ness that would strengthen their countries’ growth potential and ness that would strengthen their countries’ growth potential and 
thus improve the budgetary situation. In peripheral European thus improve the budgetary situation. In peripheral European 
economies that have accumulated debt over the past years economies that have accumulated debt over the past years 
while their competitiveness has not improved, competitiveness-while their competitiveness has not improved, competitiveness-
enhancing reforms would support economic growth and thus enhancing reforms would support economic growth and thus 
create a virtuous cycle that could make high debt burdens more create a virtuous cycle that could make high debt burdens more 
sustainable.sustainable.

NotesNotes
11 OECD OECD Economic OutlookEconomic Outlook, May 2011., May 2011.Economic OutlookEconomic Outlook, May 2011.Economic OutlookEconomic Outlook

22 For example, by one estimate public indebtedness in For example, by one estimate public indebtedness in 
OECD countries can be reduced to its 2007 level by 2023 OECD countries can be reduced to its 2007 level by 2023 
only provided that no new debt is created after 2014, and only provided that no new debt is created after 2014, and 
that growth rates of 4 percent annually are achieved. See that growth rates of 4 percent annually are achieved. See 
Bofinger 2011.Bofinger 2011.

33 European Commission 2011.European Commission 2011.

44 However, the absolute public spending on education However, the absolute public spending on education 
increased. See OECD.stat, Dataset 11: Government increased. See OECD.stat, Dataset 11: Government 
spending by function. Available at http://stats.oecd.org/spending by function. Available at http://stats.oecd.org/
Index.aspx (retrieved on August 12, 2011).Index.aspx (retrieved on August 12, 2011).
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Sixth pillar: Goods market efficiency
Countries with efficient goods markets are well posi-
tioned to produce the right mix of products and services 
given their particular supply-and-demand conditions, as 
well as to ensure that these goods can be most effectively 
traded in the economy. Healthy market competition, 
both domestic and foreign, is important in driving 
market efficiency and thus business productivity by 
ensuring that the most efficient firms, producing goods 
demanded by the market, are those that thrive. The best 
possible environment for the exchange of goods requires 
a minimum of impediments to business activity through 
government intervention. For example, competitiveness 
is hindered by distortionary or burdensome taxes and 
by restrictive and discriminatory rules on foreign direct 
investment (FDI)—limiting foreign ownership—as well 
as on international trade. The recent economic crisis has 
highlighted the degree of interdependence of economies 
worldwide and the degree to which growth depends on 
open markets. Protectionist measures are counterproduc-
tive as they reduce aggregate economic activity.

Market efficiency also depends on demand condi-
tions such as customer orientation and buyer sophistica-
tion. For cultural or historical reasons, customers may 
be more demanding in some countries than in others. 
This can create an important competitive advantage, as it 
forces companies to be more innovative and customer-
oriented and thus imposes the discipline necessary for 
efficiency to be achieved in the market.

Seventh pillar: Labor market efficiency
The efficiency and flexibility of the labor market are 
critical for ensuring that workers are allocated to their 
most efficient use in the economy and provided with 
incentives to give their best effort in their jobs. Labor 
markets must therefore have the flexibility to shift 
workers from one economic activity to another rapidly 
and at low cost, and to allow for wage fluctuations 
without much social disruption.13 The importance of 
the latter has been dramatically highlighted by the re-
cent events in Arab countries, where high youth un-
employment sparked social unrest in Tunisia that spread 
across the region.

Efficient labor markets must also ensure a clear 
relationship between worker incentives and their ef-relationship between worker incentives and their ef-relationship between worker incentives and their ef
forts to promote meritocracy at the workplace, and 
they must provide equity in the business environment 
between women and men. Taken together these factors 
have a positive effect on worker performance and the 
attractiveness of the country for talent, two aspects that 
are growing more important as talent shortages loom on 
the horizon.

Eighth pillar: Financial market development
The recent economic crisis has highlighted the central 
role of a sound and well-functioning financial sector 
for economic activities. An efficient financial sector 

allocates the resources saved by a nation’s citizens, as 
well as those entering the economy from abroad, to 
their most productive uses. It channels resources to 
those entrepreneurial or investment projects with the 
highest expected rates of return rather than to the po-
litically connected. A thorough and proper assessment 
of risk is therefore a key ingredient of a sound financial 
market.

Business investment is also critical to productivity. 
Therefore economies require sophisticated financial 
markets that can make capital available for private-sector 
investment from such sources as loans from a sound 
banking sector, well-regulated securities exchanges, 
venture capital, and other financial products. In order 
to fulfill all those functions, the banking sector needs to 
be trustworthy and transparent, and—as has been made 
so clear recently—financial markets need appropriate 
regulation to protect investors and other actors in the 
economy at large.

Ninth pillar: Technological readiness
In today’s globalized world, technology is increasingly 
essential for firms to compete and prosper. The techno-
logical readiness pillar measures the agility with which 
an economy adopts existing technologies to enhance the 
productivity of its industries, with specific emphasis on 
its capacity to fully leverage information and commu-
nication technologies (ICT) in daily activities and pro-
duction processes for increased efficiency and competi-
tiveness.14 ICT has evolved into the “general purpose 
technology” of our time,15 given the critical spillovers 
to the other economic sectors and their role as industry-
wide enabling infrastructure. Therefore ICT access and 
usage are key enablers of countries’ overall technologi-
cal readiness.

Whether the technology used has or has not been 
developed within national borders is irrelevant for its 
ability to enhance productivity. The central point is that 
the firms operating in the country need to have access 
to advanced products and blueprints and the ability to 
use them. Among the main sources of foreign technol-
ogy, FDI often plays a key role. It is important to note 
that, in this context, the level of technology available 
to firms in a country needs to be distinguished from the 
country’s ability to innovate and expand the frontiers 
of knowledge. That is why we separate technological 
readiness from innovation, captured in the 12th pillar, 
described below.

Tenth pillar: Market size
The size of the market affects productivity since large 
markets allow firms to exploit economies of scale. 
Traditionally, the markets available to firms have been 
constrained by national borders. In the era of globaliza-
tion, international markets have become a substitute for 
domestic markets, especially for small countries. There 
is vast empirical evidence showing that trade openness is 
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positively associated with growth. Even if some recent 
research casts doubts on the robustness of this relation-
ship, there is a general sense that trade has a positive 
effect on growth, especially for countries with small 
domestic markets.16

Thus exports can be thought of as a substitute for 
domestic demand in determining the size of the market 
for the firms of a country.17 By including both domestic 
and foreign markets in our measure of market size, we 
give credit to export-driven economies and geographic 
areas (such as the European Union) that are divided into 
many countries but have a single common market.

Eleventh pillar: Business sophistication
There is no doubt that sophisticated business practices 
are conducive to higher efficiency in the production 
of goods and services. Business sophistication concerns 
two elements that are intricately linked: the quality of 
a country’s overall business networks and the quality of 
individual firms’ operations and strategies. These factors 
are particularly important for countries at an advanced 
stage of development, when, to a large extent, the 
more basic sources of productivity improvements have 
been exhausted. The quality of a country’s business 
networks and supporting industries, as measured by the 
quantity and quality of local suppliers and the extent of 
their interaction, is important for a variety of reasons. 
When companies and suppliers from a particular sector 
are interconnected in geographically proximate groups, 
called clusters, efficiency is heightened, greater oppor-
tunities for innovation in processes and products are 
created, and barriers to entry for new firms are reduced. 
Individual firms’ advanced operations and strategies 
(branding, marketing, distribution, advanced production 
processes, and the production of unique and sophisti-
cated products) spill over into the economy and lead to 
sophisticated and modern business processes across the 
country’s business sectors.

Twelfth pillar: Innovation
The final pillar of competitiveness is technological in-
novation. Although substantial gains can be obtained by 
improving institutions, building infrastructure, reducing 
macroeconomic instability, or improving human capital, 
all these factors eventually seem to run into diminishing 
returns. The same is true for the efficiency of the labor, 
financial, and goods markets. In the long run, standards 
of living can be enhanced only by technological inno-
vation. Innovation is particularly important for econo-
mies as they approach the frontiers of knowledge and 
the possibility of integrating and adapting exogenous 
technologies tends to disappear.18

Although less-advanced countries can still improve 
their productivity by adopting existing technologies 
or making incremental improvements in other areas, 
for those that have reached the innovation stage of 
development this is no longer sufficient for increasing 

productivity. Firms in these countries must design and 
develop cutting-edge products and processes to main-
tain a competitive edge. This progression requires an 
environment that is conducive to innovative activity, 
supported by both the public and the private sectors. In 
particular, it means sufficient investment in research and 
development (R&D), especially by the private sector; 
the presence of high-quality scientific research institu-
tions; extensive collaboration in research between uni-
versities and industry; and the protection of intellectual 
property. In light of the recent sluggish recovery and 
rising fiscal pressures faced by advanced economies, it is 
important that public and private sectors resist pressures 
to cut back on the R&D spending that will be so criti-
cal for sustainable growth going into the future.

The interrelation of the 12 pillars
While we report the results of the 12 pillars of competi-
tiveness separately, it is important to keep in mind that 
they are not independent: they tend to reinforce each 
other, and a weakness in one area often has a negative 
impact on other areas. For example, a strong innova-
tion capacity (pillar 12) will be very difficult to achieve 
without a healthy, well-educated and trained workforce 
(pillars 4 and 5) that is adept at absorbing new technolo-
gies (pillar 9), and without sufficient financing (pillar 8) 
for R&D or an efficient goods market that makes it 
possible to take new innovations to market (pillar 6). 
Although the pillars are aggregated into a single index, 
measures are reported for the 12 pillars separately be-
cause such details provide a sense of the specific areas in 
which a particular country needs to improve.

The appendix describes the exact composition of 
the GCI and technical details of its construction.

Stages of development and the weighted Index
While all of the pillars described above will matter to a 
certain extent for all economies, it is clear that they will 
affect them in different ways: the best way for Vietnam 
to improve its competitiveness is not the same as the 
best way for Canada to do so. This is because Vietnam 
and Canada are in different stages of development: as 
countries move along the development path, wages 
tend to increase and, in order to sustain this higher 
income, labor productivity must increase.

In line with the economic theory of stages of de-
velopment, the GCI assumes that, in the first stage, the 
economy is factor-driven and countries compete based on 
their factor endowments—primarily unskilled labor and 
natural resources.19 Companies compete on the basis of 
price and sell basic products or commodities, with their 
low productivity reflected in low wages. Maintaining 
competitiveness at this stage of development hinges 
primarily on well-functioning public and private institu-
tions (pillar 1), a well-developed infrastructure (pillar 
2), a stable macroeconomic environment (pillar 3), and 
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a healthy workforce that has received at least a basic 
education (pillar 4).

Yet as a country becomes more competitive, pro-
ductivity will increase and wages will rise with advanc-
ing development. Countries will then move into the 
efficiency-driven stage of development, when they must 
begin to develop more efficient production processes 
and increase product quality because wages have risen 
and they cannot increase prices. At this point, com-
petitiveness is increasingly driven by higher education 
and training (pillar 5), efficient goods markets (pillar 
6), well-functioning labor markets (pillar 7), developed 
financial markets (pillar 8), the ability to harness the 
benefits of existing technologies (pillar 9), and a large 
domestic or foreign market (pillar 10).

Finally, as countries move into the innovation-driven
stage, wages will have risen by so much that they are 
able to sustain those higher wages and the associated 
standard of living only if their businesses are able to 
compete with new and unique products. At this stage, 
companies must compete by producing new and differ-
ent goods using the most sophisticated production pro-
cesses (pillar 11) and by innovating new ones (pillar 12).

The GCI takes the stages of development into 
account by attributing higher relative weights to those 
pillars that are more relevant for an economy given its 
particular stage of development. That is, although all 12 

pillars matter to a certain extent for all countries, the 
relative importance of each one depends on a country’s 
particular stage of development. To implement this 
concept, the pillars are organized into three subindexes, 
each critical to a particular stage of development.

The basic requirements subindex groups those pillars basic requirements subindex groups those pillars basic requirements subindex
most critical for countries in the factor-driven stage. 
The efficiency enhancers subindex includes those pillars efficiency enhancers subindex includes those pillars efficiency enhancers subindex
critical for countries in the efficiency-driven stage. And 
the innovation and sophistication factors subindex includes innovation and sophistication factors subindex includes innovation and sophistication factors subindex
the pillars critical to countries in the innovation-driven 
stage. The three subindexes are shown in Figure 1.

The weights attributed to each subindex in every 
stage of development are shown in Table 1. To obtain 
the weights shown in the table, a maximum likelihood 
regression of GDP per capita was run against each sub-
index for past years, allowing for different coefficients 
for each stage of development.20 The rounding of these 
econometric estimates led to the choice of weights 
displayed in Table 1.

Implementation of stages of development: 
Smooth transitions
Two criteria are used to allocate countries into stages of 
development. The first is the level of GDP per capita 
at market exchange rates. This widely available measure 
is used as a proxy for wages, because internationally 

Figure 1: The 12 pillars of competitiveness

Basic requirements
•	 Institutions
•	 Infrastructure
•	 Macroeconomic environment
•	 Health and primary education

Key for

factor-driven
economies

Efficiency enhancers
•	 Higher education and training
•	 Goods market efficiency
•	 Labor market efficiency
•	 Financial market development
•	 Technological readiness
•	 Market size

Key for

efficiency-driven
economies

Innovation and sophistication factors
•	 Business sophistication
•	 Innovation

Key for

innovation-driven
economies
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comparable data on wages are not available for all 
countries covered. The thresholds used are also shown 
in Table 1. A second criterion measures the extent to 
which countries are factor driven. This is measured by 
the share of exports of mineral goods in total exports 
(goods and services), assuming that countries that export 
more than 70 percent of mineral resources (measured 
using a five-year average) are to a large extent factor 
driven.21

Any countries falling in between two of the three 
stages are considered to be “in transition.” For these 
countries, the weights change smoothly as a country 
develops, reflecting the smooth transition from one 
stage of development to another. This allows us to 
place increasingly more weight on those areas that are 
becoming more important for the country’s competi-
tiveness as the country develops, ensuring that the GCI 
can gradually “penalize” those countries that are not 
preparing for the next stage. The classification of coun-
tries into stages of development is shown in Table 2.

Data sources
To measure these concepts, the GCI uses statistical 
data such as enrollment rates, government debt, bud-
get deficit, and life expectancy, which are obtained 
from internationally recognized agencies, notably the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO), the IMF, and the World 
Health Organization (WHO). The descriptions and 
data sources of all these statistical variables are summa-
rized in the Technical Notes and Sources at the end of 
this Report. Furthermore, the GCI uses data from the 
World Economic Forum’s annual Executive Opinion 
Survey (Survey) to capture concepts that require a more 
qualitative assessment or for which internationally com-
parable statistical data are not available for the entire 
set of economies. The Survey process and the statistical 
treatment of data are described in detail in Chapter 1.3 
of this Report.

Adjustments to the GCI
This year the GCI drops one variable: within the finan-
cial market development pillar (8th), the measurement of cial market development pillar (8th), the measurement of cial market development
restrictions on capital flows had to be removed from the 
Index as this information is no longer collected. In ad-
dition, the sources for some variables changed this year; 
these are discussed in detail in Box 2.

Country coverage
A number of new countries have been added to the 
GCI sample this year. These include Belize, Haiti, 
and Yemen. Additionally, Suriname, which had to be 
dropped in the last edition because of a lack of Survey 
data, has been reinstated this year. At the same time, it 
was not possible to cover Libya because of the social 
unrest in the country at the time the Survey was car-
ried out. Overall, these changes have led to an increase 
in coverage to a record number of 142 economies this 
year.

The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012 rankings
Tables 3 through 7 provide the detailed rankings of this 
year’s GCI. The following sections discuss the findings 
of the GCI 2011–2012 for the top performers globally, 
as well as for a number of selected economies in each of 
the five following regions: Europe and North America, 
Asia and the Pacific, Latin America and the Caribbean, 
the Middle East and North Africa, and sub-Saharan 
Africa.22 An overview of the recent main trends in 
competitiveness is provided in Box 3.

Top 10
As in previous years, this year’s top 10 remain domi-
nated by a number of European countries, with Sweden, 
Finland, Denmark, Germany, and the Netherlands 
confirming their place among the most competitive 
economies. Singapore continues its upward trend to 
become the second-most competitive economy in the 
world, overtaking Sweden, while the United Kingdom 
returns to the top 10 as it recovers from the crisis.

Table 1: Subindex weights and income thresholds for stages of development

 STAGES OF DEVELOPMENT

 Stage 1:  Transition from Stage 2:  Transition from Stage 3: 
 Factor-driven stage 1 to stage 2  Efficiency-driven  stage 2 to stage 3 Innovation-driven

GDP per capita (US$) thresholds* <2,000 2,000–2,999 3,000–8,999 9,000–17,000 >17,000

Weight for basic requirements subindex 60% 40–60% 40% 20–40% 20%
Weight for efficiency enhancers  subindexWeight for efficiency enhancers  subindex 35%35% 35–50%35–50% 50%50% 50%50% 50%50%
Weight for innovation and sophistication factors subindex 5% 5–10% 10%  10–30% 30%

* For economies with a high dependency on mineral resources, GDP per capita is not the sole criterion for the determination of the stage of development. See text 
for details.
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Table 2: Countries/economies at each stage of development

Stage 1: Transition from Stage 2: Transition from Stage 3: 
Factor-driven stage 1 to stage 2 Efficiency-driven stage 2 to stage 3 Innovation-driven 
(37 economies) (24 economies) (28 economies) (18 economies) (35 economies)

BangladeshBangladesh AlgeriaAlgeria AlbaniaAlbania ArgentinaArgentina AustraliaAustralia
BeninBenin AngolaAngola BelizeBelize BarbadosBarbados AustriaAustria
BoliviaBolivia ArmeniaArmenia Bosnia and HerzegovinaBosnia and Herzegovina BrazilBrazil BahrainBahrain
Burkina FasoBurkina Faso AzerbaijanAzerbaijan BulgariaBulgaria ChileChile BelgiumBelgium
BurundiBurundi BotswanaBotswana Cape VerdeCape Verde CroatiaCroatia CanadaCanada
CambodiaCambodia Brunei DarussalamBrunei Darussalam ChinaChina EstoniaEstonia CyprusCyprus
CameroonCameroon EgyptEgypt ColombiaColombia HungaryHungary Czech RepublicCzech Republic
ChadChad GeorgiaGeorgia Costa RicaCosta Rica LatviaLatvia DenmarkDenmark
Côte d’IvoireCôte d’Ivoire GuatemalaGuatemala Dominican RepublicDominican Republic LebanonLebanon FinlandFinland
EthiopiaEthiopia GuyanaGuyana EcuadorEcuador LithuaniaLithuania FranceFrance
Gambia, TheGambia, The HondurasHonduras El SalvadorEl Salvador MexicoMexico GermanyGermany
GhanaGhana Iran, Islamic Rep.Iran, Islamic Rep. IndonesiaIndonesia OmanOman GreeceGreece
HaitiHaiti JamaicaJamaica JordanJordan PolandPoland Hong Kong SARHong Kong SAR
IndiaIndia KazakhstanKazakhstan Macedonia, FYRMacedonia, FYR Russian FederationRussian Federation IcelandIceland
KenyaKenya KuwaitKuwait MalaysiaMalaysia Slovak RepublicSlovak Republic IrelandIreland
Kyrgyz RepublicKyrgyz Republic MongoliaMongolia MauritiusMauritius Trinidad and TobagoTrinidad and Tobago IsraelIsrael
LesothoLesotho ParaguayParaguay MontenegroMontenegro TurkeyTurkey ItalyItaly
MadagascarMadagascar PhilippinesPhilippines MoroccoMorocco UruguayUruguay JapanJapan
MalawiMalawi QatarQatar NamibiaNamibia Korea, Rep.Korea, Rep.
MaliMali Saudi ArabiaSaudi Arabia PanamaPanama LuxembourgLuxembourg
MauritaniaMauritania Sri LankaSri Lanka PeruPeru MaltaMalta
MoldovaMoldova SyriaSyria RomaniaRomania          NetherlandsNetherlands
MozambiqueMozambique UkraineUkraine SerbiaSerbia New ZealandNew Zealand
NepalNepal VenezuelaVenezuela South AfricaSouth Africa NorwayNorway
NicaraguaNicaragua          SurinameSuriname          PortugalPortugal
NigeriaNigeria SwazilandSwaziland Puerto RicoPuerto Rico
PakistanPakistan          ThailandThailand          SingaporeSingapore
RwandaRwanda          TunisiaTunisia          SloveniaSlovenia
SenegalSenegal                    SpainSpain
TajikistanTajikistan                    SwedenSweden
TanzaniaTanzania                    SwitzerlandSwitzerland
Timor-LesteTimor-Leste Taiwan, ChinaTaiwan, China
UgandaUganda United Arab EmiratesUnited Arab Emirates
VietnamVietnam United KingdomUnited Kingdom
YemenYemen United StatesUnited States
ZambiaZambia                    
ZimbabweZimbabwe          

Switzerland retains its 1st place position again this 
year as a result of its continuing strong performance 
across the board. The country’s most notable strengths 
are related to innovation, technological readiness, and 
labor market efficiency, where it tops the GCI rankings. 
Switzerland’s scientific research institutions are among 
the world’s best, and the strong collaboration between 
its academic and business sectors, combined with high 
company spending on R&D, ensures that much of this 
research is translated into marketable products and pro-
cesses that are reinforced by strong intellectual property 
protection. This robust innovative capacity is captured 
by its high rate of patenting, for which Switzerland 
ranks 7th worldwide. Productivity is further enhanced 
by a business sector and a population that are proac-
tive at adapting latest technologies, as well as by labor 
markets that balance employee protection with the 
interests of employers. Moreover, public institutions in 
Switzerland are among the most effective and transpar-
ent in the world (7th). Governance structures ensure a 
level playing field, enhancing business confidence; these 

include an independent judiciary, a strong rule of law, 
and a highly accountable public sector. Competitiveness 
is also buttressed by excellent infrastructure (5th), well-
functioning goods markets (5th), and highly developed 
financial markets (7th), which benefit from a sounder 
banking sector than seen in last year’s assessment. 
Finally, Switzerland’s macroeconomic environment is 
among the most stable in the world (11th) at a time 
when many neighboring economies continue to strug-
gle in this area.

While Switzerland demonstrates many competi-
tive strengths, maintaining its innovative capacity will 
require boosting the university enrollment rate of 49.4 
percent, which continues to lag behind that of many 
other high-innovation countries.

Singapore moves up by one place to 2nd posi-
tion, maintaining the lead among Asian economies. 
The country’s institutions continue to be assessed as 
the best in the world, ranked 1st for both their lack 
of corruption and government efficiency. Singapore 
places 1st and 2nd, respectively, for the efficiency of its 
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Box 2: Macroeconomic indicators

The collection of data is a critical phase in the computation of The collection of data is a critical phase in the computation of 
the Global Competitiveness Index (GCI). The GCI itself compristhe Global Competitiveness Index (GCI). The GCI itself compris--
es 113 indicators, and additional variables are used to compute es 113 indicators, and additional variables are used to compute 
countries’ stages of development, the validation of other data countries’ stages of development, the validation of other data 
points, and for empirical analysis. In total, about 20,000 data points, and for empirical analysis. In total, about 20,000 data 
points are collected each year for the purpose of calculating points are collected each year for the purpose of calculating 
the GCI. About 12,000 data points are drawn from the Forum’s the GCI. About 12,000 data points are drawn from the Forum’s 
Executive Opinion Survey, and the remainder are derived from Executive Opinion Survey, and the remainder are derived from 
external sources.external sources.

One guiding principle in this process is that we always One guiding principle in this process is that we always 
use, to the extent possible, the most well respected internause, to the extent possible, the most well respected interna--
tional institution in each particular issue area as the data protional institution in each particular issue area as the data pro--
vider for each indicator. Indeed, comparability across countries vider for each indicator. Indeed, comparability across countries 
and quality of the data are paramount. Cross-country and inter-and quality of the data are paramount. Cross-country and inter-
year comparisons are meaningful only if, for any given indicator, year comparisons are meaningful only if, for any given indicator, 
all the data points capture the same concept over the same all the data points capture the same concept over the same 
period. Of course, given the extensive country coverage of the period. Of course, given the extensive country coverage of the 
GCI—a record 142 economies this year—it is not always posGCI—a record 142 economies this year—it is not always pos--
sible to obtain all the data points for an indicator from a unique sible to obtain all the data points for an indicator from a unique 
source. In order to address missing data points, which can source. In order to address missing data points, which can 
also lead to less reliable results, sometimes other sources are also lead to less reliable results, sometimes other sources are 
used and/or previous years’ data are taken, assuming that the used and/or previous years’ data are taken, assuming that the 
time-sensitivity of the particular indicator is not too great. The time-sensitivity of the particular indicator is not too great. The 
Forum’s Partner Institutes assist with data collection. Thanks Forum’s Partner Institutes assist with data collection. Thanks 
to their local presence, they have access to data from national to their local presence, they have access to data from national 
statistical offices, ministries, and government agencies. As a statistical offices, ministries, and government agencies. As a 
result of these efforts, the percentage of missing data points is result of these efforts, the percentage of missing data points is 
usually below 0.5 percent.usually below 0.5 percent.

The collection of several indicators composing the macroThe collection of several indicators composing the macro--
economic environment pillar of the GCI, including government economic environment pillar of the GCI, including government 
debt and budget balance, has proven challenging in past years debt and budget balance, has proven challenging in past years 
because there is no one central source for these data. The because there is no one central source for these data. The 
International Monetary Fund (IMF) has always been the prime International Monetary Fund (IMF) has always been the prime 
source for all macroeconomic data. One of the IMF’s flagship source for all macroeconomic data. One of the IMF’s flagship 
publications, the publications, the World Economic OutlookWorld Economic Outlook (WEO), provides time- (WEO), provides time-World Economic OutlookWorld Economic Outlook (WEO), provides time-World Economic OutlookWorld Economic Outlook
series data for dozens of financial and economic indicators for series data for dozens of financial and economic indicators for 

up to 183 economies. Although almost all countries are covered up to 183 economies. Although almost all countries are covered 
for GDP and price-related data, data coverage for savings, for GDP and price-related data, data coverage for savings, 
government debt, and budget data had until this year included government debt, and budget data had until this year included 
only few, mainly advanced, economies. For those indicators, we only few, mainly advanced, economies. For those indicators, we 
therefore were required to rely on a variety of sources, includtherefore were required to rely on a variety of sources, includ--
ing the IMF’s ing the IMF’s International Financial StatisticsInternational Financial Statistics and Country  and Country International Financial StatisticsInternational Financial Statistics and Country International Financial StatisticsInternational Financial Statistics
Reports (Article IV consultations); regional development banks’ Reports (Article IV consultations); regional development banks’ 
statistical publications; central banks and ministries; and the statistical publications; central banks and ministries; and the 
Economist Intelligence Unit, an economic research firm.Economist Intelligence Unit, an economic research firm.

In its April 2011 edition of the WEO database, the IMF In its April 2011 edition of the WEO database, the IMF 
significantly expanded its country coverage for the indicators significantly expanded its country coverage for the indicators 
in question. It now reports budgetary, debt, and savings data in question. It now reports budgetary, debt, and savings data 
for a vast majority of the 142 economies included in the GCI for a vast majority of the 142 economies included in the GCI 
(see Table 1). In accordance with the principle of using a cen(see Table 1). In accordance with the principle of using a cen--
tral source to the degree possible, we have decided to use the tral source to the degree possible, we have decided to use the 
WEO as the main source for all macroeconomic indicators with WEO as the main source for all macroeconomic indicators with 
the exception of the country credit rating measure, which is the exception of the country credit rating measure, which is 
not covered by the IMF.not covered by the IMF.11 For the many countries with data not  For the many countries with data not 
previously obtained from the IMF, this change in source creates previously obtained from the IMF, this change in source creates 
a break in the time series and results in variations for some a break in the time series and results in variations for some 
countries that are larger than the year-on-year change that countries that are larger than the year-on-year change that 
would have been observed had the same source been used would have been observed had the same source been used 
again this year. Readers should therefore be careful when again this year. Readers should therefore be careful when 
drawing comparisons between this year’s and last year’s drawing comparisons between this year’s and last year’s 
macromacroeconomic data, as part of the difference can be attributed economic data, as part of the difference can be attributed 
to this change in source. For the newly published indicators, the to this change in source. For the newly published indicators, the 
WEO reports time-series data going back several years, thus WEO reports time-series data going back several years, thus 
allowing the evolution in a country’s situation as assessed by allowing the evolution in a country’s situation as assessed by 
the IMF to be tracked.the IMF to be tracked.

