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PREFACE 
“Do not put your faith in what statistics say  

until you have carefully considered 
 what they do not say” 

William Watt 
 

In today’s world, the quality of a country or region (by which is meant the efficiency of 

its organization and its functioning) represents a fundamental element because it 

determines the localization choices of companies and individuals and, consequently, the 

overall level of talent, capital and productive assets available. 

The attractiveness of an economic system has become even more relevant following the 

globalization of the circulation of capital and the inclusion of emerging areas of the world 

in international consumption and production circuits. Recent years have seen massive 

international flows of Foreign Direct Investment (+257% since 2000) which, combined 

with technological innovation and the development of social and educational systems, 

has allowed for highly-accelerated global economic growth (from 1960 to the present, 

+3.8% average annual growth, +2.2% on the basis of per capita GDP).    

Today, the competition among geographical territories has broadened, becoming more 

intense and involving areas that until a few decades ago were not considered to be 

attractive destinations. Just think of the development Africa has seen, now one of the 

areas of great economic animation, of countries like Iran or Cuba where, after decade of 

closure, they are reopening their borders to international trade, or think of the ASEAN 

countries that, if we were to consider them a single country, would be the sixth largest 

economy in the world and the second area for attraction of Direct Foreign Investment. 

In fostering development and growth, one of the central issues is the ability to 

strategically manage a “pro-business” image of the country and its position in 

international classifications of competitiveness which carry significant weight in guiding 

strategic decision-making and investment. In multinational headquarters, country-

rankings are utilized as an overall information tool to guide investment choices. 

International rankings are also being increasingly considered an important tool for 

providing areas of intervention for public policy and as a means for positioning a country 

in the eyes of the business community and international public opinion. 

Today, in fact, there is a proliferation of rankings both in terms of specific areas of 

examination (corruption, freedom of the press, innovation, security, etc.), as well as 

regarding aspects of a country’s economic system (competitiveness, pro-business 

environment, quality of life, etc.). The consultants of The European House – Ambrosetti, 

with an enormous effort of in-depth study, have mapped about a hundred of these, for 

almost a thousand individual indicators for approximately 150 countries in the world.  

Quite often these classifications have methodological characteristics that lead to 

distortions, sometimes even to a significant degree, with respect to the real situation. For 

example, many are based on qualitative surveys and/or use weighted measures that 

introduce elements of subjectivity that make any comparison completely meaningless. 

On the basis of these considerations, last year The European House – Ambrosetti - with 

ABB, Toyota Material Handling and Unilever - launched the “Global Attractiveness 
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Index” initiative, which also benefits from the contribution of two highly skilled Advisors, 

Ferruccio de Bortoli and Enrico Giovannini. 

This initiative, now in its second edition, has the ambitious goal of developing a process 

whose final purpose is not the “demolition” in itself of the country rankings, but rather 

the construction and application of an approach and methodologies that are more 

objective and reliable in evaluating the attractiveness of country systems.  

This year an important and ambitious methodological innovation has been introduced 

with respect to the 2016 edition, which distinguishes the Global Attractiveness Index 

from all the other country rankings. The index has been calculated not only for the year 

2017 but also recalculated back for five years, taking account of the annual review of the 

time series made by many international organizations.  

In this process, which will continue in time, The European House – Ambrosetti has 

established a cooperation with the Joint Research Centre (JRC) of the European 

Commission, to whom our thanks are due, in the hope of obtaining statistical validation 

and scientific control of the quality of the Global Attractiveness Index.  

Before I invite you to read the document, I would like to emphasize that the initiative 

would not have been possible without the cooperation of the executives of the companies 

that are our Partners in the project – Ambrogio Bollini (Supply Senior Vice President, 

Toyota Material Handling), Mario Corsi (CEO of ABB), Matteo Marini (Chairman of 

ABB), Leonardo Salcerini (CEO of Toyota Material Handling) and Angelo Trocchia 

(Chairman and CEO of Unilever) – who agreed to share their vision of this ambitious 

initiative, and without the precious contribution of the Advisors, Ferruccio de Bortoli and 

Enrico Giovannini, to whom I express my deepest gratitude.  

Lastly, heartfelt thanks go to The European House – Ambrosetti Working Group, made 

up of Lorenzo Tavazzi, Massimiliano Sartori, Cetti Lauteta, Benedetta Brioschi, Arianna 

Landi and Silvia Caliaro.  
 

Valerio De Molli 

Managing Partner and CEO 

The European House – Ambrosetti 
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CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE ADVISORY BOARD SCIENTIFIC 
COMMITTEE 

ENRICO GIOVANNINI 

Professor, Economic Statistics, University of Rome “Tor Vergata”, former President of 

ISTAT and Minister of Labor and Social Policy 

An index to interpret the present and build the future 

A recovery of production and employment such as Italy is currently experiencing is 

obviously a positive fact, especially if it comes after a long recession that has had 

devastating effects on a vast segment of the population. But it is pure illusion to think 

that an increase of just over 1% of the GDP is going to make a real difference in the way 

national and international investors view Italy, or prompt them to move part of the 

immense liquidity available at the global level toward this country. On the other hand, 

we know that Italy, or actually all of Europe, needs to make investments to modernize its 

existing infrastructures as soon as possible and develop new ones, to convert the 

productive and social system to the paradigm of sustainable development and a carbon-

free future, to make the leap into the economy and digital societies, in order to secure its 

territory and requalify urban centers, not to mention the need for investments in human 

and social capital.   

So what is it that determines the attractiveness of a country for international investors? 

Obviously, more than one factor, and that is why the Global Attractiveness Index (GAI) 

takes account of many elements, not only of an economic character, identified thanks 

also to interaction with those who manage investments daily, such as the managers of 

important multinational companies. What is more, and unlike the multitude of 

composite indicators now available in the international context, the GAI does not merely 

define a classification specific to a point in time, but also grasps the dynamics of the 

various national systems and their sustainability in the extended term. That is why the 

GAI provides a picture of the present, but also enables countries to seek to build the 

future by acting on those factors that can make an economic system more attractive, 

increasing its sustainability in the medium-long term.  

The number of composite indicators proposed to represent complex phenomena is 

increasing sharply. In view of the availability of statistics on an increasing number of 

phenomena, and the need to communicate comprehensible “messages” to the political 

world and the public at large on complex topics, composite indicators are able to 

summarize a great deal of information in a single number and, above all, to establish 

classifications that can be communicated easily by the media. Obviously, the composite 

indicators are also used as a marketing tool by the research centers that process them, 

and the more curious the results the easier it is to attract the attention of the means of 

communication.  

As regards methodology, the construction of a composite indicator requires a number of 

statistical operations and, depending on how they are calculated, the end results may 

vary widely. For this reason, it is fundamental for the construction of a composite 

indicator follows rigorous methodological criteria and its publication is accompanied by 

detailed methodological notes, which seldom happens. Also from this standpoint, the 

GAI has a unique characteristic: in its construction (and not merely for ex-post 
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validation) recourse was made to the Competence Centre on Composite Indicators and 

Scoreboards of the Joint Research Centre of the European Commission, internationally 

recognized as the leader in this sector.  

In the Global Attractivenesss Index 2017, more than 100 composite indicators have been 

analyzed on different subjects related to attractiveness. The corresponding database is 

unique at a global level and The European House – Ambrosetti research team will 

continue to work on it.  

So it should come as no surprise that the GAI shows a strong relation with the level of 

investments (converted on a logarithmic basis) reported by the 144 countries analyzed 

in this study, explaining almost two third of the variation. The introduction by Ferruccio 

de Bortoli comments the results of the GAI 2017 but, as we have said, the main index is 

accompanied by two additional indicators: the first concerns the dynamism of the 

country and the second the sustainability of the socio-economic condition. While the 

former examines the evolution of the different indicators over the past three years (in 

order to capture recent changing factors of the socio-economic structure of a country), 

the latter examines aspects like “resilience” in the face of possible shocks and also 

“vulnerability”. Resilience can be determined by measuring phenomena concerned with 

a country’s human capital (life expectancy at birth, number of years of schooling, etc.), 

but also its social concerns (peace/violence and the attitude toward donation), while for 

vulnerability the elements considered are public debt, inflation, exposure to natural 

disasters, statistics on suicide and the population at risk of poverty).  

If, examining the first thirty countries in the GAI classification, Japan, France, Australia, 

Russia and Brazil exhibit the worst results in terms of dynamism, on the plane of 

sustainability there are worrisome indications from China, Japan, Hong Kong and India, 

while for the United States, Korea and Russia the situation appears only slightly better. 

Toward the low end of the GAI classification, the number of countries with negative 

conditions of dynamism and sustainability is extremely high, though it is interesting to 

note that the least developed countries exhibit many potentially interesting cases for 

international investors, in terms of dynamism (Kyrgyzstan, Ivory Coast, Myanmar, 

Namibia, Swaziland, Lesotho) or sustainability (Nicaragua, Armenia, Tajikistan, 

Guatemala, Myanmar, Botswana, Zambia, Timor-Leste, Malawi, none of them can rely 

on a high sustainability).  

While in terms of dynamism, Italy does not show particularly positive results, when it 

comes to sustainability the situation appears much better, although this country is not 

listed in the group of the top performers, which feature 13 of the first 20 countries in the 

GAI classification.  

One final point: the work allows to analyze the behavior of the Positioning Index – GAI 

and the ancillary indicators over 5 years’ time frame, from 2013 to 2017. Italy ranking 

ranges from 17th to 16th position, the Sustainability Index remains unchanged, the 

Dynamism Index slightly improves starting from 2015. This confirms how much time, 

effort and persistence it is needed to way up a ranking based on actual data, and not only 

on perceptions: we should accelerate and enhance the policies needed to improve those 

aspects in which Italy is lagging behind. 
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FERRUCCIO DE BORTOLI 

President, Longanesi Publishers and Associazione Vidas  

We are now at the second edition of the Global Attractiveness Index, the overall index of 

Italy’s economic attractiveness and competitiveness. An initiative that sees The 

European House – Ambrosetti working in partnership with Unilever, Abb and Toyota. 

The aim is to equip policy makers and, above all, international investors, with a pro- 

business interpretative model of the reality in Italy which, in the objective analysis of the 

data avoids, as much as possible, the traps of common stereotypes. The positioning index 

of the country is created by examining the dynamism (openness, innovation, efficiency, 

holdings) and the sustainability of the system (resilience, vulnerability).  

What, therefore, is our country’s positioning? Compared to the first edition of the Global 

Attractiveness Index, Italy has taken two steps back, but only seemingly. It is now ranked 

16th. In reality it has gained one place because the updating of the index for the previous 

year sees it in 17th place. One of the many innovative features of the new composite 

index, that hereinafter we shall refer to as GAI, is that of constantly reclassifying the 

historical sets that are now available for the last five years. As a consequence this means 

that the comparisons between economic and social systems are on a more level footing. 

The statistics - and even more the opinion polls - are, in the best case, reliable snapshots, 

but they are never perfect. They change from one moment to the next. Some composite 

indicators are constructed either by referring to national statistics, that are progressively 

updated, or by working with direct estimates. Different indices, such as for example, 

those relating to innovation, change every three years. Not to mention the volatility of 

the opinions gathered through the widespread use of surveys - a practice about which we 

will speak later - that penalizes our country greatly. The Italians are also to blame for 

this. 

What matters, in these types of comparisons, is knowing how to grasp the underlying 

dynamics. Recording the relative speeds between different economic systems matters 

more than the simple standings in the rankings. These are more useful indicators, 

essential in fact, for those who have to decide on future investments projected over a 

period of time that is necessarily going to be lengthy. One of the merits of the GAI is 

precisely this. It is an in-depth sounding of the elements of competitiveness of the 

different sectors, obtained by analyzing multiple Key Performance Indicators. That is to 

say they are sub-indices that cover all the factors - economic, environmental, cultural, 

legal - that are pertinent to a company's business, for planning an investment. What may 

come as a surprise in the new rankings (that still sees the United States in first place, 

followed by Germany) are some of the jumps. Like that of China, in third place. This can 

be explained by the incessant updating of data and opinions. With regard to the GAI's 

other fundamental characteristics, and in particular on our country's dynamism and 

resilience, these pages also contain contributions from Professor Enrico Giovannini.  

One can and must add, without the risk of being presumptuous, that the GAI tends to 

free the country of the implicit cost of the prejudices from which it suffers. This is also 

because of the modest depiction that it often offers of itself. And sets itself the objective 

of explaining why it is that elements relating to cultural wealth, the widespread diffusion 

of the share capital, are so underweighted in many of the more well-known international 

indices. All of which is not intended to conceal the real problems that are before our very 



© The European House – Ambrosetti  10 

eyes. But to place them in the proper perspective. Italy pays the penalty for one prejudice 

too many. Here are some examples. The comatose state of the administrative running of 

the capital is not offset, in the overall image of the country, by the brilliance of Milan’s 

renaissance. Alitalia's misfortunes weigh more heavily than do the strikes at Lufthansa 

or the bankruptcy at Air Berlin that hardly affect Germany's image of undoubted 

strength. Trade union related obstacles are far greater in France but we still come across 

as a hyper-trade unionized country with a hostility to enterprise that is far greater than 

our friends from across the Alps ever experience. Security in some of our cities, i.e. the 

best governed, is decidedly greater than those of many European capital cities. The 

liveliness of exports, ultimately superior to that of Germany, is rarely noticed and 

mentioned.  

There are some rankings, among the many, that may explain why it is that Italy, with rare 

exceptions, is not ranked where it should be in comparison with other countries. The first 

is ‘Country Report Track’ from the Reputation Institute, i.e. a study of the reputation of 

13 major nations. The Italians are actually those that give their own country a very low 

score (57.1 out of 100), far less than that given to Italy by foreigners (71.7), that's to say 

between moderate and strong. The score given by others to Germany is 67.6 and to 

France 69.3. Italy is the second country in the world, behind South Africa, where such a 

wide gap exists between internal and external reputation. At the other end of the 

spectrum is Russia, where the nationalist spirit drives those of its citizens interviewed to 

overly exalt its image. Perhaps it is not a case of imitating the Russians (who perhaps fear 

the consequences of their freedom of speech), but the difference is striking. And 

according to the Economic Optimist Index, we are the most pessimistic, and not just in 

Europe. Of those interviewed, 56% see things negatively compared to 51% in Greece (that 

has, amongst other things, cut pensions twelve times), 24% in Iran and 39% in Turkey. 

That's without taking into account the 17% of Brazil, the country deemed to be the 

happiest in the world (and where corruption has exploded), or Denmark's 7%. But, in 

this case too, it is possible to say that we depict ourselves as being far more worried than 

we ought reasonably to be. In France the pessimists are only 27% and perhaps it is a case 

of reversing the meaning of the celebrated phrase uttered by Jean Cocteau: “The French 

are Italians in a bad mood” Italian pessimists, to paraphrase slightly Ennio Flaiano, 

prepare for the worst, anticipating the positive surprises of life, for which they will take 

all the credit. This attitude, which sees us inclined to being more harsh with our country 

- and indulgent with ourselves and our own affiliations to territory or category - in part 

explains the reason for which, especially in rankings based on surveys, or opinions, we 

do not appear so brilliant.  

This consideration is in no way a mitigating factor or, even more, an exemption. Some 

failings are richly deserved. Just one example among many. The Heritage Foundation 

index of economic freedom ranks us 79th. Moderately free. What generosity! Of course 

it is difficult to demonstrate to a foreign observer that the long process for passing the 

law on competition, that has been the subject of assaults from various lobbying groups, 

is one example of how much the country aspires to the opening of the markets. On the 

contrary, it is proof of how much it fears it. High tax burdens and public spending are 

indicators of the state's meddling. Or of its inefficiency in defending property rights and 

in its search for efficacy in the legal system. The legal aspect provides one more small 

reason behind our poor performance. Average statistics in Italy, have, not infrequently, 

little significance. The average length of a business dispute in Turin (207 days) or Milan 
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(283 days) is totally in line with Europe (300 days in France, 200 in Germany). But in 

Sicily this can reach up to 1,400 days. And the same evaluation could be arrived at for 

the PISA indices on educational benefit.  

When one takes a look at how the major rankings are put together, one discovers many 

distortions in methodology. Or cultural asymmetries. For example, a certain sense of 

superiority in applying schemes that are consolidated in the United States or UK to 

others. And Italy pays, we might even say rightly, for a significantly relative concept of a 

rule of law, of chronic uncertainty about the law. The excessive use of quality surveys 

then leads to significantly subjective weightings. Generally speaking indicators do not 

take critical masses into account and smaller countries, like Denmark or Switzerland soar 

even beyond their deserved merits. Often non-homogeneous data become mixed 

together. Too many regulations and too many taxes are a handicap. And in this we are 

unrivaled. But expertise, security, quality of life and the beauty of the landscape and the 

artistic heritage count for very little or even nothing. The political and institutional set 

up strongly influences comparisons between economic sectors. And Italian industry is 

constantly underweighted.   

Some doubt about the reliability of some rankings is legitimate. We are ranked 44th in 

the Global Competitiveness Index, behind Malaysia and Chile. On the World 

Competitiveness Scoreboard we are 35th, lower than Thailand and the Czech Republic. 

In the Transparency International rankings of perceived corruption we have gone from 

69th to 60th place.  But we remain in the company of Lesotho, Montenegro and Senegal. 

The World Press Freedom Index ranks us 77th out of 180 countries. Burkina Faso is 

ranked higher than us (48th). As is Salvador (58th), with a regime that persecutes 

journalists and where the number of murders in a year is a hundred times that of Italy.  

It is well worth remembering that in Italy crimes against people and properties have been 

falling for years. In the Global Talent Competitiveness Index we are ranked 40th, beaten 

by Slovenia, Malta and Barbados. 

Many countries turn the rankings into a “national issue”.  They look upon the progression 

through the various rankings as they would a success by their national football team.  

Often, we don't even respond to questionnaires. In public and private offices involved in 

international studies, the retrieval of data and the task of providing answers are often 

entrusted, with total disregard, to the newest recruits. There is no effective coordination.  

 Singapore has a government agency that specializes in rankings and it even teaches other 

countries how to climb up them. In the Easy of doing business ranking Poland, in ten 

years, went from 75th to 24th place, ahead of Italy (45th), France and Spain. It has a website 

(Invest in Poland) in eight languages. It has done everything to come first in the trading 

across borders category, cutting times and customs procedures in Danzig. Croatia has 

leaped, again over ten years, from 124th to 43rd place. Kenya, a country bloodied by post 

electoral conflicts, is now ranked 70th among the world's economies and it is committed 

to finishing among the top 50 positions of the Easy of doing business, before the year 

2020 Ahead of Italy. And will we, alone, continue to inflict harm upon ourselves? 
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CONTRIBUTIONS OF OTHER ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS  

ANGELO TROCCHIA 

President and Managing Director, Unilever  

As far as I am concerned, the first step in taking full advantage of Italy’s potential lies in 

awareness. However, the awareness I am referring to must necessarily arise from an 

inclusive analysis of all the various kinds of value that are available to us: economic, 

natural, human and social. If we do not start from here, it is unlikely that we will arrive 

at the goal we have set for ourselves during the last two years of work, which is to unleash 

the attractiveness of Italy in the eyes of foreign investors and trigger a positive process 

that can contribute to the growth of the country and its economy. On the other hand, it 

is undeniable that Italy possesses a strong, natural sense of entrepreneurship, a wealth 

of regional and local diversity that is unmatched, as are its capabilities, envied the world 

over. Perhaps it would be enough to consider these factors as real capital to convince 

ourselves that there is no need to take an intercontinental flight to Silicon Valley or 

Bangalore in India to get the most out of the investments we decided to make. And yet, a 

problem persists—unquestionably due to a range of factors—connected with trust in Italy 

and the reputation of the country itself.  

