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Forward: A Compass for Strengthening Entrepreneurship Ecosystems

Jonathan Ortmans
President, Global Entrepreneurship Network

The globalization of entrepreneurship has brought new interest and inquiries from thousands of actors
new to the dynamics of the world’s entrepreneurship ecosystem. As they attempt to leverage the power
of new firm formation to create jobs and advance innovation, we have seen a massive roll out of new
accelerators, educational programs and policy experimentation — all powered by a sincere interest in
creating the strongest possible local enabling environments.

With such increased investment comes a more somber responsibility to determine empirically what
works and what does not in supporting a nation’s entrepreneurs — or at bare minimum, to do no harm.
Leaders in government, secondary schools and universities, nongovernmental organizations and
traditional businesses are eager champions but they need more sophisticated research, robust data and
world-class analysis to help them efficiently direct their attention and funds to areas that will have the
greatest impact.

This need has been behind the creation of the 160-country strong Global Entrepreneurship Network
(GEN) and its platform of programs and initiatives that help any citizen to unleash his or her ideas and
turn them into promising new ventures. GEN emerged from the community that created Global
Entrepreneurship Week, an annual celebration that now occurs on nearly every nation on earth. While it
started as a grassroots movement anchored in established economies with stable political systems, GEN
has evolved and matured into a cohesive organization that operates in all types of economies and
cultures. At the national level, GEN country affiliates lead local programs and initiatives ranging from
efforts to inspire and educate nascent entrepreneurs to advancing research and connecting global
leaders for face-to-face collaboration.

The Global Entrepreneurship Index (GEI) is of critical importance to GEN’s ability to accurately assess and
evaluate ecosystems in the countries where it operates because it collates comprehensive data on
individuals” entrepreneurial attitudes, abilities, and aspirations and weights these against measures of the
prevailing social and economic infrastructure — thereby capturing the dynamic nature of entrepreneurial
activity.

For GEN’s country affiliates, the Index sheds light on the level of efficiency of national startup ecosystems
through an analysis of 34 essential individual and institutional variables. It provides an overview of their
entrepreneurship ecosystem and helps to reveal the bottlenecks that erode hard-won competitive
advantages for startup ecosystems. By attempting to diagnose the key challenges that, if addressed
comprehensively, would have substantial impact on new firm formation, it is an indispensable compass
for developing strategic programs and new policy advocacy initiatives.

The need for comprehensive measures of entrepreneurial performance is also evident across
governments and in the field of public policy monitoring and evaluation. To make the case for particular
policy strategies and to monitor their peers, decision makers increasingly rely on numbers, charts and
rankings that compare national entrepreneurship ecosystems with one another.






New efforts in the field of entrepreneurship to quantify public policy performance and compare it with
the goals of other governments must be guided by constantly improved research. While there are
limitations such as imperfect data sources and the lack of standardized methodologies, GEl is able to
translate and transform a wide scope of datasets into useful, actionable information for program and
policy development. Thus, GEl provides leaders with an initial go-to analytical resource to begin the
process of developing new policies that accelerate new firm formation, innovation and job creation.

Of particular significance to policymakers, this year’s edition of the Index offers evidence that
entrepreneurship is a “global good” as it is highly correlated with bigger-picture human welfare goals
such as increased economic growth, reduced income inequality, enhanced environmental quality, and
wider political stability and security. Because entrepreneurship does not merely transfer existing wealth
from one group to another but rather it “grows the pie” by increasing the total amount of economic
activity that produces more jobs and more income for more people, the data provides evidence that
entrepreneurs are a force for peace, equality and expanded human welfare.

Naturally there remains an evolving list of global challenges — poverty, access to education, youth
unemployment, and climate change to name a few —in dire need of ongoing cycles of innovation. The GEl
shows that entrepreneurial activity in the world currently sits at 52 percent, meaning that we are only at
about half of our entrepreneurial capacity.

Put simply, the world needs more entrepreneurs.

These are exciting times, as a new generation of risk takers is leveling the playing field and creating new
opportunities for more people.






Introduction to the Global Entrepreneurship Index

The Global Entrepreneurship Index provides a detailed look at the health of nations’ entrepreneurial
ecosystems. We have developed an index methodology that links countries” entrepreneurial framework
conditions with individual-level entrepreneurial attitudes, abilities, and aspirations. Our composite index
gives policymakers a tool for understanding the entrepreneurial strengths and weaknesses of their
countries, thereby enabling them to implement policies that foster productive entrepreneurship. The GEl
is designed to help governments harness the power of entrepreneurship for sustainable economic
development.

The GEI measures the quality and the scale of the entrepreneurial process in 132 countries around the
world. It provides a rich understanding of entrepreneurship in these countries and a precise view of the
strengths and bottlenecks of their respective entrepreneurial ecosystems. The GE| data are supported by
three decades of research into entrepreneurship.

The GEl is a joint project with the Global Entrepreneurship Network, a platform of programs and initiatives
aimed at creating one global entrepreneurial ecosystem. Ranging from efforts to inspire and educate
nascent entrepreneurs to advancing research and connecting global leaders in person, GEN helps people
in 160 countries unleash their ideas and turn them into promising new ventures that create jobs,
accelerate innovation and strengthen economic stability around the world.

Since the number of countries in the GEl has grown, we are now able to provide regional information.
This includes entrepreneurial progress in Africa, where entrepreneurship is rapidly gaining momentum
and where the needs differ from those of regions such as Western Europe.

Distinct from both output-based entrepreneurship indexes (i.e., new firm counts) and framework-based
indexes (i.e., comparisons of countries’ policies and regulations), the GEl is designed to profile national
entrepreneurial ecosystems. The GEl is not a simple count of, say, new firm registrations, nor is it an
exercise in policy benchmarking. The GEl does not focus exclusively on high-growth entrepreneurship; it
also considers the characteristics of entrepreneurship that enhance productivity: innovation, market
expansion, being growth oriented, and having an international outlook. Because entrepreneurship can
have both economic and social consequences for the individual, the GEI captures the dynamic,
institutionally embedded interactions between the individual-level attitudes, abilities, and aspirations that
drive productive entrepreneurship.

Finally, the GEI recognizes that entrepreneurship can mean very different things in different economic
and institutional contexts. A local horticultural venture, for example, would have different economic
consequences for the Kenyan economy than a social media startup for Silicon Valley. Recognizing these
differences, the GEl combines individual-level data with data that describe national institutions, as well as
economic and demographic structures, to provide an institutionally-embedded view of the drivers of
productive entrepreneurship.






Figure 1.1: GEI Model of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems
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Chapter 1: Entrepreneurship and the future of economic prosperity

Shaping the World of 2050

Last year we pointed out an important challenge for the future of the global economy: Whereas rich
countries will be challenged to increase their economic productivity to sustain current standards of living
as their populations rapidly age, low-income economies will need to integrate more than two billion
young adults into the world economy by 2050. Economic initiatives by enterprising individuals are likely to
be key in addressing the challenges of long-term productivity in rich countries, whereas poor countries
will continue to struggle to integrate their rapidly growing populations into their economies.

How can more than one billion jobs be created in the developing world within this timeframe, especially
in the least developed countries, where poverty and massive unemployment are already the dominant
facts of economic life? The one solution that can provide jobs on that scale lies in a combination of
innovation and entrepreneurship. Research on economic growth over the last 30 years has strongly
emphasized that rapid job creation comes from rapidly growing companies. Therefore, the world’s
developing countries will be able to provide the jobs their rapidly increasing populations require only by
encouraging the founding of companies that grow rapidly by providing widely desired new products or
services. Such companies are usually created by exploiting new market niches and offering novel
products, services, or processes that have few competitors or substitutes. The combination of novel
products, few immediate competitors, and high demand created by new markets can sustain high levels
of profitability, which will provide the capital and the incentives for the rapid expansion of production and
employment.

This line of thinking points toward young entrepreneurs as the solution for both economic growth and job
creation—and trends since 2007 have shown that this much-needed growth in entrepreneurship,
particularly among younger populations, is indeed occurring. Furthermore, the timing of these increases
suggests that entrepreneurship was not merely a temporary response to high unemployment during the
recession but a more permanent shift toward entrepreneurship as employment—the increases visible in
2010 and 2011 have lasted through the present.

The table below presents Total Entrepreneurial Activity (TEA) rates by age group—that is, the percentage
of each age group involved in entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship rates vary by age group, with the
highest rates occurring in the 25-34 age range.

Entrepreneurship has increased across all age groups since 2007. The largest percentage gains have
occurred in the 35-44 age group (up 2.32 percentage points), while the largest percentage of
entrepreneurs is in the 25-34 age group (up 2.22 percentage points). This confirms what we already know
anecdotally: entrepreneurs tend to be young.






Table 1.1: Total Entrepreneurial Activity across Age Groups

Year Age 18-24 Age 25-34 Age 35-44 Age 45-54 Age 55-64
2007 7.08 11.44 10.12 8.21 4.69
2008 7.56 12.62 10.47 8.39 5.25
2009 6.95 12.25 10.22 8.11 5.44
2010 6.42 11.02 10.06 8.35 472
2011 8.29 13.10 12.65 10.20 7.00
2012 8.19 12.86 11.20 9.11 5.79
2013 8.66 13.13 12.15 9.31 6.08
2014 8.74 13.65 12.43 957 6.36

Percentage point

change (2007-2014) Lo 2.22 2.32 1.36 1.67

M (change per year) 0.27 0.26 0.36 0.23 0.23

Note: The table above shows the percentage of each age group involved in Total Entrepreneurial Activity. Darker greens indicate
larger numbers. Only countries with at least five years of data, including 2007 and 2014, were used to produce these calculations.
Those countries were: Argentina, Chile, China, Colombia, Croatia, Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Peru, Romania, Russia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom, United States, and Uruguay.

The increase in young entrepreneurs has brought important innovations—the sharing economy, Google,
mobile apps, “big data,” and a digital world that is growing in size and complexity at an exponential rate.
Young digital entrepreneurs are the economic power source for the future; their work will drive economic
growth and job creation for the next generation.

This millennium’s response to entrepreneurship is fueled by the first truly digital generation, which grew
up with digital technology. It is second nature to them.

The Global State of Entrepreneurship

Contrary to popular belief, the most entrepreneurial countries in the world are not those that have the
most entrepreneurs. This notion is in fact misleading. In fact, the highest self-employment rates are in
low-income countries such as Zambia and Nigeria. This is because low-income economies lack the human
capital and infrastructure needed to create high-quality jobs. The result is that many people sell soft
drinks and fruit on street corners, but there are few innovative, high-growth startups. Nor do these street
vendors represent business ownership as defined in many European countries.

In entrepreneurship, quality matters more than quantity. To be entrepreneurial, a country needs to have
the best entrepreneurs, not necessarily the most. What the “best and the brightest” do is important, and
to support their efforts, a country needs a well-functioning entrepreneurial ecosystem.

Entrepreneurial ecosystems support innovative, productive, and rapidly growing entrepreneurial
ventures. They consist of multiple interactive elements, all of which need to be in sync in order for
innovative and high-growth firms to prosper. These firms also need skilled employees. They need access
to technology. They need a well-functioning infrastructure. They need specialized advice and support.






They need access to finance. They need business premises. They need a supportive regulatory
framework.

Entrepreneurship comes in productive, unproductive, and destructive forms. While productive
entrepreneurship makes both entrepreneurs and society better off, unproductive and destructive
entrepreneurship make entrepreneurs better off but leave society in worse condition. The GEl strives to
measure only productive entrepreneurship that both creates wealth-and is scalable.

The map below presents a snapshot of the global entrepreneurial ecosystem.

Figure 1.2: Global Entrepreneurship Index Map

v

Rank Country GH Rank Country GHl Rank Country GH Rank Country GH Rank Country GH
54 Montenegro 375
55 Brunei Darussalam 37.3
56 Malaysia 37.0
57 Macedonia 36.6
58 CostaRica 36.2
59 Kazakhst an 354
60 China 349
61 Argentina 348
62 Tunisia 344
63 Ukraine 335
64 Jordan 335
65 Thailand 334
66 Botswana 331
67 Panama 324
68 Russia 322
69 Bolivia 321
70 Peru 320
71 Dominican Republic 31.7
72 Moldova 313
73 Namibia 31.3
74 Serbia 309
75 Algeria 305
76 Albania 30.0

77 Belize 298
78 Morocco 295
79 Libya 289






The top ten countries for 2016 show a pattern similar to last year’'s—high-income, mostly European
nations. Because the scores in the highest range are so close, small changes in score from one year to the
next can produce a relatively large shift in ranks among the top ten. For this reason, we present

confidence intervals for the top ten.

Top Ten Countries

Table 1.2: Top Ten Countries in the GEl
GEIl 2016 GEI 2016 GEl Rank GEl Rank
lower limit upper limit 2016 2016 2015 2015
United States 91.4 ‘ 81.1 ‘ 86.2 1 85.0 1
Canada 855 734 795 2 815 2
Australia 87.4 63.6 780 3 77.6 3
Denmark 858 663 760 | 4 | 714 6
Sweden 846 67.1 759 5 71.8 5
Taiwan 770 624 697 6 69.1 8
Iceland 787 59.2 689 7 70.4 7
Switzerland 75.7 ‘ 59.8 ‘ 67.8 8 68.6 9
United Kingdom 718 63.5 - 67.7 9 727 4
France 768 560 664 10 | 673 12
Figure 1.3: Confidence Intervals for Top Ten Scores
United States 81.1 W 914
Canada 73.4 N 855
Australia 68.c NN 37.4
Denmark 66.3 N 358
Sweden 67.1 NN 846
Taiwan 62.4 N 77.0
Iceland 59.2 w787
Switzerland 59.8 I 75.7

United Kingdom

France

0.0

63.5 I 7138
56.0 N 768

20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0






The results show that the No. 1 rank could have gone to any of the top five nations: the US, Canada,
Australia, Denmark, and Sweden. Similarly, all five nations ranked sixth through tenth could have been
ranked sixth, but none of them could have been in the top five.

Regional Performance
For many countries, a regional benchmark is more relevant for identifying best practices for fostering

entrepreneurship. Below we present the top performer in each region, along with individual and
institutional score summaries.

Table 1.3: Top Scores by Region
Country Region GDP per capita Indlyldual Inst|tyt|ona|
PPP variables variables
1 United States North America S 51,340 76.4 92.6 86.2
3 Australia Asia-Pacific S 42,831 70.8 86.9 78.0
4 Denmark Europe S 41,991 71.4 89.6 76.0
y South and Central

16 Chile A LT S 21,714 78.5 70.1 62.1
19 Unltgd Arab Middle Ea§t/ North $ 57,045 735 76.6 614

Emirates Africa
52 South Africa Sub-Saharan Africa S 12,106 63.4 64.4 38.5

The United States scores first in the world, and first in the North American region, just ahead of peer
Canada. Australia ranks first in the Asia-Pacific region, ahead of economic powerhouses China, Singapore,
Hong Kong, and Japan. Denmark, which ranked third in the European region and sixth overall last year,
now comes in first in Europe. Chile ranks first in South and Central America and the Caribbean (16"
overall), 19 places ahead of the next highest scorer in the region—Puerto Rico, at 35". The United Arab
Emirates ranks 19" overall and tops the MENA region, just ahead of Israel at 21%. In Sub-Saharan Africa,
South Africa is the leader at 52", ranking ahead of nine European nations.

Biggest Gains

Table 1.4: Biggest Gains in GEI Score

Denmark 76.0 71.4 458 -2

Sweden 75.9 71.8 4.08 0
Hungary 45.1 42.7 2.42 -4
Poland 49.3 47.4 1.97 -4
Indonesia 22.8 21.0 1.72 -17
Barbados 38.5 37.1 1.41 -6

Thailand 33.4 32.1 1.28 -3






United States 86.2 85.0 1.28 0
Peru 32.0 30.9 1.18 -4
Iran 28.8 27.7 1.13 -14

Legend: Includes only those countries that have participated in the GEM survey and do not have estimated individual data

Biggest Declines

Table 1.5: Biggest Declines in GEI Score
Score 2016 Score 2015 Difference in Differehce in

' United Kingdom 67.7 72.7 501 5
Czech Republic 44.2 48.9 -4.65 9
Norway 61.1 65.6 -4.52 5
Angola 18.6 22.7 -4.11 1
El Salvador 25.6 29.6 -4.05 15
Finland 61.8 65.7 -3.92 4
Belgium 62.1 65.5 -3.43
Colombia 44.8 47.9 -3.19 7
Mexico 27.6 30.7 -3.03 12
Malaysia 37.0 40.0 -2.97 3

Legend: Includes only those countries that have participated in the GEM survey and do not have estimated individual data

As entrepreneurship increases globally, what other implications could we expect to see? And what
institutional factors are likely to be precursors to a dynamic entrepreneurial ecosystem? In the next
section, we explore the relationship between entrepreneurship and other phenomena.

The Role of Entrepreneurship in Global Prosperity

Another significant question on the minds of many is exactly how entrepreneurship correlates with the
bigger picture. That is, do the things that most of the world is striving for—a better environment,
economic growth, and world peace—coincide with individual initiative? If they do not, then this avenue of
development may not lead to a better world by 2050. In this sixth issue of the Global Entrepreneurship
Index, we try to answer that question in terms of the world economy and global society. To our surprise,
we, find that entrepreneurship is indeed correlated with many other things that are good. While we have
been arguing for a long time that entrepreneurship can change the world for the better, here we offer
some evidence to that effect.

Entrepreneurship is widely understood as a means of “growing the pie” —that is, increasing economic
activity to create more jobs and produce more income for more people, rather than merely transferring
wealth from one group to another.

But how is entrepreneurship related to such aspects of human well-being as GDP, income equality,
democracy, environmental quality, economic freedom, and peace and conflict?






In this chapter, we present entrepreneurship data compared to six measures spanning the economic,
social, and environmental realms to show how these factors might work in tandem, or whether they exist
independently of each other.

The table below summarizes the correlations between the GEl and each of our comparator variables: GDP
per capita (PPP); income equality (GINI); digital evolution (The Digital Evolution Index, Tufts);
environmental performance (Yale Environmental Performance Index); economic freedom (Heritage
Foundation Index of Economic Freedom); and peace (Institute for Economics and Peace Global Peace
Index).

Table 1.6: GEI Correlated Variables with R-Squared Coefficients

GElI-Correlated Variable R-Squared

GDP per capita .58 }
Income equality .13 ‘
Digital evolution

Environmental performance

Economic freedom .51

|
Peace .34 ‘

We find that the most common economic measure, GDP, correlates relatively highly with the Global
Entrepreneurship Index. However, with an R-squared of .58, there is clearly more to entrepreneurship
than income levels alone. We also find that entrepreneurship correlates weakly positively with income
equality, another common measure of concern.

As we move into narrower indicators of specific aspects of prosperity, we find the highest correlations
between entrepreneurship and digital evolution and environmental performance (both .72). Less closely
correlated are Economic freedom (.51) and peace (.34).

We find that entrepreneurship can broadly be considered a “global good,” as it is correlated positively
with all six of these measures. Entrepreneurship is therefore unlikely to undermine and rather likely to
contribute to human welfare across many categories. Furthermore, many comparator variables show a
relationship suggesting that these variables are necessary but not sufficient for a flourishing
entrepreneurship ecosystem. There are other social and cultural factors that must exist if
entrepreneurship is to thrive.






Does entrepreneurship make a country rich?

Figure 1.4: GEl vs. GDP
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The data show that high-income countries tend to have better entrepreneurship ecosystems, and vice
versa. GEl scores explain 58 percent of the variation in GDP per capita. However, many other factors are
also at play in the GDP game. Namely, countries with high mineral wealth (the Gulf States and Norway)
have very high GDP compared to their entrepreneurship scores. Singapore and Hong Kong also have very

high income levels compared to their (still high) entrepreneurship scores, a reflection of their high
urbanization and concentrated economic activity.






This suggests that entrepreneurship doesn’t necessarily make a country rich but, rather, that there is
more than one path to wealth. It is also true that high incomes are not enough to foster
entrepreneurship; economic structure and cultural qualities are also important factors of a healthy
entrepreneurship ecosystem.

Does a pro-entrepreneurship environment produce income equality?

Figure 1.5: GEl vs. GINI
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NOTE: A GINI score of zero indicates perfect equality, so lower scores are better. For this reason the axis is plotted in reverse. GIN|
data are most recent value 2010 or later.

One criticism of the capitalist economy and its manifestation in the United States is the theory that, while
capitalism produces high incomes for some, it also produces high levels of income inequality.

Based on the relationship visible above, entrepreneurship, an important component of a capitalist
economy, doesn’t appear to produce income inequality. When the GEl is plotted against the GINI
coefficient (a common measure of income inequality/equality), the relationship between the GEl and






equality has an R-squared of .13—GEI explains 13 percent of the variation in GINI, and in a positive
direction (more equality is correlated with higher GEl scores.)

While there are cases like the US, Israel, and Chile, where good conditions for entrepreneurship exist
alongside relatively high levels of income inequality, this is not the global pattern. The Nordic countries
are among the strongest performers on both income equality and entrepreneurship. These patterns show
that an excellent entrepreneurship ecosystem does not necessarily produce high income inequality, but,
in fact, good conditions for entrepreneurship tend to exist alongside better income equality.

The impact of colonial institutions also can be seen in this comparison. Countries in Latin America and
Sub-Saharan Africa perform poorly in both income equality and entrepreneurship, which is linked to the
colonial legacy of unequal wealth distribution between colonizers and colonized, and through economies
that favored extracting resources over enterprise development.