Moving to a single source with a common definition Moving to a single source with a common definition 
contributes to ensuring comparability across countries. And contributes to ensuring comparability across countries. And 
because the IMF is, because of its expertise, arguably the because the IMF is, because of its expertise, arguably the 
best source of macroeconomic data internationally, this year’s best source of macroeconomic data internationally, this year’s 
change in source for these data ensures a more accurate, timechange in source for these data ensures a more accurate, time--
lier, and ultimately better assessment of the fiscal situation of lier, and ultimately better assessment of the fiscal situation of 
the countries going forward.the countries going forward.22

(Cont’d.)

goods and labor markets and leads the world in terms 
of financial market development, ensuring the proper 
allocation of these factors to their best use. Singapore 
also has world-class infrastructure (3rd), with excellent 
roads, ports, and air transport facilities. In addition, 
the country’s competitiveness is reinforced by a strong 
focus on education, providing individuals with the skills 
needed for a rapidly changing global economy. In order 
to strengthen its competitiveness further, Singapore 
could encourage even stronger adoption of the latest 
technologies (10th) as well as measures that support the 
sophistication of its companies (15th).

Sweden, overtaken by Singapore, falls one place 
to 3rd position. Like Switzerland, the country has been 
placing significant emphasis on creating the conditions 

for innovation-led growth. The quality of its public 
institutions is first-rate, with a very high degree of 
efficiency, trust, and transparency. Private institutions 
also receive excellent marks (3rd), with firms that dem-
onstrate the highest ethical behavior (3rd), supported 
by strong auditing and reporting standards (2nd) and 
well-functioning corporate boards (1st). Goods and 
financial markets are also very efficient, although the 
labor market could be more flexible (25th). Combined 
with a strong focus on education over the years (2nd 
for higher education and training) and a high level of 
technological adoption (2nd), Sweden has developed a 
very sophisticated business culture (2nd) and is one of 
the world’s leading innovators (2nd). Last but not least, 
the country boasts a stable macroeconomic environment 
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Table 1: Description of selected GCI macroeconomic indicators

Indicator title
WEO coverage/142* 
Exceptions Period Alternative sources (if any) General definition

Macroeconomic indicators primarily obtained from the Macroeconomic indicators primarily obtained from the World Economic OutlookWorld Economic Outlook (April 2011) (April 2011)World Economic OutlookWorld Economic Outlook (April 2011)World Economic OutlookWorld Economic Outlook

3.013.01 Government Government 
budget balance, budget balance, 
% GDP% GDP

139 139 
Malawi; Malawi; 

Puerto Rico; Puerto Rico; 
RwandaRwanda

20102010 African Development African Development 
Bank, Bank, African Statistical African Statistical 
Yearbook 2011Yearbook 2011; ; 
AfricanEconomicOutlook.AfricanEconomicOutlook.
org (accessed July 1, org (accessed July 1, 
2011); national sources2011); national sources

Net lending (+)/ borrowing (–) is calculated Net lending (+)/ borrowing (–) is calculated 
as general government revenue minus total as general government revenue minus total 
expenditure. This is a core Government Finance expenditure. This is a core Government Finance 
Statistics (GFS) balance that measures the Statistics (GFS) balance that measures the 
extent to which general government is either extent to which general government is either 
putting financial resources at the disposal of putting financial resources at the disposal of 
other sectors in the economy and nonresidents other sectors in the economy and nonresidents 
(net lending), or utilizing the financial resources (net lending), or utilizing the financial resources 
generated by other sectors and nonresidents (net generated by other sectors and nonresidents (net 
borrowing).borrowing).

3.02 Gross national 
savings, % GDP

137 
Brunei 
Darussalam; 
Puerto Rico; 
Switzerland; 
Timor-Leste; 
Zimbabwe

2010 or 
most 
recent 
year 
available

IMF, Public Information 
Notices (various issues); Notices (various issues); Notices
national sources

Aggregate national savings is defined as public- Aggregate national savings is defined as public- Aggregate national savings
and private-sector savings as a percentage of 
nominal GDP. National savings equals gross 
domestic investment plus the current-account 
balance.

3.033.03 Inflation, Inflation, 
annual % annual % 
changechange

141 141 
Puerto RicoPuerto Rico

20102010 National sourcesNational sources Annual percent change in year average consumer Annual percent change in year average consumer 
price index.price index.

3.05 General 
government 
debt, % GDP

136 
Algeria; 
Bangladesh; 
Mongolia; 
Puerto Rico; 
Sri Lanka; 
Timor-Leste

2010 IMF, Public Information 
Notices (various issues); 
Asian Development Bank, 
Asian Development 
Outlook 2011; Economist 
Intelligence Unit, 
CountryData Database
(accessed 17 July 2011); 
national sources

Gross debt consists of all liabilities that require Gross debt consists of all liabilities that require Gross debt
payment or payments of interest and/or principal 
by the debtor to the creditor at a date or dates 
in the future. This includes debt liabilities in 
the form of special drawing rights, currency 
and deposits, debt securities, loans, insurance, 
pensions and standardized guarantee schemes, 
and other accounts payable. Thus, all liabilities in 
the Government Finance Statistics Manual 2001
system are debt, except for equity and investment 
fund shares and financial derivatives and 
employee stock options.

0.010.01 GDP (US$ GDP (US$ 
billions)billions)

141 141 
Puerto RicoPuerto Rico

20102010 National sourceNational source GDP values are based upon GDP in the current GDP values are based upon GDP in the current 
national currency and US dollar exchange rate national currency and US dollar exchange rate 
projections. According to the System of National projections. According to the System of National 
Accounts 2008, the valuation of output should be Accounts 2008, the valuation of output should be 
carried out at basic prices.carried out at basic prices.

0.03 GDP per capita 
(US$)

139 
Montenegro; 
Puerto Rico; 
Trinidad and 
Tobago

2010 Authors’ calculation; 
national source

GDP per capita is derived by first converting 
GDP in national currency to US dollars and then 
dividing it by total population.

(Cont’d.)

Box 2: Macroeconomic indicators (cont’d.)
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Table 1: Description of selected GCI macroeconomic indicators (cont’d.)

Indicator title
WEO coverage/142* 
Exceptions Period Alternative sources (if any) General definition

Macroeconomic indicators obtained from a different sourceMacroeconomic indicators obtained from a different source

3.043.04 Interest rate Interest rate 
spread, %spread, %

Not applicableNot applicable 2010 or 2010 or 
most most 
recent recent 
year year 
availableavailable

IMF, IMF, International International 
Financial StatisticsFinancial Statistics
database (accessed July database (accessed July 
17, 2011) and country 17, 2011) and country 
tables (July 2011); tables (July 2011); 
Economist Intelligence Economist Intelligence 
Unit, Unit, CountryData CountryData 
DatabaseDatabase (accessed July  (accessed July DatabaseDatabase (accessed July DatabaseDatabase
17, 2011)17, 2011)

This indicator measures the difference between This indicator measures the difference between 
the typical short-term lending and deposit rates.the typical short-term lending and deposit rates.

3.06 Country credit 
rating, 0–100 
(best)

Not applicable March 
2011

Institutional Investor Country credit ratings developed by Institutional 
Investor are based on information provided by 
senior economists and sovereign-debt analysts 
at leading global banks and money management 
and security firms. Twice a year, the respondents 
grade each country on a scale of 0 to 100, with 
100 representing the least chance of default.

* Number of economies for which the IMF’s * Number of economies for which the IMF’s World Economic OutlookWorld Economic Outlook (WEO)  database was used. Economies for which data were obtained from a different provider appear in  (WEO)  database was used. Economies for which data were obtained from a different provider appear in World Economic OutlookWorld Economic Outlook (WEO)  database was used. Economies for which data were obtained from a different provider appear in World Economic OutlookWorld Economic Outlook
italics.italics.

NotesNotes
11 Most of the data on lending and deposit interest rates Most of the data on lending and deposit interest rates 

used to compute the interest spread (indicator 3.04) used to compute the interest spread (indicator 3.04) 
are from the are from the International Financial StatisticsInternational Financial Statistics database, a  database, a International Financial StatisticsInternational Financial Statistics database, a International Financial StatisticsInternational Financial Statistics
statistical database maintained by the IMF. statistical database maintained by the IMF. 

22 It must be noted that although the IMF does provide It must be noted that although the IMF does provide 
a general definition for the indicators, country analysts a general definition for the indicators, country analysts 
make adjustments when accounting for expenses and make adjustments when accounting for expenses and 
revenues (government balance), as well as liabilities and revenues (government balance), as well as liabilities and 
assets (government debt).assets (government debt).

Box 2: Macroeconomic indicators (cont’d.)

(13th), with an almost balanced budget and manageable 
public debt levels. These characteristics come together 
to make Sweden one of the most productive and com-
petitive economies in the world.

Finland moves up three places since last year to 
reach 4th position. Similar to other countries in the 
region, the country boasts well-functioning and highly 
transparent public institutions (3rd), topping several 
indicators included in this category. It also occupies the 
top position in the higher education and training pillar, 
the result of a strong focus on education over recent 
decades. This has provided the workforce with the skills 
needed to adapt rapidly to a changing environment and 
has laid the groundwork for high levels of technological 
adoption and innovation. Finland is one of the inno-
vation powerhouses in Europe, ranking 3rd, behind 
only Switzerland and Singapore, on the related pillar. 
Finland’s macroeconomic environment remains fairly 

healthy, despite a small increase in the government’s 
budget deficit.

The United States continues the decline that 
began three years ago, falling one more position to 
5th place. While many structural features continue to 
make its economy extremely productive, a number of 
escalating weaknesses have lowered the US ranking in 
recent years. US companies are highly sophisticated 
and innovative, supported by an excellent university 
system that collaborates admirably with the business 
sector in R&D. Combined with flexible labor markets 
and the scale opportunities afforded by the sheer size 
of its domestic economy—the largest in the world by 
far—these qualities continue to make the United States 
very competitive. On the other hand, there are some 
weaknesses in particular areas that have deepened since 
past assessments. The business community continues to 
be critical toward public and private institutions (39th). 
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Table 3: The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012 rankings and 2010–2011 comparisons

   GCI 2011– 
   2012 rank 
   among 2010 GCI 2010–2011 
Country/Economy Rank/142 Score countries rank

Switzerland 1 5.74 1 1
SingaporeSingapore 22 5.635.63 22 33
Sweden 3 5.61 3 2
FinlandFinland 44 5.475.47 44 77
United States 5 5.43 5 4
GermanyGermany 66 5.415.41 66 55
Netherlands 7 5.41 7 8
DenmarkDenmark 88 5.405.40 88 99
Japan 9 5.40 9 6
United KingdomUnited Kingdom 1010 5.395.39 1010 1212
Hong Kong SAR 11 5.36 11 11
CanadaCanada 1212 5.335.33 1212 1010
Taiwan, China 13 5.26 13 13
QatarQatar 1414 5.245.24 1414 1717
Belgium 15 5.20 15 19
NorwayNorway 1616 5.185.18 1616 1414
Saudi Arabia 17 5.17 17 21
FranceFrance 1818 5.145.14 1818 1515
Austria 19 5.14 19 18
AustraliaAustralia 2020 5.115.11 2020 1616
Malaysia 21 5.08 21 26
IsraelIsrael 2222 5.075.07 2222 2424
Luxembourg 23 5.03 23 20
Korea, Rep.Korea, Rep. 2424 5.025.02 2424 2222
New Zealand 25 4.93 25 23
ChinaChina 2626 4.904.90 2626 2727
United Arab Emirates 27 4.89 27 25
Brunei DarussalamBrunei Darussalam 2828 4.784.78 2828 2828
Ireland 29 4.77 29 29
IcelandIceland 3030 4.754.75 3030 3131
Chile 31 4.70 31 30
OmanOman 3232 4.644.64 3232 3434
Estonia 33 4.62 33 33
KuwaitKuwait 3434 4.624.62 3434 3535
Puerto Rico 35 4.58 35 41
SpainSpain 3636 4.544.54 3636 4242
Bahrain 37 4.54 37 37
Czech RepublicCzech Republic 3838 4.524.52 3838 3636
Thailand 39 4.52 39 38
TunisiaTunisia 4040 4.474.47 4040 3232
Poland 41 4.46 41 39
BarbadosBarbados 4242 4.444.44 4242 4343
Italy 43 4.43 43 48
LithuaniaLithuania 4444 4.414.41 4444 4747
Portugal 45 4.40 45 46
IndonesiaIndonesia 4646 4.384.38 4646 4444
Cyprus 47 4.36 47 40
HungaryHungary 4848 4.364.36 4848 5252
Panama 49 4.35 49 53
South AfricaSouth Africa 5050 4.344.34 5050 5454
Malta 51 4.33 51 50
Sri LankaSri Lanka 5252 4.334.33 5252 6262
Brazil 53 4.32 53 58
MauritiusMauritius 5454 4.314.31 5454 5555
Azerbaijan 55 4.31 55 57
IndiaIndia 5656 4.304.30 5656 5151
Slovenia 57 4.30 57 45
MexicoMexico 5858 4.294.29 5858 6666
Turkey 59 4.28 59 61
MontenegroMontenegro 6060 4.274.27 6060 4949
Costa Rica 61 4.27 61 56
Iran, Islamic Rep.Iran, Islamic Rep. 6262 4.264.26 6262 6969
Uruguay 63 4.25 63 64
LatviaLatvia 6464 4.244.24 6464 7070
Vietnam 65 4.24 65 59
Russian FederationRussian Federation 6666 4.214.21 6666 6363
Peru 67 4.21 67 73
ColombiaColombia 6868 4.204.20 6868 6868
Slovak Republic 69 4.19 69 60
RwandaRwanda 7070 4.194.19 7070 8080
Jordan 71 4.19 71 65

   GCI 2011– 
   2012 rank 
   among 2010 GCI 2010–2011 
Country/Economy Rank/142 Score countries rank

Kazakhstan 72 4.18 72 72
MoroccoMorocco 7373 4.164.16 7373 7575
Bulgaria 74 4.16 74 71
PhilippinesPhilippines 7575 4.084.08 7575 8585
Croatia 76 4.08 76 77
RomaniaRomania 7777 4.084.08 7777 6767
Albania 78 4.06 78 88
Macedonia, FYRMacedonia, FYR 7979 4.054.05 7979 7979
Botswana 80 4.05 80 76
Trinidad and TobagoTrinidad and Tobago 8181 4.004.00 8181 8484
Ukraine 82 4.00 82 89
NamibiaNamibia 8383 4.004.00 8383 7474
Guatemala 84 4.00 84 78
ArgentinaArgentina 8585 3.993.99 8585 8787
Honduras 86 3.98 86 91
AlgeriaAlgeria 8787 3.963.96 8787 8686
Georgia 88 3.95 88 93
LebanonLebanon 8989 3.953.95 8989 9292
Greece 90 3.92 90 83
El SalvadorEl Salvador 9191 3.893.89 9191 8282
Armenia 92 3.89 92 98
MoldovaMoldova 9393 3.893.89 9393 9494
Egypt 94 3.88 94 81
SerbiaSerbia 9595 3.883.88 9595 9696
Mongolia 96 3.86 96 99
CambodiaCambodia 9797 3.853.85 9797 109109
Syria 98 3.85 98 97
Gambia, TheGambia, The 9999 3.843.84 9999 9090
Bosnia and Herzegovina 100 3.83 100 102
EcuadorEcuador 101101 3.823.82 101101 105105
Kenya 102 3.82 102 106
BoliviaBolivia 103103 3.823.82 103103 108108
Benin 104 3.78 104 103
TajikistanTajikistan 105105 3.773.77 105105 116116
Ethiopia 106 3.76 106 119
JamaicaJamaica 107107 3.763.76 107107 9595
Bangladesh 108 3.73 108 107
GuyanaGuyana 109109 3.733.73 109109 110110
Dominican Republic 110 3.73 110 101
SenegalSenegal 111111 3.703.70 111111 104104
Suriname 112 3.67 n/a n/a
ZambiaZambia 113113 3.673.67 112112 115115
Ghana 114 3.65 113 114
NicaraguaNicaragua 115115 3.613.61 114114 112112
Cameroon 116 3.61 115 111
MalawiMalawi 117117 3.583.58 116116 125125
Pakistan 118 3.58 117 123
Cape VerdeCape Verde 119119 3.583.58 118118 117117
Tanzania 120 3.56 119 113
UgandaUganda 121121 3.563.56 120120 118118
Paraguay 122 3.53 121 120
BelizeBelize 123123 3.523.52 n/an/a n/an/a
Venezuela 124 3.51 122 122
NepalNepal 125125 3.473.47 123123 130130
Kyrgyz Republic 126 3.45 124 121
NigeriaNigeria 127127 3.453.45 125125 127127
Mali 128 3.39 126 132
Côte d’IvoireCôte d’Ivoire 129129 3.373.37 127127 129129
Madagascar 130 3.36 128 124
Timor-LesteTimor-Leste 131131 3.353.35 129129 133133
Zimbabwe 132 3.33 130 136
MozambiqueMozambique 133133 3.313.31 131131 131131
Swaziland 134 3.30 132 126
LesothoLesotho 135135 3.263.26 133133 128128
Burkina Faso 136 3.25 134 134
MauritaniaMauritania 137137 3.203.20 135135 135135
Yemen 138 3.06 n/a n/a
AngolaAngola 139139 2.962.96 136136 138138
Burundi 140 2.95 137 137
HaitiHaiti 141141 2.902.90 n/an/a n/an/a
Chad 142 2.87 138 139

GCI 2011–2012 GCI 2011–2012
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Table 4: The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012

 SUBINDEXES

    Innovation and 
 OVERALL INDEX Basic requirements Efficiency enhancers sophistication factors

Country/Economy Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

Switzerland 1 5.74 3 6.18 2 5.53 1 5.79
SingaporeSingapore 22 5.635.63 11 6.336.33 11 5.585.58 1111 5.235.23
Sweden 3 5.61 4 6.06 7 5.33 2 5.79
FinlandFinland 44 5.475.47 55 6.026.02 1010 5.195.19 44 5.565.56
United States 5 5.43 36 5.21 3 5.49 6 5.46
GermanyGermany 66 5.415.41 1111 5.835.83 1313 5.185.18 55 5.535.53
Netherlands 7 5.41 7 5.88 8 5.29 9 5.30
DenmarkDenmark 88 5.405.40 88 5.865.86 99 5.275.27 88 5.315.31
Japan 9 5.40 28 5.40 11 5.19 3 5.75
United KingdomUnited Kingdom 1010 5.395.39 2121 5.605.60 55 5.435.43 1212 5.175.17
Hong Kong SAR 11 5.36 2 6.21 4 5.48 25 4.58
CanadaCanada 1212 5.335.33 1313 5.775.77 66 5.365.36 1515 4.994.99
Taiwan, China 13 5.26 15 5.69 16 5.10 10 5.25
QatarQatar 1414 5.245.24 1212 5.815.81 2727 4.684.68 1616 4.984.98
Belgium 15 5.20 22 5.58 15 5.13 14 5.06
NorwayNorway 1616 5.185.18 99 5.855.85 1414 5.155.15 1919 4.784.78
Saudi Arabia 17 5.17 16 5.66 24 4.82 24 4.64
FranceFrance 1818 5.145.14 2323 5.575.57 1717 5.095.09 1717 4.934.93
Austria 19 5.14 18 5.65 19 4.94 13 5.12
AustraliaAustralia 2020 5.115.11 1414 5.745.74 1212 5.185.18 2626 4.574.57
Malaysia 21 5.08 25 5.45 20 4.88 22 4.65
IsraelIsrael 2222 5.075.07 3535 5.235.23 2121 4.864.86 77 5.325.32
Luxembourg 23 5.03 6 5.90 23 4.86 20 4.75
Korea, Rep.Korea, Rep. 2424 5.025.02 1919 5.655.65 2222 4.864.86 1818 4.874.87
New Zealand 25 4.93 17 5.66 18 4.99 28 4.34
ChinaChina 2626 4.904.90 3030 5.335.33 2626 4.704.70 3131 4.154.15
United Arab Emirates 27 4.89 10 5.84 25 4.78 27 4.43
Brunei DarussalamBrunei Darussalam 2828 4.784.78 2424 5.485.48 7171 4.034.03 7373 3.453.45
Ireland 29 4.77 37 5.20 28 4.67 23 4.65
IcelandIceland 3030 4.754.75 3131 5.315.31 3333 4.574.57 2121 4.674.67
Chile 31 4.70 29 5.37 34 4.54 42 3.88
OmanOman 3232 4.644.64 2020 5.625.62 4545 4.334.33 4444 3.873.87
Estonia 33 4.62 27 5.41 36 4.52 37 3.98
KuwaitKuwait 3434 4.624.62 3434 5.255.25 6767 4.054.05 6666 3.513.51
Puerto Rico 35 4.58 41 5.09 35 4.53 29 4.32
SpainSpain 3636 4.544.54 3838 5.185.18 3232 4.584.58 3333 4.034.03
Bahrain 37 4.54 26 5.42 31 4.59 46 3.86
Czech RepublicCzech Republic 3838 4.524.52 4545 4.904.90 2929 4.634.63 3232 4.094.09
Thailand 39 4.52 46 4.88 43 4.38 51 3.75
TunisiaTunisia 4040 4.474.47 4242 5.085.08 5858 4.114.11 4343 3.873.87
Poland 41 4.46 56 4.70 30 4.61 57 3.64
BarbadosBarbados 4242 4.444.44 3333 5.255.25 4949 4.284.28 4747 3.863.86
Italy 43 4.43 47 4.84 40 4.41 30 4.18
LithuaniaLithuania 4444 4.414.41 4949 4.824.82 4848 4.314.31 5050 3.783.78
Portugal 45 4.40 44 5.00 39 4.42 38 3.98
IndonesiaIndonesia 4646 4.384.38 5353 4.744.74 5656 4.184.18 4141 3.903.90
Cyprus 47 4.36 32 5.26 46 4.32 48 3.83
HungaryHungary 4848 4.364.36 5555 4.724.72 4242 4.394.39 5252 3.753.75
Panama 49 4.35 50 4.81 57 4.13 54 3.68
South AfricaSouth Africa 5050 4.344.34 8585 4.324.32 3838 4.444.44 3939 3.933.93
Malta 51 4.33 40 5.12 47 4.32 49 3.83
Sri LankaSri Lanka 5252 4.334.33 6565 4.614.61 6969 4.034.03 3434 4.034.03
Brazil 53 4.32 83 4.33 41 4.40 35 4.02
MauritiusMauritius 5454 4.314.31 4848 4.834.83 6868 4.044.04 6060 3.623.62
Azerbaijan 55 4.31 59 4.68 77 3.99 67 3.51
IndiaIndia 5656 4.304.30 9191 4.254.25 3737 4.464.46 4040 3.923.92
Slovenia 57 4.30 39 5.12 51 4.23 45 3.87
MexicoMexico 5858 4.294.29 6767 4.594.59 5353 4.214.21 5555 3.653.65
Turkey 59 4.28 64 4.61 52 4.22 58 3.62
MontenegroMontenegro 6060 4.274.27 5757 4.694.69 6363 4.074.07 5959 3.623.62
Costa Rica 61 4.27 70 4.54 61 4.09 36 4.02
Iran, Islamic Rep.Iran, Islamic Rep. 6262 4.264.26 5151 4.804.80 8888 3.763.76 8383 3.373.37
Uruguay 63 4.25 43 5.04 75 4.00 65 3.51
LatviaLatvia 6464 4.244.24 6666 4.604.60 5454 4.204.20 6464 3.533.53
Vietnam 65 4.24 76 4.41 66 4.05 75 3.44
Russian FederationRussian Federation 6666 4.214.21 6363 4.614.61 5555 4.194.19 9797 3.243.24
Peru 67 4.21 78 4.38 50 4.25 89 3.32
ColombiaColombia 6868 4.204.20 7373 4.474.47 6060 4.104.10 5656 3.653.65
Slovak Republic 69 4.19 60 4.66 44 4.38 71 3.46
RwandaRwanda 7070 4.194.19 7272 4.534.53 9595 3.713.71 6868 3.513.51
Jordan 71 4.19 61 4.65 78 3.95 70 3.48

(Cont’d.)
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Table 4: The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012 (cont’d.)

