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Introduction
Measuring economic strength and soundness is far from an easy task. There is no
consensus amongst economists or political scientists of how to measure economic strength
or soundness. The recent ‘Commission on the Measurement of Economic Performance and
Social Progress’ that was created by the French President Nicholas Sarkozy and was led
by Joseph Stiglitz (President of the Commission), Amartya Sen (Advisor) and Jean Paul
Fitoussi (Coordinator) had exactly this aim: ‘to identify the limits of GDP as an indicator
of economic performance and social progress, including the problems with its
measurement; to consider what additional information might be required for the
production of more relevant indicators of social progress; to assess the feasibility of
alternative measurement tools, and to discuss how to present the statistical information in
an appropriate way’. The Report of the Commission is a must read for all scholars and
students of economics and political economy, yet, it seems to be more telling about the
problems involved in such a task rather than about the possible alternatives to the GDP!
The aim of this first ‘Power & Wealth’ Report is to kick off a new research project that
aims to explore, in a historical perspective, trends in the distribution of wealth and
economic power between states as well as between global regions. Along these lines, this
first Report attempts to integrate an analysis of emerging trends both in terms of states and
in terms of global regions. The second Report, currently in production, systematises further
this ‘dual perspective’ (states/regions), and expands the focus of the project to include
other actors (especially, Multinational Enterprises, Pension and Investment Funds and
International Organisations) that for a number of methodological reasons we chose not to
include in this first Report. Thus, rather than offering any conclusive findings, this first
Report aims to set the parameters in which a long term research project will move.
A key aim of this project is to produce a new index to measure economic strength. Our
purpose is to use this index as a device that will allow us to analyse the changing geometry
of economic strength between states, global regions and other global economic actors. In
this way, we aim to capture and assess the emerging trends in the changing global
distribution of power and wealth. This new index and its rationale and methodology will be
presented in the second issue of the ‘Power & Wealth’.
One of the main difficulties encountered, and proposals made, by the ‘Commission on the
Measurement of Economic Performance and Social Progress’ is that we need to distinguish
‘between an assessment of current well-being and an assessment of sustainability, whether
this can last over time. Current well-being has to do with both economic resources, such as
income, and with non-economic aspects of peoples’ life (what they do and what they can
do, how they feel, and the natural environment they live in). Whether these levels of wellbeing can be sustained over time depends on whether stocks of capital that matter for our
lives (natural, physical, human, social) are passed on to future generations’. The economic
strength index and the rankings analysed in the Power & Wealth are able to capture
aspects only of the current well-being and economic strength. Assessing the sustainability
of this strength is equally, if not more, important, but remains beyond our purposes and
means here. Yet, although we do not offer an analysis of future sustainability, we do offer a
historical perspective of the current trends. In this way, we combine a synchronic with a
diachronic view in the reading of power and wealth in the global political economy.
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Finally, our analysis includes both ‘mainstream’ indicators of economic strength (e.g.
GDP growth) and indicators that attract less attention but, to our opinion, will determine
in the future the nature of the emerging distribution of wealth and power at a global level
(e.g. R&D expenditures). We also decided to include and combine existing, established,
composite indicators (e.g. Human Development Index, Global Competitiveness) of
economic welfare, alongside with single, ‘primary’ indicators.
The Report that follows is not but just a first tentative step in what we hope it will be a long
journey. We welcome both feedback and criticism, and look forward to present our index in
the next issue!
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Overview
Our first Wealth & Power report compares and contrasts states and global regions across
24 indicators, extending from the GDP to CO2 emissions. In this brief overview, rather
than summarising the findings of this research, we would like to narrow down our
analytical lens on the Group of 20 (G20). The G20 has emerged from the current global
economic crisis as a key forum for negotiating the global economic governance. Table 2
(page 8) demonstrates how the G20 member-states are doing in a selected number of
economic indicators. Based on these indicators we also attempt to draw a general ranking
for the G20 states for 2010. In this ranking, China comes first, leaving the US in the second
place. Furthermore, Korea comes third, leaving the largest European economy, Germany,
to the fourth place. The fact that Australia and Saudi Arabia outperform the UK is also
unexpected. Finally, it is interesting that Brazil is rather low in the ranking, despite its
recent rebirth in the global stage, as a BRIC. Yet, this ranking should only be treated as a
working hypothesis. The final ranking, along with the new Economic Strength Index, will
be presented in the next Wealth & Power Report. In this regard, in Table 2, it is more
useful to examine the ranking of each G20 state in each single indicator.
Interestingly, the two largest economies, the USA and China, exhibit opposing
characteristics –and thus strengths and weaknesses– in most indicators. These opposing
characteristics are demonstrated in Figure 1, which demonstrates the place that these two
countries hold in
Figure 1: China vs. USA, 2010
the G20 ranking,
across the various
indicators of Table
2. Clearly China is
on the Top and the
US at the bottom of
G20 Table in terms
of Current Account
surpluses,
low
government deficit,
low national debt,
high
total
investments, high
saving rates, low
unemployment, and
high GDP annual
percentage change.
The reverse is true for the GDP per capita, the Human Development Index, and final
consumption, where the US is on the top and China at the bottom of the G20 Table. The
distance between the two countries is smaller in the fields of R&D expenditures, taxation of
corporate profits and inflation.
These opposing dynamics, between China and the US, are not, however, idiosyncratic
aspects of Cino-American relations. Table 1 demonstrates that a similar pattern emerges
between ‘emerging’ and ‘established’ powers.
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Table 1: Emerging vs. Established Powers
2010
GDP (PPP per capita)
TOP 6 (highest)
USA, Australia, Canada,
Germany, UK, France

BOTTOM 6 (lowest)
India, Indonesia, China,
South Africa, Brazil, Turkey

Human Development Index
TOP 6
BOTTOM 6
Australia, USA, Canada,
India, Indonesia, South Africa,
Germany, Japan, Korea
China, Turkey, Brazil
Unemployment
TOP 6 (lowest unemployment)
Korea, China, Japan,
Australia, Mexico, Brazil

TOP 6 (highest unemployment)
South Africa, Saudi Arabia,
France, USA, Italy

Government Gross Debt
TOP 6 (lowest debt)
Russia, Saudi Arabia, China,
Australia, Indonesia, Korea