Are entrepreneurship and innovation related?

Figure 1.6: GEl vs. Digital Evolution Index
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The Digital Evolution Index (Tufts) “analyzes the key underlying drivers and barriers that govern a country’s evolution into a digital
economy: Demand, Supply, Institutional Environment, and Innovation.” Data is from the 2014 DE|.






Digital technology has the potential to transform the very way we lead our lives. It pervades everyday life
at home, at work, at school, in our leisure time. Today more than one-third of all people around the globe
are connected, which is transforming every aspect of the way people live—economic, political, social, and
cultural. Digitalization changes how people live, how they share knowledge, and how they create,
produce, distribute, and consume. It changes how citizens communicate with policymakers and how
nations create wealth.

The digital economy is powered by four industrial sectors: telecommunications, information technology,
consumer electronics, and the media. Each of these sectors comprise various markets, and together they
represent a large part of the world economy. Competition within and between these digital markets is
fierce; companies from one digital market often enter and disrupt others. It is a fast-moving environment
in which different firms move energetically into adjacent parts of the value chain in search of efficiency
and market power.

At the same time, business models vary significantly: some services make money from advertising, often
targeted based on data analytics; others are offered on a subscription basis. Many digital services grow
rapidly due to low marginal costs and network effects. By contrast, digital infrastructure is characterised
by huge investments and very long amortization times. This “entrepreneurial economy,” with its many
different business models, is the biggest marketplace on earth, and it will be at the heart of tomorrow’s
most successful economies.

The data show that digital evolution and global entrepreneurship have a relatively strong relationship: an
R-squared of 0.72. Countries that are highly digitally evolved tend to have well-developed
entrepreneurship ecosystems. The East Asian countries of Singapore, Hong Kong, Korea, Japan, and
Malaysia all have more evolved digital ecosystems than would be predicted from their GEl score alone.

Entrepreneurship and digital growth appear to be correlated. All countries that have high
entrepreneurship scores have also developed robust digital economies: the United States, United
Kingdom, Sweden, Singapore, Denmark, and Australia.






Does entrepreneurship destroy the environment?

Figure 1.7: GEl vs. Environmental Performance Index
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The Environmental Performance Index (Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy) “ranks how well countries perform on high-
priority environmental issues in two broad policy areas: protection of human health from environmental harm and protection of
ecosystems.” Data is from the 2014 EPI.

The positive relationship between environmental performance and entrepreneurship is the strongest of
any of the relationships we examined—72 percent of the variation in environmental performance is
explained by entrepreneurship. This is not to say that entrepreneurship directly influences environmental
performance, but that both are an outcome of good governance. Both indicators are driven strongly by
policy, so the close relationship is not surprising—good governance is typically systemic, rather than
limited to one government sector.

We can infer from the shape of the data that the institutions that produce good environmental
performance can—but do not necessarily—produce a good entrepreneurship environment, since there
are no countries in the bottom right quadrant. No country scores well in entrepreneurship and poorly in
environmental performance.






Is economic freedom enough to foster entrepreneurship?

Figure 1.8: GEl vs. Index of Economic Freedom

N ® Egypt
500 o e b
° ® Angoiap cAEdIMANe
® Argenting
al)
o ]
® Venezue

The Index of Economic Freedom (Heritage Foundation) measures economic freedom across four categories: Rule of Law, Limited
Government, Regulatory Efficiency, and Open Markets. Data is from the 2015 Index. It should be noted that the GEIl uses one
variable from the IEF for Business Freedom. This variable has been removed from the IEF, and the IEF has been recalculated with
just nine factors (rather than the original ten). The axis for economic freedom has been adjusted, since no country scores below 30
or above 90.

These results are unsurprising—despite a high level of economic freedom, East Asian countries like Hong
Kong and Singapore struggle to translate economic freedom into a flourishing entrepreneurial ecosystem.
Chile does very well at economic freedom, which explains some of its region-exceeding performance in
both the GEl and the Female Entrepreneurship Index (FEl).

Economic freedom must be coupled with a culture that values entrepreneurship in order to incentivize
individuals to become entrepreneurs. No country has a high entrepreneurship score and little economic
freedom.






Are entrepreneurship and peace related?

Figure 1.9: GEl vs. Global Peace Index

The Global Peace Index (Institute for Economics and Peace) “gauges global peace using three broad themes: the level of safety
and security in society, the extent of domestic and international conflict and the degree of militarisation.” Note: The purple and
blue boxes have been drawn at the midpoint of the range of data. Since the Global Peace Index ranges from 1.2 to 3.1 (for GEI
countries), the midpoint is 2.15—it is not designed to put the U.S. in the upper-right quadrant, but nonetheless is having that
effect. Data is from the 2014 Index.

Much like the democracy relationship, we see that peace is a necessary but not sufficient condition for a
flourishing entrepreneurship ecosystem: few countries fall in the lower-right quadrant, but many fall in
the upper left.






One explanation for this is that stable, well-functioning institutions are necessary for entrepreneurship to
flourish, as they reduce the overall risk for those undertaking the inherently risky activity of
entrepreneurship. When the rules of the game stay consistent, making projections about sales, profits,
and future opportunities becomes easier - and worth doing.

But the converse is also true: entrepreneurship, in its tendency to create economic opportunities for
individuals, tends to mitigate civil unrest. A healthy entrepreneurship ecosystem, then, should go hand
in hand with peace. Indeed, lack of economic opportunity fueled such violent phenomena as the
Rwandan genocide, the rise of the Nazi party in Germany, and the Mao Mao uprising in Kenya.

With population increases across the developing world, and the resulting pressure to create more jobs
for a growing working age population, entrepreneurship will be a critical factor to maintain peace
globally.

Policies to Promote Global Entrepreneurship

The world is in a race for its very survival. If the population outruns our ability to create young productive
entrepreneurs, the world will be lost. The good news is that we now know enough to create high-growth
startups around the world. As one informed source puts it, we need to create about one high-impact firm
for each 100,000 people per year in most countries in the world. Using the GEl as a compass and a
roadmap can tell us both where to go and if we are on the right path.

Entrepreneurship ecosystems are complex. No index, however complete, can fully uncover the ecosystem
dynamics. To achieve a full understanding, soft insights are needed from many different stakeholders,
each of whom will be able to contribute their own perspectives to the debate.

The good news is that we now know how to grow entrepreneurial ecosystems and therefore how to
create more and better entrepreneurs. We can do this within years, not decades, and we can track the
results to devise even better policies. The GEDI’s Regional Entrepreneurial and Development Index shows
how a region can harness its own ecosystem and improve it. The GEDI’s Telefonica Index of Digital Life
helps us measure the intersection of the digital economy, millennials, and entrepreneurship.

Finally, the evidence we have indicates that productive entrepreneurial as measured by the GEl is
associated with more good than bad. As US Secretary of State John Kerry said in Marrakech at the fifth
Global Entrepreneurship Summit on November 20, 2014, and President Obama reiterated in Kenya at this
year’s Global Summit, entrepreneurship is the key to creating a better world for our children and their
children. The world is now poised to take the necessary steps to create that better world.

President Obama noted that entrepreneurship has the potential to be a great equalizer:

e “One thing that entrepreneurs understand is that you don't have to look a certain way, or be of a
certain faith, or have a certain last name in order to have a good idea.”

e “The challenge is—as so many of you know—it’s very often hard to take those first steps, like
accessing capital or finding the right mentor.”

e “It's even harder for women and young people and communities that have often been
marginalized and denied access to opportunities.”









Chapter 2: The Global Entrepreneurship Index

Introduction

The modern temple of the entrepreneurial ecosystem is like many temples of the ancient world: both are
held up by pillars. Like the pillars of ancient temples—made of sand and limestone held together by
cement—the pillars of the economic ecosystem are made of individuals and institutions that are held
together by the “cement” of incentives created by institutions that influence the behavior of people. The
entrepreneurial ecosystem rests on these pillars of development, which hold up three large building
blocks consisting of attitudes toward entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial abilities, and entrepreneurial
aspirations. The pillars must be of similar height and strength for a fully developed economy to flourish,
and they need constant attention, continuous improvement, and careful maintenance.

In this chapter, we fully explain the Global Entrepreneurship Index. We start by discussing the S-shaped
curve, followed by the 14 pillars of entrepreneurship. Country rankings and values are reported in terms
of the GEl and these 14 pillars. We then present the three sub-indices of attitudes, abilities, and
aspirations. Finally, we analyze and compare the different countries and country groups included in the
GEl.

The S-Shaped Curve

Between 1945 and 1980, nearly 100 colonies in Africa, Asia, and the Caribbean gained their
independence and began creating a development strategy for their citizens.' Sadly, many of those
countries have experienced neither significant per capita GDP growth nor economic development.”
Indeed, moderate to extreme poverty remains a significant concern for many developing countries.

Hence, after failed attempts at development through import substitution and infant industry protection
programs, and somewhat mixed results from export promotion strategies, developing countries are
beginning to focus on their business environments and on creating economic spaces conducive to private
enterprise, both domestic and foreign. Indeed, the promotion of entrepreneurship and the promulgation
of small- and medium-sized enterprise policy have become important prescriptions for development in
recent years."

While a focus on entrepreneurship may seem a novel approach to development, it is consistent with and
even complementary to older, more traditional development strategies. As these developing economies
have moved from centralized economies to market economies, enterprise and entrepreneurship have
become increasingly important. “The emerging world, long a source of cheap labor, now rivals the rich
countries for business innovation. Developing countries are becoming hotbeds of business innovation in
much the same way as Japan did from the 1950s onwards.”"

In his classic text, The Stages of Economic Growth, W. W. Rostow suggested that countries go through five
stages of economic growth: (1) the traditional society, (2) the preconditions for take-off, (3) the take-off,
(4) the drive to maturity, and (5) the age of high mass consumption.” While these stages are a simplified
way of looking at the development of modern economies, they do identify critical events. While focused
on the age of high mass consumption, Michael Porter followed recent developments in the economics of
innovation. Porter has provided a modern rendition of Rostow’s approach by identifying three stages of






development: (1) a factor-driven stage, (2) an efficiency-driven stage, and (3) an innovation-driven
stage. Vi

Entrepreneurship is considered an important mechanism that promotes economic development through
employment, innovation, and welfare, but it does not appear like manna from heaven as a country moves
through the stages of development. Rather, it plays a role in all the stages of development and is a
process that continues over many years. Economists have come to recognize the “input-competing” and
“gap-filling” capacities of entrepreneurial activity in development."" In other words someone has to
create the technology for new products and create the markets where people will buy them. Figure 2.1
shows the relationship between entrepreneurship and economic development.

The S-shaped curve addresses two important questions about entrepreneurship. First, the intersection of
the S-curve with the vertical axis suggests that if individuals in a country are very poor they may be in a
poverty trap, where the chances for increasing income or wealth are limited. The S-shape of this curve
represents the source of poverty. For those in the poverty trap, tomorrow’s income will be less than
today’s, and any attempt to get out of this trap may result in even less future income, which helps to
explain why the poor, and poor countries, are so little involved in entrepreneurship.”

The S-shaped curve also addresses the question of how much productive entrepreneurship there is in
countries at different stages of development and how rapidly it grows. The other side of the S-curve,
where it rises at a decreasing rate until it levels off, represents a situation where tomorrow’s income is
greater than today’s, so entrepreneurial activity is possible.* How quickly countries modernize depends
on the rise of this curve. The area above the curve is the “valley of backwardness,” and being able to
come out of the valley depends on improving a nation’s institutions. As institutions become stronger,
destructive and unproductive activities decline, and more entrepreneurial activity is shifted toward
productive entrepreneurship, thus strengthening economic development.

The valley of backwardness above the S-curve can only be eliminated by building better institutions and
changing a society’s incentive structure, all of which requires good government and governance. Our
assumption of uncertain political economies means that destructive entrepreneurship is most likely to
occur in developing countries with some degree of political instability, although it occurs in some form
across most countries. As these unstable countries tend to rely on primary and secondary economic
industries, inputs for activities in the tertiary and quaternary sectors are not of immediate relevance.

The second source of backwardness is unproductive entrepreneurship, where we only take from one
group and give to another. This form of rent seeking is prevalent in many developed and developing
countries. If rent seeking by governments and other groups persists, entrepreneurs will be reluctant to
make the long-term investment in time and money to create productive, high-impact firms. If countries
have extractive economies where only a few benefit at the expense of others, development will not take
place.

Therefore, we emphasize the effect productive entrepreneurship can have on the creation of social value
as activity shifts out of destructive and unproductive entrepreneurship. In today’s interconnected world,
we need to improve institutions and be able to measure this progress.






Figure 2.1: The S-Curve of Entrepreneurship
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The 14 Pillars of Entrepreneurship

The pillars of entrepreneurship are many and complex. While a widely accepted definition of
entrepreneurship is lacking, there is general agreement that the concept has numerous dimensions.” We
take this into account in creating our entrepreneurship index. Some businesses have a larger impact on
markets, create more new jobs, and grow faster and become larger than others. We also take into
account the fact that entrepreneurship plays a different role at different stages of development.
Considering all of these possibilities and limitations, we define entrepreneurship as “the dynamic,
institutionally embedded interaction between entrepreneurial attitudes, entrepreneurial abilities, and
entrepreneurial aspirations by individuals, which drives the allocation of resources through the creation
and operation of new ventures.”

The GEl is composed of three building blocks or sub-indices—what we call the 3As: entrepreneurial
attitudes, entrepreneurial abilities, and entrepreneurial aspirations. These three sub-indices stand on 14
pillars, each of which contains an individual and an institutional variable that corresponds to the micro-
and the macro-level aspects of entrepreneurship. Unlike other indexes that incorporate only institutional
or individual variables, the pillars of the GEI include both. These pillars are an attempt to capture the
open-ended nature of entrepreneurship; analyzing them can provide an in-depth view of the strengths
and weaknesses of those listed in the Index. We now describe the 14 pillars of entrepreneurship.

Entrepreneurial Attitudes Pillars

Pillar 1: Opportunity Perception. This pillar captures the potential “opportunity perception” of a
population by considering the size of its country’s domestic market and level of urbanization. A
population’s opportunity perception potential is an essential ingredient of entrepreneurial startups.
Within this pillar is the individual variable, Opportunity Recognition, which measures the percentage of






the population that can identify good opportunities to start a business in the area where they live.
However, the value of these opportunities also depends on the size of the market. The institutional
variable Market Agglomeration consists of two smaller variables: the size of the domestic market
(Domestic Market) and urbanization (Urbanization). The Urbanization variable is intended to capture
which opportunities have better prospects in developed urban areas than they do in poorer rural areas.
Market Agglomeration is determined by multiplying the size of the Domestic Market by the percentage of
the population living in urban areas. *

Pillar 2: Startup Skills. Launching a successful venture requires the potential entrepreneur to have the
necessary startup skills. Skill Perception measures the percentage of the population who believe they
have adequate startup skills. Most people in developing countries think they have the skills needed to
start a business, but their skills usually were acquired through workplace trial and error in relatively
simple business activities. In developed countries, business formation, operation, management, etc.,
requires skills that are acquired through formal education and training. Hence education, especially
postsecondary education, plays a vital role in teaching and developing entrepreneurial skills. Today there
are 150 million students enrolled in some kind of education beyond high school, a 53 percent increase in
less than a decade. People all over the world see education as a pathway out of poverty. X

Pillar 3: Risk Acceptance. Of the personal entrepreneurial traits, fear of failure is one of the most
important obstacles to a startup. Aversion to high-risk enterprises can retard nascent entrepreneurship.
Risk Perception is defined as the percentage of the population who do not believe that fear of failure
would prevent them from starting a business. Business Risk reflects the availability and reliability of
corporate financial information, legal protection of creditors, and institutional support of intercompany
transactions.

Pillar 4: Networking. Networking combines an entrepreneur’s personal knowledge with their ability to use
the Internet for business purposes. This combination serves as a proxy for networking, which is also an
important ingredient of successful venture creation and entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurs who have
better networks are more successful, can identify more viable opportunities, and can access more and
better resources. We define the basic networking potential of a possible entrepreneur by the percentage
of the population who personally know an entrepreneur who started a business within two years (Know
Entrepreneurs). However, connecting through cyberspace with the rest of the world adds another
dimension to networking and opens up much greater opportunities than before (Internet Usage).*"!

Pillar 5: Cultural Support. This pillar is a combined measure of how a country’s inhabitants view
entrepreneurs in terms of status and career choice, and how the level of corruption in that country
affects this view. Without strong cultural support, the best and brightest do not want to be responsible
entrepreneurs, and they decide to enter a traditional profession. Career Status is the average percentage
of the population age 18-64 who say that entrepreneurship is a good career choice and enjoys high
status. The associated institutional variable measures the level of corruption. High levels of corruption
can undermine the high status and steady career paths of legitimate entrepreneurs. i

Entrepreneurial Abilities Pillars

Pillar 6: Opportunity Startup. This is a measure of startups by people who are motivated by opportunity
but face regulatory constraints. An entrepreneur’s motivation for starting a business is an important

signal of quality. Opportunity entrepreneurs are believed to be better prepared, to have superior skills,
and to earn more than what we call necessity entrepreneurs. Opportunity Motivation is defined as the






percentage of the Total Entrepreneurial Activity (TEA) businesses started to exploit a good opportunity, to
increase income, or to fulfill personal aims, in contrast to those started by people who have no other
options for work. The institutional variable applied here is Business Freedom, one sub-index of the Index
of Economic Freedom. The Economic Freedom variable is appropriate for capturing the overall burden of
regulation, as well as the government’s regulatory efficiency in influencing startups and operating
businesses. *

Pillar 7: Technology Absorption. In the modern knowledge economy, information and communication
technologies (ICT) play a crucial role in economic development. Not all sectors provide the same chances
for businesses to survive and or their potential for growth. The Technology Level variable is a measure of
the businesses that are in technology sectors. The institutional variable Tech Absorption is a measure of a
country’s capacity for firm-level technology absorption, as reported by the World Economic Forum. The
diffusion of new technology, and the capability to absorb it, is vital for innovative firms with high growth
potential.**

Pillar 8: Human Capital. The prevalence of high-quality human capital is vitally important for ventures that
are highly innovative and require an educated, experienced, and healthy workforce to continue to grow.
An important feature of a venture with high growth potential is the entrepreneur’s level of education.

The Educational Level variable captures the quality of entrepreneurs; it is widely held that entrepreneurs
with higher education degrees are more capable and willing to start and manage high-growth businesses.
The quality of employees also has an impact on business development, innovation, and growth potential.
The institutional variable Staff Training is a country’s level of investment in business training and
employee development. It can be expected that heavy investment in employees pays off and that training
increases employee quality.™

Pillar 9: Competition. Competition is a measure of a business’s product or market uniqueness, combined
with the market power of existing businesses and business groups. The variable Competitors is defined as
the percentage of TEA businesses that have only a few competitors offering the same product or service.
However, market entry can be prevented or made more difficult if powerful business groups are
dominating the market. The extent of market dominance by a few business groups is measured by the
variable Market Dominance, a variable reported by the World Economic Forum.

Entrepreneurial Aspirations Pillars

Pillar 10: Product Innovation. New products play a crucial role in the economy of all countries. While
countries were once the source of most new products, today developing countries are producing
products that are dramatically cheaper than their Western equivalents. New Product is a measure of a
country’s potential to generate new products and to adopt or imitate existing products. In order to
guantify the potential for new product innovation, an institutional variable related to technology and
innovation transfer seems to be relevant. Technology Transfer is a complex measure of whether a
business environment allows the application of innovations for developing new products.

Pillar 11: Process Innovation. Applying and/or creating new technology is another important feature of
businesses with high growth potential. New Tech is defined as the percentage of businesses whose
principal underlying technology is less than five years old. However, most entrepreneurial businesses do
not just apply new technology, they create it. The problem is similar to the New Product variable:
whereas many businesses in developing countries may apply the latest technology, they tend to buy or
copy it. An appropriate institutional variable applied here is research and development (R&D). Gross






Domestic Expenditure on Research and Development (GERD) is the R&D percentage of GDP as reported
by OECD. While R&D alone does not guarantee successful growth, it is clear that, without systematic
research activity, the development and the implementation of new technologies—and therefore future
growth—will be inhibited.*!

Pillar 12: High Growth. This is a combined measure of the percentage of high-growth businesses that
intend to employ at least ten people and plan to grow more than 50 percent in five years (Gazelle
variable) with business strategy sophistication (Business Strategy variable). It might be argued that a
shortcoming of the Gazelle variable is that growth is not an actual but an expected rate. However, a
measure of expected growth is in fact a more appropriate measure of aspiration than a measure of
realized growth. Business Strategy refers to “the ability of companies to pursue distinctive strategies,
which involves differentiated positioning and innovative means of production and service delivery.” High
Growth combines high growth potential with a sophisticated strategy.