SUBINDEXES

   Innovation and 
OVERALL INDEX Basic requirements Efficiency enhancers sophistication factors

Country/Economy Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

Kazakhstan 72 4.18 62 4.64 76 4.00 114 3.04
MoroccoMorocco 7373 4.164.16 5454 4.744.74 8383 3.863.86 7979 3.403.40
Bulgaria 74 4.16 74 4.46 59 4.10 96 3.24
PhilippinesPhilippines 7575 4.084.08 100100 4.174.17 7070 4.034.03 7474 3.453.45
Croatia 76 4.08 52 4.76 72 4.01 82 3.37
RomaniaRomania 7777 4.084.08 8989 4.284.28 6262 4.094.09 9999 3.203.20
Albania 78 4.06 71 4.53 82 3.87 102 3.18
Macedonia, FYRMacedonia, FYR 7979 4.054.05 6969 4.554.55 8787 3.833.83 104104 3.143.14
Botswana 80 4.05 81 4.35 86 3.83 94 3.26
Trinidad and TobagoTrinidad and Tobago 8181 4.004.00 5858 4.684.68 7979 3.893.89 7676 3.443.44
Ukraine 82 4.00 98 4.18 74 4.00 93 3.29
NamibiaNamibia 8383 4.004.00 6868 4.564.56 9797 3.703.70 9595 3.253.25
Guatemala 84 4.00 93 4.24 81 3.87 63 3.53
ArgentinaArgentina 8585 3.993.99 8484 4.334.33 8484 3.853.85 7777 3.433.43
Honduras 86 3.98 90 4.25 104 3.60 90 3.31
AlgeriaAlgeria 8787 3.963.96 7575 4.444.44 122122 3.353.35 136136 2.652.65
Georgia 88 3.95 86 4.32 89 3.74 117 3.01
LebanonLebanon 8989 3.953.95 109109 3.973.97 6464 4.064.06 7878 3.433.43
Greece 90 3.92 80 4.36 65 4.06 81 3.39
El SalvadorEl Salvador 9191 3.893.89 8787 4.314.31 9696 3.713.71 106106 3.143.14
Armenia 92 3.89 94 4.24 91 3.73 110 3.09
MoldovaMoldova 9393 3.893.89 102102 4.134.13 103103 3.623.62 127127 2.862.86
Egypt 94 3.88 99 4.17 94 3.71 86 3.33
SerbiaSerbia 9595 3.883.88 8888 4.284.28 9090 3.733.73 118118 2.992.99
Mongolia 96 3.86 101 4.16 105 3.56 112 3.04
CambodiaCambodia 9797 3.853.85 108108 3.993.99 9898 3.693.69 9191 3.313.31
Syria 98 3.85 77 4.41 109 3.51 111 3.06
Gambia, TheGambia, The 9999 3.843.84 103103 4.084.08 111111 3.483.48 6161 3.553.55
Bosnia and Herzegovina 100 3.83 92 4.25 102 3.63 108 3.13
EcuadorEcuador 101101 3.823.82 8282 4.354.35 107107 3.533.53 103103 3.173.17
Kenya 102 3.82 118 3.72 73 4.01 53 3.72
BoliviaBolivia 103103 3.823.82 9595 4.214.21 125125 3.243.24 107107 3.133.13
Benin 104 3.78 107 4.02 117 3.43 88 3.33
TajikistanTajikistan 105105 3.773.77 106106 4.034.03 118118 3.423.42 100100 3.193.19
Ethiopia 106 3.76 105 4.06 121 3.37 120 2.92
JamaicaJamaica 107107 3.763.76 116116 3.763.76 8585 3.843.84 8484 3.363.36
Bangladesh 108 3.73 112 3.81 99 3.69 113 3.04
GuyanaGuyana 109109 3.733.73 104104 4.074.07 110110 3.503.50 8787 3.333.33
Dominican Republic 110 3.73 110 3.90 93 3.71 109 3.12
SenegalSenegal 111111 3.703.70 113113 3.813.81 108108 3.533.53 6262 3.543.54
Suriname 112 3.67 79 4.37 124 3.27 122 2.91
ZambiaZambia 113113 3.673.67 115115 3.773.77 106106 3.543.54 8080 3.403.40
Ghana 114 3.65 122 3.64 92 3.72 98 3.20
NicaraguaNicaragua 115115 3.613.61 111111 3.853.85 123123 3.313.31 129129 2.812.81
Cameroon 116 3.61 114 3.78 120 3.37 101 3.19
MalawiMalawi 117117 3.583.58 120120 3.683.68 116116 3.433.43 8585 3.353.35
Pakistan 118 3.58 130 3.53 100 3.68 72 3.45
Cape VerdeCape Verde 119119 3.583.58 9696 4.194.19 126126 3.223.22 124124 2.872.87
Tanzania 120 3.56 123 3.64 113 3.47 92 3.29
UgandaUganda 121121 3.563.56 127127 3.553.55 101101 3.643.64 105105 3.143.14
Paraguay 122 3.53 117 3.75 114 3.47 125 2.86
BelizeBelize 123123 3.523.52 9797 4.184.18 130130 3.143.14 131131 2.782.78
Venezuela 124 3.51 125 3.62 112 3.48 128 2.82
NepalNepal 125125 3.473.47 121121 3.673.67 127127 3.223.22 132132 2.732.73
Kyrgyz Republic 126 3.45 131 3.52 115 3.44 138 2.57
NigeriaNigeria 127127 3.453.45 139139 3.193.19 8080 3.883.88 6969 3.493.49
Mali 128 3.39 126 3.59 134 3.10 116 3.02
Côte d’IvoireCôte d’Ivoire 129129 3.373.37 135135 3.413.41 119119 3.383.38 121121 2.922.92
Madagascar 130 3.36 128 3.53 131 3.14 123 2.90
Timor-LesteTimor-Leste 131131 3.353.35 119119 3.703.70 138138 2.882.88 137137 2.592.59
Zimbabwe 132 3.33 132 3.49 133 3.10 119 2.93
MozambiqueMozambique 133133 3.313.31 133133 3.433.43 129129 3.163.16 115115 3.023.02
Swaziland 134 3.30 124 3.63 128 3.17 134 2.67
LesothoLesotho 135135 3.263.26 134134 3.423.42 135135 3.083.08 133133 2.692.69
Burkina Faso 136 3.25 136 3.37 132 3.12 126 2.86
MauritaniaMauritania 137137 3.203.20 129129 3.533.53 141141 2.712.71 135135 2.672.67
Yemen 138 3.06 138 3.21 137 2.91 141 2.33
AngolaAngola 139139 2.962.96 141141 2.982.98 136136 3.043.04 142142 2.232.23
Burundi 140 2.95 137 3.25 142 2.51 140 2.44
HaitiHaiti 141141 2.902.90 140140 3.033.03 140140 2.762.76 139139 2.442.44
Chad 142 2.87 142 2.88 139 2.87 130 2.81
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Table 5: The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012: Basic requirements

 PILLARS

    3. Macroeconomic 4. Health and 
 BASIC REQUIREMENTS 1. Institutions 2. Infrastructure  environment  primary education

Country/Economy Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

Albania 71 4.53 57 4.01 72 3.87 86 4.53 65 5.73
AlgeriaAlgeria 7575 4.444.44 127127 3.113.11 9393 3.433.43 1919 5.725.72 8282 5.505.50
Angola 141 2.98 135 2.91 140 1.89 110 4.23 142 2.89
ArgentinaArgentina 8484 4.334.33 134134 2.932.93 8181 3.703.70 6262 4.884.88 5656 5.805.80
Armenia 94 4.24 83 3.65 77 3.75 114 4.19 94 5.37
AustraliaAustralia 1414 5.745.74 1313 5.395.39 2424 5.435.43 2626 5.625.62 1010 6.516.51
Austria 18 5.65 20 5.24 18 5.64 33 5.39 19 6.32
AzerbaijanAzerbaijan 5959 4.684.68 6868 3.843.84 7373 3.873.87 1616 5.895.89 105105 5.125.12
Bahrain 26 5.42 17 5.29 30 5.08 45 5.15 31 6.17
BangladeshBangladesh 112112 3.813.81 112112 3.313.31 134134 2.242.24 7575 4.704.70 108108 5.015.01
Barbados 33 5.25 18 5.29 22 5.49 126 3.88 17 6.35
BelgiumBelgium 2222 5.585.58 2727 5.035.03 1717 5.655.65 6060 4.904.90 22 6.756.75
Belize 97 4.18 120 3.21 100 3.21 88 4.50 53 5.81
BeninBenin 107107 4.024.02 9292 3.583.58 119119 2.692.69 5858 4.924.92 110110 4.894.89
Bolivia 95 4.21 123 3.14 104 3.10 32 5.39 103 5.20
Bosnia and HerzegovinaBosnia and Herzegovina 9292 4.254.25 109109 3.323.32 9999 3.243.24 7878 4.654.65 5858 5.795.79
Botswana 81 4.35 32 4.87 92 3.48 82 4.60 120 4.46
BrazilBrazil 8383 4.334.33 7777 3.723.72 6464 3.993.99 115115 4.164.16 8787 5.455.45
Brunei Darussalam 24 5.48 34 4.80 56 4.23 1 6.70 30 6.17
BulgariaBulgaria 7474 4.464.46 110110 3.323.32 8787 3.623.62 4646 5.135.13 5757 5.805.80
Burkina Faso 136 3.37 91 3.58 137 2.12 104 4.30 136 3.46
BurundiBurundi 137137 3.253.25 139139 2.702.70 136136 2.172.17 123123 3.933.93 126126 4.204.20
Cambodia 108 3.99 79 3.69 107 3.01 101 4.42 111 4.86
CameroonCameroon 114114 3.783.78 104104 3.433.43 129129 2.472.47 7777 4.684.68 116116 4.544.54
Canada 13 5.77 11 5.57 11 5.88 49 5.06 6 6.58
Cape VerdeCape Verde 9696 4.194.19 5454 4.114.11 109109 2.912.91 102102 4.404.40 9595 5.365.36
Chad 142 2.88 138 2.83 139 2.00 133 3.71 141 2.96
ChileChile 2929 5.375.37 2626 5.065.06 4141 4.674.67 1414 6.076.07 7171 5.685.68
China 30 5.33 48 4.32 44 4.63 10 6.22 32 6.16
ColombiaColombia 7373 4.474.47 100100 3.473.47 8585 3.663.66 4242 5.175.17 7878 5.585.58
Costa Rica 70 4.54 53 4.13 83 3.70 109 4.26 39 6.08
Côte d’IvoireCôte d’Ivoire 135135 3.413.41 137137 2.872.87 108108 2.972.97 9898 4.434.43 138138 3.353.35
Croatia 52 4.76 90 3.59 39 4.73 70 4.75 48 5.96
CyprusCyprus 3232 5.265.26 3636 4.764.76 3131 5.015.01 6464 4.814.81 1313 6.456.45
Czech Republic 45 4.90 84 3.65 36 4.87 43 5.17 51 5.91
DenmarkDenmark 88 5.865.86 55 5.945.94 1010 5.895.89 3131 5.395.39 2828 6.246.24
Dominican Republic 110 3.90 126 3.11 106 3.03 96 4.45 109 5.00
EcuadorEcuador 8282 4.354.35 125125 3.113.11 9494 3.393.39 4040 5.215.21 7070 5.685.68
Egypt 99 4.17 74 3.78 75 3.81 132 3.74 96 5.36
El SalvadorEl Salvador 8787 4.314.31 118118 3.213.21 6565 3.983.98 8080 4.614.61 9090 5.425.42
Estonia 27 5.41 29 4.99 40 4.71 21 5.71 26 6.26
EthiopiaEthiopia 105105 4.064.06 5858 4.004.00 120120 2.642.64 4747 5.135.13 117117 4.504.50
Finland 5 6.02 4 5.98 19 5.62 20 5.71 1 6.76
FranceFrance 2323 5.575.57 2828 5.005.00 44 6.306.30 8383 4.604.60 1616 6.376.37
Gambia, The 103 4.08 37 4.69 80 3.73 135 3.67 125 4.21
GeorgiaGeorgia 8686 4.324.32 6060 3.973.97 6868 3.953.95 137137 3.653.65 6767 5.705.70
Germany 11 5.83 19 5.27 2 6.35 30 5.43 23 6.27
GhanaGhana 122122 3.643.64 6161 3.963.96 110110 2.842.84 139139 3.493.49 124124 4.294.29
Greece 80 4.36 96 3.52 45 4.54 140 3.29 37 6.09
GuatemalaGuatemala 9393 4.244.24 129129 3.083.08 7070 3.913.91 7676 4.704.70 100100 5.285.28
Guyana 104 4.07 93 3.55 102 3.12 119 4.00 76 5.62
HaitiHaiti 140140 3.033.03 141141 2.462.46 142142 1.621.62 7171 4.724.72 139139 3.323.32
Honduras 90 4.25 102 3.44 91 3.53 81 4.61 89 5.43
Hong Kong SARHong Kong SAR 22 6.216.21 99 5.635.63 11 6.716.71 88 6.266.26 2727 6.256.25
Hungary 55 4.72 73 3.79 46 4.52 67 4.77 54 5.81
IcelandIceland 3131 5.315.31 2525 5.165.16 1414 5.705.70 131131 3.783.78 55 6.596.59
India 91 4.25 69 3.84 89 3.60 105 4.30 101 5.25
IndonesiaIndonesia 5353 4.744.74 7171 3.813.81 7676 3.773.77 2323 5.665.66 6464 5.745.74
Iran, Islamic Rep. 51 4.80 72 3.79 67 3.96 27 5.56 50 5.91
IrelandIreland 3737 5.205.20 2323 5.195.19 2929 5.125.12 118118 4.014.01 1212 6.496.49
Israel 35 5.23 33 4.81 33 4.98 53 5.00 36 6.11
ItalyItaly 4747 4.844.84 8888 3.613.61 3232 5.015.01 9292 4.474.47 2020 6.286.28
Jamaica 116 3.76 86 3.63 79 3.74 142 2.55 106 5.11
JapanJapan 2828 5.405.40 2424 5.185.18 1515 5.695.69 113113 4.204.20 99 6.526.52
Jordan 61 4.65 45 4.38 59 4.13 97 4.43 72 5.67
KazakhstanKazakhstan 6262 4.644.64 9494 3.543.54 8282 3.703.70 1818 5.865.86 8585 5.465.46
Kenya 118 3.72 114 3.30 103 3.10 117 4.02 118 4.46
Korea, Rep.Korea, Rep. 1919 5.655.65 6565 3.893.89 99 5.945.94 66 6.376.37 1515 6.386.38
Kuwait 34 5.25 47 4.35 50 4.45 2 6.59 77 5.60
Kyrgyz RepublicKyrgyz Republic 131131 3.523.52 136136 2.912.91 114114 2.772.77 141141 3.273.27 104104 5.155.15
Latvia 66 4.60 66 3.87 61 4.12 93 4.46 49 5.94

(Cont’d.)
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Table 5: The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012: Basic requirements (cont’d.)

PILLARS

   3. Macroeconomic 4. Health and 
BASIC REQUIREMENTS 1. Institutions 2. Infrastructure  environment  primary education

Country/Economy Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

Lebanon 109 3.97 115 3.26 121 2.62 125 3.89 35 6.12
LesothoLesotho 134134 3.423.42 113113 3.313.31 124124 2.552.55 107107 4.294.29 135135 3.533.53
Lithuania 49 4.82 62 3.94 43 4.64 73 4.71 46 5.99
LuxembourgLuxembourg 66 5.905.90 88 5.675.67 2121 5.615.61 1515 6.046.04 2525 6.266.26
Macedonia, FYR 69 4.55 81 3.68 86 3.66 37 5.34 80 5.53
MadagascarMadagascar 128128 3.533.53 133133 2.932.93 133133 2.252.25 134134 3.703.70 102102 5.245.24
Malawi 120 3.68 56 4.05 131 2.27 108 4.28 128 4.13
MalaysiaMalaysia 2525 5.455.45 3030 4.944.94 2626 5.225.22 2929 5.505.50 3333 6.146.14
Mali 126 3.59 108 3.36 113 2.78 66 4.77 137 3.44
MaltaMalta 4040 5.125.12 3838 4.694.69 4747 4.524.52 5151 5.045.04 2929 6.226.22
Mauritania 129 3.53 122 3.14 126 2.49 95 4.45 129 4.03
MauritiusMauritius 4848 4.834.83 4040 4.544.54 5454 4.334.33 7979 4.644.64 5555 5.815.81
Mexico 67 4.59 103 3.44 66 3.98 39 5.25 69 5.69
MoldovaMoldova 102102 4.134.13 106106 3.383.38 9696 3.323.32 103103 4.344.34 8686 5.465.46
Mongolia 101 4.16 119 3.21 118 2.72 34 5.35 98 5.35
MontenegroMontenegro 5757 4.694.69 4242 4.534.53 6363 4.014.01 9494 4.454.45 5959 5.795.79
Morocco 54 4.74 59 3.98 69 3.95 25 5.65 93 5.38
MozambiqueMozambique 133133 3.433.43 105105 3.393.39 123123 2.572.57 122122 3.943.94 132132 3.813.81
Namibia 68 4.56 43 4.50 58 4.22 63 4.86 114 4.64
NepalNepal 121121 3.673.67 124124 3.123.12 141141 1.871.87 5050 5.055.05 115115 4.644.64
Netherlands 7 5.88 10 5.61 7 6.02 36 5.34 7 6.54
New ZealandNew Zealand 1717 5.665.66 33 5.985.98 3434 4.974.97 4848 5.075.07 44 6.616.61
Nicaragua 111 3.85 130 3.06 116 2.75 106 4.30 99 5.30
NigeriaNigeria 139139 3.193.19 111111 3.313.31 135135 2.212.21 121121 3.963.96 140140 3.283.28
Norway 9 5.85 7 5.74 35 4.95 4 6.45 21 6.28
OmanOman 2020 5.625.62 1616 5.335.33 2828 5.165.16 33 6.486.48 8181 5.525.52
Pakistan 130 3.53 107 3.36 115 2.77 138 3.62 121 4.36
PanamaPanama 5050 4.814.81 7575 3.763.76 3838 4.744.74 4141 5.185.18 7979 5.555.55
Paraguay 117 3.75 132 2.96 125 2.53 100 4.42 107 5.10
PeruPeru 7878 4.384.38 9595 3.543.54 8888 3.623.62 5252 5.025.02 9797 5.365.36
Philippines 100 4.17 117 3.22 105 3.09 54 4.99 92 5.38
PolandPoland 5656 4.704.70 5252 4.174.17 7474 3.873.87 7474 4.714.71 4040 6.066.06
Portugal 44 5.00 51 4.20 23 5.48 111 4.21 34 6.12
Puerto RicoPuerto Rico 4141 5.095.09 4444 4.444.44 5555 4.264.26 1717 5.885.88 6363 5.765.76
Qatar 12 5.81 14 5.39 27 5.17 5 6.40 22 6.28
RomaniaRomania 8989 4.284.28 9999 3.493.49 9595 3.373.37 8787 4.524.52 6666 5.725.72
Russian Federation 63 4.61 128 3.08 48 4.52 44 5.16 68 5.70
RwandaRwanda 7272 4.534.53 2121 5.235.23 101101 3.203.20 6161 4.894.89 112112 4.784.78
Saudi Arabia 16 5.66 12 5.47 25 5.31 12 6.09 61 5.78
SenegalSenegal 113113 3.813.81 7878 3.703.70 122122 2.572.57 8989 4.504.50 119119 4.464.46
Serbia 88 4.28 121 3.15 84 3.67 91 4.48 52 5.82
SingaporeSingapore 11 6.336.33 11 6.116.11 33 6.336.33 99 6.226.22 33 6.656.65
Slovak Republic 60 4.66 101 3.46 57 4.23 56 4.92 43 6.04
SloveniaSlovenia 3939 5.125.12 5555 4.084.08 3737 4.814.81 3535 5.345.34 2424 6.266.26
South Africa 85 4.32 46 4.36 62 4.02 55 4.96 131 3.96
SpainSpain 3838 5.185.18 4949 4.274.27 1212 5.835.83 8484 4.604.60 4444 6.046.04
Sri Lanka 65 4.61 50 4.23 60 4.13 116 4.08 45 6.00
SurinameSuriname 7979 4.374.37 8989 3.593.59 7878 3.743.74 7272 4.714.71 8888 5.445.44
Swaziland 124 3.63 76 3.73 98 3.26 124 3.90 134 3.61
SwedenSweden 44 6.066.06 22 6.066.06 1313 5.745.74 1313 6.086.08 1818 6.356.35
Switzerland 3 6.18 6 5.78 5 6.15 7 6.28 8 6.53
SyriaSyria 7777 4.414.41 7070 3.823.82 9797 3.313.31 6868 4.764.76 6262 5.775.77
Taiwan, China 15 5.69 31 4.94 20 5.62 22 5.70 11 6.51
TajikistanTajikistan 106106 4.034.03 6363 3.933.93 111111 2.842.84 120120 3.973.97 9191 5.395.39
Tanzania 123 3.64 85 3.63 130 2.41 129 3.85 113 4.67
ThailandThailand 4646 4.884.88 6767 3.853.85 4242 4.654.65 2828 5.525.52 8383 5.495.49
Timor-Leste 119 3.70 116 3.25 138 2.07 24 5.65 133 3.81
Trinidad and TobagoTrinidad and Tobago 5858 4.684.68 8282 3.673.67 5353 4.364.36 5757 4.924.92 6060 5.795.79
Tunisia 42 5.08 41 4.54 52 4.36 38 5.33 38 6.09
TurkeyTurkey 6464 4.614.61 8080 3.693.69 5151 4.394.39 6969 4.764.76 7575 5.625.62
Uganda 127 3.55 98 3.50 128 2.49 127 3.87 122 4.33
UkraineUkraine 9898 4.184.18 131131 2.982.98 7171 3.873.87 112112 4.214.21 7474 5.645.64
United Arab Emirates 10 5.84 22 5.21 8 5.97 11 6.14 41 6.06
United KingdomUnited Kingdom 2121 5.605.60 1515 5.345.34 66 6.096.09 8585 4.544.54 1414 6.426.42
United States 36 5.21 39 4.64 16 5.68 90 4.49 42 6.05
UruguayUruguay 4343 5.045.04 3535 4.804.80 4949 4.464.46 5959 4.904.90 4747 5.985.98
Venezuela 125 3.62 142 2.42 117 2.72 128 3.85 84 5.48
VietnamVietnam 7676 4.414.41 8787 3.633.63 9090 3.593.59 6565 4.784.78 7373 5.665.66
Yemen 138 3.21 140 2.58 132 2.26 130 3.83 127 4.15
ZambiaZambia 115115 3.773.77 6464 3.903.90 112112 2.782.78 9999 4.434.43 130130 3.973.97
Zimbabwe 132 3.49 97 3.50 127 2.49 136 3.67 123 4.29
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Table 6: The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012: Efficiency enhancers

 PILLARS

 EFFICIENCY 5. Higher education 6. Goods market 7. Labor market  8. Financial market 9. Technological  10. Market 
 ENHANCERS  and training  efficiency efficiency development readiness  size

Country/Economy Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

Albania 82 3.87 82 3.97 43 4.46 49 4.57 107 3.59 62 3.76 101 2.86
AlgeriaAlgeria 122122 3.353.35 101101 3.513.51 134134 3.383.38 137137 3.413.41 137137 2.642.64 120120 2.832.83 4747 4.354.35
Angola 136 3.04 142 1.91 138 3.21 109 3.96 136 2.67 129 2.65 62 3.83
ArgentinaArgentina 8484 3.853.85 5454 4.484.48 137137 3.233.23 131131 3.523.52 126126 3.263.26 6464 3.713.71 2424 4.884.88
Armenia 91 3.73 76 4.01 108 3.88 34 4.71 95 3.76 88 3.43 115 2.57
AustraliaAustralia 1212 5.185.18 1111 5.625.62 2222 4.844.84 1313 5.045.04 66 5.385.38 2222 5.115.11 1919 5.105.10
Austria 19 4.94 18 5.38 20 4.89 29 4.76 31 4.64 15 5.40 35 4.58
AzerbaijanAzerbaijan 7777 3.993.99 7575 4.014.01 7979 4.124.12 1414 4.954.95 9494 3.763.76 7474 3.603.60 7575 3.503.50
Bahrain 31 4.59 28 5.00 6 5.24 19 4.87 14 5.12 39 4.48 104 2.83
BangladeshBangladesh 9999 3.693.69 126126 2.812.81 8181 4.094.09 100100 4.024.02 6767 4.074.07 122122 2.822.82 4949 4.324.32
Barbados 49 4.28 25 5.08 56 4.31 35 4.69 29 4.70 29 4.93 134 1.94
BelgiumBelgium 1515 5.135.13 55 5.755.75 1414 5.065.06 4444 4.614.61 2828 4.764.76 1111 5.805.80 2626 4.784.78
Belize 130 3.14 112 3.20 121 3.73 82 4.19 111 3.49 118 2.86 140 1.40
BeninBenin 117117 3.433.43 111111 3.243.24 101101 3.933.93 6363 4.424.42 9898 3.713.71 119119 2.852.85 123123 2.412.41
Bolivia 125 3.24 95 3.68 136 3.27 140 3.29 122 3.29 125 2.70 84 3.22
Bosnia and HerzegovinaBosnia and Herzegovina 102102 3.633.63 8686 3.913.91 115115 3.813.81 8585 4.154.15 124124 3.273.27 7373 3.623.62 9797 3.033.03
Botswana 86 3.83 93 3.72 68 4.22 52 4.55 44 4.44 101 3.12 99 2.95
BrazilBrazil 4141 4.404.40 5757 4.354.35 113113 3.813.81 8383 4.194.19 4343 4.474.47 5454 3.983.98 1010 5.615.61
Brunei Darussalam 71 4.03 61 4.25 82 4.08 9 5.25 57 4.21 57 3.86 121 2.50
BulgariaBulgaria 5959 4.104.10 7070 4.164.16 8686 4.084.08 5656 4.494.49 7575 3.993.99 5050 4.114.11 6464 3.803.80
Burkina Faso 132 3.12 135 2.52 127 3.61 78 4.27 131 3.15 132 2.59 116 2.55
BurundiBurundi 142142 2.512.51 140140 1.991.99 141141 3.023.02 7777 4.284.28 141141 2.292.29 142142 2.162.16 141141 1.321.32
Cambodia 98 3.69 120 3.07 58 4.30 38 4.64 74 4.00 110 3.03 93 3.07
CameroonCameroon 120120 3.373.37 115115 3.163.16 9797 3.953.95 9393 4.084.08 130130 3.173.17 123123 2.732.73 9090 3.143.14
Canada 6 5.36 12 5.59 12 5.12 5 5.43 13 5.20 16 5.40 14 5.44
Cape VerdeCape Verde 126126 3.223.22 102102 3.483.48 106106 3.893.89 124124 3.773.77 109109 3.533.53 8181 3.493.49 142142 1.191.19
Chad 139 2.87 137 2.38 139 3.07 97 4.04 135 2.77 141 2.28 112 2.68
ChileChile 3434 4.544.54 4343 4.674.67 2525 4.794.79 3939 4.644.64 3737 4.564.56 4545 4.264.26 4646 4.354.35
China 26 4.70 58 4.34 45 4.42 36 4.68 48 4.42 77 3.57 2 6.77
ColombiaColombia 6060 4.104.10 6060 4.274.27 9999 3.943.94 8888 4.124.12 6868 4.074.07 7575 3.603.60 3232 4.594.59
Costa Rica 61 4.09 47 4.65 57 4.31 55 4.51 91 3.83 56 3.94 83 3.31
Côte d’IvoireCôte d’Ivoire 119119 3.383.38 124124 2.962.96 126126 3.703.70 8484 4.164.16 118118 3.333.33 108108 3.063.06 9494 3.063.06
Croatia 72 4.01 56 4.41 114 3.81 116 3.89 87 3.87 38 4.50 72 3.57
CyprusCyprus 4646 4.324.32 3939 4.704.70 2727 4.784.78 6060 4.444.44 2525 4.834.83 4141 4.364.36 103103 2.832.83
Czech Republic 29 4.63 30 4.95 36 4.58 42 4.62 53 4.31 31 4.82 40 4.48
DenmarkDenmark 99 5.275.27 66 5.755.75 1616 5.065.06 66 5.395.39 1717 5.015.01 44 6.206.20 5353 4.214.21
Dominican Republic 93 3.71 99 3.56 111 3.85 104 3.98 103 3.61 70 3.65 69 3.62
EcuadorEcuador 107107 3.533.53 9090 3.853.85 131131 3.573.57 138138 3.373.37 112112 3.473.47 103103 3.103.10 6060 3.843.84
Egypt 94 3.71 107 3.44 118 3.75 141 3.19 92 3.78 95 3.31 27 4.77
El SalvadorEl Salvador 9696 3.713.71 105105 3.463.46 6969 4.224.22 108108 3.963.96 7272 4.014.01 9090 3.373.37 8686 3.213.21
Estonia 36 4.52 23 5.15 29 4.74 16 4.92 41 4.51 27 4.95 100 2.89
EthiopiaEthiopia 121121 3.373.37 132132 2.682.68 100100 3.943.94 6969 4.364.36 125125 3.273.27 138138 2.432.43 7474 3.533.53
Finland 10 5.19 1 6.09 21 4.89 15 4.94 9 5.34 12 5.75 54 4.15
FranceFrance 1717 5.095.09 2020 5.245.24 3838 4.564.56 6868 4.384.38 1818 5.005.00 1313 5.635.63 77 5.745.74
Gambia, The 111 3.48 97 3.62 90 4.03 27 4.79 81 3.95 107 3.07 139 1.44
GeorgiaGeorgia 8989 3.743.74 8888 3.873.87 7474 4.164.16 3232 4.744.74 9999 3.683.68 100100 3.233.23 106106 2.802.80
Germany 13 5.18 7 5.73 26 4.79 64 4.41 39 4.54 14 5.61 5 6.00
GhanaGhana 9292 3.723.72 109109 3.353.35 7272 4.204.20 7979 4.254.25 6161 4.164.16 113113 2.972.97 8181 3.423.42
Greece 65 4.06 46 4.66 107 3.88 126 3.63 110 3.52 47 4.21 42 4.42
GuatemalaGuatemala 8181 3.873.87 100100 3.523.52 6565 4.244.24 9898 4.034.03 4646 4.444.44 8080 3.503.50 7676 3.503.50
Guyana 110 3.50 79 3.99 94 3.99 91 4.10 93 3.77 97 3.26 135 1.92
HaitiHaiti 140140 2.762.76 141141 1.981.98 140140 3.043.04 8989 4.114.11 140140 2.522.52 134134 2.562.56 126126 2.332.33
Honduras 104 3.60 108 3.36 85 4.08 135 3.48 56 4.23 91 3.37 91 3.12
Hong Kong SARHong Kong SAR 44 5.485.48 2424 5.135.13 33 5.415.41 33 5.675.67 22 5.785.78 66 6.116.11 2828 4.764.76
Hungary 42 4.39 45 4.66 55 4.32 66 4.38 63 4.15 36 4.55 52 4.24
IcelandIceland 3333 4.574.57 99 5.655.65 4040 4.494.49 1010 5.195.19 108108 3.583.58 33 6.216.21 128128 2.322.32
India 37 4.46 87 3.88 70 4.21 81 4.20 21 4.93 93 3.36 3 6.16
IndonesiaIndonesia 5656 4.184.18 6969 4.164.16 6767 4.234.23 9494 4.064.06 6969 4.064.06 9494 3.333.33 1515 5.225.22
Iran, Islamic Rep. 88 3.76 89 3.86 103 3.91 139 3.34 123 3.28 104 3.09 21 5.06
IrelandIreland 2828 4.674.67 2222 5.155.15 1313 5.105.10 1717 4.904.90 115115 3.443.44 1717 5.345.34 5656 4.124.12
Israel 21 4.86 27 5.03 33 4.65 24 4.82 10 5.30 21 5.12 51 4.25
ItalyItaly 4040 4.414.41 4141 4.694.69 5959 4.304.30 123123 3.773.77 9797 3.733.73 4242 4.344.34 99 5.625.62
Jamaica 85 3.84 85 3.92 78 4.12 80 4.22 52 4.33 72 3.63 102 2.83
JapanJapan 1111 5.195.19 1919 5.275.27 1818 4.984.98 1212 5.045.04 3232 4.644.64 2525 5.065.06 44 6.126.12
Jordan 78 3.95 59 4.33 54 4.33 107 3.97 65 4.12 59 3.81 88 3.17
KazakhstanKazakhstan 7676 4.004.00 6565 4.184.18 8787 4.074.07 2121 4.864.86 121121 3.303.30 8787 3.443.44 5555 4.124.12
Kenya 73 4.01 94 3.72 80 4.09 37 4.67 26 4.83 98 3.26 77 3.48
Korea, Rep.Korea, Rep. 2222 4.864.86 1717 5.445.44 3737 4.574.57 7676 4.304.30 8080 3.953.95 1818 5.335.33 1111 5.575.57
Kuwait 67 4.05 91 3.83 53 4.34 62 4.44 59 4.17 65 3.69 61 3.84
Kyrgyz RepublicKyrgyz Republic 115115 3.443.44 9292 3.763.76 119119 3.743.74 5353 4.554.55 113113 3.473.47 131131 2.602.60 118118 2.532.53
Latvia 54 4.20 34 4.84 60 4.28 47 4.59 60 4.17 46 4.26 95 3.05

(Cont’d.)
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Table 6: The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012: Efficiency enhancers (cont’d.)