Clearly, every player can have a fundamental role in this process. For example, the extent 

to which profitable collaboration—or at least a shared perspective—on all levels between 

private companies and public bodies, organizations and associations, academia and 

society at-large, could aid in redeeming Italy’s image across the globe. This hope formed 

the basis of Unilever Italia’s participation in The European House – Ambrosetti Advisory 

Board to introduce the Global Attractiveness Index. 

Within this context, Unilever is looking to offer its own point-of-view, based on the roots 

it has developed in Italy over more than 50 years, involving continuous innovation and 

concrete proof of the opportunities to be derived by investing in this country. These 

investments, often considered to be a form of interference simply because they come 

from a multinational, are what allow us to bring our areas of excellence to five continents 

and accelerate the positive spiral of sustainable growth. 

While noting that the indices that measure a country’s economic/financial attractiveness 

can truly be a determining factor in guiding strategic investment choices and the 

resulting economic flows, today, more than ever, we believe strongly in the usefulness of 

this “thermometer” that is receiving positive support because it is actually based on 

objective and complete criteria. We are certain that this can contribute to building an 

ecosystem capable of guiding investment flows towards the right choices which are 

capable of generating new growth opportunities.  

The direction the Italian ecosystem must take to get moving once again is clear. The 

excellent instruments available to companies thanks to the commitment of government 

and institutions are equally clear. All that is needed is to push even harder to stimulate 

the maximum openness towards discussion and collaboration, in the conviction that the 

opportunities are immense for one and all. 
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KEY FACTS & FIGURES 

UNILEVER ITALIA 

In Italy for 50 years 

Headquarters: Rome, Lazio 

Unilever is one of the main companies operating in the Food, Home and Personal Care markets. 

Present in over 190 countries around the world, its products reach 2.5 billion consumers each day. On 

a global level, it employs around 169,000 people and in 2016 it had a turnover of 52.7 billion euros. 

About 57% of the company’s turnover is in developing countries and emerging markets. 

Unilever Italia closed 2016 with a turnover of 1.4 billion euros, 10% of the Unilever Europe total. 

Today, the company has over 3,000 employees who work primarily at the Rome corporate 

headquarters and its five production plants: Caivano (Naples), Sanguinetto (Verona), 

Casalpusterlengo (Lodi), Pozzilli (Isernia) and Mappano (Turin), which are among the most advanced 

in Europe in terms of size, safety, technology, respect for the environment and productivity. The 

Casalpusterlengo plant also boasts an international-level R&D center. 

Overall investment in Italy in the last five years was 40 million euros in the Sanguinetto plant, over 15 

million euros in Casalpusterlengo, and 20 million euros in Pozzilli and Caivano. In addition, in 2015, 

Unilever acquired the Turin company that produces GROM ice cream, with the goal of promoting its 

growth and internationalization. 

The company’s portfolio includes over 400 brands, including Dove, Sunsilk, Knorr, Algida, Magnum, 

Lipton, Mentadent, Svelto and Coccolino. Of these, about 40 are present in Italy. 

The Unilever Sustainable Living Plan (USLP), the company’s long-term growth plan, has set three 

macro-goals: 

 By the year 2020, help more than a billion people to improve their health and well-being; 

 Halve the environmental impact of its products by 2030; 

 By 2020, improve the living conditions of millions of people. 

In 2016, Unilever ranked first in the Dow Jones Sustainability Index for its sector. The FTSE4Good 

Index awarded the company the highest score in the Environment category. In addition, for the last six 

years, Unilever has led the Global Corporate Sustainability Leaders ranking and is considered to be 

the most sustainable on a global level in the Food & Beverage category of the Oxfam “Behind the 

Brands” ranking. 
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LEONARDO SALCERINI  

Managing Director, Toyota Material Handling  

One of the key elements of Toyota’s long-standing success is the conviction so profoundly 

rooted within our company, at all levels, that people make the difference. 

Toyota has never seen Italy as simply a “land to be conquered”, but rather a fertile terrain 

in which talents with exceptional and even unique competencies in terms of engineering, 

mechanics, manufacturing and also intellectual activity have traditionally flourished. 

This convinced Toyota to focus, without any doubt, on Italy, even more than on other 

European countries. The Material Handling division alone, which before 2000 was not 

present in Italy, today has three production plants with a turnover of over 700 million 

euros, more than 1,300 employees and over 100 affiliated organizations for sales and 

assistance throughout the entire country.  

We have invested within and in Italy and we want to continue to do so because we believe 

the sluggish judicial system, the avarice of the tax structure, bureaucratic red tape and 

lack of infrastructure cannot eclipse the extraordinary preparation and capacity to adapt 

of Italian management. 

Italy possesses an enormous potential value, but one which is often overlooked: human 

capital. It is an element ignored by the rankings where, sadly, Italy is positioned lower, 

behind Asian and African countries which, until fairly recently, were considered to be 

among the ranks of developing nations. At Toyota, we do not look at those rankings. Or, 

more precisely, we look at them as a snapshot of a particular moment which is certainly 

not a simple one, but one that is hardly insuperable.  

In fact, the other side of the coin are the tremendous opportunities we have before us. 

We live in an era that is exhilarating, to say the least. Digitalization and Artificial 

Intelligence are building a new future for global industry. The so-called Fourth Industrial 

Revolution is already making its way into warehouses and logistics hubs throughout the 

world, bringing with it solutions and systems that were inconceivable even just a few 

years ago and capable of combining exceptional performance and enhanced well-being 

for those who work there. New technologies represent a sensational opportunity for the 

relaunching of a country that was great in the past and can return to being so once again, 

thanks above all to the capabilities of its companies and expertise of its many 

professionals and specialists. 

Our hope is that an increasing number of companies will see what we see: a market that 

is challenging, but also exceptional, and a shining future for those who are able to take it 

on. 

We, at Toyota Material Handling Italia, certainly want to be a part of this future. 
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KEY FACTS & FIGURES 

TOYOTA MATERIAL HANDLING 

In Italy for 17 years 

Headquarters: Bologna, Emilia Romagna 

Toyota Material Handling Italia is the Italian branch of the Toyota Material Handling Group (TMHG), 

a member of the Toyota Industries Corporation (TICO). Founded by Sakichi Toyota in 1926 to produce 

automatic looms, TICO began producing cars in 1933 and forklifts in 1956.  Today, it has four major 

areas of business: automotive, material handling, textile equipment and other.  

In 2000, TICO acquired the Swedish company Bt Industries AB, already a leader in the design and 

manufacture of warehouse forklifts, to create the Toyota Material Handling Group (TMHG) with the 

goal of consolidating its activity in the material handling sector on a worldwide scale. 

The Material Handling division currently operates in five geographical areas—Europe, North America, 

Japan, China and other international markets—and distributes four brands of forklifts (Toyota, BT, 

Cesab and Raymond). Since 2001 it has been the undisputed world leader in material handling, in first 

place in the DHF, Logistik Journal and Modern Material Handling ranking. As of March 2017, TICO 

employs 52,600 people, of which over 32,500 in the material handling sector. 

In Italy, the Toyota Material Handling sales network includes 6 direct offices (in Piedmont, Lombardy, 

Emilia Romagna, Veneto, Tuscany and Lazio) and over 100 indirect sales and customer service 

organizations. Its local service network is unparalleled in the sector, with over 900 specialized 

technicians located throughout the country. 

In tune with the company’s mission “to be the partner of choice for every company looking for material 

handling solutions”, Toyota Material Handling Italia offers a full range of forklifts and a broad gamma 

of services and solutions: financing and individual rental plans, a vast selection of affordable, quality 

used and reconditioned forklifts, and state-of-the-art service. 

As of March 2017(*), TICO’s turnover was 18.9 billion euros, of which 8.7 billion euros in the Material 

Handling Division alone, with approximately 250,000 units on the market. During the same period, the 

European section registered a record 102,000 units sold (more than a third of the global level) with a 

turnover of over 2.2 billion euros, a workforce of 10,300 individuals in the various corporate areas, of 

which 4,900 involved in service functions. Toyota Material Handling Italia closed fiscal year 2017 with 

a 24% share of the market, over 10,900 new forklifts placed on the market and consolidated turnover 

of 250 million euros. 

 

(*) Fiscal year 2017 spans the period April 1, 2016 to March 31, 2017. Amounts are given in euros at an exchange rate of ¥119 / €1 
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MATTEO MARINI                                                                                              MARIO CORSI 

President, ABB Managing Director, ABB 

Key Concept: Dynamism and Competitiveness 

The process launched by the Global Attractiveness Index initiative - of which we are 

strong supporters - has confirmed us in our belief that Italy must support its 

international positioning with a long-term policy aimed at capitalizing on both its 

tangible and intangible assets. 

Considering the business world context on which this study is focused, we believe that 

Italy could be highly attractive if it could relaunch some aspects of its rich patrimony. 

Above and beyond factors linked to the market and context (size, presence of supply 

chains/districts, dynamism, infrastructure, quality of government and the social 

environment, and regulation) Italian excellence can and must express itself at the highest 

levels through the solidity of its expertise, the dynamism of its innovative hunger and the 

quality of its manufacturing system.  

In ABB’s recent past, these three elements were crucial in decision-making phases linked 

to the acquisition of Italian companies which, today, represent strategic elements in the 

reinforcement and broadening of the portfolio of solutions for our Group on a global 

level.  

However, these three elements require a constant push and resolute stimulus for 

innovation that can guarantee the sustainability of the Country and its economy over the 

long-term. 

In terms of manufacturing, the impetus provided by the National Plan for Industry 4.0 

certainly represents a push in terms of digitalization and the development of new 

production and business models which, at the same time, could reinforce 

competitiveness and create the basis for a dynamic and on-going process of innovation.  

This dynamism is fundamental to assisting our country to undermine its static 

positioning internationally in relation to other players who manifest a level of excellence 

to which Italy can and must continue to aspire. 

We are certain that, in addition to the technological innovation and benefits that this 

could bring within the context of the 4th Industrial Revolution, the emergence of 

numerous best practices that Italian companies and numerous multinationals with solid 

roots in Italy can pool, could represent a process of sharing and a positive cross-

fertilization of immense value.  

This digital ecosystem promoted by the National Plan and composed by the Digital 

Innovation Hub, the Competence Center and Lighthouse, could certainly represent a 

booster for experiences on a local level and thus contribute to stimulating - including in 

small and medium-sized companies - the development of long-term integrated 

digitalization strategies that require major investments including, in terms of training of 

professionals, who will make the difference in the near future. 

Our hope is that the sense of urgency that the changes currently underway invite us to 

pursue, will guide public and private decision-makers to promote the relaunching of 

Italy’s economy and, at the same time, hold high the banner of Italian excellence of which 

we are the proud ambassadors throughout the world.  
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KEY FACTS & FIGURES 

ABB Italia 

In Italy for over one hundred years, its current corporate organization was established 29 

years ago  

Headquarters: Sesto San Giovanni, Lombardy 

ABB is a leader in technologies for energy and automation that allow utilities, industry and clients in 

transport and infrastructure to improve their performance while at the same time reducing 

environmental impact. Member companies of the ABB Group operate in over 100 countries and 

employ approximately 132,000 people.  

ABB Italia has a turnover of more than 2.2 billion euros which represents 7% of the Group’s revenues 

worldwide, and exports account for 64% of total sales. The company has about 6,000 employees 

throughout Italy and is an active component of the country and its economy. 

The continuation of a history of innovation that spans more than 125 years, ABB, today, is writing the 

future of industrial digitalization and is guiding the fourth industrial and energy revolution. For more 

than four decades in the front lines of the digital technologies sector, the company is a leader in digital 

launching and connection of equipment and systems, with an installation base of over 70,000 control 

systems which interconnect 70 million devices. Thanks to the ABB AbilityTM digital platform, ABB has 

made a quantum leap in digitalization as can be seen in the scope of its digital end-to-end solutions. 

The company’s points of excellence include: 

 Technological (development of products and systems that are applied throughout the world); 

 Operational (manufacturing plants and automation that are state-of-the-art); 

 Engineering (utilities and oil & gas installations created by Italian teams and exported around the 

globe). 

ABB was named one of the top 50 innovators in the world by the MIT Technology Review. In terms of 

ABB Italia specifically: 

 It invests 3.4% of its revenues in research and development; 

 2016 was a record year in terms of patent applications (46, compared with an average of 28 in 

the last 5 years); 

 In the last three years, 30 R&D projects were launched in collaboration with Italian universities, 

over 130 work-study and doctorate programs were initiated, and 60 meetings with university 

students were held throughout Italy; 

 It offers knowledge and expertise throughout the world in a range of areas: Industry 4.0, green 

ports, public and private electric mobility, and rapid charging systems for public transport. 

 

 

mailto:http//www2.technologyreview.com/tr50/2013/


© The European House – Ambrosetti  18 

TEN KEY POINTS OF THE REPORT 

1. Continuing the process undertaken in 2016, the Global Attractiveness 
Index initiative proceeds in 2017 

In 2016, The European House – Ambrosetti launched the Global Attractiveness 

Index (GAI) initiative designed to make available to Italian and international 

decision-makers an innovative country-index, that would offer a representative 

snapshot of the attractiveness and sustainability of countries. 

The initiative continues this year as well, with the intent to: 

– Broaden and further develop the Global Attractiveness Index statistical model 

to make it a reference tool in the decision-making process of businesses and 

policy-makers.  

– Consolidate an international platform for constructive discussion and 

reflection on attractiveness and competitiveness of countries and regional 

areas that would involve key stakeholders in this process. 

– Update the analysis of the Observatory on the methodologies employed in 

drawing up the main country-rankings most widely employed, in order to 

stimulate a process of positive improvement over time. 

– Produce information, awareness and guidelines to stimulate improvement in 

the strategic management of attractiveness and a pro-business image of 

countries and their economies throughout the world. 

To meet these goals, this edition has been organized into a series of activities that 

are interrelated via a multi-level methodology which includes opportunities for 

discussion, listening and awareness-raising, intelligence and analysis. 

 Regular meetings of the Advisory Board. These meetings have offered 

opportunities to discuss current, priority issues connected with the spread of 

GAI and importance of international rankings and managing country image.  

 Private meetings with key stakeholders. As part of the approach based on 

sharing experiences and reflection on the issues involved, selected Italian and 

selected national and international representatives of the governmental, 

political and business spheres were met with or invited to take part in Advisory 

Board meetings. 

 Case study and benchmark analysis. Major experiences connected with 

models, means and solutions utilized in other countries on the issue of 

attractiveness were studied on various levels, including through interviews 

and one-to-one meetings.  

 Updating and development of GAI index. Historic data for the last five years 

were reconstructed for a calculation of the index going back that far so as to 

determine the sensitivity of the indicators that form the Global Attractiveness 

Index, in cooperation with the Joint Research Centre of the EU Commission. 

 Communication and Discussion of the GAI Index. To contribute to improving 

awareness about this initiative and the GAI model and its findings, a number 
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of informational and analysis-oriented events were organized, held in 

collaboration with European and international institutions and 

representatives. 

2. Attractiveness is the prerequisite of competitiveness, and the overall 
quality offered by an area’s system determines the choice of location 
for businesses and people  

Attractiveness is a competitive game in which the advantage of one country 

becomes a disadvantage for all the other economies and is valued both because it 

implies the ability to attract talent, capital and assets in terms of production and 

competitiveness (know-how, technologies, etc.) thereby consolidating and 

developing productive activities, and because, more in general, it stimulates the 

whole process of economic and social development. 

For both developed and emerging countries, the attractiveness of an economic 

system has become even more relevant following the globalization of the 

circulation of capital and the inclusion of emerging areas of the world in 

international consumption and production circuits. Recent years have seen 

massive international flows of Foreign Direct Investment (+257% since 2000) 

which, combined with technological innovation and the development of social and 

educational systems, has allowed for highly-accelerated global economic growth 

(from 1960 to the present, +3.8% GDP average annual growth, +2.2% on the basis 

of per capita GDP).    

 

 Foreign Direct Investment flows by groups of economies and % values compared with the world total, 2005-

2016 trend and 2016. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti elaboration of UNCTAD data, 2017 

The “quality” of an area, in the broadest sense, thus becomes a key element that is 

decisive, in either positive or negative terms, in determining choices of location of 

businesses and people. The intensification of international competition in 

attracting human and financial resources means that, in the face of two or more 

competing areas, what count are the comparative advantages and disadvantages of 

some distinguishing elements: tax system, infrastructure, educational system, 

innovation ecosystem, reputation and image, legal system, etc.  
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3. Classifications by country and international rankings are acquiring 
increasing weight in the orientation of investment decisions and public 
policies 

Competition among areas in attracting investment and resources capable of 

sustaining growth assumes—in addition to the optimization of Key Performance 

Indicators of a country’s attractiveness—the ability to manage the country’s image 

and its competitiveness.  

In this context, and also in view of their growing resonance in the media, these 

international rankings have acquired increasing importance:  

– in supporting the strategic decisions and investments of the enterprises; 

– in suggesting the focus of attention and action for public policies; 

– in positioning a country in the eyes of the business community and 

international public opinion. 

It is no accident that many institutions, consulting firms, foundations and think 

tanks create country-rankings, often in support of advocacy and moral suasion 

activities, or as a communications tool. Today, in fact, there is a proliferation of 

rankings – which often overlap – both in terms of specific areas of examination 

(corruption, freedom of the press, innovation, security, etc.), as well as regarding 

aspects of a country’s economic system (competitiveness, pro-business 

environment, quality of life, etc.). In our study, over 100 were mapped, without any 

pretense of the list being exhaustive.  

4. Our analysis of a cluster of country indices enables us to pinpoint a 
number of critical aspects recurring in their methodologies 

Any international ranking, even the most accurate and reliable, has limitations 

connected with the objective complexity of the phenomena it is attempting to 

represent and measure, qualitative and subjective evaluations and choices made 

for its construction and the availability, quality and reliability of the starting data 

found in international databases, which are also limited by the different quality of 

the national statistical systems. 

On the basis of all the synthetic indices analyzed, seven areas requiring particular 

attention were noted: 

1. Extensive use of qualitative and perception-based surveys which, statistically, 

are not that representative. 

2. Use of weightings that introduce subjective elements. 

3. Preconceptions in comparisons linked to the model of how the country (or the 

socio-economic system) functions, taken as a benchmark (“optimal models”).  

4. Use of non-homogeneous data derived from different aggregation criteria. 

5. Failure to take into consideration absolute size (“critical mass”).  

6. Failure to consider medium-term sustainability, with a predominant use of 

backward-looking indicators. 

7. Failure to take into consideration the competencies of the population, 

infrastructure, security and financial stability. 
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5. Management of their country's position and image in the international 
rankings is at the center of the attention of many governments 
throughout the world 

Most countries realize the importance of attractiveness and have launched effective 

strategies for the optimization of the Key Performance Indicators and positioning 

in the main country rankings.  

