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Preface

The combined health and economic shocks of 
2020 have impacted the livelihoods of millions 
of households, disrupted business activities, 
and exposed the fault lines in today’s social 
protection and healthcare systems. The crisis has 
also further accelerated the effects of the Fourth 
Industrial Revolution on trade, skills, digitization, 
competition and employment, and highlighted the 
disconnect between our economic systems and 
societal resilience. 

In this moment, it is crucial to not only reflect 
on how best to return to growth, but also, how 
to build back better economies that improve 
outcomes for people and the planet. This special 
edition of the Global Competitiveness Report 
provides the basis to support such deeper 
reflection, providing policymakers with priorities 
across three timeframes: those priorities that 
emerged from before the crisis, those priorities 
that are critical for the shorter term revival, and 
those priorities that are essential for longer term 
transformation for better outcomes on shared 
prosperity and sustainability in the future.

Since 1979 the Global Competitiveness 
Report series has aimed to broaden the views 
of policymakers, business and the public 
on looking beyond growth alone to enhance 
economic productivity and broader resilience. 
In this Special Edition, at this turbulent time for 
the global economy, we pause comparative 
country rankings on the Global Competitiveness 
Index. Instead we take a fundamental look at 
how economies should think about revival and 
transformation as they recover and redesign 
their economic systems to enhance human 
development and compatibility with the 
environment. 

The Report provides pathways for leaders to take 
proactive steps to embed transformative policies, 
bold investments and new ventures into the 
recovery. Such an approach requires courageous 

vision and a nuanced balance between the short 
and long term. At the World Economic Forum’s 
New Economy and Society Platform, the home 
of The Global Competitiveness Report, provides 
an ecosystem for such actors. Over 200 leaders 
from government, business and civil society 
work together to shape a new vision, design new 
standards and drive scalable, collaborative action 
on four deeply interconnected areas: 1) economic 
growth, revival and transformation; 2) work, 
wages and job creation; 3) education, skills and 
learning; and 4) diversity, inclusion, equity and 
social justice. By combining insight, standards 
and action the Platform serves as an accelerator 
for leaders championing emerging solutions, 
pilots and partnerships. We invite like-minded 
leaders to join us to co-shape the new solutions 
highlighted in this report, working together with 
the urgency and ambition that the current context 
demands of us.

We want to express our gratitude to the core 
project team involved in the production of this 
report: Roberto Crotti and Kusum Kali Pal, as 
well as their colleagues who supported the 
development of the new concepts for future 
transformation: Silja Baller, Sophie Brown, Attilio 
di Battista, Guillaume Hingel, and Vesselina 
Stefanova Ratcheva. Our deep gratitude goes 
to our network of Partner Institutes, which help 
administer the Executive Opinion Survey, whose 
results provide invaluable data.

We hope this Special Edition of the Global 
Competitiveness Report will serve as a call 
to action to engage in the visionary and bold 
leadership required to build a new economic 
agenda for growing, productive, sustainable and 
inclusive economies that provide opportunities for 
all. This historic moment demands nothing less.



The Global Competitiveness Report Special Edition 2020: How Countries are Performing on the Road to Recovery

  5

The 2020 special edition of The Global 
Competitiveness Report (GCR) series comes out 
at a very difficult and uncertain historical moment. 
The outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic has 
not only led to a global health crisis and deep 
economic recession—deeper than the downturn 
during the 2008–2009 financial crisis—but has 
also created a climate of profound uncertainty 
about the future outlook.

At this pivotal moment, there are growing calls for 
“building back better”. While the immediate priority 
is to respond to the health crisis, this moment in 
time also offers a unique opportunity to reflect on 
the fundamental drivers of growth and productivity 
that have degraded since the financial crisis. It is 
also a moment to determine how we may shape 
our economic systems in the future so that they are 
not just productive but also lead to environmental 
sustainability and shared prosperity. 

The Global Competitiveness Report series has 
since its first edition aimed to prompt policy-
makers beyond short term growth and to aim for 
long-run prosperity. The 2019 edition of the Global 
Competitiveness Report showed how declining 
trends in fundamental aspects of productivity have 
been masked by long-standing accommodative 
monetary policy but have remained bottlenecks for 
strengthening economic development. 

This unusual moment calls for innovative and 
much-needed shifts in policy. Therefore, in 2020 
the long-standing Global Competitiveness Index 
(GCI) rankings have been paused. Instead, 
this special edition is dedicated to elaborating 
on the priorities for recovery and revival, and 
considering the building blocks of a transformation 
towards new economic systems that combine 
“productivity”, “people” and “planet” targets. In 
2021, the report will revert to a benchmarking 
exercise that will provide a new compass for the 
future direction of economic growth. 

This special edition analyses historical trends 
on factors of competitiveness as well as the 
latest thinking on future priorities. It provides 
recommendations against three timelines: a) those 
priorities that emerge from the historical analysis 
before the health crisis; b) those priorities needed to 
restart the economy, beyond immediate responses 
to the COVID-19 crisis, while embedding people 
and planet into economic policies (revival over the 
next 1-2 years); and c) those priorities and policies 
needed to reboot economic systems in the longer 
run to achieve sustainable and inclusive prosperity in 
the future (transformation over the next 3-5 years). 

Recommendations and timeframes are grouped 
into four broad areas of action: 1) reviving and 
transforming the enabling environment, 2) reviving 
and transforming human capital, 3) reviving 
and transforming markets, and 4) reviving and 
transforming the innovation ecosystem. An 
initial assessment of countries on readiness for 
transformation is also provided that converts key 
priorities into quantitative measures for 37 economies. 

The key findings of the report are summarized below. 

Reviving and transforming the 
enabling environment

 – Before the COVID-19 crisis, a long-standing 
issue had been the ongoing and consistent 
erosion of institutions, as shown by declining or 
stalling checks and balances and transparency 
indicators. Against this backdrop, in the revival 
phase governments should prioritize improving 
long-term thinking capacity within governments 
and enhance mechanisms to deliver public 
services, including greater digitalization of 
public services. In the transformation phase, 
governments should work to ensure that 
public institutions embed strong governance 
principles and to regain public trust by serving 
their citizens. 

 – A second area of concern before the 2020 
pandemic was high levels of debt in selected 
economies as well as widening inequalities. 
The emergency and stimulus measures 
have pushed already high public debt to 
unprecedented levels, while tax bases have 
continued eroding or shifting. To respond to 
these issues, in the revival phase, the priority 
should be on preparing support measures 
for highly indebted low-income countries and 
plan for future public debt deleveraging. In the 
longer run (transformation phase) countries 
should focus on shifting to more progressive 
taxation, rethinking how corporations, wealth 
and labour are taxed. This will require both 
national reforms and setting an international 
cooperative framework. 

 – Before the COVID-19 crisis, despite the 
significant expansions of ICT access, ICT 
availability and use remained far from 
universal. The COVID-19 crisis has accelerated 
digitalization in advanced economies and 
made catching up more difficult for countries 
or regions that were lagging before the crisis. 

Executive Summary
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To address this challenge, in the revival phase, 
countries should upgrade utilities and other 
infrastructure as well as closing the digital divide 
within and across countries for both firms and 
households. In the transformation phase, the 
priority should be on upgrading infrastructure to 
broaden access to electricity and ICT, while, at 
the same time, accelerating energy transition.  

Reviving and transforming  
human capital 

 – For several years before the crisis, skills 
mismatches, talent shortages and increasing 
misalignment between incentives and rewards 
for workers had been flagged as problematic 
for advancing productivity, prosperity and 
inclusion. Because of the pandemic and 
subsequent acceleration of technology 
adoption, these challenges have become 
even more pronounced and compounded 
further by permanent and temporary losses 
of employment and income. To address these 
issues, countries should focus in the revival 
phase on gradually transitioning from furlough 
schemes to new labour market opportunities, 
scaling up reskilling and upskilling programmes 
and rethinking active labour market policies. 
In the transformation phase, leaders should 
work to update education curricula and expand 
investment in the skills needed for jobs in 
“markets of tomorrow”, and in parallel rethink 
labour laws for the new economy and use new 
talent management technologies to adapt to the 
new needs of the workforce. 

 – The COVID-19 crisis has highlighted a second 
issue: how healthcare systems’ capacity has 
lagged behind increasing populations in the 
developing world and ageing populations 
in the developed world. To respond to this 
trend, countries should in the revival phase 
expand health system capacity to manage 
the dual burden of current pandemic and 
future healthcare needs. In the longer run 
(transformation) there should be an effort to 
expand eldercare, childcare and healthcare 
infrastructure and innovation.  

Reviving and transforming 
markets 

 – Over the past decade, while financial systems 
have become sounder compared to the 
pre-financial crisis situation, they continued 
to display some fragility, including increased 
corporate debt risks and liquidity mismatches. 
In addition, access to finance, despite efforts 
to increase inclusion in recent years (including 
through fintech applications), is not sufficiently 
widespread. Against this backdrop, countries 
should in the revival phase prioritize reinforcing 

financial markets stability, while starting to 
introduce financial incentives for companies 
to engage in sustainable and inclusive 
investments. In the transformation phase, the 
attention should shift to create incentives to 
direct financial resources towards long-term 
investments, strengthening stability while 
continuing to expand inclusion.

 – Pre-crisis, there was increasing market 
concentration, with large productivity and 
profitability gaps between the top companies 
in each sector and all others; and the 
fallout from the pandemic and associated 
recession is likely to exacerbate these trends. 
To address this issue, countries should in 
the revival phase strike a balance between 
continuing measures to support firms and 
prevent excessive industry consolidation with 
sufficient flexibility to avoid keeping “zombie-
firms” in the system. In the transformation 
phase, countries should rethink competition 
and anti-trust frameworks needed in the 
Fourth Industrial Revolution, ensuring market 
access, both locally and internationally. 
As a complementary policy, countries 
should facilitate the creation of “markets of 
tomorrow”, especially in areas that require 
public-private collaboration.

 – A third trend that has emerged in this area is 
the ongoing reduction on trade openness and 
the international movement of people, now 
vastly stalled due to the pandemic. In both the 
revival and transformation phases, countries 
should lay the foundations for better balancing 
the international movement of goods and 
people with local prosperity and strategic local 
resilience in supply chains.  

Reviving and transforming the 
innovation ecosystem 

 – In this area, a paradox had recently emerged: 
a positive evolution of entrepreneurial culture in 
the past decade, but the creation of new firms 
and breakthrough technologies had stalled. 
Technology has lagged especially in the capacity 
to delivering solutions to energy consumption, 
emissions and meeting the demand for inclusive 
social services. To manage these complexities, 
countries should in the revival phase expand 
public investments in R&D, incentivize 
venture capital and R&D in private sector, and 
promote the diffusion of existing technologies 
that support the creation of new firms and 
employment in “markets of tomorrow”. In the 
longer run (transformation) countries should 
create incentives that favour patient investments 
in research, innovation and invention, support 
the creation of new “markets of tomorrow” and 
incentivize firms to embrace diversity, equity and 
inclusion to enhance creativity. 
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Assessing readiness for 
economic transformation 

In aggregating the 11 priorities that emerge from 
this analysis for the economic transformation 
phase, the report provides a preliminary measure 
of countries’ “transformation readiness”. This 
novel framework uses the latest available 
statistics to measure where countries stand today 
in this process. This exercise covers a small set of 
countries (37), measuring only those priorities for 
economic transformation rather than the complete 
set of factors needed to drive productivity, 
sustainability and shared prosperity.

The aim of this exercise is three-fold. First, it 
maps the areas of priority against available data 
points in an effort to better define the actions 
and/or policies needed to “build back better” 
economies that are productive, sustainable and 
inclusive. Second, it provides a snapshot of the 
current situation in each of the 37 countries, 
assessing the extent to which many countries 
today are on the way towards transforming their 
economies. Third, it highlights where the key data 
gaps lie in assessing current national policies and 
performance.

While noting that the available statistics are 
insufficient to measure all aspects for achieving 
economic transformation, the results show that 
no country is yet fully ready to transform. Among 
the currently measurable policies, however, the 
‘Nordic model’ stands out as the most promising 
in shifting towards a productive, sustainable and 
inclusive economic system.

Assessing resilience and crisis 
disruptions through business 
sentiment 

The impact of the current health crisis had a 
profound impact on the perception of business 
leaders, captured by the Executive Opinion 

Survey. Perceptions in some areas indicated 
that progress critically stalled or declined during 
the crisis, while in others there was a marked 
improvement compared to previous trends. The 
top 5 areas that experienced the most movement 
downward in advanced economies were 
Competition in network services, Collaboration 
between companies, Competition in professional 
services, Competition in retail services, and Ease 
of finding skilled employees; while in emerging 
economies these were Business costs of crime 
and violence, Judicial independence, Organized 
crime, Extent of market dominance, and Public 
trust of politicians.

The top 5 areas that experienced the most 
upward movement were Government's 
responsiveness to change, Collaboration within 
a company, Venture capital availability, Social 
safety net protection, and Soundness of banks in 
advanced economies; and Collaboration within 
a company, Government's responsiveness to 
change, Efficiency of train services, Venture 
capital availability, and Country capacity to attract 
talent in emerging economies.

The Executive Opinion Survey also helps to identify 
some common features that helped countries 
better manage the impact of the pandemic on 
their economy and their people. Based on the 
assessment of business leaders i) economic 
digitization and digital skills; ii) safety nets and 
financial soundness; iii) governance and planning; 
and iv) health system and research capacity have 
contributed to countries’ resilience to the health 
crisis.
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Trends and Crisis Impact
From the financial crisis to the pandemic crisis

Revival
Priorities for the next 1-2 years

Transformation
Priorities for the next 3-5 years

Reviving and 
transforming 
the enabling 
environment

There has been a consistent erosion of institutions 
across regions, including weaker checks and balances 
and less transparency.

Improve the long-term thinking 
capacity within governments and 
mechanisms to deliver public 
services and support policy 
interventions digitally.

Ensure public institutions embed 
strong governance principles and a 
long-term vision and build trust by 

serving their citizens

ICT access and use have been improving globally but 
remain far from universal, and the COVID-19 crisis 
has made catching up more difficult for developing 
economies while deepening advanced economies’ 
digitalization.

Upgrade utilities and other 
infrastructure.

Prioritize closing the digital divide 
within and across countries for both 
firms and households

Upgrade infrastructure to accelerate 
the energy transition and broaden 

access to electricity and ICT.

Emergency and stimulus measures have pushed 
already high public debt to unprecedented levels, 
against a backdrop of shifting tax bases.

Prepare support measures for 
highly-indebted, low-income 
countries and plan for future public 
debt deleveraging.

Shift to more progressive taxation, 
rethinking how corporations, wealth 

and labour are taxed, nationally 
and in an international cooperative 

framework.

Reviving and 
transforming 
human capital

Talent shortages have become more pronounced, 
underpinned by outdated education systems.

There is a particular shortfall in digital skills and other 
skills of the new economy as technology disrupts 
labour markets.

Scale up reskilling and upskilling 
in emerging skills, combined with 
active labour market policies.

Update education curricula and 
expand investment in the skills 

needed for jobs and “markets of 
tomorrow”.

There are misaligned incentives and rewards for 
workers.

Manage a gradual transition from 
furlough schemes to new labour 
market opportunities.

Rethink labour laws and social 
protection for the new economy and 

the new needs of the workforce. 

Health services, infrastructure and talent have lagged 
behind two dominant demographic trends: increasing 
population in the developing world and ageing 
populations in the developed world.

Expand health system capacity to 
manage the dual burden of current 
pandemic and future healthcare 
needs.

Expand eldercare, childcare and 
healthcare infrastructure, access 
and innovation for the benefit of 

people and the economy.

Reviving and 
transforming 
markets

Financial systems after the 2007–2008 crisis have 
become sounder but continue to have some 
sources of fragility, including increased corporate 
debt risks and liquidity mismatches, and are not 
sufficiently inclusive.

Ensure stable financial markets, a 
sound financial system and expand 
access and inclusion.

Create financial incentives for 
companies to engage in sustainable 
and inclusive practices and 
investments.

Increase incentives to direct financial 
resources towards long-term 

investments, strengthen stability and 
expand inclusion.

Market concentration has been on an increasing trend 
in advanced economies, with large productivity and 
profitability gaps between the top companies and all 
others in each sector.

Trade openness and the international movement 
of people have been on a declining trend since 
the financial crisis.

Lay the foundations for better 
balancing the international 
movement of goods and people with 
local prosperity and strategic local 
resilience in supply chains.

Rethink competition and anti-trust 
frameworks needed in the Fourth 

Industrial Revolution, ensuring 
market access, both locally and 

internationally.

Facilitate the creation of “markets of 
tomorrow”, especially in areas that 

require public-private collaboration.

Reviving and 
transforming 
the innovation 
ecosystem

Entrepreneurial culture has strengthened in the past 
decade but has not resulted fully in the creation of new 
firms.

There is a lack of sustained creation of 
breakthrough technologies and, where there 
has been innovation, it has not been widely 
successful at delivering solutions to increasing 
energy consumption, managing emissions and 
meeting the demand for inclusive social services.

Expand public investments in R&D, 
and incentivize venture capital, 
R&D in private sector and the 
diffusion of existing technologies 
that support the creation of new 
firms and employment in "markets of 
tomorrow".

Incentivize and expand patient 
investments in research, innovation 
and invention that can create new 

“markets of tomorrow”.

Incentivize firms to embrace 
diversity, equity and inclusion to 

enhance creativity.
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The deep economic recession triggered by 
COVID-19 continues to have profound economic 
and social consequences. Since the outbreak of 
the pandemic, unemployment rates have rapidly 
increased in most developing and advanced 
economies, and poverty rates have begun to rise 
again, reversing the gains achieved over the past 
few decades. According to the latest estimates, the 
economic and health crisis triggered by COVID-19 
is expected to push between 88 million and 115 
million more people into extreme poverty in 2020.1 
When looking at working hour losses experienced 
by the global economy, 245 million full-time jobs 
are expected to be lost globally by the end of 2020, 
which amounts to a loss of the productive capacity 
of 8.6% of the global workforce.2  The crisis has also 
revealed the inadequacies of existing infrastructure 
and policies, ranging from social protection systems 
to healthcare.

The global economic outlook for 2021 is highly 
dependent both on the evolution of the pandemic 
and on the effectiveness of the recovery strategies 
of governments. In this unique context, we aim 
to explore how countries can expand their focus 
beyond a return to growth and to consider how 
to “build back better” in this special edition of the 
Global Competitiveness Report Special Edition 
2020. The report looks at priorities for economies 
across three timeframes: those of the last decade 
as revealed by timeseries data on factors of 
competitiveness, those that are critical for economic 
revival as revealed by the crisis and those that could 
help embed a transformation that may lead to better 
outcomes for productivity, shared prosperity and 
sustainability. 

There have been unprecedented fiscal, monetary 
and regulatory policy measures that have provided 
households and businesses with emergency income 
and cashflow support, with governments deploying 
close to $12 trillion globally since the beginning of 
the global pandemic. As existing support measures 
begin to expire in several countries, it is paramount 
to set in place the structural reforms that can support 
economies as they transition onto a path of recovery. 
It may be tempting to consider the rebound in 
GDP that several economies are experiencing as 
lockdowns measures are lifted as a sign of a swiftly 
achievable recovery. Instead, the road towards 
economic recovery will be long, asymmetric and 
asynchronous across different economies, and can 
be proactively shaped and managed for optimal 
outcomes for productivity, people and the planet. 

The World Economic Forum has long been at 
the forefront of looking beyond GDP as the key 

benchmark of success, espousing longer-term and 
holistic thinking through the Global Competitiveness 
Index, emphasizing equality in the economy through 
the Gender Gap index, assessing economies against 
inclusion criteria through the Inclusive Growth Index 
and promoting the concept of socioeconomic 
mobility in the economy through the Global Social 
Mobility Index. Most recently, the Dashboard for 
a New Economy framework aims to promote an 
expanded set of targets that focuses on prosperity, 
people, planet and institutions.

The Global Competitiveness Report Special Edition 
2020 series has, since its first edition, aimed to move 
focus beyond the growth-only paradigm and has 
been central at pointing out the need for public-
private collaboration. The Global Competitiveness 
Index (GCI) contained in the report has continued to 
evolve along with the latest economic thinking, the 
needs of society and technological developments. 
The Global Competitiveness Index 4.0—launched 
in 2018—incorporates a wide-ranging focus on a 
broad range of factors of productivity. That year, 
we demonstrated that in the longer run there is 
a win-win-win between driving growth, creating 
better functioning societies and enacting measures 
to improve the environment. In 2019, we used a 
GCI timeseries to show that, despite the massive 
injection of liquidity by central banks since the 
financial crisis, improvements in the factors of 
productivity had stalled. 

This year’s special edition aims to support the 
recovery strategies of policy-makers, calling for a 
holistic approach, encompassing several policy areas 
and establishing synergies across different reform 
objectives. The special edition does not provide 
country rankings, due to missing data from various 
international organizations as well as the need for 
new thinking regarding the economic recovery after 
the COVID-19 shock. Instead this edition takes into 
account the unique context and priorities emerging 
from the pandemic as well as the priorities that 
had already become clear before the crisis, such 
as the need for combining productivity with better 
outcomes for people and the planet. As such, it lays 
the foundations for a new direction to support policy-
makers and other leaders to define how to "build 
back better". 

This report is structured around six sections. The 
first four sections analyse past and current trends 
by broad thematic areas that are the key building 
blocks of an economy: Enabling Environment, 
Human Capital, Markets, and Innovation Ecosystem. 
Within each of these thematic areas, priorities are 
presented for policy-makers to consider in order to 

Introduction
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develop productive, shared prosperity-enhancing 
and environmentally compatible economic systems. 
These priorities are organized into three timeframes: 
i) the past 12 years, assessing the evolution of key 
drivers of sustainable and inclusive productivity 
since the financial crisis, including the short-term 
shock impact of the COVID-19 crisis; ii) the next two 
years (revival), which looks at priorities to restart the 
economy while embedding criteria for longer-term 
productivity, inclusion and sustainability beyond 
immediate responses to the COVID-19 crisis; iii) the 
next 3-5 years (transformation), which looks at the 
priorities for economic systems that fully integrate 
social and environmental targets into policy design. 
The fifth section of the report presents a first attempt 
to assess countries’ readiness to achieve future 
transformation across all four thematic areas.The 
sixth section, through the lense of the Executive 
Opinion Survey, examines the disruptions caused 
by the crisis and identifies common elements of 
countries' resilience.The report draws upon the 

Executive Opinion Survey, a key tool to provide the 
opinion of business leaders on their economies. 
We supplement this analysis with publicly available 
data from international organizations. For economic 
systems to be geared towards delivering positive 
outcomes in the form of better productivity, shared 
prosperity and working within planetary boundaries, 
our tools, metrics and benchmarks of success must 
also change. As we look to 2021, we will further 
develop on the foundations provided in this special 
edition to further refine a new ‘compass’ for future 
economic growth. 
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An economy’s enabling environment encompasses 
both formal and informal institutions; utilities and 
infrastructure such as transport, energy, water 
and telecommunications; as well as the framework 
conditions set by monetary and fiscal policy, and 
more broadly, public finances.

With worsening social and economic polarization 
and the looming threat of climate change, the 
economic foundations created by well-functioning 
institutions, a stable macroenvironment and high-
quality infrastructure will be critical. However, the 
quality of a country’s enabling environment will not 
only have to be assessed on its ability to support 
growth and productivity, but also on the ability to 
transform the economy to achieve environmental 
and shared prosperity targets.

This section lays out key trends in institutions, 
infrastructure and the macro environment, and 
proposes emerging priorities for short- and longer-term 
policy interventions to direct the economy towards 
productive, sustainable and inclusive outcomes.

Section 1.1 uses historical data to highlight trends 
in the institutional environment, infrastructure 
(both physical and ICT) and macro environment, 
and identifies vulnerabilities for future prosperity. 
Section 1.2 provides a set of priorities for policy 
interventions over the next two years, to set up 
the type of governance structures and incentives 
that could revive sustainable and inclusive growth 
past the COVID-19 crisis. Section 1.3 offers policy 
recommendations for the longer run (3-5 years) 
to hardwire social and environmental targets into 
governance structures, macro-economic policies 
and infrastructure development.

The following trends emerge for the enabling 
environment from the data collected since the Global 
Financial Crisis of 2007–2009. 

There has been a consistent erosion of 
institutions across regions, including weaker 
checks and balances and less transparency.

Well-functioning formal and informal institutions 
are critical, both for guiding long-term economic 
progress and ensuring effective short-term crisis 
responses. The data from the Executive Opinion 
Survey suggests that business leaders see significant 
deterioration in important features of institutional 
quality over the past decade.

The perception of judicial independence declined by 
about 4.6% in G20 economies since the Global 
Financial Crisis (Figure 1.1). Similarly, the efficiency of 
legal framework in challenging regulations indicator, 
which measures the extent to which companies can 
effectively settle disputes with public authorities, 
declined by 7.9% in G20 economies from 2009–
2020 (Figure 1.2).

Enabling Environment1

What are the enabling environment-related 
priorities that emerged in the past decade? 

1.1
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World Economic Forum, Executive Opinion Survey 
(various editions). See Appendix B for details.

Note

Large advanced economies Include Australia, 
Canada, Germany, France, United Kingdom, Italy, 
Japan, Republic of Korea and United States. 
The G20 economies included in the data set are 
Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, France, 
Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Republic 
of Korea, Mexico, Russian Federation, Saudi  

 

Arabia, South Africa, Turkey, United Kingdom and 
United States. The Judicial independence indicator 
corresponds to the response to the survey 
question “In your country, how independent is the 
judicial system from influences of the government, 
individuals, or companies?” [0 = not independent 
at all; 100 = entirely independent].

Trends in judicial independence in G20 economies and in large advanced economies, 
2009–2020
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Large advanced economies include Australia, 
Canada, Germany, France, United Kingdom, Italy, 
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Germany, India, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Republic 
of Korea, Mexico, Russian Federation, Saudi 
Arabia, South Africa, Turkey, United Kingdom 

 

and United States. The Efficiencey of legal 
framework in challenging regulations indicator 
corresponds to the response to the survey 
question “In your country, how easy is it for private 
businesses to challenge government actions 
and/or regulations through the legal system?” 
[0 = extremely difficult; 100= extremely easy].

Trends in the efficiency of legal frameworks in challenging regulations in G20
and in large advanced economies, 2009–2020

F I G U R E  1 . 2
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The second aspect of institutional quality where 
business leaders’ perceptions have remained 
persistently low globally or declined is transparency. 
For instance, in some advanced and emerging 
countries, transparency in securing public contracts 
has been on a declining trend (Figure 1.3). More 
generally, the transparency gap—as measured by the 
Corruption Perception Index (CPI)—between the best 
and the lowest performers is large: to date, 31 points 
(on a 0–100 scale) separate the average score of the 
10 most transparent countries from the average of 
the least transparent ones, and 10 points separate 
the average score of advanced economies from the 
average score of emerging and developing countries.

Persistent transparency gaps affect citizens’ trust in 
institutions. As shown in Figure 1.4, public trust of 
government and transparency go hand in hand in 
the majority of OECD countries. The COVID-19 crisis 
happened at a moment when, in several economies, 
trust in the credibility of political leaders was already 
low. However, the pandemic has also offered an 
opportunity for governments to regain trust by 
implementing emergency measures in speedy 
and transparent ways, and public policies that set 
countries on a new trajectory of shared prosperity.
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Note

The Transparency in securing public contracts 
indicator corresponds to the response to the 
survey question "In your country, how common 
is it for companies to make undocumented extra 

 

payments or bribes in connection with awarding of 
public contracts and licences? [0 = very common; 
100 = never occurs]".