PILLARS

EFFICIENCY 5. Higher education 6. Goods market 7. Labor market  8. Financial market 9. Technological  10. Market 
ENHANCERS  and training  efficiency efficiency development readiness  size

Country/Economy Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

Lebanon 64 4.06 49 4.63 35 4.60 110 3.96 58 4.18 89 3.39 71 3.58
LesothoLesotho 135135 3.083.08 130130 2.742.74 9595 3.973.97 8686 4.144.14 120120 3.323.32 133133 2.562.56 136136 1.761.76
Lithuania 48 4.31 26 5.08 64 4.25 54 4.53 89 3.86 34 4.70 79 3.46
LuxembourgLuxembourg 2323 4.864.86 4040 4.694.69 22 5.445.44 4141 4.634.63 88 5.345.34 99 6.006.00 9696 3.043.04
Macedonia, FYR 87 3.83 80 3.98 63 4.26 72 4.33 82 3.94 67 3.67 107 2.79
MadagascarMadagascar 131131 3.143.14 133133 2.662.66 122122 3.723.72 7474 4.324.32 134134 2.932.93 136136 2.542.54 113113 2.672.67
Malawi 116 3.43 123 2.99 91 4.02 51 4.56 77 3.98 124 2.70 125 2.36
MalaysiaMalaysia 2020 4.884.88 3838 4.764.76 1515 5.065.06 2020 4.874.87 33 5.535.53 4444 4.294.29 2929 4.754.75
Mali 134 3.10 128 2.79 120 3.73 121 3.79 133 3.04 127 2.69 117 2.55
MaltaMalta 4747 4.324.32 3737 4.814.81 3434 4.614.61 103103 3.993.99 1515 5.115.11 2626 5.055.05 127127 2.332.33
Mauritania 141 2.71 139 2.09 135 3.31 125 3.71 138 2.61 137 2.51 131 2.03
MauritiusMauritius 6868 4.044.04 6868 4.174.17 2828 4.754.75 6767 4.384.38 4242 4.494.49 6161 3.763.76 110110 2.712.71
Mexico 53 4.21 72 4.07 84 4.08 114 3.92 83 3.92 63 3.75 12 5.55
MoldovaMoldova 103103 3.623.62 8383 3.933.93 9898 3.943.94 7575 4.314.31 105105 3.603.60 7878 3.523.52 122122 2.432.43
Mongolia 105 3.56 84 3.93 92 4.02 31 4.74 129 3.19 102 3.10 124 2.37
MontenegroMontenegro 6363 4.074.07 4848 4.654.65 3939 4.504.50 4545 4.604.60 3535 4.574.57 5353 4.024.02 130130 2.052.05
Morocco 83 3.86 98 3.62 76 4.15 132 3.52 62 4.16 66 3.69 57 4.03
MozambiqueMozambique 129129 3.163.16 136136 2.522.52 116116 3.803.80 120120 3.793.79 128128 3.203.20 117117 2.862.86 108108 2.762.76
Namibia 97 3.70 113 3.19 71 4.21 57 4.48 36 4.57 99 3.25 120 2.51
NepalNepal 127127 3.223.22 129129 2.742.74 125125 3.703.70 128128 3.603.60 100100 3.673.67 130130 2.652.65 9898 2.982.98
Netherlands 8 5.29 8 5.66 9 5.17 23 4.84 23 4.86 5 6.13 18 5.10
New ZealandNew Zealand 1818 4.994.99 1414 5.535.53 88 5.185.18 1111 5.115.11 1212 5.215.21 2323 5.105.10 6565 3.803.80
Nicaragua 123 3.31 117 3.13 123 3.71 96 4.05 114 3.45 121 2.82 109 2.73
NigeriaNigeria 8080 3.883.88 114114 3.183.18 7373 4.184.18 7070 4.364.36 8686 3.893.89 106106 3.083.08 3434 4.594.59
Norway 14 5.15 15 5.49 31 4.69 18 4.89 5 5.46 7 6.08 50 4.30
OmanOman 4545 4.334.33 6363 4.244.24 2323 4.814.81 4040 4.634.63 3030 4.664.66 5151 4.084.08 7373 3.563.56
Pakistan 100 3.68 122 3.01 93 4.00 136 3.47 70 4.03 115 2.94 30 4.67
PanamaPanama 5757 4.134.13 7878 3.993.99 4646 4.404.40 115115 3.913.91 2727 4.794.79 4040 4.444.44 8585 3.223.22
Paraguay 114 3.47 116 3.16 83 4.08 127 3.63 88 3.86 112 2.99 92 3.09
PeruPeru 5050 4.254.25 7777 4.004.00 5050 4.374.37 4343 4.624.62 3838 4.544.54 6969 3.653.65 4848 4.344.34
Philippines 70 4.03 71 4.13 88 4.05 113 3.92 71 4.02 83 3.47 36 4.57
PolandPoland 3030 4.614.61 3131 4.954.95 5252 4.364.36 5858 4.484.48 3434 4.604.60 4848 4.184.18 2020 5.085.08
Portugal 39 4.42 35 4.82 62 4.27 122 3.79 78 3.98 19 5.31 45 4.35
Puerto RicoPuerto Rico 3535 4.534.53 2929 4.974.97 3030 4.714.71 4848 4.584.58 4040 4.514.51 3535 4.674.67 6868 3.723.72
Qatar 27 4.68 50 4.62 17 5.04 22 4.86 19 4.96 33 4.74 59 3.86
RomaniaRomania 6262 4.094.09 5555 4.424.42 9696 3.963.96 9292 4.104.10 8484 3.913.91 6060 3.763.76 4444 4.394.39
Russian Federation 55 4.19 52 4.54 128 3.60 65 4.40 127 3.21 68 3.66 8 5.73
RwandaRwanda 9595 3.713.71 119119 3.093.09 4949 4.374.37 88 5.255.25 5454 4.264.26 109109 3.053.05 129129 2.212.21
Saudi Arabia 24 4.82 36 4.81 4 5.25 50 4.57 16 5.06 43 4.33 23 4.92
SenegalSenegal 108108 3.533.53 110110 3.273.27 8989 4.054.05 9999 4.024.02 106106 3.593.59 8686 3.453.45 105105 2.812.81
Serbia 90 3.73 81 3.98 132 3.49 112 3.94 96 3.74 71 3.63 70 3.61
SingaporeSingapore 11 5.585.58 44 5.775.77 11 5.575.57 22 5.865.86 11 5.845.84 1010 5.905.90 3737 4.564.56
Slovak Republic 44 4.38 53 4.50 51 4.36 59 4.47 47 4.44 37 4.54 58 3.99
SloveniaSlovenia 5151 4.234.23 2121 5.165.16 4848 4.374.37 102102 4.004.00 102102 3.623.62 3232 4.764.76 8080 3.443.44
South Africa 38 4.44 73 4.03 32 4.66 95 4.06 4 5.48 76 3.60 25 4.81
SpainSpain 3232 4.584.58 3232 4.904.90 6666 4.234.23 119119 3.843.84 6464 4.144.14 2828 4.954.95 1313 5.445.44
Sri Lanka 69 4.03 66 4.18 41 4.48 117 3.89 45 4.44 85 3.46 67 3.73
SurinameSuriname 124124 3.273.27 104104 3.463.46 130130 3.583.58 101101 4.014.01 101101 3.663.66 9696 3.293.29 138138 1.641.64
Swaziland 128 3.17 127 2.80 109 3.87 111 3.94 90 3.85 135 2.54 132 2.00
SwedenSweden 77 5.335.33 22 5.815.81 77 5.215.21 2525 4.824.82 1111 5.245.24 22 6.296.29 3131 4.594.59
Switzerland 2 5.53 3 5.80 5 5.24 1 5.95 7 5.35 1 6.30 39 4.51
SyriaSyria 109109 3.513.51 106106 3.453.45 102102 3.923.92 134134 3.493.49 117117 3.353.35 105105 3.093.09 6666 3.763.76
Taiwan, China 16 5.10 10 5.64 11 5.13 33 4.71 24 4.84 24 5.08 16 5.21
TajikistanTajikistan 118118 3.423.42 9696 3.643.64 117117 3.783.78 7171 4.334.33 119119 3.323.32 116116 2.902.90 119119 2.532.53
Tanzania 113 3.47 131 2.69 112 3.82 73 4.33 85 3.89 126 2.70 82 3.39
ThailandThailand 4343 4.384.38 6262 4.254.25 4242 4.474.47 3030 4.754.75 5050 4.354.35 8484 3.473.47 2222 5.025.02
Timor-Leste 138 2.88 134 2.63 110 3.87 90 4.11 139 2.58 140 2.40 137 1.65
Trinidad and TobagoTrinidad and Tobago 7979 3.893.89 6464 4.204.20 104104 3.913.91 8787 4.124.12 4949 4.394.39 5252 4.044.04 111111 2.702.70
Tunisia 58 4.11 44 4.67 44 4.42 106 3.97 76 3.99 58 3.82 63 3.81
TurkeyTurkey 5252 4.224.22 7474 4.024.02 4747 4.384.38 133133 3.513.51 5555 4.264.26 5555 3.953.95 1717 5.195.19
Uganda 101 3.64 125 2.86 105 3.89 26 4.80 66 4.12 111 3.00 89 3.16
UkraineUkraine 7474 4.004.00 5151 4.584.58 129129 3.583.58 6161 4.444.44 116116 3.393.39 8282 3.473.47 3838 4.544.54
United Arab Emirates 25 4.78 33 4.84 10 5.17 28 4.79 33 4.61 30 4.88 43 4.42
United KingdomUnited Kingdom 55 5.435.43 1616 5.475.47 1919 4.974.97 77 5.365.36 2020 4.944.94 88 6.086.08 66 5.775.77
United States 3 5.49 13 5.57 24 4.80 4 5.57 22 4.87 20 5.23 1 6.92
UruguayUruguay 7575 4.004.00 4242 4.694.69 7777 4.154.15 118118 3.843.84 7979 3.973.97 4949 4.184.18 8787 3.173.17
Venezuela 112 3.48 67 4.17 142 2.89 142 2.88 132 3.11 92 3.36 41 4.46
VietnamVietnam 6666 4.054.05 103103 3.473.47 7575 4.164.16 4646 4.604.60 7373 4.004.00 7979 3.513.51 3333 4.594.59
Yemen 137 2.91 138 2.30 133 3.47 129 3.59 142 2.22 139 2.41 78 3.46
ZambiaZambia 106106 3.543.54 121121 3.033.03 6161 4.274.27 105105 3.973.97 5151 4.344.34 114114 2.962.96 114114 2.642.64
Zimbabwe 133 3.10 118 3.12 124 3.70 130 3.56 104 3.60 128 2.69 133 1.97
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Table 7: The Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012: Innovation and sophistication factors

INNOVATION AND 
SOPHISTICATION  11. Business  12. 

FACTORS sophistication Innovation

Country/Economy Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

Albania 102 3.18 78 3.78 123 2.58
AlgeriaAlgeria 136136 2.652.65 135135 2.932.93 132132 2.372.37
Angola 142 2.23 142 2.42 140 2.05
ArgentinaArgentina 7777 3.433.43 7979 3.783.78 7878 3.083.08
Armenia 110 3.09 107 3.43 112 2.74
AustraliaAustralia 2626 4.574.57 2929 4.674.67 2222 4.484.48
Austria 13 5.12 7 5.46 16 4.79
AzerbaijanAzerbaijan 6767 3.513.51 7373 3.813.81 6060 3.203.20
Bahrain 46 3.86 33 4.51 61 3.20
BangladeshBangladesh 113113 3.043.04 9898 3.513.51 124124 2.572.57
Barbados 47 3.86 41 4.29 49 3.42
BelgiumBelgium 1414 5.065.06 1111 5.305.30 1515 4.834.83
Belize 131 2.78 116 3.30 135 2.26
BeninBenin 8888 3.333.33 100100 3.493.49 6767 3.163.16
Bolivia 107 3.13 106 3.45 106 2.81
Bosnia and HerzegovinaBosnia and Herzegovina 108108 3.133.13 108108 3.423.42 104104 2.842.84
Botswana 94 3.26 101 3.49 79 3.04
BrazilBrazil 3535 4.024.02 3131 4.544.54 4444 3.503.50
Brunei Darussalam 73 3.45 85 3.75 68 3.15
BulgariaBulgaria 9696 3.243.24 9696 3.553.55 9393 2.942.94
Burkina Faso 126 2.86 139 2.86 100 2.86
BurundiBurundi 140140 2.442.44 141141 2.682.68 138138 2.192.19
Cambodia 91 3.31 90 3.63 85 3.00
CameroonCameroon 101101 3.193.19 113113 3.373.37 8181 3.023.02
Canada 15 4.99 24 4.91 11 5.07
Cape VerdeCape Verde 124124 2.872.87 126126 3.143.14 119119 2.612.61
Chad 130 2.81 136 2.93 114 2.69
ChileChile 4242 3.883.88 3939 4.324.32 4646 3.453.45
China 31 4.15 37 4.37 29 3.92
ColombiaColombia 5656 3.653.65 6161 4.044.04 5757 3.263.26
Costa Rica 36 4.02 35 4.42 35 3.61
Côte d’IvoireCôte d’Ivoire 121121 2.922.92 122122 3.233.23 120120 2.602.60
Croatia 82 3.37 88 3.66 76 3.09
CyprusCyprus 4848 3.833.83 4848 4.194.19 4545 3.483.48
Czech Republic 32 4.09 36 4.42 33 3.77
DenmarkDenmark 88 5.315.31 66 5.535.53 1010 5.105.10
Dominican Republic 109 3.12 89 3.65 122 2.59
EcuadorEcuador 103103 3.173.17 9393 3.573.57 110110 2.772.77
Egypt 86 3.33 72 3.82 103 2.84
El SalvadorEl Salvador 106106 3.143.14 7474 3.813.81 127127 2.462.46
Estonia 37 3.98 53 4.16 30 3.81
EthiopiaEthiopia 120120 2.922.92 129129 3.093.09 111111 2.762.76
Finland 4 5.56 9 5.40 3 5.72
FranceFrance 1717 4.934.93 1414 5.145.14 1717 4.724.72
Gambia, The 61 3.55 66 3.90 62 3.20
GeorgiaGeorgia 117117 3.013.01 110110 3.393.39 118118 2.622.62
Germany 5 5.53 4 5.66 7 5.39
GhanaGhana 9898 3.203.20 9999 3.513.51 9898 2.892.89
Greece 81 3.39 77 3.79 88 2.98
GuatemalaGuatemala 6363 3.533.53 5555 4.124.12 9191 2.942.94
Guyana 87 3.33 82 3.77 99 2.89
HaitiHaiti 139139 2.442.44 140140 2.782.78 139139 2.092.09
Honduras 90 3.31 81 3.77 101 2.86
Hong Kong SARHong Kong SAR 2525 4.584.58 1919 4.994.99 2525 4.184.18
Hungary 52 3.75 69 3.88 34 3.62
IcelandIceland 2121 4.674.67 2828 4.694.69 1919 4.654.65
India 40 3.92 43 4.27 38 3.58
IndonesiaIndonesia 4141 3.903.90 4545 4.224.22 3636 3.593.59
Iran, Islamic Rep. 83 3.37 92 3.59 70 3.15
IrelandIreland 2323 4.654.65 2222 4.934.93 2323 4.374.37
Israel 7 5.32 16 5.11 6 5.53
ItalyItaly 3030 4.184.18 2626 4.854.85 4343 3.513.51
Jamaica 84 3.36 75 3.81 94 2.92
JapanJapan 33 5.755.75 11 5.915.91 44 5.595.59
Jordan 70 3.48 68 3.88 77 3.08
KazakhstanKazakhstan 114114 3.043.04 109109 3.423.42 116116 2.672.67
Kenya 53 3.72 59 4.07 52 3.37
Korea, Rep.Korea, Rep. 1818 4.874.87 2525 4.864.86 1414 4.894.89
Kuwait 66 3.51 62 4.02 84 3.00
Kyrgyz RepublicKyrgyz Republic 138138 2.572.57 127127 3.133.13 141141 2.012.01
Latvia 64 3.53 71 3.84 59 3.21

(Cont’d.)

 INNOVATION AND 
 SOPHISTICATION  11. Business  12. 
 FACTORS sophistication Innovation

Country/Economy Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

Lebanon 78 3.43 51 4.17 115 2.68
LesothoLesotho 133133 2.692.69 133133 3.003.00 131131 2.382.38
Lithuania 50 3.78 54 4.13 48 3.43
LuxembourgLuxembourg 2020 4.754.75 2121 4.984.98 2121 4.524.52
Macedonia, FYR 104 3.14 105 3.47 105 2.81
MadagascarMadagascar 123123 2.902.90 132132 3.033.03 109109 2.782.78
Malawi 85 3.35 97 3.54 65 3.17
MalaysiaMalaysia 2222 4.654.65 2020 4.994.99 2424 4.324.32
Mali 116 3.02 131 3.06 87 2.98
MaltaMalta 4949 3.833.83 4242 4.284.28 5151 3.383.38
Mauritania 135 2.67 137 2.93 129 2.41
MauritiusMauritius 6060 3.623.62 4444 4.274.27 8989 2.962.96
Mexico 55 3.65 56 4.11 63 3.19
MoldovaMoldova 127127 2.862.86 117117 3.273.27 128128 2.442.44
Mongolia 112 3.04 119 3.24 102 2.85
MontenegroMontenegro 5959 3.623.62 7070 3.853.85 5050 3.393.39
Morocco 79 3.40 80 3.78 80 3.02
MozambiqueMozambique 115115 3.023.02 118118 3.263.26 107107 2.792.79
Namibia 95 3.25 95 3.56 92 2.94
NepalNepal 132132 2.732.73 125125 3.153.15 134134 2.322.32
Netherlands 9 5.30 5 5.58 12 5.03
New ZealandNew Zealand 2828 4.344.34 3030 4.624.62 2727 4.054.05
Nicaragua 129 2.81 123 3.21 130 2.40
NigeriaNigeria 6969 3.493.49 6464 3.963.96 8282 3.013.01
Norway 19 4.78 18 5.04 20 4.53
OmanOman 4444 3.873.87 4040 4.304.30 4747 3.443.44
Pakistan 72 3.45 76 3.80 75 3.10
PanamaPanama 5454 3.683.68 4646 4.214.21 7272 3.143.14
Paraguay 125 2.86 111 3.39 133 2.34
PeruPeru 8989 3.323.32 6565 3.933.93 113113 2.722.72
Philippines 74 3.45 57 4.11 108 2.79
PolandPoland 5757 3.643.64 6060 4.064.06 5858 3.233.23
Portugal 38 3.98 50 4.19 32 3.77
Puerto RicoPuerto Rico 2929 4.324.32 2727 4.854.85 3131 3.803.80
Qatar 16 4.98 12 5.27 18 4.69
RomaniaRomania 9999 3.203.20 102102 3.483.48 9595 2.912.91
Russian Federation 97 3.24 114 3.34 71 3.14
RwandaRwanda 6868 3.513.51 8484 3.753.75 5656 3.263.26
Saudi Arabia 24 4.64 17 5.11 26 4.16
SenegalSenegal 6262 3.543.54 8686 3.723.72 5353 3.353.35
Serbia 118 2.99 130 3.08 97 2.90
SingaporeSingapore 1111 5.235.23 1515 5.135.13 88 5.335.33
Slovak Republic 71 3.46 63 4.00 96 2.91
SloveniaSlovenia 4545 3.873.87 4949 4.194.19 4040 3.553.55
South Africa 39 3.93 38 4.32 41 3.53
SpainSpain 3333 4.034.03 3434 4.514.51 3939 3.553.55
Sri Lanka 34 4.03 32 4.54 42 3.52
SurinameSuriname 122122 2.912.91 121121 3.243.24 121121 2.592.59
Swaziland 134 2.67 128 3.12 137 2.22
SwedenSweden 22 5.795.79 22 5.835.83 22 5.765.76
Switzerland 1 5.79 3 5.82 1 5.77
SyriaSyria 111111 3.063.06 9494 3.573.57 125125 2.552.55
Taiwan, China 10 5.25 13 5.23 9 5.27
TajikistanTajikistan 100100 3.193.19 112112 3.383.38 8383 3.013.01
Tanzania 92 3.29 104 3.48 73 3.11
ThailandThailand 5151 3.753.75 4747 4.204.20 5454 3.303.30
Timor-Leste 137 2.59 138 2.92 136 2.26
Trinidad and TobagoTrinidad and Tobago 7676 3.443.44 6767 3.893.89 8686 2.992.99
Tunisia 43 3.87 52 4.16 37 3.58
TurkeyTurkey 5858 3.623.62 5858 4.094.09 6969 3.153.15
Uganda 105 3.14 115 3.33 90 2.95
UkraineUkraine 9393 3.293.29 103103 3.483.48 7474 3.113.11
United Arab Emirates 27 4.43 23 4.91 28 3.96
United KingdomUnited Kingdom 1212 5.175.17 88 5.415.41 1313 4.944.94
United States 6 5.46 10 5.35 5 5.57
UruguayUruguay 6565 3.513.51 8383 3.763.76 5555 3.273.27
Venezuela 128 2.82 124 3.15 126 2.50
VietnamVietnam 7575 3.443.44 8787 3.723.72 6666 3.163.16
Yemen 141 2.33 134 2.98 142 1.68
ZambiaZambia 8080 3.403.40 9191 3.613.61 6464 3.183.18
Zimbabwe 119 2.93 120 3.24 117 2.63

PILLARS PILLARS
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Box 3: Trends in competitiveness: An analysis

Launched in 2005, the Global Competitiveness Index (GCI) is Launched in 2005, the Global Competitiveness Index (GCI) is 
now in its seventh edition. Although the drivers of competitivenow in its seventh edition. Although the drivers of competitive--
ness are many and complex and their factors are complicated ness are many and complex and their factors are complicated 
and evolve only slowly, some trends are emerging. The past few and evolve only slowly, some trends are emerging. The past few 
years have witnessed a shift of economic power toward the years have witnessed a shift of economic power toward the 
emerging and developing nations, a trend accentuated by the emerging and developing nations, a trend accentuated by the 
recent global economic crisis. This shift is also reflected to a recent global economic crisis. This shift is also reflected to a 
certain extent in the competitiveness trends observed in differcertain extent in the competitiveness trends observed in differ--
ent regions of the world.ent regions of the world.

The emerging and developing economies seem to be The emerging and developing economies seem to be 
catching up, albeit gradually. The weighted average overall GCI catching up, albeit gradually. The weighted average overall GCI 
score of the 80 emerging and developing countries included score of the 80 emerging and developing countries included 
since 2005 has improved from 4.1 in 2005 to 4.4 in 2011 on a since 2005 has improved from 4.1 in 2005 to 4.4 in 2011 on a 
1-to-7 scale.1-to-7 scale.11 Meanwhile, the weighted average of the 33  Meanwhile, the weighted average of the 33 
advanced economies in the constant sample has decreased advanced economies in the constant sample has decreased 
from 5.4 to 5.2. As a result, since 2005 the point spread between from 5.4 to 5.2. As a result, since 2005 the point spread between 
the two groups has narrowed from 1.3 down to 0.8 (see the two groups has narrowed from 1.3 down to 0.8 (see 
Figure 1).Figure 1).

Within the developing and emerging world, only sub-Within the developing and emerging world, only sub-
Saharan Africa fails to improve, thus losing ground to other Saharan Africa fails to improve, thus losing ground to other 
regions. Developing Asia, on the other hand, has advanced the regions. Developing Asia, on the other hand, has advanced the 
most of all the regions, with a gain of 0.4 points. Central and most of all the regions, with a gain of 0.4 points. Central and 
Eastern Europe (+0.3), Latin America (+0.2), the Middle East Eastern Europe (+0.3), Latin America (+0.2), the Middle East 
and North Africa (+0.2), and the Commonwealth of Independent and North Africa (+0.2), and the Commonwealth of Independent 
States (+0.1) all progress, though from different bases and States (+0.1) all progress, though from different bases and 
at different paces. This convergence is not surprising given at different paces. This convergence is not surprising given 
that efficiency gains are easier to realize for countries in that efficiency gains are easier to realize for countries in 
lower stages of development. The group performance of the lower stages of development. The group performance of the 

developing world is boosted by the strong dynamics of some of developing world is boosted by the strong dynamics of some of 
the largest economies, including China (+0.5), Brazil (+0.2), India the largest economies, including China (+0.5), Brazil (+0.2), India 
(+0.1), and Indonesia (+0.3).(+0.1), and Indonesia (+0.3).

By contrast, the United States has experienced an erosion By contrast, the United States has experienced an erosion 
of its competitive edge. Ranked 1st overall in 2005, the country of its competitive edge. Ranked 1st overall in 2005, the country 
is now 5th. Rank-wise this remains a strong performance. is now 5th. Rank-wise this remains a strong performance. 
However, the 0.4 point drop in its GCI score is the largest among However, the 0.4 point drop in its GCI score is the largest among 
the 113 econothe 113 economies covered in this analysis. As a result, the mies covered in this analysis. As a result, the 
spread with fast-improving China has been reduced by a full spread with fast-improving China has been reduced by a full 
point to just 0.5 in 2011. The diametrically opposed trends of the point to just 0.5 in 2011. The diametrically opposed trends of the 
world’s two largest economies partly explain the reduction of world’s two largest economies partly explain the reduction of 
the gap between the emerging and advanced blocks.the gap between the emerging and advanced blocks.

Indeed, four of the five countries with the largest score Indeed, four of the five countries with the largest score 
loss belong to the group of advanced economies: the United loss belong to the group of advanced economies: the United 
States (–0.4); and Greece, Ireland, and Iceland (–0.2 each). States (–0.4); and Greece, Ireland, and Iceland (–0.2 each). 
The fifth is Nigeria (–0.3). However, countries such as leadThe fifth is Nigeria (–0.3). However, countries such as lead--
ing Switzerland and third-ranked Sweden have gained 0.3 ing Switzerland and third-ranked Sweden have gained 0.3 
points since 2005, demonstrating that stagnation or decline for points since 2005, demonstrating that stagnation or decline for 
advanced economies is by no means inevitable.advanced economies is by no means inevitable.

NoteNote
11 The analysis is based on a constant sample composed The analysis is based on a constant sample composed 

of the 113 economies already covered in 2005. Group of the 113 economies already covered in 2005. Group 
averages take into account only countries included then. averages take into account only countries included then. 
Country classification is derived from the International Country classification is derived from the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) and reflects the situation as of Monetary Fund (IMF) and reflects the situation as of 
April 2011. Weights for the computation of group weighted April 2011. Weights for the computation of group weighted 
averages are based on each economy’s share of GDP in averages are based on each economy’s share of GDP in 
its group. Data are taken from the April 2011 edition of the its group. Data are taken from the April 2011 edition of the 
IMF’s IMF’s World Economic OutlookWorld Economic Outlook..
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Figure 1: Competitiveness trends, 2005–11
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In particular, its trust in politicians is not strong (50th), 
it remains concerned about the government’s ability to 
maintain arms-length relationships with the private sec-
tor (50th), and it considers that the government spends 
its resources relatively wastefully (66th). In comparison 
with last year, policymaking is assessed as less transpar-
ent (50th) and regulation as more burdensome (58th).