In the 2016 Report we made a thorough review of the case histories relative to 

Singapore, the Philippines, Malaysia, Croatia, Suriname, India, Saudi Arabia, 

Denmark, Ireland, and Guyana. This year, the initiative expands to include the 

cases of: Singapore (which has been taken again and studied more in-depth due to 

its importance as a model of success), Kenya, Croatia, Poland, France and Turkey. 

These cases are interesting for: 

– the skill shown by the countries in protecting and monitoring their rankings 

and the Key Performance Indicators used to determine those rankings;  

– the publicity initiatives applied to the image of the country abroad; 

– the stakeholders involved and for the international network created in that 

connection.  

From the analysis of these models it can be seen that there are certain “unvarying” 

elements in terms of organization models, tools and system choices, which we have 

summarized in the figure below. 

 

 
 

Country image management policies. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

 

 

 

Creation of national 
oversight committees 

to manage country 
rankings

Monitoring of the 
quality of the data 
supplied (and their 

timeliness)

Redesign and control
of the "national image”

Launch of integrated 
foreign 

communications 
strategy

Development of 
advocacy and 

awareness initiatives 
on an international 

level

1.

2.

3.4.

5.

Country image 

management 

policies

 Monitoring of country rankings

 Actions on critical KPI (defining priorities)

 «Watchdogs» for data (quality)

 Technical webinars

 Awareness meetings

 Information on reforms 

undertaken by the country

 National brand steering committee with 

a strategic-political orientation

 Multidisciplinary technical operations 

task force

 International media campaigns 

 “Viral” social network strategies

 Strengthening of contact points with 

other countries

 Big Events as showcases

 “Truth” campaigns on 

international rankings 

 Univocal definitions of 

national competitiveness 

 Measurement of new, 

unavailable KPI



© The European House – Ambrosetti  22 

6. GAI is an innovative index of national attractiveness and a model for 
interpretation of the aspects that govern it 

Attractiveness is a function of “hard” (infrastructure, productive assets, etc.) and 

“soft” (human resources, knowledge, social fabric, etc.) aspects that characterize 

an area, and the quality and efficiency of the relationships and organizational 

structures that connect these elements and allow them to function. 

For the purpose of developing the Global Attractiveness Index we took an economic 

approach, with consequent focus on the relative Key Performance Indicators that 

affect two dimensions of attractiveness: 

― Internal - the ability to retain resources already present in the area. 

― External - the ability to attract resources from outside. 

In the process of developing the Global Attractiveness Index, it was decided to use 

the following guideline criteria: 

1. Replicability: the Global Attractiveness Index makes use of variables that are 

gathered regularly and on a continuous basis over time by the major 

and most authoritative bodies internationally.  

2. Objectivity: The Global Attractiveness Index is based primarily on objective 

and quantitative data from certified sources, and only makes use of 

surveys peripherally and after verification of the survey sample and its 

relevance to the phenomenon being examined. 

3. Solidity: to guarantee statistical consistency variables representative of the 

phenomena being measured (“proxies”) were chosen, while at the same time 

evaluating the level of association so that they are neither redundant nor 

significantly correlated, which would render the entire Index unreliable. 

4. Significance: for the Global Attractiveness Index, within the limits of the 

availability of the KPIs taken into consideration, results (output), as 

opposed to “efforts” (input) were given priority. 

The Global Attractiveness Index is a multi-dimensional analytical model of the 

attractiveness of a country’s economic system, and is comprised of:  

― A Positioning Index (PI) that measures the level of attractiveness of a country 

in comparison with the others. It is evaluated on the basis of four 

“attractiveness” attributes: Openness, Innovation, Efficiency and Resources. 

― A Dynamism Index (DI) and a Sustainability Index (SI) which, together with 

the Positioning Index, measure, respectively, the variation in the level of 

attractiveness over the short-term (last three years) and the extent to which 

the positioning of a given country is actually sustainable, in economic, social, 

and environmental terms. 
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Structure of the Global Attractiveness Index. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

7. The Global Attractiveness Index for 2017 includes new Key 
Performance Indicators that have an even greater capacity to “grasp” 
the phenomenon of attractiveness and its dynamics 

GAI model relies on an integrated system of Key Performance Indicators 

(KPI).  

Overall, the GAI model encompasses 32 KPIs allocated among six attributes:  

― Openness; 

― Innovation; 

― Efficiency; 

― Endowment; 

― Resilience; 

― Vulnerability. 

Compared to 2016 model, this year two new indicators have been introduced:  

― Students’ skills according to PISA test score1, included in “Endowment” 

attribute; it is an indicator that captures human capital and the level of 

competences of students at school.  

― Share of population at risk of poverty, included in the attribute “Vulnerability”; 

it is an indicator of social disparities, interpreted as a measure of quality of life 

of a country.   

 

 

                                                   
1 The international students evaluation programme (PISA) is an investigation undertaken by the OECD in order to evaluate 

different schooling system in the world, testing competences and skills of 15 years old students. 
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DIMENSION  ATTRIBUTE KPI 2017 

Attractiveness 

Openness  (Foreign Direct Investment flows into the country IN + the country’s investment 
abroad OUT), compared with world total (2015) 

 (Export + Import), compared with world total (2015) 
 (No. foreign tourists IN + No. national tourists abroad OUT), compared with 

population (2015) 
 Foreign university students, compared with youth population (2015) 
 Net number of migrants, compared with population (2012) 

Innovation  Employed in high-technology sectors, compared with employed (2015) 
 Exports of high-technology goods, compared with world total (2015) 
 ICT Development Index (2016) 
 Number of scientific publications, compared with world total (2015)   
 Internet users, % of population (2015) 

Efficiency  Unemployment level (2016)  
 Logistics Performance Index (2016) 
 Total productivity of factors (2016) 
 Rule of Law Index (2016)  
 Total Tax Rate (2016) 

Endowment  Gross Domestic Product (GDP), compared with world total (2015) 
 Gross National Product, (GNP), per capita (2015) 
 Gross Fixed Investment, compared with GDP (2015) 
 Natural Resource Index (2015) 
 College graduates, compared with world total (2015) 
 Students’ skill according to Pisa test score (2015) 

Dynamism 3-year variation of KPIs indicated above for the four Attractiveness attributes 

Sustainability 

Resilience  Human Development Index (2015) 
 Global Peace Index (2016) 
 Life expectancy at birth (2015) 
 World Giving Index (2015) 
 Avg. years of school attendance (2015) 

Vulnerability  Debt/GDP (2015) 
 Inflation rate (2015) 
 Market concentration index (2015) 
 People affected by natural disasters (last 3 years), per 1,000 people (2015) 
 Number of suicides, % total national population (2012) 
 Population exposed to risk of poverty, % total national population (2015) 

   

KPI structure of the Global Attractiveness Index and reference year (most recent available). Source: The 

European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

8. The Global Attractiveness Index provides a strategic Tableau de Bord 
for every national system mapped, indicating its strong points and the 
aspects of weakness on which to act with priority 

In terms of the way it is constructed and its constituent elements, not only does the 

Global Attractiveness Index produce a ranking of countries, but also information 

about how to handle the KPIs that determine the attractiveness of a national 

economic system. Therefore, in the final analysis, it represents a tool in support of 

strategic decision-making and public policy. As an example, the figure below shows 

the Tableau de Bord for Italy.  
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Tableau de Bord Global Attractiveness Index 2017. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data 

elaboration, 2017 

9. The GAI 2017 model was recalculated back over previous years to take 
account of the annual revision of the time series analyses made by the 
main international statistical reporting institutions 

For a correct calculation of composite indices, it is necessary that the data be 

technically comparable in time, and reported with the same criteria and under the 

same conditions. This makes it essential to perform an annual reconstruction of all 

the time series of the Global Attractiveness Index, drawing on variables reported 

periodically and with continuity in the time series analyzed by the main and most 

accredited international institutions. Since they review the time series every year, 

to take account of any changes in the modes of reporting the data and in the modes 

of updating certain data estimated, in the light of the final values, the GAI database 

is coherently reconstructed and updated for the years that go from 2007 to 2016 

(last data available). 

At the same time, this year, the Global Attractiveness Index was recalculated back 

over the last 5 years. Recalculation of the background Index is an important new 

approach that, on the one hand, makes it possible to take account of the changes 

connected with updating and correcting the time series by the international 

reporting institutions and, on the other, guarantees the comparison over time of 

the KPI and the Positioning Index (PI) for each country, providing a more 

representative picture of the progress made by the different economies in time. 
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10. The Global Attractiveness Index produces a country ranking 
comparable in time, according to guidelines of statistical reliability and 
objectivity 

The Global Attractiveness Index maps 144 economies in the world providing a 

structured general ranking on attractiveness, dynamism and sustainability of 

countries, in comparative and relative terms.  

 

 

The first 25 countries in the 2017 ranking of the Global Attractiveness Index. Source: The European House 

– Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017  
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GAI                   

Value 2017
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2017

Sustainability 

2017

UNITED STATES 1 100.0

GERMANY 2 92.5

CHINA 3 88.2

JAPAN 4 87.3

SINGAPORE 5 81.9

CANADA 6 80.7

FRANCE 7 80.4

UNITED KINGDOM 8 80.3

NETHERLANDS 9 73.8

SOUTH KOREA 10 73.5

AUSTRALIA 11 71.8

SWITZERLAND 12 70.9

HONG KONG 13 69.3

AUSTRIA 14 65.7

BELGIUM 15 64.2

ITALY 16 62.2

IRELAND 17 61.8

DENMARK 18 59.9

SWEDEN 19 59.5

LUXEMBOURG 20 58.2

ICELAND 21 57.7

NEW ZEALAND 22 57.3

CZECH REPUBLIC 23 56.7

NORWAY 24 56.6

SPAIN 25 56.3

Critical

High

Medium

Low

Legend:

Index scale from 1=min to 

100=max
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Chapter Goals 

Present the area of focus and the goals of the Global Attractiveness Index initiative. 

Illustrate the work process and methodological approach. 

Provide an overview of the structure of the 2017 Report. 

1. ADVISORY BOARD MEMBERS AND OTHER KEY PROJECT PLAYERS 

This Report summarizes and organizes the suggestions, observations and findings of 

the second year of work of the Global Attractiveness Index Advisory Board which was 

created in 2016 with the goal of providing concrete and informed answers to the issues 

of attractiveness and pro-business image of nations and their economies. 

The members of the Advisory Board are: 

 Ambrogio Bollini (Supply Senior Vice President, Toyota Material Handling) 

 Mario Corsi (Managing Director, ABB) 

 Ferruccio De Bortoli (President, Longanesi Publishers and Associazione 

Vidas) 

 Valerio De Molli (Managing Partner and CEO, The European House – 

Ambrosetti) 

 Enrico Giovannini (Professor, Economic Statistics, University of Rome “Tor 

Vergata”, former President of ISTAT and Minister of Labor and Social Policy) 

 Matteo Marini (President, ABB) 

 Leonardo Salcerini (Managing Director, Toyota Material Handling) 

 Angelo Trocchia (President and Managing Director, Unilever) 

The operational aspects of the project are overseen by The European House – 

Ambrosetti Working Group, comprised of: 

 Lorenzo Tavazzi (Responsible of Scenarios and Intelligence Area and Project 

Leader) 

 Massimiliano Sartori (Senior Consultant, Scenarios and Strategy Area) 

 Cetti Lauteta (Consultant, Scenarios and Intelligence Area) 

 Benedetta Brioschi (Analyst, Scenarios and Intelligence Area) 

 Arianna Landi (Analyst, Scenarios and Intelligence Area) 

 Silvia Caliaro (Project administrative coordinator) 

The statistical audit of the methodology of the Global Attractiveness Index, which can 

be found online on the website www.ambrosetti.eu/global-attractiveness-index/, was 

carried out by the Joint Research Centre of the European Commission. 

http://www.ambrosetti.eu/global-attractiveness-index/
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2. MISSION, CONCEPT AND METHODOLOGY OF THE GLOBAL ATTRACTIVENESS 

INDEX PROJECT 

The competitiveness rankings published periodically by authoritative international 

organizations and private bodies are having an increasing impact on guiding the 

strategic and investment decisions of companies, public policy and the positioning of 

a country and its economy in the eyes of the international community and public 

opinion. This is true both in the case of country-rankings that analyze all-round 

competitiveness and attractiveness, as well as in the rankings that focus on specific 

areas such as innovation, justice, freedom of the press, corruption, and so on. 

Over time, the number and influence - including media - of these rankings have grown 

to such an extent that, for corporate management and policy-makers, they have 

become one of the tools used to determine and orient their growth and development 

choices. For this reason, evaluating their reliability and control and monitoring over 

the long-term should be considered an important goal that has broad-based impact 

on the economy and development. This is even more true in our current era in which 

the pervasiveness of digitalization and connectivity processes mean that the 

perception and attractiveness of nations and areas are strongly influenced by the 

presence - often amplified by the media and the web - of country-rankings that give 

credence to (often contradictory) arguments and points-of-view. 

On the other hand, along with the propagation of these rankings and their relevancy, 

a growing debate has also arisen over how representative they actually are. In 

particular, a number of observers and experts have noted some evident discrepancies 

between the actual situation of a country and its economy and its relative position in 

international rankings. 

In light of these considerations - examined in the chapters of this Report which follow 

- in 2016, The European House – Ambrosetti launched an international research 

initiative designed to make available to Italian and international decision-makers an 

innovative country-index, the Global Attractiveness Index (GAI), that would offer 

a representative snapshot of the attractiveness and sustainability of countries and, as 

a result, provide reliable information to support system-oriented choices for growth 

and optimization of a pro-business environment.  

A preview of the results of this project and the initial 2016 GAI rankings were 

presented to the European and international political and business elite at The 

European House – Ambrosetti forum organized in Cernobbio each year since 19742. 

In continuity with the project launched in 2016, and on the basis of the favorable 

feedback received, this initiative was also continued this past year. Its objectives were 

to: 

A. Broaden and further develop the GAI statistical-economic model to make it a 

reference tool in the decision-making process of businesses and policy-makers.  

                                                   
2 Forum “Intelligence on the World, Europe, and Italy” (www.ambrosetti.eu/summit-workshop-e-forum/forum-villa-

deste).   

http://www.ambrosetti.eu/summit-workshop-e-forum/forum-villa-deste
http://www.ambrosetti.eu/summit-workshop-e-forum/forum-villa-deste
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B. Consolidate an international platform for constructive discussion and reflection 

on attractiveness and competitiveness of countries and regional areas that would 

involve key stakeholders in this process. 

C. Update the analysis of the Observatory on the methodologies employed in 

drawing up the main country-rankings most widely employed, in order to 

stimulate a process of positive improvement over time. 

D. Produce information, awareness and guidelines to stimulate improvement in the 

strategic management of attractiveness and a pro-business image of countries 

and their economies throughout the world. 

To meet these goals, the work over the course of 2017 has been organized into a series 

of activities that are interrelated via a multi-level methodology which includes 

opportunities for discussion, listening and awareness-raising, intelligence and 

analysis. Specifically: 

 Regular meetings of the Advisory Board. These meetings have offered 

opportunities to discuss current, priority issues connected with the spread and 

importance of international rankings and managing country image, using as a 

starting-point the personal expertise and experiences of each Advisory Board 

member and the research carried out by The European House – Ambrosetti 

working group.  

 Private meetings with key stakeholders. As part of the approach based on sharing 

experiences and reflection on the issues involved, selected Italian and 

international representatives of the governmental, political and business spheres 

were met with or invited to take part in Advisory Board meetings. 

 Case study and benchmark analysis. The major experiences connected with the 

models, means and solutions utilized in other countries around the world were 

studied on various levels, including through interviews and one-to-one meetings 

(see Chapter 2). More than 20 international case studies analyzed from 2016 

onwards were selected to allow for an in-depth investigation of successful 

experiences on which to base strategies, solutions and tools to create models and 

a system-wide approach.  

 Drawing up the annual “Global Attractiveness Index - The true thermometer of 

a country’s attractiveness”. The results of the work carried out during this second 

year are summarized in this Report which, in the spirit of making a positive 

contribution, is designed to offer the Italian and international business 

community and policy-makers a tool for orienting their decisions and the 

strategic management of country-image. 

 Communication and Discussion of the Global Attractiveness Index. To 

contribute to improving awareness about this initiative and the GAI model and 

its findings, a number of informational and analysis-oriented events were 

organized, held in collaboration with European and international institutions and 

representatives. A publicly-accessible web site (www.ambrosetti.eu/global-

attractiveness-index/) was also created containing a complete repository of data, 

analysis and information developed through project activity, and specific 

accounts were opened on the major social media channels (Twitter, YouTube, 

Facebook and LinkedIn) to promote exchange of information and discussion.  

http://www.ambrosetti.eu/global-attractiveness-index/
http://www.ambrosetti.eu/global-attractiveness-index/
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Figure 1. Some of the major events held to promote and establish the standing of the Global Attractiveness Index 

2016. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

The results of the project, summarized in this Report, are being presented 

internationally in advance, as was done last year, during the 43rd “Intelligence on the 

World, Europe and Italy” The European House – Ambrosetti  Forum (September 1-

3, 2017). Following this event, the annual Round Table will be held in Rome 

(October 17, 2017) to discuss the results of GAI 2017 and its recommendations for 

optimizing the management of country-attractiveness. It represents an opportunity 

for business leaders and government and institutions to discuss.  

 
 

Figure 2. Global Attractiveness Index Platform. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 



© The European House – Ambrosetti  32 

3. INTERNATIONAL CASE STUDIES ANALYZED IN THIS REPORT 

As part of the analysis agenda, special attention was placed on updating and 

broadening benchmark and case study analysis of best practices in managing 

international ranking positioning and optimizing image and a pro-business country-

context. 

The main model-, instrument- and solutions-related experiences concluded 

successfully or currently in-progress in both advanced and emerging economies were 

studied on various levels.  

Selection was based on the desire to identify experiences that could be replicated and 

to highlight what could be considered “invariant” elements in order to create a shared 

system-oriented interpretive and operative framework, and make this knowledge 

available to decision-makers on both a corporate and governmental level. 

The country case studies were identified on the basis of factors including the capacity 

for structured monitoring, on a national level, management of country-rankings and 

related Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), communications strategy adopted to 

promote country image abroad, and other system-oriented initiatives on an 

international level. 

The survey, which is summarized in Chapter 2 of the Report, was developed on the 

basis of data and information in the public domain (institutional and corporate 

websites, public presentations, annual reports and other publicly-available 

documentation), as well as specific intelligence developed by The European House – 

Ambrosetti Working Group. 

Due to its very nature, the analysis cannot be considered exhaustive, but it does 

represent a means for working and reflecting in order to optimize initiatives related 

to the issues examined here. 