Trends in transparency in securing public contracts, selected economies, 2008–2020F I G U R E  1 . 3
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Source

Author calculations based on OECD, OECD Data, "Trust in 
government" indicator, 
https://data.oecd.org/gga/trust-in-government.htm, accessed 
25 September 2020; and Transparency International, 
Corruption Perception Index (2019).

Notes

Data set includes the following economies: Greece, Chile, Spain, Brazil, Finland, Slovenia, 
Mexico, United States, Australia, Belgium, Italy, South Africa, Denmark, France, Costa Rica, 
Luxembourg, Turkey, Sweden, United Kingdom, Estonia, Austria, Latvia, New Zealand, Canada, 
Netherlands, Russia, Republic of Korea, Hungary, Czech Republic, Portugal, Israel, Lithuania, 
Japan, Ireland, Iceland, Germany, Slovakia, Switzerland and Poland.
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Gross public debt-to-GDP ratios by region, 2001–2020F I G U R E  1 . 5

Emergency and stimulus measures have pushed 
already high public debt to unprecedented levels, 
against a backdrop of shifting tax bases. 

The importance of maintaining budget discipline 
and macro-economic resilience during boom years 
becomes evident during crises, when public sector 
expenditure is crucial to keep the economy afloat. 

Debt levels were already high before the crisis, 
relative to past decades. In advanced countries, 
efforts to respond to the 2008 global financial crisis 
and slow growth have kept debt levels to GDP 20% 
higher than pre-2008. In developing countries, debt-
to-GDP ratios increased by 10-15% since the end of 
the commodity super-cycle in 2014 (Figure 1.5).



  16

In the wake of the COVID-19 crisis and the 
subsequent, necessary policy responses, advanced 
economies’ debt-to-GDP ratios are expected to 
surge from 105.2% in 2019, to 122% by the end of 
2020; in emerging G20 countries, from 54.2% to 
63.3%; and in low-income, developing countries, 
from 43% to 47.4%.3 As some countries entered 
the health crisis with already high debt levels and 
slowing growth, fiscal space has partially reduced 
the size of deficit-spending programmes. This has 
been further exacerbated by shifting and partially 
shrinking tax bases due to slower growth, profit-
shifting by multinational firms, and relatively low 
levels of progressivity in households’ taxation 
compared to the past.4 

An increasing public-debt burden presents 
new challenges for future growth, potential 
debt sustainability challenges and financial 
instability, especially in developing countries. It 
also challenges current tax systems and calls for 
a review of tax structures. Further, in countries 
where trust in institutions is declining, there may 
be doubts about the efficacy of public spending of 
the large amounts being mobilized to stabilize the 
economy in th current crisis. 

ICT access and use have been improving 
globally but remain far from universal, and 
the COVID-19 crisis has made catching up 
has become more difficult for developing 
economies while deepening advanced 
economies’ digitalization. 

Digitalization has advanced at a fast rate in the 
past decades. Globally, internet users doubled 

since 2010, surpassing 50% of the world 
population5; and every sector of the economy 
has seen a fast uptake of digital technologies 
(Figure 1.6). Despite this progress, however, 
large gaps in ICT adoption remain, and the 
digital divide—the disparity between those who 
have adequate access to ICT and those who do 
not—is still on the rise. Only 53.6% of the global 
population is using the internet and only 14.9% 
of the population has an active fixed-broadband 
subscription.6   

Digital divides also persist within countries. Large 
shares of households or companies have not yet 
integrated into the digital economy. In the United 
States and Europe, 10% of fixed broadband 
subscribers can only use low-speed (below 10 
Mbps) internet service and 30% of broadband 
subscriptions can use only internet connections 
below 30 Mbps.7 In emerging and developing 
countries, digital exclusion is extreme: 95% of 
the offline population lives in these countries. 
Households that can access fixed broadband 
subscriptions are a minority (11.2%), and over 
one-half of all households can only use basic 
fixed-broadband connections, where speed is 
below 10 Mbps. In addition, electricity access 
in low-income countries is limited or unstable, 
further reducing the possibility to build a digital 
economy.8  

With the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic 
the expansion of the digital economy has further 
accelerated in both advanced and emerging 
economies. Notably, the volume of e-commerce 
transactions has fast-tracked in several countries. 
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For instance, in the United States, e-commerce 
has climbed by 24% in one year (July 2019-July 
2020), after having increased by an average of 
10% per year from 2010 to 2019. Globally, the 
number of e-learning courses has risen steeply, 
as over 1.2 billion children are out of schools 
due to COVID-19 measures this year.9  Remote 
working, telemedicine, videoconferencing and online 
entertainment have all been on the rise since the 
beginning of the pandemic. 

These trends are expected to continue in the next 
years, widening the gaps between digitalization 
leaders and followers, both across and within 
countries and across and within industries or 
companies.

What are the priorities for the enabling 
environment to lead to the revival of 
economies? 

1.2

Improve the long-term thinking capacity 
within governments and mechanisms to 
deliver public services and support policy 
interventions digitally.

Perceptions by business leaders of forward-thinking 
and future preparedness by governments have been 
on an improving trend in a number of countries 
before the pandemic, but have flattened out this 
year, and overall their level remains low. There has 
been progress by governments in creating the 
frameworks for the private sector to advance the 
adoption of digital technologies and to implement 
environmental, social and governance standards; 
yet, overall, the preparedness and long-term vision 
of governments must improve to prepare for new 
challenges and proactive efforts at transformation 
towards more productivity, shared prosperity and 
sustainability. 

Governments will also need to upgrade their own 
processes and services. It became apparent during 
the crisis that governments which had built out 
the digital delivery of public services were much 
better placed to disburse emergency funding to 
distressed companies and households. The Chinese 
government, for example, was able to build on Ant 
Financials’ vast network to support millions of SMEs 
through the first wave of lockdowns.10 

Long-term thinking by governments will further need 
to involve a deliberate shift to measuring economic 
success beyond GDP growth. A dashboard that 
considers people, planetary (environmental) and 
institutional targets on a par with growth objectives 
will need to be anchored in budget processes 
and become an integral part of a new narrative of 
economic performance.11 

Prepare support measures for highly-indebted, 
low-income countries and plan for future public 
debt deleveraging. 

The management of macro-economic sustainability 
in the recovery phase and in the next few years will 
determine if the growth trajectory will be burdened 

by debt and vicious cycles marked by public 
finance weakness and slower growth. Among most 
advanced countries, debt affordability is currently 
not at risk; but it seems inevitable that to finance 
COVID-19 policy responses related to taxation will 
have to increase in the future. Long-term prosperity 
will significantly depend on how public budget and 
fiscal policies are managed (e.g. how efficiently 
recovery packages are implemented and the maturity 
structure and composition of public debt) as well as 
on the structural capacity to grow more rapidly. 

Developing countries, however, are in a significantly 
weaker position as some of them are already highly 
indebted—and highly-indebted countries tend 
to attain lower investment and productivity levels 
during recovery periods.12 These countries will 
need the support of the international community 
and multilateral financial institutions to prevent 
defaults or situations where the cost of debt 
service diverts significant resources from economic 
and social policies budgets.13  For instance, debt 
standstill arrangements that flatten the curve of debt 
rescheduling can help.14 

Upgrade utilities and other infrastructure. 

In order to close existing gaps, the world will need 
to invest $3.7 trillion, or 4.1% of global annual GDP 
a year, into infrastructure from 2017 to 2035—and 
54% of this funding can be attributed to the needs 
of Asia. However, there is a projected shortfall 
of $5.5 trillion of infrastructure spending globally 
between 2017 and 2035, and this further varies 
regionally.15  

The IMF estimates that allocating an additional 
1% of GDP to public investment could create 
approximately 7 million jobs directly, and 20 
million jobs indirectly worldwide. Maintaining 
and, where possible, expanding investments 
in transport, healthcare, housing, digitalization 
and energy transition would not only improve 
competitiveness, but also create more employment 
while preparing countries to become more resilient 
and sustainable.16 
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Effective infrastructure governance and management 
will be key to improving the efficiency of fund 
disbursement. To date, inefficient planning, allocation 
and implementation of infrastructure projects 
account for 30%-50% of expenditure losses; thus, 
countries could maintain their infrastructure budgets 
by streamlining and improving these processes.17 
Similarly, stronger frameworks for project selection, 
fiscal planning, comprehensive budgeting, fair 
procurement practices, project oversight and 
monitoring of public assets may contribute to 
building better infrastructure at a lower cost.

Prioritize closing the digital divide within and 
across countries for both firms and households

The impact of the pandemic crisis should serve as a 
wake-up call for countries that need to embrace the 
digitalization process, incentivize companies to move 
towards digital business models, and invest in ICT 
development and digital skills. 

Two immediate implications follow for reviving 
economies. First, the technology frontier will move 
ahead faster than before: private sector spending 
on technology is only momentarily retracting in 
2020, but it is expected rebound strongly in 2021 
and companies are expected to almost double their 
investments dedicated to digital transformation 

initiatives in the next three years.18 Economies that 
have been able to upgrade their ICT infrastructure 
and expand the adoption of digital technologies 
will be better equipped for the recovery phase, and 
those that are lagging behind could allocate parts of 
stimulus packages and policy action to this domain. 

Second, digital transformation must occur hand 
in hand with human capital and legal framework 
developments. As technological advancements 
proceed, an economy’s productivity gains rest 
upon the capacity of companies and households to 
take advantage of the opportunities offered by new 
technologies. At the same time, legal codes need to 
catch up with the digital world and provide certain 
and simple rules for digital business models (e.g. 
e-commerce, sharing economy, fintech).

Few countries are already advanced on all aspects 
(Table 1.1), and even countries where ICT is broadly 
diffused (e.g. Korea and Japan) may need to adapt 
their business organizational models accordingly in 
the next phase of economic revival.

Top ten countries on ICT adoption, flexible work arrangements, digital 
skills and digital legal framework

TA B L E  1 . 1

 ICT adoption Flexible work arrangements Digital skills Digital legal framework

1 Korea, Rep. 93.7 Netherlands 82.7 Finland 84.3 United States 78.0

2 United Arab Emirates 92.3 New Zealand 77.7 Sweden 79.5 Luxembourg 77.4

3 Hong Kong SAR 90.2 Switzerland 75.8 Estonia 77.9 Singapore 76.5

4 Sweden 89.7 Estonia 75.0 Iceland 77.6 United Arab Emirates 72.5

5 Japan 88.3 United States 74.2 Netherlands 77.3 Malaysia 70.0

6 Singapore 88.1 Luxembourg 73.6 Singapore 77.3 Estonia 69.3

7 Iceland 87.8 China 73.6 Israel 76.5 Sweden 67.9

8 Norway 84.7 Australia 72.9 Denmark 74.7 Finland 67.7

9 Qatar 83.9 Finland 72.5 Saudi Arabia 74.1 Germany 67.3

10 Lithuania 83.8 Denmark 72.4 Korea, Rep. 73.0 Netherlands 65.5

Source

World Economic Forum, 
Executive Opinion Survey 
2019-2020 and International 
Telecommunication Union 
(ITU), WTDS 2020 database.

Note

All scores are expressed on a 0-100 scale. ICT adoption 
is the average of the following indicators obtained from 
ITU: "Internet users% of adult population"; "mobile-cellular 
telephone subscriptions per 100 pop"; the ratio of  "Fibre 
internet subscriptions per 100 p." to "Fixed broadband Internet 
subscriptionsper 100 pop."; the ratio of "Mobile-broadband 
subscriptions per 100" to "mobile-cellular telephone 
subscriptions per 100 pop". Flexible work arrangements: 
Response to the survey question "In your country, to what 
extent do companies offer flexible working arrangements 

(e.g., virtual teams, remote working, part-time employment)? 
1=Not at all; 7=to a great extent. Digital skills refers to the 
response to the survey question "In your country, to what 
extent does the active population possess sufficient digital 
skills (e.g., computer skills, basic coding, digital reading)? 
1=Not at all; 7=To a great extent. Digital legal framework refers 
to the response to the survey question "In your country, how 
fast is the legal framework of your country adapting to digital 
business models (e.g. e-commerce, sharing economy, fintech, 
etc.)?" [1 = not fast at all; 7 = very fast].
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Ensure public institutions embed strong 
governance principles and regain trust by serving 
their citizens.

Reform will need to go further than simply re-
establishing more efficient versions of earlier 
frameworks for the institutional environment. For 
example, some historical institutional structures 
were deeply unfair to certain groups and need to 
be reformed more fundamentally in addition to 
improving overall institutional quality, legal certainty 
and judicial independence. Substantive institutional 
improvements will also go some way towards re-
establishing trust between citizens and governments. 
The crisis has opened up an opportunity for 
governments to strengthen trust further. Those 
that acted swiftly and transparently to protect their 
populations, such as New Zealand, saw significant 
improvements in trust levels, while those which 
mismanaged the crisis lost credibility and the trust of 
their citizens.

Upgrade infrastructure to accelerate the energy 
transition and broaden access to electricity and 
ICT. 

Infrastructure development in the future will need 
to embed sustainability and broad-based access 
criteria. For example, climate change mitigation 
requires rapid shifts in energy mix towards renewable 
energy sources. This not only requires stronger and 
wider political commitment (both in terms of funds 
and regulations), but also involves changes to urban 
planning, broadening access to green public spaces 
and upgrading public transport, as well as greater 
protection of biodiversity and natural habitats outside 
of urban spaces.

Similarly, wider access for all members of society to 
infrastructure will in some cases require longer term 
changes to enhance inclusion, including changes 
in market structure to expand competition. For 
example, the average price of the fixed-broadband 
basket (5 GB) is at least 20 times higher in emerging 
market and developing economies than in advanced 
economies, and the price that customers pay for a 
fixed-broadband basket is more than one-sixth of 
their salary.19 More efforts are needed to improve 
affordability, expanding inclusion of companies and 
households into the digital economy.

Shift to more progressive taxation, rethinking 
how corporations, wealth and labour are taxed, 
nationally and in an international cooperative 
framework.

Discussions over changes to national and 
international tax architectures have gained a new 
urgency in the post-COVID economy, which is 
marked by significantly higher public debt levels 
and exacerbated historical inequalities. The crisis 
presents an opportunity to fundamentally rethink 
both tax structures and the set-up of social welfare, 
and adapt both to the realities of the Fourth Industrial 
Revolution. 

Such a shift entails an international agreement on the 
taxation of digital activity as well as new approaches 
to addressing gains in wealth at the top end of the 
distribution by means of more progressive marginal 
income, wealth or capitals gains taxes. The nature 
of public spending on social security systems, too, 
will have to be upgraded from providing intermittent 
support to individuals in times of crisis to fostering 
capabilities and connections across and within 
communities over the lifecycle. 

What are the priorities for the 
transformation of enabling 
environments?

1.3
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Section 2 
Human Capital
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Human capital—the capabilities and skills of 
individuals and populations—is a key driver of 
economic prosperity and productivity. It can be 
developed by ensuring individuals are able to 
sustain good health, and they are in possession 
of in-demand skills and capabilities. The value 
of human capital is realized in the labour market 
through productive employment, and it is 
developed through education during the first two 
decades of an individual’s life as well as through 
mid-career training investments. Finally, a set of 
preconditions aligns incentives between workers 
and businesses—maintaining a tight connection 
between pay and productivity, meritocracy in pay 
and professionalization in firm management as 
preconditions for wider workforce productivity.20

The challenges posed by the COVID-19 pandemic 
have reaffirmed the need to move beyond simply 
providing basic access to education and health. 
There is also a need to shift to active labour market 
policies and business practices that integrate 

education and health with mid-career training 
opportunities which match the needs of the labour 
market, safety nets for times of workforce disruption 
and workforce management underpinned by merit-
based practices.

This section focuses on these aspects jointly. 
Section 2.1, using historical data, shows trends in 
education, skills and access to health, highlighting 
ongoing challenges that required policy attention 
even before the pandemic. Section 2.2 provides a 
set of priorities for policy interventions for broadening 
the human capital framework to encompass safety 
nets, education and training, and health to support 
economic growth revival in the short term (1-2 years), 
while making sure that no one is left behind. Section 
2.3 offers policies recommendation for the longer 
run (3-5 years) to ensure that a reskilling revolution 
takes place, that health systems are reformed and 
that labour laws and safety nets deliver widespread, 
inclusive prosperity in the future.

Human Capital 2

2.1 What were the human capital-related 
priorities emerging from the past decade?

Talent shortages have become more pronounced, 
underpinned by outdated education systems. 

Over the past decade, human capital development 
across advanced economies has stagnated, 
although a number of developing economies have 
made investments in basic upgrading of education 
and training systems. Across developed and 
developing economies, talent gaps remain large, 
local education systems are increasingly outdated 
and there are limits to international mobility. For 
example, relative to 2008, the ability to import 
talent has dropped by 17% percent in advanced 
economies and 12% in emerging economies.

The adequacy of local secondary education systems 
to meet the needs of employment is rated at 59 points 
(out of 100) in advanced economies and 42 points 
(out of 100) in emerging and developing economies. 
A number of large economies have seen downward 
trends in adequacy of skill sets of all graduates in recent 
years (among them, India, South Africa, United States 
and Germany) while others such as Korea, Rep, Saudi 
Arabia, Turkey and China have improved their scoring 
(Figure 2.1).
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Similarly, the adequacy of tertiary education to meet 
the needs of employment is rated at 68 points (out 
of 100) in advanced economies and 55 points (out of 
100) in emerging and developing economies. In the
aggregate, these figures have seen little change over
the past years. The tertiary education systems that
are rated as best placed to deliver to the needs of
employers are those of Switzerland (82), Singapore
(79), Finland (79) and Chile (71). In contrast the
following countries trail behind: Ethiopia (37), India
(39), Brazil (45), Japan (59), Italy (62), and United
Kingdom (63). Tanzania and China are among the
best improved, while India, Ethiopia and the United
States have seen the largest decline.

As a result, the ability to find skilled employees has 
declined across advanced economies by 7% 
relative to 2016, while improving across developing 
economies by 3%. As presented in Figure 2.2, 
business leaders across geographies continue to 
report difficulties when searching for individuals 
who can fill vacancies in their enterprises and over 
time the trends in emerging and developing 
economies have converged to a similarly low base.
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There is a particular shortfall in digital skills and 
other skills of the new economy as technology 
disrupts labour markets. 

As new technologies are adopted by enterprises 
globally, skills shortages in digital skills and the skills 
needed for the jobs of tomorrow are set to become 
more pronounced as populations have switched to 
remote work during the COVID-19 pandemic.

The World Economic Forum’s Future of Jobs Report 
2020 has projected that technological change is 
set to displace a range of skills in the labour market 
while driving greater demand for a new set of core 
skills such as analytical thinking, creativity and critical 
thinking as well as skills in the use and design of 
technologies (“digital skills”). While such changes 
are still likely to result in a net positive employment 
outlook in the midterm, there is significant additional 
disruption and stagnation in the labour market due to 
the COVID-19 recession.21 

Since 2017 (when data was first available for this 
indicator) the perception of businesses on digital 
skills have, on average, decreased by 3.4% among 
advanced economies and increased by 1.8% 
among emerging and developing economies, while 
developing and emerging economies score 49 (out 
of 100) and advanced economies score 67 (out 
of 100). The largest improvements have been in 
Egypt, Bulgaria, Saudi Arabia and Tanzania while the 
United States, Norway, South Africa, Germany and 

Japan have seen the largest decline of digital skills 
relevance. 

The lack of adequate digital skills not only hampers 
the diffusion of ICT but also exacerbates the risk of 
job losses related to automation. As shown in Figure 
2.3, in OECD countries, at least 14% of all jobs are 
at “high risk” of automation and 32% of all jobs are 
at “significant risk” of automation. In 16 of 27 OCED 
countries digital skills scores have declined over the 
past four years, making it more difficult for workers 
to transition to new roles.
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Note

Values of emerging market and developing 
economies are based on a constant sample of 84 
economies; values of advanced economies are 
based on a constant sample of 36 economies 
covered in every edition since 2009. The Ease of 
finding skilled employees indicator (1–100 scale) 

corresponds to the response to the survey 
question "In your country, to what extent can 
companies find people with the skills required to fill 
their vacancies?” [0 = not at all; 100 = to a great 
extent].

Trends in ease of finding skilled employees in advanced economies and in emerging markets 
and developing economies, 2009–2020
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There are misaligned incentives and rewards for 
workers. 

Among developed economies, pay is increasingly 
de-coupled from the overall productivity of workers, 
driven in part by high rates of technological 
adoption, yet resulting overall in an increasing 
polarization of wages between workers employed 
in different professions. In addition, as tracked by 
the Executive Opinion Survey over the past decade, 
there has been a gradual erosion of meritocracy 
in labour markets across economies, a decline in 
the assessment of professional management and 
lower evaluations of the ability of firms to promote 
and develop diverse talent. For instance, business 
leaders reviewed meritocracy assessment downward 
by 3% on average, 12% in the United States, 14% in 
Sweden and 23% in Brazil.

A key emerging priority of the last decade has 
been the reallocation of the current workforce 
into emerging professions in tandem with relevant 
reskilling and upskilling. In this context, the 
persistent erosion of meritocracy, as well as the new 
challenges posed by the COVID-19 pandemic, call 
for governments to support both businesses and 
workers in the transition to the new world of work 
and improve quality, wages and standards of work in 
the new economy.

 

Health services, infrastructure and talent have 
lagged behind two dominant demographic 
trends, increasing population in the developed 
world and ageing populations in the developing 
world.

Average life expectancy has jumped by four years 
since 2010, and by nine years since 1990. The 
most significant progresses have been achieved in 
low- and middle- income (developing) economies. 
In these countries, life expectancy has increased by 
5.62 years since the start of this century. 

This progress is largely due to improved sanitation 
across developing economies as well as, more 
broadly, to the emergence of new medical 
technologies. Such positive figures mask persistent 
under-investment in health system capacity which 
has become more apparent during the COVID-19 
pandemic. 

The gap between the demand and supply of health 
personnel remains large. According to World Health 
Organization estimates, healthcare services in high-
income economies are set to experience a shortfall 
of 78,000 professionals by 2030. In developing and 
emerging economies, despite a 15% increase in the 
average number of physicians per capita between 
2000 and 2017, there is still a shortage of doctors to 
meet a rapidly growing demand.22 
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Note

The Digital skills among active population indicator 
(0-100 scale) corresponds to the response to the 
survey question “In your country, to what extent 
does the active population possess sufficient 
digital skills (e.g. computer skills, basic coding, 
digital reading)?” [0 = not all; 100 = to a great 
extent]. The extent to which a job is considered at 

risk of automation is based on the percentage of 
tasks within an occupation that can be automated. 
A job is considered as being at a “high risk of 
automation” if 70% of tasks required to do this job 
can be automated. A job is considered as being at 
a “significant risk of change” if 50 to 70% of the 
task required to do this job can automated.
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Manage a gradual transition from furlough 
schemes to new labour market opportunities.

Holistic labour market policies will be needed to 
support the transition of the cohort of individuals 
whose employment has been supported by 
government-funded furlough schemes or through 
other emergency support measures. In the coming 
year these schemes will have to give way to other, 
less temporary policy measures. 

With a significant rise in unemployment in the 
COVID-19 context and risk of further expansion of 
those figures, the labour market will benefit form 
a new cohort of policies which support workers’ 
income and health needs in the short term, but also 
power their re-allocation to new jobs and professions 
in the short- to medium-term. 

Job creation measures such as funding small and 
medium-sized enterprises and new entrepreneurial 
clusters, as well as creating a cohort of new, quality-
focused apprenticeships collectively focused on 
the professions of the future, could further ease the 
transition to the new labour market.

Individual efforts to undertake an investment in mid-
career reskilling and upskilling can be motivated by 
government programmes but also by employers’ 
commitments to training, fair wage practices 
and merit-based management practices. These 
behaviours by firms can signal to workers who are 
exploring both short-cycle and fundamental training 
that their efforts will not be wasted, and they will be 
rewarded on the basis of investments they make in 
their human capital.

Scale up reskilling and upskilling in emerging 
skills, combined with active labour market 
policies.

A revival in the development of human capital and 
the functioning of labour markets across economies 
requires focused efforts to renew training systems 
across various age and experience cohorts, with 
an emphasis on the skills needed for emerging 
jobs. This update is urgently needed in secondary 
education to ensure that future generations of young 
people enter the labour market with job-ready skills. 
However, talent shortages will remain endemic until 
there is substantial escalation in mid-career re-
skilling and upskilling programmes as many of the 
individuals who need further reskilling and upskilling 
are beyond school age and current members of the 
workforce. 

Specific policy efforts will need to target reskilling 
and upskilling for those who are at greatest risk of 
job displacement or are currently displaced. For 

example, unemployment services aimed at those 
out of work can encompass both income support 
schemes to maintain living standards during times 
of hardship and access to relevant retraining 
opportunities mapped to emerging jobs and skill 
sets to empower future labour market re-allocation. 
For example, in the past year, the Danish Ministry of 
Employment provided furloughed workers with an 
increase on typical unemployment benefits under the 
condition that they pursue upskilling and reskilling. 
Other governments, in Singapore and France for 
example, have provided workers with funded skills 
accounts for completing additional training. New 
technologies can support this process, mapping 
career trajectories and identifying personalized 
training opportunities with unprecedented granularity.

Expand health system capacity to manage the 
dual burden of current pandemic and future 
healthcare needs.

The events of the past year have further revealed 
that health systems remain under-funded and 
under-staffed. In the short to medium term, 
investments will need to be focused on expanding 
personnel and capacity to manage the potential of 
COVID-19 resurgence as well as to deploy a future 
vaccine. In parallel, countries have already started 
to, and should continue to adapt their prevention 
strategies, improving public health messaging, 
developing greater expertise, implementing new 
monitoring mechanisms and supporting the safe 
development of telemedicine.23 These adjustments, 
together with stronger international collaboration 
and communications, will contribute to lay the 
groundwork for greater resilience in the future. In 
addition, developing economies will need support 
in funding and deploying their COVID-19 vaccine 
response as well as strengthening the resilience 
of their healthcare systems. Weak links in the 
management of chronic and infectious diseases 
wreak havoc on local economies and hold global 
economic consequences as revealed by the 
COVID-19 pandemic.

What are the priorities for human capital 
development in the short-term revival of 
economies?

2.2
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Beyond the immediate-term revival of human 
capital in the new economy, the following priorities 
cover the next steps required to drive a wholesale 
transformation across economic systems.

Update education curricula and expand 
investment in the skills needed for jobs in 
markets of tomorrow.

With a medium-term time horizon, it is possible 
to map and define the skills needed to drive the 
markets of tomorrow, to develop new and cutting-
edge knowledge, and to engage in the production of 
frontier technologies. To create such a transformation 
towards the jobs of tomorrow, economies must 
fundamentally upgrade technical and vocational 
training and university education for both students 
and workers on an ongoing basis. Policy-makers 
must also innovate and refresh how school curricula 
teach the core skills that must be seeded for 
innovation capability later in life through creativity and 
critical thinking skills.24 In addition, to drive better 
economies and societies, education and training 
systems will need to be updated not only to prepare 
children and adults for future employment but will 
also need to prepare them to be socially just citizens. 
New technologies could unlock the ability to scale 
access to education and to update curricula with 
greater cadence. 

Rethink labour laws for the new economy and 
use new talent management technologies to 
adapt to the new needs of the workforce.

With the rapid expansion of digitalization and the 
adoption of new technologies in all sectors, labour 
regulation will need to adapt to new forms of work as 
well as new labour market signals. New formats of 
work, such as work on online work platforms, calls 
for new forms of regulation and work standards in 
the digital economy. 