A lack of macroeconomic stability continues to 
be the United States’ greatest area of weakness (90th). 
Over the past decade, the country has been running 
repeated fiscal deficits, leading to burgeoning levels of 
public indebtedness that are likely to weigh heavily on 
the country’s future growth. On a more positive note, 
after having declined for two years in a row, measures 
of financial market development are showing a hesitant 
recovery, improving from 31st last year to 22nd overall 
this year in that pillar.

Germany is ranked 6th this year, a decline of one 
place but with a slight increase in score. Since our last 
assessment, the quality of its public institutions as well 
as the efficiency of its goods markets have deteriorated 
slightly; in other areas, Germany either improves or 
maintains its performance. The country is ranked an 
excellent 2nd for the quality of its infrastructure, boast-
ing in particular first-rate facilities across all modes of 
transport. Despite the slight drop in rankings, the goods 
market is quite efficient, characterized by intense local 
competition (9th) and low market dominance by large 
companies (3rd). Germany’s business sector is highly so-
phisticated, especially when it comes to production pro-
cesses and distribution channels, and German companies 
are among the most innovative in the world, spending 
heavily on R&D (5th) and displaying a strong capacity 
for innovation (3rd)—traits that are complemented by 
the country’s well-developed ability to absorb the latest 
technologies at the firm level (14th). These attributes 
allow Germany to benefit greatly from its significant 
market size (5th), which is based on both its large do-
mestic market and its strong exports. On a less positive 
note and despite some efforts, Germany’s labor market 
remains rigid (125th for the labor market flexibility sub-
pillar), where a lack of flexibility in wage determination 
and the high cost of firing present a hindrance to job 
creation. At the same time, the deteriorating availability 
of scientists and engineers (down from 27th to 41st this 
year) may erode the country’s major competitive advan-
tage in innovation if it remains unaddressed.

The Netherlands improves one rank to 7th this 
year, reflecting a modest strengthening of its institu-
tional framework as well as the efficiency and stability 
of its financial markets. Overall, Dutch businesses are 
highly sophisticated (5th) and innovative (12th), and 
the country is rapidly and aggressively harnessing new 
technologies for productivity improvements (5th). Its 
excellent educational system (8th in the two related 
categories) and efficient markets—especially its goods 
market (9th)—are highly supportive of business activity. 

And although the country registered a fiscal deficit in 
2010 (5.18 percent of GDP), its macroeconomic envi-
ronment is more stable than that of a number of other 
advanced economies (36th). Last but not least, the qual-
ity of its infrastructure is among the best in the world, 
reflecting excellent facilities for maritime, railroad, and 
air transport, ranked 2nd, 6th, and 5th, respectively.

Denmark moves up one position to 8th place. 
Similar to its Nordic neighbors, the country benefits 
from what is one of the best-functioning and most 
transparent institutional frameworks in the world (5th) 
and an excellent infrastructure for transport as well as 
electricity and telephony. Denmark also continues to 
receive a first-rate assessment for its higher education 
and training system, the positive result of a strong focus 
on education over recent decades. This has provided 
the Danish workforce with the skills needed to reach 
high levels of technological adoption and innovation. 
A marked difference with regard to the other Nordic 
countries relates to labor market flexibility, where 
Denmark (6th) continues to distinguish itself as having 
one of the most efficient labor markets internationally, 
with more flexibility in setting wages, firing, and there-
fore hiring workers than in the other Nordics and in 
most countries more generally.

Japan falls three places to rank 9th, with a perfor-
mance similar to last year’s.23 The country continues to 
enjoy a major competitive edge in business sophistica-
tion and innovation, ranking 1st and 4th, respectively, 
in these two pillars. Company spending on R&D 
remains high and Japan benefits from the availability 
of many scientists and engineers, buttressing a strong 
capacity for innovation. Indeed, in terms of innovation 
output, this pays off with the second-highest number 
of patents per capita. Further, companies operate at 
the highest end of the value chain, producing high-
value-added goods and services. The country’s overall 
competitive performance, however, continues to be 
dragged down by severe macroeconomic weaknesses 
(113th), with high budget deficits over several years 
(135th), which have led to the highest public debt levels 
in the entire sample by far (over 220 percent of GDP in 
2010).

The United Kingdom (10th) continues to make 
up lost ground in the rankings this year, rising by two 
more places and now moving back to the top 10 for the 
first time since 2007. The country improves its perfor-
mance across the board, benefitting from clear strengths 
such as the efficiency of its labor market (7th), in sharp 
contrast to the rigidity of those of many other European 
countries. The United Kingdom continues to have 
sophisticated (8th) and innovative (13th) businesses that 
are highly adept at harnessing the latest technologies 
for productivity improvements and operating in a very 
large market (it is ranked 6th for market size). All these 
characteristics are important for spurring productivity 
enhancements. On the other hand, although improved 
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since last year, the country’s macroeconomic environ-
ment (85th) represents the greatest drag on its com-
petitiveness, with a double-digit fiscal deficit in 2010 
(placing the country 138th) that must be reined in to 
provide a more sustainable economic footing going into 
the future. The situation is made worse by the mount-
ing public debt (77 percent of GDP in 2010, 120th) and 
a comparatively low national savings rate (12.3 percent 
of GDP in 2010, 119th).

Europe and North America
European economies have faced a number of challenges 
in the past few years. After weathering the significant 
difficulties brought about by the global economic cri-
sis, a tentative recovery is being threatened by rising 
concerns about the sustainability of sovereign debt in 
Greece and a number of other European countries, 
raising questions about the very viability of the euro. 
Despite these challenges, several European countries 
continue to feature prominently among the most com-
petitive regions in the world. As described above, seven 
of them are among the top 10. In total, eleven are 
among the top 20, as follows: Switzerland (1st), Sweden 
(3rd), Finland (4th), Germany (6th), the Netherlands 
(7th), Denmark (8th), the United Kingdom (10th), 
Belgium (15th), Norway (16th), France (18th), and 
Austria (19th). However, Europe is also a region with 
significant disparities in competitiveness, with several 
countries from the region significantly lower in the 
rankings. As in previous years, the two countries from 
North America feature among the most competitive 
economies worldwide, with the United States occupy-
ing the 5th position and Canada the 12th.

Canada has dropped two positions this year to 
12th place, with a slight improvement in score. Canada 
continues to benefit from highly efficient markets (with 
its goods, labor, and financial markets ranked 12th, 5th, 
and 13th, respectively), well-functioning and transparent 
institutions (11th), and excellent infrastructure (11th). In 
addition, the country has been successful in nurturing its 
human resources: it is ranked 6th for health and primary 
education and 12th for higher education and training. 
As we have noted in recent years, improving the so-
phistication and innovative potential of the private sec-
tor, with greater R&D spending and producing goods 
and services higher on the value chain, would enhance 
Canada’s competitiveness and productive potential 
going into the future.

Belgium is ranked 15th, up four spots since last 
year. The country has outstanding health indicators 
and a primary education system that is among the best 
in the world (2nd). Belgium also boasts an exceptional 
higher education and training system, with excellent 
math and science education, top-notch management 
schools, and a strong propensity for on-the-job train-
ing. Its goods market is characterized by high levels of 
competition and an environment that facilitates new 

business creation. Business operations are also distin-
guished by high levels of sophistication and profes-
sional management. On the other hand, there are some 
concerns about government inefficiency (56th), and its 
macroeconomic environment is burdened by persistent 
deficit spending and high public debt, although over-
all the country has seen some marginal improvements 
here since the last assessment (advancing from 72nd to 
60th place in the macroeconomic environment pillar) 
and remains better assessed in this area than many other 
European countries.

Norway is ranked 16th this year, down two places 
since last year but with a slight improvement in score. 
Similar to the other Nordic countries, Norway is char-
acterized by well-functioning and transparent public 
institutions; private institutions also get admirable marks 
for ethics and accountability. Markets in the country 
are efficient, with goods, labor, and financial markets 
ranked 31st, 18th, and 5th, respectively. Productivity 
is also boosted by a high uptake of new technolo-
gies, ranked 7th overall for technological readiness. 
Moreover, Norway’s macroeconomic environment is 
ranked an impressive 4th out of all countries, driven 
by windfall oil revenues combined with prudent fiscal 
management. On the other hand, Norway’s competi-
tiveness would be further enhanced by upgrading its 
infrastructure (35th) and encouraging more innovative 
businesses (20th).

France is ranked 18th, down three places from 
last year but with a relatively stable score. The coun-
try’s infrastructure is among the best in the world (4th), 
with outstanding transport links, energy infrastructure, 
and communications. The health of the workforce and 
the quality and quantity of education are other clear 
strengths (ranked 16th for health and primary education 
and 20th for higher education and training). These ele-
ments have provided the basis for a business sector that 
is aggressive in adopting new technologies for produc-
tivity enhancements (it is ranked 13th for technological 
readiness). In addition, the sophistication of the coun-
try’s business culture (14th in the business sophistication 
pillar) and its leadership in the area of innovation (17th 
in the innovation pillar), bolstered by a highly devel-
oped financial market (18th) and a large market (7th), 
are important attributes that have helped to boost the 
country’s growth potential. On the other hand, France’s 
competitiveness would be enhanced by injecting more 
flexibility into its labor market, which is ranked a low 
113th both because of the strict rules on firing and hir-
ing and the rather conflict-ridden labor-employer rela-
tions in the country.

After declining in rank over the past two editions 
of the Report, Ireland remains stable at 29th position 
this year. The country continues to benefit from a 
number of strengths, including its excellent health and 
primary education (10th) and strong higher education 
and training (22nd), along with its well-functioning 
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goods and labor markets, ranked 13th and 17th, respec-
tively. These attributes have fostered a sophisticated and 
innovative business culture (ranked 22nd for business 
sophistication and 23rd for innovation). Yet the coun-
try’s macroeconomic environment continues to raise 
significant concern (118th), with its budget deficit of 
more than 32 percent in 2010, following the govern-
ment’s bailout of the banking sector, placing Ireland last 
out of all 142 countries in the sample. Of related and 
continuing concern is also Ireland’s financial market 
(with a precipitous drop from 7th place three years ago 
to 115th this year in this pillar).

After falling 11 positions over the past two years, 
Iceland reverses the trend this year and moves up one 
to 30th place. Despite recent difficulties, Iceland con-
tinues to benefit from a number of clear competitive 
strengths in moving to a more sustainable economic 
situation. These include the country’s top-notch educa-
tional system at all levels (5th and 9th in the health and 
primary education and higher education and training 
pillars, respectively) coupled with an innovative business 
sector (19th) that is highly adept at adopting new tech-
nologies for productivity enhancements (3rd). Business 
activity is further supported by an extremely flexible 
labor market (10th) and well-developed infrastructure 
(14th). On the other hand, persisting macroeconomic 
weaknesses (131st) and weakened financial markets 
(108th) continue to be areas of concern.

Estonia and the Czech Republic remain the best 
performers within Eastern Europe, ranking 33rd and 
38th, respectively. As in previous years, the countries’ 
competitive strengths are based on a number of com-
mon features. They rely on excellent education and 
highly efficient and well-developed goods, labor, and 
financial markets, as well as their strong commitment 
to advancing technological readiness, particularly in the 
case of Estonia. In addition, Estonia’s 33rd rank reflects 
solid institutions and well-managed public finances.

Spain regains some ground to place 36th this year, 
after two years of sharp decline that led it to fall from 
29th place in 2008–09 to 42nd place last year. This 
year’s progress can be attributed to slight improve-
ments in several areas measured by the Index, as well as 
a deterioration in the performance of other economies 
that previously ranked ahead of Spain. Despite a slug-
gish economic recovery and an important weakening of 
its macroeconomic stability (falling from 66th to 84th 
position), the country has managed to improve its per-
formance thanks to a greater use of ICT (up from 29th 
to 24th) and its resilience in terms of R&D investment 
and innovation capacity. Further improvement of these 
growth-enhancing factors will be crucial for its future 
recovery and a much-needed economic transformation. 
Overall, Spain’s competitive edge is hampered by its 
macroeconomic imbalances. Its very high and increas-
ing public deficit (134th), its high level of public debt 
(108th), and its enduring very low national savings rate 

(83rd) have caused a great deal of distress in its financial 
markets and are asphyxiating access to financial re-
sources—both in equity investment (85th) and in access 
to loans (99th)—thus jeopardizing future investment 
plans.

Regaining macroeconomic stability not only by 
decreasing the public deficit but also by adopting the 
necessary reforms to boost growth should be a prior-
ity in the short run. The rigidities in the labor market 
(134th)—both in terms of hiring and firing practices 
(137th) and in the disconnect between wage setting 
and productivity levels (126th) that eroded much inter-
national competitiveness in the past decade—are wor-
risome. These rigidities have not allowed it to adjust 
rapidly after the economic crisis and the bursting of the 
construction bubble, and have left a substantial share 
of the labor force out of work. Moreover, despite high 
educational enrollment rates (Spain ranks 3rd at second-
ary and 18th at university levels), the inadequate edu-
cational system seems to fail to provide a large share of 
the population with the skills necessary for participating 
in an increasingly knowledge-driven economy. While 
Spain can still leverage its large market size (13th) and 
its world-class infrastructure (12th), addressing these 
structural weaknesses and further developing its innova-
tion performance will be crucial for the country’s sus-
tainable economic growth.

After having moved up by six positions last year, 
Poland drops back two places to 41st. The country 
displays a fairly even performance across all 12 pillars 
of competitiveness. Notable strengths include its large 
market size (20th) and high educational standards, in 
particular its high enrollment rates (17th). The financial 
sector is well developed (34th) and Poland’s increased 
trustworthiness (16th) has contributed to its very good 
performance in this domain. Indeed, banks are assessed 
as more sound than they were only two years ago, al-
though additional strengthening will be necessary given 
the country’s still mediocre 60th rank on this indica-
tor. Further enhancing competitiveness will require a 
significant upgrading of transport infrastructure, which 
trails international standards by a considerable margin 
(111th). While some progress has been made in this area 
since last year, it is not sufficient to increase its ranking. 
The quality of roads in Poland continues to be assessed 
particularly poorly (134th). And although the improve-
ments to some aspects of the institutional framework, 
such as the transparency of government policymaking 
and physical security, are notable, the business sector 
remains very concerned about the burden of govern-
ment regulation (124th). As Poland transitions to the 
innovation-driven stage of development, it will have to 
focus more strongly on developing capacities in in-
novation and business sophistication. Stronger clusters, 
more R&D orientation of companies, and intensified 
collaboration between universities and the private sector 
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would help the country to move toward a more future-
oriented development path.

Italy moves up by five places to 43rd position this 
year, although it remains the lowest-ranked of the G-7 
countries. Italy continues to do well in more complex 
areas measured by the GCI, particularly the sophistica-
tion of its businesses, where it is ranked 26th, producing 
goods high on the value chain with one of the world’s 
best business clusters (2nd). Italy also benefits from its 
large market size—the 9th largest in the world—which 
allows for significant economies of scale. However, 
Italy’s overall competitiveness performance continues to 
be hampered by some critical structural weaknesses in 
its economy. Its labor market remains extremely rigid, 
ranked 123rd for its labor market efficiency, hinder-
ing employment creation. Financial markets are not 
sufficiently developed to provide needed finance for 
business development (97th). Other institutional weak-
nesses include high levels of corruption and organized 
crime and a perceived lack of independence within the 
judicial system, which increase business costs and under-
mine investor confidence—Italy is ranked 88th overall 
for its institutional environment.

Despite the country’s critical financial situation, 
which led to a recovery plan earlier in the year—and 
notwithstanding the negative economic forecasts for the 
next two years as the consolidation plans start to reduce 
public spending—Portugal improves its competitive-
ness performance slightly and moves up one position to 
45th place. This positive development is largely led by 
an increase in ICT use throughout the economy (18th) 
and an improvement in the quality of its overall infra-
structure (12th), especially of roads (5th). Despite this 
slight progress, the country still holds one of the poorest 
competitive positions among advanced economies and 
suffers from serious weaknesses. In addition to the well-
documented macroeconomic difficulties of a national 
savings rate below 10 percent (128th), a high deficit 
(122nd), and high public debt (128th) that hinder the 
availability of financial resources for local companies, 
the economy suffers from rigidities in its labor market 
(136th) and a disconnect between salaries and produc-
tivity (112th) that have hampered Portugal’s capac-
ity to remain internationally competitive. Moreover, 
the traditional lag in company R&D (41st) and other 
innovation-oriented investments have prevented it 
from moving toward higher-value-added activities, so 
it suffers the consequences of fierce competition from 
cheaper production sites, such as Eastern Europe and 
China. Addressing these weaknesses by adopting the 
necessary reforms and preserving growth-enhancing 
investments will be crucial to boost the competitive 
edge of the economy and set the national economy on 
a path of growth after a decade of stagnation.

Turkey moves up by two places this year to 
59th position. The country benefits from its large 
market (17th), which is characterized by intense local 

competition (13th). Turkey also benefits from its rea-
sonably developed infrastructure (51st), particularly 
roads and air transport, although ports and the elec-
tricity supply require upgrading. In order to further 
enhance its competitiveness, Turkey must focus on 
improving its human resources base through better pri-
mary education and healthcare (75th) and higher educa-
tion and training (74th), increasing the efficiency of its 
labor market (133rd), and reinforcing the efficiency and 
transparency of its public institutions (86th).

The Russian Federation drops three ranks to 
66th position this year. The drop reflects the fact that 
an improvement in macroeconomic stability was out-
weighed by deterioration in other areas, notably the 
quality of institutions, labor market efficiency, business 
sophistication, and innovation. The lack of progress 
with respect to the institutional framework is of par-
ticular concern, as this area is likely to be among the 
most significant constraints to Russia’s competitive-
ness. Strengthening the rule of law and the protection 
of property rights, improving the functioning of the 
judiciary, and raising security levels across the country 
would greatly benefit the economy and would provide 
for spillover effects into other areas. In addition to its 
weak institutional framework, Russia’s competitiveness 
remains negatively affected by the low efficiency of its 
goods market. Competition, both domestic as well as 
foreign, is stifled by market structures dominated by a 
few large firms, inefficient anti-monopoly policies, and 
restrictions on trade and foreign ownership. And despite 
many efforts, its financial markets remain unstable, with 
banks assessed very poorly (129th). Taken together, 
these challenges reduce the country’s ability to take 
advantage of some of its strengths—particularly its high 
innovation potential (38th for capacity for innovation), 
its large and growing market size (8th), and its solid 
performance in higher education and training (27th for 
the quantity of education).

After falling 16 places over the last two years—one 
of the steepest declines of all countries, which reflects the 
many economic and political challenges the country has 
faced in recent years—Ukrainefaced in recent years—Ukrainefaced in recent years—  reverses the trend and 
moves up 7 positions this year. The country continues 
to demonstrate a number of competitive strengths. A 
well-educated population, flexible and efficient labor 
markets, and a large market size continue to set a good 
base for the country’s future growth performance. On 
the other hand, despite its impressive reform agenda, no 
real improvements have been measured in the country’s 
weak institutional framework (131st) or in its highly 
inefficient markets for goods and services (129th), 
which stifle competition and prevent entrepreneurship 
from flourishing. In this context, it is hoped that the 
country’s accession to the World Trade Organization 
(WTO) will further contribute to intensifying compe-
tition in the country by reducing both trade barriers 
and domestic obstacles. Priority should also be given 
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to continuing the stabilization and development of its 
financial sector (116th), building on recent reforms.

This year Greece falls another seven places in 
the rankings to 90th, remaining the lowest-ranked 
country of the European Union. In the context of the 
ongoing sovereign debt crisis, Greece continues to 
fall precipitously in the macroeconomic environment 
pillar, dropping to 140th position this year. Similarly, 
Greece’s financial markets are assessed more poorly than 
in the past, at 110th this year, showing particularly low 
confidence on the part of investors. The evaluation of 
public institutions (e.g., government efficiency, corrup-
tion, undue influence) continues to suffer and is ranked 
a low 89th overall. Another major area of concern is 
the country’s inefficient labor market (126th), which 
continues to constrain Greece’s ability to emerge from 
the crisis, demonstrating the importance of recent efforts 
to increase the retirement age and increase labor market 
flexibility. In working to overcome the present difficul-
ties, Greece has a number of strengths to build upon, 
including a reasonably well educated workforce that 
is adept at adopting new technologies for productivity 
enhancements.

Asia and the Pacific
Asia’s rise to economic prominence has been accompa-
nied by a remarkable dynamism in terms of competi-
tiveness. Over the past five years, several countries in 
the region—including China, Indonesia, Vietnam, and 
Sri Lanka—have made important strides in the GCI 
rankings. Yet the disparities in terms of competitiveness 
within the region are unique, ranging from Singapore at 
2nd place to Timor-Leste at 131st. Two of the region’s 
largest economies, Bangladesh (108th) and Pakistan 
(118th), continue to rank very low, while a number of 
Asian emerging economies enter the top 30.

As the third-placed Asian economy behind 
Singapore (2nd) and Japan (9th), Hong Kong SAR
maintains its 11th position while slightly improving 
its score. Although absent from the overall top 10, 
it features in the top 3 of four individual pillars and 
in the top 10 of three others. Among the highlights 
of this consistent performance, Hong Kong tops the 
infrastructure pillar with the outstanding quality of its 
facilities across all modes of transportation and its tele-
phony infrastructure. The dynamism and efficiency of 
its goods market (3rd), labor market (3rd), and financial 
market (2nd) also contribute to the economy’s very 
good overall positioning. In order to enhance its com-
petitiveness and move it up into the top 10, continued 
improvements in two areas—higher education and 
innovation—will be necessary. Although the quality of 
education in Hong Kong is good (14th), participation 
remains below levels found in other economies (53rd). 
Improving educational outcomes will also help boost 
Hong Kong’s innovative capacity (25th), which remains 

constrained by the limited availability of scientists and 
engineers (43rd), among other things.

Taiwan, China remains stable in 13th position, 
with its competitiveness profile essentially unchanged 
from last year. Taiwan displays a consistent performance 
across the pillars of the GCI, although it enters the 
top 10 in only two of them. Its prowess in innova-
tion is undeniable. Ranked 9th in the innovation pil-
lar, Taiwan boasts the largest number of United States 
Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO)–granted patents 
on a per capita basis, more than the United States. In 
addition, the quality and presence of business clusters in 
high-end manufacturing, along with its first-class R&D, 
earns Taiwan the top spot on the related indicator. The 
economy’s capacity for innovation is further supported 
by an excellent educational system, which is charac-
terized at all levels by high enrollment rates and first-
rate quality. Specifically, Taiwan ranks 10th in higher 
education and training. The economy can also rely 
on a high level of technological readiness (24th) and 
well-developed infrastructure, with the exception of air 
transport (51st). Among the country’s relative weak-
nesses, its labor market is characterized by much rigidity 
(98th); the situation has been deteriorating over the past 
two years (it now ranks 33rd, down nine places in two 
years). Room for improvement also exists in public and 
private institutions (31st), although consistent advances 
have been achieved in this area since 2008.

With an unchanged score, Australia drops four 
spots to 20th place as other countries move ahead. 
Among the country’s most notable advantages are its 
efficient financial system (6th), supported by a banking 
sector that counts among the most stable and sound 
in the world, ranked 4th. Also noteworthy is its very 
good—and improving—performance in education: 
Australia ranks 11th in both the health and primary 
education subpillar and the higher education and train-
ing pillar. Australia’s macroeconomic situation is satis-
factory in the current context (26th), especially when 
considering the difficulties many other economies face 
in this area. Despite repeated budget deficits in recent 
years, its government debt, at 22.3 percent of GDP, 
is the second lowest among the advanced economies 
behind Luxembourg. Finally, Australia’s public and 
private institutions are transparent and efficient, ranked 
17th and 8th, respectively, and physical security is as-
sured (19th), although business leaders continue to be 
concerned about the burden of government regulation 
(75th).

On a less positive note, Australia still lags behind 
the top performers of the GCI when it comes to in-
novation (22nd) and business sophistication (29th), two 
critical drivers of competitiveness for advanced econo-
mies. Finally, because of intensifying trade in commodi-
ties, the country’s transport infrastructure, particularly 
seaports, has been increasingly strained in recent years 
and it lags behind the world’s best.
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Malaysia gains five ranks to reach 21st position, 
registering improvements across the board. The coun-
try’s progress is particularly noteworthy in the institu-
tions and macroeconomic environment pillars, as well 
as in several measures of market efficiency. Among 
the prominent advantages of this strong and consistent 
performance are its efficient and sound financial sector—
which places among the world’s most developed, just 
behind Singapore and Hong Kong—and its highly 
efficient goods market, ranked 15th. In addition, its 
macroeconomic situation has improved markedly over 
the past year to reach 29th place, even though the 
country continues to run a budget deficit of about 5 
percent of GDP. As it moves toward becoming more 
innovation driven, Malaysia will need to improve its 
performance in education and technological readiness. 
In the latter dimension, the country places a low 44th, 
with room for improvement in technological adoption 
by both businesses and the population at large. In terms 
of higher education and training (38th), improving 
access remains a priority in light of low enrollment rates 
of 69 percent (101st) and 36 percent (66th) for second-
ary and tertiary education, respectively.

The Republic of Korea improves its score but 
falls by two places to 24th. Korea’s performance is very 
uneven across the 12 pillars of competitiveness. The 
country’s outstanding infrastructure (9th) and stable 
macroeconomic environment (6th) are among its key 
competitive strengths. Furthermore, primary educa-
tion (15th) and higher education (17th) are accessible 
and of high quality. These factors, combined with the 
country’s high degree of technological readiness (18th), 
are among the building blocks of its remarkable capacity 
for innovation (14th). On the other hand, consider-
able room for improvement remains with respect to 
the quality of its institutions (65th) and its rigid labor 
market (76th), as well as its largely inefficient financial 
market (80th). Improvements across these dimensions 
would help the country to raise its competitiveness and 
ranking in the GCI after three years of decline or static 
performance.

China continues its steady progression in the 
rankings, rising by one rank to 26th. Indeed, it has 
improved its score and rank each year since 2005. The 
world’s most populous country continues to lead the 
BRICS economies by a significant margin, with South 
Africa—second among the BRICS—placing 50th.24

China’s performance improves in most pillars of the 
GCI and is stable in the remaining ones.

As in previous years, its macroeconomic situa-
tion is again very favorable (10th), despite a prolonged 
episode of high inflation. China is one of the world’s 
least indebted countries, boasts a savings rate of some 
53 percent of GDP, and runs only moderate budget 
deficits. These factors, combined with good economic 
prospects, contribute to an improvement of the quality 
of its sovereign debt far greater than that of the other 

BRICS. China also achieves relatively high standards 
in terms of health and basic education (32nd), with 
positive trends in health indicators and nearly univer-
sal access to primary education, which is well assessed 
in terms of quality. Turning to the more sophisticated 
areas of competitiveness, China ranks high in business 
sophistication (37th) and innovation (29th), particularly 
when considering its level of development.

On a less positive note, a number of challenges 
persist in the areas of corruption and judicial indepen-
dence within the institutions pillar (48th). Moreover, 
the sentiment among businesses is that the country has 
become less safe over the past three years, resulting 
in higher costs for protection against diverse forms of 
crime and violence. Finally, standards of business eth-
ics (57th) and corporate accountability (66th) are below 
those found in a number of other economies.

As in previous years, China’s fairly poor results 
in the financial market development and technologi-
cal readiness pillars pull down the economy’s overall 
competitiveness performance. However, the country 
improves markedly in the first of these (48th, up nine 
spots), thanks to an increased availability and affordabil-
ity of financial services and better access to credit. It also 
makes strides in the technological readiness pillar (77th, 
up one), largely because of double-digit growth in the 
penetration rates of Internet use and mobile telephony.

Although dropping one more rank, Thailand
(39th) maintains its score and appears to be stabiliz-
ing after its eroding performance of the previous four 
years. The improved macroeconomic environment 
(28th, up 18 places) represents the most positive aspect 
of Thailand’s accomplishment in this year’s assessment. 
Its public deficit has been reined in and brought to a 
more manageable level, and the efficiency of its labor 
market also stands out positively (30th). Moreover, 
labor markets are flexible (44th) and allow for an effi-
cient allocation of talent (34th). However, many chal-
lenges will need to be addressed to make Thailand more 
competitive. One of the biggest areas of concern is the 
efficiency of its public institutions (74th), which has 
been deteriorating over the past three years. Property 
rights for intellectual as well as physical and financial 
goods remain underprotected (101st), and the worrying 
security situation imposes a high cost on business (91st). 
It remains to be seen what impact the new political 
landscape will have on the economy and whether the 
new government will succeed in restoring the trust and 
confidence of the business community.