 

Figure 3. International case studies and benchmark countries analyzed. Source: The European House – 

Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 
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4. STATISTICAL AUDIT OF THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION JOINT 

RESEARCH CENTRE 

Given the nature and the goals of the Global Attractiveness Index 

initiative, The European House – Ambrosetti initiated collaboration with the Joint 

Research Centre (JRC) of ISPRA which, continuing and broadening what was already 

done in the first year of the initiative, performed: 

 a detailed analysis of the sensitivity and solidity of the indicators and the KPIs 

selected to create the GAI model; 

 an independent statistical evaluation of the methodological approach of the Index 

and its solidity, including a back-calculation for the last five years; 

 the preparation of a statistical audit that offers a detailed report of the sensitivity 

analyses performed by the JRC, the statistical solidity of the KPIs examined, and 

the hypotheses utilized in constructing the Global Attractiveness Index3.  

We would like to thank Michaela Saisana, Project Leader of the Competence Centre 

on Composite Indicators & Scoreboards (COIN) of the JRC for her active and efficient 

collaboration and her contribution. 

Specific details are available in the Appendix, but generally, the methodology 

developed during the first year (2016), while maintaining its intrinsic characteristics, 

was further developed to render it a flexible model capable of best presenting and 

following the dynamic changes in the countries considered and their economies, as 

well as overcoming some of the limitations currently encountered in international 

databases (for example, data availability, comparability, etc.). 

In addition, the quality of the GAI model is the result of an important basic choice: 

the Global Attractiveness Index was constructed by aiming for the optimum balance 

between the rigorous application of the principles of statistic solidity and theoretical 

and qualitative interpretation of the social-economic phenomena connected with the 

concept of attractiveness (see Chapter 3), and the ensuing choice of the various KPIs. 

Finally, the decision to favor quantitative variables, with the addition of a few KPIs 

only partially survey-based (to avoid the problems encountered in other country 

indices; see Chapter 1), led to a consequent limiting of the perimeter of information 

available on an international level and basis of comparability among the various 

countries examined. Thus, the final choice of 144 countries that were mapped 

and classified. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                   
3 For further information, you can visit www.ambrosetti.eu/global-attractiveness-index. 

http://www.ambrosetti.eu/global-attractiveness-index
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5. REPORT STRUCTURE 

This Report is divided into three chapters, described in-brief below. 

Chapter 1. The representativeness and influence of international 

rankings 

Continuing on the work of the first year, this Chapter provides an overview of the 

perimeter and content of the main international rankings and why they play an 

important role in orienting investment decisions and public policy. 

In the second part, a detailed analysis is provided of the most common problem areas 

encountered in the methods used to compile country rankings, with an explanation of 

their implications in terms of the representativeness of the resulting positions. 

Specific and paradigmatic examples of the distortions encountered are also given, 

with a systematic classification that has been updated and expanded from the 2016 

report. 

Chapter 2. Positioning governance in international rankings: some 

successful international case studies 

This chapter is dedicated to presenting and examining the strategies implemented in 

a number of global and emerging economies which, in recent years, either explicitly 

or informally, have promoted initiatives aimed at managing positioning in country 

rankings and related KPIs on a transversal or sector-related basis. 

For each case study, in-depth analysis is provided of the organizational solutions 

and/or means offered, in order to document the specific strategic drivers utilized by 

government, as well as the distinctive aspects that could be adapted to the contexts of 

other countries.  

Chapter 3. Measuring country attractiveness and sustainability: the 

Global Attractiveness Index 2017 

The detailed definition of the perimeter of the concept of “attractiveness” is the 

prerequisite for any tool used to measure it. Presented in this chapter is the proposal 

developed in the study and adopted in constructing the Global Attractiveness Index.  

The chapter details the characteristics, structure and methodological innovations of 

the Global Attractiveness Index and its statistical model.  

Finally, the GAI 2017 ranking of the countries mapped is presented, providing for each 

its overall positioning and related levels of dynamism and sustainability over the 

short- to mid-term for each geographical area considered.  

This chapter presents the Tableau de Bord for the five major European economies 

(Germany, France, Italy, United Kingdom and Spain), with the corresponding 

interpretation.   

  



1

THE REPRESENTATIVENESSAND INFLUENCE OF
INTERNATIONAL RANKINGS
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Chapter Goals 

Illustrate the impact of international rankings on investment decisions, localization and 

pro-business image of a country. 

Provide an overview of the scope and content of the primary country-rankings.  

Develop a detailed analysis of the most common problem-areas encountered in drawing 

up international rankings.  

1. WHY INTERNATIONAL RANKINGS ARE IMPORTANT IN ORIENTING 

INVESTMENT DECISIONS AND PUBLIC POLICY 

In today’s increasingly dynamic and globalized world with its extensive economic, 

political and social discontinuity factors, the quality of a country or region (by which 

is meant the efficiency of its organization and its functioning) represents a 

fundamental element because it positively or negatively determines the localization 

choices of companies and individuals and, consequently, the overall level of “valuable” 

resources available. 

A country’s attractiveness can be seen in the dual sense of attracting and keeping 

talent, capital and productive/competitive assets (know-how, technologies, etc.), 

while fostering the consolidation and birth of productive activity and, more generally, 

stimulating processes of economic and social development. 

For both developed and emerging countries, the attractiveness of an economic system 

has become even more relevant following the globalization of the circulation of capital 

and the inclusion of emerging areas of the world in international consumption and 

production circuits. Recent years have seen massive international flows of Foreign 

Direct Investment (+257% since 2000)4 which, combined with technological 

innovation and the development of social and educational systems, has allowed for 

highly-accelerated global economic growth (from 1960 to the present, +3.8% average 

annual growth, +2.2% on the basis of per capita GDP).    

 
 

Figure 4. Foreign Direct Investment flows by groups of economies and percentage values compared with the world 

total, 2005-2016 trend and 2016. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti elaboration of UNCTAD data, 2017  

                                                   
4 Source: UNCTAD, 2017.  
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Today, the competition among geographical territories has broadened, 

becoming more intense and involving areas that were not considered to be attractive 

destinations, until a few decades ago. A case in point is the development of Africa 

which, from being a “lost continent”, is today one of the areas of great economic 

ferment,5 or countries such as Iran or Cuba which following decades of being closed 

to the outside are opening once again to trade relations.6 Another area with high 

potential for international investors is that of the ASEAN countries. If considered as 

a single country, it would be the sixth largest economy in the world (becoming fourth 

over the next decade) and second in terms of attracting Foreign Direct Investment.7  

These trends exert pressure on consolidated positions among other countries (in 

particular, Europe and the United States) and the trend in Foreign Direct Investment 

also mirrors this change. It should also be noted that these investments are significant 

not only because of the amounts involved in themselves, but also the indirect effects 

they trigger in an economic system. The European House – Ambrosetti has calculated 

that on average, within the European context, over a period of 2-3 years, 1 euro of 

Foreign Direct Investment generates a spin-off of an additional 4.9 euros in GDP. 

 
 

Figure 5. Level of Foreign Direct Investment stock by geographical area, percentage values, 2000 and 2016. 

Source: The European House – Ambrosetti elaboration of UNCTAD data, 2017 

The attractiveness of a country and its economy is also measured, as has been said, on 

the basis of its ability to keep expert human capital and talent (as well as people 

and families in general) within the country and attract it from abroad. In this process, 

an important initial role is played by the attractiveness of educational systems. Other 

aspects could represent further elements of attraction, such as optimization of 

recruitment in the public research system through direct recruiting and international 

calls for projects, streamlining of the visa and residence permit procedure of foreign 

researchers, and the presence of an incentive and rewards system and greater 

autonomy for universities.  

                                                   
5 According to the estimates in UNCTAD’s World Investment Report 2017, foreign direct investment flows into Africa will 

increase by 10% over 2016, reaching $65 billion. 
6 In 2016, Iran attracted Foreign Direct Investment worth $3.4 billion, up 64% on the previous year. Source: UNCTAD, 

2017.  
7 Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017.  
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Other factors equally important for attracting or maintaining residential areas are job 

market and its functioning, the effectiveness and efficiency of services, and the overall 

“quality of life” (natural environment, cultural life, levels of integration, etc.). 

The intensification of international competition in attracting human and financial 

resources means that, in the face of two or more competing areas, what count are the 

comparative advantages and disadvantages of some distinguishing elements: tax 

system, infrastructure, educational system, innovation ecosystem, reputation and 

image, legal system, etc.   

From a purely corporate standpoint, the decision to invest or locate in a given area 

(and also to remain there) is influenced in the end by a comparative assessment of 

some key factors, as illustrated below. 

 
 

Figure 6. The investment decision-making process and key attractiveness factors. Source: The European House – 

Ambrosetti elaboration, 2017 
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Within the context described above, international rankings have taken on increasing 

weight in terms of their media visibility and ability to influence the localization 

choices of companies and individuals.  

In multinational headquarters, country-rankings are utilized as an overall 

information tool (but obviously not the only one) to guide investment choices. 

International rankings are also being increasingly considered an important tool for 

providing areas of attention and intervention for public policy and as a means for 

positioning a country in the eyes of the business community and international public 

opinion.  

In light of these observations, managing the pro-business image and investment 

attractiveness are at the center of attention of many governments around the world 

(see Chapter 2). Creating the best “investability” context of a country includes the 

optimization of a number of key attractiveness factors (Key Performance Indicators), 

but also precise communications strategies on a national and international level as a 

tool for attracting (or maintaining) investment. 

2. LIMITS TO THE REPRESENTATIVENESS OF RANKINGS AND MOST COMMON 

PROBLEM-AREAS IN THE METHODOLOGIES OF MAIN COUNTRY-RANKINGS  

Competition among areas in attracting investment and resources capable of 

sustaining growth broadens and assumes — in addition to the optimization of Key 

Performance Indicators of a country’s attractiveness — the ability to manage the 

country’s image and its competitiveness. It is no accident that many institutions, 

consulting firms, foundations and think tanks create country-rankings, often in 

support of advocacy and moral suasion activities, or as a communications tool.  

Today, in fact, there is a proliferation of rankings — which often overlap — both 

in terms of specific areas of examination (corruption, freedom of the press, 

innovation, security, etc.), as well as regarding aspects of a country’s economic system 

(competitiveness, pro-business environment, quality of life, etc.). In our study, over 

1008 were mapped, without any pretense of the list being exhaustive.  

While recognizing the contribution and usefulness of indices and rankings, they must 

be interpreted carefully and in the light of some conceptual premises: 

                                                   

8 In terms of the start of the Global Attractiveness Index research project in 2016. To cite only a few: Bloomberg Innovation 

Index, Climate Change Performance Index, Country Brand Index, Country Rep Trak, Corruption Perception Index, Digital 

Economy and Society Index, Ease of Doing Business Index, UN E-Government Development Index, Environmental 

Performance Index, Environmental Sustainability Index, Environmental Vulnerability Index, Ethnic and Cultural 

Diversity Index, Euro Health Consumer Index, European Innovation Scoreboard, European Regional Economic Growth 

Index, FDI Confidence Index, Financial Development Index, Fragile States Index, Global Competitiveness Report, Global 

Connectivity Index, Global Corruption Barometer and Corruption, Global Gender Gap Report, Global Entrepreneurship 

Index, Global Health Index, Global Hunger Index, Global Innovation Index, Global Leader Index, Global Manufacturing 

Competitiveness Index, Global Peace Index, Global Talent Competitiveness Index, Global Slavery Index, Global Terrorism 

Index, Globalization Index, Good Country Index, Happiness Index, Happy Planet Index, Human Development Index, ICT 

Development Index, ICT Proficiency Index, IMD World Competitiveness Index, IMF World Economic Outlook, Index for 

Risk Management, Index of Economic Freedom, Innovation Union Scoreboard, Intellectual Property Right Index, 

Legatum Prosperity Index, Mapping Competitiveness with European Data, OECD Better Life Index, Programme for 

International Student Assessment (PISA Index), Programming Ability Index, Regional Innovation Scoreboard, Social 

Progress Index, Space Competitiveness Index, Sustainable Governance Indicator, Sustainable Society Index, The Atlas of 

Economic Complexity, Web Index, Where-to-be-born Index, World Giving Index, World Happiness Report, World Justice 

Project Rule of Law Index, Worldwide Press Freedom Index. 
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1. The quality of the institution that produces them must be evaluated. In fact, 

alongside recognized think tanks and entities, indices are produced by 

organizations whose reliability must be ascertained. 

2. Sometimes indices and rankings are produced with the prime intent of creating 

media impact and publicity, rather than as a real contribution to the quality of 

public policy and development strategies. 

3. Positioning can be influenced by subjective elements used in creating the index 

(see the section which follows) and by actions of moral suasion9. 

Within this context, the veracity and reliability of country-rankings has, for some 

time, been the object of critical analysis by researchers and observers. Specifically, 

clear discrepancies (both positive and negative) have been noted between the 

positioning assigned by the various indices and the actual country situations. 
 

Reality and positioning in the rankings: the cases of Italy, Spain and Russia 

In nearly all the most accredited rankings, Italy always occupies a low position, often behind developing 

countries.  

These positionings also reflect more general aspects of the country and its economic system, for 

example, freedom of the press or corruption: in the Transparency International ranking of perceived 

corruption in different countries, in 2017 Italy was ranked 60th out of 168 countries, occupying (yet again) 

last place on a European level; the 2016 World Press Freedom Index of Reporters without Borders, 

placed Italy 77th out of 180 countries, behind those recognized as being democratically vulnerable, such 

as Burkina Faso (which held democratic elections for the first time only in 2015), El Salvador (one of the 

countries with the highest homicide rates in the world) and Moldavia (noted for its corruption and 

exploitation of the press). 

These positionings are in stark contrast with the real situation in Italy: 

- among the top five countries in the world with a manufacturing surplus over $100 billion and the #2 

country in the European Union and 4th in the world in terms of value added in the manufacturing 

sector;  

- 1st in competitiveness in three out of fifteen business sectors (apparel, footwear and textiles) and 

2nd in five others (including manufacturing and machinery) according to the Trade Performance 

Index, an indicator of international competitiveness prepared by UNCTAD to analyze the relative 

positions of 189 countries in 14 international trade macro-sectors;  

- 1st  country in the European Union in terms of number of citations per researcher and the 1st  country 

in the world for number of scientific publications over the last decade10;  

- 1st  country in the world for level of health of the population11;  

- 1st country in Europe for number of nights spent in hotels by non-European tourists (57 million in 

2015).  

                                                   
9 A number of countries already have and are preparing to pay proper attention to controlling and influencing 

communications of country image on a national and international level. (For additional information, please refer to 

Chapter 2 of this report). 
10 The European House – Ambrosetti assessment based on Scimago 2017 data.  
11 Source: Bloomberg Global Health Index, 2017.  



© The European House – Ambrosetti  41 

Figure 7. Italy’s positioning in a number of international rankings. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data 

elaboration, 2017 

Spain is also often positioned lower in the major international classifications and, like Italy, is often behind 

developing countries. For example, Spain is 32nd in the Global Competitiveness Index, behind Estonia, 

the Czech Republic and Iceland (these three countries together amount to 19% of Spain’s GDP), 41st in 

the Corruption Perception Index and 28th in the Global Innovation Index, behind countries such as Malta 

and the Czech Republic.  

 

Figure 8. Spain’s positioning in a number of international rankings. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti 

data elaboration, 2017 

Again here, the positioning provides a very different picture from the reality of the situation in Spain, 

which is: 

- 14th-ranked economy in the world (in terms of Gross Domestic Product);  
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- 3rd country in the European Union in terms of number of citations per researcher and the #3 country 

in the world for number of scientific publications over the last decade12;  

- 6th country in the world for level of health of the population (quality of life, nutrition, life expectancy 

at birth, etc.)13. 

Another country for which a marked discrepancy emerges between the snapshots provided in the 

international rankings and objective reality is Russia. For example, in the most recent (2016/2017) Global 

Competitiveness Index, Russia is ranked 43rd behind countries such as Panama, Lithuania, Chile and 

Azerbaijan. Low rankings—in relative terms regarding other comparable situations—are seen in other 

indices that measure, for example, innovation, talent or manufacturing capacity. 

On the other hand, Russia is: 

- 13th-ranked economy in the world in terms of Gross Domestic Product; 

- 17th in terms of exports;   

- 3rd for number of college graduates;  

- 14th for number of scientific publications.  

 

Figure 9. Russia’s positioning in a number of international rankings. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti 

data elaboration, 2017 

 

As already mentioned, country-rankings are tools created to support the strategic and 

public policy decision-making process, but to maximize their usefulness, it is 

fundamental that the methodology used to create them is understood in order to 

grasp, on the one hand, their objective limits and, on the other, their actual value and 

informational contribution. 

It is important to emphasize that every index and ranking, even the most meticulous 

and reliable, has intrinsic limits. These limits are connected, on one hand, to the 

                                                   
12 The European House – Ambrosetti assessment based on Scimago 2017 data.  
13 Source: Bloomberg Global Health Index, 2017.  
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objective complexity of the phenomena being illustrated and measured and, on the 

other, to the qualitative and subjective assessments and choices that must necessarily 

be made when constructing them.  

A further aspect that requires attention involves the availability, quality and reliability 

of the initial data in international databases which, again here, also reflect the limits 

of the way statistics are compiled in each country and discrepancy in levels of quality. 

Given these premises, detailed below are the findings of the analysis carried out on 

the methodologies used in preparing a number of major international country-

rankings which expands on what was done in 2016 (see the first Global Attractiveness 

Index report) with additional elements derived from a detailed analysis of other 

international rankings in addition to those examined the preceding year.  

The goal was to highlight the main, recurrent problem areas encountered and for 

which we attempted to give a concrete response through the Global Attractiveness 

Index, by providing aspects on which to reflect and suggestions that would be useful 

in guaranteeing an enhanced and more aware management of the Key Performance 

Indicators (KPIs) actually relevant to attractiveness and competitiveness. The 

analysis was developed from an aggregate approach by creating a system of the shared 

and recurring elements while acknowledging the context of the specific and 

distinguishing features of each individual methodology.  

On the basis of all the indices analyzed, seven elements requiring particular 

attention were noted that will be examined in more detail below: 

1. Extensive use of qualitative and perception-based surveys which, statistically, are 

not that representative. 

2. Use of weightings that introduce subjective elements. 

3. Preconceptions in comparisons linked to the model of how the country functions 

(“optimal models”).  

4. Use of non-homogeneous data derived from different aggregation criteria (in 

some cases). 

5. Failure to take into consideration absolute size (“critical mass”).  

6. Failure to consider medium-term sustainability, with a predominant use of 

backward-looking indicators. 

7. Failure to take into consideration the competencies of the population, 

infrastructure, security and financial stability. 
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Figure 10. Primary recurring problem areas in methodology noted in the analysis of a cluster of international 

country indices. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

Analyzed in detail in the Global Attractiveness Index 2016 report were some of the 

country-rankings with the highest media visibility and most-widely known on an 

international scale. The 2017 report continued the mapping and methodological 

analysis of international rankings.  

After having carried out an overall assessment of more than 100 country-rankings 

prepared on an international level, it was decided to focus analysis on a cluster of 

indicators that had not been taken into consideration the previous year. These were 

selected — as had been those analyzed in 2016 — on the basis of their diffusion, 

authoritativeness of the institution and citations in the literature. The complete list of 

the cluster of indicators referred to in the observations below, are given here.  