TOP 6 (highest debt)
Japan, Italy, USA,
France, Canada, Germany

Government Deficit
TOP 6 (lowest deficit)
TOP 6 (highest deficit)
Saudi Arabia, Korea, Indonesia,
USA, UK, Japan,
Argentina, China, Turkey
India, France South Africa
National Savings
TOP 6 (high savings)
China, Saudi Arabia, India,
Indonesia, Korea, Russia

TOP 6 (low savings)
UK, USA, Turkey,
South Africa, Italy, Brazil

Current Account Balance
TOP 6 (surpluses)
TOP 6 (deficits)
Saudi Arabia, Germany, China,
Turkey, Italy, USA, UK,
Russia, Japan, Korea
Canada, South Africa

Yet, Table 1 includes interesting deviations. For instance, Korea exceeds many European
states in the Human Development Index. Australia is also an interesting case, as it seems
to combine the strengths of both the ‘established’ and ‘emerging’ powers. Turkey, on the
other hand, seems to follow the ‘established powers’ in terms of low savings and large
current account deficits. Finally, Germany behaves as an emerging power in terms of its
current account balance.
It seems there are two ways of reading the above data. They can be read as ‘global
imbalances’ that require ‘fixing’ or signs of a changing global landscape; i.e., not as
imbalances but as new/dynamic/changing equilibria. Where you stand depends on where
you sit? The analysis that follows in this report and overall the project Wealth & Power
aspires to shed light to this question.
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Gross Domestic Product (GDP)
According to the IMF, from which we draw the figures below, the GDP is the most
commonly used single measure of a country's overall economic activity. It represents the
total value of final goods and services produced within a country during a specified time
period, such as one year.

Figure 1 shows that, with
regard to growth rates (%
annual change), the advanced
economies (G-7, EU-27)
have lagged behind the
emerging and developing
economies, throughout the
last 30 years. The IMF
forecasts that this trend will
continue for the years to
come, while the distance
between the developed and
developing economies will
grow larger.

Chart2
2010 - % Share of World Total GDP (based on PPP)

Figure 2 confirms this.
Fig.2 Share of World Total GDP (based on PPP)
The share of the
2010
traditionally most
USA
advanced economies
19,7%
Others
(USA, Japan, Germany)
37,3%
in the global GDP,
measured at purchasingpower parity, was 40% of
the total GDP in 1980,
falling to 36.3% in 2000
and 29.5% in 2010. On
Japan
Italy
the other hand, in the
India
5,8%
2,4%
5,4%
France
same period, China and
UK
Brazil Rus s ia
2,9%
Germany
India have almost tripled
2,9%
2,9%
3,0%
4,0%
their share in the global
GDP. In 1980 these
countries produced the 4.7% of the global GDP, climbing to 10.9% in 2000 and 19% in
2010. These trends indicate a clear shift in global economic power.
USA

China

Japan

India

Germany

Source: IMF, World Economic Outlook Database, April 2011

Russia

Brazil

UK

France

Italy

China
13,6%

Others
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Table 1 demonstrates that, although USA remains the most powerful economy, China
ascending rapidly the world economic ladder, overtaking traditional wealthy western
economies.

Brazil and India consolidate
their dynamic performance, securing
their place among the top-10
wealthiest economies.

Greece stood at the 32nd
place in terms of its GDP (current
prices) in 2010.The country's share
in the global GDP decreased from
0.73% in 1980, to 0.57% in 1990,
0.49% in 2000 and 0.44% in 2010,
revealing that the Greek economy is
loosing ground, especially after the
2009 crisis in Europe.
Tables 2a & 2b demonstrates that
while in most of the member
countries GDP growth rates have turned positive, the Greek economy is in deep recession
during the last two years (20092010), slumping to the bottom of
Euro area and EU27

P a g e | 11

General Government Gross Debt
According to the IMF, from which we draw the figures below, the General Government Gross
Debt consists of all liabilities that require payment or payments of interest and/or principal by
the debtor to the creditor at a date or dates in the future. This includes debt liabilities in the
form of SDRs, currency and deposits, debt securities, loans, insurance, pensions and
standardized guarantee schemes, and other accounts payable. Thus, all liabilities in the GFSM
2001 system are debt, except for equity and investment fund shares and financial derivatives
and employee stock options. On the other hand, General Government Net Debt refers to gross
debt of the general government minus its financial assets in the form of debt instruments.
Since the broke out of the recent international financial crisis, the Government Gross Debt has
become one of the most destabilizing factors of the world economy, threatening not only the
global economic stability but also the efforts of the national and region economies, especially
in the West, to overcome the present recession.

Fig. 1: General Government Gross Debt (% GDP)
As Figure 1 and Table
1 show, it is mostly the
gross debt of the
advanced econo-mies
which
grew
from
72.6% in 2000, to
98.68%
in
2010,
although the trend is
upward
almost
globally.
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Table 2 shows that the country with the heaviest debt burden in 2010 is Japan, and according
to IMF estimates will remain so for the years to come.

 Most alarming is the huge increase of the government debt for six European countries
(Greece, Italy, Belgium, Ireland, Portugal and Iceland). Indicatively, whereas the Top 20
of most indebted countries in 2010 includes six EU member states, the same Top 20 list
for 2000 included no EU member states. Furthermore, according to the IMF estimates
high debt will continue to trouble the EU for the years to come.
 The escalation of the US debt, from c. 55% in 2000 to c. 94% in 2010 is also very
worrying.
 The government debt of Greece, before the agreement that was reached on October 26,
2011, was projected to reach 187.9% of GDP in 2013.

Tables 3 & 4 show that the debt crisis that hit Europe after 2008 raised the average
government debt far above the level prescribed in the Stability & Growth Pact (60%), from
62.37% in 2000 to 79.48% in 2010, endangering the prospects of the common currency and
the efforts of the most debt-burden economies to return to positive growth rates.
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The Greek public debt has soared from c. 73% in 1990 to 103.4% in 2000, remaining at this
level the years that followed the countries accession to the Eurozone. Greece’s debt
troubles became serious in 2009, reaching 126.8%, while in 2010 the gross debt reached
142%, expecting to climb further to 150% in 2011 (IMF Data Mapper, below).
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Domestic credit to private sector (% of GDP)
According to the World Bank, from which we draw the following data, domestic credit to private
sector refers to financial resources provided to the private sector, such as through loans, purchases
of non-equity securities, and trade credits and other accounts receivable, that establish a claim for
repayment. For some countries these claims include credit to public enterprises.
Table 1 offers the Top 20 of the states with the highest rate of domestic credit to private sector as a
percentage of GDP.