Pillar 13: Internationalization. Internationalization is believed to be a major determinant of growth. A
widely applied proxy for internationalization is exporting. Exporting demands capabilities beyond those
needed by businesses that produce only for domestic markets. However, the institutional dimension is
also important; a country’s openness to international entrepreneurs—that is, the potential for
internationalization—can be estimated by its degree of globalization. The internationalization pillar is
designed to capture the degree to which a country’s entrepreneurs are internationalized, as measured by
the exporting potential of businesses, controlling for the extent to which the country is economically
globalized. ™

Pillar 14: Risk Capital. The availability of risk finance, particularly equity rather than debt, is an essential
precondition for fulfilling entrepreneurial aspirations that are beyond an individual entrepreneur’s
personal financial resources.® Here we combine two kinds of finance, the informal investment (Informal
Investment) and the institutional depth of capital market (DCM). Informal Investment is defined as the
percentage of informal investors in the population age 18-64, multiplied by the average size of
individuals’ investment in other people’s new businesses. While the rate of informal investment is high in
factor-driven economies, the amount of informal investment is considerably larger in efficiency- and
innovation-driven countries; combining them balances these two effects. Our institutional variable here is
DCM, one of the six sub-indices of the Venture Capital and Private Equity Index. This variable is a complex
measure of the size and liquidity of the stock market, level of IPO, M&A, and debt and credit market
activity, which encompass seven aspects of a country’s debt and capital market.*"

The Global Entrepreneurship Index, 2016 Rankings

In this section, we report the rankings of the 132 countries on the Global Entrepreneurship Index and its
three sub-indices. We also provide confidence intervals for the GEl s. The confidence intervals
calculations are based on the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) Total Early-Phased Entrepreneurial
Activity (TEA) confidence intervals. Note that these confidence intervals only partially represent the
potential measurement errors, as we do not know the full error term. In addition, we do not have
information about the confidence intervals of the 34 countries where we use estimated data. In these
cases, the upper and the lower limits are the same.

We present the rankings in terms of country development, as measured by per capita GDP. The overall
ranking of the countries on the GEl is shown in Table 2.1. Like previous years, Anglo-Saxon, Nordic, and
Western European countries in the innovation-driven stage of development are in the front ranks. The






United States, Canada, and Australia lead the rankings. The big surprise this year is the fall of the United
Kingdom to 9" place, primarily driven by declines in four individual level variables over a three year
period: Educational level (among entrepreneurs), Competitors, New Product, and Export. While strong in
attitudes and abilities, the United Kingdom continues to have an aspirational deficit, dropping to 26™ in
this crucial category. Three of the five Nordic countries, Denmark, Iceland, and Sweden, are in the top
ten, and Finland is 18" —still a good performance. Taiwan, the highest Asian country, is in 6" place, and
Singapore is 11, which virtually ties it with France among the top ten countries. While the Netherlands
maintains its 13""-place position, it is still among the world’s most entrepreneurial nations. Besides their
high entrepreneurial performance, these countries represent high income levels.






Table 2.1:

United States
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Australia
Denmark
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Taiwan
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Switzerland
United Kingdom
France
Singapore
Ireland
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Germany
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The United States is in 1 place. Australia, Canada, and the Netherlands are good performers, but they all
have weaknesses in at least one of the sub-indices. Of the most populous EU countries, only the United
Kingdom in 9% place and France in 10" place are among the top ten countries. The other large European
countries rank in the middle: Germany is 14", Poland is 34", and Spain is 32°, followed by Italy in 48"
place. While the UK, France, and Germany are relatively well balanced over the 15 pillars, Poland, Spain,
and Italy are entrepreneurially less efficient.

A likely explanation for the EU countries’ relatively weak economic performance over the last decade is
their low level of entrepreneurship; the same applies to Japan, which took 30" place. Europe is still
struggling to create new billion dollar companies. Factor-driven countries with low GDPs, such as
Pakistan, Bangladesh, Uganda, and other poor African countries, are at the bottom of the
entrepreneurship ranking, as expected. At the same time, these countries’ entrepreneurial performance
is the least unbalanced. However, some countries—including two former socialist countries, Serbia and
Russia, innovation-driven Italy, and two South American countries, Brazil and Trinidad and Tobago—
should have higher levels of entrepreneurship, as implied by their development trend lines, and more
efficient use of entrepreneurial resources.

The Ranking of the 3As

By definition, the GEl is a three-component index that takes into account the different aspects of the
entrepreneurial ecosystem. However, all three components, called sub-indices, are in themselves
complex measures that include various characteristics of entrepreneurial attitudes, entrepreneurial
abilities, and entrepreneurial aspirations.

Entrepreneurial attitudes are societies” attitudes toward entrepreneurship, which we define as a
population’s general feelings about recognizing opportunities, knowing entrepreneurs personally,
endowing entrepreneurs with high status, accepting the risks associated with business startups, and
having the skills to launch a business successfully. The benchmark individuals are those who can recognize
valuable business opportunities and have the skills to exploit them; who attach high status to
entrepreneurs; who can bear and handle startup risks; who know other entrepreneurs personally (i.e.,
have a network or role models); and who can generate future entrepreneurial activities.

Moreover, these people can provide the cultural support, financial resources, and networking potential to
those who are already entrepreneurs or want to start a business. Entrepreneurial attitudes are important
because they express the general feeling of the population toward entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship.
Countries need people who can recognize valuable business opportunities, and who perceive that they
have the required skills to exploit these opportunities. Moreover, if national attitudes toward
entrepreneurship are positive, it will generate cultural support, financial support, and networking benefits
for those who want to start businesses.

Entrepreneurial abilities refer to the entrepreneurs’ characteristics and those of their businesses.
Different types of entrepreneurial abilities can be distinguished within the realm of new business efforts.
Creating businesses may vary by industry sector, the legal form of organization, and demographics—age,
education, etc. We define entrepreneurial abilities as startups in the medium- or high-technology sectors
that are initiated by educated entrepreneurs, and launched because of someone being motivated by an
opportunity in an environment that is not overly competitive. In order to calculate the opportunity
startup rate, we use the GEM TEA Opportunity Index. TEA captures new startups not only as the creation
of new ventures but also as startups within existing businesses, such as a spinoff or other entrepreneurial






effort. Differences in the quality of startups are quantified by the entrepreneur’s education level—that is,
if they have a postsecondary education—and the unigueness of the product or service as measured by
the level of competition. Moreover, it is generally maintained that opportunity motivation is a sign of
better planning, a more sophisticated strategy, and higher growth expectations than “necessity”
motivation in startups.

Entrepreneurial aspiration reflects the quality aspects of startups and new businesses. Some people just
hate their employer and want to be their own boss, while others want to create the next Microsoft.
Entrepreneurial aspiration is defined as the early-stage entrepreneur’s effort to introduce new products
and/or services, develop new production processes, penetrate foreign markets, substantially increase
their company’s staff, and finance their business with formal and/or informal venture capital. Product and
process innovation, internationalization, and high growth are considered the key characteristics of
entrepreneurship. Here we added a finance variable to capture the informal and formal venture capital
potential that is vital for innovative startups and high-growth firms.

Each of these three building blocks of entrepreneurship influences the other two. For example,
entrepreneurial attitudes influence entrepreneurial abilities and entrepreneurial aspirations, while
entrepreneurial aspirations and abilities also influence entrepreneurial attitudes.

Figure 2.2 shows the relationship between the GEl, the three sub-indices, and national per capita wealth,
based on purchasing power parity GDP. In all the figures, we provide the associated trend line and R-
squared values. All the trend lines are based on third-degree polynomial equations.

The overall Index shows a good fit and a positive relationship between development and
entrepreneurship. The two move in the same direction, with an R? = 0.77, which implies a close, strong
relationship between entrepreneurship and economic development. Unlike other entrepreneurship
measures that find an L-shaped (self-employment rate) or a U-shaped (Total Early-Phase Entrepreneurial
Activity index) relationship between entrepreneurship and development, we find a mild S-shaped
relationship.






Figure 2.2:
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The relationship between the Entrepreneurial Attitudes sub-index (ATT) and development is shown in the
top right figure. The relationship is similar to the logarithmic function, implying that overall
entrepreneurship attitudes increase as a country develops. The explanatory power, based on the R? =
0.70, shows a significant, strong correlation between ATT and per capita GDP.

The lower-left figure contains the Entrepreneurial Abilities sub-index (ABT) values in terms of economic
development. The explanatory power, R? = 0.74, is the highest among the three sub-indices, implying a
close and strong relationship between entrepreneurial abilities and development

The trend of the Entrepreneurial Aspirations sub-index (ASP) is probably no surprise. The explanatory
power of R? = 0.68 is significant and strong.







Table 2.2 shows the ranking of the first 25 countries in the GEl and the rank of the sub-index. The sub-
index points and rankings for all 132 countries can be found in the Appendix. The United States is 1% in
the overall Index, and also in two out of the three sub-indices. Australia is 3 in attitudes and aspirations,
and 4" in abilities, as it is more interested in high-impact entrepreneurship than in replicative activities.
Chile represents a more unbalanced case, ranking 15" in the overall Index, 16" in attitudes, 5 in abilities,
and 34" in aspirations. This is a huge challenge for Chile and many other Latin American economies.
Generally, countries that rank at the bottom of the GEl also rank at the bottom of the three sub-indices.
Israel ranks 21% in the overall Index but performs poorly in attitudes and abilities. However, it ranks 11% in
Aspirations, despite having poorer attitudes and abilities. For the “startup nation” it has an overall poor
ranking in startup skills — at the bottom of the top 25 countries.

Table 2.2: The Global Entrepreneurship Index and Sub-Index Ranks of the First 25 Countries, 2016
Country GEIl GEl rank ATT ATT rank ABT ABT rank ASP ASP rank
United States 86.2 1 84.4 1 84.8 2 89.5 1
Canada 79.5 2 78.1 2 81.3 4 79.0 3
Australia 78.0 3 75.2 4 81.8 3 77.0 4
Denmark 76.0 4 71.1 8 87.1 1 69.9 10
Sweden 75.9 5 77.3 3 79.9 5 70.4 8
Taiwan 69.7 6 61.6 14 65.9 15 81.6 2
Iceland 68.9 7 70.2 10 69.8 10 66.8 13
Switzerland 67.8 8 63.4 13 68.9 11 71.0 6
United Kingdom 67.7 9 70.9 9 73.3 7 58.8 26
France 66.4 10 58.3 17 73.4 6 67.4 12
Singapore 66.0 11 49.2 32 71.8 8 76.9 5
Ireland 65.6 12 59.0 16 71.3 9 66.6 14
Netherlands 65.4 13 71.7 7 66.4 14 58.2 29
Germany 64.6 14 60.1 15 67.4 13 66.2 15
Austria 62.9 15 64.5 12 63.7 17 60.6 23
Chile 62.1 16 74.9 5 47.9 35 63.4 17
Belgium 62.1 17 53.4 24 62.4 18 70.4 9
Finland 61.8 18 72.1 6 52.5 26 60.7 22
United Arab Emirates 61.4 19 55.5 20 57.8 21 70.9 7
Norway 61.1 20 69.9 11 68.3 12 45.1 45
Israel 57.4 21 52.9 25 50.2 32 69.0 11
Estonia 57.3 22 56.5 18 57.2 22 58.3 27
Luxembourg 57.2 23 44.0 44 65.7 16 62.0 19
Qatar 56.7 24 53.8 23 51.4 28 64.9 16
Lithuania 54.8 25 47.9 34 58.2 19 58.2 28

Tables 2.3-2.5 list the ranks and the 14 pillar values of the first 25 countries for the three sub-indices.
Each table gives the values for each of the pillars that make up the respective sub-index. The ranks and
the pillar values for all 132 countries can be found in the Appendices.

As stated earlier, entrepreneurial attitude is defined as the general attitude of a country’s population
toward recognizing opportunities, knowing entrepreneurs personally, attaching high status to
entrepreneurs, accepting the risks associated with a business startup, and having the skills to successfully






launch businesses. Entrepreneurial attitudes are important because they express the population’s general
feelings toward entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship.

Table 2.3: Entrepreneurial Attitudes Sub-Index and Pillar Values for the First 25 Countries, 2016*
Opportu.nity Startup Skills RSK Networking CUlEE

Perception Acceptance Support
United States 84.4 1.000 1.000 0.877 0.657 0.829
Canada 78.1 1.000 0.667 0.795 0.700 0.826
Sweden 77.3 1.000 0.609 0.761 0.962 0.855
Australia 75.2 0.890 0.879 0.685 0.641 0.738
Chile 74.9 1.000 1.000 0.745 0.827 0.762
Finland 72.1 0.631 0.721 0.735 1.000 0.931
Netherlands 71.7 0.729 0.735 0.764 0.876 1.000
Denmark 71.1 0.789 0.522 0.733 0.853 0.914
United Kingdom 70.9 0.772 0.602 0.787 0.747 0.830
Iceland 70.2 0.433 0.896 0.854 1.000 0.656
Norway 69.9 0.904 0.508 0.892 0.841 0.941
Austria 64.5 0.595 0.778 0.700 0.819 0.649
Switzerland 63.4 0.601 0.503 0.862 0.705 0.689
Taiwan 61.6 0.642 0.510 0.604 0.785 0.608
Germany 60.1 0.660 0.444 0.636 0.577 0.787
Ireland 59.0 0.332 0.737 0.694 0.728 0.725
France 58.3 0.508 0.412 0.691 0.780 0.648
Estonia 56.5 0.396 0.648 0.490 0.863 0.569
Saudi Arabia 56.5 1.000 0.789 0.240 0.776 0.646
United Arab Emirates =~ 55.5 0.660 0.365 0.395 0.758 0.788
Spain 54.5 0.366 0.901 0.638 0.663 0.405
Bahrain 54.0 0.664 0.431 0.459 0.859 0.566
Qatar 53.8 0.970 0.142 0.631 0.817 0.916
Belgium 53.4 0.647 0.475 0.584 0.446 0.570
Israel 52.9 0.652 0.433 0.507 0.681 0.586

*Pillar values are the normalized pillar scores after the average pillar correction.

The benchmark individuals are those who can (1) recognize valuable business opportunities, (2) have the
necessary skills to exploit these opportunities, (3) attach high status to and respect entrepreneurs, (4)
handle startup risk, and (5) know entrepreneurs personally (i.e., have a network or role models).
Moreover, these people can provide the cultural support, financial resources, and networking potential to
those who are already entrepreneurs or want to start a business. The United States leads the
Entrepreneurial Attitudes sub-index, followed by Canada, Australia, Sweden, Finland, Chile, Norway,
Iceland, the Netherlands, and United Kingdom. Chile’s sixth place is a very strong showing for a South
American country. Factor-driven African and Asian countries, including Swaziland, Mali, Sierra Leone,
Ethiopia, Bangladesh, Pakistan, Malawi, Chad, and Burundi, are at the bottom.

High entrepreneurial abilities are associated with startups in the medium- or high-technology sectors that
are initiated by educated entrepreneurs and launched because of opportunity motivation in a not too
competitive environment. Quality differences in startups are quantified by the motivation and education






level of the entrepreneur, and by the uniqueness of the product or service, as measured by the level of
competition.

Denmark ranks number one on the Entrepreneurial Abilities sub-index and has a very strong showing in
three of the four pillars, including Human Capital, Technology Absorption, and Competition. The US ranks
second and is relatively weak in Opportunity Startup and Technology Absorption. Australia is stronger
than the US in two pillars, Opportunity Startups and Technology Absorption, but weaker in Human Capital
and very weak in Competition. Canada ranks fourth, with a significantly lower Entrepreneurial Abilities
score than the United States and Australia. Canada is relatively strong in Human Capital but weak on
Competition, which implies that fresh entrepreneurs are mainly looking for market niches that do not
have many competitors. The high-share startups are initiated in the medium- and high-technology
sectors, which is also a strong point for Canada. The first four countries are followed by the Sweden,
France, the UK, Singapore, Ireland, and Iceland.

Table 2.4: Entrepreneurial Abilities Sub-Index and Pillar Values for the First 25 Countries, 2016*

Opportunit Technolo Human o

oty e
Denmark 87.1 1.000 1.000 0.992 1.000
United States 84.8 0.775 0.808 0.917 0.992
Australia 81.8 0.946 0.874 0.887 0.673
Canada 81.3 0.799 0.678 0.979 0.881
Sweden 79.9 0.921 1.000 0.763 0.795
France 73.4 0.688 0.864 0.863 0.798
United Kingdom 73.3 0.906 0.681 0.765 0.768
Singapore 71.8 1.000 0.710 1.000 0.600
Ireland 71.3 0.628 0.808 0.989 0.853
Iceland 69.8 1.000 0.985 0.513 0.570
Switzerland 68.9 0.621 0.647 0.809 0.912
Norway 68.3 1.000 0.877 0.606 0.680
Germany 67.4 0.764 0.656 0.551 0.880
Netherlands 66.4 0.901 0.687 0.537 0.849
Taiwan 65.9 0.883 0.549 0.845 0.486
Luxembourg 65.7 0.585 0.957 0.986 1.000
Austria 63.7 0.643 0.826 0.455 0.909
Belgium 62.4 0.522 0.415 0.894 0.853
Lithuania 58.2 0.721 0.558 0.896 0.412
Japan 58.1 0.573 0.885 0.989 0.508
United Arab Emirates 57.8 0.634 0.359 1.000 0.534
Estonia 57.2 0.595 0.508 0.548 0.717
Puerto Rico 56.6 0.787 0.294 0.904 0.758
Latvia 55.3 0.633 0.614 0.603 0.519
Spain 52.6 0.455 0.705 0.462 0.603

*Pillar values are the normalized pillar scores after the average pillar correction.

Entrepreneurial aspiration is the early-stage entrepreneur’s effort to introduce new products and/or
services, develop new production processes, penetrate foreign markets, substantially increase the firm’s






staff, and finance a business with formal and/or informal venture capital. In other words, the effort to
start new companies that will generate wealth and can be scaled. Product and process innovation,
internationalization, and high growth are considered characteristics of entrepreneurship. The benchmark
entrepreneurs are those whose businesses (1) produce and sell products/services considered to be new
to at least some customers, (2) use a technology less than five years old, (3) have sales in foreign markets,
(4) plan to employ at least ten people, and (5) have greater than 50 percent growth over the next five
years. The Finance variable captures the informal venture capital potential, as well as the development of
capital, venture capital, and credit markets, which is vital for innovative startups and high-growth firms.

Like the two other sub-indices, the United States leads in the Entrepreneurial Aspirations sub-index.
While showing some weakness in Internationalization, it is very strong in Risk Capital and Process
Innovation. Taiwan is second, with a strong showing in High Growth and Product Innovation, followed by
Canada, Australia, Singapore, Switzerland, the UAE, and, which round out the top ten. The surprise is
Israel falling out of the top ten in Aspirations, with a very weak showing in High Growth and
Internationalization but with a very strong performance in Product and Process Innovation.

Table 2.5: Entrepreneurial Aspirations Sub-Index and Pillar Values for the First 25 Countries, 2016*

Product Process High Risk

ASP Internationalization

. Innovation  Innovation  Growth Capital
United States 89.5 0.890 0.885 0.961 0.913 1.000
Taiwan 81.6 1.000 0.972 1.000 0.547 1.000
Canada 79.0 0.728 0.647 0.695 1.000 0.995
Australia 77.0 0.624 0.750 0.653 1.000 0.941
Singapore 76.9 0.707 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.821
Switzerland 71.0 0.880 0.745 0.403 0.941 1.000
United Arab Emirates 70.9 0.871 0.457 1.000 0.737 0.993
Sweden 70.4 0.837 1.000 0.478 0.780 0.652
Belgium 70.4 0.686 0.854 0.535 0.955 0.804
Denmark 69.9 1.000 0.714 0.653 0.449 0.974
Israel 69.0 1.000 1.000 0.598 0.599 0.941
France 67.4 0.682 0.871 0.575 0.709 0.766
Iceland 66.8 0.680 0.897 0.675 0.795 0.502
Ireland 66.6 0.751 0.681 0.848 0.795 0.634
Germany 66.2 0.698 0.756 0.606 0.634 0.764
Qatar 64.9 0.794 1.000 0.971 0.561 1.000
Chile 63.4 1.000 0.348 0.797 0.704 0.691
Turkey 62.1 0.789 0.422 1.000 0.430 0.796
Luxembourg 62.0 1.000 0.767 0.439 1.000 0.878
Korea 61.1 0.846 0.889 0.604 0.474 0.788
Japan 60.7 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.401 0.597
Finland 60.7 0.900 0.850 0.478 0.532 0.496
Austria 60.6 0.772 0.732 0.339 0.859 0.629
Poland 59.0 0.680 0.441 0.703 0.932 0.604
Slovakia 58.8 0.565 0.549 0.671 1.000 0.785

*Pillar values are the normalized pillar scores after the average pillar correction.

Summaries and Conclusion






Entrepreneurship is similar to other social creatures, in that it is a multidimensional phenomenon whose
exact meaning is difficult to identify. There is only one thing more difficult: how to measure this vaguely
defined creature. Over the decades, researchers have created several entrepreneurship indicators, but
none has been able to reflect the complex nature of entrepreneurship and provide a plausible
explanation of its role in development. The Global Entrepreneurship Index is the first, and presently the
only, complex measure of the national-level entrepreneurship ecosystem that reflects the multifaceted
nature of entrepreneurship. In this chapter, we presented the entrepreneurial performance of 132 of the
world’s countries, which included country-level values for the GEl—entrepreneurial attitudes,
entrepreneurial abilities, and entrepreneurial aspirations—and for the 14 pillars.

While the GEl represents the contextual features of entrepreneurship, it is also possible to analyze
changes in entrepreneurship and its components in terms of development. We presented the
relationship between Index values and development, as measured by per capita GDP. While previous
studies found that entrepreneurship, measured primarily in terms of activities, has a U- or L-shaped
relationship with national per capita income, we noticed a linear, mildly S-shaped relationship, which
indicates that entrepreneurship is more prevalent in richer countries. This finding fits more accurately
with our present knowledge of the nature of the entrepreneurial ecosystem than U- or L-shaped
relationships between the variables. The final ranking, with Nordic and Anglo-Saxon countries at the top
and developing countries at the bottom, also reflects what we expect development trends to look like.