 

Figure 11. The country-indices analyzed in the 2016 and 2017 Global Attractiveness Index reports. Source: The 

European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 
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 Country Rep Trak – Reputation Institute

 Country Brand Index – Interpublic Group (IPG)

 Global Manufacturing Index – Deloitte

 Global Talent Competitiveness Index  – INSEAD

 Corruption Perceptions Index – Trasparency International

 Global Innovation Index – INSEAD

 Happiness Index – Gallup International

 Social Progress Index – Social Progress Imperative

 Global Peace Index – Institute for Economics and Peace

 Press Freedom Index  – Reporters without borders

COMPETITIVENESS INDICES

INDICES BUILT FOR SPECIFIC

AREAS

REGION-ORIENTED INDICES

 Ease of Doing Business Index – World Bank

 FDI Confidence Index – A.T. Kearney

 Global Competitiveness Index – World Economic Forum

 Index of Economic Freedom – The Heritage Foundation

 World Competitiveness Scoreboard – IMD

 Regional Competitiveness Index – European Union

 Regional Economic Growth Index – LaSalle
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1. Extensive use of qualitative and perception-based surveys 

Many KPIs utilized in preparing rankings are based on subjective data gathered using 

perception surveys.  

On one hand, this is due to the fact that, although important and significant, some 

types of data of phenomena/elements that influence the attractiveness and 

competitiveness of a geographical area, are not gathered and/or available today on a 

continuous quantitative basis. Despite our awareness of its limitations, the use of the 

survey tool is absolutely necessary in this case. Within this context, a critical element 

is the representativeness of the respondent samples, both in terms of the 

actual number of those responding, as well as the involvement of stakeholders with 

references and versed in the issues being surveyed. 

In terms of the first point, the level of those responding in some cases was less than 

10%. In these situations, the representativeness of the sample is difficult to manage 

both before- and after-the-fact in terms of a meaningful distribution in terms of 

geography, sector and size.  

And not only. In the case of very long questionnaires (for example, that used in 

creating the Global Competitiveness Report has 180 questions), there exists a specific 

difficulty in guaranteeing and certifying the quality of the answers provided. 

Regarding the second aspect, the quality of the sample, again here—especially when 

very diversified country contexts are involved—the problems can be substantial when 

it is impossible to have criteria that are similar from a qualitative (competencies, 

specific knowledge, etc.) and representative standpoint (individuals who hold 

positions that make them valid respondents for the issues under examination). 

Overall, indices that depend more heavily on data gathered on the basis of surveys as 

opposed to detailed, numerical information risk higher levels of inexactitude. In fact, 

if not subject to careful, detailed control, monitoring and correct information from 

respondents, the replies to the surveys could be subjective and reflective of their 

opinions, and not fully significant from the standpoint of the relevance of the 

individuals involved. 
 

Box – The Global Competitiveness Index 

The Global Competitiveness Index is prepared each year by the World Economic Forum. With the goal 

of measuring the competitiveness of a country as a set of policies, institutions and factors that determine 

its productivity, the Global Competitiveness Index identifies 12 cornerstones—or categories—into which 

the Key Performance Indicators selected are subdivided (see the box, “The 12 Cornerstones of the 

Global Competitiveness Index”). Of the total 114 variables used by the Global Competitiveness Index, 

80 are the result of qualitative surveys, while 34 are quantitative indicators prepared by international 

organizations (such as the World Bank, IMF, etc.).  

In addition, in some countries, the response rate to questionnaires sent is very low. In Italy, for example, 

the response rate to the approximately 1,000 questionnaires sent out each year is between 8% and 10%. 

 

 

 
 



© The European House – Ambrosetti  46 

Box – The Country Brand Index  

This is a ranking of 75 countries prepared by Future Brand, part of the Interpublic Group. The ranking is 

survey-based and is carried out using a sample of 2,530 individuals from 17 countries.  

The goal is to measure the reputation and country brand value, and draw up a ranking on the basis 
of the perception of international public opinion in terms of 6 aspects: value system, quality of life, 
business potential, tradition and culture, tourism and perceived production quality (“Made In”). 

Looking at the positioning of the 75 countries mapped, a number of discrepancies with the characteristics 

of the countries can be noted. For example, France and Italy - famous international “country brands” -

are ranked 17th and 18th respectively, with New Zealand and Iceland a number of positions above. In 

addition, neither of these two countries is ever found in the top 10 positions in terms of “Quality of Life” 

or in the “Good for Business” category, nor is Italy in the top 10 countries for the “Made In” category 

(France ranks 6th, however, in this aspect).  
 

 

Figure 12. Country Brand Index, ranking of the 75 mapped countries, 2015. Source: The European House – 
Ambrosetti elaboration based on Interpublic Group (IPG) data, 2017 

In addition, in the positioning of countries, the influence of a cultural impact 

factor is recognizable—which varies widely from country to country—that can have a 

significant influence on results. For example, the survey respondents can base the 

assessment of their own country not in terms of others on a global scale, but only 

certain benchmark countries, or they can include in their assessments a series of 

subjective elements (for example, expectations), that translate into judgments which 

may be either excessively negative or positive, but in any case, subjective. 

A significant example of this point is seen in the data of the Country RepTrak, a 

ranking prepared by the Reputation Institute. Each year, this institute carries out a 

perception survey (correctly, in this case) of 70 countries, involving more than 40,000 
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interviewees14 from which emerges both the internal reputation of the country 

(what the inhabitants of that country think of it) as well as the external reputation 

(what all other countries interviewed think of the country in question). From a 

comparison of the external and internal reputation of the various countries, it can be 

seen that some countries are very critical of themselves, while others are more 

indulgent with a very strong “patriotic” sense. For example, South Africans are very 

critical of their own country, with a gap of 20 points between the external and internal 

reputation; they are followed by Italy which is ranked the 2nd worst country in the 

world for the gap between external and internal reputation. On the contrary, there are 

countries who think of themselves better than the opinions assigned them by other 

countries. One of these is Russia, which has the widest gap between internal and 

external reputation (41.0 points of difference, with an internal reputation of 80.8 

points and an external reputation of 39.8). It is followed by China with a gap of 32.2 

points, with an internal reputation of 76.4 and an external reputation of 44.1.  

In light of these differences of perception, it is clear that the extensive use of 

qualitative surveys with non-representative respondents can generate major 

distortion in international rankings. 

 

 

Figure 13. The gap between internal and external reputation in some countries around the world. Source: The 

European House – Ambrosetti elaboration of Reputation Institute data, 2017  

 

 

 
 

                                                   
14 Interviewees are asked if: they would recommend people to visit the country in question; if they would live in the country; 

if they would recommend someone to come work in the country; if they would invest in the country; if they would 

recommend someone to purchase goods and/or services in the country; if they would study in the country; and if they 

would go to an event in the country. 
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Box – The Happiness Index  

With regard to the influence of a cultural impact factor on perception survey replies that are then utilized 

in international rankings, it is interesting to also consider the Happiness Index developed by Gallup 

International with 66,040 interviews of people coming from 68 different countries. One of the questions 

posed to interviewees is: “In general, personally, how do you feel: very happy, happy, neither happy or 

unhappy, unhappy or totally unhappy in terms of your life?”  

Again in this case, substantial differences emerge between countries - also not necessarily connected 

to objective conditions in the given context - that can significantly influence perception survey results. 
  

 

Figure 14. Economic Optimist Index: “Compared with last year, will next year be better, worse or the same?” results 
in some countries, 2017. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti elaboration of Gallup International data, 2017  

In addition to the above points, it should also be noted that various rankings include 

in their indicators KPIs taken from other rankings and elaborated starting 

from qualitative surveys, or from the findings of other country-indices. This is the 

case, for example, of the Global Competitiveness Index of the World Economic Forum 

which makes use of some of the KPIs that make up the 12 cornerstones of the Ease of 

Doing Business of the World Bank, as well as The Heritage Foundation’s Index of 

Economic Freedom (see Box below). 

This operation, while correct from a methodological and technical standpoint, can 

create problems if they already exist in the original surveys. In this case, the final 

values of the indices and rankings that make use of them will be further “tainted” by 

methodological choices made upstream.  
 

Box – The Index of Economic Freedom  

The Heritage Foundation, a US think tank, produces an index (the Index of Economic Freedom) that 

measures the level of economic freedom of a country in relation to four macro reference areas:  

1. Rule of law (property rights, judicial effectiveness); 

2. Government size (tax burden, government spending); 

3. Regulatory efficiency (ease of doing business); 

4. Open markets (customs barriers). 
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The index uses a range of qualitative indicators (survey) and includes a number of Key Performance 

Indicators derived from the World Bank’s Ease of Doing Business and the Global Competitiveness Index 

of the World Economic Forum.   

It is interesting to observe how economically advanced countries, such as Germany (#4 economy in the 

world; #2 in the world and #1 in Europe for manufacturing) and South Korea (#11 economy in the world 

and #3 in the world for manufacturing) are ranked lower than less-developed countries (for example, 

Georgia, Chile, Latvia and Mauritius).  

 

Figure 15. Index of Economic Freedom, top 30 countries, 2017. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti 
elaboration based on The Heritage Foundation data, 2017 

2. Use of weightings that introduce subjective elements  

In addition to the limits noted above regarding the use of surveys, a further structural 

problematic area involves the weightings used to aggregate indicators to produce the 

final ranking. These assume methodological choices made up-front which, inevitably, 

introduce subjective aspects into the model and final ranking. 

Often, institutes create tree structures for their indices that have different weightings 

or, in some cases, they assign greater weight to the indicator/attribute for which there 
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are more KPIs. This is found in many indicators analyzed in our reference cluster, 

including the FDI Confidence Index, the Global Competitiveness Index and the World 

Competitiveness Scoreboard. 
 

 

Box – FDI Confidence Index and Global Competitiveness Index 

An example is the FDI Confidence Index, currently prepared by A.T. Kearney.  Designed to measure the 

attractiveness of a country for foreign investors, this index is calculated by surveying managing directors 

of major multinationals throughout the world with a turnover of at least $500 million. The countries in 

which to conduct the survey are selected by using the statistics on FDI attractiveness prepared by 

UNCTAD and the 30 countries mapped by the index are those that attract overall 90% of global FDI. The 

index involves assigning weightings to the various questions in the survey, thereby introducing an 

element of subjectivity because, even though the questions involve in varying degrees nearly all the 

economies covered in the analysis (25 in total), it is inevitable that they have a different influence. 

The ranking of the World Economic Forum is prepared by carrying out, at the initial level, an arithmetic 

average of the various KPIs contained in the 12 cornerstones15.  At higher aggregation levels, however, 

in order to obtain the final index score, the WEF attributes to each cornerstone percentages that 

represent the weighting within the specific sub-category. The weightings are then assigned on the basis 

of two parameters: the first, the level of per capita GDP, for which specific thresholds are chosen; and 

the second, which is used to adjust the rankings of those countries which, on the basis of wealth, would 

be above the first development stage, but whose prosperity is linked to the extraction of mined resources. 

This criterion considers, therefore, the level of exports of mined goods as a total of exports (defined as 

goods and services) as a watershed. An area with more than 70% of mined exports is classified as being 

within the first development level (factor-driven development).  

 

Figure 16. Global Competitiveness Index Source. The European House – Ambrosetti elaboration on WEF, 2017  
 

 

                                                   
15 Institutions, Infrastructures, Macroeconomic environment, Health and primary education, Higher education and 

training, Goods market and efficiency, Labor market efficiency, Financial market development, Technological readiness, 

Market size, Business sophistication and R&D Innovation. 
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3. Preconceptions in comparisons linked to the model of how the country 

functions  

Another problematic area in the methodology of international rankings is due to the 

fact that, often, the model of how a country functions conditions international 

comparison. In other words, in some international comparisons, the data are 

interpreted without taking into consideration the reference context.  

For example, in a number of country-indices, the areas of “regulation” and 

“taxation” are judged in a too-negative light without considering the services 

provided from those taxes or the quality of the system that guarantees and protects 

investment or market functions and the various services covered by regulation 

(number and type of bureaucratic procedures). A country which provides education, 

healthcare and security fully covered by taxes cannot be compared with a country that 

has a lower rate of taxation, but also provides fewer services. In addition, while higher 

taxes are a disincentive to investment, low taxes damage the business climate because 

of the lower level of guaranteed essential services. 

Another factor that can influence international comparison is the internal 

variation in some countries. When variation among geographical areas within a 

single country is very high, the statistical averages performed on a national level must 

be interpreted cautiously.  
 

Box – The example of the Italian justice system 

The efficacy and efficiency of a justice system are unquestionably two parameters that are taken into 

consideration by multinationals when deciding whether to invest in a country.  

Taking into consideration the average duration of a business dispute in Italy, a significant disparity can 

be seen between the north and south of the country: Turin (207 days), Genoa (245 days) or Milan (283 

days) are fully in-line with the best performers in Europe (the average duration of a business dispute in 

France is 300 days and 200 days in Germany), while in some provinces of Sicily, it can last up to 1,400 

days.   

 

Figure 17. Average duration, in days, of business disputes in Italian regions. Source: The European House – 
Ambrosetti elaboration of Italian Ministry of Justice and Associazione Italiadecide data, 2017 
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4. Use of non-homogeneous data  

Comparing countries around the world means taking into consideration 

organizational structures that are very different from each other. It involves different 

types of governmental frameworks, allocation of public funds, criteria for the 

aggregation and classification of spending items, etc. 

The country-rankings which are prepared by gathering information and data 

from the official publications of individual countries without undertaking a 

preliminary sterilization of these differences on the basis of homogeneous criteria in 

order to render them comparable, leads to distorted results given that the initial 

analysis perimeter is different. For example, recent studies by The European House – 

Ambrosetti regarding healthcare noted that the actual situation in Italy is very 

different from that given in international rankings.  

Considering OECD findings regarding expenditure for preventive care 

compared with total healthcare expenditures, in Italy, as in other countries, the 

healthcare system is basically regionally-based and although the OECD utilizes data 

published by the Ministry of Health, it considers the costs on a national and not a 

regional level which means the index does not correctly represent the situation. In 

reality, prevention expenditure in Italy is around 4.0% of total public healthcare 

expenditure, comfortably above the EU average and ahead of Germany, France and 

northern European countries. 

 

              Figure 18. Prevention expenditure (percentage of current public healthcare expenditure): Source: The European       

House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2016 

5. Failure to take into consideration absolute size (“critical mass”). 

When comparing countries, a country’s “critical mass” (population, resources, wealth, 

etc.) is a determining factor in terms of its competitiveness and attractiveness. 

Considering solely the “internal” aspect, i.e., KPIs relativized on the basis of the 
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country’s characteristics (for example: GDP compared with national population; R&D 

expenditure as related to GDP; exports as related to GDP, etc.) completely obliterates 

the “external” dimension, in other words, comparison with international “market 

levels” which provides important information and determines the attractiveness and 

competitiveness performance of a country. For example, the volume of R&D 

investment which represents a clear critical value in terms of the concrete possibility 

of developing functional and competitive innovation ecosystems on a worldwide level, 

or the size of the consumer market which is one of the key aspects for companies in 

making localization and distribution choices. 
 

Box – The importance of “critical mass”: a comparison between Singapore and Japan  

A country’s absolute size is a significant aspect of its attractiveness. Singapore, for example, is ranked 

6th in the 2016 Global Innovation Index prepared by INSEAD. However, it is a country with just over 5 

million people. Japan, on the other hand, although a full ten positions behind Singapore (it is 16th in the 

Global Innovation Index), has a significant critical mass, given that it is a country with a population of 

127 million.  

To illustrate this, all that is needed is to look at the absolute values of some KPIs. For example, in 

Singapore, the number of researchers in companies is 19,000, while in Japan there are more than 

560,000, nearly thirty times the number in Singapore (Source: OECD, 2017).  

6. Failure to consider medium-term sustainability, with a predominant 

use of backward-looking indicators 

A further problematic aspect which could distort final rankings emerged from the 

analysis of the cluster of country-indices examined in this project. In addition to the 

aspects discussed above, there is a generic missing element in the indices analyzed: 

the extent of the sustainability of the ranking position over the medium- to 

long-term is not taken into consideration. 

The indicators and country-rankings tend, in fact, to provide a picture of the current 

situation (or with a glimpse of the past, depending on how they are constructed). This 

is unquestionably important information, but it is only partial. When development 

strategies are spoken of, the future aspect is essential.  

Understanding or at least having even partial information about future trends is the 

keystone to a reliable and complete “dashboard”, and this will be examined in more 

detail in Chapter 3 in the discussion of the methodological innovations of the Global 

Attractiveness Index. 

7. Failure to take into consideration the competencies of the population, 

infrastructure, security and financial stability 

In international rankings, countries are often compared assuming that the same 

“competitive conditions” exist within them all. This leads to judgments that are 

neither objective nor representative of their real potential. For example, assessing 

freedom of the press without properly taking into consideration the democratic 

stability of countries could generate doubts about the representativeness of the 

country-rankings. Similarly, areas affected by long-term criminality could be less-

attractive to companies, especially from the standpoint of sustainability. 
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Box – A comparison of freedom of the press and democratic stability 

Each year, Reporters without Borders produces a ranking to measure freedom of the press in the 180 

countries it examines. Analyzing the positionings of some countries, some discrepancies can be seen in 

comparison with the actual situation. In the 2016 World Press Freedom Index, South Korea was in 70th 

place, Italy in 77th, Greece in 89th and Israel in 101st, all of them behind countries unanimously 

recognized as being democratically fragile. Of these, higher up in the rankings are: 

- In 42nd place, Burkina Faso, hard-hit by terrorist attacks and coups, and which held democratic 
elections for the first time only in 2015. 

- In 58th place, El Salvador, one of the countries in which democracy is constantly put to the test by 
an authoritarian regime that limits freedom of the press. 

- In 66th place, Malawi, the victim of corruption and exploitation of the press. 

Comparison of the positioning of a number of countries in the World Press Freedom Index and in the 
Index of Political Risk prepared by SACE provides illustration of these distortions.  

 

 Figure 19. Comparison of the positioning in the World Press Freedom Index of Reporters without Borders and in 

the Index of Political Risk prepared by SACE. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

 

Box – A comparison between country-system competitiveness and stability 

As stated previously, areas affected by long-term criminality could be less-attractive to companies, 

especially from the standpoint of sustainability. Looking at the positioning of a number of countries in the 

Global Competitiveness Index compiled by the World Economic Forum, some distortions can be seen in 

comparison with the actual stability of country-systems.  

For illustrative purposes, we offer the following examples:  

– Thailand: 34th in the Global Competitiveness Index, but is average in the Global Peace Index, with 

a ranking of 125th out of 163 countries mapped. 

– Azerbaijan: 37th in the Global Competitiveness Index, but positioned very low in the Global Peace 

Index, with a ranking of 134th out of 163 countries. 

– India: 39th in the Global Competitiveness Index, but positioned very low in the Global Peace Index, 

where it is 141st out of 163 countries examined.  

Source: Global Competitiveness Index – World Economic Forum and Global Peace Index – Institute for Economics 

and Peace, 2017 
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Other problematic aspects found in the preparation of international 

rankings 

In addition to the limitations examined above, there are also other aspects that can 

undermine the representativeness of indices and rankings: 

 An excess of (quantitative and/or) qualitative data can cause models lacking in 

statistical solidity in which the KPIs considered produce, overall, interactions that 

are inefficient or even negative;  

 Methodological revision (sometimes connected with the problematic aspects that 

accompany the release of the rankings) makes long-term comparison difficult and, 

as a result, the validity of the indices over the long-term;  

 The non-continuity of the surveys and, above all, the delay in the release of data 

by national statistical entities, result in a picture offered by the index that is often 

1 or 2 years old (and for some KPIs, even 3 or more). This becomes especially 

serious when the rankings are utilized in strategic decision-making;  

 Typically, rankings and indices are not able to grasp “soft” aspects which are just 

as important, such as the quality of the workforce and/or management.  