India ranks 56th in this year’s assessment. The 
country drops five places and demonstrates only minor 
changes in its competitiveness performance since last 
year.25 Among the BRICS, India continues to rank on 
a par with South Africa (50th) and Brazil (53rd) and 
ahead of Russia (66th), but its gap with China is widen-
ing: the score difference between the two economies 
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has increased sixfold between 2006 and today, the gap 
expanding from less than 0.1 to 0.6 points.

India continues to be penalized for its mediocre 
accomplishments in the areas considered to be the basic 
factors underpinning competitiveness. The country’s 
supply of transport, ICT, and energy infrastructure 
remains largely insufficient and ill-adapted to the needs 
business (89th). Indeed, the Indian business community 
continues to cite infrastructure as the single biggest 
hindrance to doing business in the country. It must 
be noted, however, that the situation has been slowly 
improving since 2006, although this does not translate 
into a higher ranking because other countries have been 
improving faster. The picture is similar in the health 
and basic education pillar (101st). Despite improvements 
across the board over the past few years, public health 
and education quality remain a prime cause of concern.

While we observe some encouraging trends in 
these two areas, the same cannot be said of the coun-
try’s institutions and macroeconomic environment, the 
other two dimensions comprising the basic require-
ments component of the GCI. In the past five years, 
discontent in the business community about the lack of 
reforms and the apparent inability of the government 
to provide a more conducive environment for business 
has been growing. Corruption (99th) and burdensome 
regulation (96th) certainly fuel this discontent. Since 
2006, India’s score in the institutions pillar has plunged 
from 4.5 to 3.8. Once ranked a satisfactory 37th in this 
dimension, India now ranks 69th, having dropped 11 
places this year alone. Meanwhile, the macroeconomic 
environment (105th) continues to be characterized by 
large and repeated public deficits and the highest debt-
to-GDP ratio among the BRICS. More recently, the 
stability of the country’s macroeconomic environment 
is being undermined by high inflation, near or above 10 
percent. As a result, India has been hovering around the 
100 mark in this pillar for the past five years.

Despite these considerable challenges, India does 
possess a number of remarkable strengths in the more 
advanced and complex drivers of competitiveness. This 
“reversed” pattern of development is characteristic of 
India. The country boasts a vast domestic market that 
allows for economies of scale and attracts investors. It 
can rely on a well-developed and sophisticated financial 
market (21st) that can channel financial resources to 
good use, and it boasts reasonably sophisticated (43rd) 
and innovative (38th) businesses.

Indonesia drops two places this year to 46th, fol-
lowing an impressive improvement of 11 places over 
the past two years. Indonesia remains one of the best-
performing countries within the developing Asia region, 
behind Malaysia and China yet ahead of India, Vietnam, 
and the Philippines. The macroeconomic environment 
(23rd, up 12 places) continues to improve despite rising 
fears of inflation. Sound fiscal management has brought 
the budget deficit and public debt down to very low 

levels, attributes that contribute to further upgrading 
the country’s credit rating and to raising the country’s 
ranking on the macroeconomic environment pillar to 
23rd this year (up from 89th in 2007). The situation is 
also improving, albeit from a much lower base, in the 
area of physical infrastructure (76th, up six places), yet 
the quality of port facilities remains alarming and shows 
no sign of progress (103rd, down seven places, with a 
score of 3.6) and the electricity supply continues to be 
unreliable and scarce (98th). The assessment of public 
institutions continues to deteriorate, with a 10-place 
drop in the related pillar (71st), even though Indonesia 
does relatively well on selected components. Despite 
efforts to tackle the issue, corruption and bribery remain 
pervasive and are singled out by business executives as 
the most problematic factor for doing business in the 
country. Security, or the lack thereof, is again becom-
ing a concern, and the business community assessed this 
indicator at levels similar to those seen in 2005 (91st).

Because it is now close to entering the efficiency-
driven stage of development, according to the GCI 
classification, Indonesia’s competitiveness increasingly 
depends on more complex elements, such as market 
efficiency. Addressing the many rigidities (120th) and 
inefficiencies of the labor market (94th) would ensure 
a more efficient allocation of labor. Additional produc-
tivity gains could be reaped by boosting technological 
readiness (94th), which remains very low, with slow 
and scant adoption of ICT by businesses and the popu-
lation at large.

Vietnam’s competitiveness assessment declines in 
this edition, dropping six places to 65th. The country 
loses ground in 10 of the 12 pillars of the GCI and 
only a significant improvement in the macroeconomic 
environment (65th, up 20 places) limits its fall in the 
rankings. Despite this considerable improvement, some 
macroeconomic challenges remain. The 2010 budget 
deficit was still too large, at 6 percent of GDP, and 
inflation moved back to near double-digit levels after 
having briefly receded the year before. Going forward, 
Vietnam will have to build on its strengths while ad-
dressing the economy’s numerous challenges. Among its 
competitive strengths are its fairly efficient labor market 
(46th) and its innovation potential (66th) given its stage 
of development, including its relatively large market size 
(33rd), which benefits from a particularly large export 
market.

However, the challenges going forward are numer-
ous and significant. Infrastructure, strained by rapid 
economic growth, remains a major challenge for the 
country despite some improvement in recent years, 
with particular concerns about the quality of roads 
(123rd) and ports (111th). And although education 
appears to be satisfactory in terms of quality, enrollment 
rates at all levels remain low (64th, 103rd, and 110th 
for primary, secondary, and tertiary enrollments, respec-
tively). In order to further improve its competitiveness, 
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Vietnam must also continue to strengthen its institu-
tional environment. Regulation is perceived as burden-
some (113rd), with the number of procedures (9, 94th) 
and time (44 days, 119th) required to start a business 
making this a cumbersome process. In addition, there 
are concerns regarding the level of intellectual property 
protection (127th) and, to a lesser extent, the respect of 
property rights (98th). Finally, corruption is considered 
frequent and pervasive (104th).

Up 10 places to 75th, the Philippines posts one 
of the largest improvements in this year’s rankings. The 
vast majority of individual indicators composing the 
GCI improve, sometimes markedly. Yet the challenges 
are many, especially in the areas at the foundation of 
any competitive economy, even at an early stage of 
development.

The quality of the country’s public institutions 
continues to be assessed as poor: the Philippines ranks 
beyond the 100 mark on each of the 16 related indica-
tors. Issues of corruption and physical security appear 
particularly acute (127th and 117th, respectively). The 
state of its infrastructure is improving marginally, but 
not nearly fast enough to meet the needs of the busi-
ness sector. The country ranks a mediocre 113th for 
the overall state of its infrastructure, with particularly 
low marks for the quality of its seaport (123rd) and 
airport infrastructure (115th). Finally, despite an enroll-
ment rate of around 90 percent, primary education is 
characterized by low-quality standards (110th). Against 
such weaknesses, the macroeconomic situation of the 
Philippines is more positive: the country is up 14 places 
to 54th in the macroeconomic environment pillar, 
thanks to slightly lower public deficit and debt, an im-
proved country credit rating, and inflation that remains 
under control.

In the other, more complex pillars of the Index, 
the Philippines continues to have a vast opportunity for 
improvement. In particular, the largely inflexible and 
inefficient labor market (113th) has shown very little 
progress over the past four years. On a more positive 
note, the country ranks a good 57th in the business 
sophistication category, thanks to a large quantity of 
local suppliers, the existence of numerous and well-
developed clusters, and an increased presence of Filipino 
businesses in the higher segments of the value chain. 
Finally, the sheer size of the domestic market (36th) 
confers a notable competitive advantage.

Up five places, Pakistan (118th) partially bounces 
back from last year’s significant drop in rank. Yet, in 
several categories, it remains one the poorest perform-
ers of the developing Asia region, and indeed of the 
entire sample of economies. It is particularly worrisome 
that Pakistan earns its lowest marks, with no sign of 
improvement, in the most basic areas of competitive-
ness, namely institutions (107th), infrastructure (115th), 
health and primary education (121st), and the macro-
economic environment (138th). In order to benefit 

from the scale advantages associated with its significant 
market size (30th), Pakistan will have to decrease regu-
latory rigidities in the labor market (now ranked 136th) 
and reduce barriers to domestic and foreign competition 
in order to render the markets for goods and services 
more efficient (93rd). Last but not least, boosting the 
technological adoption of firms and the public at large 
would allow for considerable productivity increases in 
the country.

Latin America and the Caribbean
The economic outlook for Latin America shows a rela-
tively rosy picture for the coming years, notwithstand-
ing some uncertainty linked to a possible slowdown in 
Europe and the United States, both important trading 
partners. Despite a decrease in GDP of 1.8 percent in 
2009, the region has managed to weather the global 
recession relatively well and has been growing steadily 
ever since. With a growth rate of around 6 percent 
in 2010 and expected rates of 4.75 percent in 2011 
and 4.25 percent in 2012, the region has closed the 
output gap and the excess of capacity generated dur-
ing the recession years, outperforming most advanced 
economies. However, in some commodity-exporting 
countries—such as Chile and Brazil, where economic 
growth is forecasted to reach 6.5 percent and 4.1 percent, 
respectively, in 2011—some signals of overheating with 
inflationary pressures have already started to accrue and 
are becoming increasingly worrisome.

The region’s overall positive performance is linked 
both to an improvement in some competitiveness fun-
damentals, such as sounder fiscal and monetary policies 
and buoyant internal demand, and to favorable external 
conditions, including a robust demand for commodities 
from China and the progressive recovery of importing 
economies, notably the United States.

In terms of competitiveness, many countries have 
experienced significant improvements. Mexico (up 
eight positions), Peru (up six), Bolivia (up five), and 
Brazil (also up five) register the largest improvements, 
while Panama (up four) Ecuador (up four), Argentina 
(up two), Barbados (up one), and Uruguay (also up 
one) have seen more moderate progress. The rest of 
the countries in the region have either remained stable 
like Colombia, or have slightly declined. The highest 
drops in the region have been experienced in some 
countries of Central America—for example, in Costa 
Rica, Guatemala, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Jamaica—
mainly due to a deterioration of the security conditions.

In order to keep the positive momentum going, 
Latin America and the Caribbean will need to address 
some of the persistent challenges that constrain its com-
petitiveness. While the region is vast and heterogeneous 
as a whole, four main key challenges that affect each 
country differently can be highlighted: (1) weak institu-
tions with high costs associated with a lack of physical 
security; (2) poor development of infrastructure;  
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(3) an inefficient allocation of production and human 
resources; and, increasingly, (4) a lag in innovation vis-
à-vis more developed, but also emerging, economies, as 
discussed in Box 4. Addressing these challenges in the 
next decade will be crucial to ensure the economic and 
social progress of the region.

Chile, at 31st—one position down but with a 
slight improvement in its score this year—remains 
the most competitive economy in the region. A solid 
institutional framework (26th) with a high level of trust 
in the rule of law and transparent public governance 
mechanisms, coupled with a sound and traditionally 
counter-cyclical macroeconomic policy (14th), have 
set solid foundations that have allowed Chile to grow 
at a steady pace since the early 1990s and benefit from 
one of the highest per capita incomes in the region. 
Early measures to open and liberalize its markets by 
introducing high levels of domestic (24th) and foreign 
(17th) competition, a relatively flexible labor market 
(49th), and one of the most sophisticated and efficient 
financial markets (21st) have also helped the country 
to maintain its long-term growth prospects in the past 
decades. Moreover, in recent years, the increase in 
international prices of commodities such as copper has 
provided Chile with an important source of revenue 
that has boosted the economic prospects of the coun-
try: GDP growth forecasts are at 6.5 percent for 2011 
and 5.1 percent for 2012. This source of growth should 
provide the government with enough financial muscle 
to undertake the reconstruction needed after the 2009 
earthquake without jeopardizing public finances, and to 
invest in those areas where the country depicts a weaker 
performance.

As Chile moves quickly toward higher levels of 
rent and the next stage of development, the solid basic 
requirements and efficiency enhancers that have paved 
the way for the economic success of the country thus 
far will give way to innovation, a pillar where at present 
Chile is lagging behind. Companies with low invest-
ment in R&D (60th) and a weak capacity for innova-
tion (66th) act in an innovation environment charac-
terized by relatively low-quality scientific research 
institutions (51st) and weak university-industry collabo-
ration in R&D (44th). Moreover, the perceived poor 
quality of the overall educational system (87th)—
especially of primary education (123rd), along with 
poor results in math and science (124th)—hinder the 
capacity of the economy to generate, diffuse, and use 
knowledge that can be brought into the market in the 
shape of new products or services. Making sufficient 
progress on this front is the major challenge that Chile 
will face in the next decade.

Barbados, at 42nd place, moves up one posi-
tion in the rankings despite a severe deterioration of 
its macroeconomic stability. The decline in tourism 
resulting from the economic downturn has had a serious 
negative impact on the island’s general economy as well 

as its public finances in recent years. A large and rising 
government debt coupled with persistent budget deficits 
and a low national savings rate highlight some signifi-
cant weaknesses that can affect the future capacity of the 
country to undertake the necessary investments to boost 
its competitiveness performance. Notwithstanding these 
weaknesses, Barbados can still leverage its strengths in 
terms of its stable, transparent, and reliable institutions 
(18th), high-quality infrastructures (22nd), and excel-
lent educational system (ranked 5th in terms of primary 
education quality, 15th for the entire system, and 10th 
for the quality of math and science education).

Panama, for the second consecutive year, depicts 
the strongest competitive position in Central America 
and is the only country in the isthmus that manages to 
improve its performance, entering the top 50 at 49th 
position. The country has remained relatively stable in 
most competitiveness drivers. Overall, it benefits from 
important strengths in its efficient financial market 
(16th), solid transport infrastructures (39th), and very 
good technological adoption (12th), especially through 
FDI, where it is ranked 4th. In dynamic terms, it is im-
portant to highlight the progress the country has made 
in the quality of its port and air transport infrastructure 
(5th and 15th, respectively) and its fostering of stronger 
domestic competition (43rd). Notwithstanding these 
advantages, the country still faces important weaknesses 
in terms of education, where it demonstrates a relatively 
low level of secondary education enrollment (99th) and 
an overall poor quality of its educational system (131st). 
Panama also struggles with rigidities in its labor market 
(109th), low levels of public trust of politicians (109th), 
insufficient judicial independence (133rd), and favorit-
ism in the decisions of government officials (120th)—a 
situation that has deteriorated in the past years.

Brazil improves five places to rank 53rd overall. 
The country benefits from several competitive strengths, 
including one of the world’s largest internal markets 
(10th) and a sophisticated business environment (31st), 
thus allowing for important economies of scale and 
scope. Moreover, the country has one of the most 
efficient financial markets (40th) and one of the highest 
rates of technological adoption (47th) and innovation 
(44th) in the region. On a less positive note, Brazil 
still suffers from weaknesses that hinder its capacity to 
fulfill its tremendous competitive potential. The lagging 
quality of its overall infrastructure (104th) despite its 
Growth Acceleration Programme (PAC), its macro-
economic imbalances (115th), the poor overall quality 
of its educational system (115th), the rigidities in its 
labor market (121st), and insufficient progress to boost 
competition (132nd) are areas of increasing concern.

With one of the highest improvements in the 
regional rankings, moving up eight spots, Mexico
occupies 58th position this year. The country’s efforts 
to boost competition—although it remains an important 
weakness (103rd)—and its regulatory improvements 
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that facilitate entrepreneurial dynamism by reducing 
the number of procedures (34th) and the time (35th) 
required to start a business seem to be paying off, 
contributing to an improvement of the overall busi-
ness environment. This development, coupled with the 
country’s traditional competitive strengths such as its 
large internal market size (12th), fairly good transport 
infrastructure (47th), sound macroeconomic policies 
(39th), and strong levels of technological adoption 
(58th) have led Mexico to improve its competitive 
edge.

However, the country still suffers from important 
weaknesses that are holding back its capacity to further 
enhance competitiveness. Not much progress has been 
made in addressing the flaws in the public institutional 
framework (109th). Despite many efforts to fight orga-
nized crime, security concerns still exact a high price 
from the business community (139th). Adopting and 
implementing policies to boost domestic competi-
tion (107th), especially in strategic sectors such as ICT, 
energy, and retailing, along with additional reforms to 
render the labor market more efficient (114th) are still 
needed to increase the efficiency of the Mexican econ-
omy. Moreover, as the country continues to grow and 
move toward a higher stage of development and pro-
duction costs rise, sustainable growth and higher wages 
will increasingly call for further reforms and investment 
to improve the educational and innovation systems. The 
current overall poor quality of the educational system 
(107th), insufficient company spending in R&D (79th), 
and limited innovation capacity (76th) can jeopardize 
the future ability of the country to compete interna-
tionally in higher-value-added sectors.

Costa Rica, at 61st position, declines slightly in 
this year’s rankings. The main reasons for this drop are 
the perceived deterioration in the country’s sense of 
security (97th)—a common feature of almost all Central 
American economies—and the lack of improvement 
to its transport infrastructure (121st), caused by insuf-to its transport infrastructure (121st), caused by insuf-to its transport infrastructure (121st), caused by insuf
ficient maintenance and investment. These two areas, 
in addition to the macroeconomic imbalances seen in 
its high budget deficit (103rd) and inflation (100th), the 
excessive red tape that makes it cumbersome and time 
consuming to start a new business, and a scarcity of 
financial resources for the private sector—be it through 
equity finance (121st) or loans (119th)—are the most 
important constraints to the country’s competitive 
potential. With solid economic growth over the past 
two years and fairly rosy forecasts of around 4.5 percent 
GDP growth rates for the coming years, the country 
should use this window of opportunity to address these 
challenges and leverage its many important strengths.

Notwithstanding these challenges, Costa Rica 
still depicts a fairly strong overall position in the re-
gion thanks to its friendly policies toward trade, with 
low trade tariffs (44th) and few constraints on FDI, 
and its strong educational system—both in terms of 

pre-university enrollment rates and overall quality 
(23th). Moreover, the country presents strong levels of 
technological adoption (44th) with many companies in 
high-tech industries, as well as solid business sophisti-
cation (35th) and innovation (35th). All these factors 
facilitate the creation, diffusion, and adoption of new 
knowledge that, if properly brought into the market, 
can generate significant benefits.

With a stable performance, Uruguay moves up 
one place to 63rd position. The country leverages its 
traditional competitiveness strengths: its transparent 
and well-functioning public institutions (35th), its high 
rates of education enrollment (16th for primary edu-
cation and 25th for tertiary education), and its stable 
policies that encourage FDI (6th) allow the country to 
gain access to technology transfers (9th). Moreover, its 
rapid economic growth of the past years—with annual 
growth rates of around 6.5 percent since 2004, 2.9 
percent in 2009 (a result of the global downturn), and 
8.5 percent in 2010—has allowed the country to regain 
a greater macroeconomic stability, climbing from 107th 
to 59th place. Economic growth has been led by private 
consumption and rising international commodity prices, 
which in the last year has allowed a reduction of the 
government deficit and the overall level of public debt. 
However, despite this progress, inflationary pressures 
(110th) and the reduction of the national savings rate 
(84th) hint to an overheating of the economy, which 
can bring about significant macroeconomic distress 
if not properly tackled. Moreover, as Uruguay keeps 
growing and moves steadily toward a higher stage of 
development, policies to increase domestic competi-
tion (today ranked 92nd) that would incentivize higher 
business-sector investment in R&D (56th) and innova-
tion capacity (65th) will become increasingly important.

As in recent editions, Peru at 67th place contin-
ues to move upward in the rankings. Its improvements 
in macroeconomic stability (52nd), thanks to a better 
control of inflation and a reduction of the government 
deficit and debt, coupled with a friendlier environment 
for entrepreneurship with fewer procedures (34th) and 
less time (91st) needed to start a business, have contrib-
uted to strengthening the country’s competitive edge. 
Moreover, the consolidation of the efficiency gains in 
both the labor (43rd) and financial (38th) markets, the 
relatively large size of the domestic market (43rd), and 
the country’s openness to international trade and FDI 
have also contributed to sustaining Peru’s competitive-
ness progress in the past four years.

Notwithstanding these past improvements, Peru’s 
economy still faces a number of important challenges 
that hamper its competitiveness potential. A relatively 
weak public institutional environment (103rd), an insuf-weak public institutional environment (103rd), an insuf-weak public institutional environment (103rd), an insuf
ficiently developed transport infrastructure network 
(93rd), an educational system in need of higher quality 
(128th), and the very low level of innovation (113th) 
are areas for further effort. The impressive economic 
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Box 4: The innovation challenge for Latin America 

The rapid and robust recovery of Latin America from the global The rapid and robust recovery of Latin America from the global 
economic downturn has demonstrated the economic and finaneconomic downturn has demonstrated the economic and finan--
cial strength of the region. Efforts to maintain a stable maccial strength of the region. Efforts to maintain a stable mac--
roeconomic framework coupled with a buoyant international roeconomic framework coupled with a buoyant international 
demand for commodities and strong internal consumption have demand for commodities and strong internal consumption have 
paved the way for this good result and for positive forecasts paved the way for this good result and for positive forecasts 
for its future economic growth. This optimistic outlook has led for its future economic growth. This optimistic outlook has led 
many to speak about a “Latin American decade” to describe the many to speak about a “Latin American decade” to describe the 
expectations of economic progress for the region, similar to that expectations of economic progress for the region, similar to that 
experienced in many Asian economies in the past decade.experienced in many Asian economies in the past decade.

Notwithstanding past improvements and positive prosNotwithstanding past improvements and positive pros--
pects, the persistence of low productivity rates casts some pects, the persistence of low productivity rates casts some 
doubt about the capacity of the region to sustain this recent doubt about the capacity of the region to sustain this recent 
economic growth in the long run.economic growth in the long run.11 Overall, the region still suf Overall, the region still suf--
fers from important bottlenecks that hamper competitiveness. fers from important bottlenecks that hamper competitiveness. 
Among these are physical insecurity, a weak institutional frameAmong these are physical insecurity, a weak institutional frame--
work, poor infrastructure, and, in some cases, low levels of work, poor infrastructure, and, in some cases, low levels of 
competition and rigid labor markets.competition and rigid labor markets.

Moreover, as several countries steadily move toward Moreover, as several countries steadily move toward 
higher stages of development, a new challenge gains increashigher stages of development, a new challenge gains increas--
ing importance: the need to boost innovation. Innovation is ing importance: the need to boost innovation. Innovation is 
widely recognized as one of the most important engines behind widely recognized as one of the most important engines behind 
productivity gains and societal progress. Innovation, defined productivity gains and societal progress. Innovation, defined 
broadly as the capacity to bring new ideas into the market, broadly as the capacity to bring new ideas into the market, 

allows companies—and countries—to shift toward higher-allows companies—and countries—to shift toward higher-
value-added activities, secure higher-paid jobs, and address value-added activities, secure higher-paid jobs, and address 
important societal challenges such as climate change, pollution, important societal challenges such as climate change, pollution, 
and poor health.and poor health.

Traditionally, innovation has been dominated by developed Traditionally, innovation has been dominated by developed 
economies. However, the global landscape of innovation is rapeconomies. However, the global landscape of innovation is rap--
idly changing with the appearance of new players. In the past idly changing with the appearance of new players. In the past 
decade, emerging economies such as China have boosted their decade, emerging economies such as China have boosted their 
innovation performance, becoming important centers of R&D innovation performance, becoming important centers of R&D 
investment, publications, and patent applications.investment, publications, and patent applications.22 While inno While inno--
vation is a broader concept than technological development, vation is a broader concept than technological development, 
these indicators show the sharp rise of the capacity of the new these indicators show the sharp rise of the capacity of the new 
players to generate new knowledge.players to generate new knowledge.

In this changing context, Latin America seems to trail In this changing context, Latin America seems to trail 
many other countries. The Global Competitiveness Index many other countries. The Global Competitiveness Index 
includes several indicators that measure the conditions and includes several indicators that measure the conditions and 
performance of innovation. As Figure 1 shows, on average, Latin performance of innovation. As Figure 1 shows, on average, Latin 
America has had a relatively stable innovation performance America has had a relatively stable innovation performance 
in recent years, although it is still lagging substantially behind in recent years, although it is still lagging substantially behind 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) economies. Moreover, while some countries such as (OECD) economies. Moreover, while some countries such as 
China have started to catch up with advanced economies, Latin China have started to catch up with advanced economies, Latin 
America has not managed to start converging yet.America has not managed to start converging yet.
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China

United States

Advanced economies

Emerging and Developing Economies

OECD

China

United States

Advanced economies

Emerging and Developing Economies

China

China

United States

Advanced economies

Emerging and Developing EconomiesLatin America*

Figure 1: Trends in the GCI innovation pillar score, 2005–11

(Cont’d.)
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Box 4: The innovation challenge for Latin America (cont’d.)

While innovation performance is not homogeneous across While innovation performance is not homogeneous across 
the region, with some countries (such as Brazil and Chile) the region, with some countries (such as Brazil and Chile) 
performing better than others (such as Argentina and Peru), all performing better than others (such as Argentina and Peru), all 
countries in the region underperform vis-à-vis the OECD avercountries in the region underperform vis-à-vis the OECD aver--
age and rapidly emerging economies such as China. age and rapidly emerging economies such as China. 

In order to boost their innovation potential, countries in In order to boost their innovation potential, countries in 
Latin America will have to invest more and better in innovation Latin America will have to invest more and better in innovation 
as well as develop environments that are more conducive to it. as well as develop environments that are more conducive to it. 
Higher investment in innovation will require a larger allocation Higher investment in innovation will require a larger allocation 
of public and private resources toward education and trainof public and private resources toward education and train--
ing activities and R&D. In order to enhance the efficiency of ing activities and R&D. In order to enhance the efficiency of 
these investments, countries will need to identify those areas these investments, countries will need to identify those areas 
where they can reach a meaningful critical mass to achieve where they can reach a meaningful critical mass to achieve 
competitive advantages. Moreover, better enabling environcompetitive advantages. Moreover, better enabling environ--
ments for innovation will require boosting competition so that ments for innovation will require boosting competition so that 
firms engage in innovation activities to differentiate their prodfirms engage in innovation activities to differentiate their prod--
uct or service offering; reforming the educational and training uct or service offering; reforming the educational and training 
systems in the country to improve their quality and ensure a systems in the country to improve their quality and ensure a 
better alignment with the changing requirements of firms; and better alignment with the changing requirements of firms; and 
incentivizing the use of information and communication techincentivizing the use of information and communication tech--
nologies throughout the economy. In addition, governments will nologies throughout the economy. In addition, governments will 
also have to ensure sufficient access to financial resources also have to ensure sufficient access to financial resources 

to undertake risk-taking initiatives, develop a better protecto undertake risk-taking initiatives, develop a better protec--
tion of intellectual property rights, and engage in more active tion of intellectual property rights, and engage in more active 
innovation-led procurement policies in order to accelerate the innovation-led procurement policies in order to accelerate the 
creation of new markets for innovative products and services.creation of new markets for innovative products and services.

In recent years, the region has become increasingly In recent years, the region has become increasingly 
aware of the need to boost innovation in order to facilitate the aware of the need to boost innovation in order to facilitate the 
transition toward higher productivity models. While several transition toward higher productivity models. While several 
countries, such as Chile, have designed and implemented pro-countries, such as Chile, have designed and implemented pro-
innovation policies, more effort should be made to strengthen innovation policies, more effort should be made to strengthen 
the innovation systems in the region. The current positive ecothe innovation systems in the region. The current positive eco--
nomic outlook provides a very good opportunity to adopt the nomic outlook provides a very good opportunity to adopt the 
required reforms and investments needed and to start bridging required reforms and investments needed and to start bridging 
the productivity gap.the productivity gap.

NotesNotes
11 IADB 2010.IADB 2010.