Across the digital platform economy as well as the 
traditional economy, recent trends have seen a 
polarization of wages, the disconnect of pay and 
productivity, as well as erosion of wages to levels 
where they are unable to guarantee a basic living 
standard in a number of key economies. These 
trends suggest a need to examine appropriate 
minimum and living wage policies that can ensure 
that workers are able to profit on the basis of 
their skills and set the basis for a labour market 
that benefits people and society as well as firms 
and the economy. Those same aims demand the 
introduction of further regulation over time that can 
ensure that adults have the leisure time to maintain 
civic and familial ties, as well as subjective well-
being. 

New tools and technologies can support adaptation 
of the workforce and offer solutions to employers 
and the public sector. For example, such tools, if 
managed well, can help reduce the time needed 
to claim benefits and taxes, or to monitor diversity 
and inclusion challenges. Such new tools can also 
be employed to ease the burden of government 
reporting, allowing public sector oversight, which 
requires lower levels of private-sector burden.  

Expand eldercare, childcare and healthcare 
infrastructure and innovation for the benefit of 
people and the economy.

Broad public investments in healthcare and the 
childcare and eldercare infrastructures can support a 
future more inclusive economic transformation while 
offering numerous societal benefits. For example, 
increasing investment in health can achieve the dual 
goal of strengthening the capacity of health systems, 
already insufficient before the pandemic, but also 
offer an additional area of increasing employment, 
especially in newly revalued ‘essential’ work. These 
investments can create preparedness for new health 
emergencies and promote greater inclusion by 
broadening access to healthcare, especially among 
under-served populations. 

Such investments are also critical for expanding 
the care economy for both young people and the 
elderly. The scale of government investment in this 
sector has the potential to have significant additional 
dividends while greatly benefiting societies and 
individuals; in particular, women, who currently 
perform most unpaid care work.25  

The use of technology can support efforts to scale 
health and care, and innovation in associated 
business models, opening the possibility for 
higher-wage, higher-quality work for health and 
care industry professionals. For example, new 
technologies could support eldercare workers to 
prolong time spent in the home rather than in a 
care home and to provide early alert systems for 
worsening conditions. New technologies can also 
further support the expansion of broader healthcare 
through new monitoring and tracking tools.

What are the priorities for empowering 
human capital to drive the long-term 
transformation of economies?

2.3
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Section 3 
Markets
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Markets are the building blocks of a functioning 
economy. Competitive markets often produce 
goods and services satisfying a large variety of 
human needs that are offered at the best possible 
prices. There are, however, cases when markets 
fail to produce the best outcomes, particularly 
when there is concentrated market power, 
incomplete information, or externalities. For 
instance, the 2008 global financial crisis showed 
that markets are inefficient when an entity has an 
incentive to increase its exposure to risk because 
it does not bear the full costs of that risk. In such 
cases, regulations or public interventions are 
required to prevent or correct these failures. 

Over the past decades, not only has efficiency 
eroded as new sources of market power and 
externalities arose, but the inability of markets by 
themselves to contribute towards sustainability 

and inclusion objectives has also become 
increasingly evident. The 2020 pandemic 
exacerbated some of these trends. This section 
examines the evolution of product markets, 
financial markets and international trade as well 
as the role of new industrial policies in providing 
a new direction for market outcomes. Section 
3.1 uses historical data to show trends in these 
dimensions, pointing out issues that already 
required policy attention before the pandemic. 
Section 3.2 provides a set of priorities for policy 
interventions to strengthen financial systems, 
competition and support to the private sector 
to revive growth (1-2 years) while embedding 
sustainable and inclusive prosperity principles. 
Section 3.3 offers policy recommendations for the 
longer run (3-5 years) that hardwire positive social 
and environmental outcomes into the functioning 
of the markets of tomorrow.

Markets3

What were the markets-related priorities 
emerging from the past decade?

3.1

Financial systems after the 2007–2008 crisis 
have become sounder but continue to have 
some sources of fragility, including increased 
corporate debt risks and liquidity mismatches, 
and are not sufficiently inclusive.

The 2008-2009 financial crisis have led policy-
makers to introduce new regulations and macro-
prudential policies. Thanks to these interventions, 
financial systems strengthened worldwide (Figure 
3.1). By pushing banks to deleverage, increase 
capitalization and reduce non-performing loans, 
banks have emerged from the financial crisis 
stronger, and were overall sounder in 2019 
than they were in the past 12 years. (Table 3.1, 
Column A).26 

During the same timeframe, banks, supported by 
accommodative monetary policy, eased credit 
conditions, granting better access to capital to both 
large firms and SMEs. For instance, in the United 
States and large Eurozone countries, an increasing 
number of loan managers reported having eased 
standards for granting business loans between 2008 
and 2018. By the same token, business leaders 
answering the World Economic Forum’s Executive 
Opinion Survey have reported an improvement in 
access to credit for SMEs in their countries over the 
past five years (Table 3.1, Column B). 



  29

Loose monetary policy and easier access to credit 
has benefitted the economy on the one hand but 
introduced new issues on the other. First, low 
rates have reduced monitoring incentives and 
lending standards. As a result, corporate debt has 
risen over the past few years, which may become 
challenging with the emergence of the COVID-19 
crisis. According to the IMF, at-risk corporate debt 
in 2019 was already high in systemically important 
countries, including the United States, United 
Kingdom and China. Although banks have learned to 
resolve bad loans faster, and most banks remain well 
capitalized, during the COVID-19 crisis several banks 
will “approach minimum capital levels”.27  A second 
issue driven by extra-loose monetary policy is stock 
market volatility and misalignment between market 
prices and fundamentals. Prices lose their signalling 
role and create incentives for diverting funds from 
investments (e.g. R&D, human capital, new facilities, 
pollution abatement) towards short-run profits, such 
as large-scale open-market repurchases.28  

Furthermore, millions of households are still excluded 
from financial services and credit. For instance, 
according to the IMF’s Financial Access Survey, 
in most Sub-Saharan African countries there are 
less than four bank branches per 100,000 people, 
while in most European and North American 
countries there are between 20 and 50.29 Even 
within advanced economies some communities are 
significantly excluded from financial services: for 
instance, in the United States, almost half of black 
American households are un-banked or under-
banked, versus about 20% of white American 
households.30 
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Source

Office of Financial Research, OFR Financial Stress 
Index.

Note

The OFR Financial Stress Index (FSI) is a daily, 
market-based snapshot of stress in global financial 
markets.  It is constructed from 33 financial market 
variables, such as yield spreads, valuation 
measures and interest rates. The OFR FSI  

 

is positive when stress levels are above average, 
and negative when stress levels are below average. 
The value of the OFR FSI on a given day is the 
weighted average level of each variable observed 
in the market on that day, relative to its history. 

Evolution of global financial stress, March 2000 – September 2020F I G U R E  3 . 1
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Market concentration has been on an increasing 
trend in advanced economies, with large 
productivity and profitability gaps between the 
top companies and all others in each sector. 

Business leaders in advanced economies assess 
that, on average, the extent of market dominance 
has increased significantly since 2008. In developing 
and emerging economies, market dominance has 
increased less, but has remained persistently higher 
than in advanced economies. (Figure 3.2). These trends 
date back several decades. For instance, there is 
evidence that US market power started to increase in 
the 1980s, as mark-ups rose by 40 percentage points 
(reaching 61%), and profit rates increased from 1% of 
sales to 8% between 1980 and 2014, driven primarily 
by reallocation towards already high-mark up firms.31 

In this context, the outbreak of the COVID-19 
pandemic is likely to exacerbate concentration as it 
may force smaller and fragile companies to exit the 
market or lose market share in some sectors and 
reinforce ‘winner-take-all’ outcomes in other sectors, 
reducing space for innovation and new entrants as 

well as potentially reducing consumers’ benefit.

Innovation has also become concentrated. Only 
a handful of countries generate the bulk of new 
inventions, supported by a few smaller or regional 
innovators. Most other countries produce only marginal 
innovations or local adaptation of existing technologies. 
Over the past 20 years, large cross-country innovation 
divides have not diminished. Just five countries today 
produce together over 70% of global patent activity, 
and the top 10 countries generate over 85% of global 
patent shares (Figure 3.3). These levels of concentration 
have remained in place for the past 20 years, with the 
exception of China and Korea (Figure 3.4).32 

The geographic distribution of innovation, while it 
may be the result of typical cluster development and 
the benefits of agglomeration, also highlights large 
intra-country innovation divides. Thus, innovation 
activity takes place overwhelmingly in metropolitan 
areas, leaving rural areas behind.33 This adds to 
the widening of the productivity divide between top 
companies and the rest—and leading to economies 
that are increasingly polarized and unequal. 

Banking system indicators, selected countriesTA B L E  3 . 1

Column A: Stability indicators Column B: Access indicators

Non-performing 

loans, (level 2018)

Non-performing 

loans, (dif ference 

2012-2018)

Soundeness of banks 

(index, 2019 score 

relative to 2008)

Change in Bank 

Capital to Asset Ratio, 

(dif ference 2008-2019)

Loans stricteness, 

(dif ference Q4 2008-

Q4 2018)

Financing of SMEs, % 

change (index, 2019 

score relative to 2015)

Australia 0.9% -0.85% 91.8 1.18 - 98.1

Canada 0.4% -0.20% 88.9 1.52 - 119.6

China 1.8% 0.88% 114.4 9.31 - 123.6

France 2.7% -1.55% 92.7 6.61 -77.28 112.1

Germany 1.2% -1.62% 91.3 2.04 -36.46 106.7

India 9.5% 6.09% 77.8 8.11 - 99.4

Indonesia 2.3% 0.52% 95.7 6.43 - 108.1

Italy 8.4% -5.36% 80.4 2.12 -97.50 123.4

Japan 1.1% -1.20% 109.7 - - 111.5

Korea, Rep. 0.3% -0.24% 100.7 1.66 - 116.3

Mexico 2.1% -0.39% 98.4 1.40 - 102.0

South Africa 3.7% -0.31% 96.0 8.51 - 85.8

United 

Kingdom
1.1% -2.51% 97.3 2.40 - 114.6

United States 0.9% -2.40% 102.9 11.78 -77.60 104.9

Source

World Economic Forum Executive Opinion Survey, World 
Bank World Development Indicators database, IMF, financial 
soundness indicators, European Central Bank's Bank Lending 
Survey (BLS) and U.S. Federal Reserve Board’s quarterly 
Senior Loan Officer Opinion Survey. 

Note

The Non-performing loans indicator is the ratio of the value of non-performing loans divided by the total value 
of the loan portfolio of all banks operating in a country. The Soundness of banks indicator corresponds to 
responses to the question "In your country, how do you assess the soundness of banks?” [1 = extremely 
low—banks may require recapitalization; 7 = extremely high—banks are generally healthy with sound balance 
sheets]". The Bank capital to asset ratio is obtained by dividing banks' assets by total capital. The Loans 
strictness indicator is the percentage of bank managers reporting of having tightened standards for loans. 
The Financing of SME indicator corresponds to responses to the question “In your country, to what extent 
can small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) access finance they need for their business operations 
through the financial sector?” [1 = not at all; 7 = to a great extent].
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Advanced economies as well as emerging market 
and developing economies are defined according 
to International Monetary Fund World Economic 
Outlook Database classification.

Trends in extent of market dominance, selected economies and economic groups, 
2008–2020
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economies with the highest number of patents in 

2016: Japan; United States; China; Germany; 
Korea, Rep., Taiwan, China; France; United 
Kingdom; Italy; and Canada.

Concentration in patent activity, 2000–2016F I G U R E  3 . 3
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Trends in patent concentration, selected countries, 2005–2018F I G U R E  3 . 4

Trade openness and the international movement 
of people have been on a declining trend since 
the financial crisis. 

Countries responded to the 2009 global financial 
crisis by progressively increasing protectionism 
both in terms of trade and investments as well as 
on people movement. This tendency has crept 
in mainly through marginal adjustments to import 

practices—such as non-tariff barriers—and FDI 
rules, rather than through direct adjustment to tariffs 
rates. On average, business leaders in G20 countries 
evaluate that the prevalence of non-tariff barriers 
increased by 7.9% over 12 years ago (Figure 3.5) 
and that restrictiveness of FDI rules and regulations 
has increased by about 11.6% over the same period 
(Figure 3.6). 
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A similar trend is visible in terms of the ease of 
hiring foreign labour. Since the 2009 financial 
crisis, most countries have progressively tightened 
migration policies, limiting companies’ access to 
the international pool of talent. As a result, business 
executives in advanced and emerging countries 
alike have reported that hiring foreign labour 
became significantly harder in 2009–2010 and has 
remained at lower levels since then (Figure 3.7). In 

about 30 countries out of the 141 covered by the 
GCR, hiring foreign labour has become significantly 
harder than it was in 2008–including in Austria, 
Switzerland, Denmark, Italy, Iceland, Singapore, the 
United Kingdom and Sweden (among advanced 
economies), and India, South Africa, Botswana, 
Colombia and Peru (among emerging and 
developing economies).
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The health crisis has further exacerbated the decline 
in international openness trends. Countries have 
restricted access to people even more during the 
pandemic, and the “prevalence of non-tariff barriers” 
indicator is one of the aspects that declined the most 
in G20 economies between 2019 and 2020, together 
with other indicators of international openness (e.g. 
rules on FDI, collaboration with other companies). As 
an example of the change in policy-makers’ mindset, 
the shortage of personal protective equipment (PPE) 
triggered by the pandemic, has induced governments 
to issue temporary export bans and consider 

reshoring production deemed as strategic.34  

Although most health-equipment export bans have 
already been partially removed and health-related 
restrictions in the movement of people are likely to 
be lifted as the health crisis is resolved, there is a risk 
that protectionist policies and mindsets will stick. For 
instance, policy-makers of different countries have 
announced support to re-shoring of industries within 
national borders, and over 30% of business leaders 
in several G20 economies expect value chains to be 
less globalized than today (Figure 3. 8).
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Source

World Economic Forum, Executive Opinion Survey 
2020.

Note

Data refers to the response to the survey question: 
“In your country, over the next five years, how do 
you expect supply chains to evolve? 1-3=less 
globalized than today, 4=same as today, 

 

5-7=more globalized than today”. Note that this 
question is on the 2020 Executive Opinion Survey. 
The data is not part of the 2020 Global 
Competitiveness Index.

Taken together, recent and longer-run trends in 
trade and the movement of people point to a lower 
commitment to international collaboration. As 
signalled by episodes of disengagement from the 
international community (e.g. Brexit, withdrawal from 
international environmental agreements) the space 
for effective international agreement has shrunk. This 
will be particularly crucial at a time when political will 
is needed to find common solutions on a broad set 
of topics (e.g. environmental targets, international 

taxation, vaccinations). As noted in previous 
editions of the report, globalization and openness 
will remain important factors for global prosperity, 
but governments need to ensure better support to 
those who have been losing out to rapidly advancing 
globalization and technological change. In the new 
context, governments will also need to support 
those small and medium-size businesses that have 
lost out to the current shock of new restrictions and 
de-globalization. 
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To respond to the long-standing challenges and as 
well as the new ones caused by the health crisis, the 
following priorities have been identified to revive the 
economy over the next 1-2 years, beyond immediate 
crisis management. 

Ensure stable financial markets, a sound financial 
system and expand access and inclusion. 

Significant actions have already been taken to 
respond to the financial risks generated by the 
COVID-19 crisis, including support via guarantees to 
banks on loans and relaxation of some regulations 
to allow for flexible use of capital and reserves. 
However, governments must also look beyond 
the current crisis to guarantee financial stability, 
preventing losses and fragilities in the corporate 
sector from weakening the financial system, and 
expanding its access.35   

As COVID-19-related credit support may increase 
corporate and household indebtedness in the 
medium term, financing difficulties may arise when 
moratoria on debt repayments are lifted. Continuing 
loan guarantees and a gradual phase-out of direct 
support to firms, accompanied by continued 
monetary accommodation, should help to avoid 
mass insolvencies and private debt defaults. In 
addition, a strong framework for private debt 
restructuring to resolve nonviable firms should be 
established, including guidance on how banks 
should treat restructured loans and moratoria on 
loan repayments. Further, to prevent future credit 
crunches, banks should be allowed to continue 
using flexibility in regulatory frameworks and prudent 
accounting standards for loan classification and 
provisioning.36 Beyond the immediate emergency 
period, policy-makers should prioritize solvency 
support for strategic or systemic firms, gradually 
tightening eligibility criteria for direct support to 
companies, and find innovative solutions to offer 
grants to SMEs in countries where small companies 
represent a large share of employment.37 

A second policy element to strengthen financial 
stability is to set up regulations and prudential 
supervision of the non-bank financial sector, as well 
as to balance consolidation of weak banks with 
the growing competition from emerging financial 
players (shadow banks, FinTech and the entry of 
BigTech into financial markets). Regulation will need 
to allow innovation while ensuring financial stability 
in these new domains of the financial industry to 
prevent the build-up of systemic fragilities. For 
developing economies, in addition to monetary and 
macroprudential policies, policy-makers may also 
need to manage foreign exchange and capital flows, 
and vastly expand access and inclusion for their 
populations.

Balance support for firms to prevent excessive 
industry consolidation and further concentration 
with sufficient flexibility to avoid keeping 
‘zombie-firms’ in the system. 

As a first response to the COVID-19 crisis, 
governments have provided swift and strong direct 
and indirect support to the private sector (e.g. 
tax deferrals, guarantee loans, recapitalizations, 
subsidies). These measures have not only been 
effective in avoiding massive foreclosures and in 
supporting livelihoods; they have also prevented 
excessive consolidation and further increase in 
market concentration in multiple sectors. 

In the next phase of the recovery, however, it will 
be important to consider firms’ fragility jointly with 
excessive and unconditional support that may 
lead to resource misallocation, keeping ‘unviable 
firms’ alive and preventing market competition 
and limiting industrial renewal. To strike a balance 
between support on the one hand and competition 
and innovation on the other, public support to 
companies should be phased out gradually in 
line with the evolution of the pandemic, targeting 
primarily solvent yet illiquid firms, by industry. This is 
a difficult distinction to make. However, firms should 
be increasingly required to demonstrate the extent 
of the COVID-19 negative impact, their financing 
needs, as well as be assessed against historic 
financial performance (operating profits, previous 
borrowing history, etc.) in order to be eligible for 
different support instruments.38  

Such approaches can help ensure that resources 
reach primarily firms and industries that required 
for the future and those that have suffered in the 
crisis but have long-term viability. Conversely, 
support should be less generous toward sectors or 
activities which create externalities, are declining, or 
not required for the future. In these sectors, policy-
makers should instead provide planning and support 
for redeploying talent and assets elsewhere.

Create financial incentives for companies to 
engage in sustainable and inclusive practices 
and investments.

Emergency support to the private sector during 
COVID-19 has helped sustain some employment 
in the short term, but also offers an opportunity 
to nudge future business strategies towards 
more inclusive products and services, low-carbon 
investments or new emerging sectors or markets. 
Conditional lending and subsidies have been used in 
some countries during the COVID-19 crisis and can 
be extended to direct companies towards socially 
desirable behaviours (e.g. addressing tax avoidance, 
committing to future investments in energy-
efficiency, providing personnel training). 

What are the priorities for markets to 
become a driving force in economic revival?

3.2
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As emergency public support to companies phases 
out, other instruments should be designed to 
incentivize investment in the low-carbon economy, 
new pioneering technologies or socially valuable 
markets (e.g. care economy), using a mix of subsidies 
or tax breaks on the one hand, while introducing new 
taxes (e.g. emissions) that can increase government 
revenues while correcting externalities. 

Lay the foundations for better balancing the 
international movement of goods and people 
with local prosperity and strategic local resilience 
in supply chains. 

With the outbreak of the pandemic, long-standing 
opposition to globalization and a stricter stance on 
migration has converted into nationalistic industrial 
policy announcements that aim to attract or re-
shore production within national borders to create 
employment, and at the same time have a more 
direct control of supply chains. To some extent, 
partial re-organization of global value chains that 
proved to be too fragile during the crisis is desirable. 
It may not only improve resilience but also open 
up opportunities to countries currently not well 
integrated into global trade.

However, some caution is needed when it comes 
to the expected outcomes of re-shoring policies. 
First, companies tend to replace a supplier from a 
location with a new one in a different location rather 
than expanding their network. Hence, resilience may 
not necessarily improve. Second, sudden re-shoring 
may disrupt supply chains in the short run and may 
lead to less employment opportunities than expected 
when combined with a higher degree of automation. 
Third, these policies may not necessarily secure the 
supply of critical pharmaceutical or medical products 
as supply is better guaranteed by international 
networks than by a single country’s domestic 
production. 

To lay the groundwork for fairer trade that achieves 
local prosperity, international collaboration is 
essential along with local support. In the near 
term, the international community should remove 
remaining trade restrictions on essential medical 
supplies, share more information globally on 
the pandemic, and channel funding for vaccine 
production and distribution at an affordable price 
for all countries. In parallel, more dialogue is needed 
on travel and migration, new trade policies and 
managing climate change to prepare for reforming 
international governance in the longer run. 

What are the priorities for turning markets 
into proactive levers for achieving the 
transformation of the economy?

3.3

As part of their efforts to shape goods, services 
and financial markets that not only achieve shared 
prosperity, respective of planetary boundaries, the 
following policies are recommended for countries to 
start their economic transformations post-pandemic.

Increase incentives to direct financial resources 
towards long-term investments, strengthen 
stability and expand inclusion. 

While in the near future, the priority for financial 
markets will still be on contributing to minimize 
employment loss without excessive weakening 
of banks, in the longer run the financial sector 
will need to embark on a deeper restructuring. 
Banks will have to rebuild capital buffers, thinned 
during the COVID-19 crisis. In this phase, the 
regulatory flexibility allowed to give banks margins 
of manoeuvre will need to be removed and the 
implementation of the Basel III standards will have to 
resume, starting in 2023.39  

A new regulatory framework will, however, need 
to encompass both banks and non-bank financial 
institutions, including further prudential supervision 
to contain excessive risk-taking in this segment 
of the industry and to avoid that a new source of 
systemic risk is introduced in the financial system. 
Further, as BigTech firms become new players in 

financial markets, the regulatory framework will have 
to include provisions on customers’ data ownership 
and portability. Regulators will therefore have to 
balance prudential regulation and competition policy 
to avoid compliance becoming a barrier to entry for 
new players without allowing new entrants to be a 
source of instability.40 

Moreover, to steer the financial system to channel 
funds towards productive, long-run investments, 
policy-makers should remove incentives that divert 
funds from these types of investments and instead 
incentivize financial support to environmental, 
social, and corporate governance (ESG)-compliant 
companies. For instance, corporations could be 
more proactively discouraged to engage in short-
term return operations as open-market repurchases, 
as some countries have done in the short term.41  
When it comes to incentives towards investments in 
ESG, triple accounting and reporting, together with 
greater demand for green and inclusive investments 
by a new generation of consumers could lead banks 
to renew their product offerings. There is already 
some evidence that wealth managers are moving 
towards ESG-informed investing and that banks are 
creating sustainable exchange-traded funds (ETFs) 
as well as loans dedicated to home energy-efficiency 
improvement.42  
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Rethink competition and anti-trust frameworks 
needed in the Fourth Industrial Revolution, 
ensuring market access, both locally and 
internationally. 

New and pre-COVID-19 competition issues need to 
be addressed for economies to deliver widespread 
prosperity in the long run. In terms of long-standing 
issues, policy-makers must take more action to 
resolve excessive market power, overall and in 
specific sectors. This includes reinforcing existing 
anti-trust authorities and implementing regulation 
that allows new players to enter the market. It also 
includes addressing ‘winner-take-all’ dynamics in 
some specific markets, such as those where digital 
platforms offer a position of dominance. New policies 
in this domain could include developing new metrics 
to: measure the impact of market concentration in 
the platform economy, move away from monitoring 
only market price increases to detect market 
dominance, scrutinize the practice of the acquisition 
of start-ups before they become serious competitors 
to incumbent leaders, and use technology to reduce 
barriers to entry, such as finding smart solutions to 
assign property rights to data.43 

A potential new issue, triggered by the COVID-19 
crisis, is the risk, not yet materialized, that stimulus 
packages—after having been a useful tool to 
prevent consolidation in the short term—can 
actually become a tool of market distortion in the 
long run. If countries convert emergency packages 
into permanent state aid that promotes ‘national 
champions’, competition and level playing fields 
will be compromised.44 Recovery strategies 
should therefore make sure to increase support to 
companies gradually as the crisis resolves, possibly 
re-directing resources towards broader incentives 
for developing inclusive and green products and 
services. 

Facilitate the creation of "markets of tomorrow", 
especially in areas that require public-private 
collaboration. 

A new market is created via the interaction of i) 
norms and standards, ii) technological possibilities, 
and iii) demand. The World Economic Forum has 
identified 20 innovative “markets of tomorrow” 
as new, emergent niches with the potential of 
transforming economies from the bottom up, by 
taking advantage of new technologies and new 
norms to generate economic value while meeting 
the needs of society and the environment. These 
markets include, for instance, the market for EdTech 
and reskilling services, the market for data, and the 
market for care services. 

Six conditions need to be in place for these markets 
to materialize: invention, production, demand, 
standards, codification and infrastructure.45  Enabling 
these conditions can foster the creation of such new 
markets to meet societal needs in new ways. For 
instance, safety nets can be thought of as a market 
of tomorrow, where the need of employees will 
be to receive insurance in a context where cross-
sector and cross-country mobility will be higher and 
unemployment episodes may be more frequent than 
today for a significant section of the workforce. New 
technologies, adequate norms and public-private 
collaborations can help offer new solutions to these 
new needs, creating a new market for safety net 
services.
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Innovation ecosystems are a complex process 
that span the generation of ideas, their translation 
into products, and the commercialization of these 
products to a large scale. The success of this 
progression depends on multiple factors, such as 
a business culture that rewards entrepreneurship, 
risk-taking and a will to embrace change, a set of 
regulations and administrative norms that incentivize 
this attitude, a strong knowledge-generation sector 
(universities, research centres and laboratories), and 
collaboration between these knowledge centres 
and commercial businesses. Innovation can be 
successfully steered towards applications particularly 
valuable to society (e.g. green energy).

This section focuses on trends in business culture 
and R&D as the main drivers of innovation, while 

also considering proactive policies to direct 
technological progress towards accelerating the 
goals of sustainability and shared prosperity. Section 
4.1, using historical data, shows trends in national 
innovation, highlighting weak spots in processes that 
should deliver sustained technical change, partially 
explaining productivity slowdown in the past few 
decades. Section 4.2 provides a set of priorities for 
policy interventions for the next short run (1-2 years), 
designed to re-start innovation and growth past the 
COVID-19 crisis, focusing attention on measures 
that could benefit, simultaneously, employment 
creation, socially-valuable services and energy 
transition. Section 4.3 offers policy recommendations 
for the longer run (3-5 years) that embed social and 
environmental outcomes and patient investment into 
innovation objectives.

Innovation Ecosystem4

What were the innovation ecosystem-related 
priorities emerging from the past decade?

4.1

Entrepreneurial culture has strengthened in the 
past decade but has not resulted fully in the 
creation of new firms.

A number of national and global initiatives have 
scaled efforts to instil an entrepreneurial culture 
among students, recent graduates and workers. 
Overall, entrepreneurial culture, measured by 
attituded towards risk, has increased. Among 
advanced economies, countries in continental 
Europe have tried to close their gap vis-à-vis the 
United States (Figure 4.1). This has led to new 
innovation ecosystems around leading metropolitan 
areas. Germany and France, for example, appear 
to have achieved some success over the past 3-5 
years—in parallel with the emergence of Berlin and 
Paris as hotspots for start-ups and the establishment 
of a few unicorns in both countries. Among emerging 
economies, India shows a similar success path, 
fuelled by the visibility of some of its tech hubs, 
particularly Mumbai and Bangalore.