The observations in this chapter and the examples provided are not intended to 

diminish the authoritativeness of the institutions involved or the indices produced, 

but rather to stimulate reflection on the limits of current methodologies in order to 

produce improved competitiveness rankings in recognition of their importance to the 

business community and decision-makers.  
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A NUMBER OF CASE STUDIES
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Chapter Goals 

Present the most recent and interesting cases of countries that have implemented 

programs and initiatives for the improvement of their image through mindful 

management of the parameters that affect the international rankings of attractiveness 

and competitiveness. 

Highlight the actions undertaken by these countries to improve their positioning in the 

international rankings, and the time required. 

Report the strategy adopted and the stakeholders involved in the process of 

improvement. 

1. INTRODUCTION 

With the opening and globalization of international markets, there has been a 

significant increase in the choice of possible locations where companies invest, open 

new offices, production plants or research centers. Today, a company - even one of 

only medium size - can decide to locate part of its activity on each of the five 

continents, without losing access to the global markets and those with greatest 

penetration of its products. 

The reconfiguration of Global Value Chains on complex supply networks, alongside 

the profound transformation of the organizational dynamics of processes, labor and 

models of consumption and production – is determining a much more complex and 

varied strategic scenario for the corporate decision-maker and, at the same time, are 

causing an intensification of the competitive dynamics among areas to 

attract scarce human, financial and technological resources.  

In recent years, countries and areas competing to attract companies and talent for the 

benefit of their national economies have been forced to focus considerable attention 

on the subject of their competitiveness and pro-business environment. Like the great 

multinationals, medium-sized businesses are starting to search for those countries 

that offer the most favorable conditions - in a comparative logic - for the development 

of business from several standpoints: the fiscal system, the legal system, the 

educational and cultural system, economic and political stability, logistics 

accessibility, etc. 

In this context, the international rankings of competitiveness and attractiveness, 

insofar as they provide an informative recap tool, have acquired increasing weight in 

relation to their media visibility and their ability to influence - directly or indirectly - 

the choices of location, acting on the perception of the business community. For this 

reason, the international rankings on the competitiveness of countries are now among 

the elements and indicators that businesses take into account in the orientation of 

their investments. 

Aware of the significance related to these international rankings, the governments of 

many countries have started to increasingly pay attention to the positioning of their 

country within this ranking and promoting effective improvement programs. 
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The extensive publicity given to these rankings, however, has revealed a weakness that 

is difficult to overcome: when all the countries focus on a rating, study the parameters 

and act on the ones of the highest priority, even only at a formal level, the ranking 

itself tends to give a distorted and no longer truthful picture of the element it is meant 

to measure. 

Indeed, quite often, improvements in a ranking, in particular when obtained in a short 

time, are due to actions that act at a marginal level on competitiveness, rather than at 

a substantial level. For example, a reduction in the time request to incorporate a new 

company, or to obtain a building permit, necessitates changes in rules and standards 

that are, by nature, simpler to enact that an action that affects the average level of 

education, the cost of labor or the public debt. The possibilities of improvement of the 

former elements are quicker and easier, and usually it is on these elements that 

countries first concentrate their initiatives of improvement. However, even if the 

actions taken are more short-term than long-term improvements, the positive result 

is that the international perception and image of the country benefits from them. 

In this report, we examined the cases of countries that have acted in the area of 

activities of management and monitoring of the positioning in the main international 

rankings, as well as actions for the management of a pro-business and pro-investment 

image. We find these cases interesting for an analysis of the approach to the subject 

used by the different countries, the tools and solutions tested and applied. In the 2016 

Report we examined the case histories relative to Singapore, the Philippines, 

Malaysia, Croatia, Suriname, India, Saudi Arabia, Denmark, Ireland, and Guyana16. 

This observatory expands this year to include the case of: Singapore, Kenya, Croatia, 

Poland, France and Turkey. 

 

Figure 20. The most notable cases of countries that have enacted plans for the management of their image and 

monitoring of their international ranking. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017  

                                                   
16 The Report can be downloaded at the website www.ambrosetti.eu/global-attractiveness-index.  

http://www.ambrosetti.eu/global-attractiveness-index
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These cases are interesting for the ability shown by the countries in monitoring and 

managing their rankings and the related Key Performance Indicators used to 

determine those rankings, for the image promotion of the country abroad, for the 

stakeholders involvement in this process and for the international network created in 

that connection. 

What we have reported was developed on the basis of data and information in the 

public domain (institutional websites, public presentations, annual reports and other 

publicly-available documentation) and on the basis of specific intelligence performed 

by the Working Group of The European House – Ambrosetti with ad hoc meetings. 

2. SINGAPORE  

Singapore is one of the greatest cases of success of a country in managing its pro-

business and pro-investment image in the best possible way, monitoring its position 

in the international rankings and acting to ensure that it remains constantly in the top 

positions over the long term. 

For seven consecutive years it held first place in the Ease of Doing Business Report of 

the World Bank and in 2017 it was in second place. 

Singapore also holds the following positions: 

― first place worldwide in the Enabling Trade Index (WEF, 2016); 

― first place worldwide in the ranking of the least “unhappy” countries (Misery 

Index, Bloomberg, 2016); 

― first place worldwide for livability (ECA International, 2015); 

― first place worldwide for average Internet speed (Akamai, 2015); 

― first place worldwide in the ranking on the best e-Government for seven 

consecutive years from 2009 to 2015 (Waseda-IAC International eGovernment 

Global Rankings, 2016); 

― first place worldwide in the ranking that assesses the quality, equity and efficiency 

of the scholastic system (PISA OECD, 2016); 

― first place in Asia as a city of opportunity, and third worldwide 

(PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2015); 

― in second place in Asia in the ranking relative to soft power17 (Portland, 2016); 

― in third place worldwide as most competitive country (IMD Competitiveness 

Ranking, 2017); 

― in fifth place worldwide on the Human Development Index (Human 

Development Index, United Nations, 2016); 

― in sixth place worldwide as country to be born in (Where to be born index, 

Economist, 2013); 

                                                   
17 In the theory of international relations this is the term used to describe the ability of countries and their economies to 

attract, persuade and convince others through intangible resources such as "culture, values and political institutions”. It 

is thus, in last analysis, the ability to influence managed by means of “soft” elements rather than through “hard” actions 

(military actions, economic and political sanctions, etc.). 

https://it.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spagna
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― among the top ten places in 6 of the 10 total dimensions of analysis in the Ease of 

Doing Business Report, 2017 (World Bank). 

For many years a member of the government of Singapore known as “Mr. Ranking” 

has carefully monitored to ensure that the appropriate national offices respond 

promptly, accurately and consistently to the inquiries of international entities. 

The activity of the government in heightening the awareness of the recipients of 

requests, for qualitative and quantitative information, from international 

organizations to its importance in the preparation of competitiveness rankings is also 

very well known. 

The excellence that Singapore has acquired in this field is so high as to enable it to 

offer services for the improvement of other countries’ positions in the international 

rankings.  

For many years the international branch of the Development Authority of 

Singapore (IDA) has supported countries throughout the world in improving their 

positioning in the international competitiveness rankings. 

Among the projects launched and completed lately are: 

― realization of the e-government platform and the new government website for the 

Bahamas; 

― creation of the framework for the realization of the e-government platform in 

Oman; 

― transfer of know-how on the digitalization of the public administration for the 

Kingdom of Bhutan; 

― realization of the masterplan for digital work for the state of Brunei; 

― support of the Chinese city of Zhuhai for the conversion of the city into a smart 

city. 

Following a restructuring of the Agency by Singapore, IDA International merged with 

the new Infocommunications Media Development Authority (IMDA) with the Media 

Development Authority (MDA) which it also incorporates. 

Now the new IMDA agency of Singapore develops and regulates the entire sector of 

media communications to strengthen a sector that offers many opportunities for 

growth, attracts new talent and researchers and promotes innovation and enterprise. 

The goal of the new IMDA Agency is to respond in the best possible way to the 

processes of natural convergence in the information and communications sector, 

pressing for the defense of consumer rights and encouraging the adoption of pro-

business policies. By embracing the digital revolution, IMDA hopes to create an 

environment favorable to innovative activities, where local startups can work with 

multinationals and foreign companies to develop “the next big thing” for the 

telecommunications industry and the media. 

The IMDA agency promotes the competitiveness of Singapore, encouraging the 

adoption of new technologies at all levels: education, healthcare, manufacturing, 

logistics, tourism, transportation, finance and entertainment. 
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Figure 21 Cooperation projects of the IDA International agency (property of the Agency for the Development of 

Singapore). Source: The European House - Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

3. KENYA 

Kenya is the world’s 70th economy (0.1% of the world GDP) with a population of 46 

million, and it is in 81st place worldwide for flows of Foreign Direct Investment. 

It is one of the greatest cases of success of government initiatives aimed to 

improve the country’s position in the international rankings. For example, excellent 

results have been obtained in improving the ranking for Ease of Doing Business, 

according to the World Bank: 

― in the last two years it was one of the three countries worldwide that have realized 

the most reforms; 

― it has established strategic partnerships with the Department for International 

Development (DFID) of the United Kingdom and with Trade Mark East Africa, 

to improve the indicators used in the international ranking of attractiveness to 

business. 

In addition, Kenya recently relaunched the country as a significant destination for the 

organization of international conferences on the subject of attractiveness and 

competitiveness. The UN Conference on Trade and Development and the Tokyo 

International Conference on African Development were held in Nairobi in 2016. 

In 2015, the government announced its goal to be rated, by the year 2020, within the 

top 50 of the Ease of Doing Business ranking by the World Bank, starting from a 

position that in 2014 saw it in 136th place. 

The government has thus enacted a series of pro-business and pro-attractiveness 

reforms, starting with those determinants and variables selected for the construction 

of the indicator of the Ease of Doing Business. 
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The most significant and positive actions came as the result of two changes in 

legislation with approval of the “Companies Act” and “Insolvency Act” both in 

2015. 

The Companies Act simplified the processes of merger and acquisition between 

companies, reducing the bureaucratic load associated with these operations. The 

Insolvency Act consolidated the cases of personal and corporate bankruptcy, 

simplifying the procedures and offices involved, also introducing administrative way 

of settlement, in some cases.  

Other important reforms have been the “Finance Act” and the “Special Economic 

Zones Programme”, also enacted in 2015, which produced a framework of better rules 

that increased the perception of Kenya's ability to realize its ambitious projects of 

infrastructural development with the timing and methods decided. 

Over all, the greatest advances made by Kenya have been in the areas connected with 

the startup of new entrepreneurial initiatives, the protection of minority investors and 

the settlement of insolvencies. These reforms, with the plans for infrastructural 

development, have given impetus to the country and have been implemented to 

achieve the goals in terms of growth declared at the international level. 

Many of the provisions enacted are connected with measures of simplifying 

bureaucratic administration: reducing the timing, simplifying procedures, lower 

process costs. For example, the procedures for electrical connection have been 

reduced from six to three, which has reduced the time by 48 days (from 158 to the 

current 110 days). 

Particular emphasis has been given to the digitalization of the country in various 

sectors. In the startup of new enterprises important results have been achieved, 

considering that now, 40% of new startups file the opening announcement and 

registration digitally through the e-citizen website. 

Registration of real estate is also digital, along with all the services connected to that 

operation (transfer of ownership, declaration of rents, values of purchase and sale, 

etc.) Also on the real estate sector, the platform Nairobi County’s e-Construction has 

succeeded in reducing the time from the request of construction to issuance of the 

certificate from 14 to 3 days. In addition, through the online i-tax system, citizens and 

businesses can pay and request reimbursements relative to VAT as well as personal 

and corporate taxes. 

Finally, the port of Mombasa has a unified digital system for the management of 

customs data, operating 24/7, and this has reduced import time to two days and 

exports to one day only. 

Part of the improvements are associated with measures of efficiency connected with 

reducing the number of documents required and the timing of the bureaucracy, but 

Kenya has also improved the quality of its legislation which, in the long term, plays a 

crucial role in the creation of a pro-business environment. 

The results were quick to appear and Kenya, in just three years, has risen from 136th 

place to 92nd place in the Ease of Doing Business ranking of the World Bank, thus 

earning 44 positions. 
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Figure 22. Impacts on the Ease of Doing Business ranking following the initiatives implemented by the government 

of Kenya. Source: The European House - Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017  

The government of Kenya, notwithstanding the results achieved in a short time, is 

mindful to constant improvement in the international ratings as regards the business 

climate and attractiveness of the country, and is committed in this activity above all 

with its leaders, also with activities of social network communications18.  

4. CROATIA 

Croatia is the 72nd economy in the world (0.1% of the world GDP) with a population of 

4 million, and it is in 143rd place worldwide for flows of Foreign Direct Investment. 

In 2015, the government created a Working Group to monitor the business 

environment and private investments, involving the Agency for Competitiveness and 

Investments, representatives of the private sector, international organizations and 

other significant economic stakeholders at the national and international level. 

Its goal is to bring Croatia to a position at least equal to that of the best European 

countries in all the dimensions and areas of analysis and observation of the 

international rankings. 

The Working Group has identified areas of the Ease of Doing Business on which to 

act with priority. The actions have been divided into two subgroups: 

― the so-called “quick win” actions, i.e. those that do not have the characteristics 

of actual reforms of policy, but that change some rules and standards (in general 

reducing the time and bureaucratic procedures and simplifying the process of 

issuing permits) that tend to give rapid and visible results but tend to exhaust 

their effect in the short term; 

― reforms on broader aspects of the regulatory framework and access to 

markets, which require more time to enact but which produce a lasting impact on 

competitiveness and attractiveness. 

The government of Croatia has prepared a memorandum with proposals for actions 

on specific sectors/indicators of the classifications capable of scaling positions in the 

rankings of international competitiveness and attractiveness. 

The process of revision, restructuring and standardization of the internal procedures 

that regulate functions and relations between private individuals, companies and the 

public administration, toward the adoption of European best practices was 

                                                   
18 Such as the President Uhuru Kenyatta’s tweet of February 17, 2017. Even Vice President Ruto has often spoken on the 

subject: “we will continue to enhance progress beyond the World Bank indicators to the business and investment climate 

as a whole; while we celebrate this significant progress, Kenya is confident that the monumental series of acts and bills 

signed recently will transform Kenya's business climate by improving the ease of doing business further as well as suit 

the needs of modern business in a way boosting our on-going efforts to [achieve a higher position] in the next index”. 
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undertaken before 2013, the year in which the country joined the EU. With the 

Working Group of 2015 the process has accelerated and the number of stakeholders 

involved in the study and proposal stage has grown. 

In recent years, to improve its attractiveness, the government has reduced the 

minimum capital requirements for companies, reduced the notary costs and launched 

an electronic system for social security contributions. 

The government and the Working Group have assigned themselves precise 

quantitative goals, on which to measure the advancements and concrete progress. 

In particular, the goals are to reduce the procedures: 

― to open a new company, from 7 to 2, reducing the average time from 15 days to 2; 

― to obtain a building permit from 21 to 9, reducing the average time from 188 days 

to 64; 

― to register a new ownership from 5 to 1, reducing the average time from 72 days 

to 23; 

― to pay taxes from 19 to 5, reducing the average time from 208 hours to 52 hours; 

― to obtain fulfillment of a contract from 38 procedures to 7, reducing the average 

time from 572 days to fewer than 200; 

― to settle insolvencies from an average of 3 years to 1.5 years. 

 

Figure 23. Goals detailed in the memorandum of the working group relative to the specific proposals for action on 

individual indicators and areas of observation included in the international rankings. Source: Doing Business 

Reform Memorandum, 2015; CESifo Forum, 2016 

The results obtained are highly positive and have led, over the last few years, to a 

significant and substantial improvement of the position of that country in the 

international rankings. 

 
 

Figure 24. Impacts on the Ease of Doing Business ranking following the initiatives implemented by the government 

of Croatia. Source: The European House - Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

Value listed in the Ease of 

Doing Business Report

Government 

objective

Time necessary to open a new company 15 days 2 days

Time to obtain building permits 188 days 64 days

Time to record a new ownership 72 days 23 days

Time to pay taxes 208 hours 52 hours

Time to complete a contract 572 days 200 days

Time to settle insolvencies 3 years (on average)
1.5 years (on 

average)
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5. POLAND 

Poland is the 24th economy in the world (0.7% of the world GDP) with a population of 

38 million, and it is in 38th place worldwide for flows of Foreign Direct Investment. 

In recent years the country has steadily advanced in the main rankings of 

attractiveness for the many and large-scale reforms enacted, including: 

― the new law on the settlement of insolvencies which changes the voting 

procedures on restructuring plans and allows the creditors greater participation 

in bankruptcy proceedings; 

― amendments to the laws that regulate the building sector and facilitate the 

processes and procedures for the payment of taxes and the issuance of building 

permits. 

These and other actions have improved the country’s ranking in the Ease of Doing 

Business: 

― Poland is in 24th place, ahead of important countries like Holland, France, Spain 

and Italy; 

― it is ranked in 1st place worldwide in the category “trading across 

borders”, thanks to a highly advanced and efficient electronic system for 

drafting and submitting customs documentation, and significant time-savings 

thanks to improved efficiency at the port of Gdańsk. 

 
 

Figure 25. Impacts on the Ease of Doing Business ranking following the initiatives implemented by the government 

of Poland. Source: The European House - Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

In addition to the economic successes obtained in recent years in Poland the country 

is making significant strides in the areas of publicizing and promoting its image 

(moreover Poland was the only country in Europe not to report a negative growth rate 

during the crisis years of 2008-2009 and 2011-2012). 

The Polish Investment & Trade Agency website (www.paih.gov.pl) is one of those 

recognized as most effective and well-structured. It contains useful information for all 

the companies that intend to invest in Poland, and provides active support. The 

website, available in 8 languages (including Russian, Korean, Chinese and Japanese) 

presents many publications in a wide range of sectors of economic importance, 

sectorial studies, testimonials and example of companies that have invested and the 

reasons for their choice, a mapping of incentives available for businesses, documents 

on the provisions of the standards and laws of interest for investors (competition and 

opening of markets, building permits, defense and security, foreign employees, 

trademarks and patents, mergers and acquisitions, taxes, etc.). 

http://www.paih.gov.pl/
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Figure 26. Image of the Polish Investment & Trade Agency website, 2017 

6. FRANCE 

France is the 5th economy in the world (3.4% of the world GDP) with a population of 

67 million, and it is in 12th place worldwide for flows of Foreign Direct Investment. 

The country has always been mindful to the management of its image and foreign 

publicity which it protects through structures like the Business France national 

agency. The agency is responsible for: 

― support French and foreign companies in processes of internationalization; 

― attract Foreign Direct Investment to France; 

― Promote the country's image abroad. 