In the final part of the chapter, we compared certain factors between some important countries and
country groups. The pillar-level analysis provides a proper tool for showing the real differences and
variations in entrepreneurship, which is found to vary substantially not only across countries with
different levels of development but also among countries with similar per capita GDP. The United States is
the leading entrepreneurial country: despite a minimal decline in its GEIl score, the United States is still
number one not only in the GEI but also in two of three sub-indices. While the leading countries have
similar entrepreneurial features, European nations and the European Union lag behind the United States,
and this gap is widening. It is particularly evident in the PIIGS (Portugal, Italy, Ireland, Greece and Spain),
which lag far behind the larger EU countries and the Nordic fringe. Latin America will also require a
substantial increase in entrepreneurship to reach levels comparable to those of North America.
Comparing the developing countries shows that the configuration of the 14 pillars is similar in shape but
at different levels across the three main regions of the world. A detailed examination of entrepreneurship
and the change in its components over the phases of development is the focus of the following chapter.
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Chapter 3: Country and Country Group Performance

In this section, we compare the entrepreneurial performance of countries within regions. As we have
already seen, the entrepreneurial performance of countries can vary widely across the world. This is
because, for example, countries in different stages of development may exhibit similar features, whereas
differences across stages of development are usually larger. The significant differences between stages of
economic development mean that not much can be learned by comparing a rich country like the United
States to a poor country such as Zambia because the economic conditions in these two countries are so
different. It makes much more sense to compare countries to similar nations, as this allows meaningful
comparisons and helps us make better sense of the patterns we see in the data.

We have grouped the 132 countries into six groups according to their location and level of development
(Table 3.1). We analyze the entrepreneurial performance of different country groups as compared to the
world average (the unweighted average of the 132 countries for each of the GEl pillars). In addition, we
take a close look at three countries in each country group: one at the top, one at the middle, and one at
the bottom of the regional ranking.

Table 3.1 presents the countries assigned in each country group.






Table 3.1:

Asia-Pacific

Country Groups Analyzed in This Chapter

Middle East

North America

South and
Central America

Sub-Saharan

Bangladesh
Brunei
Darussalam
Cambodia
China
Hong Kong
India
Indonesia
Japan
Kazakhstan
Korea
Lao PDR
Malaysia
Myanmar
Pakistan
Philippines
Singapore
Sri Lanka
Taiwan
Thailand
Vietham

Australia

Albania
Austria
Belgium
Bosnia and
Herzegovina
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Denmark
Estonia Finland
France Georgia
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Iceland Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania

Luxembourg
Macedonia
Moldova
Montenegro
Netherlands
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Russia
Serbia
Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Turkey
Ukraine
United Kingdom

/ North Africa

Algeria
Bahrain
Egypt
Iran
Israel
Jordan
Kuwait
Lebanon
Libya
Morocco
Oman
Qatar
Saudi Arabia
Tunisia
United Arab
Emirates
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Canada
Mexico
United States

/ Caribbean
Argentina
Barbados

Belize
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile
Colombia

Costa Rica
Dominican
Republic
Ecuador
El Salvador

Guatemala

Guyana
Honduras
Jamaica

Nicaragua
Panama
Paraguay

Peru

Puerto Rico
Suriname

Trinidad &
Tobago
Uruguay

Venezuela

Africa

Angola Benin

Botswana
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cameroon
Chad
Cote d’lvoire
Ethiopia
Gabon
Gambia
Ghana
Kenya
Liberia
Madagascar
Malawi Mali
Mauritania
Mozambique
Namibia
Nigeria
Rwanda
Senegal
Sierra Leone
South Africa
Swaziland
Tanzania
Uganda
Zambia




Sub-Saharan Africa

Africa is the second largest continent by area and the largest if measured by number of countries. Africa’s
individual countries and economies exhibit considerable heterogeneity, with significant cultural and economic
differences between the North and the South, and between the East and the West.

In this analysis, we look at Sub-Saharan African countries. North African countries are analyzed as part of the
Middle East and North Africa Region. As we can see in Table 3.2, this group includes some of the least
developed countries. This is reflected in the countries’ global GEI rankings and GEl scores. The leading country
in this region, South Africa, achieves a GEl score of 38.5, which ranks it 52" among the 132 countries analyzed
in the global GEI ranking. South Africa is also the only Sub-Saharan country that ranks within the top 50 percent
of the GEI countries. At the bottom we see Chad, whose GEl score of 9.9 ranks it second to last among the GEl
countries. A total of 22 out of the 29 Sub-Saharan countries are found in the bottom quartile of the global GEI
ranking.

Generally speaking, there is not much difference in the average performance of the region’s sub-indices, with
Aspirations posting the lowest average score at 18.1 and Abilities posting the highest average score at 21.3.
However, even at this low level of development, there are important differences between Attitudes, Abilities,
and Aspirations within individual Sub-Saharan countries. For example, Burundi’s score for Abilities (18.6) is
almost three times as high as its score for Attitudes (6.4). Ghana’s Attitudes score (33.5) is almost twice as high
as its score for Aspirations (17.8). Madagascar’s score for Abilities (21.3) is more than twice as high as its score
for Aspirations (10.2). Thus, while the region has much catching up to do in all areas, different countries face
distinctly different challenges.

Table 3.2: GEI Ranking of the Sub-Saharan African Countries
GEl rank Country ATT ABT ASP GEIl
52 South Africa 34.4 37.0 44.0 38.5
66 Botswana 36.4 344 28.4 33.1
73 Namibia 30.2 27.9 35.6 313
85 Nigeria 32.4 26.7 25.1 28.1
86 Gabon 23.8 28.8 30.9 27.8
95 Swaziland 19.7 24.6 33.0 25.8
99 Ghana 33.5 22.4 17.8 24.5
102 Zambia 22.2 25.1 21.1 22.8
104 Kenya 23.3 21.8 21.2 22.1
106 Senegal 28.2 19.9 16.9 21.7
112 Angola 19.2 17.4 19.1 18.6
113 Rwanda 19.5 23.4 12.0 18.3
114 Ethiopia 13.8 23.5 15.5 17.6
115 Cameroon 20.2 16.9 15.6 17.6
116 Mozambique 16.5 21.0 15.2 17.6
118 Gambia. The 16.1 216 14.5 17.4
119 Liberia 17.5 21.2 13.4 17.3
120 Cote d’Ivoire 18.9 19.3 12.7 17.0
121 Tanzania 16.5 17.5 16.5 16.8
122 Mali 14.1 19.3 16.4 16.6
123 Uganda 211 14.5 11.8 15.8
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Figure 3.1:

**Countries with estimated individual data are not shown, as confidence intervals for these countries cannot be calculated.

Table 3.2 confirms that, despite encouraging progress in recent years, Africa remains the least developed
continent. This is also reflected in the analysis of individual GEl pillars, as shown in Figure 3.2. With all countries
combined, the African continent ranks below the world average for all pillars. Africa comes closest to the world
average in Opportunity Perception, echoing the encouraging economic progress we have seen in the region in
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recent years. Other encouraging pillars are Opportunity Startup and Competition.

Because regional groups combine many countries, the resulting regional profiles tend to be more or less round.
This mostly holds for Sub-Saharan Africa, too, with some notable exceptions. First, Sub-Saharan Africa seems to
suffer from a clear bottleneck in Startup Skills. On the surface, this might appear inconsistent with the fact that
Sub-Saharan African countries exhibit some of the highest self-employment rates in the world, but it is actually
indicative of a quality problem, as most African self-employment is of low quality. While starting a necessity-
driven self-employment activity is easy (e.g., setting up a fruit stand on a street corner), building a sophisticated
startup is difficult. Education is required for more sophisticated activities. This is Africa’s handicap, as its gross
enrollment in tertiary education (the institutional component of the startup skills pillar) is the lowest of all

regions.

Other notable African weaknesses are found in Attitudes: the normalized values of Human Capital, Risk Capital,
Process Innovation, and Risk Acceptance are all at or below 0.20. On the other hand, there has been notable
improvement in Opportunity Perception and Cultural Support over last year. Whereas Opportunity Perception

40.0

45.0

counted among regional bottlenecks in 2015, this year it is the region’s stand-out strength.
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Overall, entrepreneurship in Africa is held back by institutional factors—a pattern typical of developing
countries. Of all the regions analyzed, Sub-Saharan Africa’s mean score for institutional factors is the lowest, at
0.38. This compares to individual-level factors, for which Sub-Saharan Africa scores 0.58, more or less on par
with other regions. Thus, to better exploit its entrepreneurial potential, Sub-Saharan African countries need to
improve their institutional conditions for entrepreneurship.

Figure 3.2: Pillar-Level Comparison between Sub-Saharan Africa and the World Average
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In Figure 3.3 we compare the profiles of three Sub-Saharan African countries. South Africa is the best all-round
performer in Sub-Saharan Africa in entrepreneurship. Angola is in the middle group, ranking 11" among the 29
countries. Uganda stands at 21° among the Sub-Saharan countries, as it is gradually recovering from recent
instability.

We see that the profiles of the three countries are quite different. South Africa clearly stands apart from Angola
and Uganda for some of its Abilities variables (notably, Competition and Opportunity Startup) and many of its
Aspirations variables (notably, Product Innovation, Process Innovation, High Growth, and Internationalization).
This signals that better institutions should create conditions in which aspirational entrepreneurial activity can
flourish. On the other hand, South Africa is on par with Uganda for Startup Skills and with Angola for
Opportunity Perception, Networking, and Human Capital.

For Angola, the strongest aspects are Opportunity Perception and Networking. However, it is held back by
generally poor Aspirations and some Attitudes, notably, Risk Acceptance, Startup Skills, and Cultural Support.
The low level of Risk Acceptance probably reflects a high level of corruption and poor enforcement of contracts.
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Uganda is near the bottom of the Sub-Saharan African countries. Although it enjoys relative bright spots in
Networking, Cultural Support, and Competition, Uganda needs to do considerable work to improve its
institutions and reinforce internal stability, both of which currently hold back its entrepreneurial potential.

The profiles are highly uneven for all three countries—a pattern typical of developing economies. The uneven
profiles suggest the existence of bottlenecks that hold back the countries’ entrepreneurial performance. While
even the leading country in the region faces significant individual bottlenecks, the positive news is that, by
focusing on alleviating bottlenecks, these countries could achieve significant progress relative to the effort they
expend. This contrasts with countries with rounder profiles, because in such countries the opportunities for
quick wins tend to be fewer.

Figure 3.3: Pillar-Level Comparison of South Africa, Angola, and Uganda
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Middle East and North Africa (MENA)

The MENA region comprises 15 countries in Middle East and North Africa (Table 3.3). This region also exhibits a
high-level of diversity. On the one end of the wealth scale are some of the richest countries in the world (as
measured by GDP per capita), the oil-rich Persian Gulf economies. This region also includes several lower-
income economies, some of which continue to experience turmoil from the events of the Arab Spring. This
region is considerably more developed than Sub-Saharan Africa, with double the regional mean GEl score, and
most of its countries are in the top 50 percent of the global GEIl ranking (except for Algeria, Morocco, Libya,
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Iran, and Egypt). The three sub-indices are quite evenly balanced; the highest mean score is observed for
Attitudes, but the Aspirations and Abilities mean scores are almost at the same level. The leading
entrepreneurial economy in this group is the United Arab Emirates, followed closely by Israel and Qatar. The
lowest GEl scores are observed for Algeria, Morocco, Libya, Iran, and Egypt. The common feature shared by this
bottom group of MENA countries is fairly illiberal and controlled economies, where market access is often
monopolized by a ruling business elite.

Table 3.3: GEI Ranking of the Middle East and North African Countries
GElrank  Country ATT ABT ASP GEl |
19 United Arab Emirates 55.5 57.8 70.9 61.4
21 Israel 52.9 50.2 69.0 57.4
24 Qatar 53.8 51.4 64.9 56.7
29 Bahrain 54.0 50.2 52.9 52.4
36 Saudi Arabia 56.5 40.0 46.8 47.8
38 Oman 44.4 441 49.1 45.9
39 Kuwait 51.6 39.5 45.7 45.6
50 Lebanon 50.9 33.9 34.9 39.9
62 Tunisia 38.7 34.6 30.0 34.4
64 Jordan 42.3 24.1 34.0 335
75 Algeria 34.9 29.5 27.0 30.5
78 Morocco 39.3 21.2 27.9 29.5
79 Libya 26.9 34.5 25.2 28.9
80 Iran 32.8 29.0 24.6 28.8
89 Egypt 35.2 17.9 28.9 27.3
Middle East /North Africa 44.65 37.19 42.13 41.32
Figure 3.4: Confidence Intervals for the MENA Countries

United Arab Emirates 52.7 I 70.1

Israel

51.4 . 634

Qatar 52.8 W 60.6
Saudi Arabia 41,1 W 545
Lebanon 35.7 mmmmm 441
Tunisia 27.5 I 413
Jordan 29.0 W 379
Algeria 279 mmm 33.C
Morocco 26.0 mmmm 33.0
Libya 254 mmmm 323
Iran 27.1 mm 305
Egypt 23.6 mmmm 31.1
0.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0 80.0

**Countries with estimated individual data are not shown, as confidence intervals for these countries cannot be calculated.

The most notable phenomenon affecting this region in recent years was the Arab Spring, the wave of popular
revolutions that saw some of the region’s autocrats thrown out of power—most spectacularly in Tunisia, Libya,
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and Egypt. In some countries, such as Bahrain, the ruling families have successfully resisted the popular
uprisings, whereas the upheaval in Syria led to a violent civil conflict that threatens to undermine the stability of
the entire region.

The Arab Spring phenomenon is noteworthy for our analysis because it emerged as a reaction against the ruling
elites” monopolization of opportunity in a number of countries in the MENA region. The wave of upheavals was
memorably started by the self-immolation of a street vendor in Tunisia, who was harassed by corrupt officials.

In many countries, including Tunisia, Libya, and Egypt, the economies had become virtual private fiefdoms of
the ruling elite, who monopolized entire economic sectors to the exclusion of the majority of the population.
While much has been said about the democratic aspirations that were clearly an important motivation for the
upheavals, it is useful to remember that the spark that ignited the Arab Spring had more to do with exclusion
from opportunity than a deficit of democracy.

In terms of the GEl pillars, the MENA region as a whole performs close to the world average (Figure 3.5). Most
pillar values are almost exactly at the world average or very close to it. The differences are found in Opportunity
Perception, Risk Capital, High Growth, and Networking, where the MENA countries collectively perform better
than the world average.

Figure 3.5: Pillar-Level Comparison of MENA Region and the World
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We next look at three countries that illustrate different categories within this region. The oil-rich United Arab
Emirates is one of the world’s wealthiest countries in terms of GDP per capita. Algeria offers an example of the
North African economies. Israel is a regional high-tech hub in the MENA region.
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In Figure 3.6 we see that the UAE is the top performer in the MENA region and a top performer globally for
many pillars—notably, Human Capital, Risk Capital, and High Growth. For these pillars, the UAE’s performance
is a perfect 1, which reflects its financial wealth and also its high-quality human capital. The UAE’s position as an
important trading hub undoubtedly contributes to a high level of High Growth and Internationalization
Aspirations in this country. Overall, the UAE exhibits a high level of Aspirations and a medium level of Attitudes
and Abilities. The UAE’s bottlenecks relate to Startup Skills, Technology Absorption, and Risk Acceptance,
suggesting that an investment in entrepreneurship training and research capacity could bring about further
improvements in the UAE’s entrepreneurial performance. Given the UAE’s uneven overall profile, these
improvements could be quite substantial.

Algeria’s profile is quite different from the UAE’s. Algeria ranks 11" among the 15 countries in the MENA region
and 75" globally. Its GEl score, 30.5, is less than half of that of the UAE’s. Algeria’s relative strengths are found
in Opportunity Perception and Risk Capital, whereas monopolization of opportunity may be holding back the
development of Abilities and Aspirations pillars.

Israel is another leader in the MENA region, and its GEl score of 57.1 ranks it 21st globally .Historically, Russian
immigrant scientists, American immigrants from New York and venture capital from the United States have all
contributed to a thriving entrepreneurship ecosystem in Israel. However, it lags behind the UAE on several
pillars — most notably on Competition and High Growth. Israel exhibits (consistent with its reputation) notable
strengths in Aspirations, whereas Attitudes and Abilities are quite even. Israel’s strongest pillars are Innovation
(both Product and Process) and Human Capital. Israel also shows strengths in Risk Capital and to Product and
Process Innovation. Israel’s biggest bottlenecks are found in Competition, Startup Skills, and Opportunity
Startup.
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Figure 3.6: Pillar-Level Comparison of the United Arab Emirates, Algeria, and Israel
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Asia-Pacific

The Asia-Pacific region offers some of the greatest potential for economic growth analyzed here, as it contains
the developing economic behemoths of China and India, a number of emerging economies such as Turkey,
Malaysia, Thailand, Vietnam, and Indonesia, and well-established and mature economies such as Australia,
Japan, Korea, and Singapore (Table 3.4). On the other hand, this region also includes some of the poorest
countries in the world, such as Cambodia, Myanmar, Laos, and Bangladesh. The economic potential of this
region lies with its large and overall quite young population, notably in the developing Asian economies.
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Table 3.4: GEI Ranking of the Asia-Pacific Countries

GEl rank Country ATT ABT ASP GEI
3 Australia 75.2 81.8 77.0 78.0
6 Taiwan 61.6 65.9 81.6 69.7
11 Singapore 49.2 71.8 76.9 66.0
27 Korea 47.2 51.8 61.1 534
30 Japan 33.0 58.1 60.7 50.6
40 Hong Kong 40.8 37.4 58.1 45.4
55 Brunei Darussalam 32.1 47.6 32.1 37.3
56 Malaysia 40.0 42.9 28.1 37.0
59 Kazakhstan 37.5 34.6 34.0 35.4
60 China 34.8 25.7 44.3 34.9
65 Thailand 35.4 37.5 27.3 334
84 Vietnam 26.3 30.7 27.5 28.2
91 Philippines 32.2 25.7 23.0 27.0
94 Lao PDR 13.7 40.0 24.0 259
97 Sri Lanka 19.8 28.0 28.6 25.5
98 India 23.2 24.3 27.4 24.9
101 Cambodia 10.6 32.7 25.6 23.0
103 Indonesia 28.8 22.8 16.7 22.8
109 Pakistan 15.6 19.2 24.5 19.8
117 Myanmar 11.0 24.7 16.8 17.5
125 Bangladesh 14.6 21.0 10.0 15.2
Asia-Pacific 32.5 39.2 38.3 36.7
Figure 3.7: Confidence Intervals for Asia-Pacific Countries
Australia 68.6 I— }7 4
Taiwan 62.4 Nmmm—— 770
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**Countries with estimated individual data are not shown, as confidence intervals for these countries cannot be calculated.
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When the profiles of the Asia-Pacific countries are combined, the result is a relatively round profile of pillar
scores that does not differ much from the world average (Figure 3.8). However, this even pattern hides the fact
that some countries in this group are global top performers, while others are global laggards.

Figure 3.8: Pillar-Level Comparison of Asia and the World
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The striking feature in this region is its diversity in terms of economic and entrepreneurship development. On
the one hand, the region contains some of the world’s leading entrepreneurial economies such as Australia (3™
globally), Taiwan (6), and Singapore (11%"). On the other hand, the region also contains global laggards such as
Myanmar (117%), Indonesia (103™), Pakistan (109%"), and Bangladesh (125%). Interestingly, Korea and Japan do
not rank at the top (4™ and 5™ in the region and 27" and 30" globally). This signals that the bulk of the
innovative energy in these two countries is channeled through large, world-leading corporations. Even though
both economies exhibit strong supply chains that include an important number of small- and medium-sized
businesses, many of these (relative to the countries’ innovative potential) content themselves with servicing
local supply chains instead of seeking rapid global growth.

An interesting contrast is also observed between China and India. China’s GEl score is almost 50 percent higher
than India’s, possibly suggesting that the bureaucratic red tape common in India constrains entrepreneurial
activity in the country. This problem is common to all of the bottom-six countries in the Asia-Pacific group (i.e.,
India, Cambodia, Indonesia, Pakistan, Myanmar, and Bangladesh).

The Asia-Pacific region’s weakest aspect is Attitudes toward entrepreneurship, whereas Abilities and Aspirations
are almost at the same level with one another. However, there is great internal variance within the region:
Australia’s Attitudes score stands at 75.2, whereas Cambodia’s Attitudes score, 10.6, is among the lowest in the
global GEl ranking. There is similar variance across other sub-indices; for example, Aspirations scores range
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from Taiwan’s high of 81.6 to Bangladesh’s low of 10.0. Given this diversity, it makes sense to take a separate
look at developing and mature Asia-Pacific economies, respectively.

The developing Asian countries represent the second least developed group, after Africa. The big challenge for
these countries appears to be continuing to enhance institutional and regulatory conditions for
entrepreneurship. For some countries, such as China, this inevitably will also mean gradual democratic
liberalization to accommodate the desires of the growing middle class. For other countries, such as India and
Pakistan, this means reducing red tape and strengthening the rule of law to enable ambitious entrepreneurship
to flourish. For the emerging economies—notably, Malaysia and Thailand—this means strengthening the
infrastructure for ambitious entrepreneurship and facilitating competitive market entry in the face of dominant
industrial conglomerates. For the weakest economies, such as Cambodia, Laos, and Bangladesh, this means
strengthening the institutional foundations for entrepreneurial activity and gradually developing human capital
and physical infrastructure. Overall, there appears to be good potential for development, as many developing
Asian countries have stable governance structures capable of channeling resources to facilitate desired policy
developments.