It should be worrying
for the EU that the first 6
countries are EU member
states. Overall, eleven EU
states are represented in the
list. There is a clear upward
pattern for private credit in
Europe after 2000.

Unexpectedly,
the
USA is not at the top of the
list, but only at place 7.

From
the
nonWestern power, Japan is at
the 11th place, and South
Africa
at
the
13th.
Surprisingly, China appears
to be in this Top 20 list since
the 1980s, being 19th in 2009.

In 2009 Greece was
th
in the 38 place (with 92% of its GDP). Historically, Greece moved from 53rd in 1970, to 37th in
1980, to 65th in 1990, to 55th in 2000, to 35th in 2005.

Yet, as Figure 1 demonstrates, in
terms of regions North America
is first, with credit to the private
sector reaching the alarming
204% of the region’s GDP.
Worrying. As expected the EU
follows second and East Asia is
third.
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Government Revenue
According to the IMF, from which we draw the data below, revenue is an increase in net
worth resulting from a transaction. For general government units, there are four main
sources of revenue: taxes and other compulsory transfers imposed by government units,
property income derived from the ownership of assets, sales of goods and services, and
voluntary transfers received from other units.
Government revenue has a controversial place in the economic literature, since it has both
growth and distributional effects, determining, among others, the relation between the
structure of taxation and spending flows.
Table 1 shows the major trends in global economy during the last decade, classified by
economic as
well as
geographical
criteria. The
figures illustrate
a uniform trend
among the more
advanced
economies, that
retain relative
high stateincome ratios
(around 40%),
while the emerging and developing economies have lower rates of government revenue,
fluctuating from 20% (in developing Asia countries) to c. 30 % for Latin America and other
developing regions.

Table 2 reveals the different
budget approaches regarding state
revenues among the most
advanced economies (G-20).
 The
strongest
European
economies
(with
the
exemption of the UK) have
high revenue rates (above
40%; France has the highest
rates, exceeding 48%).
 USA and Japan lag behind by
almost 10%.
 Low levels of government
revenues are showed by the
new global challengers, China
and India, around 20%.
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Figure 1 shows government revenues in the five European countries with the severest
financial problems (the infamous PIIGS), in comparison to Germany. Italy has a similar
behaviour with the European core (around 45%), while Ireland resembles the Anglo-Saxon
pattern with lower revenue rates (around 35%). In between, lie the three Mediterranean
economies, with Portugal and Greece showing a better performance the last couple years,
in comparison to Spain

Fig. 1: General Government Revenue (%GDP)
50

45

Germany
40

Greece
Ireland
Italy
Luxembourg

35

Portugal
Spain
30

25
1990

1995

2000

2005

2007

2009

2010
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Government Expenses
According to the IMF. from which we draw the data below, expense is a decrease in net worth
resulting from a transaction. Governments have 2 broad economic responsibilities: to assume
responsibility for the provision of selected goods and services to the community on a nonmarket
basis and to redistribute income and wealth by means of transfer payments. These
responsibilities are largely fulfilled through expense transactions.
The widespread pressure for state downsizing, which holds that governments have become too
large and should be reduced in size, is acquiring a new momentum at the present high-debt
international environment.
Table 1 demonstrates that public expenditures, viewed as a percentage of GDP, has risen
sharply in the 2000s, almost in all regions. The expenditure-to-GDP ratio (all levels of
government) rose in advanced economies from 38,3 percent in 2001 to 43,3 percent by 2010 (the
corresponding ratios for EU are 46 % and 50%), significantly stretching their budgets and
putting under the spotlight the fiscal role of government.

Table 2 shows that the leading
European economies have the
highest public-expenditure-to- GDP
ratio amongst the most advanced
economies. France is first with 56%
(almost 5% above from the EU
average).
 USA and Japan, maintain their
budget expenditures around 40%.
 Impressive are the figures for
China and India, 22,9% and 26,5%
respectively, which demonstrate the
different nature of political
economy in the emerging and
established economic powers.
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 Table 3 presents the EU27 ranking for 2010 and comparable data for the period 20002010. It also includes data for the EU candidate countries.
 In 2010 the
financial and
banking-sector
problems in Ireland
rocketed its budget
expenditures from
48,5% in 2009 to
67,6 % in 2010.
 Second in
government
expenditure as a
percent of GDP was
Denmark (58.5%),
followed in the third
place by France
(56.6%).
 The South
European countries
are in-between places
8 and 19, thus being
in the middle of the
ranking.
 Three new EU
member states,
Slovakia, Romania
and Bulgaria, are at
the bottom of the
EU27 list, spending
below 40% of their
GDP
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Unemployment
According to the World Bank, Unemployment refers to the share of the labour force that is
without work but available for and seeking employment. All data below come from the IMF
World Economic Outlook Database.
Although unemployment is a
familiar phenomenon in modern
economies, it has been emerging
considerably since the crisis of
2008.
Table 1 shows the first 50
countries
with
the
worst
unemployment rates for the last two
years:
 As a result of the present
recessional international environment, unemployment has risen,
if slightly, in almost all countries,
most notably, however, in those
European economies with the
severest
financial
problems
(especially, Spain, Greece and
Ireland.
 Countries with more flexible
labour markers (such as US and
UK) have retained their ratios
almost intact in 2009/10.
 Notably,
some
emerging
economies accomplished to lower
significantly their unemployment
rates (Brazil: from 8,1% in 2009 to
6,7% in 2010; Russia: from 8,4% in
2009 to 7,5% in 2010; Turkey:
from 14% in 2009 to 11,9 in 2010).
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Table 2 offers the unemployment ranking for the European Union members and the EU
candidate countries for the
past two years. The most
negative changes during this
period happened in Bulgaria
(from 23rd place in 2009 to
13th
place in 2010) and
Greece (12th in 2009, to 8th in
2010). Germany, Sweden and
Malta experienced a positive
change the last two years.

P a g e | 21

Long-term Unemployment
According to the World Bank, from which we draw the following data, long-term
unemployment refers to the number of people with continuous periods of unemployment
extending for a year or longer, expressed as a percentage of the total unemployed.

As it has already observed by many studies, the problem of long-term unemployment is
mainly a European one.
Table 1
confirms
emphatically
this
conclusion. The Top-20 list of the
countries with the highest long term
unemploy-ment rates is dominated
by European states.

Moreover, the problem is not
constrained
in the European
periphery. Germany, Italy and
France have all registered high longterm unemployment rates in 2009
(45,5%,
44,4% and 35,4%,
respectively).