Every year, Business France drafts the “France Attractiveness Scoreboard”, a 

document of comparative analysis of France, with respect to 14 other economies 

of reference (12 European and 2 extra-European) with a view to deciding on policy 

proposals for the improvement of the country in certain key dimensions that affect its 

competitiveness and attractiveness in the long term, such as education and human 

resources, research and innovation, the country’s infrastructures, the efficiency of the 

public administration and the certainty of the regulatory system, the financial system, 

the cost of labor, the quality of life and environmental sustainability. 

The countries for comparison are chosen on the basis of their capacity for attracting 

Foreign Direct Investment and other characteristics complementary with France.  The 

performance of each country with respect to individual Key Performance Indicators 

(KPI) is measured with respect to the EU average, except in specific cases in which the 

comparison is made at the international level. 
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At the strategic level, for many years France has placed great attention on control and 

promotion of the country’s image abroad. This is a constant and widespread activity 

on different levels of the public administration, also involving private persons. 

The case of “Le grand rendez-vous du marketing territorial” is an interesting 

example: this is an annual event that brings together 400 experts in the public and 

private sector, inviting them to examine elements of territorial attractiveness, with the 

goal of systematizing experiences, improving the country's performance and 

positioning France as the center of a strategic debate on these subjects. 

Successful cases are presented in order to share the “lessons learned”, from which to 

derive new integrated strategies that will represent the most advanced formulas for 

territorial attractiveness. The topics discussed this year in Lyons on March 23-24 were 

as follows: 

― what actions can be undertaken by companies for the attractiveness of a location; 

― why is it important to have a strong, recognizable country brand; 

― how location marketing can aid the resiliency of an area; 

― how to develop an integrated plan of country attractiveness. 

7. TURKEY 

Turkey is the 18th economy in the world (1.0% of the world GDP) with a population of 

79 million, and it is in 22nd place worldwide for flows of Foreign Direct Investment. 

Turkey is an interesting case of a country that monitors a whole set of international 

indicators with great attention, so as to enhance the attractiveness of the location and 

direct its policies toward foreign businesses and foreign investors. The indicators 

monitored by the government and analyzed to determine how to proceed to improve 

the country's competitive position and act on them in order to improve 

competitiveness are: Index of Economic Freedom, Heritage Foundation and The Wall 

Street Journal; Annual Global CEO Survey, PriceWaterhouseCoopers; Doing 

Business, World Bank; FDI Confidence Index, A.T. Kearney Global Management 

Consultants; Best Countries for Business, Forbes; Index of Economic Freedom, Fraser 

Institute; Corruption Perception Index, Transparency International; The World 

Competitiveness Yearbook, The International Institute for Management 

Development; Global Competitiveness Report, World Economic Forum (WEF); The 

KOF Index of Globalization, KOF Swiss Economic Institute; OECD’s FDI 

Restrictiveness Index, OECD. 

As of this year, the Global Attractiveness Index has been included in the set. 

The action over a period of time has enabled the government to achieve steady 

progress in the positioning of the country in the reference rankings.  
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Figure 27. Position of Turkey in some of the rankings monitored by its government. Source: The European House 

– Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

To maximize the efficiency of its policies for competitiveness, a platform of 

dialogue and cooperation has been established, with the active involvement of 

public and private stakeholders, in direct contact with the government. 

 

Figure 28. Structure of the public-private dialogue platform and comparison on the topics of national attractiveness. 

Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

The results of this activity have favored the startup of several initiatives of 

maximization of attractiveness for foreign businesses and investors. The following are 

particularly noteworthy: 

― introduction of the Turquoise Card for foreign workers to facilitate their 

residence in Turkey with their families; 

― facilitation in obtaining Turkish citizenship for foreign investors (amendment of 

12 January 2017); 
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― opening of a Business Attraction Centre for foreign startups that want to invest 

in Turkey, with counseling on how to promote their business and on the 

allocation of investments; 

― incentives for activities of Research & Development for foreign companies with 

at least 30 people employed in research. 

These recent initiatives, as well as others, have enabled Turkey to multiply by 12 the 

number of foreign companies in the country in the last 15 years (in 2001 Turkey has 

about 4,500 foreign companies while in 2016 it had almost 55,000). 

 
 

Figure 29. Number of foreign companies in Turkey, 2001 vs 2016. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti 

elaboration of Turkish Economics Ministry data, 2017 
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A TOOL FOR MEASURINGCOUNTRIES’ ATTRACTIVENESS
AND SUSTAINABILITY:

THE GLOBAL ATTRACTIVENESS INDEX
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Chapter Goals 

Present the definition and the perimeter of “Attractiveness”, adopted for the construction 

of Global Attractiveness Index.  

Explain the characteristics, the structure and the methodological innovation of Global 

Attractiveness Index and its statistical model.  

Present 2017 ranking of the countries studied in the report and the corresponding level 

of dynamism and sustainability in the short-medium term.  

1. THE PERIMETER OF ATTRACTIVENESS FOR THIS STUDY: OUR DEFINITION 

The Global Attractiveness Index is an indicator that looks at the “attractiveness” of a 

country and its economic system as the prerequisite and determining element 

of its ability to be competitive and develop. Attractiveness is the most 

important “symptom” of competitiveness: if a country is not competitive, it is not 

attractive.  

This is even truer within a context such as the current one in which the mobility of 

productive factors and scarce resources—both human and financial—is at its 

maximum and localization choices potentially involve the entire world thanks to the 

globalization of value chains and the spread of centers of production and consumer 

markets. 

 

Figure 30. Virtuous cycle of attractiveness and competitive development. Source: The European House – 

Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

When we talk about the quality and strength of attractiveness of a country’s economic 

system, we are also talking about the quality and sustainability of its development 
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model and ability to take advantage of its resources: its assets and distinctive 

competences.19  

The attractiveness of a country is, indeed, based on the resources it has available 

(either because they were pre-existent or because they were developed) and on the 

presence of players able to activate and exploit them, thus transforming the potential 

asset into value for those operating within that area.  

From this perspective, attractiveness is a function of “hard” (infrastructure, 

productive assets, etc.) and “soft” (human resources, knowledge, social fabric, etc.) 

aspects that characterize an area, and the quality and efficiency of the relationships 

and organizational structures that connect these elements and allow them to operate 

by feeding productive activity and generating economic and social growth. 

Attractiveness, therefore, is measurable, and the elements (“key factors”) that 

determine the overall performance on a nationwide level can be identified. 

In addition, attractiveness does not exclusively concern quantitative parameters, but 

also the perceptions and the idea a country projects of itself. In other words, the 

image and positioning in the “mental map” of those potentially interested in 

an area (investors, businesses, talent, tourists, etc.) influence localization choices, and 

how they are managed must be an integral part of an effective territorial competitive 

strategy. To summarize, attractiveness is the ability to attract or retain within an area 

the investment, resources and talent required for its development. An area attracts 

investments or resources only if it offers “something” that is competitive. 

 

Figure 31. Elements to attract and/or retain, and their impact on the development and competitiveness of a 

territorial system. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

                                                   
19 Assets are everything a territorial system possesses, and which has value for those working there. A competency involves 

the ability of an area to do “something” and it becomes distinctive when that area does it better than its competitors.  
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On the basis of these observations and in order to develop the Global Attractiveness 

Index, a perimeter of attractiveness was defined that is primarily economic in 

nature, with a resulting focus on factors (the Key Performance Indicators - KPIs, 

discussed below) that have an impact on and influence the pro-business and pro-

investment context of a country, that can be traced back to two areas of attractiveness: 

‒ Internal—the ability to retain resources already present in the area; 

‒ External—the ability to attract resources from outside. 

From this standpoint, a further methodological choice made in identifying the KPIs 

of the Global Attractiveness Index was that of considering the characteristics of a 

Country’s economic system as an interpretive reference model for the four traditional 

forms of capital that are representative of the assets and distinctive competencies 

mentioned above: 

‒ Physical Capital—comprised of resources other than human, such as tangible and 

production-related, sales and distribution of goods. 

‒ Natural Capital—all the assets and natural resources comprised of production-

related raw materials and environmental services inputs20. 

‒ Human Capital—a form of productive wealth as reflected in labor, skills and 

knowledge. 

‒ Social Capital—regulatory measures, values and agreements that facilitate 

collaboration within and among different groups21. 

 

 

Figure 32. The four forms of capital as the theoretical basis for the development of the Global Attractiveness Index 

model. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

                                                   
20 Source: Glossary of Environment Statistics, Studies in Methods, Series F, No. 67, United Nations, New York, 1997. 
21 Source: OECD (2001), The Well-Being of Nations: The Role of Human and Social Capital, OECD, Paris. 
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These four forms of capital were adopted as the base reference because the macro-

aspects on which a country is actually evaluated can be reduced to them: the more 

they represent value and/or are distinctive, the more a country will have the 

characteristics required to be attractive. 

2. THE CHARACTERISTICS, STRUCTURE AND METHODOLOGICAL INNOVATIONS 

OF THE GLOBAL ATTRACTIVENESS INDEX, 2017 

The development of the concept and working model of the Global Attractiveness 

Index, since its first development, were guided by the search for the best and most 

complete response to three basic questions in evaluating the level of attractiveness of 

a country’s economic system. 

The point-of-view adopted was that of a given subject (investor, business, talent, etc.) 

which, looking for the best conditions to make a localization choice, asks three main 

questions: 

 What is the current situation in the country? 

 What changes are currently underway internally and what are the dynamics? 

 What is the degree of sustainability of the current situation over the short-to-

medium term? 

The answers to these three questions make it possible to delineate a complete profile 

of the conditions of a country’s economic system according to three aspects:  

‒ Static (current situation); 

‒ Dynamic (short-to-medium term trend); 

‒ Perspective (potential future evolution).  

This is a distinctive element of the Global Attractiveness Index model compared with 

the most widely-used Country rankings today which tend to favor a static view of the 

ranking attained, without providing insight into the other two elements—dynamic and 

prospective—which are equally important for an in-depth evaluation of the situation 

of a given area. 

Analysis of the answers to these three questions led to the identification of three 

additional aspects that are more operations and function-related in the creation of the 

Global Attractiveness Index. They are: 

ASPECT 1. When is an area attractive? 

Following discussion within the Advisory Board and reference to the most 

authoritative published materials, four attributes of “attractiveness” were established: 

 Openness - an area’s approach to promoting the circulation of economic, human 

and business resources, both internally and externally. 

 Innovation - organization of the country’s ecosystem (research network, public 

institutions, businesses, financial system) to promote, in an ongoing and concrete 

way, scientific and technological progress, in terms of advancing research, 

applications and market spin-offs for the general public and businesses. 



© The European House – Ambrosetti  75 

 Efficiency - the ability of organizational and function-related structures to 

guarantee proper functioning (and quality) of capital markets, the labor market, 

services and government. 

 Resources - in the broadest sense, of a country that possesses high-quality assets 

that are distinctive and not easily replicable (therefore, capable of being sources 

of competitive advantage) and a strong position within the mental map of the 

business community and national and international public opinion. 

 

 

Figure 33. Attributes of the “Attractiveness” of a country’s economic system. Source: The European House - 

Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

ASPECT 2. When is an area dynamic? 

A “dynamic” Country is defined as one with a positive variation in the four 

attractiveness attributes. It was set to focus on a medium-term structural 

perspective and, therefore, a three-year time frame was chosen to evaluate the 

variations in the different KPIs. 

In other words, an area whose parameters of Openness, Innovation, Efficiency and 

Resources are on the rise (in absolute value terms) in the preceding three years, is 

considered non-static, having intrinsic dynamism that will lead it, year-after-year, to 

“perform” increasingly better and, consequently, to be increasingly attractive.   

One point to be considered is the comparability of the different Country economic 

systems from the standpoint of the starting situation. A Country whose performance 

levels are already high will tend to have a lower level of dynamism than others still 

undergoing development. This should not be interpreted solely negatively, but rather 

that this area is very close to the optimal situation that can be reached for a given 

aspect of attractiveness. 
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The Global Attractiveness Index treats this information (see the more detailed 

discussion of the overall model below) as an additional indication to be interpreted 

together with two other elements: the current situation and prospective sustainability 

of the ranking attained. This way, the model does not distort the information by 

including it in the current attractiveness assessment, as is the case in some of today’s 

most popular Country rankings. In addition, the dynamism of homogeneous clusters 

of Countries can be compared, for example: advanced economies, developing 

countries, etc. 

ASPECT 3. When is an area sustainable? 

Over the medium-to-long term, the attractiveness of a Country must emerge as being 

sustainable. For this to occur—and according to the methodological assumptions 

adopted in this project—an area must: 

 guarantee cross-generational equality and equal opportunity; 

 be stable and predictable (guaranteeing certainty in regulations and the law, etc.); 

 be able to react to external shocks and crises (whether political, social or 

environmental); 

 have high standards of quality of life and the environment (for example, air 

quality, on a local level, services, etc.). 

Sustainability should not be seen as a given condition, but as an ongoing process 

that draws on the need to bring together the four basic aspects mentioned above which 

are closely interrelated: the environment, economy, society and government. 

Regarding this, two attributes of sustainability were identified that are antithetical, 

but which work together conceptually: 

― Resilience: a resilient area is able to react and absorb shocks and/or periods of 

crisis or uncertainty by adjusting positively to change and adapting its structures 

and governmental, social and economic models. Therefore, high levels of 

resilience indicate a positive attribute of the economic system of the Country 

being examined and are indicated with a “+” sign in the Global Attractiveness 

Index. 

― Vulnerability: on the other hand, because of its intrinsic economic, social and 

organizational characteristics, a vulnerable area is exposed to negative impacts 

caused by harmful situations and events (both internal and external). Unlike 

resilience, high levels of vulnerability are a negative attribute for a Country’s 

economic system and are therefore marked with a “-” sign in the Global 

Attractiveness Index. 
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Figure 34. Attributes of the “Sustainability” of a country’s economic system. Source: The European House - 

Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

 

Given the points above, the Global Attractiveness Index is a multi-dimensional 

analytical model of the attractiveness of a Country’s economic system, and 

is comprised of: 

― a Positioning Index (PI); 

― a Dynamism Index (DI); 

― a Sustainability Index (SI). 

The Positioning Index measures the level of attractiveness of a Country in 

comparison to other Countries, providing, therefore, an overall ranking within 

which each Country is positioned according to the score it received. The PI is based 

on the four Attractiveness attributes outlined above: Openness, Innovation, Efficiency 

and Resources. 

Complementing and filling out the Positioning Index are the Dynamism Index, that 

measures the variation in the level of attractiveness provided by the PI (and its four 

specific attributes), and the Sustainability Index, that provides a quantitative 

indication of the extent to which a given area is actually sustainable. 

An overall picture of the Global Attractiveness Index model is presented below. 
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Figure 35. Structure of the Global Attractiveness Index. Source: The European House - Ambrosetti data 

elaboration, 2017 

In the process of developing the structure of the Global Attractiveness Index, it was 

decided to use the following guideline criteria as its distinctive features: 

1. Replicability: the Global Attractiveness Index is designed to be updated on an 

annual basis and, therefore, makes use of variables (reference to initial raw data) 

that are gathered regularly and on a continuous basis over time by the 

major and most authoritative bodies internationally.  

2. Objectivity: the majority of Country rankings available to-date make widespread 

use of qualitative surveys which often are not significant in terms of the extent to 

which they are representative of the survey sample (see Chapter 1). To overcome 

this problem, the Global Attractiveness Index is based primarily on objective 

and quantitative data from certified sources, and only makes use of 

surveys peripherally and after verification of the survey sample and its relevance 

to the phenomenon being examined. 

3. Solidity: to guarantee statistical consistency, variables representative of the 

phenomena being measured (“proxies”) were chosen, while at the same time 

evaluating the level of association, so that they are neither redundant nor 

significantly correlated, which would render the entire Index unreliable. 

4. Significance: to avoid many of the most common problems associated with the 

Country rankings currently available, and in particular the lack of objectivity and 

representativeness of the data and information they reflect, for the Global 

Attractiveness Index, within the limits of the availability of the KPIs taken into 
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consideration, results (output), as opposed to “efforts” (input), were given 

priority22. 

Emphasis was also placed on those KPIs that do not have elements of correlation with 

given organizational/cultural/procedural characteristics of the Country since these 

are potentially linked to methodological bias (see Chapter 1)23. 

The KPIs used in building the Index are given in the figure below. 

 

DIMENSION  ATTRIBUTE KPI 2017 

Attractiveness 

Openness  (Foreign Direct Investment flows into the country IN + the country’s investment 
abroad OUT), compared with world total (2015) 

 (Export + Import), compared with world total (2015) 
 (No. foreign tourists IN + No. national tourists abroad OUT), compared with 

population (2015) 
 Foreign university students, compared with youth population (2015) 
 Net number of migrants, compared with population (2012) 

Innovation  Employed in high-technology sectors, compared with employed (2015) 
 Exports of high-technology goods, compared with world total (2015) 
 ICT Development Index (2016) 
 Number of scientific publications, compared with world total (2015)   
 Internet users, % of population (2015) 

Efficiency  Unemployment level (2016)  
 Logistics Performance Index (2016) 
 Total productivity of factors (2016) 
 Rule of Law Index (2016)  
 Total Tax Rate (2016) 

Endowment  Gross Domestic Product (GDP), compared with world total (2015) 
 Gross National Product, (GNP), per capita (2015) 
 Gross Fixed Investment, compared with GDP (2015) 
 Natural Resource Index (2015) 
 College graduates, compared with world total (2015) 
 Students’ skill according to Pisa test score (2015) 

Dynamism 3-year variation of KPIs indicated above for the four Attractiveness attributes 

Sustainability 

Resilience  Human Development Index (2015) 
 Global Peace Index (2016) 
 Life expectancy at birth (2015) 
 World Giving Index (2015) 
 Avg. years of school attendance (2015) 

Vulnerability  Debt/GDP (2015) 
 Inflation rate (2015) 
 Market concentration index (2015) 
 People affected by natural disasters (last 3 years), per 1,000 people (2015) 
 Number of suicides, % total national population (2012) 
 Population exposed to risk of poverty, % total national population (2015) 

  

Figure 36. KPI structure of the Global Attractiveness Index and reference year (most recent available). Source: The 

European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 

                                                   
22 For example, expenditure for education and Research & Development are input variables that are not necessarily 

representative of the final outcome (level of competence within the population, innovative performance, etc.). 

23 For example, the decision not to include patents as an innovation KPI was the result of the awareness that the propensity 

to patent tends to be linked to specific aspects of the country involved (cultural approach, business practices, types of 

production, etc.). For this reason, the indicator might not be fully representative of the “innovation” phenomenon and 

provide a distorted picture of the situation.  
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With reference to the table above and with respect to the 2016’s Global Attractiveness 

Index model, two more KPIs were introduced in the updated edition: 

‒ students’ skills according to PISA test score24, in the Resources Attribute; it is 

an indicator which maps human capital and level of competences attained by 

school’s students. This KPI has been integrated in order to measure students’ 

output and the conditions of learning in different Countries, and offers to 

institutions elements to evaluate the level of fundamental competencies owned 

by teenagers; 

‒ the quote of people exposed to risk of poverty as a percentage of total 

population, in the Vulnerability Attribute; it is a synthesis indicator of 

disparities in social conditions among the population, and works as a 

thermometer of the overall quality of life of a given Country25. 