The mature Asia-Pacific countries include some of the strongest and most dynamic economies in the world,
with pillar values above the world average for almost all pillars, except for the Competition pillar. These
countries also show relatively less strength in Opportunity Perception and Startup Skills, for both of which they
are close to the world average. Apart from Australia, the profiles of the mature Asia-Pacific countries are
surprisingly uneven, suggesting systematic bottlenecks in Attitudes, balanced against notable strengths in
Aspirations. As a general rule, the mature Asia-Pacific countries (with the exception of Australia) would appear
to gain most by addressing this aspect of their entrepreneurial ecosystems.

We take a closer look at three different economies in the region (Figure 3.9). Australia is a global leader that
exhibits strength across virtually all GEI pillars. China is the world powerhouse in production, whose economic
growth nevertheless has slowed down recently. Vietnam is an up-and-coming emerging economy with a large
young population.
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Figure 3.9: Pillar-Level Comparison of Australia, China, and Vietnam
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We see that Australia’s entrepreneurial profile is quite round, which explains its high overall ranking. It also
means that Australia is a strong all-around performer in terms of its entrepreneurial ecosystem. Australia’s
greatest strengths are found in Internationalization, Risk Capital, Opportunity Startup, Human Capital, Startup
Skills, and Technology Absorption. There are no real weaknesses in Australia’s entrepreneurship ecosystem,
although Networking, Product Innovation, and High Growth Pillars do not exhibit quite the same strength as its
best performing pillars. For Product Innovation, Australia in fact ranks behind China. This suggests that,
although Australia’s overall innovation performance is strong, more of it could be channeled through the
entrepreneurial sectors. Another relative weakness is found in Networking, suggesting that, even though
Australia is a top performer globally, there are still areas where it can make further progress.

In contrast, China’s profile of is very uneven. Its main strengths are in Aspirations—Product Innovation, Process
Innovation, and Risk Capital. China also exhibits individual strengths within the other sub-indices, notably,
Networking and Opportunity Perception. China’s major bottlenecks appear to be in Internationalization, Startup
Skills, and Opportunity Startup. Thus, there is an interesting contrast, in that China’s high level of Opportunity
Perception does not appear to be fully converted into Opportunity Startup activity. Because of China’s large size
and great internal diversity, with an industrialized east coast and rural west, general policy prescriptions are not
feasible for this country. Clearly, China needs to adopt a regionalized approach to developing its national
entrepreneurship ecosystem as a network of regional entrepreneurial ecosystems. China’s highly uneven GEl
profile suggests that it has the potential to achieve major progress by focusing its policy effort on bottleneck
areas. The priority in China appears to be developing its institutional infrastructure for business.
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Compared to Australia and China, Vietnam'’s entrepreneurial ecosystem profile is considerably less developed.
There are, however, a number of bright spots. In Networking, Vietnam ranks on par with Australia and China. In
Human Capital, Vietnam outperforms China, and in Risk Capital, it is on a par with China. However, there are
also notable weaknesses. Vietnam’s score on Risk Acceptance is alarmingly low, and it ranks far behind China
for Product and Process Innovation. As Vietnam seeks to strengthen its position as a low-end manufacturing
hub, it also needs to consider investing in Innovation Strengths and Technology Absorption so as to move up
the value chain.

Europe

Europe is also a region with notable internal divides. The entrepreneurially mature Europe consists of the “old”
Western and Northern European countries (Table 3.5). These are some of the most developed and mature
economies worldwide, which shows in the GEI rankings: Denmark is ranked as the fourth most entrepreneurial
economy globally, and six of the top ten global performers are found in Northern and Western Europe.
Moreover, 13 out of the top 20 entrepreneurial economies are from Western and Northern Europe, and all EU
countries rank in the top 50 percent globally. These developed European economies exhibit traditional
strengths in technology and innovation, and new European businesses can benefit from the EU’s internal
market and the high quality of its infrastructure and institutional set-up.

On the other hand, there is also a “developing Europe” that comprises the former centrally planned European
economies. This region also includes Russia and Ukraine. Given its socialist history, developing Europe carries a
legacy of an industry infrastructure biased toward heavy industries, a weak tradition of entrepreneurial activity,
and, perhaps most importantly, a weak tradition of initiative and assumption of responsibility. While historically
strong in human capital, developing Europe is held back by poor institutional conditions. Being inculcated
primarily in industry structure and individual attitudes, the post-socialist legacy may prove surprisingly resilient
and can perhaps ultimately be erased only through generational change.

Table 3.5: GEI Ranking of the European Countries
GElrank  Country ATT ABT ASP GEI ‘
4 Denmark 71.1 87.1 69.9 76.0
5 Sweden 77.3 79.9 70.4 75.9
7 Iceland 70.2 69.8 66.8 68.9
8 Switzerland 63.4 68.9 71.0 67.8
9 United Kingdom 70.9 73.3 58.8 67.7
10 France 58.3 73.4 67.4 66.4
12 Ireland 59.0 71.3 66.6 65.6
13 Netherlands 71.7 66.4 58.2 65.4
14 Germany 60.1 67.4 66.2 64.6
15 Austria 64.5 63.7 60.6 62.9
17 Belgium 53.4 62.4 70.4 62.1
18 Finland 72.1 52.5 60.7 61.8
20 Norway 69.9 68.3 45.1 61.1
22 Estonia 56.5 57.2 58.3 57.3
23 Luxembourg 44.0 65.7 62.0 57.2
25 Lithuania 47.9 58.2 58.2 54.8
26 Latvia 47.8 55.3 57.4 53.5
28 Turkey 49.7 46.2 62.1 52.7
31 Slovenia 47.6 49.8 53.9 50.4
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Figure 3.10: Confidence Intervals for the European Countries
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**Countries with estimated individual data are not shown, as confidence intervals for these countries cannot be calculated.

A closer look at the European countries offers further notable observations. The Nordic countries (Sweden,
Denmark, Iceland, Finland, and Norway) all rank in the top 20 globally. France shows good strength, thanks to
its high-quality infrastructure. Estonia performs strongly and ranks ahead of Luxembourg, Spain, Portugal, and
ltaly, among others. All three Baltic countries (Estonia, Lithuania, and Latvia) are closely ranked. Turkey (which
we include in Europe in this analysis) performs strongly, splitting the Baltic countries. Italy’s performance, on
the other hand, is worryingly weak, as it ranks below Portugal, Spain, and Greece, a group of countries that
have suffered badly in the wake of the global financial crisis that started in 2008. Indeed, Italy performs worse
than many countries with socialist legacies, such as the Baltic countries, Slovenia, the Czech Republic, and even
Romania, Bulgaria, and Hungary. This is an alarming situation, especially given that Italy’s ranking appears to be
on a downward trend. Italy’s GEl score has collapsed from 57.6 in 2008 to 41.1 in the current ranking. Thus, in
five years, Italy’s GEl score has dropped by over 15 points. The bottom performers in Europe are Ukraine,
Russia, Moldova, Serbia, Albania, and Bosnia and Herzegovina.
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In spite of Europe’s heterogeneity, the combined pillar performance for this region is consistently above the
world average, except for Opportunity Perception, where it is at the world average (Figure 3.11). The
Opportunity Perception mean is dragged down primarily by the former centrally planned economies in Europe.
The region’s greatest strengths are found in Internationalization, Networking, Technology Absorption, Startup
Skills, Process Innovation, and Risk Capital.

Figure 3.11: Pillar-Level Comparison of Europe and the World
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A closer look at three European entrepreneurial ecosystems reveals notable heterogeneity among European
countries. The region’s leading entrepreneurial economy, Denmark, exhibits a strong all-around entrepreneurial
profile. In contrast, Greece and Russia have much catching up to do, with their considerably more uneven
profiles (Figure 3.12).
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Figure 3.12: Pillar-Level Comparison of Denmark, Greece, and Russia
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Denmark has a strong entrepreneurial economy, and its GEl rankings are consistently at or close to the top in
the world. This shows in its GEI profile, which is very round, suggesting a strong all-around performance.
Denmark’s greatest strengths are found in the Abilities pillars (Opportunity Startup, Technology Absorption,
Human Capital, and Competition), where its scores are almost perfect. Denmark also exhibits strength in
Product Innovation and Risk Capital. Somewhat surprisingly, Internationalization is Denmark’s most important
bottleneck, together with Startup Skills. In addition, the scores for High Growth and Risk Acceptance also could
be improved.

In contrast, Greece appears to exhibit both outstanding strengths and notable bottlenecks. Greece’s strongest
pillar is Startup Skills, but this may be partly due to the large grey economy in the country, and perhaps also due
to the small business orientation of the Greek economy, which features few high-growth businesses. Greece
also exhibits reasonable strength in Internationalization, Human Capital, and Technology Absorption. On the
other hand, Greece exhibits major bottlenecks in Risk Acceptance, High Growth, Cultural Support, and
Opportunity Perception. It may well be that this uneven profile has been influenced by the deep recession that
Greece entered in 2008. The recent turmoil in Greece has further aggravated the situation, and there is much
catching up to do. Perhaps the biggest area to address is Greece’s notorious bureaucracy, which is a real
hindrance to its entrepreneurial potential. This is reflected in its low scores in High Growth and in Risk
Acceptance. While much has been done to address this constraint and move economic activity from the grey
economy to the formal economy, Greece has much work to do in harnessing its entrepreneurial potential for
economic growth. As it faces these challenges, Greece might draw inspiration from Iceland and Ireland, both of
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which were hard hit by the economic downturn, but have emerged from the recession and reentered a growth
path.

Russia’s entrepreneurship profile exhibits similar unevenness. In spite of its extensive natural resources, the
Russian entrepreneurial ecosystem is the fifth weakest in Europe. This suggests that, instead of being a source
of strength, the resource abundance of the Russian economy can actually be a source of weakness, as it has led
Russia to become increasingly dependent on the spot market price of oil for its economic wealth. Helped by the
favorable development of oil prices until recently, this abundance has also allowed Russian politicians to fail to
introduce the political and economic reforms needed to facilitate innovation and the diversification of the
Russian industrial base. In fact, rather than diversifying, the Russian industrial base has become even more
reliant on energy and raw materials. These developments have resulted in an entrepreneurial profile that is
highly uneven and lags behind most post-socialist countries. The outstanding Russian strength is Human
Capital, followed by much weaker Networking and High Growth. These relative strengths are offset by
bottlenecks in Internationalization, Cultural Support, Product Innovation, Competition, Risk Acceptance, and
Process Innovation. Laden with post-socialist baggage, the Russian entrepreneurial ecosystem continues to
exhibit many deficiencies, and the Russian economy’s lack of diversification and dependence on energy and raw
materials do not help with the prevailing governance structure. It appears that, to escape this dilemma, Russia
needs to considerably strengthen its rule of law and economic and political institutions.

North America

In our analysis, North America includes the NAFTA countries: the US, Canada, and Mexico. Of these, the US and
Canada are global leaders, ranking 1°t and 2™ in the global GEI ranking (Table 3.5). In contrast, Mexico only
ranks 87" despite some positive progress in recent years. Whereas the profiles of the US and Canada show
approximately equal strength for all sub-indices, Mexico appears to be strong in Attitudes, but its
entrepreneurial performance is held back by weaknesses in Abilities and Aspirations.

Table 3.5: GEI Ranking of the North American Countries
GEl rank Country ATT ABT ASP GEl
1 United States 84.4 84.8 89.5 86.2
2 Canada 78.1 81.3 79.0 79.5
87 Mexico 40.8 20.8 21.3 27.6
North America 67.8 623 633 644
average
Figure 3.13: Confidence Intervals for the North American Countries
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Dominated by the US economy, the North American region exhibits traditional strength in entrepreneurship.
This is illustrated by Figure 3.14, which shows the GEI profile of the North American region compared against
the world average. North America stands out as the strongest entrepreneurial ecosystem in the GEl analysis,
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with all pillars clearly above the world average. Particular strength is exhibited in Opportunity Perception, but
the region performs strongly across all pillars. Overall, the profile of this region is relatively round, dominated by

the US and Canada.

Figure 3.14: Pillar-Level Comparison of North America and the World
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In Figure 3.15 we compare all three countries in this region. The US is the leading entrepreneurial ecosystem in
North America, and it also ranks first globally. A traditional hotspot for entrepreneurship, the US boasts
strengths in all areas, the only possible exception being Networking. This could signal the highly individualistic
US culture and suggests that Networking—which is an important requirement in the knowledge economy—is
be an area where concentrated policy efforts could bring about the greatest returns.
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Figure 3.15: Pillar-Level Comparison of the United States, Canada, and Mexico
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Canada’s entrepreneurial profile is quite similar to that of the US, which is reflected in the global ranking of the
Canadian entrepreneurial ecosystem (2"). Relative to the US, Canada exhibits some softness in Startup Skills,
Product and Process Innovation, High Growth, and Competition. Thus it appears that Canada should invest
further in entrepreneurship education and training, and in Innovation. One strength of the Canadian economy
is that it is close to a large market and can tap into the strengths of the US entrepreneurial ecosystem.

Mexico’s entrepreneurial ecosystem is considerably less developed than that of the US and Canada. Although it
exhibits strength in Opportunity Perception and to some degree in Networking, Opportunity Startup, and
Product Innovation, the Mexican entrepreneurial ecosystem suffers from clear bottlenecks in Technology
Absorption, Internationalization, Human Capital, High Growth, and Cultural Support. Thus, whereas Mexico’s
strength is primarily in Attitudes, its bottlenecks are mostly concentrated in Aspirations; however, notable
bottlenecks are also found in Attitudes and Abilities. It seems that Mexico would need a broad-based,
coordinated policy program to address its bottlenecks without undermining its strengths.

South and Central America and Caribbean

In this analysis, the South and Central America and Caribbean region includes all Latin American economies
except Mexico (Table 3.6). Although considerably less developed than North America and developed Europe
and Asia, this region offers considerable potential for entrepreneurial activity, thanks to its overall growing
economy, improving governance, and young population. Many Latin American economies have recorded
positive developments in recent years, although progress has been far from uniform. While some countries
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have instituted strong and open governance systems (e.g., Chile and Uruguay), the continent overall continues
to suffer from incompetent governance that holds back its entrepreneurial potential.

Table 3.6: GEI Ranking of the South and Central American and Caribbean Countries
GEl rank  Country ATT ABT AN GEl
16 Chile 74.9 47.9 63.4 62.1
35 Puerto Rico 50.6 56.6 37.1 48.1
43 Colombia 45.3 39.8 49.3 44.8
47 Uruguay 50.3 40.8 32.9 41.3
53 Barbados 48.2 38.9 28.3 38.5
58 Costa Rica 46.9 32.8 28.8 36.2
61 Argentina 43.6 31.1 29.7 34.8
67 Panama 41.2 34.7 21.5 324
69 Bolivia 37.3 27.7 315 32.1
70 Peru 449 27.7 23.5 32.0
71 Dominican Republic 41.0 26.4 27.7 31.7
77 Belize 27.0 39.2 23.0 29.8
83 Trinidad & Tobago 29.9 32.2 22.6 28.2
88 Ecuador 35.7 25.8 20.7 27.4
90 Jamaica 35.2 28.4 18.3 27.3
92 Brazil 41.9 23.7 12.6 26.1
93 Paraguay 32.0 25.7 20.1 26.0
96 El Salvador 28.0 29.4 19.4 25.6
100 Venezuela 39.2 17.0 16.0 24.1
105 Honduras 22.4 25.9 17.3 219
107 Guatemala 235 21.6 18.3 21.1
108 Guyana 18.2 27.0 14.3 19.8
110 Nicaragua 21.0 23.0 14.3 19.4
111 Suriname 24.3 21.4 12.3 19.3

South and Central America /

. 31.0 25.1 31.2
Caribbean average 376
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Figure 3.16: Confidence Intervals for South and Central American and Caribbean Countries
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In this region, the top performer is Chile, which is also the only country in the region that ranks in the top 20 in
the global GEI ranking (16™). Puerto Rico and Colombia are behind Chile and close to one another, followed by
Uruguay. After Uruguay, there is a cluster of several countries with similar GEIl scores: Barbados, Costa Rica, and
Argentina. It is notable that Brazil only ranks 16™ among the 23 countries in this group, although this represents
an improvement over the previous year, when it ranked 19™. Note that the GEI ranking does not cover Cuba
and Haiti, both of which would likely rank close to the bottom.

Collectively, the relative strengths in this group are found in Attitudes and Abilities, whereas the region’s
performance in Aspirations is relatively weak. The region thus faces a challenge in improving Aspirations and in
instilling a more innovative, growth-oriented, and international outlook among its population of entrepreneurs.
This challenge appears particularly acute in Brazil, which ranks near the bottom of the region in this regard. Like
most countries in this region, Brazil should look to Chile and Colombia for inspiration on how to improve its
entrepreneurial aspirations.

As a group, the GEI profile of the South and Central American and Caribbean region is quite uneven (Figure
3.17). The region exhibits strengths that beat the world average in Opportunity Perception and Startup Skills,
but it is at or lags behind the world average in other pillars, notably in Process Innovation, Risk Capital, and
Technology Absorption. In spite of these challenges, this region offers great potential for entrepreneurship,
conditioned by its ability to strengthen its economic institutions and governance systems.
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Figure 3.17: Pillar-Level Comparison of South and Central American and Caribbean and the World
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We look at three countries in this region: Chile, Argentina, and Belize (Figure 3.18). Chile boasts the strongest
entrepreneurial ecosystem in this region, thanks perhaps to its strong, market-embracing governance systems.
Globally, Chile has improved from 19 to 16" in the 2016 GEI ranking, despite its relatively low (globally
speaking) GDP per capita, which is clearly the smallest among the top 20 entrepreneurial economies in the GEl
ranking. In fact, the second lowest GDP per capita in the top 20 is exhibited by France, whose GDP per capita is
almost double that of Chile. This is a remarkable achievement, given that the quality of institutions tends to be
strongly correlated with economic wealth, and the quality of institutions is also given considerable weight in the
Index. Thus, Chile “punches above its weight” in entrepreneurship—an outcome that we attribute to the
country’s sound governance systems. The most important strengths of the Chilean system are Opportunity
Perception, Product Innovation, and Startup Skills, with the most important bottlenecks found in Process
Innovation, Competition, and Technology Absorption. Chile exhibits the greatest overall strength in Attitudes,
followed by Aspirations and Abilities.
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Figure 3.18: Pillar-Level Comparison of Chile, Argentina, and Belize
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Argentina is among the largest economies in this region, where it ranks 7"; it ranks 61 in the overall GEI
ranking. Argentina exhibits considerably weaker governance systems, and economic and political institutions,
than Chile. These handicaps prevent Argentina from taking full advantage of its large consumer market, which is
reflected in the country’s entrepreneurial profile. Although the country exhibits strengths in Startup Skills and
Opportunity Perception, it also exhibits important weaknesses in Risk Acceptance, Internationalization, Cultural
Support, and Opportunity Startup. Argentina’s spiky profile suggests that there are several bottlenecks it should
make it a priority to address.

Belize is a good example of the small South/Central American countries. Bordered by Mexico and Guatemala, It
ranks 12" in the region for its entrepreneurial ecosystem, after the Dominican Republic but ahead of Trinidad &
Tobago. In contrast with Argentina, Belize shows strength in Competition and Opportunity Startup, with its

most important weaknesses in Opportunity Perception and Risk Capital. Belize ranks 77™ in the overall global
GEl ranking. The spiky profile of its entrepreneurial ecosystem suggests that Belize, like Argentina, could achieve
considerable progress in entrepreneurship by addressing its systemic bottlenecks.
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Chapter 4: Enhancing Entrepreneurial Ecosystems: A GEl Approach to
Entrepreneurship Policy

Entrepreneurial Ecosystems: Challenge to Traditional Policymaking

Facilitating entrepreneurship is high on many government policy agendas. Policies that support
entrepreneurship have become increasingly sophisticated over time, as governments have moved from
facilitating the creation of new firms toward supporting high-growth businesses. Many governments currently
talk about support ecosystems that cover the entire life cycle of a new venture, from inception to early survival
and growth to international expansion. Many governments have adopted a focus on high-growth firms, having
learned that only a small fraction of all new firms end up creating the bulk of new jobs.

Unfortunately, although high-growth entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial ecosystems are high on many
policy agendas, there is fairly little understanding of how policy can foster them most effectively. Most
entrepreneurship policy playbooks remain stuck with old world policy approaches, which focus on identifying
and fixing “market failures” and “structural failures.” Such approaches, while effective in addressing well-
specified market and structural failures, are hopelessly inadequate to deal with the complexities of
entrepreneurial ecosystems.

A classic example of a market failure is the failure of businesses to invest in R&D. Because R&D is a risky and
uncertain activity, many firms are tempted to wait, to let others to take the risk, and then quickly copy
successful projects. But if everyone thought this way, no one would invest in R&D, and innovative activities
would stagnate. Therefore, governments address this market failure by providing subsidies for R&D—in effect,
participating in the downside risk while allowing firms to keep the upside returns.

In contrast to subsidizing specific activities, a structural failure policy would seek to build support services and
structures that support new firm creation and growth. Examples of structural failure policies include, for
example, the creation of science parks and business incubators to shelter and support startup ventures.