The Global Competitiveness Report Special Edition 2020
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Yet measures of business creation have stalled or 
regressed, signalling an incomplete conversion from 
business culture to successful commercial activities. 
In many advanced economies, firm foundations never 
recovered to pre-crisis levels after 2008–2009, raising 
concerns about the long-term consequences on 
competition and productivity. Early numbers from the 
aftermath of the COVID-19 crisis signal a mixed picture. 
A unique case among advanced economies, the 
United States experienced an unprecedented spike in 
new business creation during the third quarter of 2020. 
This has been attributed to the combined effect of the 
immediate support to the financial sector that avoided a 
credit crunch, generous unemployment subsidies that 
provided laid-off workers with the safety nets necessary 
for new entrepreneurial ventures, and the severe 
disruption of established routines, social structures and 
business models brought about by the pandemic. 

It is too early to know whether this new wave of 
business creation will turn into long-term job creation, 
and whether the reallocation is happening towards 
economic activities that will provide better livelihoods 
for workers and more sustainable business models. 
Without diminishing the importance of ‘animal spirits’ 
to maintain a competitive and dynamic business 
sector, COVID-19 has contributed to rethinking of 
whether societies should more proactively orient 
market forces and direct innovation on the basis of 
shared values and future challenges.

There is a lack of sustained creation of 
breakthrough technologies and, where there 
has been innovation, it has not been widely 
successful at delivering solutions to increasing 
energy consumption, managing emissions and 
meeting the demand for inclusive social services. 

Over the past decades, despite fast progress in 
digital and communication technologies, there 
has been a slowdown in significant technological 
breakthroughs, especially in domains which could 
potentially combine high economic growth with 
sustainability and inclusivity. On the one hand, digital 
technologies have had a limited return for economic 
and social outcomes when compared to the 
progress made through, for example, sanitization or 
electricity. On the other hand, publicly-funded, long-
term research projects that can generate the type of 
risky, breakthrough innovation the world needs have 
slowed down, as governments have stepped back 
from the kind of research-intensive programmes that 
were the basis of the space race and other mission-
driven approaches to innovation. 

The pandemic and its aftermath have shown that 
we have not invested enough in the right type of 
innovation that could make our societies more 
inclusive, sustainable and resilient. For example, 
programmes to develop antivirals had been 
underfunded, and many of the digital services and 
technologies which had been developed by the IT 
industry—while necessary to continue economic and 
social activities avoiding physical interaction—were 
not fit-for-purpose to support the frontlines of the 
pandemic response. 

In the last several years, the development and 
adoption of green technologies and more sustainable 
products and services have not kept up with the 
pace of economic growth. Global emissions have 
increased, particularly in low- and middle-income 
countries that have experienced a tumultuous 
process of economic development as of the early 
2000s (Figure 4.2).
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A similarly slow rate of progress exists in the markets 
for education, care and other social services where 
new technologies have not resulted in vastly different 

social outcomes. This calls for more proactive efforts 
to combine technology, investment and incentives to 
enhance social outcomes.
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What are the priorities for innovation 
ecosystems to the revival of economies?

4.2

Expand public investments in R&D, and 
incentivize venture capital and R&D in private 
sector and the diffusion of existing technologies 
that support the creation of new firms and 
employment in "markets of tomorrow".

Directing innovation and technological diffusion 
will be among the top priorities for the immediate 
revival of the economy. As governments design 
ambitious support packages for the economy, 
leveraging favourable financing conditions, they will 
have to balance the urgency for immediate results—
particularly in terms of job creation—with the need to 
start preparing a broader economic transformation 
towards the markets of tomorrow. 

Public R&D funding is among the types of 
investments that can generate the highest number 
of good-quality jobs. It has been estimated that in 
OECD economies five new jobs are created with 
every 1 million dollars invested on public R&D, and 
twice as many when the investment is channelled 
through higher education institutions. This is higher 
than the job creation triggered by investment in 
any type of infrastructure in advanced economies 

(electricity, roads, health and education, water and 
sanitation). In order to achieve a timely disbursement 
of resources, governments may want to channel 
funding to existing research programmes and 
funding schemes rather than designing brand-new 
ones. Yet, they should aim to prioritize research 
that is directed towards the invention of products, 
services and technologies that can help better 
position their countries in developing the markets of 
tomorrow. 

Venture capital and private equity support will remain 
fundamental to accompany the private sector in the 
transformation of economies. Some countries had 
already embarked on a process of green and digital 
transformation prior to the pandemic, and COVID-19 
has both increased the demand for a third dimension 
of social transformation and also triggered a revival 
of entrepreneurial activity in some countries. Venture 
capital will be needed convert these ventures 
into long-term sources of jobs and growth. Early 
evidence shows that the crisis has had a limited 
impact on both the value of current VC portfolios 
and on their ability to fund additional ventures. Yet, 
governments—especially in those countries with a 
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weaker VC ecosystem—might want to consider the 
launch of dedicated innovation funds for seed and 
early-stage financing, prioritizing the transformation 
towards the future sources of economic, social 
and environmental value. Funds such as Israel’s 
Yozma provide examples for the creation of public-
private funds-of-funds as pathways for setting the 
foundations of a broader VC ecosystem.

Finally, governments should also consider the 
innovation capacity of the existing firms and their 
need to upgrade their production and business 
processes and product portfolio. In advanced 
economies, a credit crunch has been largely 

avoided thanks to unprecedented monetary 
interventions, and private equity and debt financing 
remains available to support the transformation 
of the traditional economy. Governments should, 
in particular, reinforce and direct their efforts to 
create more favourable conditions for the adoption 
of greener technologies and the development of 
more job-creating, socially oriented and sustainable 
product portfolios. This can be achieved through 
conditionality attached to public funding and 
guarantee schemes, targeted R&D incentives 
(grants, innovation prizes) and a more strategic use 
of public procurement.

What are the priorities for innovation ecosystems 
to lead to the transformation of economies?

4.3

Incentivize and expand patient investments 
in research, innovation and invention that can 
create new “markets of tomorrow”.

Long-term economic transformation and the transition 
to a more sustainable and inclusive paradigm will only 
be possible by investing in the right type of products, 
services and technologies that will allow our society 
to generate economy growth and prosperity while 
safeguarding the planet, empowering people and 
strengthening our communities and institutions. Such 
a paradigm shift requires long-term thinking and 
patient capital that is compatible with the failures, 
risks and timeframes of breakthrough research and 
development. Countries should define, through 
a consultative process, the key priorities of their 
innovation and industrial strategy, and identify the 
key markets they will invest in to sustain long-term 
economic growth and their transition to a more 
inclusive and sustainable economy. For each of these 
markets, research and innovation should be oriented 
towards solving the use cases that can address 
societal and environmental challenges and generate 
economic value. 

In spite of high expectations from governments, 
businesses and the public, the potential of many of 
these markets of tomorrow remains untapped. We 
have not yet witnessed the kind of breakthrough 
innovation and diffusion that could make educational 
technology (edtech) a widespread, effective and 
engaging complement of traditional education. We 
are only starting to map and create new sequences 
of genes and DNA that could revolutionize the 
way we produce the objects we use, the food we 
eat and the drugs we take. We are still waiting for 
better deployment of existing technology and new 
technologies that could support eldercare, childcare 
and healthcare. And our aspiration to explore space 
is still undercut by the stalling in R&D of relevant 
technologies, from propulsion engines to spacesuits 
and interplanetary communication. The inventions 
needed for some of these new markets might not 

necessarily come from a technology lab. Innovative 
financial products, new business models and 
new policy incentives might revolutionize the way 
we manage water resources or provide health or 
unemployment insurance or the exchange of data 
and the use of artificial intelligence. 

Strengthening the capacity of public and private 
actors that are responsible for designing and 
implementing innovation strategies is a prerequisite for 
a successful transformation. Tasks and roles are likely 
to be distributed among a number of institutions along 
the innovation chain: national innovation agencies, 
local innovation and technology parks, university 
and research institutions, individual companies, 
private sector research centres, etc. Coordination 
and communication are key to ensure that there is a 
shared vision and a timely exchange of information 
regarding recent developments and future plans. 

Incentivize firms to embrace diversity, equity and 
inclusion to enhance creativity. 

Innovation benefits from interaction from experts with 
different views or backgrounds. As such, improving 
the diversity, equity and inclusion across the entire 
innovation chain will be fundamental to broadening the 
pool of potential talent, improving the capacity of new 
solutions to reflect the needs of society, and making 
sure that all segments of society participate fairly in the 
economic benefits generated through innovation. 

Research institutions, incubators, venture capitalists 
and all the relevant actors of the innovation 
ecosystem should strengthen their efforts to provide 
equal opportunities to women inventors, researchers 
and entrepreneurs, and, similarly, address any 
form of discrimination on the basis of race, religion, 
disability and sexual orientation. They should equally 
experiment with new ways to close opportunity gaps 
across different socio-economic backgrounds and 
contribute to bridge the growing divides between 
urban and rural areas.
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Section 5 
Assessing 
Countries’ 
Transformation 
Readiness
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The previous sections of this report have described 
the 11 emerging priorities for countries to achieve 
economic transformation: moving towards a full 
integration of social, environmental and institutional 
targets into their economic systems over the next five 
years (approximately). This final section takes a first 
step towards measuring the readiness of countries 
to achieve such a transformation. This exercise 
does not intend to be a complete assessment 
of countries’ performance on sustainable and 
inclusive prosperity, but rather focuses only on new 
dimensions of economic transformation. 

As part of the exercise, a preliminary set of 
concepts were identified to further break down 
the 11 priorities, indicators benchmarked against 
them were then identified, and data was eventually 
collected. Ultimately, results were computed for 
the 37 economies for which the majority of data on 
these indicators is available. Appendix A provides a 
full description for the methodology used to conduct 
this exercise.

The aim of this exercise is three-fold. First, it maps 
the areas of priority against available data points in 
an effort to better define the actions and/or policies 
needed to “build back better” economies that are 
productive, sustainable and inclusive. Second, it 
provides a snapshot of the current situation in each 
country, assessing the extent to which countries 
today are on the way towards transforming their 
economies. Third, it highlights where the key data 
gaps lie in assessing current national policies and 
performance.

Tables 5.1 outlines the results of this exercise, which 
are explained in greater detail below, for each of the 
11 priorities:

Assessing Countries’ 
Transformation Readiness

5
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Economy

Ensure public 
institutions embed 
strong governance 

principles and a long-
term vision and build 
trust by serving their 

citizens

Upgrade infrastructure 
to accelerate the 

energy transition and 
broaden access to 
electricity and ICT

Shift to more 
progressive taxation, 

rethinking how 
corporations, wealth 
and labour are taxed, 

nationally and in 
an international 

cooperative framework

Update education 
curricula and expand 

investment in the skills 
needed for jobs and 

“markets of tomorrow”

Rethink labour laws and 
social protection for 

the new economy and 
the new needs of the 

workforce

Expand eldercare, 
childcare and 

healthcare 
infrastructure, access 
and innovation for the 
benefit of people and 

the economy

Argentina 45.4 67.6 52.9 46.9 59.5 n/a

Australia 66.7 73.0 62.1 63.5 64.7 49.6

Austria 69.9 83.8 49.9 60.6 66.4 42.8

Belgium 62.7 82.7 54.0 65.8 71.1 54.9

Brazil 45.3 79.4 44.0 39.5 51.0 n/a

Canada 67.0 77.0 56.7 65.3 69.8 61.6

Chile 61.9 72.1 52.0 52.1 51.6 48.7

China 64.3 77.5 58.1 67.0 64.4 n/a

Czech 

Republic
56.3 81.6 46.8 48.5 63.1 40.0

Denmark 72.0 91.5 41.8 71.5 77.0 65.0

Estonia 66.5 99.7 41.4 56.8 62.8 47.0

Finland 78.5 88.9 43.9 75.3 71.1 61.4

France 64.0 82.6 55.6 56.8 66.7 52.7

Germany 66.5 79.6 54.2 61.4 74.0 51.4

Greece 46.3 80.8 42.6 38.7 47.6 24.7

Hungary 46.1 86.4 30.7 40.8 53.7 34.4

India 49.4 72.6 55.8 43.5 44.4 n/a

Indonesia 58.8 62.7 53.7 49.0 n/a n/a

Ireland 65.6 86.8 59.2 59.5 62.8 45.8

Israel 65.4 74.2 49.6 66.6 57.9 56.8

Italy 49.6 74.1 39.1 40.7 55.6 37.0

Japan 65.9 76.9 64.5 51.3 61.5 49.3

Korea, Rep. 62.2 81.8 63.4 60.0 61.2 48.5

Mexico 44.3 75.0 48.8 43.3 49.2 36.1

Netherlands 72.0 91.4 47.3 71.8 71.9 61.2

New Zealand 73.0 68.1 53.5 63.5 67.5 58.6

Poland 46.7 77.8 33.6 41.9 59.8 30.3

Portugal 57.8 87.8 52.1 49.8 58.1 31.4

Russian 

Federation
42.8 57.2 49.8 44.9 65.0 n/a

Slovak 

Republic
50.0 84.9 44.4 46.5 58.7 35.5

South Africa 53.9 63.8 65.2 42.6 42.9 n/a

Spain 56.4 86.9 49.0 51.4 59.7 45.3

Sweden 70.3 88.0 45.9 69.4 63.7 75.9

Switzerland 76.8 80.0 41.5 70.8 74.2 51.3

Turkey 47.7 67.1 40.7 39.8 48.4 32.3

United 

Kingdom
65.7 80.9 54.1 59.7 75.2 50.4

United States 67.5 71.2 52.8 68.2 56.9 54.2

Mean 60.0 78.7 50.0 55.3 61.4 47.8

Standard 

deviation
10.23 8.98 8.14 11.19 8.88 11.78

Highest score 78.47 99.75 65.16 75.26 76.98 75.87

Finland Estonia South Africa Finland Denmark Sweden

Lowest score 42.84 57.21 30.72 38.75 42.90 24.73

Russian Federation Russian Federation Hungary Greece South Africa Greece

Performance on economic transformation priorities,  by 2020 score (0–100 scale)TA B L E  5 . 1
1 to 6 of 11 indicators
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Economy

Increase incentives to direct 
financial resources towards 

long-term investments, 
strengthen stability and 

expand inclusion

Rethink competition and 
anti-trust frameworks 
needed in the Fourth 
Industrial Revolution, 

ensuring market 
access, both locally and 

internationally

Facilitate the creation of 
"markets of tomorrow", 
especially in areas that 
require public-private 

collaboration

Incentivize and expand 
patient investments in 

research, innovation and 
invention that can create 

new "markets of tomorrow"

Incentivize firms to 
embrace diversity, equity 
and inclusion to enhance 

creativity

Argentina 32.8 49.8 34.3 31.9 69.0

Australia 81.2 61.6 44.0 42.9 72.4

Austria 88.3 58.6 47.3 38.8 56.6

Belgium 81.2 64.8 49.3 47.8 64.7

Brazil 60.3 59.1 38.0 36.2 57.4

Canada 75.1 74.7 49.5 42.8 66.5

Chile 57.5 58.1 39.7 31.7 57.3

China 72.8 71.8 49.7 50.0 79.2

Czech 

Republic
58.2 60.4 41.9 40.2 57.3

Denmark 84.6 68.9 46.7 41.7 70.8

Estonia 81.1 66.9 44.9 43.4 60.9

Finland 95.4 70.8 59.5 53.4 70.9

France 83.0 64.7 50.1 50.8 62.2

Germany 79.3 65.6 48.1 49.2 62.6

Greece 68.3 49.2 36.0 25.2 59.7

Hungary 52.0 55.2 39.4 36.7 53.5

India 54.5 57.3 40.2 32.5 45.1

Indonesia 59.7 62.9 45.0 45.6 60.4

Ireland 81.9 59.4 46.6 36.1 66.9

Israel 81.7 67.5 51.2 53.1 65.2

Italy 79.8 68.3 43.0 36.9 46.9

Japan 84.7 62.7 53.5 54.7 56.0

Korea, Rep. 78.3 59.2 46.7 53.4 58.0

Mexico 49.0 54.5 35.7 27.2 52.7

Netherlands 79.9 64.4 50.4 48.3 70.9

New Zealand 93.2 62.6 45.0 45.2 73.9

Poland 62.7 61.5 37.5 32.1 52.7

Portugal 67.1 61.5 44.6 42.2 65.3

Russian 

Federation
55.3 42.5 n/a 35.6 60.9

Slovak 

Republic
54.7 49.1 39.3 31.3 52.2

South Africa 48.6 58.3 35.6 31.7 61.5

Spain 59.7 70.1 44.4 40.4 58.6

Sweden 89.0 70.7 52.2 50.8 77.9

Switzerland 59.2 64.0 50.8 51.6 67.2

Turkey 49.8 57.4 38.5 28.9 46.8

United 

Kingdom
72.4 62.7 46.1 40.9 67.1

United States 47.8 77.6 57.7 57.3 73.3

Mean 69.2 62.0 45.1 41.6 62.2

Standard 

deviation
15.35 7.41 6.23 8.67 8.48

Highest score 95.42 77.61 59.51 57.32 79.20

Finland United States Finland United States China

Lowest score 32.81 42.46 34.25 25.21 45.13

Argentina Russian Federation Argentina Greece India

TA B L E  5 . 1
7 to 11 of 11 indicators

Performance on economic transformation priorities,  by 2020 score (0–100 scale)
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1. Ensure public institutions embed strong 
governance principles and a long-term vision 
and build trust by serving their citizens

Future-oriented institutions will not only need to 
be transparent and efficient; they must also evolve 
towards yielding more equitable outcomes and 
enhancing citizens’ trust in them. Governments will 
also be increasingly called upon to communicate 
clearly a longer-term vision, anticipating the 
evolution of trends, and build structures that will 
allow for agile responses to future shocks and 
rapid technological change. This includes being 
able to adopt legal frameworks to channel break-
through innovations for the social good as well as 
updating how the value created in the economy is 
defined and accounted for. While the knowledge 
economy now relies very heavily on intangible 
assets, such as algorithms, software and data, 
accounting frameworks are still catching up. 

The preparedness of countries on this priority 
area is measured here using metrics on judicial 
independence, corruption perception, digital 
media trustworthiness and a composite index 
reflecting the ability of citizens to exercise formal 
rights and liberties. It also includes perceptions 
of business leaders, taken from responses to 
the World Economic Forum’s Executive Opinion 
Survey, on three factors, which together give 
an indication of how good public institutions 
are at anticipating or responding to shocks: 1) 
governments’ responsiveness to change, 2) their 
long-term vision and 3) the adaptability of legal 
frameworks to digital business models. Further, 
in assessing the state of a country’s accounting 
framework, two survey-based indicators are 
included: business leaders’ perception of the 
strength of auditing and accounting standards, 
and whether spending on employees is accounted 
for as a cost or an investment.

Ideally, this area would include additional metrics 
to monitor in a more granular way the status of the 
rights and protections of historically disadvantaged 
groups as well as measures of social trust, for 
which data coverage is currently sparse. 

Based on the available data, the countries that 
emerge in the top decile of the 37 countries 
included in this exercise are four small economies: 
Denmark, Finland, New Zealand and Switzerland. 
Overall, the spread of countries’ institutional 
quality is wide, ranging from scores in the 40s 
to scores in the high 70s. The least-prepared 
countries in this area include Russia, Mexico, 
Brazil and Argentina.  

2. Upgrade infrastructure to accelerate the 
energy transition and broaden access to 
electricity and ICT
 
The transition to a greener and more inclusive 
economy will have to be underpinned by 
significant investments in infrastructure, including 

an expansion of digital networks. Greening 
the economy will require upgrading energy 
infrastructure and transport networks in addition to 
commitments from both public and private sectors 
to extend and respect multilateral agreements 
on environmental protection. With respect to 
inclusion, infrastructure upgrades should comprise 
the expansion of digital capacity to match the 
benefit of digitalization with universal access to 
opportunities.   

When it comes to assessing readiness on these 
aspects, data is still very sparse. The current 
framework considers emission intensity by 
infrastructure type, covering one aspect of the 
environmental dimension, as well as energy 
efficiency regulation, renewable energy regulation 
and environment-related treaties in force as key 
elements of public-sector efforts. 

Ideally, an assessment would also include a proxy 
for the size and ambition of ongoing infrastructure 
projects including the roll-out of digital 
infrastructure, the greening of energy infrastructure 
as well as the transport network. However, these 
data are currently not available.

Access to electricity and ICT is proxied by 
connectivity, signal land coverage, gender gaps 
in digital connectivity, E-government participation 
and electrification rates. 

Overall, countries that are currently better 
prepared for an economic transformation through 
their infrastructure include Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland and the Netherlands. Less-prepared 
countries include Russia, Indonesia, Turkey and 
South Africa. 

Notably, while environmental regulation seems 
to have seen some progress for the group of 
37 countries considered here, building new and 
greener infrastructure is less well-developed, 
indicating the difficult balance between access 
to efficient and relatively cheap energy (including 
transport) and the environmental footprint. 

3. Shift to more progressive taxation, rethinking 
how corporations, wealth and labour are taxed, 
nationally and in an international cooperative 
framework 

In the last two decades, the tax burden in a 
number of high-income countries has shifted to 
reinforce existing income polarization dynamics 
driven in part by global integration and automation 
of tasks. Middle-income earners have seen their 
tax burden increase, while high-income earners 
and capital owners have seen theirs fall.46  At 
the same time, pressure on public finances have 
reached new heights in the wake of the COVID-19 
pandemic, as countries are drawing down on 
public resources to keep economies afloat and 
revive economic activity. Thus, new demands to 
finance the transition into recovery will arise. 
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When it comes to updating tax structures, the 
key tension to resolve will be between ensuring a 
fair transition and setting the right incentives for 
technology adoption and innovation. An updated 
tax architecture will require policy-makers to 
rethink relative burdens across income, wealth and 
corporate taxes in light of these trade-offs.

The assessment of countries’ readiness on this 
priority is based on an aggregate measure of the 
progressivity of personal, corporate and value-
added tax; an inheritance tax indicator; a tax 
productivity indicator (taxes collected relative 
to the tax base) and a metric that measures the 
impact of taxation on inequality.

According to these metrics, Korea, Rep., Japan, 
Australia and South Africa emerge in the top 
decile of the distribution on this priority, thanks to 
their relatively well-balanced and progressive tax 
structured compared to other countries assessed 
in the framework. Hungary, Poland, Italy and 
Turkey score towards the lower end. Overall, 
however, scores across countries on this priority 
are low, leaving much room for improvement. 

4. Update education curricula and expand 
investment in the skills needed for the jobs and 
“markets of tomorrow” 

Reskilling, upskilling and education curricula 
updates are central to prepare workers and 
achieve inclusive prosperity. Participation in 
formal education is no longer sufficient to provide 
employment opportunities and build human 
capital. Instead, education systems should be 
upgraded to provide digital skills and critical 
thinking skills through schools and universities, as 
well as ongoing learning and skilling through public 
and private life-long learning programmes. 

Data on these aspects, however, is relatively 
scarce. To date, it is possible to measure business 
views on employees’ skills (skill set mismatch, 
digital skills, critical thinking in teaching) and partial 
assessment of firms’ training (percentage of firms 
offering formal training, extent of staff training). 

Based on available data, the Netherlands, 
Denmark, Switzerland and Finland are among 
the better-prepared countries, working to keep 
schools’ curricula relevant and up-to-date. 
Greece, Brazil, Turkey and Italy are less well-
prepared.  

5. Rethink labour laws and social protection 
for the new economy and the new needs of the 
workforce
 
One important component of policies to curb 
inequality and manage the technology- and 
recession-driven shifts in the workforce is 
adequate and agile social safety nets. While this 
is already the case in some progressive countries, 

they are often centred around income-support. 
Instead, future-looking approaches should better 
integrate income support with adaptation of 
labour laws and expand the social protection floor, 
including easing access to education, training and 
health to support the full development of citizens’ 
human capital. This approach should succeed 
in protecting and rewarding workers rather than 
jobs—and deploying technology to facilitate the 
shifts for workers is crucial. 

Country readiness on this priority reflects this 
idea. Although currently available data does not 
fully capture how integrated health, education, 
labour laws and income support policies are, 
they do allow an assessment of the capacity 
of a country in providing protection on these 
domains. Examples of these protections include 
social protection coverage, guaranteed minimum 
income benefits, accessibility of healthcare 
services, inequality adjusted access to education, 
expenditure for housing allowances, active labour 
market policies, enforcement of minimum wage, 
adequate overtime regulation, workers' rights, 
impact of the online gig economy on working 
conditions, and employment opportunities for the 
low-skilled.

Based on the currently available data, Germany, 
Denmark, Switzerland and the United Kingdom are 
relatively better prepared than other approaches to 
combine adequate labour protection with new safety 
nets models. South Africa, India, Greece and Turkey 
score towards the lower end on this measure.  

6. Expand eldercare, childcare and healthcare 
infrastructure, access and innovation for the 
benefit of people and the economy 

Universal access to eldercare, childcare and 
healthcare is a fundamental factor for building 
fairer societies while empowering human capital. 
A combination of adopting new technology and 
expanding investments in this domain could help 
to address this priority. 

Data availability on actual capacity of the care 
sector, however, is limited, hence the readiness 
measurement for this exercise reverts to several 
proxies: public expenditure on childcare and 
education, public expenditure on healthcare, use 
of online gig economy for providing care services, 
care workers to elder population ratio. 

Based on the available data, Sweden, Finland 
and Canada are closer than other countries to 
achieving expanded access to care services. 
Notably, these countries allocate a relatively higher 
number of public resources to this sector and 
have built a relatively stronger health resilience 
compared to other countries assessed by this 
exercise. 

It is also important to notice that most emerging 
countries South Africa, Brazil, Argentina, 
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Indonesia, Russian Federation and China are not 
assessed on this dimension due to lack of data. 

7. Increase incentives to direct financial 
resources towards long-term investments, 
strengthen stability and expand inclusion 

A thriving financial sector should channel 
resources towards long-term investments in the 
real economy rather than maximize short-term 
profits or support financial markets. The growing 
importance of ESG (environmental, social and 
governance) standards for investing bodes well for 
the capacity of the financial system to move in this 
direction. More effective and stringent measures 
on rewards to executives, dividends, share buy-
backs, cash holdings and financial investments by 
non-financial corporations could also help channel 
resources towards the investments needed to 
increase productivity, protect people and the 
environment, and avoid practices that aim for 
short-term increases in market valuation. Finally, 
accounting frameworks could be revised in order 
to value firms’ investments in resilience.

Data availability is extremely limited in this area, 
hence countries’ readiness is assessed using three 
proxies: quality of ethical standards among peer 
firms; amount of share buybacks conducted by 
companies in the country as a percentage of GDP 
(to capture short-termism in investment); and use 
of digital financial services among the poor (to 
capture inclusion). 

Using available metrics, Finland, Sweden, New 
Zealand and Austria emerge as relatively better 
prepared than other advanced economies on 
these aspects. Notably, the United States, 
currently the largest financial centre in the world, is 
among the least ready to transform on this priority 
area. While this assessment is based on proxies 
it shows how financial development may diverge 
from long-term thinking and inclusion objectives. 

 
8. Rethink competition and anti-trust 
frameworks needed in the Fourth Industrial 
Revolution, ensuring market access, both 
locally and internationally 

While market concentration has increased in 
the past decade, modern policies to restore 
competition will need to consider new drivers of 
market concentration (e.g. intangible assets, digital 
platforms) and update their toolkit accordingly. 