These high rates underline
the need for a new employment
strategy, in the EU.
Yet, as Table 2 shows, even though
Japan and especially U.S. present
lower long-term unemployment, the
EU has succeeded to reduce the
percentage
of
its
long-term
unemployment (to total
unemployment) from
45,1% in 2000, to
34,2% in 2009.
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Investment
Investment measures the amount of an economy’s annual production used to increase its
productive capacity. By enhancing productivity, investment leads to economic growth. Despite its
small magnitude relative to the other components of GDP (total consumption and net exports),
investment’s highly volatile and cyclical nature has significant impact upon employment and
output. The following data and rankings are based on the World Economic Outlook
Database September 2011, IMF.
Among advanced economies, significant changes have
occurred at the top and at the bottom of the ranking as shown
in Table 1.

Australia moved up to 2nd place in 2010 from the 13th
place in 2000. In addition, compared to 2000, Canada,
Norway, Italy, France and Australia have significantly
improved their position by moving up 20, 17, 13, 13 and 11
places, respectively.

During the period 2000-2010, the worst five
performers are Ireland (moved from the 15th to 34th position),
Malta (lost 17 positions), Greece and Iceland (both lost 16
positions) and Portugal (lost 15 positions).
According to the IMF’s projections for 2016, Sweden (+16),
Switzerland (+13), Estonia (+13), Israel (+10) and New
Zealand (+8) are expected to improve their position
significantly. On the other hand, significant negative changes
are projected for
Spain
(-15),
Portugal
(-12),
Belgium
(-10),
Hong Kong (-7) and
Italy (-12).
Table 2 presents the
ranking of selected
emerging/ developping
economies.
Compared to 2000,
the five countries
that have improved their position the most by 2010 are:
Colombia (+44), Bulgaria (+38), Argentina (+37), Qatar
(+37), and Romania (+21).
The largest reductions in gross investment as % GDP, in
the developing/emerging world, are recorded in Hungary
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(-85), Poland (-47), Venezuela (-44), United Arab
Emirates (-38) and Turkey (-31).
According to the IMF’s projections for 2016, the
largest increases in gross investment as expected in
Ukraine (+48), Kuwait (+40), United Arab
Emirates (34), Bulgaria (+34) and Russia (+33). On
the other hand, gross investment is expected to
decrease significantly in Turkey (-16), Venezuela
(-10), Qatar (-9), Colombia (-9), and Hungary (-6).
Table 3 presents the ranking of the G20 countries.
 Notably, China and India have maintained the
1st and 2nd position respectively throughout the
decade and are expected to keep their position
by 2016. No significant changes are projected
for the US.
 During the period 2000-2010, Argentina (+11),
Saudi Arabia (+6), Indonesia (+5), Russia (+5) and South Africa (+5) exhibit the most notable
improvement in their ranking. The opposite is the case for Germany (-10), United States (-9),
Japan (-7), France (-3) and Turkey (-3).
Within the eurozone, Spain and Slovenia have
maintained their 1st and 2nd positions throughout the
decade as is shown in Table 4. However, Spain is
expected to drop to the 6th position by 2016.
The five countries that have improved their ranking
the most since 2000 are: Italy (+9), France (+8),
Cyprus (+5), Belgium (+4) and Netherlands (+3). In
contrast, Ireland (-9), Malta (-7), Greece (-7) and
Portugal (-7) register the largest reductions. Finally,
according to the IMF’s projections for 2016, Finland
(+5), France (+4), and Germany (+3) are the countries
that are expected to experience the highest upward
movement, while Portugal (-6), Spain (-5), Belgium (5), and Italy (-3) are the countries that are expected to
experience the highest reductions in gross investment.
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Saving
National Saving is the unspent income, that is, saving equals the portion of gross disposable
income not spent on final consumption. The role of saving is a moot point among economists and
policy makers. An increase in saving may lead to economic growth, since more funds and resources
are available for investment. However, it can also create a shortfall in demand which in turn leads
to unemployment and a decline in GDP. Significantly different saving rates between various
economies is considered one of the reasons for the emergence of global imbalances as well as the
current economic crisis. The following data and rankings are based on the World Economic
Outlook Database September 2011, IMF.
Table 1 presents the ranking of the advanced economies on the basis of national saving expressed
as a % of GDP.

Confirming the nature of the East Asian political
economy model, four East Asia economies are at the top of
the table. In contrast, the eurozone members of South Europe
occupy consistently the lower part of the table.

Interestingly, during the past decade, the largest
increases in terms of national saving are observed in
Australia (+14), Germany (+10), Sweden (+10), and
Netherlands (+6), while the largest decreases are observed in
Ireland (-14), Czech Republic (-10), Belgium (-8),
Luxemburg (-8) and Finland (-8).

According to the IMF’s projections for 2016, large
increases in the national saving are expected in Iceland (+8)
and Israel (+7), while the opposite is predicted for Australia (7) and Estonia (-4).
Table 2 offers the respective ranking for selected emerging
and developing economies. Oil-producing Qatar and China
occupied in 2010 the first two places in the Table.

During the past decade, the largest increases in
national saving are recorded in Bulgaria (+58), Argentine
(+48), Uruguay (+37), Chile (+26), and India (+23). On the
other hand, during the same period, Ukraine (-39), Turkey (29), Russia (-25), and Poland (-19) register the largest
decreases in their national saving account.
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According to the IMF’s projections for 2016, national
saving is expected to increase significantly in Romania (+17),
Ukraine (+15), Bulgaria (+14), United Arab Emirates (+14) and
Indonesia (+11), and decrease in Hungary (-31), Turkey (-18),
Venezuela (-15), and Saudi Arabia (-15).

Notable is Turkey’s continuous descending trajectory in
the ranking during 2000-2016.
Table 3 the G20
Ranking
for
Saving as %
GDP.

During
the past decade,
China
has
persistently
been at the top,
and the USA
and UK at the
bottom of the
Table. This is not expected to change, at least
in the near future.
 The most significant positive changes during
the past decade are those registered in
Argentina (+8),
India (+5), Saudi Arabia (+4), Brazil (+4) and Australia (+4). On the
other hand, the largest negative changes are those recorded in
Canada (-5), Japan (-5), United States (-4) and Russia (-4).