Both of these approaches fail to address the complexities of entrepreneurial ecosystems, which are too
complex to allow easy identification of specific clean-cut market failures, such as insufficient investment in R&D.
The “product” entrepreneurial ecosystems produce is innovative and high-growth new ventures. Creating high-
growth new ventures is a far more complex undertaking than starting an R&D project. If we do not see a
sufficient number of high-growth new ventures, where exactly is the market failure supposed to reside? The
standard approach by governments, which is consistent with market failure thinking, is that there perhaps is not
sufficient support funding available to start new, high-growth firms. However, as much as governments have
provided subsidies to support new firm creation, the results have not been very encouraging.

As regards structural failure policies, how many more science parks can be built? After significant investment in
building science parks and similar facilities, we have learned that these parks alone are not very effective in
facilitating high-growth businesses. Again, to be effective, an entrepreneurial ecosystem policy needs to go
beyond simply building walls and toward facilitating entire ecosystems.

Another major problem with both market failure and structural failure approaches is that they are top-down,
where the policymaker analyzes, designs, and implements entrepreneurship policy. Top-down, however, is not
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a feasible approach in entrepreneurial ecosystems that consist of multiple independent stakeholders. In such
situations, a policymaker cannot simply command and control, as you have no formal authority over ecosystem
stakeholders. Instead, policymakers need to engage the various stakeholders and co-opt them as active
participants and contributors to the policy intervention. In the following, we highlight distinctive characteristics
of entrepreneurial ecosystems and elaborate related policy challenges. We then present the GEDI Stakeholder
Approach to entrepreneurial ecosystem policy.

Entrepreneurial Ecosystems: Definitions and Policy Challenges

Entrepreneurial ecosystems are fundamentally interaction systems consisting of multiple, co-specialized, yet
hierarchically independent stakeholders, many of which may not even know one another. Here, co-
specialization means that different stakeholders play different roles—venture capitalists, research institutions,
different supporting institutions, new ventures, established businesses, and so on. They offer complementary
skills and services, and normally depend on others to accomplish their goals, which implies that team play is
needed.

In the above, hierarchical independence means that there are no formal lines of command, unlike, say, within
government agencies or industrial corporations. Everyone makes their own independent decisions and
optimizes their own performance. Combined with co-specialization, this creates a mutual dependency dilemma:
to accomplish your goals you must depend on others, yet you cannot tell others what to do. Cooperation is
therefore required. This limits the usability of traditional top-down policies, which are usually implemented
through formal chains of command (e.g., a government department designing a policy, which is then
implemented by a government agency overseen by the department).

Also of relevance is the notion of interaction systems, which means that the stakeholders of entrepreneurial
ecosystems “co-produce” their outputs, such as innovative high-growth new ventures. These outputs are co-
produced through a myriad of usually uncoordinated interactions between hierarchically independent yet
interdependent stakeholders. This combination of independence and interdependence makes coordination
challenging.

The structure of the entrepreneurial ecosystem is illustrated in Figure 4.1. Nascent and new entrepreneurs are
at the heart of the system. Nascent entrepreneurs are individuals in the process of launching a new venture.
These entrepreneurs represent a sub-set of the adult population in a given country. The attitudes that prevail
within the wider population influence who chooses to become an entrepreneur. The nascent and new
entrepreneurs are characterized by varying degrees of ability and entrepreneurial aspirations.

In the GEI model, it is the entrepreneurs who drive the entrepreneurial trial-and-error dynamic. This means that
entrepreneurs start new businesses to pursue opportunities that they themselves perceive. An entrepreneurial
opportunity is simply a chance to make money through a new venture, such as producing and selling goods and
services for profit. However, entrepreneurs can never tell in advance whether a given opportunity is real or not:
the only way to validate an opportunity is to pursue it. In other words, entrepreneurs need to take risks: they
need to access and mobilize resources (human, financial, physical, technological) before they can verify
whether or not a profit can be made. This means, then, that not all entrepreneurial efforts will be successful, as
some opportunities turn out to be mere mirages. In such cases, the budding entrepreneur will realize sooner or
later that they are never going to make a profit, or that they could make more money doing something else. In
such cases, the entrepreneur will abandon the current pursuit and do something else instead.

64



If, however, an entrepreneurial opportunity turns out to be real, the entrepreneurs will make more money
pursuing that opportunity than doing something else, and they will continue to exploit it. The net outcome of
this entrepreneurial trial-and-error dynamic, therefore, is the allocation of resources to productive uses. In
other words, a healthy entrepreneurial dynamic within a given economy will drive total factor productivity, or
the difference between inputs and outputs. The greater the total factor productivity, the greater the economy’s
capacity to create new wealth.

Entrepreneurs do not operate in a vacuum, however. Both the entrepreneurial choices individuals make (i.e.,
those who choose to pursue entrepreneurial opportunities and those who do not) and the wealth-generating
potential of the resulting ventures are regulated by what we call the Entrepreneurial Framework Conditions
that prevail in the country. There are two issues of importance here. First, there is the question of who chooses
to become an entrepreneur and who chooses not to. This matters because individuals with higher human
capital (i.e., better education, stronger abilities) are more likely to create innovative, high-growth ventures than
individuals with low human capital. If high-potential individuals choose not to pursue such opportunities, the
entrepreneurial dynamic will suffer. Second, there is the question of how likely the new venture is to fulfill its
potential. A new venture created in a resource-poor environment (say, a poorly developed country) is less likely
to fulfill its growth potential than if it were created in an entrepreneurial hotspot (say, London’s Silicon
Roundabout).

Figure 4.1: GEl Model of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems
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Entrepreneurial framework conditions matter because they regulate, first, who chooses to become an
entrepreneur and, second, to what extent the resulting new ventures are able to fulfill their growth potential.
The first aspect—entrepreneurial choice—is regulated mostly by “soft” framework conditions, such as social
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norms and cultural preferences. If well-educated individuals perceive entrepreneurship to be a valued and
glamorous career choice, they are more likely to choose it over alternative career paths. This aspect is captured
in the GEl entrepreneurial ecosystem model by Attitudes. The entrepreneurial choice is also regulated by
“hard” factors, such as opportunity costs and the size of perceived opportunities. These aspects are regulated
by all the framework conditions combined.

The degree to which new ventures are able to fulfill their potential is regulated by a range of entrepreneurial
framework conditions, such as the market structure, physical infrastructure, R&D system, financial sector,
corporate sector, government, and the education system. These framework conditions are listed in the outer
circle of the GEl entrepreneurial ecosystem model. The government provides support, and it also creates
flexible regulations and enforces the rule of law. The market structure defines the level of competition and the
ease of market entry. The education system facilitates the creation of human capital, and also shapes attitudes
toward entrepreneurship and builds entrepreneurial skills. The physical infrastructure impacts ease of trading.
The R&D system provides technology inputs and feeds innovation. The financial sector provides financing—both
equity and debt funding. The corporate sector provides important demand for new ventures, and an important
exit mechanism.

The GEI model illustrates the complexity of entrepreneurial ecosystems and helps explain why traditional modes
of policymaking often prove inadequate in addressing them. In a complex system such as the one illustrated in
Figure 4.1, it can be quite difficult to identify clear-cut market or structural failures. Rather, all elements of the
ecosystem interact, often in surprising and difficult to predict ways, to influence individual-level entrepreneurial
choices and the outcomes of those choices. The ecosystem service is created through the interactions of the
different elements of the entrepreneurial ecosystem—that is, innovative, high-growth new ventures.

Using the GEI to Facilitate Entrepreneurial Ecosystems

The distinctive methodological features of the GEl are designed to capture the distinctive characteristics of
entrepreneurial ecosystems, and thus facilitate effective policymaking for these ecosystems. It captures the
entrepreneurial ecosystem dynamic by contextualizing individual-level data with data that describe a country’s
entrepreneurship framework conditions. It uses 14 context-weighted measures of entrepreneurial Attitudes,
Abilities, and Aspirations, which are organized into three sub-indices. Importantly, it uses a Penalty of
Bottleneck algorithm to both simulate co-production of system outputs through stakeholder interactions and
facilitate the identification of bottleneck factors that hold back ecosystem performance. See chapter 5 for a
detailed description of the GEl method.

As explained in Chapter 5, each pillar of the GEl is measured as a composite of individual-level data and data
that describe relevant framework conditions for entrepreneurship. For example, Startup Skills captures whether
adult individuals think they have the necessary skills to start a new venture, weighted by a measure of the
degree of tertiary education in the country. This framework variable is used because the higher a country’s level
of education the higher the quality of its entrepreneurial ventures tends to be. As another example, Networking
is a combination of how many individuals in the adult population personally know people who have started new
businesses, weighted by the prevalence of Internet use in the country. This measure is used because the
Internet tends to amplify opportunities for networking. Thus, the GEl approach captures individual-level
attitudes, abilities, and aspirations; each individual variable is then weighted by a relevant framework condition
that regulates a given individual-level variable’s potential to contribute to a high-quality entrepreneurial
dynamic. In other words, this approach captures the notion that entrepreneurial ecosystems are brought to life
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by individuals, but the ultimate impact of individual-level action is regulated by entrepreneurial framework
conditions.

The GEl methodology captures two other important aspects that define entrepreneurial ecosystems. First, it
recognizes that the different pillars need to work together to create a high-quality ecosystem dynamic.
Traditional indexes fail to capture this aspect. In traditional indexing methods, the different components

(pillars) are allowed to substitute for one another. In other words, a traditional index would allow, say, Risk
Capital to compensate for the Quality of Human Resources. This notion of substitutability is similar to replacing
eggs with flour when baking a cake. Everyone knows that you need both eggs and flour to bake a good cake,

and the GEI methodology similarly requires that a high-quality entrepreneurial dynamic needs both Risk Capital
and High-Quality Human Resources, in addition to the system’s 12 other pillars. If one or more pillars perform
poorly, it is likely to hold back the performance of the entire system. Although one in reality can compensate to
some degree for, say, Human Resources with Risk Capital, the entrepreneurial ecosystem is likely to ground to a
halt if either element is completely absent.

The notion of bottlenecks derives directly from the notion that ecosystem elements interact to co-produce
ecosystem performance. Because one cannot fully substitute individual pillars for others, poorly performing
pillars can create bottlenecks that prevent the ecosystem from fully leveraging its strengths. To simulate this
effect, the GEl methodology applies the Penalty for Bottleneck algorithm, which is explained in Chapter 5. This
algorithm systematically penalizes ecosystem pillars according to its poorly performing pillars. By highlighting
potential constraining factors in the entrepreneurial ecosystem, the PFB algorithm guides policy attention to
the aspects of the ecosystem that may benefit most from coordinated policy action.

These methodological innovations of the GEI provide important insights into the workings of entrepreneurial
ecosystems. Essential to the bottlenecks notion is that some factors may unduly constrain system performance
beyond their objective importance. With the PFB methodology, it is possible to identify both where bottlenecks
might lurk in any given system and how much the system performance will suffer as a result. These are
strengths that no other index approach can offer and that make the GEl approach ideally suited to analyzing
entrepreneurial ecosystems.

GEI Approach for Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Policy Analysis
To illustrate the GEI PFB method, consider a comparison between the US, Japan, and India, as shown in Figure

4.2. The figure shows the entrepreneurial ecosystem profiles of the three countries, as measured by the GEl
approach.
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Figure 4.2: Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Profiles of the US, Japan, and India
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Figure 4.2 shows that the GEl profile of the US entrepreneurial ecosystem is round, with each pillar showing a
strong performance. This is the hallmark of a well-balanced entrepreneurial ecosystem. The absence of major
gaps in the US GEI profile means that no major bottlenecks are holding back the performance of the US
entrepreneurial ecosystem. There is relative softness in the US ecosystem in terms of Networking and
Internationalization, which indicates that the US is not as strong in these areas. The relative softness in
Internationalization is understandable, as the large size of the US domestic market makes it possible for
entrepreneurs to grow a business without having to export their products or services.

Japan’s ecosystem profile is considerably more uneven than that of the US, which suggests that the Japanese
entrepreneurial ecosystem suffers from real bottlenecks that hold back its performance. The biggest
bottlenecks are in Startup Skills, Opportunity Perception, Internationalization, and Competition. If Japan is
seeking to improve its entrepreneurial performance, it should prioritize these areas. Addressing Startup Skills is
relatively straightforward, as it can be addressed with education policies. These policies would likely also
strengthen Opportunity Perception, although this pillar also depends on the country’s general economic
performance. Like the US, Japan’s large domestic market probably moderates its Internationalization
aspirations. Addressing the Competition pillar likely requires altogether different policies.
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The profile of India’s entrepreneurial ecosystem is considerably less developed and more uneven than those of
the US and Japan. This pattern is typical of developing economies. The biggest bottlenecks for the India’s
ecosystem are observed in Opportunity Startup, Internationalization, High Growth, Product Innovation, and
Startup Skills. The low level of Opportunity Startups contrasts interestingly with a relatively healthy level of
Opportunity Perception, which is actually at a higher level in India than in Japan. This suggests that India’s
infamous red tape perhaps inhibits the conversion of perceived opportunities into opportunity-driven
businesses. The low level of Startup Skills no doubt contributes to this imbalance. As a developing economy,
India could make considerable progress simply by addressing its basic framework conditions for entrepreneurial
and economic activity, such as the rule of law (i.e., equality, objectivity, and predictability in the application of
laws, rules, and regulations), equal access to markets, and human capital. It is likely that all developing
economies need to address such basic conditions, but the GEI analysis helps highlight specific priority areas for
India.

The above examples show how the GEl method could be harnessed for use in the analysis and design of
entrepreneurial ecosystem policies in different economic contexts. Merely examining the ecosystem profiles of
different countries provides interesting clues about country-specific features and the determinants of the
quality of a country’s entrepreneurial ecosystem. This is important, because it helps policymakers focus on
areas that appear to be constraining a country’s entrepreneurial performance. A considerably more detailed
analysis can be made by focusing on individual pillar components (only pillar-level analysis was shown here) and
choosing benchmarks that are at a similar level of economic development. For example, it probably does not
make sense to compare India to the US because the two economies are so different. Better insights could
perhaps be gained by comparing India to, say, China, Pakistan, or even a more aspirational benchmark such as
Malaysia.

This analysis can be taken much further. For example, because the GEI methodology allows the ecosystem
pillars to interact, it is possible to conduct sensitivity analyses and simulate different policy scenarios. For
example, in a recent policy analysis for the Scottish Enterprise, we analyzed where additional policy efforts
should be focused in Scotland and other UK Home Nations (i.e., England, Northern Ireland, and Wales) in order
to achieve a 10 percent increase in the overall GEl score. This analysis is presented in Table 4.1, which shows
how the additional policy efforts should be allocated across the ecosystem pillars, assuming equal cost to
increase pillar performance. The GEI methodology for Scotland, for example, suggests that 13 percent of the
additional policy effort should be allocated to Opportunity Perception, 12 percent to Risk Capital, 11 percent
each to Startup Skills, Networking, and Process Innovation, and so on.

These figures were calculated by focusing policy efforts on the most pressing bottleneck until it was alleviated,
then moving to the next most pressing bottleneck, and so on. While this example obviously includes a number
of simplifying assumptions (notably, equal cost to address each pillar; an equally applied bottleneck penalty for
all pillars; pillars” equal ability to be changed by policy action), it nevertheless demonstrates the GE|
methodology’s ability to assess different policy scenarios. Although the scenarios should not be taken as
prescriptive, the exercise nevertheless highlights priority areas that could be explored further. Another
important benefit is that even this simplifying analysis suggests that there may be important differences among
the UK Home Nations in terms of policy priorities in facilitating the UK’s entrepreneurial ecosystem.
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Table 4.1: Ecosystem Optimization Analysis for UK Home Nations

Scotland Wales N. Ireland England UK
Opportunity Perception 13% 21% 24% 8% 9%
Startup Skills 11% 11% 13% 8% 9%
NonFear of Failure 4% 3% 6% 5% 5%
Networking 11% 11% 9% 9% 9%
Cultural Support 3% 0% 0% 6% 6%
Opportunity Startup 4% 3% 1% 5% 5%
Tech Sector 0% 6% 0% 0% 0%
Quality of Human 4% 3% 5% 4% 4%
Competition 0% 0% 0% 3% 3%
Product Innovation 9% 9% 6% 10% 10%
Process Innovation 11% 11% 13% 9% 9%
High Growth 9% 6% 7% 11% 10%
Internationalization 7% 6% 4% 10% 10%
Risk Capital 12% 11% 12% 13% 11%
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Using the GEI Method for Entrepreneurial Ecosystem Policy Implementation

While the GEI provides the most innovative and powerful platform for entrepreneurial ecosystem policy
analysis and design, important challenges remain. As noted above, a number of simplifying assumptions are
needed to apply a PFB algorithm in constructing the Index. Such assumptions should be kept in mind when
using the GEl approach to simulate the kind of policy scenarios illustrated in Table 4.1. As such, the choice of
the ecosystem pillars themselves could be debated. For example, different framework measures might be
required when developing a regional version of the GEl, as was done when a version was designed for the 125
EU regions. Importantly, the scenarios in Table 4.1 imply that there may not be one optimal ecosystem
configuration for each country and each level of economic development. In fact, it is highly likely that there may
be several efficient configurations for different countries at the same level of economic development, and for
those at different levels of economic development. As noted earlier, entrepreneurial ecosystems are complex
and there is still a great deal to learn about how they really work.

One important limitation of the GEI methodology is that it only uses hard data. Entrepreneurial ecosystems are
inherently complex, and this complexity extends beyond the quantification of individual ecosystem pillars. The
GEl profile indicates which elements of the entrepreneurial ecosystem are in place and in what quantity;
however, much like using the same ingredients can produce very different outcomes when baking a cake,
depending on how the ingredients are mixed, the GEl tells us little about how the elements should be mixed to
produce the best possible outcome for any given country. These soft aspects of entrepreneurial ecosystems are
hard to capture using only hard data. Therefore, to facilitate entrepreneurship policy design, it is important to
blend hard and soft GEl data to understand how the different ecosystem elements could work together most
effectively. For this reason, we have developed a GEI Policy Stakeholder Engagement approach, which is
designed to extract the soft, experience-based data to give insights into how the entrepreneurial ecosystem
really works and what specific policy actions should be made to address bottlenecks.
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To extract these soft insights, it is important to engage entrepreneurial ecosystem policy stakeholders who
represent different elements of the ecosystem. Because these ecosystems are large and compley, it is likely that
no single stakeholder has a full understanding of how they work. Therefore, it is important to allow each
stakeholder to contribute their particular insights into what the ecosystem bottlenecks are and how they really
work, perhaps by organizing stakeholder workshops. We have developed a stakeholder facilitation process
designed to achieve exactly this purpose with the hard GEl data, which suggests that it is possible to organize a
coherent, facilitated debate of the analysis to determine which of the bottlenecks are real and how they
actually function.

For example, the GEl analysis suggested that Risk Capital was one bottleneck for the Scottish ecosystem.
Discussions among the Scottish stakeholders confirmed that this was so, but they also noted an additional
nuanced detail—that it was not the amount of funding that constrained Risk Capital but the fact that the capital
tended to get stuck in portfolio companies because of limited exit opportunities. In other words, while they
confirmed that Risk Capital was a bottleneck, they also learned that the real cause of this bottleneck was
insufficient circulation of Risk Capital within the Scottish entrepreneurial ecosystem. This added considerable
insight not easily achieved through the analysis of hard data alone, and also provided pointers for targeted
policy action. By helping to extract such soft insights, the GEI Policy Stakeholder Engagement process facilitates
an evidence-based, coherent understanding of how a given country’s entrepreneurial ecosystem really works,
what the system-level priorities are, and how the policy actions to alleviate the bottlenecks should be designed,
prioritized, and coordinated. Thus, when combined with the GEI methodology, the GEI Policy Stakeholder
Engagement process provides a useful platform for designing and operationalizing entrepreneurial ecosystem
policies.

The GEI Policy Stakeholder Engagement Process comprises several steps:

[EEN

Use the GEl analysis to identify possible bottlenecks in the country’s entrepreneurial ecosystem.
2. Examine each bottleneck more closely in order to understand how it really works. To do this, it is
important to engage with a group of policy stakeholders who can offer complementary insights
into the inner workings of the entrepreneurial ecosystem. It is critical that the discussions be
facilitated competently in order to draw out balanced insights and maintain coherence.

3. Conduct a causal analysis of how a bottleneck works by drawing on different sources of qualitative
and quantitative data, thereby enabling a coherent discussion on how to alleviate the bottleneck.

4. Design and implement specific, coordinated policy actions to alleviate the country’s ecosystem
bottlenecks, and use the GEl to help set performance improvement targets.

5. Once consensus has been achieved about what the ecosystem’s most pressing bottlenecks are and

the associated policy priorities, an action stage should follow. This stage should focus on
implementing specific, targeted policy actions collectively designed to bring about a real and
tangible change in the ecosystem dynamic. This last stage can (and, in most cases, should) last for
several years in order to ensure that it has a lasting impact.

Used this way, the GEl and the policy facilitation process can provide a powerful platform to identify and
implement real, long-lasting change in how entrepreneurial ecosystems work. Our experiences in countries
such as Scotland and Estonia suggest that the approach can identify both key pressure points on
entrepreneurial ecosystems and ways to address them.