A vibrant, levelled business environment will 
require both proactive efforts to facilitate entry by 
new firms and upgrades to anti-trust frameworks 
which consider new sources of market power 
(in particular data holdings) and consumer harm 
beyond price increases. 

Trade openness also contributes to the creation 
of more competitive markets; future policies 

should innovate on how to maintain the benefits 
of international trade while limiting internal divides 
between regions where world-class companies are 
located and support regions and sections of the 
population that lose out from globalization. 

Data availability only allows for a partial 
assessment of these aspects. The data points 
included to assess countries readiness in 
this area consist of effective taxation for new 
economy, transnational firms; the extent of market 
dominance; the growth of innovative companies; 
financing of SMEs; venture capital availability 
as well as proxies of local opportunities (state 
of cluster development, ratio of unemployment 
between rural and urban population). Notably, 
measuring the drivers or the status of competition 
in the digital economy is difficult and data is 
scarce.

Based on the available statistics, countries that 
are relatively more ready to create vibrant business 
environments include Canada, Finland, China 
and the United States, while Russia, the Slovak 
Republic, Greece and Argentina are less ready for 
this area of transformation.  

9. Facilitate the creation of “markets of 
tomorrow”, especially in areas that require 
public-private collaboration
 
Future-oriented policies will need to combine 
push-and-pull strategies, including incentivizing 
demand and investments in R&D towards the 
production of more sustainable and inclusive 
goods, services and technologies. A number 
of elements might reinforce path dependency 
in specific markets and prevent wide adoption 
of new products and technologies, even when 
those have superior characteristics. At the same 
time, bottlenecks in the diffusion of break-through 
innovations from a niche frontier to the rest of the 
economy should also be removed. 

Governments have several tools to change the 
direction of market outcomes. Fiscal incentives 
can be granted to firms and consumers that adopt 
products and technologies that fall within specific 
performance requirements. Public procurement 
can also be a powerful tool to provide an initial 
market to new technologies that are at an earlier 
stage of research and development. The private 
sector can also contribute to tilt markets through 
its purchasing and sourcing strategies and by 
re-orienting its supply chains, either to cater to the 
preferences of consumers or to improve its own 
efficiency. 

To measure countries’ readiness on these aspects, 
available data include trade-adjusted emission 
levels—normalized by the size of the domestic 
market in PPP terms—to provide a measure of 
overall sustainability of consumption patterns 
within the country, as well as buyer sophistication, 
the role of the public sector in fostering demand 



  50

for new technologies, consumer uptake of new 
technologies, pledges relative to overall patenting 
activity, and perception within the business 
community of the adequacy of existing regulation 
of emerging technologies. 

According to these metrics, Finland, the United 
States, Sweden and Japan, relative to other 
countries, provide the best conditions for new 
technologies to be rolled out, and therefore 
emerge better prepared to address this priority. 
However, it is worth noting that overall, scores on 
this dimension are low and narrowly distributed. 

10. Incentivize and expand patient investments 
in research, innovation and invention that can 
create new “markets of tomorrow” 

Transforming economies will require unlocking 
the potential of human curiosity and creativity to 
develop breakthrough technologies and the new 
products, services and markets that apply them. 

To measure these aspects would require data on 
aspects such as investments in long-term science 
and research projects, availability of patient capital 
for targeted development of new technologies, 
governments’ capacity to act as a de facto venture 
capitalist, time-horizon of research and the amount 
of development spending across countries.

Data availability, however, is limited on these 
domains, hence countries readiness on this priority 
is proxied by two indicators: i) state of research 
and development across 15 new technologies, 
and ii) role of the public sector in driving the 
development of these new technologies. 

Finland, Japan, the United States, Korea, Rep. 
and Sweden emerge as better prepared on 
developing markets of tomorrow, thanks to a 
well-developed network of public institutions that 
shape the science, technology and innovation 
agenda of the country, and also work closely with 
research institutions and the private sector to 
implement this agenda. Greece, Mexico, Turkey 
and the Slovak Republic are less well-prepared.  

11. Incentivize firms to embrace diversity, 
equity and inclusion to enhance creativity 

Diversity, equity and inclusion must be an integral 
part of an innovation-driven strategy for economic 
transformation. Companies must fully leverage 
the creative potential of different segments of 
the population and access to the opportunities 
generated through innovation should be expanded 
via, for instance, facilitating inclusion in ownership 
of new innovative businesses, employment in 
research roles, and career progression in growing 
markets. 

In spite of long-standing efforts to increase 
granularity of indicators to include gender or other 

dimensions of diversity, data gaps do persist, and 
measurement has been proxied by four indicators. 
As such, progress of countries on promoting 
diversity, equity and inclusion in their workforce 
has been measured by the gender diversity of the 
workforce, the propensity of companies to rely on 
professional management rather than friends and 
family, and the presence of women in tech roles 
and in ownership structures. The propensity of 
companies to rely on professional management 
rather than friends and family, and the presence 
of women in tech roles and in ownership 
structures. Clearly, these measures offer only a 
partial assessment of inclusion; yet countries are 
beginning to include these elements in national 
statistics. 

Based on the narrow number of currently available 
statistics, China, Sweden, New Zealand and the 
United States perform best in this area, relative to 
all other countries assessed. India, Turkey, Italy 
and the Slovak Republic perform less well. Data 
availability on gender parity in business ownership, 
however, is currently limited to a small set of 
countries, making cross-country comparisons 
challenging. 

Cross-priority assessment 
 
The main contribution of this exercise is to provide 
an assessment of countries’ readiness on each 
of the 11 priorities for transformation. However, a 
synthetic view on overall  transformation readiness 
can provide a snapshot of the most promising 
and holistic approaches taken by advanced and 
emerging economies so far. 

Table 5.2 presents such a synthetic readiness 
assessment, based on a simple average of the 
measurement of the 11 priorities described above.

These results are not a composite index and must 
be treated with caution, due to insufficient indicators, 
the use of proxies and missing values. It should also 
be noted that the methodology allows for balancing 
out low scores in one dimension with higher scores 
in another. This is an important limitation, since, to 
achieve transformation, countries should aim for 
addressing all 11 priorities equally. 

The key take-aways of this exercise are that 
organizations such as the World Economic Forum 
must better measure the capacity of countries to 
transform and expand data availability, and that 
no country is yet ready to transform its economy. 
However, among the existing policies, and based on 
available statistics, the ‘Nordic model’ is the most 
promising in leading economic systems towards 
greater sustainability and shared prosperity. These 
countries (e.g. Finland, Denmark, Sweden) are 
among the best-prepared on most of the 11 priorities 
identified by this framework and are, consequently, 
among those that are most ready for an economic 
transformation.  
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Performance on economic transformation readiness, by aggregated 2020 score (0–100 scale)TA B L E  5 . 2

Country/economy Score (0-100) Decile Priorities measured Number of missing 
indicators

Argentina 49.0 9 10 /11 6

Australia 62.0 4 11 /11 3

Austria 60.3 6 11 /11 5

Belgium 63.6 3 11 /11 4

Brazil 51.0 8 10 /11 7

Canada 64.2 2 11 /11 6

Chile 53.0 7 11 /11 4

China 65.5 2 10 /11 8

Czech Republic 54.0 7 11 /11 5

Denmark 66.5 1 11 /11 3

Estonia 61.0 5 11 /11 5

Finland 69.9 1 11 /11 5

France 62.7 3 11 /11 2

Germany 62.9 3 11 /11 2

Greece 47.2 10 11 /11 3

Hungary 48.1 10 11 /11 2

India 49.5 9 10 /11 7

Indonesia 55.3 7 9 /11 6

Ireland 60.9 6 11 /11 5

Israel 62.7 3 11 /11 5

Italy 51.9 8 11 /11 2

Japan 61.9 5 11 /11 3

Korea, Rep. 61.2 5 11 /11 2

Mexico 46.9 10 11 /11 5

Netherlands 66.3 2 11 /11 3

New Zealand 64.0 2 11 /11 4

Poland 48.8 9 11 /11 2

Portugal 56.1 6 11 /11 3

Russian Federation 50.4 8 9 /11 7

Slovak Republic 49.7 9 11 /11 4

South Africa 50.4 8 10 /11 9

Spain 56.5 6 11 /11 5

Sweden 68.5 1 11 /11 3

Switzerland 62.5 4 11 /11 6

Turkey 45.2 10 11 /11 4

United Kingdom 61.4 5 11 /11 2

United States 62.2 4 11 /11 4

Note

Values are based on a simple average of the 11 priorities listed 
in Table 5.1 and 5.2. They offer a preliminary assessment, 
using available statistics, of the approximate state of countries' 
transformation path towards sustainable and inclusive 

Denmark and Finland appear among the top 3 score 
on the 11 categories of transformation four times, 
while Sweden appears three times. The United 
States is among the top 3 three times across the 11 
categories, performing well on areas such as patient 
investment for research and development and 
facilitiating the creation of the markets of tomorrow. 
However the United States must do a lot more on 
building more accessible and green infrastructure, 
rethinking labour laws and in directing financial 
resources towards more long-term investments.  
China appears in the top 3 on two areas: anti-trust 

frameworks and promoting diversity primarily due to 
strong participation by women, but must do more in 
improving the quality and vision of public institutions 
and in upgrading infrastructure to accelerate the 
energy transition. Countries such as Greece, South 
Africa, the Russian Federation and Turkey appear in 
the bottom three at least three times or more across 
the 11 categories. Across all categories however, 
most economies have a long way to go to attain 
"maximum" scores and measurement concepts and 
data availability must be expanded to provide a more 
detailed picture of transformation readiness.

prosperity. Country-comparison should consider: i) uneven 
data/indicator availability; ii) use of proxy measures for several 
concepts; iii) lack of consensus of specific goldposts for each 
indicator.
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Section 6 
Disruption 
and Resilience:
Tracking the 
Impact of the 
Pandemic 
Through 
Executive 
Opinions
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The impact of the current health crisis has had a 
profound impact on the perception of business 
leaders, and many of these perceptions have been 
captured by the World Economic Forum’s Executive 
Opinion Survey. Perceptions in some areas have 
indicated that progress in some areas critically stalled 

or declined during the crisis; while in other areas 
leaders believe there was a marked improvement 
compared to previous trends. Table 6.1 shows a 
summary of the top five areas that experienced 
the most movement upward or downward within 
advanced and emerging economies.

Disruptions and 
Resilience: Tracking the 
Impact of the Pandemic 
through Business 
Perceptions

6

Advanced economies Emerging and developing economies

% change (2017-

2019 avg Vs. 2020)*

2017-2019 average level 

(0/100)

% change (2017-2019 

avg Vs. 2020)

2017-2019 average 

level (0/100)

Factors that 

registered the 

most negative 

shifts

Competition in 
network services

-2.9% 67.9
Business costs of 
crime and violence

-2.5% 52.3

Collaboration 
between 
companies

-2.6% 51.9
Judicial 
independence

-2.4% 43.5

Competition 
in professional 
services

-2.3% 75.0 Organized crime -1.2% 56.5

Competition in 
retail services

-1.8% 78.0
Extent of market 
dominance

-0.6% 43.8

Ease of finding 
skilled employees

-1.5% 60.0
Public trust of 
politicians

-0.4% 32.0

Factors that 

registered the 

most positive 

shifts

Government's 
responsiveness to 
change

8.2% 52.1
Collaboration within 
a company

6.9% 51.6

Collaboration 
within a company

4.6% 65.0
Government's 
responsiveness to 
change

6.8% 42.3

Venture capital 
availability

4.4% 47.2
Efficiency of train 
services

5.9% 34.3

Social safety net 
protection

4.2% 67.5
Venture capital 
availability

5.9% 33.6

Soundness of 
banks

4.0% 73.3
Country capacity to 
attract talent

5.8% 40.0

TA B L E  6 . 1

*Percent change computed as 2020 score, minus 2017-2019 average score, 
divided by 2017-2019 average score.

47

The impact of the COVID-19 crisis on 
indicators of competitiveness 

6.1



  54

Comparing the views of business leaders in 2020 
with their views during the previous three years it 
emerges that, in advanced economies since the 
pandemic, there has been: 1) a marked decline 
in competition in services (network, professional 
and retail services), possibly driven by the over-
reliance on platforms since the beginning of the 
pandemic, re-enforcing an already growing winner-
take-all economy in these markets; 2) a reduction 
in collaboration between companies, possibly 
related to lockdowns that reduced exchanges and 
people’s movement; and 3) finding skilled workers 
has become more difficult, mainly because the gap 
in the skills required in this phase (geared towards 
the digital economy) has further amplified during the 
pandemic. 

In emerging and developing markets since the 
pandemic, business leaders noticed: 1) an increase 
of business costs related to crime and violence and 
2) organized crime. These changes, however, reflect 
a reversal of a positive trend in 2018 and 2019 and 
should therefore be interpreted as a partial step-back 
in ongoing progress on these aspects. Beyond these 
aspects business leaders also flag 3) a reduction in 
judicial independence, an ongoing negative trend 
since before the pandemic; 4) further reduction in 
competition; and 5) stagnating trust in politicians. 

On the flip side, the COVID-19 crisis has triggered 
a positive response from different stakeholders 
in some dimensions. In advanced economies: 1) 
business leaders assessed governments’ responses 
to change higher than before the crisis, yet starting 
from a low base; 2) collaboration within companies 
increased, as companies had to better leverage 
internal resources in this context (notably, this 
contrasts with a reduction in collaboration with other 
companies; 3) venture capital availability continued 
to improve (in continuation with a previous trend), yet 

again starting from a low base; 4) business leaders 
perceived that social safety nets, although not 
optimal still, have contributed to respond to crisis; 
and 5) soundness of banks continued to improve this 
year, in continuation with previous trends, possibly 
also thanks to prompt policy response. 

In emerging and developing countries, business 
leaders have similar views when it comes to 1) 
government response to change, 2) collaboration 
within companies, and 3) venture capital availability. 
Notably, business leaders assess government 
response to change in 2020 more positively 
compared to previous years, even though trust in 
politicians stalled. This signals that, while measures 
to respond to the first wave of the pandemic 
were judged positively, they did not change the 
fundamental level of trust in governments. In 
addition, in these countries, on average, 4) train 
services improved, a continuation of previous trends, 
and 5) capacity to attract talent, also an ongoing 
trend, albeit this year’s assessment on this aspect, 
is lower than it was in 2019, but higher than it was in 
2017 and 2018.

Taken together, these assessment show that all 
business leaders are concerned by potential increase 
in competition and governance dynamics. Further, 
in countries at the technological frontier, business 
leaders are concerned about lack of adequate skills. 
These results also show that all stakeholders are 
adapting their behaviour to cope with the current 
context. 

These insights from the Executive Opinion Survey, 
although not comprehensive, offer a unique 
perspective on business leaders’ views and 
suggest clear indications on the needs of business 
communities. 

The 2020 pandemic has been a shock for all 
countries, and no economy has been untouched by 
losses both in terms of human lives and livelihoods. 

Against this backdrop, however, it is possible 
to identify some common features that helped 
countries better manage the impact of the pandemic 
on their economy and their people. Based on the 
assessment of business leaders – through the 
executive opinion survey – the following dimensions 
emerged as particularly important to be resilient 
to this specific health crisis and its immediate 
aftermath.48 

First, economic digitalization and digital skills. 
Social distancing has been the most immediate 

response to COVID-19; therefore, countries that 
could continue running significant segments of 
their economy remotely were better placed to 
go through the pandemic than those who could 
not. For instance, countries that could leverage 
flexible work arrangements (the top 5 include 
Netherlands, New Zealand, Switzerland, Estonia, 
and the United States) and those where digital 
skills are most widespread (top 5 include Finland, 
Sweden, Estonia, Iceland, and the Netherlands) 
could partially adjust by increasing the digitalization 
of their economic activity. Despite important 
disparities between sectors that could be 
digitalized, and those that cannot, economies that 
could rely on technology and the provision of digital 
services online were relatively less affected and 

Key features of competitiveness that 
enhanced countries’ responses to the 
pandemic

6.2
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were also able of using technology for monitoring 
the evolution of the infection.

Second, safety nets and financial soundness. Since 
multiple segments of the economy had to cope 
with full lockdowns or reduced business activity, 
countries that already had in place strong safety nets 
to support those who could not work through the 
pandemic, were better placed to salvage livelihoods. 
Denmark, Finland, Norway, Austria, Luxembourg 
and Switzerland, for instance, could all rely on well-
established mechanisms to support households 
during the health crisis. Similarly, countries that could 
support companies with either direct subsidies or 
credit could prevent excessive bankruptcies and job 
losses. Notably, economies with strong financial 
systems (Taiwan [China], Finland, the United States, 
the United Arab Emirates and Singapore) could more 
easily find resources to provide credit to SMEs, 
which, in addition to public interventions, contributed 
to keeping companies afloat in the current context. 

Third, governance and planning. Managing the 
COVID-19 crisis has proven extremely challenging 
for all governments. Balancing public health policies 
with economic and social policies requires adopting 
second-best solutions, which are difficult to assess. 
In general terms, countries that could better plan 
and coordinate health measures with fiscal and 
social policies have been relatively more successful 
in mitigating the effects of the crisis. Policy stability 
(the capacity of government to provide a steady 
policy framework) can be used as a proxy for 
government capacity to plan and coordinate. On this 

aspect, countries that perform relatively well include 
Singapore, Switzerland, Luxembourg, Austria and 
the United Arab Emirates.

Fourth, health system and research capacity. A 
health system is not only defined by the capacity of 
its healthcare sector (hospitals, doctors, beds) but 
also by the accessibility of these services by a large 
fraction of the population, by the protocols in place 
to manage public health issues and by the capacity 
to develop and deploy a technological response 
(vaccine). While a comprehensive measure of 
healthcare capacity is not available, the data from 
the Executive Opinion Survey shows that the 
economies that allow relatively widespread access to 
healthcare include Japan, Spain, Taiwan [China], 
Malta and the Netherlands. Not all these countries 
could prevent a large diffusion of the virus, yet, 
widespread access to healthcare could offer 
extensive medical support. Further, anecdotal 
evidence shows that economies that experienced 
previous Coronavirus epidemics (e.g. SARS), had 
better protocols and technological systems in place 
(e.g. Korea, Singapore, Taiwan [China]) and could 
contain the epidemic relatively more than others, and 
navigated the crisis relatively well. As this crisis has 
shown, vaccine development and deployment 
capacity are also critical. As such, countries with 
greater biotechnology capacity and established 
national and international collaborations between 
universities and companies (Switzerland, the United 
States, Finland, Israel, the Netherlands) have been 
able to develop solutions to the current crisis, and 
are better placed to cope with future pandemics.
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This special edition of the Global Competitiveness 
Report has combined historical data, unique 
indicators and the results of expert discussions to 
highlight existing and emerging priorities to not only 
re-boot growth, but also to set a new direction that 
will deliver sustainable and inclusive prosperity in the 
years to come. 

It has also introduced a preliminary attempt to 
measure countries’ readiness to transform their 
economies in line with this new direction. 

Over the next year, the World Economic Forum will 
be hosting a series of communities and dialogues 
to develop new benchmarks, new standards and 
new actions for building new economic models 
that combine productivity, sustainability and shared 
prosperity. The Global Future Council on New 
Agenda for Fiscal and Monetary Policy, the Global 
Future Council on New Agenda for Economic 
Growth and Recovery, the Community of Chief 
Economists, the Champions for a New Dashboard 
for the New Economy and the Stewardship Board 
of the New Economy and Society Platform will be 
involved in shaping this effort. All readers are invited 
to share their views into this conversation, supporting 
collective efforts to “build back better”. 

Conclusions
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The computation of the transformation readiness 
framework used in this exercise is based on 
successive aggregations of scores, from the 
indicator level (the most disaggregated level) to 
the concept level, from the concept level to the 
priority level, and finally to the overall score for each 
country assessed. At every aggregation level, each 
aggregated measure is computed by taking the 
average (i.e. arithmetic mean) of the scores of its 
components, as described in Table A1 below. The 
priority scores presented in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 are 
computed as the average of the concepts listed in 
table A1. The overall scores presented in Table 5.3 
are the average of the scores on the 11 priorities.

For individual indicators, prior to aggregation, 
raw values are transformed into a progress score 
ranging from 0 to 100, where 100 indicates 
the most desirable outcome. While there is not 
always a consensus of what these “targets” 
should be, the actual thresholds used for 
computing scores is provided in Table A1.  

To allow for the aggregation of indicators of different 
nature and magnitude, each indicator entering is 
converted into a unit-less score, ranging from 0 to 
100 using a min-max transformation. Formally, each 
indicator is re-scaled according to the following 
formula: 

where valuei,c is the “raw” value of country c for 
indicator i, worst performance (wpi,) is the lowest 
acceptable value for indicator i, and frontier i 
corresponds to the best possible outcome. 
Depending on the indicator, the frontier may 
be a policy target or aspiration, the maximum 
possible value, or a number derived from 
statistical analysis of the distribution (e.g. 90th 
or 95th percentile). If a value is below the worst 
performance value, its score is 0; if a value is above 
the frontier value, its score is capped at 100.

Appendix A
Transformation Readiness framework: 
methodology and definitions
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TA B L E  A 1

Priority Concept Indicator Indicator short description Source
Minimum 

value used for 
normalization

Maximum 
value used for 
normalization

Ensure public 

institutions 

embed strong 

governance 

principles and a 

long-term vision 

and build trust 

by serving their 

citizens

Make 

institutions 

more just and 

equitable and 

increase trust

Judicial 

independence

Response to the question  “In your country, 

how independent is the judicial system from 

influences of the government, individuals, 

or companies?” [1 = not independent at all; 

7 = entirely independent].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Corruption 

perception index

This indicator measures perceptions of 

corruption in the public sector.

Transparency 

International
0.0 100.0

Digital media 

trust-worthineess 

and privacy

Score on "Trust & safety" pillar, which 

measures internet safety and cultural 

acceptance of the internet. It is a weighted 

average of 1) privacy regulations; 2) trust 

in online privacy; 3) trust in government 

websites and apps; 4) trust in non-

government websites and apps; 5) trust 

in information from social media; and 6) 

e-commerce safety.

Economist 

Intelligence Unit, 

Inclusive Internet 

Index 

0.0 100.0

Egalitarian 

democracy index

This indicator meaures the equality of 

freedoms and rights of individuals across 

all social groups, equality of distribution of 

resources across all social groups, equality 

of access to power across all social 

groups and ndivisuals and level of electoral 

democracy.

V-Dem 0.0 1.0

Strengthen 

foresight 

and future-

proof legal 

frameworks 

and regulations

Government's 

responsiveness 

to change

Response to the survey question "In 

your country, to what extent does the 

government respond effectively to change 

(e.g. technological changes, societal 

and demographic trends, security and 

economic challenges)?" [1 = not at all; 7 = 

to a great extent].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Government 

long-term vision

Response to the survey question "In 

your country, to what extent does the 

government have a long-term vision in 

place?" [1 = not at all; 7 = to a great extent].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Legal 

framework's 

adaptability to 

digital business 

models

Response to the survey question “In your 

country, how fast is the legal framework of 

your country adapting to digital business 

models (e.g. e-commerce, sharing 

economy, fintech, etc.)?” [1 = not fast at all; 

7 = very fast] | 2018–2019 weighted average 

or most recent period available.

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Reset 

frameworks 

around the role 

and value of 

intangibles and 

technologies

Strength of 

auditing and 

accounting 

standards

Response to the survey question  “In your 

country, how strong are financial auditing 

and reporting standards?” [1 = extremely 

weak; 7 = extremely strong].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Companies´ 

perception of 

human capital 

spending

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, how do companies perceive 

human capital spending?" [1 = As a cost to 

minimize; 7 = As a key investment].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Definitions
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Priority Concept Indicator Indicator short description Source
Minimum 

value used for 
normalization

Maximum 
value used for 
normalization

Upgrade 

infrastructure 

to accelerate 

the energy 

transition and 

broaden access 

to electricity 

and ICT

Reimagine 

infrastructure 

models 

Prevelance 

of green 

infrastructure 

This indicator is a composite of a selected 

set of indicators which relate to green 

infrastructure: building emission intensity, 

electricity emission intensity, road transpot 

energy efficiency and waste emission 

intensity.

Climate Action 

tracker
0.0 100.0

Strengthen 

regulations 

to mitigate 

nature loss and 

climate change

Energy efficiency 

regulation

Assesses a country’s policies and 

regulations to promote energy efficiency 

energy. The score ranges from 0 (not 

conducive) to 100 (very conducive).

The World Bank/

ESMAP, Policy 

Matters: Regulatory 

Indicators for 

Sustainable Energy 

(RISE) 2018 (https://

rise.worldbank.org/

reports, https://

rise.worldbank.org/

scores)

0.0 100.0

Renewable 

energy regulation

Assesses a country’s policies and 

regulations to promote renewable energies. 

The score ranges from 0 (not conducive) to 

100 (very conducive).

The World Bank/

ESMAP, Policy 

Matters: Regulatory 

Indicators for 

Sustainable Energy 

(RISE) 2018 (https://

rise.worldbank.

org/reports,https://

rise.worldbank.org/

scores)

0.0 100.0

Environment-

related treaties 

in force

Total number of ratified environmental 

treaties (0–29 scale, where 29 is best). 

The International 

Union for 

Conservation of 

Nature (IUCN) 

Environmental 

Law Centre ELIS 

Treaty Database 

(data received 

through direct 

communication)

0.0 100.0

Broaden 

access to basic 

services

Active policies to 

increase digital 

connectivity

Score on the "Policy Pillar", which measures 

the existence of national strategies that 

promote the safe and widespread use of 

the internet. Score is the weighted average 

of the following indicator scores: 1)National 

female e-inclusion policies; 2) government 

e-inclusion strategy; 3)National broadband 

strategy; 4) Funding for broadband 

strategy; 5) Spectrum policy approach; 6) 

National digital identification system; 7) 

government effors to promote 5G.

Economist 

Intelligence Unit, 

Inclusive Internet 

Index 

0.0 100.0

Basic digital 

connectivity

Percentage of the population covered by at 

least an LTE/WiMAX mobile network.

International    

Telecommunication 

Union (ITU)

0.0 100.0

Gender 

differeces 

in digital 

connectivity

Difference between the share of men using 

the internet and the share of women using 

the internet.

International 

Telecommunication 

Union (ITU)/ Gallup

0.1 20.0

TA B L E  A 1 Definitions
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Priority Concept Indicator Indicator short description Source
Minimum 

value used for 
normalization

Maximum 
value used for 
normalization

Broaden 

access to basic 

services

Access to 

electritiy
Electrification rate (% of population).

International Energy 

Agency, World 

Energy Outlook 

2020 (https://www.

iea.org/reports/

world-energy-

outlook-2020); The 

World Bank Group, 

Sustainable Energy 

for All database 

0.0 100.0

E-Participation

Score on the E-Participation Index, which 

assesses the use of online services to 

facilitate the provision of information by 

governments to citizens. The scale ranges 

from 0 to 1 (best).

United Nations, 

Department of 

Economic and 

Social Affairs, 

E-Government 

Survey 2018: 

Gearing 

E-Government 

To Support 

Transformation 

Towards 

Sustainable And 

Resilient Societies 

(July 2018)

0.0 1.0

Shift to more 

progressive 

taxation, 

rethinking how 

corporations, 

wealth and 

labour are taxed, 

nationally and in 

an international 

cooperative 

framework

Increase 

progressivity 

of taxation

Progressivity 

of tax and tax 

structures

This indicator measures the progressivity 

of tax structures on paper, based on the 

rates and levels of personal income tax, 

corporate income tax and value added tax 

in the country.