Table 4 presents the Eurozone states Ranking. The most significant
changes during the past decade are the following: Germany (+7),
Netherlands (+4), Austria (+4), Ireland (-6), Belgium (-4), Finland (3), Greece (-2) and Portugal (-2). According to the IMF’s
projections, Portugal (+3) and Luxemburg (+2) are expected to
improve their place by 2016.
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Current Account Balance
The current account –a major component of the Balance of Payments– is a record of the domestic
economy’s transactions on goods and services, income and current transfers with the rest world.
Although it is widely acceptable among economists that persistent and/or growing current account
imbalances are problematical, their diagnosis has proven a difficult task. For some, a deficit is a
sign of domestic economy’s strength, while for others, it reflects weakness, necessitating corrective
economic policy measures. Increases in domestic investment, or consumption smoothing are
considered “good” causes for a deficit; while, profligate behavior of private and/or public sector
are consider “bad” economic reasons for a deficit, that raise sustainability concerns. The
following data and rankings are based on the World Economic Outlook Database September 2011,
IMF.
Table 1 presents the ranking of the advanced economies on the basis of current account expressed as a
% of GDP.


The advanced economies that have registered the most

significant positive changes in their current account, since
2010, are: Estonia (+18), Germany (+10), Netherlands (+7),
Taiwan (+6) and Israel (+6).


The opposite trend is observed in Canada (-11),

Belgium (-9), Italy (-8), Finland (-8) and France (-6).

According to the IMF’s projections, Iceland (+14),
Greece (+11), the Czech Republic (+7), Austria (+5) and the
United Kingdom (+5)
are
expected
to
significantly improve
their place by 2016. In
contrast, the most
significant
negative
changes
are
those
projected for Estonia (18), Australia (-11),
France
(-7),
New
Zealand
(-6)
and
Slovenia (-5).

Table 2 presents the
ranking of selected
emerging/developing
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economies. The countries that have experience significant changes in their current account
balance during the past decade are the following. Positive change: Hungary (+81), Bulgaria
(+57), Argentina (+35), Poland (+33) and Brazil (+28). Negative change: Vietnam (-31),
Columbia (-22), South Africa (-17), Ukraine (-15) and Russia (-13). According to the IMF’s
projections for 2016, Vietnam (+19), Colombia (+11), and China (+3) will improve their
ranking the most by 2016. On the other hand, South Africa (-34), Turkey (-33), Bulgaria (-31),
Ukraine (-22) and Hungary (-19) are projected to experience significant deterioration in their
relative places in the Ranking.

Significant changes are also observed in the G20 Ranking (Table 3). During the past decade
Germany (+10), Argentina (+7), Brazil (+6), Mexico and
Australia (both +5) have moved significantly upwards in
the Table, while Canada (-10), Italy (-8), South Africa (5), and Indonesia (-4), have lost significant ground.

According to the IMF’s projections for 2016, the
UK (+9), Italy (+7), Canada and the US (both +3), and
China (+1) are expected to improve their place, while
Australia (-5) and Brazil (-5) are expected to lose ground.

Table 4 offers the
Eurozone states
Ranking.

During the
past
decade,
Germany
(+6),
Austria and Malta
(both +3), have
moved significantly upwards in the Table. The
opposite is observed for France (-4) and Belgium
(-3), which show the largest negative change since
2000.
 According to the IMF’s projections, by 2016,
Greece (+6) and the Slovak Republic (+7), are projected to show the most significant
improvement in their ranking. On the other hand, France (-4), Slovenia (-3), Cyprus and
Malta (both -2) are projected to move downwards.
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Final Consumption
On average, world-wide, approximately two thirds of an economy’s GDP is purchased by
households, general government and non-profit institutions. With such a large share of
domestic demand, final consumption expenditure has an important bearing on an
economy’s GDP growth and its economic cycle, as well as –in the case of large economieson international trade and global GDP growth. Significant differences in final consumption
levels, especially among large economies (notably between China, USA and large
commodity producers), are indicative of a non optimal distribution of demand worldwide.
Such differences have been at the centre of discussions regarding the root causes of the
2008 economic crisis. The Mutual Assessment Process, adopted by the G20 in order to
promote better coordination of economic policies and external sustainability, focus
implicitly on final consumption expenditure levels. We draw the following data from the
World Bank.

Table 1 presents the Ranking of advanced
economies on final consumption as a % of
GDP.

Notably, during the past decade,
there is no variation at the top and bottom of
the Table, with Greece, the UK, and
Portugal constantly on the top, and Norway,
Luxemburg and Singapore, persistently at
the bottom.

Yet,
beyond
the
extremes,
significant changes do take place.
Specifically, large increases in final
consumption are observed in Finland (+16),
Canada (+11), Denmark and Japan (both
+11), while the opposite trend is observed in
the Slovak Republic (-13), Iceland (-12),
Slovenia (-6) and Germany (-3).
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Table 2 presents the ranking of selected
emerging/developing economies.
 During the past decade, the most significant
upward movements, in terms of final
consumption expenditure, are those recorded
in Ukraine (+12), Russia (+8), Venezuela (+7),
Turkey (+6), and South Africa (+4). In
contrast, large decreases in final consumption
are observed in Hungary (-9), Romania (-8),
Argentina (-7), Uruguay (-6) and India (-5).

Among the
G20, the
United
Kingdom,
the United
States and
Turkey
persistently
occupy the
first places
in the
ranking (see Table 3).
Respectively, at
the bottom of
the Table are
China and Saudi Arabia that show the lowest
levels of final consumption, in the G20.
The most significant upwards movements in the
Ranking are those recorded by Russia (+6), Canada
(+5), and Japan (+4). On the other hand, Argentina
and India have lost 11 and 3 places respectively.
Table 4 offers the rankings of the eurozone states. In a
rather stable picture, during the past decade, the most
significant changes concern Finland (+5), the Slovak
Republic (-5) and Slovenia (-3).
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Competitiveness
The following data and rankings are based on the World Economic Forum’s Global
Competitiveness index. The latter is construed on the basis of 12 variables: institutions,
infrastructure, macroeconomic environment, health and primary education, higher education and
training, goods market efficiency, labour market efficiency, financial market development,
technological readiness, market size, business sophistication, and innovation.
As we see in Figure 1, in 2010, Switzerland maintained its
position as the most competitive economy in the world, followed
by Sweden which overtook the 2nd place from the US.
 Most significant negative changes in the Top 20 Ranking is
that of Denmark (-4) and the USA (-2). On the positive side,
Qatar moved from 22nd to 17th, while Germany, Japan, and
the Netherlands moved 2 places up.
 With regard to BRIC, China is 27th (2 places up from 2009),
India is 51st (-2), Brazil is 58th (-2) and Russia maintained its
63rd place. Turkey also maintained its 61st place.
 Out of 144 countries participating in the index, Greece is
83rd. In fact, Greece moved down from 71st in 2009 to 83rd in
2010.
Figure 2 includes the 20 most competitive countries in the
European Union. Interestingly enough, the Scandinavian
countries dominate the TOP 5 with Sweden, Finland and
Denmark being 1st, 3rd and 5th respectively. France is 7th, below
Germany (2nd) and the UK
(6th). Spain, Slovenia and
Cyprus
lost
significant
ground in term of competitiveness in 2010, while the Polish
economy seems to go from strength to strength.
With regard to the regional distribution of the most
competitive countries, Figure 3 shows that Europe is first,
followed by East Asia and North America.
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Total tax rate (% of commercial profits)
According to the World Bank, from which we draw the following data, the Total Tax Rate
measures the amount of taxes and mandatory contributions payable by businesses after
accounting for allowable deductions and exemptions as a
share
of commercial profits. Taxes withheld (such as personal
income tax) or collected and remitted to tax authorities
(such
as value added taxes, sales taxes or goods and service
taxes)
are excluded.
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New businesses registered (number)
Here the World Bank, from which we draw this data, monitors the number of new limited
liability corporations registered in each calendar year.