On the basis of the analysis of Correlation and Solidity carried out, both these two 

indicators coherently complete the statistical model of the Global Attractiveness 

Index 2017 and contribute to represent more precisely – thanks to the information 

added – phenomena which characterize the respective attributes. 

All the indices mentioned above—Positioning, Dynamism and Sustainability—are 

developed using a uniform method and designed to be simple, clear and 

straightforward in order to minimize the possibility of introducing errors into the 

model. The KPIs selected for each attribute of the Positioning, Dynamism and 

Sustainability Indices were selected on the basis of two criteria: 

‒ to be representative proxies of the phenomenon to be measured; 

‒ to be limited to a restricted number of KPIs for each attribute; this 

methodological choice has been determined by the need to limit the dependence 

of different variables from each other.  

This methodological choice was dictated by the desire to limit as much as possible the 

phenomenon of variables that are too dependent on each other and therefore distort 

the reliability of the Index overall, as well as avoiding to include KPIs that do not 

contain relevant information. 

Following an initial phase of selecting KPIs from a preliminary long list, an 

independent statistical audit was carried out by the Joint Research Centre 

(JRC) of the European Commission that was aimed at validating from a technical and 

methodological standpoint the individual KPIs and the solidity of the structure of the 

Global Attractiveness Index. This produced a short list with the elimination of some 

KPIs that did not respond to the desired requisites. 

                                                   
24 The Programme for International Students Assessment (P.I.S.A) is a three-year international survey which intends to 

evaluate different educational systems, testing competences and knowledges of 15 years-old students. In 2015 more than 

half a million students, that represent a sample of 28 million people, were evaluated in science, mathematics, reading, 

cooperative problem solving and financial knowledge. Source: OECD, 2017. 

25 The quote of people exposed to risk of poverty is defined as the percentage of population with a equalized disposable 

income lower than the threshold of poverty risk (expressed as Purchase Power Parity - PPP), equal to 60% of the national 

equalized median disposable income. Source: Eurostat, 2017. 
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One of the criteria on which the selection of KPIs was based was also that they should 

be as global as possible. The analysis and findings that emerge from the Global 

Attractiveness Index actually involve 144 countries, approximately 93% of the 

population and 98% of Gross Domestic Product (in US$) worldwide. 

A further element adopted in the methodology is that the KPIs in the Positioning (PI), 

Dynamism (DI) and Sustainability (SI) indices are all expressed in a relative scale 

to make them comparable among the different Countries. 

Specifically, two different modalities of relativization were adopted, involving two 

other criteria: 

― External: for those KPIs that express magnitudes related to the attractiveness of 

a Country in relation to others, data will be normalized in relation to the overall 

share of magnitude that has worldwide (e.g., the “market share” based on the 

world total). 

― Internal: the KPIs focused specifically on aspects of internal attractiveness are 

normalized on the basis of magnitudes of the specific Country for which they are 

calculated (e.g., population, GDP, etc.). 

From the standpoint of building the individual indices (PI, DI and SI), for each KPI, 

the most attractive (or dynamic, or sustainable) country was given a score of 100 

(maximum), while the least attractive (or dynamic, or sustainable) country was given 

a score of 1 (minimum). The remaining countries were assigned scores between 1 

and 100. Depending on their type, KPIs can be considered to be positive (the higher 

the value, the higher the score received) or negative (the higher the value, the lower 

the score received). Then, for each attribute, the arithmetic mean among its KPIs was 

calculated using an equally-weighted approach. This further choice—the decision 

not to use differentiated weights—was dictated by the desire not to insert subjective 

evaluations into the Global Attractiveness Index, as occurs when choosing weights. 

3. 2017 RANKING OF THE GLOBAL ATTRACTIVENESS INDEX 

The second edition of the Global Attractiveness Index is characterized for some 

important developments, which constitute the essence of the work carried out during 

this year in collaboration with the Joint Research Centre of the European 

Commission, and represents an element of strong personality compared to other 

rankings developed at international level by different private and public institutions. 

First of all, the time series of the 144 Countries of the past 7 years has been 

reconstructed. Concerning this, it is important to remind that, in order to correctly 

calculate composed Indexes, data must be technically comparable and always 

detected with the same criteria and in the same conditions. 

In case of a modification of data’s collection criteria or if it happens that old and new 

time series are incomparable, it is necessary to make data comparable, backwards 

reconstructing time series with new methods. This requirements make imperative the 

constant update of all-time series of the Global Attractiveness Index, which refers to 

variables with periodic collection of data and with continuously updated time series 

by main and more recognized international institutes. Considering that these 

institutions review time series on a yearly basis, in order to take into account both 



© The European House – Ambrosetti  82 

modification regarding data-collection methods and updates of estimated values with 

real ones, the GAI’s database is coherently updated from 2007 to 2016 (last data 

available). 

Simultaneously, this year, the Global Attractiveness Index is backward calculated 

and with reference to the past 5 years. The backwards calculation is an important 

development of the Global Attractiveness Index which allow to take into 

account modifications connected to the update and adjustment of time series 

generated by international institutes and, from a different point of view, allows the 

comparison during the time of KPIs and Positioning Index (PI) for every Country, 

offering a more representative picture of progress conquered by different economies 

during years. 

On the basis of new time series and the backwards-calculated Index, the ranking of 

the 144 Countries mapped in the Global Attractiveness Index results as in the figures 

below:  

In order to properly interpret the rankings of the individual Countries, bear in mind 

that: 

― Ranking in terms of Country attractiveness is shown in the first column (GAI 

Rank 2017), while the score of each Country is in the second one (GAI Score 

2017)26. To have a more effective use of data, columns 3 and 4 of the same table 

show respectively Ranking and Score of every Country in the Global 

Attractiveness Index 2016. The figure showed reflects adjustments and updates 

of time series implemented by survey’s Institutions from which initial data that 

compose the Index are extrapolated. 

― The fifth column (Country dynamism) reflects the extent of variation in all KPIs 

that determine ranking (PI) over the last three years. In other words, it provides 

an indication of the speed of change (or inertia) of the Country in terms of 

attractiveness. 

― The sixth column (Sustainability of the ranking) provides an indication of the 

extent to which the ranking level achieved by a Country is sustainable (or 

unsustainable) in the future. A critical (red) sustainability level is a warning signal 

and very likely in the medium-term the Country will tend to drop in the PI 

rankings. Conversely, a Country with a high sustainability level will tend to 

consolidate its position or, if accompanied by a high level of dynamism, improve 

it. 

The last two columns divide the countries in quartiles (36 countries each), grouping 

them in four levels of Dynamism/Sustainability: high (dark green), medium 

(light green), low (yellow) and critic (low).  

 

                                                   
26 Remind that, while the Ranking measures the Country attractiveness with respect to all the others, the Score represents 

the points obtained by every Country in the different KPIs which compose the attributes of the Global Attractiveness Index. 
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Figure 37. Global Attractiveness Index 2017, countries ranked 1 to 36. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti 

data elaboration, 2017  
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Figure 38. Global Attractiveness Index 2017, countries ranked 37 to 72.  Source: The European House – Ambrosetti 

data elaboration, 2017 
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Figure 39. Global Attractiveness Index 2017, countries ranked 73 to 108. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti 

data elaboration, 2017 
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Figure 40. Global Attractiveness Index 2017, countries ranked 109 to 144. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti 

data elaboration, 2017 
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This last aspect, in particular, is based on both economic27 and more qualitative 

evaluations, chosen because they are at the root of the concept by which a Country 

should be defined sustainable, both from an economic/financial point-of-view, and 

its quality of life.28. 

The last two columns divide the Countries into quartiles (of 36 countries each) that 

are subdivided into four levels of Dynamism/Sustainability: high (dark green), 

medium (light green), low (yellow) and critical (red). The purpose of this graphical 

representation is to provide a clear and accessible image of a Country, with respect to 

both its direct competitors and as verification and corroboration of the position it 

occupies within the 2016 Global Attractiveness Index. 

For example, if we consider the 35 OECD Countries29, all of them, with the 

exception of the two outliers of Latvia (55th) and Greece (69th), rank within the top 

50.  

Of these, 20 are indicated as economies with a high level of sustainability, 5 with a 

medium level, and 5 with a low level (and all these are in the lowest positions), while 

just two, Japan and Greece, are considered critical. Concerning Japan in particular, 

despite its overall standing in the Positioning Index, this sustainability “warning 

signal” is the result of its low growth rates and indicates the risk that it will not be able 

to maintain its rank as no. 4 in a future Global Attractiveness Index.  

Conversely, Portugal and Chile, although low in the standings (43rd and 46th 

respectively), have greater and positive growth rates which lead one to believe that, in 

the future, they will gain ground to the detriment of other Countries such as, for 

example Mexico, Poland and Hungary. 

Another special case is that of China. Ranked 3rd in terms of attractiveness, it is not 

indicated as being sustainable. This could be explained by the fact that the rapid 

growth experienced in recent years is not yet sustainable on a long-term basis and is 

now beginning to slow, dropping from two-digit figures to ones that are still high and 

currently surpassed only by India (which, in the same way, although in 27th position, 

demonstrates the same trend as that of China: very dynamic but not very sustainable). 

Moving to the “Dynamism” results, it can be noticed an important variability among 

OECD countries: Poland, Portugal and Czech Republic show positive dynamics in the 

last 3-year period, while the majority of economies, 12 in total, lived few changes in 

the same time period. Countries like Turkey and Japan are experiencing, during the 

last years, a slower growth pace. 

                                                   
27 For example debt/GDP, inflation rate and market concentration index. 

28 Or life expectancy at birth, suicide rate and Global Peace Index, to give just some examples. 

29United States, Germany, Japan, Canada, United Kingdom, Australia, Netherlands, Republic of Korea, Switzerland, 

France, Italy, Austria, Denmark, Sweden, Spain, Ireland, Norway, Luxembourg, Belgium, Finland, Czech Republic, New 

Zealand, Poland, Iceland, Mexico, Estonia, Israel, Slovenia, Hungary, Chile, Slovakia, Turkey, Portugal, Latvia and Greece. 
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Figure 41. OECD countries ranked on the Sustainability Index, dark green indicating “high sustainability”, light 

green “medium”, yellow “low” and red “critical”. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti data elaboration, 2017 
 

Given the data represented, it is easy to foresee that Countries with a high level of 

Dynamism and Sustainability will gain positions in the future, contrary to those 

which, due to their low dynamicity or non-sustainable situation, will probably see 

their positioning to decrease in that ranking. We underline that, conversely to the 

Positioning Index, the Dynamism one is subject to greater variability over the time 

and - in specific circumstances - could misrepresent the effective deviation of 

placement of Countries, if not over a longer period. 

Concerning specifically the Positioning Index (PI), below is the ranking of the first 

25 Countries which compose the index over five years. 

With reference to this table, from 2013 to 2016 important trends may be underlined, 

with particular evidence regarding the jump ahead of some economies including: 

 Ireland, which gain nine positions, thanks to progresses made in Openness 

attribute (from 15th to 7th place) and Efficiency (from 91st to 41st); 

 Singapore, which gain five positions, principally thanks to improvements made  

in Efficiency (from 20th to 11th) and Resources (from 34th to 13th); 

 Netherlands, Denmark and Czech Republic, all of which gain 4 positions. In 

particular, it is remarkable the important jump of Czech Republic regarding 

Efficiency (from 43rd to 13th). 

The first Country, in terms of Attractiveness, remains, in the five years considered, the 

United States of America, followed by Germany, China and Japan.  

Stationary is the positioning of some of the main European economies, like France 

and the United Kingdom, both stable in the first eight positions, followed at a greater 

gap by Italy (16th) and Spain (25th). 
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Figure 42. Global Attractiveness Index 2017, first 25 countries in terms of attractiveness. Source: The European 

House – Ambrosetti elaboration 2017  

As previously mentioned, Global Attractiveness Index is a composite index that 

captures countries’ attractiveness in its different directions (internal and external).  

With reference to major global economies, correlating the score of GAI Positioning 

Index and the level of gross investments (Gross Fixed Capital Formation), there is a 

linearity between these two variables.  

As it is possible to note from the graph reported below, countries with a high 

positioning in the GAI ranking – as United States, Germany, United Kingdom, etc. – 

are those which have the highest results in investments attractiveness; countries with 

lower positioning in the GAI ranking, have worse performance investments.  

 



© The European House – Ambrosetti  90 

 

Figure 43. Global Attractiveness Index and Gross Fixed Investments (Gross Fixed Capital Formation), billion US$, 

logarithmic scale), 2016, OECD countries. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti elaboration 2017 

 

The elements embedded in the Global Attractiveness Index allow not only to rank the 

different countries but also to give specific hints on the handling of the KPI 

determining the attractiveness of a territorial system. In other words, these 

element constitute a tool supporting the countries’ strategic decisions and public 

policies. 

The array of indicators embedded in the Global Attractiveness Index returns a 

Tableau de Bord (TdB) for any country portraying, in extremely synthetic terms, 

strength and weaknesses of the areas into which policy actions are needed. Yet, it gives 

an indication of both the relative quantitative values and the cluster values of the 

countries chosen as a reference. 

As a matter of example, we subsequently introduce the Tableau de Bord 2017 of the 5 

main European economies: 

‒ Germany. 

‒ France. 

‒ The United Kingdom. 

‒ Spain. 

‒ Italy. 

The main findings and indications that can be drawn from the Tableau de Bord are 

synthetically explained for any country in the subsequent pages. 
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GERMANY 

In the Global Attractiveness Index 2017, Germany occupies the 2nd position in the 

world and the 1st among the European countries Further, Germany displays a stable 

ranking in the last two years but also an improvement of two positions compared to 

the 2014 Index in which it was ranked in 4th position. 

This improvement is mostly driven by the progress that Germany made in two 

dimensions of the Global Attractiveness Index: 

‒ Opening (from the 13th position in 2004 to the 6th in 2017) mainly thanks to the 

improvement in KPI1 (FDI IN + Investments Out) 

‒ Efficiency (from the 4th position in 2014 to the 2nd in 2017) as a result of better 

performances in unemployment levels, total factor productivity, as well as in the 

Logistic Perfomance Index in which Germany reaches the 1st position globally. 

 

 
 

Figure 44. Tableau de Bord for Germany, Global Attractiveness Index 2017. Source: The European House – 

Ambrosetti elaboration, 2017  

In all the other dimensions, Germany has a stable positioning – as well as a leading 

one among the European Countries -  thanks to both  the investments in research and 

innovation and a public administration system that makes Germany among the more 

stable and reliable countries at the international level. 
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FRANCE 

In the Global Attractiveness Index 2017, France is the 7th country in the World and 

the 2nd in Europe for attractiveness. 

Despite gaining a position compared to the 2016 ranking, France is not returned to 

the level of attractiveness displayed five years ago yet. At that time, indeed, France 

seized the 6th position globally. 

 

 
 

Figure 45. Tableau de Bord for France, Global Attractiveness Index 2017. Source: elaboration The European 

House – Ambrosetti, 2017  

The position held by France is mostly due to the results obtained in the first two 

attributes of the Global Attractiveness Index, Opening and Innovation, which 

constitute fundamental features in the attractiveness of a country (more information 

are provided in the previous paragraph concerning the specific features of the GAI 

model). 

However, in parallel with a few other European countries like Italy, France 

experienced  in the last five years a worsening in some KPI embedded in the model; 

for instance:  

‒ the unemployment rate (from the 93rd  position in 2013 to the 98th  position in 

2017, even if a little improvement can be seen compared to the last years); 

‒ the Logistic Performance Index (from 12th position in 2013 to the 16th  in the 

2017); 

‒ the Rule of Law Index, in which France lost 3 positions. 
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UNITED KINGDOM 

In the Global Attractiveness Index 2017, the United Kingdom is the 8th country in the 

World and 3rd in Europe for attractiveness. 

In the specific case of the UK – which remains at the European top level concerning 

innovation levels and quality of its own research system – it is particularly interesting 

noticing the progressive and steady decline in attractiveness experienced in the last 

five years: in the GAI Index 2013, indeed, the United Kingdom was ranked at the 5th 

position.  

 

 
 

Figura 46. Tableau de Bord for United Kingdom, Global Attractiveness Index 2017. Source: elaboration The 

European House – Ambrosetti, 2017  

The decrease in relative attractiveness of the British economy, which remains in any 

case among the top 10 performers globally, is largely driven by the loss of 

competitiveness in the Opening attribute and by the trend experienced in specific KPI 

such as: 

‒ the Foreign Direct Investments (inward and outward), that in the last five years 

reveal a downward trend of several positions (from the 8th position in 2013 to the 

141st in 2017)30; 

‒ the Total Tax Rate in which the United Kingdom loses 19 positions; 

‒ the number of graduated over the World total in which, in the given five years, the 

United Kingdom loses 5 positions. 

                                                   
30 In 2016 the United Kingdom revealed a negative position (-21.9 billion of $) of FDI flows (inward flows + outward 

flows). Source: elaboration The European House – Ambrosetti on UNCTAD data, 2017. 
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SPAIN 

In the Global Attractiveness Index 2017, Spain is ranked 25th in the World for 

attractiveness and, compared to 2013, it gains 1 position in the Positioning Index.  

 

 
 

Figura 47. Tableau de Bord for Spain, Global Attractiveness Index 2017. Source: elaboration The European House 

– Ambrosetti, 2017  

As to the aspects portrayed in the Tableau de Bord, the minor relative attractiveness 

of Spain compared to the other major European economies – Germany, France, the 

United Kingdom and Italy – is due to the relative weaknesses in three attributes: 

‒ Opening, in spite of the improvements in specific KPI such as the 11 positions 

gained in the Foreign Direct Investments (inward and outward); 

‒ Innovation, in which the distance from the European benchmark is high in a few 

KPI like the export share in medium and high technology sectors (23rd position in 

2017) as well as in the share of scientific publication over the world total (11th 

position in 2017); 

‒ Efficiency, in which – likewise Italy – the unemployment rate remain very high 

leaving Spain at the bottom of the table globally (133rd position in 2017). 
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ITALY 

In the Global Attractiveness Index 2017, Italy is ranked 16th in the World. Compared 

to the 2013 Italy gains 1 positions in the Positioning Index. 

 

 
 

Figure 48. Tableau de Bord for Italy, Global Attractiveness Index 2017. Source: The European House – Ambrosetti 

elaboration, 2017  

It is remarkable observing that Italy maintained an almost steady positioning in the 

last five years, in which it ranged from the 16th and the 17th position. 

As to the Italian attractiveness, the most critical attribute concerns the Efficiency 

dimension, understood as an efficient and effective functioning of the capital, labor 

and services markets as well as the institutional system. In particular, Italy reveals a 

weak positioning in two critical KPI of this dimension: 

‒ Unemployment rate, in which Italy is ranked 111th.  

‒ Total Factor Productivity, in which Italy is located in the 58th position.  

Further, Italy reveals critical aspects also in the other indicators of the Efficiency 

attribute if considered in relative terms with its direct competitors. In this regard, the 

21st  position in the Logistic Performance Index31, despite remaining among  the 

“Logistic friendly” countries, implies a notable gap compared to the best performers 

preventing an efficient competitive and productive development. 

                                                   
31 The Logistic Performance Index is an Index elaborated by the World Bank and comparing 160 economies.   
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