OXFAM, 

Commitment to 

Reducing Inequality 

Index

0.0 1.0

Tax productivity

This indicator measures whether countries 

are collecting as much tax as they should, 

to recognize the fact that despite having 

progressive tax structures on paper 

countries might fail to collect these taxes in 

practice. It is calculated using tax rates and 

tax collection amounts compared with GDP 

or private consumption.

OXFAM, 

Commitment to 

Reducing Inequality 

Index

0.0 1.0

Inheritance tax
Tax rate levied on property and money 

acquired by gift or inheritance.
Tax foundation 0.0 0.6

Tax impact on 

inequality

The share of total tax raised from each of 

income, corporate and VAT taxes multiplied 

by the actual or predicted impact of each 

on the Gini coefficient.

OXFAM, 

Commitment to 

Reducing Inequality 

Index

0.0 1.0

TA B L E  A 1 Definitions
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Priority Concept Indicator Indicator short description Source
Minimum 

value used for 
normalization

Maximum 
value used for 
normalization

Update 

education 

curricula 

and expand 

investment in 

the skills needed 

for jobs and 

“markets of 

tomorrow”

Upgrade 

training and 

education for 

the future of 

work

Percentage of 

firms offering 

formal training

This indicator is the share of firms offering 

formal training are the percentage of firms 

offering formal training programs for their 

permanent, full-time employees.

 World Bank, 

Enterprise Surveys
5.0 100.0

Extent of staff 

training

Response to the survey question “In your 

country, to what extent do companies 

invest in training and employee 

development?” [1 = not at all; 7 = to a great 

extent].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Skill set of the 

population

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, to what extent can companies find 

people with the skills required to fill their 

vacancies?" [1 = Not at all; 7 = To a great 

extent].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Digital skills 

among active 

population

Response to the survey question " “In your 

country, to what extent does the active 

population possess sufficient digital skills 

(e.g. computer skills, basic coding, digital 

reading)?” [1 = not all; 7 = to a great extent].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Critical thinking 

in teaching

Response to the survey question "“In your 

country, how do you assess the style of 

teaching?” [1 = frontal, teacher based, and 

focused on memorizing; 7 = encourages 

creative and critical individual thinking].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Rethink labour 

laws and social 

protection 

for the new 

economy and the 

new needs of the 

workforce

Set a social 

protection floor

Social protection 

coverage

This indicator conveys the share of the 

population effectively covered by a 

social protection system, including social 

protection floors. It also provides the 

coverage rates of the main components 

of social protection: child and maternity 

benefits, support for persons without a job, 

persons with disabilities, victims of work 

injuries and older persons.

International Labour 

Organisation 
0.0 100.0

Guaranteed min. 

income benefits

This indicator measures the income of 

jobless families relying on minimum-income 

safety-net benefits as a percentage of the 

median disposable income for a couple 

with two children (with one partner is out of 

work). This can be compared with a poverty 

line defined as a fixed percentage of 

median income. For instance, if the poverty 

threshold is 50% of median income, a value 

of 30% means that benefit entitlements 

alleviate poverty risks of 60%. This ratio 

includes housing benefits.

Organisation for 

Economic Co-

operation and 

Development 

(OECD)

0.0 100.0

Accessibility 

of healthcare 

services

Response to the question "In your 

country, how accessible is healthcare to 

all individuals?" [1 = Limited—only the 

privileged have access to healthcare; 7 = 

Universal—all individuals have access to 

healthcare].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Government 

spending 

on housing 

allowance

Government spending on housing 

allowances as % of GDP.

Organisation for 

Economic Co-

operation and 

Development 

(OECD)

0.0 1.0

Inequality 

adjusted access 

to education

This indicator is the inequality-adjusted 

average between mean years of schooling 

and expected years of schooling.

UNDP Human 

Development Index
0.0 100.0

DefinitionsTA B L E  A 1
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Priority Concept Indicator Indicator short description Source
Minimum 

value used for 
normalization

Maximum 
value used for 
normalization

Rethink labour 

laws and social 

protection 

for the new 

economy and the 

new needs of the 

workforce

Strengthen 

labour 

protection 

for the new 

economy

Active labour 

market policies

Response to the question "In your country, 

to what extent are unemployed people 

supported in reskilling and finding new 

employment?" [1 = Not at all; 7 = To a great 

extent].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Enforcement of 

minimum wage

Legal minimum wage rate, compared with 

the average income (GDP per capita) in the 

country.

OXFAM, 

Commitment to 

Reducing Inequality 

Index

0.0 1.0

Adequate 

overtime 

regulation 

Share of workers working more than 48 

hours per week (full-time and part time 

contracts) based on national labour 

surveys.

International Labour 

Organisation (ILO)
0.0 50.0

Impact of 

the online 

gig economy 

on working 

conditions 

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, what is the impact of the online 

gig economy on working conditions (e.g. 

working time, remuneration stability)? [1 = 

Significantly worsens working conditions; 

7 = Significantly improves working 

conditions].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Workers' rights

Score adapted from the ITUC Global 

Rights Index, which measures the level of 

protection of internationally recognized 

core labour standards. The scale of this 

indicator ranges from 0 (no protection) to 

100 (high protection).

International 

Trade Union 

Confederation

0.0 100.0

Employment 

opportunities for 

those with basic 

education

Ratio of unemployment among labor force 

with basic education to median.

International Labour 

Organisation (ILO)
0.0 100.0

Expand 

eldercare, 

childcare and 

healthcare 

infrastructure, 

access and 

innovation for 

the benefit of 

people and the 

economy

Make care 

services 

universally 

available

Public 

expenditure 

on childcare, 

pre-primary 

education and 

early childhood 

education

Public expenditure on childcare and 

pre-primary education and total public 

expenditure on early childhood education 

and care, as a % of GDP. Public 

expenditure on early childhood education 

and care covers all public spending (in cash 

or in kind) towards formal day-care services 

(e.g. crèches, day care centres, and family 

day care, generally aimed at children 

aged 0 to 2, inclusive) and pre-primary 

education services (including kindergartens 

and day-care centres, which usually 

provide an educational content as well as 

traditional care for children aged from 3 to 

5, inclusive). 

OECD, Families 

database
0.0 2.0

Public 

expenditure on 

healthcare

General government expenditure on health 

comprises the direct outlays earmarked 

for the enhancement of the health status 

of the population and/or the distribution of 

medical care goods and services among 

population by the following financing 

agents: central/federal, state/provincial/

regional, and local/municipal authorities; 

extrabudgetary agencies, social security 

schemes; parastatals. All can be financed 

through domestic funds or through external 

resources.

World Health 

Organization Global 

Health Expenditure 

database, via World 

Bank data

0.0 21.0
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Priority Concept Indicator Indicator short description Source
Minimum 

value used for 
normalization

Maximum 
value used for 
normalization

Make care 

services 

universally 

available

Use of online 

gig economy for 

providing care 

services

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, to what extent is the online gig 

economy* used to provide care services 

(e.g., childcare, elderly-care, nursing) [1 = 

Not at all; 7 = To a great extent] *The online 

gig economy referes to a labour market 

that is specific to digital platforms and to 

working arrangements  that are focussed 

on short-term contracts and task-based 

work.

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Long-term 

disability, elder 

and other care 

workers

Formal LTC workers (FTE) per 100 

population aged 65 years old and over. 

Formal LTC workers are defined as paid 

staff, typically nurses and personal carers, 

providing care and/or assistance to people 

limited in their daily activities at home or in 

institutions, excluding hospitals.

OECD 0.0 10.0

Increase 

incentives to 

direct financial 

resources 

towards 

long-term 

investments, 

strengthen 

stability and 

expand inclusion

Increase 

financial 

markets' 

long-term 

orientation 

and financial 

inclusion

Shares buyback

Five-year moving average (2009-2013) 

and represented as a share of total GDP 

(2009-2013).

Bankscope, via 

Inclusive growth 

index

0.0 2.5

Adopotion of 

ethical standards 

by firms

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, how do you rate the corporate 

ethics of companies (ethical behavior 

in interactions with public officials, 

politicians and other firms)?" [1 = Extremely 

poor—among the worst in the world; 7 = 

Excellent—among the best in the world].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Use of digital 

financial services 

among poor 

population

The percentage of respondents who report 

using mobile money, a debit or credit card, 

or a mobile phone to make a payment from 

an account, or report using the internet 

to pay bills or to buy something online, 

in the past 12 months. It also includes 

respondents who report paying bills, 

sending or receiving remittances, receiving 

payments for agricultural products, 

receiving government transfers, receiving 

wages, or receiving a public sector pension 

directly from or into a financial institution 

account or through a mobile money 

account in the past 12 months, income, 

poorest 40% (% age 15+).

Global Findex, 

World Bank Group
0.0 1.0

DefinitionsTA B L E  A 1
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Priority Concept Indicator Indicator short description Source
Minimum 

value used for 
normalization

Maximum 
value used for 
normalization

Rethink 

competition 

and anti-trust 

frameworks 

needed in the 

Fourth Industrial 

Revolution, 

ensuring market 

access, both 

locally and 

internationally

Update 

competition 

and anti-trust 

frameworks 

and facilitate 

entrance of 

new actors

Effective taxation 

for new economy 

transnational 

firms

Score on "Harmful Tax Practices (HTP), 

Existence of, absence of anti-tax avoidance 

measures and evidence of profit shifting", 

which assesses the extent to which its tax 

system is undermining its own and other 

countries’ capacity to generate and retain 

tax revenues.

OXFAM, 

Commitment to 

Reducing Inequality 

Index

0.0 1.0

Extent of market 

dominance

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, how do you characterize corporate 

activity? [1 = dominated by a few business 

groups; 7 = spread among many firms]".

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Growth of 

innovative 

companies

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, to what extent do new companies 

with innovative ideas grow rapidly? [1 = Not 

at all; 7 = To a great extent].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Financing of 

SMEs

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, to what extent can small- and 

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) access 

the finance they need for their business 

operations through the financial sector? [1 

= Not at all; 7 = To a great extent].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Venture capital 

availability

Response to the survey question "  in new 

edition of EOS include the distribution of 

VC by region// In your country, how easy is 

it for start-up entrepreneurs with innovative 

but risky projects to obtain equity funding? 

[1 = Extremely difficult; 7 = Extremely easy].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Balance 

competitive 

markets 

with local 

development

State of cluster 

development

Response to the survey question " In 

your country, how widespread are well-

developed and deep clusters (geographic 

concentrations of firms, suppliers, 

producers of related products and services, 

and specialized institutions in a particular 

field)?” [1 = non-existent; 7 = widespread in 

many fields]

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Ratio of 

unemployment 

between rural 

and urban 

populations

Within country regional diversity of new job 

vacancies.

International Labour 

Organisation (ILO) / 

World Bank

0.0 0.0

DefinitionsTA B L E  A 1
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Priority Concept Indicator Indicator short description Source
Minimum 

value used for 
normalization

Maximum 
value used for 
normalization

Facilitate the 

creation of 

“markets of 

tomorrow”, 

especially 

in areas 

that require 

public-private 

collaboration

Foster demand 

for more 

sustainable 

and inclusive 

products and 

technologies

Consumption-

based emissions 

per capita

Emissions per capita related to goods and 

services consumed in the country (i.e. 

adjusted for import/export flows).

Our World in Data 0.0 1.0

Consumer 

uptake of new 

technologies

Companies/consumers using products 

and services based on 3D, 4D printing 

and modelling technology, biotechnology 

and DNA technology, clean energy 

(generation, storage, transmission) 

technology, distributed ledger technology/

blockchain technology, energy efficiency 

of buildings technology, information 

processing (artificial intelligence, big 

data, virtual reality, augmented reality) 

technology, internet of things and cloud 

computing technology, network security 

and encryption protocols technology, new 

agriculture and food technologies, new 

materials and composites technology, 

Quantum computing, robots (air, factory, 

land, underwater) technology, satellites 

(data, connectivity) and space technology, 

smart and energy-efficient transport 

technology and water, waste and air 

management technology.

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 4.0

Buyer 

sophistication

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, on what basis do buyers make 

purchasing decisions?" [1 = Solely on 

the lowest price; 7 = On sophisticated 

performance attributes]

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Public sector 

role in fostering 

demand for new 

technologies 

Role of public sector in driving the use of 

products based on 3D, 4D printing and 

modelling technology; biotechnology 

and DNA technology; clean energy 

(generation, storage, transmission) 

technology; distributed ledger technology/

blockchain technology; energy efficiency 

of buildings technology; information 

processing (artificial intelligence, big 

data, virtual reality, augmented reality) 

technology; internet of things and cloud 

computing technology; network security 

and encryption protocols technology; new 

agriculture and food technologies; new 

materials and composites technology; 

robots (air, factory, land, underwater) 

technology; satellites (data, connectivity) 

and space technology; smart and energy-

efficient transport technology; and water, 

waste and air management technology.

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 3.0

Pilot IP 

frameworks 

that accelerate 

and diffuse 

sustainable 

technological 

standards

Regulation 

of emerging 

technologies

Response to the survey question "In 

your country, how adequately regulated 

are the emerging technologies and their 

applicatons (e.g., artificial intelligence, 

robotices, digital platforms)?" [1=Not 

adequately at all—there are many 

regulatory grey area and loopholes; 7= 

Adequately—regulation is adequate 

for all emerging technologies and their 

applications].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Patent pledges 

by private sector

This indicator is the number of patent 

pledges by companies from the country, 

normalized by overall patenting activity.

IPR Pledge 

Database
0.0 100.0
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Priority Concept Indicator Indicator short description Source
Minimum 

value used for 
normalization

Maximum 
value used for 
normalization

Incentivize and 

expand patient 

investments 

in research, 

innovation and 

invention that 

can create new 

“markets of 

tomorrow”

Increase 

patient 

investment in 

research and 

development 

for the 

"markets of 

tomorrow"

State of R&D 

investment in 

new technologies

State of R&D in 3D, 4D printing and 

modelling technology; biotechnology 

and DNA technology; clean energy 

(generation, storage, transmission) 

technology; distributed ledger technology/

blockchain technology; energy efficiency 

of buildings technology; information 

processing (artificial intelligence, big 

data, virtual reality, augmented reality) 

technology; internet of things and cloud 

computing technology; network security 

and encryption protocols technology; 

new agriculture and food technologies 

technology; new materials and composites 

technology; robots (air, factory, land, 

underwater) technology; satellites (data, 

connectivity) and space technology; smart 

and energy-efficient transport technology; 

and water, waste and air management 

technology.

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 4.0

Public sector 

initative in 

R&D for new 

technologies

The extent to which the public sector, 

takes initiative on  3D, 4D printing and 

modelling technology; biotechnology 

and DNA technology; clean energy 

(generation, storage, transmission) 

technology; distributed ledger technology/

blockchain technology; energy efficiency 

of buildings technology; information 

processing (artificial intelligence, big 

data, virtual reality, augmented reality) 

technology; internet of things and cloud 

computing technology; network security 

and encryption protocols technology; 

new agriculture and food technologies 

technology; new materials and composites 

technology; robots (air, factory, land, 

underwater) technology; satellites (data, 

connectivity) and space technology; smart 

and energy-efficient transport technology; 

and water, waste and air management 

technology.

World Economic 

Forum
0.0 1.0

Incentivize firms 

to embrace 

diversity, equity 

and inclusion 

to enhance 

creativity

Improve 

diversity, 

equity and 

inclusion 

in firms 

for greater 

and fairer 

innovation

Diversity of 

workforce

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, to what extent do companies 

employ a diverse workforce (e.g., in terms 

of ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation, 

gender)? [1 = Not at all; 7 = To a great 

extent].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Reliance on 

professional 

management

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, who holds senior management 

positions in companies? [1 = Usually 

relatives or friends without regard to merit; 

7 = Mostly professional managers chosen 

for merit and qualifications].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Gender parity in 

tech roles

Response to the survey question "In your 

country, to what extent are women entering 

information technology roles (across all 

sector)? [1 = Not at all; 7 = To the full 

extent—the rate is equal to that of men].

World Economic 

Forum
1.0 7.0

Share of firms 

with a female 

(co-)owners

Firms with female participation in 

ownership (% of firms).

World Bank, 

Enterprise Surveys
0.0 50.0
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Appendix B 

Transformation Readiness Performance  
by Score in Category

Transformation Readiness scores (0-100 best)TA B L E  B . 1

Economy

Ensure public institutions 
embed strong governance 

principles. build a long-term 
vision and establish trust by 

serving their citizens

Economy

Upgrade 
infrastructure to 

accelerate the 
energy transition and 

broaden access to 
electricity and ICT

Economy

Shift to more progressive 
taxation. rethinking how 
corporations. wealth and 

labour are taxed. nationally 
and in an international 
cooperative framework

Finland 78.5 Estonia 99.7 South Africa 65.2

Switzerland 76.8 Denmark 91.5 Japan 64.5

New Zealand 73.0 Netherlands 91.4 Korea. Rep. 63.4

Denmark 72.0 Finland 88.9 Australia 62.1

Netherlands 72.0 Sweden 88.0 Ireland 59.2

Sweden 70.3 Portugal 87.8 China 58.1

Austria 69.9 Spain 86.9 Canada 56.7

United States 67.5 Ireland 86.8 India 55.8

Canada 67.0 Hungary 86.4 France 55.6

Australia 66.7 Slovak Republic 84.9 Germany 54.2

Germany 66.5 Austria 83.8 United Kingdom 54.1

Estonia 66.5 Belgium 82.7 Belgium 54.0

Japan 65.9 France 82.6 Indonesia 53.7

United Kingdom 65.7 Korea. Rep. 81.8 New Zealand 53.5

Ireland 65.6 Czech Republic 81.6 Argentina 52.9

Israel 65.4 United Kingdom 80.9 United States 52.8

China 64.3 Greece 80.8 Portugal 52.1

France 64.0 Switzerland 80.0 Chile 52.0

Belgium 62.7 Germany 79.6 Austria 49.9

Korea. Rep. 62.2 Brazil 79.4 Russian Federation 49.8

Chile 61.9 Poland 77.8 Israel 49.6

Indonesia 58.8 China 77.5 Spain 49.0

Portugal 57.8 Canada 77.0 Mexico 48.8

Spain 56.4 Japan 76.9 Netherlands 47.3

Czech Republic 56.3 Mexico 75.0 Czech Republic 46.8

South Africa 53.9 Israel 74.2 Sweden 45.9

Slovak Republic 50.0 Italy 74.1 Slovak Republic 44.4

Italy 49.6 Australia 73.0 Brazil 44.0

India 49.4 India 72.6 Finland 43.9

Turkey 47.7 Chile 72.1 Greece 42.6

Poland 46.7 United States 71.2 Denmark 41.8

Greece 46.3 New Zealand 68.1 Switzerland 41.5

Hungary 46.1 Argentina 67.6 Estonia 41.4

Argentina 45.4 Turkey 67.1 Turkey 40.7

Brazil 45.3 South Africa 63.8 Italy 39.1

Mexico 44.3 Indonesia 62.7 Poland 33.6

Russian Federation 42.8 Russian Federation 57.2 Hungary 30.7
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Transformation Readiness scores (0-100 best)TA B L E  B . 1

Economy

Update education curricula 
and expand investment in 

the skills needed for jobs in 
markets of tomorrow.

Economy

Rethink labour laws 
and social protection 
for the new economy 
and the new needs of 

the workforce

Economy

Expand eldercare. 
childcare and healthcare 

infrastructure and 
innovation for the benefit of 

people and the economy

Finland 75.3 Denmark 77.0 Sweden 75.9

Netherlands 71.8 United Kingdom 75.2 Denmark 65.0

Denmark 71.5 Switzerland 74.2 Canada 61.6

Switzerland 70.8 Germany 74.0 Finland 61.4

Sweden 69.4 Netherlands 71.9 Netherlands 61.2

United States 68.2 Finland 71.1 New Zealand 58.6

China 67.0 Belgium 71.1 Israel 56.8

Israel 66.6 Canada 69.8 Belgium 54.9

Belgium 65.8 New Zealand 67.5 United States 54.2

Canada 65.3 France 66.7 France 52.7

Australia 63.5 Austria 66.4 Germany 51.4

New Zealand 63.5 Russian Federation 65.0 Switzerland 51.3

Germany 61.4 Australia 64.7 United Kingdom 50.4

Austria 60.6 China 64.4 Australia 49.6

Korea. Rep. 60.0 Sweden 63.7 Japan 49.3

United Kingdom 59.7 Czech Republic 63.1 Chile 48.7

Ireland 59.5 Ireland 62.8 Korea. Rep. 48.5

Estonia 56.8 Estonia 62.8 Estonia 47.0

France 56.8 Japan 61.5 Ireland 45.8

Chile 52.1 Korea. Rep. 61.2 Spain 45.3

Spain 51.4 Poland 59.8 Austria 42.8

Japan 51.3 Spain 59.7 Czech Republic 40.0

Portugal 49.8 Argentina 59.5 Italy 37.0

Indonesia 49.0 Slovak Republic 58.7 Mexico 36.1

Czech Republic 48.5 Portugal 58.1 Slovak Republic 35.5

Argentina 46.9 Israel 57.9 Hungary 34.4

Slovak Republic 46.5 United States 56.9 Turkey 32.3

Russian Federation 44.9 Italy 55.6 Portugal 31.4

India 43.5 Hungary 53.7 Poland 30.3

Mexico 43.3 Chile 51.6 Greece 24.7

South Africa 42.6 Brazil 51.0 Argentina n/a

Poland 41.9 Mexico 49.2 Brazil n/a

Hungary 40.8 Turkey 48.4 China n/a

Italy 40.7 Greece 47.6 India n/a

Turkey 39.8 India 44.4 Indonesia n/a

Brazil 39.5 South Africa 42.9 Russian Federation n/a

Greece 38.7 Indonesia n/a South Africa n/a
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Transformation Readiness scores (0-100 best)TA B L E  B . 1

Economy

Increase incentives to direct 
financial resources towards 

long-term investments, 
strengthen stability and 

expand inclusion

Economy

Rethink competition 
and anti-trust 

frameworks needed in 
the Fourth Industrial 
Revolution, ensuring 

market access, 
both locally and 
internationally

Economy

Facilitate the creation of 
“markets of tomorrow”, 
especially in areas that 
require public-private 

collaboration

Finland 95.4 United States 77.6 Finland 59.5

New Zealand 93.2 Canada 74.7 United States 57.7

Sweden 89.0 China 71.8 Japan 53.5

Austria 88.3 Finland 70.8 Sweden 52.2

Japan 84.7 Sweden 70.7 Israel 51.2

Denmark 84.6 Spain 70.1 Switzerland 50.8

France 83.0 Denmark 68.9 Netherlands 50.4

Ireland 81.9 Italy 68.3 France 50.1

Israel 81.7 Israel 67.5 China 49.7

Belgium 81.2 Estonia 66.9 Canada 49.5

Australia 81.2 Germany 65.6 Belgium 49.3

Estonia 81.1 Belgium 64.8 Germany 48.1

Netherlands 79.9 France 64.7 Austria 47.3

Italy 79.8 Netherlands 64.4 Korea, Rep. 46.7

Germany 79.3 Switzerland 64.0 Denmark 46.7

Korea, Rep. 78.3 Indonesia 62.9 Ireland 46.6

Canada 75.1 United Kingdom 62.7 United Kingdom 46.1

China 72.8 Japan 62.7 New Zealand 45.0

United Kingdom 72.4 New Zealand 62.6 Indonesia 45.0

Greece 68.3 Australia 61.6 Estonia 44.9

Portugal 67.1 Poland 61.5 Portugal 44.6

Poland 62.7 Portugal 61.5 Spain 44.4

Brazil 60.3 Czech Republic 60.4 Australia 44.0

Indonesia 59.7 Ireland 59.4 Italy 43.0

Spain 59.7 Korea, Rep. 59.2 Czech Republic 41.9

Switzerland 59.2 Brazil 59.1 India 40.2

Czech Republic 58.2 Austria 58.6 Chile 39.7

Chile 57.5 South Africa 58.3 Hungary 39.4

Russian Federation 55.3 Chile 58.1 Slovak Republic 39.3

Slovak Republic 54.7 Turkey 57.4 Turkey 38.5

India 54.5 India 57.3 Brazil 38.0

Hungary 52.0 Hungary 55.2 Poland 37.5

Turkey 49.8 Mexico 54.5 Greece 36.0

Mexico 49.0 Argentina 49.8 Mexico 35.7

South Africa 48.6 Greece 49.2 South Africa 35.6

United States 47.8 Slovak Republic 49.1 Argentina 34.3

Argentina 32.8 Russian Federation 42.5 Russian Federation n/a
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Transformation Readiness scores (0-100 best)TA B L E  B . 1

Economy

Incentivize and expand patient 
investments in research, innovation and 
invention that can create new “markets 

of tomorrow”

Economy
Incentivize firms to embrace 

diversity, equity and inclusion 
to enhance creativity

United States 57.3 China 79.2

Japan 54.7 Sweden 77.9

Korea, Rep. 53.4 New Zealand 73.9

Finland 53.4 United States 73.3

Israel 53.1 Australia 72.4

Switzerland 51.6 Finland 70.9

France 50.8 Netherlands 70.9

Sweden 50.8 Denmark 70.8

China 50.0 Argentina 69.0

Germany 49.2 Switzerland 67.2

Netherlands 48.3 United Kingdom 67.1

Belgium 47.8 Ireland 66.9

Indonesia 45.6 Canada 66.5

New Zealand 45.2 Portugal 65.3

Estonia 43.4 Israel 65.2

Australia 42.9 Belgium 64.7

Canada 42.8 Germany 62.6

Portugal 42.2 France 62.2

Denmark 41.7 South Africa 61.5

United Kingdom 40.9 Russian Federation 60.9

Spain 40.4 Estonia 60.9

Czech Republic 40.2 Indonesia 60.4

Austria 38.8 Greece 59.7

Italy 36.9 Spain 58.6

Hungary 36.7 Korea, Rep. 58.0

Brazil 36.2 Brazil 57.4

Ireland 36.1 Czech Republic 57.3

Russian Federation 35.6 Chile 57.3

India 32.5 Austria 56.6

Poland 32.1 Japan 56.0

Argentina 31.9 Hungary 53.5

Chile 31.7 Mexico 52.7

South Africa 31.7 Poland 52.7

Slovak Republic 31.3 Slovak Republic 52.2

Turkey 28.9 Italy 46.9

Mexico 27.2 Turkey 46.8

Greece 25.2 India 45.1
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The Executive Opinion Survey (the Survey) is a key 
ingredient of the Global Competitiveness Report 
Special Edition 2020 series and other Forum 
benchmarking activities. It is the longest-running 
and most extensive survey of its kind and provides 
a yearly evaluation of important aspects of socio-
economic development for which statistical data is 
missing because it is either impossible or extremely 
difficult to measure on a global scale. The aim of 
the Survey is to capture reality as well as possible, 
and business leaders are arguably the best 
positioned to assess the business environment in 
which they operate.

Through the 80 survey questions, respondents are 
asked to evaluate the situation for specific domains 
at the country level, providing insights into the 
following themes: macro-financial and business 
environment; social cohesion and well-being; 
governance and institutions; connection, access 
and infrastructure; innovation capability and new 
products; education system and skills; labour 
market and employment as well as a cross-cutting 
focus on equity and social justice dimensions. The 
results complement other statistical data to provide 
a more complete assessment of the business 
environment and the drivers of productivity.

The indicators derived from the Survey are used 
in the calculation of the several World Economic 
Forum's indexes and data pieces. A truly unique 
source of data, the Survey has also long been used 
by numerous international and non-governmental 
organizations, think tanks and academia for 
empirical and policy work. 