The number of limited liability corporations registered in any
economy any single year is determined by diverse factors (e.g.
stage of economic development, size of the economy, taxation,
investment incentives etc.) that make any comparisons between
states difficult. Furthermore, the World Bank does not have
(recent) data available for a number of ‘systemically important’
countries such as the USA, China, India and Germany. Taking
these significant limitations into consideration, Table 1 & 2 offer
some comparative insights, if only for the countries included in
the Tables, as to how ‘business friendly’ and/or ‘dynamic’ their
economies are. The size of each economy should however be
kept as a decisive dimension for any comparisons made.
 The presence of Brazil and Russia at the Top 5 places of Table
1 is a clear testament of the dynamism and rising place of
BRICs in the world economy.
 It is worth noticing that the Top 20 includes a number of
diverse economies (e.g. Anglo-Saxon, Continental, Mediterranean, CEE), which means that state policies & state
agency may be more important than state structures, in terms
of attracting/encouraging the creation of new businesses.
 Greece was at 60th in 2007 from 54th in 2004.
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Market Capitalization of Listed Companies
According to the definition used by the World Bank, from which we draw the data below, market
capitalization (also known as market value) is the share price times the number of shares
outstanding (i.e. shares that have been issued and traded by investors), of publicly listed
companies. Listed domestic companies are the domestically incorporated companies listed on the
country's stock exchanges at the end of the year. Listed companies do not include investment
companies, mutual funds, or other collective investment vehicles.
Figure 1 illustrates the changing geography and
power of money markets.

The USA remains the unrivaled giant with a
market cap of 17.1 trillion dollars, in 2010, when
share values were low.

In one more great leap forward, China, from
57th in 1990 raised to 2nd in 2010. Hong Kong’s
upward move to the 5th place from 15th in 1990 is
also impressive, and adds to China’s projection of
stock money power.

Indeed, a comparison of the 1990 and 2010
rankings is indicative of the great changes that have
taken place in the global economy. The 1990 Top 10
included the western world plus Japan. In the 2010
Top 10, India is 8th from 19th in 1990, Brazil is 9th
from 26th in 1990, Russia is 16th from 34th in 2000.


moves in the global economy, as well
as the extend to which the ‘financial
world’
has
outperfomed
the
‘production world’ (often referred to as
the ‘real economy), is relflected in the
fact that the value of the world market
cap increased from $9.4 trillion in
1990 to $56.2 trillion in 2010. The
instability currently experienced in the
global political economy has its roots,
at least partly, here.
Figure 2 and Map 1 (next page) attempt
to capture part of these dynamics as a % of
GDP. Indeed, according to the World
Bank, world market capitalisation from
47.5% of world GDP in 1990, increased to
101.7% of world GDP in 2000, and fell to
90,5% of world GDP in 2010.

The way and the speed with which money
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Market Capitalization of Listed Companies, per Region
Figure 3 illustrates the changing
dynamics between North America,
the EU and East Asia and Pacific, in
terms of market capitalization. North
America maintains its place as the
region with the largest market
capitalization throughout the last 20
years. East Asia and Pacific, after
falling to 3nd place, behind the EU, in
1995, they returned to 2nd place, in
2009, showing rapidly increasing
market capitalization after 2000. In
such an environment, the danger of
asset bubbles cannot be excluded.

Figure 4 focuses in market
capitalization in terms of
GDP. The growing power
of global finance
is
illustrated in the rapid
growth of world market cap
after 1995. Despite, regional
fluctuations, climaxing in
2005, market cap is higher
in North America (close to
120% of the regions GDP in
2010). East Asia and Pacific
follows with market cap
close to 100% of the
region’s GDP. The EU
comes 3rd, with a market
cap close to 65% in 2010
(52% for euro zone).

Map 1: World Map of Market Capitalization of Listed Companies (% of GDP)
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Knowledge Economy I: R&D Expenditure
(GDP %)
According to the UNESCO’s definition, used by the World Bank from which we draw the data below,
expenditures for Research and Development (R&D) include current and capital expenditures (both
public and private) on creative work undertaken systematically to increase knowledge, including
knowledge of humanity, culture, and society, and the use of knowledge for new applications. R&D
covers basic research, applied research, and experimental development. The most recent year for which
the World Bank has available data is 2007.
Figure 1 demonstrates state efforts to maintain or change their position in the global knowledge
economy. The Top 20 Ranking is lead by
Israel that spends close to 5% of GDP for
R&D. Impressive is the presence of
Nordic countries, which figure in the Top
8, with Sweden and Finland in the 2nd and
3rd place respectively (except Norway
which is 17th). Japan and the USA are
losing ground since the mid-1990s, but
remain in the Top 6.

China was the only BRIC to move
upwards during the period 1996-2007;
from 34th in 1996 to 21nd in 2007. In 2007,
Russia was 27th, Brazil was 29th, and India
37th, all having lost few places since 1996.