22 European Commission 2011.European Commission 2011.

Table 1: Innovation investment, conditions, and performance

OECD China Brazil Chile Colombia Mexico Argentina Peru 

 Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score

INNOVATION PILLARINNOVATION PILLAR 4.44.4 2929 3.93.9 4444 3.53.5 4646 3.53.5 5757 3.33.3 6363 3.23.2 7878 3.13.1 113113 2.72.7

Enabling environmentEnabling environment

CompetitionCompetition 4.84.8 6666 4.34.3 132132 3.63.6 2323 4.94.9 128128 3.73.7 103103 4.04.0 141141 3.03.0 5959 4.44.4
Quality of math and science education 4.6 31 4.7 127 2.7 87 2.8 83 3.7 126 2.7 113 3.2 135 2.4
Quality of education system Quality of education system 4.44.4 5454 4.04.0 115115 3.03.0 124124 3.43.4 7272 3.73.7 107107 3.13.1 8686 3.43.4 128128 2.62.6
ICT use 4.9 74 2.5 63 2.7 56 3.0 78 2.5 73 2.5 55 3.0 82 2.3
Gov’t procurement of advanced tech productsGov’t procurement of advanced tech products 3.93.9 1616 4.44.4 5252 3.93.9 4747 4.04.0 4545 4.04.0 7575 3.63.6 127127 2.82.8 9898 3.33.3
Intellectual property protection 4.9 47 4.0 84 3.2 63 3.6 86 3.2 85 3.2 128 2.5 122 2.5
Venture capital availabilityVenture capital availability 3.13.1 2222 3.53.5 5252 2.82.8 3434 3.13.1 4949 2.92.9 7878 2.52.5 129129 1.91.9 3838 3.03.0

InvestmentInvestment

Company spending on R&DCompany spending on R&D 4.24.2 2323 4.24.2 3030 3.83.8 6060 3.13.1 7676 3.03.0 7979 2.92.9 7272 3.03.0 118118 2.62.6
Quality of scientific research institutions 5.0 38 4.3 42 4.1 51 4.0 69 3.6 54 3.9 41 4.2 109 2.9
University-industry collaboration in R&DUniversity-industry collaboration in R&D 4.74.7 2929 4.54.5 3838 4.24.2 4444 4.14.1 4343 4.14.1 4545 4.04.0 4848 3.93.9 103103 3.23.2
Availability of scientists and engineers 4.8 33 4.6 91 3.8 29 4.7 77 4.0 86 3.9 75 4.0 102 3.5

PerformancePerformance

Capacity for innovationCapacity for innovation 4.34.3 2323 4.24.2 3131 3.83.8 6666 3.03.0 5959 3.23.2 7676 2.92.9 7777 2.92.9 9999 2.72.7
Utility patents per million population 89.8 46 2.0 60 0.9 53 1.3 76 0.1 58 0.9 55 1.1 83 0.0

Note: The score on the innovation pillar is composed of a subset of the variables that appear in the table above.Note: The score on the innovation pillar is composed of a subset of the variables that appear in the table above.
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outlook for the next years, with GDP growth rates 
forecasted at 7.5 percent for 2011 and 5.8 percent for 
2012 thanks to high mineral prices, provides a good 
opportunity to undertake the necessary investments and 
reforms to address its pending competitive limitations.

In the same position as last year, Colombia at 68th 
place experiences an improvement in its overall score, 
which goes up from 4.14 last year to 4.20. The com-
petitive strengths of the country cluster around a sound 
and stable macroeconomic environment (42nd) charac-
terized by a low inflation rate and manageable levels of 
public debt and deficit; an improving educational sys-
tem with a high level of enrollment and, although still 
a challenge, rising quality (72nd); and a large domestic 
market (28th). On the other hand, despite the sustained 
efforts of the government to improve social pacification 
and eradicate organized crime, security concerns (138th) 
remain very high on the list of factors dragging down its 
competitive potential. In addition, improved regulation 
to foster domestic competition (124th) and facilitate a 
more efficient allocation of resources, as well as further 
investments to improve the transport infrastructure 
(105th), are needed.

Argentina remains fairly stable this year at 85th, 
rising two positions in the rankings. The extraordinary 
competitive potential of the country that benefits from 
a large domestic market size (22nd) and a population 
that has a fairly high level of education, with one of the 
highest tertiary education enrollment rates in the region 
(21st), remains unfulfilled because of both a lack of 
trust in its institutions (134th) and the large inefficien-
cies in its allocation of goods (137th), as well as labor 
(131st) and financial (126th) resources. More precisely, 
the country’s low public trust of politicians (138th), the 
uncertainties and favoritism in the decisions of govern-
ment officials (139th), and the poor assessment of gov-
ernment efficiency (138th) contribute to weakening the 
foundations of the country’s institutional framework. 
Excessive red tape (131st) that benefits the expansion of 
the informal economy, enduring distortions of domestic 
competition (140th), and high barriers to trade (142nd) 
bring about an inefficient allocation of resources in the 
goods market. Moreover, a lack of confidence in the 
financial system (116th) hinders the economy’s capac-
ity to mobilize and channel financial resources in an 
efficient manner. The result is that businesses in the 
country face difficulties in accessing equity through 
local markets (114th), loans (134th), or venture capital 
(129th) to finance their investment decisions. Finally, 
the progressive deterioration of the country’s macro-
economic stability (62nd), which was firmly controlled 
after the 2001 crisis with the adoption of pro-cyclical 
policies and a two-digit inflation rate, casts additional 
worrisome uncertainties about the sustainability of 
its economic growth. Unless these weaknesses are 
addressed and structural reforms introduced, the high 
growth that the economy has experienced since 2003 

is unlikely to continue, especially once favorable inter-
national conditions and high food prices start to fade. 
This could lead the economy back into the erratic fluc-
tuations of the past, characterized by high expansionary 
periods followed by deep recessions.

This edition of the GCR analyzes the competitive-
ness of Belize for the first time. The country ranks 
123rd, due to weak institutions (120th), especially in 
terms of lack of security (122nd), poor infrastructure, 
and an insufficient level of competition that hinders 
efficient allocation of resources in the goods market. 
Moreover, while the country scores well in terms of 
primary education enrollment with virtually universal 
schooling, the rate of people attending higher educa-
tion is very low (105th), as is the quality of the overall 
educational system (126th). Policies addressing these 
weaknesses will help boosting the competitive edge of 
the country.

Venezuela (124th) continues to fall in the rankings, 
despite a slight improvement in its overall score. The 
poor quality of the country’s public institutions is ranked 
the worst in the sample at 142nd place. This dismal 
showing, coupled with severe weaknesses in its markets 
efficiency—especially for its goods and labor markets, 
where the country repeats as the worst performer—and 
a deterioration in the macroeconomic stability have led 
Venezuela to feature at the bottom of the region and 
among the least competitive countries in the world. 
Despite being at the forefront in of its tertiary education 
enrollment rate (8th), the overall quality of the educa-
tional system is weak (121st). This, added to a lack of 
sophisticated businesses (124th) and poor innovation 
potential (126th), critically constrain the competitiveness 
performance of the country.

Haiti is included in the analysis for the first time 
and comes in at 141st place. The country suffers from 
important weaknesses in many areas and is still recov-
ering from the consequences of the devastating earth-
quake of 2010. Nevertheless, some positive aspects of 
its macroeconomic environment, its openness to trade, 
and its flexible labor market bode well for the country’s 
future and could provide a fruitful basis for future re-
forms. We hope that Haiti’s inclusion in the GCR will 
help guide and define the strategic agenda for its recon-
struction, putting its economy on a more solid footing 
and contributing to eradicating poverty in the country.

Middle East and North Africa
Over the past year, the Middle East and North Africa 
(MENA) region has been affected by a great deal of 
turbulence that will have an impact on national com-
petitiveness and might further exacerbate the competi-
tiveness gap between the Gulf economies and the rest 
of the region. This trend is reflected in this year’s GCI 
results, where most Gulf countries continue to move 
up in the rankings, while the competitiveness of many 
countries from North Africa and the Levant stagnates 

The Global Competitiveness Report 2011-2012 © 2011 World Economic Forum



37

1.
1:

 T
he

 G
lo

ba
l C

om
pe

tit
iv

en
es

s 
In

de
x 

20
11

–2
01

2

or deteriorates. Box 5 further analyzes how the Arab 
Spring could influence competitiveness in the region. 
One country, Yemen, has been added to the sample 
this year and enters at 138th position.

Qatar reaffirms its position as the most competi-
tive economy in the region by moving up three places 
to 14th position, sustained by improvements in its 
macroeconomic environment, business sophistication, 
and innovation. Its strong performance in terms of 
competitiveness rests on solid foundations made up of 
a high-quality institutional framework where it ranks 
14th overall, a stable macroeconomic environment 
(5th), and an efficient goods market (17th). Low lev-
els of corruption and undue influence on government 
decisions, high efficiency of government institutions, 
and high levels of security are the cornerstones of the 
country’s very solid institutional framework. These 
institutional attributes provide good foundations for 
efficiency. Going forward, as noted in previous editions 
of this Report, reducing the country’s vulnerability to 
commodity price fluctuations will require diversification 
into other sectors of the economy and reinforcing some 
areas of competitiveness. Despite efforts to strengthen 
the financial sector, its trustworthiness and confidence 
and the soundness of banks are assessed as low by the 
business community (80th) and legal rights of borrowers 
and lenders are seen as underprotected (105th). Given 
its high wage level, diversification into other sectors will 
require the country to raise productivity by continuing to 
promote a greater use of the latest technologies (33rd) 
and by fostering more openness to foreign competition, 
currently ranked at 53rd—reflecting barriers to interna-
tional trade and investment.

Saudi Arabia maintains the second-best place in 
the region and moves up by four ranks to reach 17th 
position. The country has seen a number of improve-
ments to its competitiveness in recent years, which have 
resulted in a solid institutional framework, efficient 
markets, and sophisticated businesses. Improvements to 
the institutional framework (up by nine places)—in par-
ticular, a better assessment of the security situation by 
business (4th) and stronger private institutions (17th), as 
well as better macroeconomic results—have contributed 
to a better positioning in this year’s GCI. The macro-
economic environment benefitted from rising energy 
prices, which buoyed the budget balance into surplus in 
2010, although it still remained significantly below pre-
crisis levels. Additionally, the country’s largest stimulus 
package among the G-20 contributed to improving 
infrastructure in the country.

 As much as the recent developments are com-
mendable, the country faces important challenges 
going forward. Health and education do not reach the 
standards of other countries at similar income levels. 
While some progress is visible in health outcomes and 
the quality of education is increasing quickly, improve-
ments are taking place from a low level. As a result, 

the country continues to occupy low ranks in the 
health and primary education pillar (61st), and room 
for improvement remains on the higher education and 
training pillar (36th). Boosting these areas, in addition 
to fostering a more efficient labor market (50th), are 
of great significance to Saudi Arabia given the grow-
ing numbers of its young people who will enter the 
labor market over the next years. More efficient use of 
talent will increase in importance as global talent short-
ages loom on the horizon and the country attempts to 
diversify its economy, which will require a more skilled 
and educated workforce. Last but not least, the use of 
the latest technologies can be enhanced (43rd); this is an 

Box 5: Arab Spring and the GCI competitiveness 
assessment

The events now being called the The events now being called the Arab SpringArab Spring began  began Arab SpringArab Spring began Arab SpringArab Spring
sweeping across the region in early 2011, bringing about sweeping across the region in early 2011, bringing about 
political change and creating expectations of increased political change and creating expectations of increased 
prosperity over time. prosperity over time. The Global Competitiveness ReportThe Global Competitiveness Report
covers a number of countries that were affected by these covers a number of countries that were affected by these 
events and notes shifts in the competitiveness perforevents and notes shifts in the competitiveness perfor--
mance of some economies. However, the full extent of the mance of some economies. However, the full extent of the 
impact of the Arab Spring could not be captured this year impact of the Arab Spring could not be captured this year 
because of lags in data.because of lags in data.

Statistical data used in the Global Competitive Statistical data used in the Global Competitive 
Index (GCI), which accounts for about one third of the Index (GCI), which accounts for about one third of the 
variables, dates back to 2010 and in some cases earlier, variables, dates back to 2010 and in some cases earlier, 
and therefore does not capture the changing situation. and therefore does not capture the changing situation. 
The Executive Opinion Survey (Survey), which includes The Executive Opinion Survey (Survey), which includes 
the remaining data, was carried out between February the remaining data, was carried out between February 
and May 2011 and captures the turbulence and political and May 2011 and captures the turbulence and political 
change in the region to varying degrees. In one case, change in the region to varying degrees. In one case, 
Libya, social unrest was so disruptive that the data could Libya, social unrest was so disruptive that the data could 
not be collected, making the inclusion of the country not not be collected, making the inclusion of the country not 
possible in this year’s edition of the possible in this year’s edition of the Report.Report. Tunisia and  Tunisia and 
Egypt, where the events peaked in mid January and mid Egypt, where the events peaked in mid January and mid 
February with the resignation of their respective presiFebruary with the resignation of their respective presi--
dents, are the only countries where the Survey data capdents, are the only countries where the Survey data cap--
tured the situation in the wake of the political change. For tured the situation in the wake of the political change. For 
both countries, the GCI ranking drops considerably—by both countries, the GCI ranking drops considerably—by 
13 places for Egypt and 8 for Tunisia. In both countries, 13 places for Egypt and 8 for Tunisia. In both countries, 
the drop likely reflects increased uncertainty regarding the drop likely reflects increased uncertainty regarding 
the future direction of economic policy as well as higher the future direction of economic policy as well as higher 
public awareness of the countries’ structural weakpublic awareness of the countries’ structural weak--
nesses, resulting mainly in poorer assessments of difnesses, resulting mainly in poorer assessments of dif--
ferent aspects of public and private institutions and, to a ferent aspects of public and private institutions and, to a 
lesser degree, also deteriorating goods and labor markets lesser degree, also deteriorating goods and labor markets 
efficiency. Similar developments can be observed in some efficiency. Similar developments can be observed in some 
other countries from North Africa and the Levant, notably other countries from North Africa and the Levant, notably 
Jordan, Lebanon, and Algeria.Jordan, Lebanon, and Algeria.

The extent to which competitiveness is affected varThe extent to which competitiveness is affected var--
ies across countries and is impossible to quantify at this ies across countries and is impossible to quantify at this 
early stage. The full impact of political change on national early stage. The full impact of political change on national 
competitiveness will thus be captured only in the next competitiveness will thus be captured only in the next 
iteration of this iteration of this Report.Report.
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area where Saudi Arabia continues to lag behind other 
Gulf economies.

Israel ranks 22nd in this year’s GCI, gaining 
ground for the second year in a row after having pre-
viously declined in the rankings. The country’s main 
strengths remain its world-class capacity for innovation 
(6th), which rests on highly innovative businesses that 
benefit from the presence of the world’s best research 
institutions, geared toward the needs of the business 
sector. The excellent innovation capacity, which is 
additionally supported by the government’s public 
procurement policies, is reflected in the country’s high 
number of patents (4th). Its favorable financial environ-
ment (10th), particularly the solid availability of venture 
capital (2nd), has further contributed to making Israel 
an innovation powerhouse; these elements have become 
stronger in the course of the past year. Challenges to 
maintaining and improving national competitiveness 
relate to the need for continued upgrading of institu-
tions (33rd) and a renewed focus on raising the bar 
in terms of the quality of education. If not addressed, 
poor educational outcomes, in particular in the area of 
math and science (79th), could undermine the country’s 
innovation-driven competitiveness strategy over the 
longer term. As in previous years, the security situa-
tion remains fragile and imposes a high cost on business 
(74th). Room for improvement also remains with re-
spect to the macroeconomic environment (53rd), where 
increased budgetary discipline with a view to reducing 
debt levels would help the country maintain stability 
and support economic growth going into the future.

For the second year in a row, the United Arab 
Emirates loses two places in the GCI to take the 27th 
position. The drop reflects deterioration in a number 
of areas, but the most striking is the country’s loss of 
its ability to harness the latest technologies for produc-
tivity improvements. The country’s overall competi-
tiveness reflects the high quality of its infrastructure, 
where it ranks a very good 8th, as well as its highly 
efficient goods markets (10th). Strong macroeconomic 
stability (11th) and some positive aspects of the coun-
try’s institutions—such as an improving public trust 
in politicians (8th) and high government efficiency 
(5th)—round up the list of competitive advantages. 
However, over recent years, we have observed a lower 
assessment of institutions overall—an assessment that 
was probably affected by the particular severity of the 
country’s economic crisis. The resulting reorientation 
of the country’s development model will demand solid 
foundations in competitiveness and a continuation of 
competitiveness-enhancing structural reforms to reduce 
the risk of asset bubbles and put economic develop-
ment on a more stable footing. Priorities in this context 
should include further investment to boost health and 
educational outcomes. Raising the bar with respect to 
education will require not only measures to improve 
the quality of teaching and the relevance of curricula, 

but also incentivizing the population to attend schools 
at the primary and secondary levels.

Tunisia, the country where the Arab Spring began, 
drops by eight positions to 40th place overall, likely re-
flecting instability of the business environment during the 
uprising (see also Box 5) as well as a heightened aware-
ness of a number of challenges the country is facing. 
These include a less favorable assessment of the quality 
of public and private institutions, which drops from 23rd 
last year to 41st this year. The institutional framework is 
perceived as more prone to corruption and government 
favoritism, and the judiciary as less independent, than in 
previous years. Not surprisingly, the security situation—
one of the country’s main competitive advantages in the 
past—takes a much higher toll on business activity in this 
year’s GCI, dropping from 14th to 47th.

However, the fact that the events have not affected 
two of the country’s core competitive strengths bodes 
well for the future. First, Tunisia continues to display 
solid educational outcomes, which remain significantly 
above the North African average not only in terms of 
quality (33rd), but also for participation at the primary 
and secondary levels. And second, a healthy macroeco-
nomic environment was maintained so the country’s 
new government will benefit from manageable levels 
of public debt and a low budget deficit. Despite these 
strengths, the future economic agenda is challenging. 
It will require that political leaders not lose sight of 
the long-term picture by resisting public pressures that 
might take the focus off competitiveness-enhancing 
reforms and investments. Providing the country’s 
youth with employment opportunities in the future 
will require not only more efficient and flexible labor 
markets and a more meritocratic business culture, but 
also business activity must be unleashed by creating a 
business environment that is more conducive to vibrant 
and healthy competition, notably by reducing domestic 
barriers to market entry—presently constrained by red 
tape and high taxes—and by lowering import tariffs.

Similar to Tunisia, Egypt drops 13 places to 94th 
in this year’s GCI rankings. Recent events brought to 
light the country’s numerous challenges, a number of 
which are among the root causes of the uprising. The 
country’s new political leadership will need to address 
several competitive challenges, starting with a reform of 
the labor market, which suffers from an inefficient use 
of available talent, rigid labor regulations, and little co-
operation between labor and employers. Yet unleashing 
job creation will also necessitate boosting demand for 
labor by establishing a framework that would allow for 
more vibrant domestic competition and greater open-
ness to trade and FDI. Combined with the country’s 
large market size and its potential for increasing exports 
given its proximity to the large European market, 
competitiveness-enhancing reforms could efficiently 
enhance business activity in the shorter to medium 
term. A longer-term issue that remains to be tackled 
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is the overhaul of the educational system, which needs 
to gear educational outcomes more strongly toward 
the needs of the business community and ensure high 
enrollment. Contrary to Tunisia, the macroeconomic 
situation in Egypt is less favorable than the country’s 
other indicators. Although public debt has been reduced 
in the past, the fiscal deficit and inflation continue to 
burden the economy. Going forward, providing Egypt’s 
population with opportunities and prosperity in the 
future will require putting the country on a higher and 
more sustainable growth path. This can be achieved 
only by resisting pressures against the reform process in 
these challenging times and focusing on a competitive-
ness-enhancing agenda that will raise the economy’s 
productivity levels.

The regional rankings close with Yemen, which 
enters the GCI sample for the first time at 138th place. 
The low ranking reflects the numerous challenges the 
country faces in order to improve competitiveness and 
enhance economic growth. Among the limitations to be 
addressed on a priority basis, given the country’s factor-
driven stage of development, are its weak institutional 
framework (140th) as it relates to both public-sector and 
private-sector governance and its poor educational and 
health outcomes (127th), as well as its underdeveloped 
infrastructure (132nd). Tackling these challenges would 
enable the country to experience some productivity 
improvements, building on strengths such as its market 
size, the economy’s openness to trade, and its flexible 
labor markets.

Sub-Saharan Africa
Sub-Saharan Africa has grown impressively over the last 
15 years. It has bounced back rapidly from the global 
economic crisis, and its growth rates continue to ex-
ceed the global average. Indeed, some African countries 
improve with respect to national competitiveness this 
year. South Africa and Mauritius remain in the top half 
of the rankings, having advanced since last year. There 
have also been measurable improvements across specific 
areas in a number of other African countries. On the 
other hand, some significant declines have registered 
in countries that were previously striding ahead. More 
generally, sub-Saharan Africa as a whole lags behind the 
rest of the world in competitiveness, requiring efforts 
across many areas to place the region on a firmly sus-
tainable growth and development path going forward. 
For a discussion of the recent trends in competitiveness 
of the sub-Saharan African countries, see Box 6.

South Africa moves up by four places to attain 
50th position this year, remaining the highest-ranked 
country in sub-Saharan Africa and the second-placed 
among the BRICS economies. The country benefits 
from the large size of its economy, particularly by 
regional standards (it is ranked 25th in the market size 
pillar). It also does well on measures of the quality of 
institutions and factor allocation, such as intellectual 

property protection (30th), property rights (30th), the 
accountability of its private institutions (3rd), and its 
goods market efficiency (32nd). Particularly impressive 
is the country’s financial market development (4th), 
indicating high confidence in South Africa’s financial 
markets at a time when trust is returning only slowly in 
many other parts of the world. South Africa also does 
reasonably well in more complex areas such as business 
sophistication (38th) and innovation (41st), benefiting 
from good scientific research institutions (30th) and 
strong collaboration between universities and the busi-
ness sector in innovation (26th).

These combined attributes make South Africa the 
most competitive economy in the region. However, in 
order to further enhance its competitiveness the coun-
try will need to address some weaknesses. South Africa 
ranks 95th in labor market efficiency, with rigid hiring 
and firing practices (139th), a lack of flexibility in wage 
determination by companies (138th), and significant 
tensions in labor-employer relations (138th). Efforts 
must also be made to increase the university enrollment 
rate of only 15 percent, which places the country 97th 
overall, in order to better develop its innovation poten-
tial. In addition, South Africa’s infrastructure, although 
good by regional standards, requires upgrading (62nd). 
The poor security situation remains another important 
obstacle to doing business in South Africa. The business 
costs of crime and violence (136th) and the sense that 
the police are unable to provide protection from crime 
(95th) do not contribute to an environment that fosters 
competitiveness. Another major concern remains the 
health of the workforce, which is ranked 129th out of 
142 economies—the result of high rates of communi-
cable diseases and poor health indicators more generally.

Mauritius is ranked 54th this year, up one place 
since last year, the second-highest ranked country in 
the region after South Africa. The country benefits 
from strong and transparent public institutions, with 
clear property rights, strong judicial independence, and 
an efficient government. Private institutions are rated 
as highly accountable (19th), with effective auditing 
and accounting standards and strong investor protec-
tion. The country’s infrastructure is well developed by 
regional standards, particularly its ports, air transport, 
and fixed telephony. Its health standards are also impres-
sive compared with those of other sub-Saharan African 
countries. Further, its goods markets are efficient (28th).

However, efforts continue to be required in the 
area of education. Educational enrollment rates remain 
low at all levels, and its educational system gets only 
mediocre marks for quality. Beyond its educational 
weaknesses, its labor markets could be made more effi-
cient—it has stringent hiring and firing laws (82nd) and 
wages that are not flexibly determined (107th), reducing 
the incentive for job creation in the country.

Rwanda moves up by 10 places this year to 70th 
position, placing third in the sub-Saharan African 
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Box 6: Is Sub-Saharan Africa’s competitiveness improving?

Sub-Saharan Africa has seen an economic resurgence over Sub-Saharan Africa has seen an economic resurgence over 
the past decade. According to the International Monetary the past decade. According to the International Monetary 
Fund, GDP growth on the continent averaged 5.5 percent annuFund, GDP growth on the continent averaged 5.5 percent annu--
ally between 2000 and 2010; the same rate is also expected ally between 2000 and 2010; the same rate is also expected 
in 2011. This is higher than the global average of 4.4 percent, in 2011. This is higher than the global average of 4.4 percent, 
and well above the projected advanced economy growth rate and well above the projected advanced economy growth rate 
of 2.4 percent. Although the region experienced a small dip in of 2.4 percent. Although the region experienced a small dip in 
growth in 2009 to below 3 percent, it is notable that Africa’s growth in 2009 to below 3 percent, it is notable that Africa’s 
growth remained positive while the global economy actually growth remained positive while the global economy actually 
contracted. Africa has clearly weathered the global economic contracted. Africa has clearly weathered the global economic 
crisis better than many other parts of the world.crisis better than many other parts of the world.

Given Africa’s recent impressive economic performance, Given Africa’s recent impressive economic performance, 
the question of whether the growth can be expected to conthe question of whether the growth can be expected to con--
tinue into the future remains. Future growth would require that tinue into the future remains. Future growth would require that 
the recent growth surge be based on improvements in competithe recent growth surge be based on improvements in competi--
tiveness and productivity. There is no doubt that the key driver tiveness and productivity. There is no doubt that the key driver 
of the recent growth surge was the increase in commodity of the recent growth surge was the increase in commodity 
prices, which does not necessarily translate into higher proprices, which does not necessarily translate into higher pro--
ductivity unless it is accompanied by appropriate measures and ductivity unless it is accompanied by appropriate measures and 
policies. It has also been argued that one of the main reasons policies. It has also been argued that one of the main reasons 
Africa has been less affected by the global economic crisis than Africa has been less affected by the global economic crisis than 
some other regions, notably many advanced economies, was some other regions, notably many advanced economies, was 
not its strong productivity fundamentals but the limited integranot its strong productivity fundamentals but the limited integra--
tion of most of the region’s economies, especially their financial tion of most of the region’s economies, especially their financial 
markets, into the global economy. Although this fact sheltered markets, into the global economy. Although this fact sheltered 
African economies over the shorter term, it will hold back their African economies over the shorter term, it will hold back their 
development over the longer term.development over the longer term.

The Global Competitiveness Index (GCI) provides a useful The Global Competitiveness Index (GCI) provides a useful 
diagnostic of how African countries are faring in terms of putdiagnostic of how African countries are faring in terms of put--
ting into place the fundamentals that will keep them growing ting into place the fundamentals that will keep them growing 
quickly—indeed, that will get them onto the higher growth traquickly—indeed, that will get them onto the higher growth tra--
jectory needed to ensure the rapid increases in living standards jectory needed to ensure the rapid increases in living standards 
seen in other developing regions, such as much of emerging seen in other developing regions, such as much of emerging 
Asia.Asia.

It is clear from the discussion in the chapter that much It is clear from the discussion in the chapter that much 
remains to be achieved across most of Africa in order to make remains to be achieved across most of Africa in order to make 
the region more competitive. Only two African economies, the region more competitive. Only two African economies, 
South Africa and Mauritius, are in the top half of the GCI rankSouth Africa and Mauritius, are in the top half of the GCI rank--
ings; in fact, among the bottom 20 economies, 13 hail from ings; in fact, among the bottom 20 economies, 13 hail from 
the region. However, given recent achievements, a pertinent the region. However, given recent achievements, a pertinent 
question is whether Africa is going in the right direction. In question is whether Africa is going in the right direction. In 
other words, have African countries been improving their other words, have African countries been improving their 
competitiveness?competitiveness?

In order to get a sense of the progress that has been made In order to get a sense of the progress that has been made 
and the extent of the region’s convergence with other counand the extent of the region’s convergence with other coun--
tries, Figure 1 shows the trend in Africa’s average GCI scores, tries, Figure 1 shows the trend in Africa’s average GCI scores, 
based on the constant sample of African countries that have based on the constant sample of African countries that have 
been included since the GCI was introduced in 2005. Africa’s been included since the GCI was introduced in 2005. Africa’s 
average performance is compared with that of the Organisation average performance is compared with that of the Organisation 

for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) average, for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) average, 
providing a sense of how Africa’s competitiveness has comproviding a sense of how Africa’s competitiveness has com--
pared over the period with that of the world’s most advanced pared over the period with that of the world’s most advanced 
economies.economies.