The Survey 2020 in numbers

The 2020 edition of the Survey captured the views 
of 14,303 business executives between February 
and July 2020. Following the data editing process 
described below, a total of 11,866 responses 
were retained from 126 economies. In order to 
encourage digitization of the survey collection 
process, especially in light of the COVID-19 

pandemic, this year more than 70% (70.2%) of the 
retained surveys were completed online (see Figure 
C.1). The 2020 edition of the Survey was made 
available in 42 languages (see Table C.1). After not 
being covered in the 2019 edition of the report, 
Sierra Leone and Liberia were re-included in the 
2020 edition. 

Survey structure, administration 
and methodology

The Survey comprises 80 questions. Most 
questions ask respondents to evaluate, on a scale 
of 1 (considered among the worst in the world) 
to 7 (considered among the best in the world), 
the performance on various topics of the country 
where the respondent operates. The questions 
are organized into 10 topical areas: Infrastructure; 
Technology; Financial Environment; Trade and 
Investment; Competition; Business Operations and 
Innovation; Security; Governance; Human Capital; 
and Risks and Emerging Technologies.  
The administration of the Survey is supervised by 
the World Economic Forum and conducted at the 
national level by the Forum’s network of Partner 
Institutes. Partner Institutes are universities or 
research organizations, business associations, 
competitiveness councils, or, in some cases, 
survey companies. These organizations have the 
private-sector network for reaching out to leading 
business executives and a firm commitment to 
improving the competitiveness of their respective 
economies (for the full list, see the Partners 
Institutes section of this report).

Appendix C 

The Executive Opinion Survey:  
The Voice of the Business Community
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Number of economies

Administration method
(out of 12,274)

Number of surveys Sample size (number of valid surveys by economy)

Three largest samples

economies surveyed

economies with enough 
valid responses*

142

126

surveys collected

surveys retained

Chile

Brazil

China

3rd quartile

Average

Median

1st quartile

North Macedonia

410

296

282

94.5

93.8

82

70

33

14,303

11,866

Source

World Economic Forum, Executive Opinion Survey, 2020 edition.

Note

Not all charts are drawn to scale.
* Post quality controls.

Maximum

Minimum

Online

Paper

70.2%

29.8%

Descriptive statistics of the Executive Opinion Survey 2020F I G U R E  C . 1

Albanian

Arabic

Armenian

Azeri

Bosnian

Bulgarian

Chinese (simplified) 

Chinese (traditional)

Croatian

Czech

Danish

English

Estonian

Farsi

French

German

Greek

Hungarian

Indonesian

Italian

Japanese 

Khmer

Korean

Kyrgyz

Lao 

Latvian

Lithuanian

Mongolian

Montenegrin

Polish

Portuguese (Brazilian)

Romanian

Russian

Serbian

Slovak

Slovenian

Spanish

Tajik 

Thai

Turkish

Urdu

Vietnamese

Available languages in 2020TA B L E  C . 1
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In administering the Survey and in order to gather 
the strongest data set, Partner Institutes are asked 
to follow detailed sampling guidelines and collect 
the data within a specific timeframe. The collection 
process is based on best practices in the field of 
Survey administration and on discussions with 
survey experts. It is put in place to ensure that the 
sample of respondents is the most representative 
possible and comparable across the globe.

The sampling guidelines specify that the Partner 
Institutes create a sample frame (Figure C.2)—a list 
of business executives from companies of various 
sizes and from the various sectors of activity.

The sample frame should reflect the structure of the 
economy as follows:

 – It should be in proportion to the share of GDP by 
sector: agriculture, manufacturing industry, non-
manufacturing industry (mining and quarrying, 
electricity, gas and water supply, construction) 
and services.

 – It should ensure the representation of both 
large- (more than 250 employees) and small-
sized companies (250 employees or fewer), 
again reflecting each sector. At least one-third 
of companies are large and one-third are small, 
and the remaining one-third are determined by 
the structure of the economy in proportion to the 
share of GDP by company size.

 – It should ensure that the chosen companies also 
have a sufficiently wide geographical coverage.

Partner Institutes are asked to separate the sample 
frame into two lists: one that includes only large 
firms, and a second that includes all other firms, 
retaining sectoral representation in both lists. Partner 
Institutes then randomly select from each list the 
firms that will receive the Survey.

The Survey is administered in a variety of formats. 
The primary method of administration is the online 
survey tool, but other methods are also used: mail-
in surveys, face-to-face interviews and telephone 
interviews. Given the circumstances that prevailed 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the survey was 
conducted primarily online in 2020.

In addition to administering the Survey, Partner 
Institutes play an active and essential role 
in disseminating the findings of The Global 
Competitiveness Report Special Edition 2020 and other 
reports published by the World Economic Forum, by 
holding press events and workshops to highlight the 
results at the national level to the business community, 
the public sector and other stakeholders.

 
Data quality control and score 
computation

This section details the process whereby individual 
responses are aggregated in order to produce the 
indicator scores from the Survey questions of each 
country.

Sample frame requirementsF I G U R E  C . 2

Regional coverage Sectors of activity Size of companies

Agriculture

SME,
large companies

SME,
large companies

SME,
large companies

SME,
large companies

Industry
(manufacturing)

Industry
(non-manufacturing)

Services

Partner Institutes
database

 F I G U R E  B . 2
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Data quality check
Prior to aggregation, the respondent-level data is 
subjected to a data quality control process. The 
following response types are excluded from the 
data set: surveys where the respondent gives the 
same answer to at least 80% of the questions; 
surveys with a completion rate inferior to 50%; 
respondents who do not have the required level of 
seniority; and duplicate surveys, which can occur, 
for example, when a survey is both completed 
online and mailed in.

A univariate outlier test is then applied at the country 
level for each question of each survey. We use the 
standardized score—or “z-score”—method, which 
indicates by how many standard deviations any one 
individual answer deviates from the mean of the 
country sample. Individual answers with a standardized 
score greater than 3 are excluded. Additional statistical 
tests aimed at detecting responses that exhibit too 
little or too much variance across answers are used to 
exclude individual responses.

Computation of single-edition country scores
We use a simple average to compute scores at the 
country level. As the sample frame aims to replicate 
an economy’s sectoral composition and includes 
companies of different sizes, the country-level score 
of each Executive Opinion Survey question is the 
arithmetic mean of all answers in each country. That 
is, for a given question, all individual answers carry 
the same weight.

Formally, the average of a Survey indicator i for 
country c, denoted  , is computed as follows:

where
is the answer to question i in country c from  
respondent j; and
is the number of respondents to question i  
in country c.

Once responses have been aggregated at the 
country level, a test to detect statistical outliers is 
run. A univariate linear regression is used to predict 
the expected average score of Survey indicators 
based on the average performance on the other 
indicators. Average Survey scores that lie outside the 
90% confidence interval around the predicted values 
are considered “outliers”. The scores of individual 
Survey indicators are systematically corrected by a 
factor corresponding to the distance between the 

observed average Survey score and the predicted 
Survey average at the limit of the confidence interval.

In addition, an analysis to assess the reliability and 
consistency of the Survey data over time is carried 
out. As part of this analysis, an inter-quartile range 
(IQR) test is performed to identify large swings—
positive and negative—between two editions. 
For each country, we compute the year-on-year 
difference, d, in the average score of a core set of 53 
Survey questions. We then compute the inter-quartile 
range or IQR (i.e. the difference between the 25th 
percentile and the 75th percentile). Any value outside 
the range bounded by the 25th percentile minus 1.5 
times the IQR and the 75th percentile plus 1.5 times 
the IQR is identified as a potential outlier. This test 
is complemented by a series of additional empirical 
tests, including an analysis of five-year trends and 
a comparison of changes in the Survey results 
with changes in other indicators capturing similar 
concepts. We interview local experts and consider 
the latest developments in a country in order to 
assess the plausibility of the Survey results.

Country score computation
For each country and each Survey question, in the 
general case, the final country score is a weighted 
average of the single-edition scores of the two 
most recent editions of the Survey. The weighted 
average approach makes results less sensitive 
to the specific point in time when the Survey is 
administered. Second, it increases the amount of 
available information by providing a larger sample 
size. Additionally, because the Survey is carried out 
during the first quarter of the year, the average of the 
responses in the first quarter of 2019 and the first 
quarter of 2020 better aligns the Survey data with 
many of the data indicators from sources other than 
the Survey, which are often annual-averages data.

The weighted scheme used to compute the final 
country score is composed of two overlapping 
elements. We place more weight on the year with 
the larger sample size to attribute equal weight 
to each response. At the same time, we attribute 
greater weight to the most recent sample because 
it contains the most up-to-date information. That is, 
we also “discount the past.” Table C.2 reports the 
exact weights used in the computation of the scores 
of each country.
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Economy Survey 
edition

No. of 
respondents Weight (%)* Survey 

edition
No. of 

respondents Weight (%)* Online (%)**

Albania 2019 94 47.0% 2020 80 53.0% —

Algeria 2018 87 43.5% 2019 98 56.5% —

Angola 2019 352 54.2% 2020 162 45.8% 100

Argentina 2019 121 48.8% 2020 89 51.2% 100

Armenia 2019 83 48.4% 2020 63 51.6% 100

Australia 2019 80 49.2% 2020 57 50.8% 100

Austria 2019 167 47.8% 2020 134 52.2% 45.1

Azerbaijan 2019 70 48.9% 2020 N/A N/A —

Bahrain 2019 67 43.9% 2020 73 56.1% 100

Bangladesh 2019 77 49.2% 2020 55 50.8% —

Barbados 2019 50 49.8% 2020 34 50.2% 100

Belgium N/A N/A N/A 2020 49 100.0% 100

Benin 2019 90 44.9% 2020 91 55.1% —

Bolivia 2019 61 47.0% 2020 52 53.0% 100

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina
2019 97 47.9% 2020 77 52.1% 100

Botswana 2019 83 46.3% 2020 75 53.7% —

Brazil 2019 231 41.9% 2020 296 58.1% 100

Brunei 

Darussalam
2018 61 33.7% 2019 161 66.3% —

Bulgaria 2019 100 45.4% 2020 97 54.6% —

Burkina Faso 2018 73 50.4% 2019 47 49.6% —

Burundi 2019 94 46.4% 2020 84 53.6% —

Cambodia 2019 63 45.0% 2020 63 55.0% 100

Cameroon 2019 88 42.6% 2020 107 57.4% —

Canada 2019 86 45.7% 2020 81 54.3% 100

Cape Verde 2019 68 53.0% 2020 35 47.0% 100

Chad 2019 94 46.7% 2020 82 53.3% —

Chile 2019 234 38.2% 2020 410 61.8% 100

China N/A N/A N/A 2020 282 100.0% 99.6

Colombia 2019 117 49.1% 2020 84 50.9% 97.6

Congo, 

Democratic 

Rep.

2019 97 48.2% 2020 75 51.8% 37.3

Costa Rica 2019 70 49.4% 2020 49 50.6% 100

Côte d'Ivoire 2019 259 45.4% 2020 251 54.6% —

Croatia 2019 78 44.4% 2020 82 55.6% 100

Cyprus 2019 82 48.1% 2020 64 51.9% 23.4

Czech 

Republic
2019 151 50.8% 2020 94 49.2% 100

Denmark 2019 33 32.3% 2020 101 67.7% 31.6

Dominican 

Republic
2019 61 48.0% 2020 48 52.0% 100

Ecuador 2019 89 45.9% 2020 83 54.1% 100

Egypt 2019 120 45.1% 2020 119 54.9% 37.8

El Salvador 2019 68 46.2% 2020 62 53.8% 100

Estonia 2019 83 45.6% 2020 79 54.4% 100

Eswatini 2018 45 47.4% 2019 37 52.6% —

Ethiopia 2019 96 100.0% 2020 N/A N/A —

Finland 2019 40 37.9% 2020 72 62.1% 100

France 2019 132 52.7% 2020 70 47.3% 100

Gabon 2019 33 100.0% 2020 N/A N/A —
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Economy Survey 
edition

No. of 
respondents Weight (%)* Survey 

edition
No. of 

respondents Weight (%)* Online (%)**

Gambia, The 2018 87 47.0% 2019 74 53.0% 12.8

Georgia 2019 52 39.5% 2020 81 60.5% 100

Germany 2019 79 43.5% 2020 89 56.5% 91

Ghana 2019 93 44.1% 2020 100 55.9% 14

Greece 2019 97 47.1% 2020 82 52.9% 97.5

Guatemala 2019 82 44.7% 2020 84 55.3% 1.2

Guinea 2019 93 45.7% 2020 88 54.3% —

Haiti 2018 73 50.9% 2019 45 49.1% —

Honduras N/A N/A N/A 2020 99 100.0% 100

Hong Kong 

SAR
2019 89 41.7% 2020 116 58.3% 100

Hungary 2019 85 44.9% 2020 86 55.1% 100

Iceland 2019 85 45.6% 2020 81 54.4% 100

India 2019 309 47.2% 2020 259 52.8% 15.8

Indonesia 2019 89 46.5% 2020 79 53.5% —

Iran, Islamic 

Rep.
2019 108 42.8% 2020 129 57.2% 100

Ireland 2019 65 51.0% 2020 40 49.0% 100

Israel 2019 75 50.2% 2020 49 49.8% 100

Italy 2019 93 50.4% 2020 60 49.6% 100

Jamaica 2018 47 40.8% 2019 66 59.2% —

Japan 2019 51 39.3% 2020 81 60.7% 1.2

Jordan 2019 79 45.8% 2020 74 54.2% 100

Kazakhstan 2019 78 48.1% 2020 61 51.9% 100

Kenya 2019 113 48.3% 2020 87 51.8% 100

Korea, Rep. 2019 100 45.3% 2020 98 54.7% —

Kuwait 2019 82 53.6% 2020 40 46.4% 100

Kyrgyz 

Republic
2019 100 45.0% 2020 100 55.0% —

Lao PDR 2019 77 46.2% 2020 70 53.8% 25.7

Latvia 2019 90 47.3% 2020 75 52.7% —

Lebanon 2019 70 46.9% 2020 60 53.1% 100

Lesotho 2019 98 44.7% 2020 100 55.3% —

Liberia N/A N/A N/A 2020 63 100.0% 30.1

Lithuania 2019 70 43.0% 2020 82 57.0% 100

Luxembourg 2019 44 45.3% 2020 43 54.7% 100

Madagascar 2019 119 100.0% 2020 N/A N/A —

Malawi 2019 58 40.0% 2020 87 60.0% 20.7

Malaysia 2019 83 45.0% 2020 83 55.0% 100

Mali 2019 96 43.6% 2020 107 56.4% —

Malta 2019 65 47.3% 2020 54 52.7% 100

Mauritania N/A N/A N/A 2020 95 100.0% —

Mauritius 2019 66 43.7% 2020 73 56.3% 100

Mexico 2019 161 48.1% 2020 125 51.9% 97.6

Moldova 2018 86 41.8% 2019 111 58.2% —

Mongolia 2019 72 43.1% 2020 84 56.9% 85.7

Montenegro 2019 77 44.4% 2020 81 55.6% —

Morocco 2018 57 46.9% 2019 49 53.1% —

Mozambique 2018 84 44.6% 2019 87 55.4% —

Namibia 2019 82 45.3% 2020 80 54.7% 23.8

Nepal 2019 79 48.0% 2020 62 52.0% 43.5

Executive Opinion Survey: descriptive statistics and weightingsTA B L E  C . 2
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Economy Survey 
edition

No. of 
respondents Weight (%)* Survey 

edition
No. of 

respondents Weight (%)* Online (%)**

Netherlands 2019 87 45.7% 2020 82 54.3% 100

New Zealand 2019 57 47.9% 2020 45 52.1% 100

Nicaragua N/A N/A N/A 2020 53 100.0% 83

Nigeria 2019 78 46.9% 2020 67 53.1% 100

North 

Macedonia
2019 52 50.6% 2020 33 49.4% 75.8

Norway 2017 39 47.9% 2018 31 52.1% —

Oman 2019 84 44.7% 2020 86 55.3% 100

Pakistan 2019 148 46.0% 2020 137 54.0% 5.8

Panama 2019 86 49.3% 2020 61 50.7% 98.4

Paraguay 2019 90 45.4% 2020 87 54.6% 100

Peru 2019 112 48.0% 2020 88 52.0% 100

Philippines 2019 58 39.9% 2020 88 60.1% 81.8

Poland 2019 206 45.3% 2020 201 54.7% 99.5

Portugal 2019 150 44.5% 2020 156 55.5% 100

Qatar 2019 97 40.9% 2020 135 59.1% 14.8

Romania 2019 144 45.6% 2020 137 54.4% 72.3

Russian 

Federation
2019 278 45.4% 2020 270 54.6% 99.6

Rwanda 2019 69 41.6% 2020 91 58.4% 100

Saudi Arabia 2019 108 52.3% 2020 59 47.7% 100

Senegal 2019 95 48.1% 2020 74 51.9% 100

Serbia 2019 95 47.5% 2020 78 52.5% 100

Seychelles 2018 56 38.8% 2019 93 61.2% —

Sierra Leone N/A N/A N/A 2020 78 100.0% 85.9

Singapore 2019 115 42.3% 2020 143 57.7% 100

Slovak 

Republic
2019 77 44.5% 2020 80 55.5% 100

Slovenia 2019 81 43.1% 2020 94 56.9% 100

South Africa 2019 91 44.9% 2020 92 55.1% 97.8

Spain 2019 100 45.4% 2020 97 54.6% 100

Sri Lanka 2019 48 38.8% 2020 80 61.3% 100

Sweden 2019 52 48.3% 2020 40 51.7% 100

Switzerland 2019 92 46.0% 2020 85 54.0% 100

Taiwan, China 2019 111 47.3% 2020 92 52.7% 30.4

Tajikistan 2019 94 46.6% 2020 83 53.4% 3.6

Tanzania 2019 98 46.8% 2020 85 53.2% 100

Thailand 2019 102 47.9% 2020 81 52.1% 100

Trinidad and 

Tobago
2019 98 46.6% 2020 86 53.4% 100

Tunisia 2019 89 45.0% 2020 89 55.0% 74.2

Turkey 2019 88 45.4% 2020 85 54.6% 76.5

Uganda 2019 94 42.2% 2020 118 57.8% 100

Ukraine 2019 94 45.3% 2020 92 54.7% —

United Arab 

Emirates
2019 75 45.5% 2020 72 54.5% 100

United 

Kingdom
2019 141 48.7% 2020 105 51.3% 100

United States 2019 250 44.8% 2020 255 55.2% 100

Uruguay 2019 80 45.0% 2020 80 55.0% 100

Venezuela 2019 35 40.3% 2020 51 59.7% 100

Viet Nam 2019 78 45.5% 2020 75 54.5% 66.7



   84

Executive Opinion Survey: descriptive statistics and weightingsTA B L E  C . 2

Economy Survey 
edition

No. of 
respondents Weight (%)* Survey 

edition
No. of 

respondents Weight (%)* Online (%)**

Yemen 2019 76 45.5% 2020 73 54.5% 49.3

Zambia 2019 92 46.9% 2020 79 53.1% 17.7

Zimbabwe 2018 55 43.3% 2019 63 56.7% —

The country scores thus obtained are then used 
for the computation of the Global Competitiveness 
Index 4.0.

Formally, for any given Survey question i, country c’s 
score,  is given by:

 (1)

where
is country c’s score on question i in year t, with 
t = 2019, 2020, as computed following the 
approach described in the text; and 
is the number of respondents to question i  
in country c.

The weights for each year are determined as follows:

     (2a) 

 
and 

    (2b)

 
where

is the sample size (i.e. the number of 
respondents) for country c in year t, with t = 
2019, 2020.  
is the discount factor that accounts for 
temporality set at 0.6. 

Plugging Equations (2a) and (2b) into (1) and rearranging yields:

(3)

Note

All statistics are computed following the editing of the data; 
see text for details. "—" indicates that there was no online 
administration of the Survey. 

* Weight applied to the country score in that edition of the 
Survey. See Box B.1 for an example of a calculation. 
** Share of surveys completed online (2020 only).

In Equation (3), the first component of the weighting 
scheme is the discounted-past weighted average. 
The second component is the sample-size weighted 
average. These two components are given half-
weight each. One additional characteristic of this 
approach is that it prevents a country sample that 
is much larger in one year from overwhelming the 
smaller sample from the other year. In the case of 

Survey questions that were introduced in 2020 for 
which, by definition, no past data exists, full weight 
is given to the 2020 score. For newly covered 
countries, this treatment is applied to all questions. 
For countries whose 2020 data were discarded, 
the results from the previous editions of the report 
are used instead. Box C.1 provides an example of 
country score computation.
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Example of score computationB O X  C . 1

For this example, we compute the score of 
Argentina on the Diversity of workforce indicator. 
The indicator is derived from the following Survey 
question: “In your country, to what extent do 
companies have a diverse workforce (e.g. in terms of 
ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation, gender)?”  
(1 = not at all, 7 = to a great extent). Argentina’s 
score was 4.9 in 2019 and 4.8 in 2020.  
The weighting scheme described above indicates 
how the two scores are combined. In Argentina, the 
size of the sample was 121 in 2019 and 89 in 2020.  
Using     = 0.6 as discount factor and applying 
Equations (2a) and (2b) yields weights of 0.488 for 

2019 and 0.512 for 2020 (see Table C.2).  
The final country score for this question is therefore:

0.488 × 4.9 + 0.512 × 4.8 = 4.85.

     2019              2020

While numbers are rounded to two decimal 
places in this example and to one decimal place 
in result tables, full-precision figures are used in all 
calculations.

The Executive Opinion Survey is administered every 
year between February and May. However, in 2020, 
given the exceptional circumstances of COVID-19 
lockdowns in many countries, the administration 
period of the Executive Opinion Survey was 
extended by three months until 10 July. Table B.3 
provides full details about the administration period 
for each country. After analysis, no statistically 
significant impact was found of administration 
periods on scores. Statistical significant has been 
assessed by: (i) conducting t-tests in each country, 

on differences in scores between respondents 
who have submitted their answers in 2020 before 
any lockdown measure was introduced, and those 
who have submitted their answers in 2020, after 
lockdown measures were introduced (this applies 
only to those countries where information on exact 
submission date is available); (ii) conducting t-tests 
in each country, on differences in country average 
scores between 2019 and 2020.

Survey administration period, by country, in 2020TA B L E  C . 3

Economy
Start date 
of survey 
administration

End date 
of survey 
administration

Albania 3-Feb-20 7-Jun-20

Angola 18-Mar-20 9-May-20

Argentina 3-Feb-20 10-Jul-20

Armenia 3-Feb-20 25-May-20

Australia 5-Feb-20 30-Apr-20

Austria 28-Feb-20 20-Apr-20

Bahrain 11-Feb-20 30-Jun-20

Bangladesh 20-Feb-20 5-May-20

Barbados 25-Feb-20 23-Jun-20

Belgium 18-Jun-20 10-Jul-20

Benin 3-Feb-20 14-Apr-20

Bolivia 18-Feb-20 18-May-20

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina
6-Mar-20 8-Apr-20

Botswana 10-Feb-20 24-Apr-20

Brazil 6-Feb-20 17-Jun-20

Bulgaria 2-Mar-20 27-Mar-20

Burundi 3-Feb-20 15-Apr-20

Côte d'Ivoire 10-Feb-20 27-Mar-20

Cambodia 7-Feb-20 2-Jun-20

Economy
Start date 
of survey 
administration

End date 
of survey 
administration

Cameroon 16-Mar-20 26-Apr-20

Canada 18-Jun-20 10-Jul-20

Cape Verde 10-Feb-20 15-Jul-20

Chad 1-Mar-20 1-May-20

Chile 18-Mar-20 14-Mar-20

China 19-Jun-20 30-Jun-20

Colombia 18-Mar-20 1-Jun-20

Congo, Democratic 

Rep.
3-Feb-20 5-Jun-20

Costa Rica 24-Feb-20 22-May-20

Croatia 7-Feb-20 5-May-20

Cyprus 5-May-20 10-Jun-20

Czech Republic 4-Mar-20 7-Jul-20

Denmark 3-Feb-20 22-Apr-20

Dominican 

Republic
5-Mar-20 25-Jun-20

Ecuador 12-Feb-20 13-Jul-20

Egypt 3-Feb-20 1-Apr-20

El Salvador 21-Feb-20 21-May-20

Estonia 17-Feb-20 11-May-20
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Economy
Start date 
of survey 
administration

End date 
of survey 
administration

Finland 25-Feb-20 20-Jun-20

France 11-Feb-20 19-Jun-20

Germany 14-Apr-20 10-Jul-20

Ghana 4-Mar-20 17-May-20

Greece 25-Feb-20 22-May-20

Guatemala 16-Feb-20 24-Apr-20

Guinea 19-Mar-20 6-Apr-20

Honduras 14-Feb-20 19-May-20

Hong Kong SAR 10-Feb-20 22-Jun-20

Hungary 12-Mar-20 23-Jun-20

Iceland 7-Feb-20 28-Mar-20

India 6-Feb-20 15-Apr-20

Indonesia 3-Feb-20 28-May-20

Iran, Islamic Rep. 19-Feb-20 20-May-20

Ireland 19-Feb-20 14-May-20

Israel 15-May-20 5-Jul-20

Italy 20-Mar-20 6-Jul-20

Japan 3-Feb-20 8-Apr-20

Jordan 12-Feb-20 5-Mar-20

Kazakhstan 11-Feb-20 19-Apr-20

Kenya 16-Feb-20 9-Jul-20

Korea, Rep. 4-Mar-20 3-Jun-20

Kuwait 16-Feb-20 10-Jul-20

Kyrgyz Republic 11-Feb-20 26-May-20

Lao PDR 3-Feb-20 20-May-20

Latvia 3-Feb-20 5-May-20

Lebanon 19-Feb-20 1-Jun-20

Lesotho 3-Feb-20 27-Mar-20

Liberia 1-Mar-20 25-May-20

Lithuania 7-Feb-20 20-Apr-20

Luxembourg 3-Feb-20 15-May-20

Malawi 2-Mar-20 17-May-20

Malaysia 13-Feb-20 7-May-20

Mali 3-Feb-20 30-Apr-20

Malta 3-Mar-20 21-May-20

Mauritania 3-Feb-20 24-Jun-20

Mauritius 25-Feb-20 25-May-20

Mexico 17-Feb-20 21-May-20

Mongolia 5-Feb-20 14-Apr-20

Montenegro 10-Feb-20 20-May-20

Namibia 3-Feb-20 15-Jun-20

Nepal 17-Feb-20 30-Jun-02

Netherlands 15-Feb-20 20-May-20

New Zealand 16-Jun-20 8-Jul-20

Nicaragua 24-Feb-20 29-May-20

Nigeria 10-Feb-20 18-Jul-20

North Macedonia 23-Mar-20 19-Jun-20

Oman 10-Feb-20 12-May-20

Economy
Start date 
of survey 
administration

End date 
of survey 
administration

Pakistan 19-Mar-20 25-May-20

Panama 24-Feb-20 2-Jun-20

Paraguay 13-Feb-20 18-May-20

Peru 6-Feb-20 25-Mar-20

Philippines 11-Feb-20 26-May-20

Poland 27-Feb-20 8-Jun-20

Portugal 11-Feb-20 15-May-20

Qatar 10-Mar-20 25-Jun-20

Romania 3-Feb-20 24-Apr-20

Russian Federation 17-Mar-20 26-May-20

Rwanda 9-Mar-20 16-May-20

Saudi Arabia 23-Feb-20 7-Jun-20

Senegal 8-May-20 12-Jun-20

Serbia 3-Mar-20 22-May-20

Sierra Leone 10-Feb-20 29-May-20

Singapore 20-Feb-20 8-May-20

Slovak Republic 24-Mar-20 6-May-20

Slovenia 10-Feb-20 23-Apr-20

South Africa 20-Feb-20 23-May-20

Spain 9-Mar-20 12-Apr-20

Sri Lanka 6-Feb-20 8-Apr-20

Sweden 6-Feb-20 1-May-20

Switzerland 18-Feb-20 26-Mar-20

Taiwan, China 18-Feb-20 15-Apr-20

Tajikistan 16-Feb-20 25-Mar-20

Tanzania 10-Feb-02 8-Apr-20

Thailand 24-Feb-20 3-May-20

Trinidad and 

Tobago
13-Feb-20 19-May-20

Tunisia 13-Feb-20 22-Apr-20

Turkey 17-Feb-20 14-Jun-20

Uganda 5-Mar-20 26-May-20

Ukraine 15-Mar-20 31-May-20

United Arab 

Emirates
13-Feb-20 25-May-20

United Kingdom 16-Feb-20 9-Mar-20

Uruguay 10-Mar-20 2-Jul-20

United States 17-Jun-20 5-Jul-20

Venezuela 3-Feb-20 24-May-20

Viet Nam 10-Feb-20 5-May-20

Yemen 3-Feb-20 22-May-20

Zambia 3-Feb-20 29-May-20

Survey administration period, by country, in 2020TA B L E  C . 3
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Community Specialist