Greece, was in the 42nd place in
2007, from 39th in 2001, spending 0,574%
of it’s GDP in R&D. During the same
period Turkey moved slightly upwards
from 42nd to 38th. The same did Portugal
from 31st to 25th. In 2007, Poland was 43th,
th
th
Bulgaria was 47 , and Cyprus 49 .
Figure 2 illustrates the knowledge battle among regions. North America’s dominance has been
challenged by East Asia & Pacific in
2007. The EU lags behind, with
distance, in the 3rd place. In contrast
to its main competitors, its R&D
spending declined in 2008. All other
regions seems to gradually increase
their spending, which remain
however below the 1% of their GDP.
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Knowledge Economy II: Researchers in R&D
According to the World Bank, from which we draw the data below, ‘researchers in R&D’ are
professionals engaged in the conception of creation of new knowledge, products, processes,
methods or systems and in the management of projects concerned. This category includes
Postgraduate PhD students engaged in R&D.
Figure 1 offers the latest data for the global TOP 20 country ranking in terms of researchers in
R&D per country. The constant lead of Finland, since 2000, and the dominant place of Nordic
countries in the global division of knowledge labour are impressive. In particular:

All 5 Nordic countries (Finland,
Iceland, Denmark, Norway, Sweden) are in the
Top 7. The other two places in the Top 7 are
filled by East Asian economies (Singapore and
Japan) that, however, seem to have lost ground
since 2000.

Countries that lost their place in the Top
10 since 2000, include: Russia (from 5th to
14th), Germany (from 6th to 12th), Belgium
(from 7th to 13th ), the UK (from 8th to 16th), and
the Netherlands (from 9th to 20th).

The World Bank does not have data for
the US for 2007, so the latter is not included in
the Table. Yet, in 2006 the US had 4663,3
R&D researchers per million people, which
would place it in the 8th place in 2007 Top 20
ranking.

In terms of regional distribution, the
Top 20, includes 16 European states (inc.
Russia), of which 12 are EU members, 3 East
Asian states and one state in Oceania.
 China is in the 36th place and Brazil in the 42nd. India lags behind in the 122nd place. Turkey is
in the 41st place.
 Greece holds the 25th position in global ranking, with 1873,4 Researchers in R&D in 2007. Yet,
it is below the OECD (3012,8), Euro Area (2979,9) and EU (2938) averages.
The following Figure and Map (source WB) depict the regional distribution of R&D researchers
at a global scale (per million).

Note: Fig. data is for 2006; Map data 2007/8.
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Knowledge Economy III: Technicians in R&D
According to the World Bank, from which we draw the data below, ‘technicians in R&D and
equivalent staff’ are people whose main tasks require technical knowledge and experience in
engineering, physical and life sciences (technicians), or social sciences and humanities (equivalent
staff). They participate in R&D by performing scientific and technical tasks involving the
application of concepts and operational methods, normally under the supervision of researchers.
Figure 1 offers the latest data for the global Top 20 country ranking in terms of technician in R&D
per country. Unfortunately, the available data are not complete, and data are not available for a
number of important countries such as the USA, Brazil, China and Italy. Thus the Top 20 of Fig. 1
refers to the countries for which data is available.

EU member states hold
10 out of the first 11 places.
Indeed only four states in the
Top 20 list are not EU members:
Iceland (6th), New Zealand (12th),
Korea (14th), Croatia (17th) and
Japan (19th). From these Iceland
and Croatia have applied for EU
membership.

In 2005 (the latest year
for which data is available),
Greece was in the 13th place of
global ranking with 763 R&D
technicians (per million people).
In the same year, however, the
Eurozone and the EU averages
were 1191 and 941 respectively.

In 2007, Bulgaria was
close to the Top 20 with 476
technicians. Lower but with
considerable
numbers
were
Cyprus (337) and Poland (226). In the same year, Turkey had 101 technicians (per
million)
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Knowledge Economy IV: Patent Applications
(Residents)
According to the World Bank, from which we draw the data below, this indicator demonstrates the
number of patent applications which are filed worldwide, through the Patent Corporation Treaty
procedure or with a national patent office for exclusive rights for an invention – a product or
process that provides a new way of doing something or offers a technical solution to a problem.
Furthermore, in the case of resident patent applications, the first named applicant or assignee is a
resident of the state or region concerned (see also Xuan Li and Yogesh Pai, 2007).
Figures 1 & 2 demonstrate the knowledge battle in the global political economy. Japan remains the
undisputed knowledge leader and the USA the main challenger throughout the last, almost, half
century. China is 3rd but gradually, and
steadily, closes the gap, and approaches
the US. Korea lost its 3rd place to China,
but it’s place as 4th is not under threat in
the near future. The same applies for
Germany, which although it was left
behind by China and Korea since the
1980s, its place as 5th seems solid for the
coming year. Finally, Russia maintains its
place as 6th since 2000.

There was no data for Brazil for
2008, and that’s why it is not included in
the above Top 20. Yet, since the 1980s
Brazil is part of the Top 20, holding the
13th or 14th place. India, on the other hand,
was 24th in 1980, 20th in 1990, and 18th in
2000. Turkey from 42nd in 2000 it was
18th in 2008.


Greece held the 22nd place in 1980.
Yet, the following two decades lost ground:
it was 29th in 1990 and 41st in 2000. In 2008
Greece was 34th above Portugal (38th) and
Cyprus (65th).
In absolute numbers,
Greece’s residents filled an average of
approx. 1310 patent applications in the
1980s. Yet, during the period 1990-2007,
this number was remarkably decreased
(1990->429, 2000->431). In 2009 it was 698.
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Figure 3
demonstrates that the region of
East Asia and Pacific is
leading by far the race of
patent
applications
(residents). North America
took over the 2nd place from
the EC/EU in the 1990s and
significantly increased its
share of patent application
until 2007.Yet, after 2007 it
seems to face a decline.
The stagnation of patent
application in the EU after
2000 is rather worrying for
the region.

Knowledge Economy V: Patent Applications
(Non-Residents)
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Knowledge Economy VI: High Technology
Exports
According to the UNO’s definition, used by the World Bank from which we draw the data below, hightechnology exports are products with high R&D intensity, such as in aerospace, computers,
pharmaceuticals, scientific instruments, and electrical machinery. Data are usually presented in
current prices or as a percentage of manufactured exports. The most recent year for which the World
Bank has available data is 2009.

High-Technology Exports in current US$
Figure 1 illustrates the changing nature of the global
political economy. It refers to the high technology
global economy that relates to high added-value that is
a decisive element for global economic dominance.

China, from 10th in 2000, leads the Top 20
table in 2009. In contrast, the US from the 1st place in
2000 moved to the 3rd place, after Germany, which
moved one place up to the 2nd place. Japan from 2nd in
2000 is 5th in 2009.