At present, most entrepreneurship policy initiatives are still implemented without much coordination or with
coordination that is limited to different initiatives within the same domain (e.g., alternative policies to provide

funding for small and medium-sized firms). Typically, the aim of such coordination is to avoid overlap in policy
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initiatives that address the same need, such as financing. While such coordination helps avoid the waste of
resources that stems from a duplication of effort, it also fails to create and exploit synergies that might result
from the kind of dynamic, mutually reinforcing interactions that bring entrepreneurial ecosystems to life.
Today, coordinated entrepreneurship policy still primarily refers to avoiding overlap, rather than to maximizing
the positive feedback and synergies between complementary actions. For entrepreneurship policies to nurture
and facilitate entrepreneurial ecosystems effectively, policymakers must become more aware of how the
different elements of these ecosystems interact. For example, the proliferation of government-sponsored
venture capital programs has given rise to complaints in some countries that the real bottleneck is no longer
scarce venture funding but the dearth of fundable management teams and innovative business concepts. If
there are too few innovative, high-potential startups, venture capital initiatives will address the wrong
bottlenecks. In an ecosystems approach to entrepreneurship policy, attention is paid to such bottlenecks and
policy actions are coordinated to maximize positive synergies across complementary initiatives. This level of
coordination is still missing in entrepreneurship policy today. The GEl platform, when appropriately
implemented, should provide an effective tool for entrepreneurial ecosystem policymaking.

Figure 4.3: Dynamic of National Systems of Entrepreneurship
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Chapter 5: Methodology and Data Description

Introduction

In previous GEI publications, we have described the Global Entrepreneurship Index methodology in detail.?’
Here we describe the structure of the dataset, and a short summary of the GEI methodology.

The Structure of the Index

We have defined country-level entrepreneurship as “the dynamic, institutionally embedded interaction
between entrepreneurial attitudes, entrepreneurial abilities, and entrepreneurial aspirations by individuals,
which drives the allocation of resources through the creation and operation of new ventures.” According to this
definition, we propose four-level index building: (1) variables, (2) pillars, (3) sub-indices, and, finally, (4) the
super-index. All three sub-indices contain several pillars, which can be interpreted as the quasi-independent
building blocks of this entrepreneurship index. In this section, we describe the sub-indices and indicators. In the
following section, we describe the variables. The three sub-indices of Attitudes, Abilities, and Aspirations
constitute the entrepreneurship super-index, which we call the Global Entrepreneurship Index.

While the Abilities and Aspirations sub-indices (outlined below) capture actual entrepreneurship abilities and
aspirations as they relate to nascent and startup business activities, the entrepreneurial attitudes (ATT) sub-
index aims to identify the attitudes of a country’s population as they relate to entrepreneurship. For example,
the pillar known as Opportunity Perception Potential is essential to recognizing and exploring novel business
opportunities. It is also critical to have the proper startup skills and personal networks to exploit these
opportunities. Moreover, fear of failure to start a business can have a negative effect on entrepreneurial
attitudes, even when opportunity recognition and startup skills exist. Entrepreneurial attitudes are believed to
be influenced by the crucial institutional factors of market size, level of education, the level of risk in a country,
the population’s rate of Internet use, and culture, all of which are interaction variables of the indicator.

The entrepreneurial abilities (ABT) sub-index is principally concerned with measuring some important
characteristics of the entrepreneur and the startup with high growth potential. This high growth potential is
approached by quality measures, including opportunity motivation for startups that belong to a technology-
intensive sector, the entrepreneur’s level of education, and the level of competition. The country-level
institutional variables include the freedom to do business, the technology adsorption capability, the extent of
staff training, and the dominance of powerful business groups.

The entrepreneurial aspirations (ASP) sub-index refers to the distinctive, qualitative, strategy-related nature of
entrepreneurial activity. Entrepreneurial businesses are different from regularly managed businesses, thus it is
particularly important to be able to identify the most relevant institutional and other quality-related interaction
variables. The newness of a product and of a technology, internationalization, high growth ambitions, and
informal finance variables are included in this sub-index. The institutional variables measure the technology
transfer and R&D potential, the sophistication of a business strategy, the level of globalization, and the depth of
capital market.

By applying the Penalty for Bottleneck approach, the GEI methodology captures the notion that systems, by
definition, comprise multiple components, and that these components co-produce system performance. These
are defining characteristics of any system, which simple summative indices fail to capture. In a simple
summative index, each system component contributes directly and independently to system performance. In
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the context of entrepreneurship, this would mean, for example, that a national measure of education would,
directly and independent of other system components, contribute to “national entrepreneurship,” while in
reality we know that education cannot contribute much to a country’s entrepreneurial performance if
individuals fail to act. On the other hand, if education were absent, the economic potential of entrepreneurial
entries would be severely constrained. Moreover, even if both education and agency were present, country-
level entrepreneurial performance would be constrained if, for example, growth aspirations were missing or if
there were no financial resources available to feed the growth of new ventures. A simple summative index
would fail to recognize such interactions, thereby ignoring crucial aspects of system-level performance.

The Individual Variables and Dataset

As mentioned previously, an entrepreneurship index should incorporate both individual-level and
institutional/environmental variables. All individual-level variables are from the GEM survey. The institutional
variables are obtained from various sources.

The full list and description of the applied GEM individual variables can be seen in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1: The Description of the Individual Variables Used in the GEl

Individual variable

Opportunity
Recognition

Skill Perception
Risk Acceptance
Know
Entrepreneurs
Career

Status

Career Status
Opportunity
Motivation
Technology Level
Educational Level
Competitors
New Product
New Tech

Gazelle

Export

Description |
The percentage of the 18-64 aged population recognizing good conditions to start business
next 6 months in area he/she lives,
The percentage of the 18-64 aged population claiming to possess the required
knowledge/skills to start business
The percentage of the 18-64 aged population stating that the fear of failure would not
prevent starting a business
The percentage of the 18-64 aged population knowing someone who started a business in
the past 2 years
The percentage of the 18-64 aged population saying that people consider starting business
as good career choice
The percentage of the 18-64 aged population thinking that people attach high status to
successful entrepreneurs
The status and respect of entrepreneurs calculated as the average of Career and Status

Percentage of the TEA businesses initiated because of opportunity startup motive

Percentage of the TEA businesses that are active in technology sectors (high or medium)
Percentage of the TEA businesses owner/managers having participated over secondary
education

Percentage of the TEA businesses started in those markets where not many businesses
offer the same product

Percentage of the TEA businesses offering products that are new to at least some of the
customers

Percentage of the TEA businesses using new technology that is less than 5 years old average
(including 1 year)

Percentage of the TEA businesses having high job expectation average (over 10 more
employees and 50% in 5 years)

Percentage of the TEA businesses where at least some customers are outside country (over
1%)
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Informal The mean amount of 3-year informal investment
Investment Mean

Business Angel The percentage of the population aged 18-64 who provided funds for new business in past
3 years, excluding stocks and funds, average

Informal The amount of informal investment calculated as INFINVMEAN* BUSANG

Investment

For the 2016 GEI publication we used 2013-2014 or previous years’ Global Entrepreneurship Monitor individual
data. For the individual variable calculation, we include 499,136 individuals from 98 countries of the GEM Adult
Population Survey; 69 countries’ individual data are from the years 2013-2014, and 29 countries have individual
data from the pre-2013 years. We estimated the individual variables for 34 countries by using nearby and
similar countries” GEM Adult Population Survey data.

Since the availability of the institutional data also limited the selection of the countries, we could involve only
those nations that participated in the World Economic Forum 2013-2014 or 2014-2015 Global Competitiveness
Report (GCR) survey. Some GCR countries were left out because of the lack of similar or nearby GEM countries.
The size of the sample in different years, the participating countries and the calculation of the individual
variables, including the 37 non-GEM countries, are also reported in Table 5.2. All analyses of countries having
data older than 2012 and based on estimation should be handled with caution.

Table 5.2: The Distribution of the Sample by Countries and the Calculation of the Individual Variables

Country/year 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Individual variable way of calculation

Albania Average of Bosnia and Macedonia

Algeria 4984 2497 Average of 2012-2013

Angola 2049 2028 Average of 2013-2014

Argentina 1867 2095 Average of 2013-2014

Australia 1823 2014 data

Austria 4548 4554 Average of 2012-2014 data

Bahrain Same as Qatar

Bangladesh 1932 2011 data

Barbados 2302 2000 Average of 2013-2014

Belgium 2001 2004 Average of 2013-2014

Benin Average of , Burkina Faso and
Cameroon

Belize 2000 2014 data

Bolivia 2590 2014 data

Bosnia and 2004 2015  Average of 2013-2014

Herzegovina

Botswana 2204 2146 Average of 2013-2014

Brazil 10000 10000  Average of 2013-2014

Brunei Average of Malaysia and Singapore

Darussalam

Bulgaria Average of Romania and Macedonia

Burkina Faso 2850 2014 data

Burundi Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

Cambodia Average of Vietnam and Thailand

Cameroon 2087 2014 data
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Canada
Chad

Chile
China
Colombia
Costa Rica

Cote d’lvoire

Croatia
Cyprus
Czech
Republic
Denmark
Dominican
Republic
Ecuador
Egypt

El Salvador
Estonia
Ethiopia
Finland
France
Gabon

Gambia

Georgia
Germany
Ghana
Greece
Guatemala
Guyana
Honduras
Hong Kong
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia
Iran
Ireland
Israel

Italy
Jamaica
Japan
Jordan
Kazakhstan

Kenya

Korea

2007

2000

2006

1684

2041

2217

2501
1905

3003

2213

2005

2000

2648

5760
3634
3400

2000

5009

1818

1741

2005
1567

5995
2100
2000
2138

2000

3000
4500
3633
2002
2039
2052
2246
2000

2000

2037

5375
3647
3691
2057

2000

2008

1834

2014
2036

2005
1567

1648
4311

2000
2158

2003

3360
5520
3352
2000

2000
2637
2006

2099
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Average of 2013-2014

Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2012-2014 data

Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

Average of 2013-2014

Same as Greece

2013
Average of 2012-2014 data
2009

Average of 2013-2014

2012

Average of 2012-2014 data
Average of 2013-2014

2012

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of Namibia and Botswana
Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

2014 data

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2012-2013

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Same as Suriname

Average of Guatemala and Panama
2009

Average of 2013-2014

2010 data

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2012-2013

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

2009

2014 data

Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

Average of 2012-2013



Kuwait
Lao PDR
Latvia
Lebanon

Liberia

Libya
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Macedonia

Madagascar

Malawi
Malaysia

Mali

Mauritania

Mexico
Moldova
Montenegro
Morocco

Mozambique

Myanmar
Namibia
Netherlands
Nicaragua
Nigeria
Norway
Oman
Pakistan
Panama
Paraguay
Peru
Philippines
Poland
Portugal
Puerto Rico
Qatar
Romania
Russia

Rwanda
Saudi Arabia
Senega

Serbia

2000
2000
2003
1847
2000
1500
1959
2651
2002 2000
1957
1766

2000

2246
2000
2005
2000

2094
2000

2798

1938
2441

2604
2000

2004

2075
2499
2000
2003
1610

2021
2029

2000
2074

1999

2587

1836

2000

2005

2078
2000
2001
2005
1995
4269
1998
2001
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Same as Qatar

Average of Vietnam and Thailand
Average of 2012-2013

2009

Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

2013

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2012-2013

Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

Average of 2012-2013

Average of 2013-2014

Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

Average of 2013-2014

Average of Romania and Russia
2010

2009

Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

Average of Vietnam and Thailand
Average of 2012-2013

Average of 2013-2014

Average of Guatemala and Panama
Average of 2012-2013

Average of 2012-2013

Same as Qatar

Average of 2011-2012

Average of 2013-2014

Average of Bolivia, Ecuador and Peru
Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

2014 data

Average of 2013-2014

Average of 2013-2014

Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

2010 data

Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Cameroon

2009 data



Sierra Leone Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and

Cameroon
Singapore 1998 2004 Average of 2013-2014
Slovak: 2007 2000  Average of 2013-2014
Republic
Slovenia 2002 2004 Average of 2013-2014
South Africa 3133 3350 Average of 2013-2014
Spain 24600 25000 Average of 2013-2014
Sri Lanka Average of India and Pakistan
Suriname 2074 2006 Average of 2013-2014
Swaziland Average of Namibia and Angola
Sweden 1820 1889 Average of 2013-2014
Switzerland 1588 1895 Average of 2013-2014
Taiwan 2007 2000 Average of 2013-2014
: Average of Burkina Faso Uganda and
Tanzania
Cameroon
Thailand 2362 2059 Average of 2013-2014
Trinidad and 1787 1769  Average of 2013-2014
Tobago
Tunisia 2000 2012 data
Turkey 2401 32945 Average of 2012-2013
Uganda 2513 2112 Average of 2013-2014
Ukraine Average of Russia and Romania
gr:'itrz‘:eérab 3029 2011 data
U.nlted 9012 1572 Average of 2013-2014
Kingdom
United States 4266 2840 Average of 2013-2014
Uruguay 1620 1616 Average of 2013-2014
Venezuela 1888 2011 data
Vietnam 2000 2000 Average of 2013-2014

The Institutional Variables and Dataset

Since the GEM lacks the necessary institutional variables, we complement individual variables with other widely
used relevant data from Transparency International (Corruption Perception Index), UNESCO (tertiary education
enrollment, GERD), World Economic Forum (domestic market size, business sophistication, technology
absorption and technology transfer capability, staff training, market dominance), International
Telecommunication Union (Internet usage), The Heritage Foundation and World Bank (economic freedom), the
United Nations (urbanization index), the KOF Swiss Economic Institute (economic globalization), Coface
(business climate risk), and Groh et al. (2012; depth of capital market).

In this version, we apply the most recent institutional variables available on January 31, 2015. The full
description of the institutional variables, their sources, and the year of the survey can be found in Table 5.3.
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Table 5.3:

Institutional
Variable

Domestic
Market

Urbanization

Market
Agglomeration

Tertiary
Education

Business Risk

Internet Usage

Corruption

Economic
Freedom

Tech
Absorption

The Description and Source of the Institutional Variables Used in the GEI

Description

Domestic market size that is the sum of gross domestic product plus value of imports of
goods and services, minus value of exports of goods and services, normalized on a 1-7 (best)
scale data are from the World Economic Forum Competitiveness

Urbanization that is the percentage of the population living in urban areas, data are from the
Population Division of the United Nations, 2014 revision

The size of the market: a combined measure of the domestic market size and the
urbanization that later measures the potential agglomeration effect. Calculated as domestic
market * urbanization

Gross enrollment ratio in tertiary education, 2013 or latest available data.

The business climate rate “assesses the overall business environment quality in a country...It
reflects whether corporate financial information is available and reliable, whether the legal

system provides fair and efficient creditor protection, and whether a country’s institutional
framework is favorable to intercompany transactions” (http://www.trading-safely.com/). It is
a part of the country risk rate. The alphabetical rating is turned to a seven-point Likert scale
from 1 (D rating) to 7 (A1 rating). December 31, 2014 data

The number of Internet users in a particular country per 100 inhabitants, 2014 data

The Corruption Perceptions Index (CPl) measures the perceived level of public-sector

corruption in a country. “The CPl is a ‘survey of surveys’, based on 13 different expert and
business surveys.” (http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/cpi/2009 )
Overall performance is measured on a ten-point Likert scale. Data are from 2014.

“Business freedom is a quantitative measure of the ability to start, operate, and close a
business that represents the overall burden of regulation, as well as the efficiency of
government in the regulatory process. The business freedom score for each country is a
number between 0 and 100, with 100 equaling the freest business environment. The score is
based on 10 factors, all weighted equally, using data from the World Bank’s Doing Business
study.” (http://www.heritage.org/Index/pdf/Index09_Methodology.pdf). Data are from 2013.

Firm-level technology absorption capability: “Companies in your country are (1 = not able to
absorb new technology, 7 = aggressive in absorbing new technology)”

Source
of Data
World
Economic
Forum

United Nations

Own
calculation

UNESCO

Coface

International
Telecommuni-
cation Union

Transparency
International

Heritage
Foundation/
World Bank

World
Economic
Forum

Data Availability

The Global Competitiveness
Report 2014-2015. p. 514

http://esa.un.org/unpd/wup
/DataSources/

http://data.uis.unesco.org/?
auervid=142

http://www.coface.com/Eco
nomic-Studies-and-Country-
Risks/Comparative-table-of-
country-assessments

http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-
D/Statistics/Pages/stat/defa
ult.aspx

http://www.transparency.or
g/cpi2014

http://www.heritage.org/in
dex/explore

The Global Competitiveness
Report 2014-2015, p. 507


http://esa.un.org/unpd/wup
http://data.uis.unesco.org/
http://www.coface.com/Eco
http://www.trading-safely.com/
http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-
http://www.transparency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/cpi/2009
http://www.transparency.or/
http://www.heritage.org/in
http://www.heritage.org/Index/pdf/Index09_Methodology.pdf

Staff Training

Market
Dominance

Technology
Transfer

GERD

Business
Strategy

Globalization

Depth of
Capital Market

The extent of staff training: “To what extent do companies in your country invest in training
and employee development? (1 = hardly at all; 7 = to a great extent)”

Extent of market dominance: “Corporate activity in vour country is (1 = dominated by a few
business groups. 7 = soread among manv firms)”

These are the innovation index points from GCl: a complex measure of innovation, including
investment in research and development (R&D) by the private sector, the presence of high-

quality scientific research institutions, the collaboration in research between universities and

industrv. and the nrotection of intellectual nronertv
Gross domestic expenditure on R&D (GERD) as a percentage of GDP, year 2013 or latest

available data; Puerto Rico, Dominican Republic, United Arab Emirates, and some African
countries are estimated using regional or nearby country data.

Refers to the ability of companies to pursue distinctive strategies, which involves
differentiated positioning and innovative means of production and service delivery

A part of the Globalization Index measuring the economic dimension of globalization. The
variable involves the actual flows of trade, foreign direct investment, portfolio investment,
and income payments to foreign nationals, as well as restrictions of hidden import barriers,
mean tariff rate, taxes on international trade, and capital account restrictions. Data are from
the 2013 renort and hased an the 2011 survev. httn://slabalization kof eth7 ch/

The depth of capital market is one of the six sub-indices of the Venture Capital and Private

Equity Index. This variable is a complex measure of the size and liquidity of the stock market,
level of IPO, M&A, and debt and credit market activity. Note that there were some
methodological changes over the 2006-2014 time period, so comparison to previous years is
not perfect. The dataset is provided by Alexander Groh.*

For missing data nearby country data used. For countries having estimated individual data,

DCM data are the same way as it is in the case of individual variables (see Table 2 last column)

*Special thanks to Alexander Groh and his team for providing the Depth of Capital Market data.
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World
Economic
Forum
World
Economic
Forum

World
Economic
Forum

UNESCO

World
Economic
Forum

KOF Swiss
Economic
Institute

EMLYON

Business
School, France
and IESE
Business
School,

Barcelona,

~ e

The Global Competitiveness
Report 2014-2015, p. 463

The Global Competitiveness
Report 2014-2015. p. 467

The Global Competitiveness
Report 2014-2015, p. 20

http://stats.uis.unesco.org/
unesco/TableViewer/tableVi
ew.aspx?Reportld=2656

The Global Competitiveness
Report 2014-2015, p. 20

Dreher, Axel (2006): “Does
Globalization Affect
Growth? Evidence from a
new Index of Globalization,”
Applied Economics 38, 10:

Groh et al. (2012)


http://stats.uis.unesco.org/
http://globalization.kof.ethz.ch/

Missing Variables and Data Imputations

Since our basic individual data are provided by the GEM, participation in the GEM survey determines the
potential list of countries and sample size. However, there is another potential limitation, the availability
of institutional data. Because seven out of our fourteen institutional variables are from the GCl, it is
particularly important to have these variables. While there were five additional countries in the GEM 2014
surveys, we had to cancel out Tonga, Vanuatu, the West Bank and Gaza Strip, Yemen, and Syria because of
the lack of proper institutional variables.!

A few variables are missing for some countries. Since we did not want to drop any more countries from
the sample, we estimated the missing data using expert techniques, as follows: the GERD measure lacked
data for Angola, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Cambodia, Cameron, Chad, Cote d’lvoire,
the Dominican Republic, Guyana, Lebanon, Libya, Mauritania, Namibia, Oman, Qatar, Rwanda, Suriname,
Swaziland, and Venezuela. In these cases, other government sources and data from similar nearby
countries provided adequate estimates. KOF globalization index data for Libya, Hong Kong, Puerto Rico,
and Taiwan are estimated similarly to the GERD, by applying nearby country data points. Puerto Rico’s
business freedom dataset is the same as the US. All the other data are available for all countries;
therefore, we believe that these rough estimates do not influence our results noticeably.?

Calculating the Scores

The GEl scores for all the countries are calculated according to the following eight points.

1. The selection of variables: We start with the variables that come directly from the original sources for
each country involved in the analysis. The variables can be at the individual level (personal or
business) that are coming from the GEM Adult Population Survey, or the institutional/environmental
level that are coming from various other sources. Altogether we use 16 individual and 15 institutional

variables.

2. The construction of the pillars: We calculate all pillars from the variables using the interaction variable
method; that is, by multiplying the individual variable with the proper institutional variable.

3. Normalization: Pillar values were first normalized to a range from 0 to 1, according to equation 1:

1= (1)

forall j=1...k, the number of pillars
where 1 is the normalized score value for country i and pillar j

1. is the original pillar value for country i and pillar |
mm 1 is the maximum value for pillar |

1Some may not consider the West Bank and Gaza Strip an independent country. Tonga and Vanuatu are tiny countries, and Yemen
and Syria have been engaged in civil war over the last few years.

2 In order to check potential bias, the index was calculated without these countries; however, the GEl values and the rank order of
the involved countries were basically unchanged.