Guillaume Hingel
Insights Lead

Kusum Kali Pal 
Data and Research Analyst 

Vesselina Stefanova 
Ratcheva
Insights Lead

Roberto Crotti 
Project Lead

Attilio Di Battista 
Project Lead, and.
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Albania
Institute for Contemporary Studies & Tirana Business 
University College
Artan Hoxha, President
Helton Cevi, Project Coordinator
Oltion Valisi, Researcher

Algeria
Centre de Recherche en Economie Appliquée pour 
le Développement (CREAD)
Yacine Belarbi, Director
Khaled Menna, Director of Macroeconomics and 
Economic Integration
Fouad Zinai

Angola
Jobartis
João Freitas, Country Manager
Luis Verdeja, Director

Argentina
IAE Business School—Universidad Austral
Eduardo Luis Fracchia, Director of Academic 
Department of Economics
Martin Calveira, Research Assistant
Ana Aleman, Administrative Assistant

Armenia
Economy and Values Research Center
Manuk Hergnyan, Chairman
Lilit Apyan, Analyst
Sevak Hovhannisyan, Board Member and Senior 
Associate

Australia
Australian Industry Group
Colleen Dowling, Senior Research Analyst
Innes Willox, Chief Executive
Julie Toth, Chief Economist

Austria
Austrian Institute of Economic Research (WIFO)
Alexandros Charos
Christoph Badelt, Director
Michael Peneder

Azerbaijan
Azerbaijan Marketing Society
Ashraf Hajiyev, Coordinator
Fuad Aliyev, Consultant
Nigar Huseynzade, Chairman

Bahrain
Bahrain Economic Development Board
Khalid Humaidan, Chief Executive
Nada Azmi, Director, Competitiveness Advocacy
Rana Abdel Haq, Executive, Competitiveness 
Advocacy

Bangladesh
Centre for Policy Dialogue (CPD)
Fahmida Khatun, Executive Director
Tamim Ahmed, Programme Associate
Khondaker Golam Moazzem, Research Director

Barbados
University of West Indies (Cave Hill Campus, 
Barbados)
Don Marshall, Senior Fellow and Director 
Jonathan Lashley, Senior Fellow 
Sandra Tull

Benin
Institut de Recherche Empirique en Economie 
Politique (IREEP)
Léonard Wantchekon, Director
Stéphania Houngan, Research Associate
Donan Hounkpatin

Bosnia and Herzegovina
MIT Center, School of Economics and Business, 
University of Sarajevo
Zlatko Lagumdzija, Professor
Jasmina Selimovic, Dean
Amra Kapo, Assistant Professor

Botswana
Botswana National Productivity Centre
Letsogile Batsetswe, Research Consultant and 
Statistician
Phumzile Thobokwe, Manager, Information and 
Research Services Department
Christopher Diswai, Executive Director

Brazil
Fundação Dom Cabral (FDC), Innovation and 
Entrepreneurship Center
Ana Burcharth, Associate Professor
Carlos Arruda, Professor and Director
Naira Campos, Project Lead

 
 
 

Partner Institutes 

The World Economic Forum’s Centre for the New Economy and Society is 
pleased to acknowledge and thank the following organizations as its valued 
Partner Institutes, without which the realization of The Global Competitiveness 
Report Special Edition 2020 would not have been feasible:
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Brunei Darussalam
Universiti Teknologi Brunei
Hajah Noor Maya binti Haji Md. Salleh, Acting Vice 
Chancellor
Wida Sustanty biniti Haji Suhaili, Assistant Professor

Bulgaria
Center for Economic Development

Burkina Faso
Chambre de Commerce et d’Industrie du Burkina 
Faso (CCI-BF)
Issaka Kargougou, Directeur Général
Thimothée Dabire, Directeur des Etudes et de la 
Stratégie
Raïssa Kormodo Zoungrana, Chef du Service 
Statistiques

Burundi
Faculty of Economics and Management, Research 
Centre for Economic and Social Development 
(CURDES), University of Burundi
Arcade Ndoricimpa, Director of the Centre
Desié Nkurunziza
Willy Marcel Ndayitwayeko, Dean

Cambodia
Nuppun Research and Consulting Co., Ltd
Pong Vanny, Senior Research Assistant
Khin Pisey, Managing Director
Sreng Sopheakdey, Research Assistant

Cameroon
Comité de Compétitivité (Competitiveness 
Committee)
Hermann Fotie II, Secrétaire Permanent
Oumar Mairou, Responsible des Opérations
Guy Yakana, Expert au Comité de Compétitivité 

Cape Verde
Center for Applied Statistics and Econometrics 
Research – INOVE
Frantz Tavares, Chief Executive Officer
Jerónimo Freire, Project Manager
Júlio Delgado, Director

Chad
Groupe de Recherches Alternative et de Monitoring 
du Projet Pétrole Tchad-Cameroun
Gilbert Maoundonodji, Director
Mbairassem Simael, Researcher

Chile
School of Government, Universidad Adolfo Ibáñez
Eliana Nunez, Assistant
Soledad Arellano, Academic Vice-Rector
Julio Guzman, A.T. Professor

China
Beijing Dataway Horizon Co., Ltd
Jing Yang, Senior Project Manager
Na sun, Research Manger
Victor Y. Yuan, Chairman

Colombia
National Planning Department - DNP
Luis Alberto Rodriguez, Director, National Planning 
Department-DNP
Juan Sebastian Robledo, Director, Innovation and 
Private Sector Development
Sara Patricia Rivera, Project Manager

Colombian Private Council on Competitiveness
Helena García, General Vice President
Rosario Córdoba, President
Santiago Matallana, Technical Vice President

Congo, Democratic Republic of
Congo-Invest Consulting (CIC)
Christian Kazumba, Directeur du développement
Marie-France Mpiry, Consultant
Teza Bila, Managing Director

Côte d’Ivoire
Chambre de Commerce et d’Industrie de Côte d’Ivoire
Kouakou Germain Yao, Directeur des Etudes et de 
l’Information Economique

Centre de Promotion des Investissements en Côte 
d’Ivoire (CEPICI)
Esmel Emmanuel Essis, Directeur Général, Secrétaire 
d’Etat auprès du Premier Ministre en charge de la 
Promotion de l’Investissement Privé
Ramatou Fall, Directeur de l’Environnement des 
Affaires
Simon Meledje, Chef de Service Planification et 
Suivi-Evaluation

Croatia
National Competitiveness Council
Ivica Mudrinic, President
Jadranka Gable, Advisor
Kresimir Jurlin, Research Fellow

Cyprus
European University Cyprus
Bambos Papageorgiou, Project Coordinator

Bank of Cyprus
Kyriacos Antoniou, Liaison and Governance Officer
Michalis Persianis, Director for Corporate Affairs
Czech Republic
CMC Graduate School of Business
Tomáš Janča, Executive Director

Denmark
Danish Technological Institute
Karsten Frøhlich Hougaard, Center Director, Center 
for Business and Policy Analysis
Stig Yding Sørensen, Senior Specialist, Center for 
Business and Policy Analysis
Kristine Nedergaard Larsen, Consultant, Center for 
Business and Policy Analysis

Ecuador
ESPAE Graduate School of Management, Escuela 
Superior Politécnica del Litoral (ESPOL)
Sara Wong, Professor
Tania Tenesaca, Project Coordinator
Xavier Ordeñana, Dean
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Egypt
The Egyptian Center for Economic Studies (ECES)
Abla Abdel Latif, Executive Director and Director 
of Research
Khaled Wahid, Head of Statistical Department

Estonia
Estonian Institute of Economic Research (EKI)
Marje Josing, Director
Kiira Martens, Researcher
Tarmo Puolokainen, Sectoral Manager, Enterprise 
Estonia Analysis Department

Eswatini
Business Eswatini
Musa Maseko, Head of Trade and Commerce Unit
Nancy Sibiya, Head of Legal Unit
Nozipho Msibi, Head of Human Capital Unit

Finland
ETLA—The Research Institute of the Finnish Economy
Aki Kangasharju, Managing Director
Markku Lehmus, Head of Forecasting
Ville Kaitila, Researcher

France
Business France
Sylvie Montout, Chef économiste
Louise Cassagnes, Economiste junior

Gabon
Cabinet Regis & Associés
Regis Loussou Kiki, Founder and Consultant

Gambia, The
The Gambia Economic and Social Development 
Research Institute (GESDRI)
Makaireh A. Njie, Coordinator
Habibatou Drammeh, Director Students and Alumni 
Affairs
Haddy Sillah, Secretary 

Georgia
Tbilisi State University
TSU Center for Analysis and Forecasting
Mamuka Tsereteli, Chief Economist
Otar Anguridze, Head of the Board
Vakhtang Charaia, Executive Director

Germany
Institute for Innovation and Technology within the 
VDI/VDE Innovation + Technik GmbH
Michael Nerger, Scientific Consultant
Nadine Birner, Scientific Consultant
Stefan Krabel, Scientific Consultant

Ghana
Association of Ghana Industries (AGI)
John Defor, Director for Policy & Research
Seth Twum-Akwaboah, Chief Executive Officer
Yaw Adu Gyamfi, President

Greece
SEV Hellenic Federation of Enterprises
Michael Mitsopoulos, Director, Business Environment 
and Regulatory Affairs
Thanasis Printsipas, Associate Advisor, 
Macroeconomic Analysis and European Policy

Guatemala
FUNDESA
Juan Carlos Paiz, President of the Board of Directors
Juan Monge, Vice President of the Board of Directors
Juan Carlos Zapata, Chief Executive Officer

Guinea
Confédération Patronale Des Entreprises De Guinée
Hadja Aïssatou Gnouma Traore, Présidente
Kerfalla Camara, 1er Vice-Président chargé de 
l’International
Mohamed Benogo Conde, Secrétaire Général

Haiti
Group Croissance S.A.
Kesner F. Pharel, Chief Executive Officer

Hong Kong SAR
Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce
Watson Chan, Deputy Chief Executive Officer (Policy 
& Business Development)
Wilson Chong, Senior Economist

Hungary
KOPINT-TÁRKI Economic Research Ltd.
Erika Rozsas, Project Assistant
Éva Palócz, Chief Executive Officer
Peter Vakhal, Project Manager

Iceland
Innovation Center Iceland
Elin Groa Karlsdottir, Project Manager, Entrepreneur 
and SME Services
Karl Fridriksson, Managing Director of Entrepreneur 
and SME Services

India
LeadCap Knowledge Solutions Pvt. Ltd (LeadCap 
Ventures)
Sangeeth Varghese, Managing Director
Vidyadhar Prabhudesai, Director

Indonesia
Center for Industry, SME and Business Competition 
Studies, University of Trisakti
Prof. Tulus Tambunan, Director
Ida Busnetti, Vice Director
 
Iran, Islamic Republic of
Iran Chamber of Commerce, Industries, Mines and 
Agriculture, Deputy of Economic Affairs
Monireh Amirkhanloo, Interim Deputy Director for 
Economic Affairs
Mohammadreza Doostmohammadi, Project Manager
Farnaz Safdari, Research Associate

Ireland
Ibec, representing Irish Business
Danny McCoy, Chief Executive Officer
Fergal O’Brien, Director of Policy and Public Affairs
Geraldine Anderson, Head of Research

Israel
Manufacturers Association of Israel (MAI)
Dan Catarivas, Foreign Trade & International 
Relations Director General
Ruby Ginel, Chief Executive Officer
Ron Tomer, President
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Italy
Italian Trade Agency

Jamaica
Mona School of Business & Management (MSBM), 
The University of the West Indies, Mona
David McBean, Executive Director
Patricia Douce, Project Administrator, Professional 
Services Unit
William Lawrence, Director, Professional Services 
Unit

Japan
Keizai Doyukai (Japan Association of Corporate 
Executives)
Yasuyuki Ishii, Vice President and General Manager

Waseda University
Jusuke JJ Ikegami, Professor 
Kaori Ono, Adjunct Researcher of Global Strategic 
Leadership Research Institute 

Jordan
Ministry of Planning and International Cooperation
Wissam A. Rabadi, Minister of Planning and 
International Cooperation
Zeina Toukan, Secretary General/Ministry of Planning 
and International Cooperation
Ghada Issa, Head of Competitiveness Division/
Ministry of Planning and International Cooperation

Kazakhstan
Center for Strategic Initiatives
Adilov Ulan, Consultant
Yerbol Tulegenov, Project Manager
Olzhas Khudaibergenov, Senior Partner

Kenya
Institute for Development Studies, University of 
Nairobi
Karuti Kanyinga, Research Professor and Director, 
Institute for Development Studies
Paul Kamau, Senior Research Fellow and Deputy 
Director, Institute for Development Studies
Vincent Mugo, Project Assistant, Institute for 
Development Studies

Korea, Republic of
Korea Development Institute
Joonghae Suh, Executive Director, Economic 
Information and Education Center
Youngho Jung, Head, Public Opinion Analysis Unit
Jiyeon Park, Senior Research Associate, Public 
Opinion Analysis Unit

Kuwait
Kuwait University
Adel Al-Husainan, Committee Member
Fahad Al-Rashid, Committee Chairman
Sayer Al-Sayer, Committee Member

Kyrgyz Republic
Economic Policy Institute
Marat Tazabekov, Chairman

Lao PDR
Enterprise & Development Consultants Co., Ltd

Latvia
Stockholm School of Economics in Riga
Arnis Sauka, Head of the Centre for Sustainable 
Development

Lebanon
InfoPro, Research Department
Barrak Dbeiss, Project Manager
Joseph Haddad, Research Operations Manager

Lesotho
Private Sector Foundation of Lesotho
Kutloano Sello, President, Researcher
Manapo Mofolo, Researcher
Thabo Qhesi, Chief Executive Officer

Lithuania
Enterprise Lithuania 
Vytautas Adomaitis, Regulatory Affairs Officer
Pranciškus Vaišvila, Analyst
Vaida Meiliute, Assistant

Luxembourg
Luxembourg Chamber of Commerce
Christel Chatelain, Head of Economic Affairs
Jean-Baptiste Nivet, Senior Economist
Sidonie Paris, Economist

Madagascar
Centre d’Etudes Economiques de l’Université 
d’Antananarivo
Mamy Raoul Ravelomanana, Président de 
l'Université d'Antananarivo et Enseignant - 
Chercheur du Centre d'Etudes Economiques
Tiarinisaina Olivier Ramiandrisoa, Enseignant - 
Chercheur du Centre d'Etudes Economiques
André Pierre Lazamanana, Enseignant - Chercheur 
du Centre d'Etudes Economiques

Malawi
Malawi Confederation of Chambers of Commerce 
and Industry
Chancellor L. Kaferapanjira, Chief Executive Officer
Madalitso M. Kazembe, Director, Business 
Environment and Policy Advocacy
Hope Chavula, Head, Real Sector and 
Macroeconomic Policy

Malaysia
Malaysia Productivity Corporation (MPC)
Dato' Abdul Latif Abu Seman, Director General 
Wan Fazlin Nadia Wan Osman, Director Productivity 
& Competitiveness Development Division
Zahid Ismail, Deputy Director General

Mali
Groupe de Recherche en Economie Appliquée et 
Théorique (GREAT)
Badiégué Diallo, Administrative and Financial 
Assistant
Massa Coulibaly, Executive Director
Moussa Coulibaly, Researcher

Malta
Institute for Competitiveness Malta 
Adrian Said, Associate
Matthew Castillo, Associate



 91

Mauritania
Mauritania Bicom-Service Commercial
Habib Sy, Administrative Director and Analyst
Modou Werzeg Fall, Financial Director
Ousmane Samb, Technical and Marketing Director

Mauritius
Economic Development Board
Namasivayen Poonoosamy, Ag. CEO Economic 
Development Board Sanroy Seechurn, Manager 
Economic Development Board
Dooshala Ramjutun-Ramlaul, Lead Professional 
Economic Development Board

Mexico
Mexican Institute for Competitiveness (IMCO)
Valeria Moy, General Director
Romina Giron Palau, Communications Director
Luis Mauricio Torres, Economic Analysis Coordinator 
Ministry of the Economy
Ernesto Acevedo Fernández, Undersecretary of 
Industry and Commerce
Jorge Arreola Cavazos, Head of the Competitiveness 
Unit

Moldova
Academy of Economic Studies of Moldova (AESM)
Grigore Belostecinic, Rector

Institute of Economic Research and European 
Studies (IERES)
Corneliu Gutu, Director

Mongolia
Open Society Forum (OSF)
Erdenejargal Perenlei, Executive Director
Oyunbadam Davaakhuu, Manager of Economic 
Policy Program

Montenegro
Institute for Strategic Studies and Prognoses (ISSP)
Jadranka Kaludjerovic, Program Director
Maja Drakic Grgur, Project Coordinator
Veselin Vukotic, President

Mozambique
EconPolicy Research Group, Lda.
Mwikali Kieti, Project Coordinator
Peter Coughlin, Director

Namibia
Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR)
Graham Hopwood, Executive Director
Ndapunikwa Fikameni, Research Associate
Salmi Shigwedha, Research Associate
Nepal
Competitiveness and Development Institute (CODE)
Ramesh Chandra Chitrakar, Professor, Country 
Coordinator and Team Leader
Menaka Shrestha, Team Member
Munnu Pradhan, Team Member

Netherlands
Amsterdam Centre for Business Innovation, 
Amsterdam Business School, University of 
Amsterdam
Henk W. Volberda, Director and Professor

New Zealand
BusinessNZ
Kathryn Asare, Project Manager
Kirk Hope, Chief Executive

Nigeria
Nigerian Economic Summit Group (NESG)
Ifeanyi Edeh, Research Analyst
Olaoye Jaiyeola, Chief Executive Officer
Olusegun Omisakin, Head of Research and 
Information Services

North Macedonia
Economic Chamber of North-West Macedonia
Drilon Iseni, Executive Director
Durim Zekiri
Armanda Jusufi

Oman
National Competitiveness Office
Bader Shaikhan Al Abdali, Head of international 
Indexes and Simulation Programs
Buthaina Hilal Al-Saadi, Statistician
Nadia Al Bulushi, Head of International Cooperation 
and Media

Pakistan
Mishal Pakistan
Amir Jahangir, Chief Executive Officer
Amna Sabahat Bhutta, Director Strategy
Puruesh Chaudhary, Director of Content

Paraguay
Fundación Paraguaya de Cooperación y Desarrollo
Martin Burt, Founder and Chief Executive Officer
Luis Fernando Sanabria, Chief Operating Officer
Sol Urbieta, Management Assistant

Peru
Centro de Desarrollo Industrial (CDI), Sociedad 
Nacional de Industrias
Luis Tenorio, Executive Director
Maria Elena Baraybar, Project Assistant

Philippines
Makati Business Club (MBC)
Maria Roxanne Lu, Programs and Projects Director
Catch Ofilada, Programs Officer
Trisha Teope, Programs Officer

Poland
Department of Economic Analysis, National Bank of 
Poland
Piotr Boguszewski, Economic Advisor
Piotr Szpunar, Director

Portugal
PROFORUM, Associação para o Desenvolvimento 
da Engenharia
Ilídio António de Ayala Serôdio, President of the 
Board of Directors
Helena Roquette, Secretary of the President
Raquel Magalhaes, Secretary General of PROFORUM

Fórum de Administradores de Empresas (FAE)
Paula Carmona, President
David Braga Malta, Member
Susana Lourenco, Executive Assistant
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Qatar
Qatari Businessmen Association (QBA)
Issa Abdull Salam Abu Issa, Secretary-General
Sarah Abdallah, Deputy General Manager

Social and Economic Survey Research Institute 
(SESRI)
Hassan Al Sayed, Director

Romania
ADAF (Association of Women Entrepreneurship 
Development)
Cornelia Rotaru, President
Cristina Savu, Communications Expert
Gela Rotaru, Secretary

The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Romania
Cristina Mihai, Director, Internal Relations and ICC 
Romania

Russian Federation
Eurasia Competitiveness Institute (ECI)
Alexey Prazdnichnykh, Managing Director
Nikita Popov, Project Associate

Rwanda
Rwanda Development Board
Louise Kanyonga, Chief Strategy and Compliance 
Officer
Diogene Dusabiyaremye, Strategy Analyst
Kennedy Kalisa, Strategy Analyst
Lucia Perez Villar, Competitiveness Analyst

Saudi Arabia
Alfaisal University
Mohammed Kafaji, Director of Quality Assurance and 
Accreditation

National Competiveness Center (NCC)
Eiman Habbas Al-Mutairi, CEO of the National 
Competitiveness Centre
Waleed Al-Rudaian, Vice President 
Salman Al-Tukhaifi, Analytical Director
Deema Almudaheem, Project Manager

Senegal
Centre de Recherches Economiques Appliquées 
(CREA), Université Cheikh Anta Diop of Dakar
Babacar Sène, Directeur du Centre de Recherches 
Economiques Appliquées, Coordonnateur de 
l’enquête
Mamadou Marone, Superviseur des enquêteurs, 
Chercheur au CREA

Serbia
Foundation for the Advancement of Economics 
(FREN)
Aleksandar Radivojevic, Project Coordinator
Jelena Zarkovic Rakic, Director
Svetozar Tanaskovic, Researcher

Singapore
Singapore Economic Development Board
Cheng Wai San, Director, Research and Statistics Unit
Teo Xinyu, Executive Officer, Research and Statistics 
Unit

Slovak Republic
Business Alliance of Slovakia (PAS)
Peter Serina, Executive Director
Robert Kicina, Member of the Board

Slovenia
Institute for Economic Research
Peter Stanovnik, Professor
Sonja Uršič, Senior Research Assistant

University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Economics
Mateja Drnovšek, Full Professor

South Africa
Business Leadership South Africa
Busisiwe Mavuso, Chief Executive Officer
Tebele Luthuli, Head of Policy and Legislation
Nonhlanhla Mohlaba, Policy and Legislation Coordinator
Business Unity South Africa
Olivier Serrao, Executive Director, Economic and 
Trade Policy
Tyson Thamsanqa Sibanda, Co-Ordinator, Economic 
and Trade Policy
Cas Coovadia, Chief Executive Officer

Spain
IESE Business School, International Center for 
Competitiveness
Pascual Berrone, Professor
María Luisa Blázquez, Research Associate

Sri Lanka
Institute of Policy Studies of Sri Lanka (IPS)
Dushni Weerakoon, Executive Director
Kithmina Hewage, Research Officer

Sweden
Ratio – Näringslivets forskningsinstitut
Ida Arnstedt, Operational Controller 
Nils Karlson, Chief Executive Officer
Johanna Grönbäck, Head of Communications 

Switzerland
University of St. Gallen, Executive School of 
Management, Technology and Law (ES-HSG)
Tobias Trütsch, Head of Economics Division

Taiwan, China
National Development Council
Cheng-Mount Cheng, Deputy Minister
Ming-Huei Wu, Director, Economic Development 
Department
Yu-Ju Huang, Specialist, Economic Development 
Department

Tajikistan
Center of Sociological Research “Zerkalo”
Kahramon Bakoev, Director
Gulchehra Tabarova, Head of Data Collection 
Department

Zerkalo Central Asia, LLC – a member of Z-Analytics 
Group
Gulnora Beknazarova, Director
Parviz Yusupov, Director, LLC "Tahlil va Mashvarat" 
(a member of Z-Analytics Group)
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Tanzania
REPOA Ltd
Cornel Jahari, Researcher
Donald Mmari, Executive Director
Lucas Katera, Director of Commissioned Works

Thailand
Chulalongkorn Business School, Chulalongkorn 
University
Kanyarat Sanoran, Assistant Dean
Wilert Puriwat, Dean

Trinidad and Tobago
Arthur Lok Jack Global School of Business, The 
University of the West Indies, St. Augustine
Balraj Kistow, Lecturer and Programme Director
Nirmala Maharaj, Director, Internationalisation and 
Institutional Relations Centre
Sweden Hewitt, Recruitment and Programme 
Support Officer

Tunisia
Institut Arabe des Chefs d’Entreprises
Majdi Hassen, Executive Counsellor
Mayssa Louati, Head of Data Unit
Taieb Bayahi, President

Turkey
TUSIAD Sabanci University Competitiveness Forum
Esra Durceylan Kaygusuz, Director
Sezen Uğurlu Sum, Project Specialist

Uganda
Kabano Research and Development Centre (KRDC)
Robert Apunyo, Program Manager
Delius Asiimwe, Executive Director
Dianah Nannono, Research Associate 

Ukraine
CASE Ukraine, Center for Social and Economic Research
Dmytro Boyarchuk, Executive Director
Vladimir Dubrovskiy, Leading Economist
Oksana Kuziakiv, Senior Adviser

United Arab Emirates
Federal Competitiveness and Statistics Authority
H.E. Abdulla Nasser Lootah, Director General

Competitiveness Office of Abu Dhabi
H.E. Rahsed AbdulKarim Al Blooshi, Undersecretary 
of the Department of Economic Development-Abu 
Dhabi

United Kingdom 
Confederation of British Industry (CBI)
Ben Jones, Principal Economist
Nicola Grimwood, Survey Team Manager
Lois Braney, Senor Survey Analyst

Uruguay
Universidad ORT Uruguay
Bruno Gili, Professor
Isidoro Hodara, Professor
Federico Monetti, Professor

Venezuela
CONAPRI, National Council for Investment Promotion
Jennyn Osorio, Economic Affairs Manager
Juan Cabral, Executive Director
Jorge Garcia, Business Intelligence and Knowledge 
Management Specialist
 
Viet Nam
Ho Chi Minh Institute for Development Studies (HIDS)
Tran Hoang Ngan, President and Professor
Du Phuoc Tan, Head of Urban Management Studies 
Department
Trieu Thanh Son, Deputy Head of Research 
Management and Cooperation Department

Yemen
Yemeni Business Club (YBC)
Fathi Abdulwasa Hayel Saeed, Chairman
Ghadeer Ahmed Al-Maqhafi, Executive Director 
Safaa A. Alsayaghi, Projects Coordinator

Zambia
Institute of Economic and Social Research (INESOR), 
University of Zambia
Grayson Koyi, Research Fellow
Patricia Funjika, Research Fellow and Project 
Coordinator
Joseph Simbaya, Director

Bolivia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, El 
Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama
INCAE Business School, Latin American Center 
for Competitiveness and Sustainable Development 
(CLACDS)
Enrique Bolaños, President
Octavio Martínez, Director
Ronald Arce, Researcher

Sierra Leone and Liberia
GovernanceQualityRatings.com
Omodele Jones, CEO and Director
Sola Mahoney, Chairperson, Board of Directors
Trevor Jenkins-Johnston, Fractional CFO and Director
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