Europe dominates in the Top 20 table with 10
countries, followed by East Asia which is represented
by 6 countries.

Greece seems to have remained stagnant: from
rd
43 in 2000 to 41st in 2009. Thus in 2009 it was
slightly below Portugal (40th) and Turkey (37th) and
above Bulgaria (46th).

Figure 2 shows that the EU is ahead North America
in high technology exports in absolute numbers. Yet
both European and US high tech exports seem to
decline after 2008.
There is no available
aggregate regional
data for East Asia.
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High-Technology Exports (as % of manufactured exports)
Figure 3 gives us a more clear picture of how states
transformed their economies in the past decade, by
increasing their high technology exports. Here the
emphasis is on the importance of high technology
products for the exports of each country separately.

East Asia is represented by three economics in
the Top 5: Philippines (1st), Singapore (2nd) and
Malaysia (4th). This reminds us of the dynamic and
knowledge intensive nature of the Asian Tigers.

Interestingly, Malta comes 3rd and Costa Rica
5th in the Top 20 league. Even more interestingly,
within a decade Sudan moved from 87th to 6th in
terms of the high tech composition of its exports, and
Rwanda follows in place 11.

 During the last decade, Brazil
remained 34th/35th, India improved
its position from 78th to 55th, and
Russia moved downwards from
38th to 51st.
 Cyprus moved from 103rd to 7th in
less than a decade. Greece moved
from 44th in 2000 to 40th in 2009.
In terms of regions, Figure 4
illustrates the impressive upwards race
of East Asia & Pacific, which
overtook North America in 2000.
European Union comes 3rd and Latin
America & Caribbean 4th.
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Knowledge Economy VI: Scientific and
Technical Journal Articles
According to the National Science Foundation’s definition, used by the World Bank from which we
draw the data below, scientific and technical journal articles refer to the number of scientific and
engineering articles published in the following fields: physics, biology, chemistry, mathematics, clinical
medicine, biomedical research, engineering and technology, and earth and space sciences. The most
recent year for which the World Bank has available data is 2007.

Figure 1 depicts the dynamics of
knowledge production by people in a world
of states. The US has absolute dominance in
this field. Indeed, even if we put together
the articles of China (2nd), Japan (3rd), the
UK (4th) and Germany (5th), they come
close but do not exceed the number of
articles in the US. Clearly, the US
dominates this field.

Of course China’s race to the 2nd
place from the 13th in 1990’s is noticeable.
More impressive is Korea’s move from 31st
in 1990s to 10th in 2007, as well as Turkey’s
move from 37th to 18th.

Greece, from 29th in 1990 moved to
the 24th place in 2007.
In terms of regions, a significant
shift seems to have taken place
in 2000, when, after covering a
large distance, the EU took over
the 1st place from North
America (Figure 2). Indeed, 9
countries in the Top 20 are EU
member-states.
The
rapid
increase, over the last 2 decades,
of articles in the region of East
Asia & Pacific is indicative both
of the dynamic and the future
potential of this region in the
global division of innovation
economy.
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CO2 emissions
According to the definition used by the World Bank, from which we draw the data below, carbon
dioxide emissions are those stemming from the burning of fossil fuels and the manufacture of
cement. They include carbon dioxide produced during consumption of solid, liquid, and gas fuels
and gas flaring.
Figure 1 and 2 present the Top 20 of CO2 polluters in absolute numbers (kt) and per capita.
Figure 1 demonstrates the predominance of China in
kt of CO2 emissions. The USA was on the Top of the
polluters’ list until 2006. Expectedly, emerging
economies/powers have overall an important place in
the Top 20 list.

Impressive is the rapid climbing of India to
rd
the 3 place from 11th in 1980.

It is very interesting that no European state is
in the Top 5 of polluters (Germany is 6th), while, in
general, only 5 European states are in the Top 20 of
polluters.

From 41st in 1980, Greece was 38th in 2007.

Figure 2 indicates that in terms of per
capita emissions the first 9 polluters are
small or very small states. Indeed, with
the exception of the USA (10th),
Australia (11th), Canada (12th) and Saudi
Arabia (13th) the states in the Top 20 list
are rather very small, small or medium
countries.
 While Greece remains rather low in
the overall ranking, its per capita
emissions have increased over the
past decades. From 60th in 1980,
Greece moved upwards to place 40 in
2007.
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Figure 3 illustrates the dynamics of CO2 emissions per region. In the 1990s, the East Asia and
Pacific became the 2nd largest region of CO2 emissions, overtaking this place from the EU. In
2000, replacing North America, East Asia became the region with the largest emissions in the
world. The dynamic of emissions increase in East Asia and Pacific remains impressive (and for this
worrying).

If we use ‘income’ rather than ‘geography’ for our ranking, then, in 2007, Low and Middle income
countries held the 1st place in term of emissions, Middle income countries the 2nd and High income
countries the 3rd. In the 1980’s, the 1st place, in terms of pollution, was held by the High income
countries.
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Human Development Index
The Human Development Index introduces a new way of measuring development by combining
indicators of health (life expectancy), knowledge (educational attainment) and wealth (income) into
a composite index. As noted by UNDP, that introduced the HDI in the 1990s, and from which we
draw the data below, the breakthrough for the HDI was the creation of a single statistic for
evaluating both social and economic development. It is thus a significant alternative to
conventional measures of national development, such as the rate of GDP. The scale of the HDI is
between 0 (low human development) and 1 (high human development).
Figure 1 offers the Top 20 countries in human development in 2010.
 It is interesting that a Nordic country, Norway, is leading the league, while
all Nordic countries are in
the Top 20.

Equally interesting
is the fact that places 2 to 5
are occupied by AngloSaxon economies that have
significantly improved their
place since the 1980s, with
the exception of the USA
that moved from 1st to 4th.

Japan and Korea
(and
depending on the
nature
of
geography
employed, Israel) are the
only non-Western countries in the Top 20.

Greece was 20th in
1980, 25th in 2005, and
stable in the 22nd place the
last 3 years.
Figure 2 and Map 1 offer
us a more global picture of the 2010 HDI, that includes overall 169 countries.
BRIC are rather low in the ranking. Russia is 65th, Brazil 73rd, China 89th and India 119th. Indeed,
it is rather surprising that India, the largest democracy in the world, and a country with many
aspirations, is so low in the HDI.
Map 1: World Map of HDI, 2010
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Main Human Development Trends