As the figure shows, over the seven-year period there has As the figure shows, over the seven-year period there has 
been mild convergence in terms of score with that of the OECD. been mild convergence in terms of score with that of the OECD. 
Specifically, the average score for the OECD remained stable at Specifically, the average score for the OECD remained stable at 
4.9 (out of a maximum of 7) over the period, whereas the aver4.9 (out of a maximum of 7) over the period, whereas the aver--
age score for the sub-Saharan African countries improved by age score for the sub-Saharan African countries improved by 
0.3, going up from 3.4 in 2005 to 3.7 in 2011. Since 2005, there0.3, going up from 3.4 in 2005 to 3.7 in 2011. Since 2005, there--
fore, the results show that African countries have made some fore, the results show that African countries have made some 
improvements in their competitiveness fundamentals. African improvements in their competitiveness fundamentals. African 
countries have introduced more sustainable fiscal policies, countries have introduced more sustainable fiscal policies, 
better managed inflation, and reduced their debt (often in the better managed inflation, and reduced their debt (often in the 
context of international efforts on Least Developed Countries’ context of international efforts on Least Developed Countries’ 
debt reduction). Some have gone further, addressing fundamendebt reduction). Some have gone further, addressing fundamen--
tal structural rigidities by divesting from private-sector activity, tal structural rigidities by divesting from private-sector activity, 
opening up some publicly dominated sectors—such as teleopening up some publicly dominated sectors—such as tele--
communications—and improving market efficiency, particularly communications—and improving market efficiency, particularly 
labor markets.labor markets.

This trend is accompanied by a more optimistic outlook for This trend is accompanied by a more optimistic outlook for 
the future. Figure 2 shows the responses to a question in the the future. Figure 2 shows the responses to a question in the 
Executive Opinion Survey, which asks business leaders about Executive Opinion Survey, which asks business leaders about 
the likelihood of a recession over the next year in economy in the likelihood of a recession over the next year in economy in 
which they operate. As the figure indicates, since 2005, when which they operate. As the figure indicates, since 2005, when 
business leaders from the OECD were only slightly more optibusiness leaders from the OECD were only slightly more opti--
mistic about their countries’ economic prospects, those from mistic about their countries’ economic prospects, those from 
sub-Saharan Africa have been measurably more positive, parsub-Saharan Africa have been measurably more positive, par--
ticularly over the past two years. Recently they have also been ticularly over the past two years. Recently they have also been 
getting closer to the understandably high comparative optimism getting closer to the understandably high comparative optimism 
of business leaders operating in China.of business leaders operating in China.

Yet despite recent positive trends and perspectives, Yet despite recent positive trends and perspectives, 
Figure 1 also shows that Africa’s competitiveness continues to Figure 1 also shows that Africa’s competitiveness continues to 
lag significantly behind those of more advanced economies. It lag significantly behind those of more advanced economies. It 
is therefore clear that much remains to be achieved to ensure is therefore clear that much remains to be achieved to ensure 
that the recent strong growth continues into the future. The GCI that the recent strong growth continues into the future. The GCI 
results indicate that among the areas most in need of improveresults indicate that among the areas most in need of improve--
ment are upgrading infrastructure, improving educational ment are upgrading infrastructure, improving educational 
systems, and developing the more solid institutional structures systems, and developing the more solid institutional structures 
required to support rapid economic development.required to support rapid economic development.

Indeed, to complement the analysis in the chapter, Figure 3 Indeed, to complement the analysis in the chapter, Figure 3 
shows the most problematic factors for African countries from shows the most problematic factors for African countries from 
the perspective of Africa’s business leaders. As the figure the perspective of Africa’s business leaders. As the figure 
illustrates, access to financing, corruption, and an inadequate illustrates, access to financing, corruption, and an inadequate 
supply of infrastructure are seen to be significant hindrances to supply of infrastructure are seen to be significant hindrances to 
doing business in Africa. These are issues that must be tackled doing business in Africa. These are issues that must be tackled 
in order facilitate the wealth and job creation that is still so in order facilitate the wealth and job creation that is still so 
needed in the region.needed in the region.

(Cont’d.)
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The results provide cause for cautious optimism. Africa’s The results provide cause for cautious optimism. Africa’s 
competitiveness has been improving in recent years in specompetitiveness has been improving in recent years in spe--
cific areas. However, looking forward, to better enable African cific areas. However, looking forward, to better enable African 
economies to ensure a solid future economic performance, economies to ensure a solid future economic performance, 
they must continue to make efforts to develop economic envithey must continue to make efforts to develop economic envi--
ronments that are based on productivity enhancements. This ronments that are based on productivity enhancements. This 

means keeping a clear focus on strengthening the institutional, means keeping a clear focus on strengthening the institutional, 
physical, and human capital prerequisites for a strong and comphysical, and human capital prerequisites for a strong and com--
petitive private-sector led development. Only in this way will petitive private-sector led development. Only in this way will 
Africa be able to sustain and even accelerate its progress in the Africa be able to sustain and even accelerate its progress in the 
positive direction that it has taken over the past decade.positive direction that it has taken over the past decade.
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Figure 3: The most problematic factors for doing business: Sub-Saharan African average

region. As do the other comparatively successful 
African countries, Rwanda benefits from strong and 
well-functioning institutions, with very low levels of 
corruption (an outcome that is certainly related to the 
government’s non-tolerance policy) and a good security 
environment. Its labor markets are efficient, its financial 
markets are relatively well developed, and Rwanda is 
characterized by a capacity for innovation that is quite 
good for a country at its stage of development. The 
greatest challenges facing Rwanda in improving its 
competitiveness are the state of the country’s infrastruc-
ture, its low secondary and university enrollment rates, 
and the poor health of its workforce.

Although Botswana falls four places to 80th rank, 
it remains one of the four most competitive economies 
in the region. Among the country’s strengths are its 
reliable and legitimate institutions (32nd), with efficient 
government spending, strong public trust of politicians, 
and low levels of corruption. While it is still better rated 
than a number of industrialized countries, Botswana’s 
macroeconomic environment has deteriorated, dropping 

from 41st place two years ago to 82nd this year. 
Botswana’s primary weaknesses continue to be related 
to its human resources base. Educational enrollment 
rates at all levels remain low by international standards, 
and the quality of the educational system receives 
mediocre marks. Yet it is clear that by far the biggest 
obstacle facing Botswana in its efforts to improve its 
competitiveness remains its health situation. The rates of 
disease remain very high despite some improvements in 
recent years.

Namibia falls nine places this year to 83rd place, 
with a particular weakening of the macroeconomic 
environment since last year, caused in large part by a 
significant government budget deficit in 2010. The 
country continues to benefit from a solid institutional 
environment (43rd), with well-protected property 
rights, an independent judiciary, and strong public trust 
of politicians. The country’s transport infrastructure 
is also good by regional standards (40th) and its labor 
market (57th) functions fairly well. Financial markets 
are well developed by international standards (36th), 

Box 6: Is Sub-Saharan Africa’s competitiveness improving? (cont’d.)
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along with a solid confidence in financial institutions. 
With regard to weaknesses, as in much of the region, 
Namibia’s health and education indicators are worri-
some. The country is ranked a low 116th on the health 
subpillar, with high infant mortality and low life ex-
pectancy—the result, in large part, of the high rates of 
communicable diseases. On the educational side, enroll-
ment rates remain low and the quality of the educa-
tional system remains poor, ranked 127th. In addition, 
Namibia could do more to harness new technologies to 
improve its productivity levels; it currently shows low 
penetration rates of new technologies such as mobile 
phones and the Internet.

Kenya moves up four places to rank 102nd this 
year. The country’s strengths continue to be found in 
the more complex areas measured by the GCI. Kenya’s 
innovative capacity is ranked an impressive 52nd, with 
high company spending on R&D and good scientific 
research institutions that collaborate well with the 
business sector in research activities. Supporting this 
innovative potential is an educational system that—
although educating a relatively small proportion of the 
population compared with most other countries—gets 
fairly good marks for quality (51st) as well as for on-
the-job training (54th). The economy is also supported 
by financial markets that are well developed by inter-
national standards (26th) and a relatively efficient labor 
market (37th). On the other hand, Kenya’s overall 
competitiveness is held back by a number of factors. 
Health is an area of serious concern (122nd), with a 
high prevalence of communicable diseases contribut-
ing to the low life expectancy of less than 55 years 
and reducing the productivity of the workforce. The 
security situation in Kenya is also worrisome (129th). 
It is hoped that the reforms in the context of the new 
constitution will bring about improvements in several of 
these areas.

Ghana is ranked 114th this year, the same as 
last year, although it gains one position in a constant 
sample. The country continues to display strong public 
institutions and governance indicators with relatively 
high government efficiency, particularly in regional 
comparison. Some aspects of its infrastructure are also 
good by regional standards, particularly the state of its 
ports (66th). Financial markets are also relatively well 
developed (61st). On the other hand, education levels 
continue to lag behind international standards at all 
levels, labor markets continue to be characterized by 
inefficiencies, and the country is not harnessing new 
technologies for productivity enhancements (ICT adop-
tion rates are very low). Finally, Ghana suffers from 
macroeconomic instability (it is ranked a low 139th in 
this pillar), with the government running high fiscal 
deficits and building up significant debt; the country is 
also experiencing high, albeit improving, inflation.

Tanzania is ranked 120th, falling by six positions 
in a constant sample of economies included last year. 

The country’s performance remains quite stable and the 
change in rank is mainly the result of other countries 
improving more quickly. Tanzania benefits from public 
institutions characterized by a reasonable public trust 
of politicians (53rd) and relative evenhandedness in the 
government’s dealings with the private sector (49th). 
In addition, some aspects of the labor markets lend 
themselves to efficiency, such as a high female participa-
tion in the labor force (5th) and reasonable redundancy 
costs. On the other hand, infrastructure in the country 
is underdeveloped (130th), with poor-quality roads and 
ports, unreliable electricity supply, and few telephone 
lines. And although primary education enrollment is 
commendably high, providing universal access, enroll-
ment rates at the secondary and university levels are 
among the lowest in the world (132nd and 139th, 
respectively). In addition, the quality of the educational 
system needs upgrading. A related area of concern is the 
low level of technological readiness in Tanzania (126th), 
with very low uptake of ICTs such as the Internet 
and mobile telephony. In addition, the basic health of 
its workforce is also a serious concern; the country is 
ranked 123rd in this area, with poor health indicators 
and high levels of diseases.

After falling in the rankings over recent years, 
Nigeria retains the same 127th place this year; this 
represents an improvement by two ranks in a constant 
sample of economies since last year. The country has 
a number of strengths on which to build, including 
its relatively large market (34th), which provides its 
companies with opportunities for economies of scale. 
Nigeria’s businesses are also sophisticated by regional 
standards (64th), with some cluster development, com-
panies that tend to hire professional managers, and 
a willingness to delegate decision-making authority 
within the organization. On the other hand, despite 
a slight improvement since last year, the institutional 
environment does not support a competitive economy 
because of concerns about the protection of property 
rights, ethics and corruption, undue influence, and 
government inefficiencies. The security situation in 
the country continues to be dire (128th). Additionally, 
Nigeria receives poor assessments for its infrastructure 
(135th) as well as its health and primary education levels 
(140th). In addition, the country is not harnessing the 
latest technologies for productivity enhancements, as 
demonstrated by its low rates of ICT penetration.

After falling in the rankings for many years, 
Zimbabwe tentatively reverses the trend this year for 
the first time, moving up to 132nd place, an improve-
ment of six places in a constant sample. The assessment 
of public institutions, while still weak, has improved 
measurably, increasing from 125th two years ago to 
107th this year. Specific areas of improvement are ethics 
and corruption and government inefficiency, although 
significant room for improvement remains. On the 
other hand, some major concerns linger with regard 
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to the protection of property rights (140th), where 
Zimbabwe is second-to-last, reducing the incentive for 
businesses to invest. And despite efforts to improve its 
macroeconomic environment—including the dollariza-
tion of its economy in early 2009, which brought down 
inflation and interest rates—the situation continues to 
be bad enough to place Zimbabwe among the lowest-
ranked countries in this pillar (136th), demonstrating 
the extent of efforts still needed to ensure its macro-
economic stability. Weaknesses in other areas include 
health (137th in the health subpillar), low educational 
enrollment rates, and official markets that continue 
to function with difficulty (particularly with regard 
to goods and labor markets, ranked 124th and 130th, 
respectively).

Conclusions
This chapter has discussed the results of the Global 
Competitiveness Index, covering 142 economies from 
all of the world’s regions. The GCI aims to capture the 
complexity of the phenomenon of national competitive-
ness, which can be improved only through an array of 
reforms in different areas that affect the longer-term 
productivity of a country.

Since its introduction in 2005, the GCI has been 
used by an increasing number of countries and institu-
tions to benchmark national competitiveness. The clear 
and intuitive structure of the GCI framework is useful 
for prioritizing policy reforms because it allows each 
country to identify strengths and weaknesses of its na-
tional competitiveness environment and pinpoint those 
factors most constraining its economic development. 
More specifically, the GCI provides a platform for 
dialogue among government, business, and civil society 
that can serve as a catalyst for productivity-improving 
reforms, with the aim of boosting the living standards of 
the world’s citizens.

While the GCI has thus proved extremely useful 
over the years, the World Economic Forum has been 
exploring the relationship between competitiveness 
and sustainability in an effort to identify those drivers 
of competitiveness that are of particular importance for 
productivity over the longer term. The work carried 
out to date on this additional aspect of competitiveness 
is described in Chapter 1.2.
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(see Rostow 1960). Here we adapt Michael Porter’s theory of 
stages (see Porter 1990). Please see Sala-i-Martin et al. 2007 
(Chapter 1.1 of The Global Competitiveness Report 2007–2008) 
for a complete description of how we have adapted Michael 
Porter’s theory for the present application.

20 Some restrictions were imposed on the coefficients estimated. 
For example, the three coefficients for each stage had to add up 
to one, and all the weights had to be non-negative.

21 In order to capture the resource intensity of the economy, we use 
as a proxy the exports of mineral products as a share of overall 
exports according to the sector classification developed by the 
International Trade Centre in their Trade Performance Index. In 
addition to crude oil and gas, this category also contains all metal 
ores and other minerals as well as petroleum products, liquefied 
gas, coal, and precious stones. The data used cover the years 
2005 through 2009. Further information on these data can be 
found at http://www.intracen.org/menus/countries.htm.

  All countries that export more than 70 percent of mineral products 
are considered to be to some extent factor driven. The stage of 
development for these countries is adjusted downward smoothly 
depending on the exact primary export share. The higher the min-
erals export share, the stronger the adjustment and the closer the 
country will move to stage 1. For example, a country that exports 
95 percent of mineral exports and that, based on the income 
criteria, would be in stage 3 will be in transition between stages 
1 and 2. The income and primary exports criteria are weighted 
identically. Stages of development are dictated solely by income 
for countries that export less than 70 percent minerals. Countries 
that export only primary products would automatically fall into the 
factor-driven stage (stage 1).

22 The reader should note that, as in any benchmarking exercise of 
this nature, the data are necessarily subject to a time lag and do 
not fully capture economic circumstances at the time of publica-
tion. However, this does not significantly hinder our ability to 
assess competitiveness, given its medium- to long-term nature.

23 It has to be noted, however, that the devastating earthquake and 
the ensuing economic consequences are not fully reflected in the 
assessment, because of the time lag in hard data and because 
the Survey data were partly collected before these events.
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24 The BRICS countries are Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South 
Africa.

25 It is important to mention that part of the loss is the result of the 
change of data source for some macroeconomic indicators, as 
explained in Box 2.
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Appendix: Computation and structure of the Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012

This appendix presents the structure of the Global 
Competitiveness Index 2011–2012 (GCI). The numbering 
of the variables matches the numbering of the data tables. 
The number preceding the period indicates to which pillar 
the variable belongs (e.g., variable 1.11 belongs to the 1st 
pillar and variable 9.04 belongs to the 9th pillar).

The computation of the GCI is based on successive 
aggregations of scores from the indicator level (i.e., the 
most disaggregated level) all the way up to the overall GCI 
score. Unless mentioned otherwise, we use an arithmetic 
mean to aggregate individual variables within a category.a

For the higher aggregation levels, we use the percentage 
shown next to each category. This percentage represents 
the category’s weight within its immediate parent category. 
Reported percentages are rounded to the nearest integer, 
but exact figures are used in the calculation of the GCI. 
For example, the score a country achieves in the 9th pil-
lar accounts for 17 percent of this country’s score in the 
efficiency enhancers subindex, irrespective of the country’s efficiency enhancers subindex, irrespective of the country’s efficiency enhancers
stage of development. Similarly, the score achieved on the 
subpillar transport infrastructure accounts for 50 percent of the transport infrastructure accounts for 50 percent of the transport infrastructure
score of the infrastructure pillar.

Unlike the case for the lower levels of aggregation, 
the weight put on each of the three subindexes (basic 
requirements, efficiency enhancers, and innovation and sophistica-
tion factors) is not fixed. Instead, it depends on each countion factors) is not fixed. Instead, it depends on each countion factors -
try’s stage of development, as discussed in the chapter.b

For instance, in the case of Burundi—a country in the first 
stage of development—the score in the basic requirements
subindex accounts for 65 percent of its overall GCI score, 
while it represents just 20 percent of the overall GCI score 
of Norway, a country in the third stage of development. 
For countries in transition between stages, the weighting 
applied to each subindex is reported in the corresponding 
profile at the end of this volume. For instance, in the case 
of Algeria, currently in transition from stage 1 to stage 2, 
the weight on each subindex is 59 percent, 36 percent, 
and 5 percent, respectively, as reported in Algeria’s profile 
on page 94.

Variables that are not derived from the Executive 
Opinion Survey (Survey) are identified by an asterisk (*) 
in the following pages. The Technical Notes and Sources 
section at the end of the Report provides detailed inforReport provides detailed inforReport -
mation about these indicators. To make the aggregation 
possible, these variables are transformed onto a 1-to-7 scale 
in order to align them with the Survey results. We apply a 
min-max transformation, which preserves the order of, and 
the relative distance between, country scores.c

Indicators that are followed by the designation “1/2” 
enter the GCI in two different pillars. In order to avoid 
double counting, we assign a half-weight to each instance.d

 Weight (%) within  
 immediate parent category

BASIC REQUIREMENTS

1st pillar: Institutions................................................ 25%
A. Public institutions ................................................... 75%

1. Property rights ......................................................................... 20%
1.01 Property rights
1.02 Intellectual property protection 1/2

2. Ethics and corruption ............................................................. 20%
1.03 Diversion of public funds
1.04 Public trust of politicians
1.05 Irregular payments and bribes

3. Undue influence ...................................................................... 20%
1.06 Judicial independence
1.07 Favoritism in decisions of government officials

4. Government inefficiency ........................................................ 20%
1.08 Wastefulness of government spending
1.09 Burden of government regulation
1.10 Efficiency of legal framework in settling disputes
1.11 Efficiency of legal framework in challenging regula-

tions
1.12 Transparency of government policymaking

5. Security ..................................................................................... 20%
1.13 Business costs of terrorism
1.14 Business costs of crime and violence
1.15 Organized crime
1.16 Reliability of police services

B. Private institutions .................................................. 25%

1. Corporate ethics ...................................................................... 50%
1.17 Ethical behavior of firms

2. Accountability .......................................................................... 50%
1.18 Strength of auditing and reporting standards
1.19 Efficacy of corporate boards
1.20 Protection of minority shareholders’ interests
1.21 Strength of investor protection*

2nd pillar: Infrastructure .......................................... 25%
A. Transport infrastructure .......................................... 50%

2.01 Quality of overall infrastructure
2.02 Quality of roads
2.03 Quality of railroad infrastructure
2.04 Quality of port infrastructure
2.05 Quality of air transport infrastructure
2.06 Available seat kilometers*

B. Energy and telephony infrastructure ..................... 50%
2.07 Quality of electricity supply
2.08 Fixed telephone lines* 1/2

2.09 Mobile telephone subscriptions* 1/2

3rd pillar: Macroeconomic environment.............. 25%
3.01 Government budget balance*
3.02 National savings rate*
3.03 Inflation* e

3.04 Interest rate spread*
3.05 Government debt*
3.06 Country credit rating*
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Appendix: Computation and structure of the Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012 (cont’d.)

4th pillar: Health and primary education .............. 25%
A. Health………………... .............................................  50%

 4.01 Business impact of malaria f

 4.02 Malaria incidence* f

 4.03 Business impact of tuberculosis f

 4.04 Tuberculosis incidence* f

 4.05 Business impact of HIV/AIDS f

 4.06 HIV prevalence* f

 4.07 Infant mortality*
 4.08 Life expectancy*

B. Primary education ................................................... 50%
 4.09 Quality of primary education
 4.10 Primary education enrollment rate* 

EFFICIENCY ENHANCERS

5th pillar: Higher education and training ............. 17%
A. Quantity of education ............................................ 33%

 5.01 Secondary education enrollment rate*
 5.02 Tertiary education enrollment rate*

B. Quality of education ............................................... 33%
 5.03 Quality of the educational system
 5.04 Quality of math and science education
 5.05 Quality of management schools
 5.06 Internet access in schools

C. On-the-job training ................................................. 33%
 5.07 Local availability of specialized research  

and training services
 5.08 Extent of staff training

6th pillar: Goods market efficiency ....................... 17%
A. Competition ............................................................. 67%

1. Domestic competition ................................................... variableg

 6.01 Intensity of local competition
 6.02 Extent of market dominance
 6.03 Effectiveness of anti-monopoly policy
 6.04 Extent and effect of taxation 1/2

 6.05 Total tax rate*
 6.06 Number of procedures required to start  

a business* h

 6.07 Time required to start a business* h

 6.08 Agricultural policy costs

2. Foreign competition .......................................................variable g

 6.09 Prevalence of trade barriers
 6.10 Trade tariffs*
 6.11 Prevalence of foreign ownership
 6.12 Business impact of rules on FDI
 6.13 Burden of customs procedures
 6.14 Imports as a percentage of GDP* i

B. Quality of demand conditions ............................... 33%
 6.15 Degree of customer orientation
 6.16 Buyer sophistication

7th pillar: Labor market efficiency ......................... 17%
A. Flexibility ................................................................. 50%

 7.01 Cooperation in labor-employer relations
 7.02 Flexibility of wage determination
 7.03 Rigidity of employment*
 7.04 Hiring and firing practices
 7.05 Redundancy costs*
 6.04 Extent and effect of taxation 1/2

B. Efficient use of talent .............................................. 50%
 7.06 Pay and productivity
 7.07 Reliance on professional management 1/2

 7.08 Brain drain
 7.09 Female participation in labor force*

8th pillar: Financial market development ............. 17%
A. Efficiency .................................................................. 50%

 8.01 Availability of financial services
 8.02 Affordability of financial services
 8.03 Financing through local equity market
 8.04 Ease of access to loans
 8.05 Venture capital availability

B. Trustworthiness and confidence ............................ 50%
 8.06 Soundness of banks
 8.07 Regulation of securities exchanges
 8.08 Legal rights index*

9th pillar: Technological readiness ....................... 17%
A. Technological adoption ........................................... 50%

 9.01 Availability of latest technologies
 9.02 Firm-level technology absorption
 9.03 FDI and technology transfer

B. ICT use...................................................................... 50%
 9.04 Internet users*
 9.05 Broadband Internet subscriptions*
 9.06 Internet bandwidth*
 2.08 Fixed telephone lines* 1/2

 2.09 Mobile telephone subscriptions* 1/2

10th pillar: Market size ............................................ 17%
A. Domestic market size ............................................. 75%

 10.01 Domestic market size index* j

B. Foreign market size ................................................. 25%
 10.02 Foreign market size index* k

INNOVATION AND SOPHISTICATION FACTORS

11th pillar: Business sophistication  ..................... 50%
 11.01 Local supplier quantity
 11.02 Local supplier quality
 11.03 State of cluster development
 11.04 Nature of competitive advantage
 11.05 Value chain breadth
 11.06 Control of international distribution
 11.07 Production process sophistication
 11.08 Extent of marketing
 11.09 Willingness to delegate authority
 7.07 Reliance on professional management 1/2
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Appendix: Computation and structure of the Global Competitiveness Index 2011–2012 (cont’d.)

12th pillar: Innovation............................................... 50%
12.01 Capacity for innovation
12.02 Quality of scientific research institutions
12.03 Company spending on R&D
12.04 University-industry collaboration in R&D
12.05 Government procurement of advanced technology 

products
12.06 Availability of scientists and engineers
12.07 Utility patents*

1.02 Intellectual property protection 1/2

NOTES

a Formally, for a category i composed of i composed of i K indicators, we have:K indicators, we have:K

categoryi
K

�
k=1

indicatork

K

�

b As described in the chapter, the weights are as specified below. 
Refer to Table 2 of the chapter for country classification according 
to stage of development:

Stage of development

Factor-
driven 

stage (1)

Transition 
from stage 1 

to stage 2

Efficiency-
driven 

stage (2)

Transition 
from stage 2 

to stage 3

Innovation-
driven 

stage (3)

GDP per capita (US$) thresholds*

<2,000 2,000–2,999 3,000–8,999  9,000–17,000 >17,000

Weight for basic requirements subindex

60% 40–60% 40% 20–40% 20%

Weight for efficiency enhancers subindex

35% 35–50% 50% 50% 50%

Weight for innovation and sophistication factors subindex

5% 5–10% 10% 10–30% 30%

* For economies with a high dependency on mineral resources, 
GDP per capita is not the sole criterion for the determination of 
the stage of development. See text for details.

c Formally, we have:

6  x (country score – sample minimum) +  1 
(sample maximum – sample minimum)

The sample minimum and sample maximum are, respectively, the 
lowest and highest country scores in the sample of economies 
covered by the GCI. In some instances, adjustments were made 
to account for extreme outliers. For those indicators for which a 
higher value indicates a worse outcome (e.g., disease incidence, 
government debt), the transformation formula takes the following 
form, thus ensuring that 1 and 7 still corresponds to the worst 
and best possible outcomes, respectively:

–6  x (country score – sample minimum) +  7 
(sample maximum – sample minimum)

d For those categories that contain one or several half-weight 
variables, country scores are computed as follows:

(sum of scores on full-weight variables) � � (sum of scores on half-weight variables)

(count of full-weight variables) � � (count of half-weight variables)

e In order to capture the idea that both high inflation and deflation 
are detrimental, inflation enters the model in a U-shaped manner 
as follows: for values of inflation between 0.5 and 2.9 percent, 
a country receives the highest possible score of 7. Outside this 
range, scores decrease linearly as they move away from these 
values.

f The impact of malaria, tuberculosis, and HIV/AIDS on competitive-
ness depends not only on their respective incidence rates but 
also on how costly they are for business. Therefore, in order to 
estimate the impact of each of the three diseases, we combine 
its incidence rate with the Survey question on its perceived cost 
to businesses. To combine these data we first take the ratio of 
each country’s disease incidence rate relative to the highest inci-
dence rate in the whole sample. The inverse of this ratio is then 
multiplied by each country’s score on the related Survey question. 
This product is then normalized to a 1-to-7 scale. Note that coun-
tries with zero reported incidence receive a 7, regardless of their 
scores on the related Survey question.

g The competition subpillar is the weighted average of two com-
ponents: domestic competition and foreign competition. In both 
components, the included variables provide an indication of the 
extent to which competition is distorted. The relative importance 
of these distortions depends on the relative size of domestic ver-
sus foreign competition. This interaction between the domestic 
market and the foreign market is captured by the way we deter-
mine the weights of the two components. Domestic competi-
tion is the sum of consumption (C), investment (I), government 
spending (G), and exports (X), while foreign competition is equal 
to imports (M). Thus we assign a weight of (C + I + G + X)/(C + I 
+ G + X + M) to domestic competition and a weight of M/(C + I + 
G + X + M) to foreign competition.

h Variables 6.06 and 6.07 combine to form one single variable.

i For variable 6.14, imports as a percentage of GDP, we first apply 
a log-transformation and then a min-max transformation. This 
indicator was formerly numbered 10.04. It still enters the compu-
tation of the market size indexes (see note j).

j The size of the domestic market is constructed by taking the 
natural log of the sum of the gross domestic product valued at 
purchased power parity (PPP) plus the total value (PPP estimates) 
of imports of goods and services, minus the total value (PPP esti-
mates) of exports of goods and services. Data are then normal-
ized on a 1-to-7 scale. PPP estimates of imports and exports are 
obtained by taking the product of exports as a percentage of GDP 
and GDP valued at PPP. The underlying data are reported in the 
data tables section (see Tables 10.03, 6.14, and 10.05).

k The size of the foreign market is estimated as the natural log 
of the total value (PPP estimates) of exports of goods and ser-
vices, normalized on a 1-to-7 scale. PPP estimates of exports are 
obtained by taking the product of exports as a percentage of GDP 
and GDP valued at PPP. The underlying data are reported in the 
data tables.
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