4. Capping: All index building is based on a benchmarking principle. We selected the 95" percentile score
adjustment, meaning that any observed values higher than the 95" percentile are lowered to the 95
percentile. For the 132 countries in our dataset, we use the benchmarks values from the full dataset,
which contains all the 629 observations made over the 2002-2014 time period.

5. Average pillar adjustment: The different averages of the normalized values of the indicators imply that
reaching the same indicator values requires different effort and resources. Since we want to apply the
GEl for public policy purposes, the additional resources for the same marginal improvement of the
indicator values should be the same for all indicators. Therefore, we need a transformation to equate
the average values of the components. Equation 2 shows the calculation of the average value of pillar

J:
n
2%
==
! n

X (2)
We want to transform the X; ; values such that the potential minimum value is O and the maximum value

is 1:
Yl Xik,j (3)

where K is the “strength of adjustment”, the k -th moment of Xj is exactly the needed average, Y;. We
have to find the root of the following equation for k
Sk
Z X ;—ny; =0
T (4)

It is easy to see, based on previous conditions and derivatives, that the function is decreasing and convex,
which means it can be solved quickly using the well-known Newton-Raphson method with an initial guess

of 0. After obtaining k , the computations are straightforward. Note that if

X;<y; k<1
X, =y; k=1
X >y k>1

i
then K is thought of as the strength (and direction) of adjustment.

The adjusted pillar values are calculated for all the 2002-2014 time period; these values and this
distribution are applied for the 132 countries in the GEI 2016 edition. It means that the average adjusted
pillar values of the countries that participated in the 2014 GEM cycle are exactly same in the 2002-2014
dataset and in the 2016 GEI edition. Note that, of the individual variables of the 132 countries in the GEl
2016 edition, 69 are from the 2013 survey, 29 are from earlier GEM surveys, and 34 are estimates.

The distribution of the average adjusted pillars can be found in the Appendix.

6. Penalizing: After these transformations, the PFB methodology was used to create indicator-adjusted
PFB values. We define our penalty function as follows:
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hey, = mmy, +al — gD~ 3‘*“010) (5)

where h. is the modified, post-penalty value of pillar j in country i
I, is the normalized value of index component j in country i

Iy 1S the lowest value of . for country i.

i=1,2,....n =the number of countries

j=1,2,. m= the number of pillars

0 <a, b <1 are the penalty parameters, the basic setup is a=b=1

7. The pillars are the basic building blocks of the sub-index: Entrepreneurial Attitudes, Entrepreneurial
Abilities, and Entrepreneurial Aspirations. The value of a sub-index for any country is the arithmetic
average of its PFB-adjusted pillars for that sub-index, multiplied by 100. The maximum value of the sub-
indices is 100, and the potential minimum is O, both of which reflect the relative position of a country
in a particular sub-index.

5! |
W=100@> h E(éﬁt})
=1

9
W =100@> h

14
W=100@ h

=10

where h, is the modified, post-penalty value of pillar j in country i
i=1,2,...n=the number of countries
j=1, 2,.....14 = the number of pillars

8. The super-index, the Global Entrepreneurship Index, is simply the average of the three sub-indices.
Since 100 represents the theoretically available limit, the GEIl points can also be interpreted as a
measure of the efficiency of the entrepreneurship resources

1
o= G W) (7)

wherei=1, 2,.....n = the number of countries

Starting this year, we report not only the GEl scores but also the associated measurement error terms for
those countries that have participated in the GEM survey (see Chapter 2). It is impossible to make an error
calculation for the countries that have only estimated individual data. The report of the confidence
intervals is important in two respects. First, when comparing different countries, we can see if the
differences in the two countries’ GEl scores are significant or not. Based on the 2016 GEl scores, the GEl
scores of the first five countries—the United States, Canada, Australia, Denmark, and Sweden—do not
differ significantly. However, the GEl score difference is significant between the US in first place and
Taiwan in sixth. Second, from year to year we can see if changes in the GEl scores are significant, or if they
perhaps are due to measurement error. For example, the United Kingdom was ranked 4™, with a GEl score
of 72.7 in 2015. By 2016 the UK GEl score decreased to 67.7. The confidence interval of the GEI score was
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68.2-77.2 in 2015, and 63.5-71.8 in 2016. Since they overlap, we cannot exclude the possibility that the
drop of the UK GEl score is due to measurement error and not a real change.

The confidence interval calculation is based on the error terms of the Total Early-Phased Entrepreneurship
Activity index, as reported by the GEM each year. An important note is that the real measurement error is
unknown, since we use many data from different sources for which confidence intervals are not currently
available. Keep in mind that the real measurement errors are higher than the values reported here.

The Underlying Structure of the Data (reflecting the full 2002-2014 dataset)

While the number of composite indicators has been increasing over the last few decades, some index
creators pay little attention to the interrelationship between the different variables. Although the PFB
methodology provides a practical solution for how to take this interrelationship into account, it does not
save us from examining the underlying structure of the data. It is particularly important to have a well-
defined nested structure of the whole index. The arbitrary selection of the variables—in our case the
pillars—would cause confusion, false interpretation, and, finally, a misleading policy interpretation. The
OECD handbook of composite indicators recommends analyzing the dataset in two dimensions, pillars and
countries.?® We have already provided detailed analyses at the country level; here we are presenting a
pillar-level analysis by calculating the common (Pearson) correlation coefficients. Since we have only
estimated data from 34 countries, it is better to examine not the 132 countries involved in our analysis
but the full 2002-2014 dataset, with 629 data points.

We report correlations between the normalized and average equated pillars, shown in Table 5.4, and the
correlations between the normalized indicators after applying the PFB methodology, shown in Table 5.5.
In general, significant and medium to high correlations exist between the pillars in both cases.
Opportunity Perception has positive and insignificant correlation with some other pillars (Process
Innovation). Moreover, the correlation between Internationalization and Opportunity Perception is
negative and significant, but the correlation coefficient is only -0.09, which is weak.

The PFB pillars, as can be expected, improved the correlation, implying a closer relationship between the
entrepreneurial features. The positive connection between the entrepreneurship pillars is vital for proper
policy interpretation and suggestions. If the connection between the pillars were negative, it would have

implied that one pillar can only be improved at the cost of the other pillar. In this case, the improvement

of the weakest pillar value would not necessary to improve the GEl value. This is not the case.

There are other ways to check out the consistency of the dataset and the potentially strong connection
between the pillars. Both the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett’s test of
sphericity reinforce the fact that the 14 GEl pillars are closely correlated, and it is worth looking for a
single complex measure.®The most popular test of the internal consistency of the pillars is based on the
Cronbach Coefficient Alpha (c-alpha). The c-alpha value for the 14 pillars is 0.92 with the original data, and
0.95 after applying the PFB methodology; both are well above the critical 0.7 threshold value.* In sum, all
of these tests support the internal consistency of the structure as described with the 14 selected pillars.

3The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measures for the original pillar values are 0.91 and 0.94 for the PFB-adjusted pillars, well above the critical
value of 0.50. The Bartlett test is significant at the 0.000 level, excluding the possibility that the pillars are not interrelated.

4 We have calculated the c-alpha values for each of the three sub-indices. Using the PFB-adjusted pillar values, the c-alpha scores
are 0.86 (ATT pillars), 0.90 (ABT pillars), and 0.90 (ASP pillars).
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Table 5.4:

1  Opportunity Perception
2 | Startup Skills
3 | Risk Acceptance
4 Networking
5 | Cultural Support
6  Opportunity Startup
7 | Technology Absorption
8  Human Capital
9 | Competition

10 = Product Innovation

11 | Process Innovation

12 High Growth

13 | Internationalization

14 | Risk Capital

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
The number of observations= 425

266"

.168™
224"

197
419"
515"

332"
317
721
630"

85

247
342"
7117
.599™"
719

.189™
323"
609"
469
.623™
593"

1317
255"
619"
484"
.560™
657"
597

.280™
2447
532"
488"
642"
.592™"
480™
486"

The Correlation Matrix between the Normalized and Average Equated Pillars (2002-2014 dataset)

10

231
161*
488"
419*
516*
460™
482%
543"
491*

11
0.04

156"
660"
463"
.580"
.568""
704"
591
A455™
614"

12

112
.143™
418"
266"
413
361"
.529™
517
234"
526"
501"

13
-.093"
244"
525"
4447
518"
.508""
512
466"
424"
.368™
.536™
501"

14

177
323"
.608""
.560""
.655""
.589"
.605™
.628""
512
.568™
647"
492"
620"



Table 5.5: The Correlation Matrix between the Indicators, Sub-Indices, and the GEI Super-Index after Normalizing and Applying the PFB Method
(2006-2012 dataset)

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
1  Opportunity Perception | 431™ | 396" 396" | 526" .677"" | 447" 404" @ 365" 483" | 483" 428" 2977 310" .159"  .400"™ | 375 536
2 Startup Skills 1 4227 573" 498" 727" 509" 502" 456" 445" 548" 364" 373" 354" 419" 501" 4777 613"
3 Risk Acceptance 1 6467 | 803" | .834™ | 790" .706™  .715" 664" | .824™ | 617" | 746" @ 547" | 643" 712" 774 857"
4 Networking 1 729" 842" 705" 610"  .621" 620" 730" 568" .602" .444™ 581" 673" .680" 792"
5 | Cultural Support 1 899" | 793" 727" 688" | 747" | .844™ 655" | 702" @ 559" | 643 746 783" .890™"
6  ATTINDEX 1 821 745" 721™ 747" 867" 665" 692" 561" 623" 767" 783" 932"
7 | Opportunity Startup 1 699" | 756" | .707°" | 904"  .604™ 682" 500"  .630" | .699" | 739  .870"
8 Technology Absorption 1 696" 617 868" .605" 772" 637 627" 711" 793" 852"
9  Human Capital 1 625" | 888" | 657" | 687" 627" | .604™ | 732" | 781" @ .847"
10 Competition 1 831" 622"  .601™ 420" 566" .640" 676" 796"
11 | ABTINDEX 1 71277 788" | .6317" | .695"" | 798" | .858™  .964""
12 Product Innovation 1 700" .624™ 521" 677" .829" 781"
13 | Process Innovation 1 605" | .644™ | 742" 874" 835"
14  High Growth 1 608" 621" 811" 711"
15 | Internationalization 1 711 827 7617
16  Risk Capital 1 .890™  .869™"
17 | ASPINDEX 1 .936™"

18  GEl 1

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
The number of observations = 425
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Summary

In this chapter, we have described the index-building methodology and the dataset. The GEIl, a complex
index reflecting the multidimensional nature of entrepreneurship, consists of three sub-indices, 14 pillars,
and 31 variables. While some researchers insist on simple entrepreneurship indicators, none of the
previously applied measures was able to explain the role of entrepreneurship in economic development
with a single indicator.

Our index-building logic differs from other widely applied indices in three respects: it incorporates both
individual and institutional variables, it equates the 14 pillar values for equalizing the marginal effects,
and it takes into account the weakest link in the system. The institutional variables can also be viewed as
country-specific weighting factors. Moreover, institutional variables can balance out the potential
inconsistency of the GEM data collection. The weakest link refers to the decreased performance effect of
the bottleneck. Practically speaking, it means that the higher pillar values are adjusted to the weakest
performing pillar value. While the exact measure of the penalty is unknown, meaning that the solution is
not necessarily optimal, it still provides a better solution than calculating the simple arithmetic averages.
Consequently, the newly developed PFB can be applied in cases where an imperfect substitutability exists
among the variables and the efficiency of the system depends on the weakest performing variable. The
method is particularly useful in making policy suggestions.

The GEM survey served as a source for the individual variables, which are calculated mainly from the
2013-2014 individual dataset, except for the 29 countries that only have data from previous years.
Altogether, the sample includes 499,136 individuals from 98 countries. Individual data from 34 other
countries are estimated by using similar or nearby country individual data, resulting in a sample size of
132 countries.

The availability of the institutional variables for all the countries has limited our selection possibilities. The
proper interpretation of a particular institutional variable has been an important aspect of the selection.
For example, the muddled interpretations of the effect of taxes on other entrepreneurship variables led
to the exclusion of taxation. In all cases, we used the most recent institutional data available as of April,
30, 2014.

We summarized the index-building steps in eight points. Since these steps were described in full detail in
the previous publications, we provided only a short description.?

We have analyzed the underlying structure of the dataset in the variable level. The correlation
coefficients, the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin measures, and the Bartlett and c-alpha tests all suggested that the 14
pillars have a close relation to one another and that there is a place to construct a composite indicator.
These tests were executed with the normalized original, as well as with the PFB adjusted variables. As
expected, the PFB methodology improved the internal consistency of the dataset.
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# GlosaL
W CNTREPRENEURS AP

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 124 of 132

Regional Rank 22 of 29

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison
1 Opportunty
Percaption
14 Risk Captal ' %0 2 Startup Skills
13 Intemation- 080
alization 060 3. Risk Acoeptance
040
12 High Growth 020 4 Networking
0
11. Process Imovation 5. Culturd Support
10. Product Innovation 6. Oppodunity Startup
. 7 Technology
8 Compétion Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Sub-Saharan Alrica Benin
General Indicators
Population 10.6 million
GDP per capita PPP $1,733
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 151/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 - 144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 99/178

Percentage of total new effort for a

10 point improvement in GEI score
17%
14%
13%
13%
12%
10%
6%
6%
5%
4%
0%
0%
0%
0%



BN Bolivia a\“

Can
South and Central America / Caribbean

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators
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GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
e South and Central America/Caribbean < Bolivia

Pillar scores from worst to best

@ GlogsL
W CNTREPRENEURS AP

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 69 of 132

Regional Rank 9 of 24

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Captal 190 2 Startup Skills
13. Intemation- )
alization 3. Risk Acceptance
12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average ——— South and Central America / Caribbean Bolivia

General Indicators

Population 10.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $5,934
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 157/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 105/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 163/178

Percentage of total new effort for a
10 point improvement in GEl score

Risk Acceptance 013 [N 24%
Technology Absorption 013 23%
Process Innovation o1s 18%
Internationalization 022 15%
Opportunity Startup 030 [ 6%
Risk Capital 031 I 6%
Cultural Support 031 6%
High Growth 034 I 2%
Human Capital 034 I 2%
Compettn 0 %
Networking 05 %
Opportunity Perception  0.54 | 0%
Strtu Sl TR 0 %
Product Innovation 070 0%



Bosnia and o — World Rank 82 of 132

B CNTREPRENEURS AP

Herzegovma Com INDEX Regional Rank 40 of 40
Europe
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 28.c N
Individual Indicators 57.c .
Institutional Indicators 47.5
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - ~ 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skill
_ 0.80
_8/22 ‘ %, 3 ;?;;‘ ;:0”' 3. Risk Acceptance
. a L - °
2600 | . S oo * 12 High Growth 4. Networking
E o
: 500 | - - ... 0.. L ..
i Gal %Y 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
G400 - 2 '.'5 .o 2 ® .
) . 3
300 | % “Basnia & Herzegovina 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 &° . » 7. Technology
m o 9. Competition = rtion
100 e 8 Human Capital
00 - ' 5 :
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Europe Bosnia & Herzegovina

GDP Per Capitain $ PurchasingPower Parity

; : General Indicators
» Europe < Bosnia & Herzegovina

Population 3.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $9,387
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 107/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 - 1144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 97/178

Percentage of total new effort

Pillar scores from worst to best for a 10 point improvement in
GEl score
Process Innovation 007 1IN 27%
Opportunity Perception o1 21%
Opportunity Startup 12 20%
Risk Acceptance 013 19%
Product Innovation 022 10%
Human Capital 028 [N 3%
Cultural Support 037 [ 0%
Strtup Skl 0n 0%
Risk Capital 039 N 0%
Technology Absorption 042 | 0%
Compeion o7 %
High Growt 0 0%
Internationalization 053 e 0%
Networking 059 [ 0%



Botswana PR i World Rank 66 of 132

e W ENTREPREEURS P

0“ INDEX Regional Rank 20f29

Sub-Saharan Africa

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 10

Individual Indicators 68.2
Institutional Indicators 46.7
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - = 14 Risk Capital 190 2 Startup Skills
< 080
800 - 13. Intemation- )
< aibzation 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - =
L ] ..
2600 ° ee © 12 High Growth 4. Networking
’% o ® ¢ .0 »
a 500 - e ot o o
E 400 - 0‘:.:. ; . = > s 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
*,%,*> Botswana
300 .% Jo o® ° 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
L
200 . 73&° . N 7 Technology
t.” e 9. Cormpetition . Absorgtion
100 "o 8 Hurman Capital
00 ;
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa Botswana
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
e Sub-Saharan Afiica < Botswana General Indicators
Population 2.0 million
GDP per capita PPP $15,247
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 74/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 741144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 36/178
Percentage of total new effort
Pillar scores from worst to best for a 10 point improvement in
GEl score
Startup Skills 000 [ 29%
Risk Capital 018 NN 19%
Networking 020 17%
Process Innovation 023 14%
Product Innovation 02¢ 8%
Technology Absorption 02 8%
Internationalization 031 6%
Human Capial 030 [ 0%
Opportunity Startup 040 [ 0%
OpportunityPerception 045 |GG 0%
Competiion 047 [ 0%
High Growh 057 0%
Risk Acceptance 071 0%
Cultural Support 076 0%




Brazil \ o . World Rank 92 of 132

e W ENTREPREEURS P

Q“ INDEX Regional Rank 16 of 24

South and Central America / Caribbean

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportundy
Perception
90.0 - . 14 Risk Capal 100 2 Startup Skills
080
| 13 Irtem
o & dr’!;:.;‘m 080 3. Risk Acceptance
700 | . ™ o . ’ 040D
é 60.0 . R = .o 12 High Growth 4 Networking
E 50.0 = .0.0 o o0 2 °
— e o * . o . o
340'0 ‘ o0 ® - = 11. Process Imnovation 5 Culturd Support
ee 3
300 1 N .°. 2eas zi: . 10 Product Innovation & Oppotunity Startup
200 ]—e 7 Technology
‘” o 8 Competition Abscrlion
100 e 8 Human Capital
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average = South and Certra Amenca/ Canbbean e Brazd
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity )
, _ _ General Indicators
» South and Central America / Caribbean > Brazil Population 202.0 million
GDP per capita PPP $14,555
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 120/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 571144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 118/178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEI score

Internationalization 004 [N 26%
Product Innovation 007 23%
Human Capital o0 N 19%
Process Innovation 014 15%
High Growth 018 1%
Risk Capital 023 5%
Opportunity Startup 027 [ 1%
Technology Absorption 027 [N 0%
Risk Aocopancs 0 %
St Sl 03 %
Compettn ;I %
Colura Suppor 00 %
Networing 055 %
Opportunity Perception 100 T 0%



Brunei Ao . World Rank 55 of 132
* S W ENTREPRENEURS AP
Darussalam © Regional Rank 7 of 21
Asia-Pacific
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven
Overall GEI Score 37, I
Individual Indicators 60.6 .
Institutional Indicators 57.1 I
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - ° 14. Risk Capital 2. Startup Skills
i < 080
%0.0 - 3 13 ;?;;;g:on_ 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - - )
e ®
gso.o - s = . 12. High Growth 4. Networking
— L ]
£500 - e oo =
g 400 - * s.q. ‘e c o . Brunei 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 | " ‘: ] '. Darussalam
: ﬁ oot o 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 - Fo& o
’ 9. Competition 7&?;&?33’
100 T 8 Human Capital
0.0
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 70000 World average Asia-Pacific —— Brunei Darussalam

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

<>Brunei Darussalam e Asia-Pacific

Pillar scores from worst to best

General Indicators

Population 0.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $69,474
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 101/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 - 144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 39/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Process Innovation o0 N 36%
Startup Skils 014 [ 31%
Opportunity Perception 022 21%
Technology Absorption 034 5%
Risk Capital 03¢ 5%
Cultural Support 036 [ 1%
Product Innovation 037 0%
Figh Grouty Y 0 o
Compettr 051 o
Internationalization 052 e 0%
Rik ccsptnce 05 %
Opportunity Startup 055 [ 0%
Networing 057 %
|

Human Capital 1.00

0%



Bulgaria S World Rank 46 of 132

B CNTREPRENCURS AP

|
- Com INDEX Regional Rank 28 of 40

Europe

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 41.c I,
Individual Indicators 61.0 I
Institutional Indicators s7.0 .
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pifiar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 3 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
: 0.80
| 13. Intemation- .
80.0 T, aIi;e:i]or:on 50 3. Risk Acceptance
700 . ™ = =
g 600 - . T oo * 12 High Growth 4. Networking
a 500 - - .o LA 0.. . e °
. e .

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

o
300 | Syents, 3.

o Joo* . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
L]
200 m % - 9. Competition _ 7&?;%)0[?"
100 Fe 8 Human Capital
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 WWondaworage Bl Buigana
GDP Per Capitain § Purchasing Power Parity
. General Indicators
* Europe < Bulgaria Population 7.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $15,695
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 38/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 54/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 55178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Product Innovation 023 24%
Opportunity Startup 027 [ 19%
Risk Acceptance 03t 16%
Competition 032 15%
Human Capital 03¢ 13%
Cultural Support 039 [ 7%
OpportuniyPerception  0.41 | 5
Process Innovation 045 e 2%
Networking 046 0%
Technology Aosorpion 050 | 0%
Sterup Skl oot 0%
High Grouth oot 0%
Risk Captl T 0%
Internationalization 073 0%




Burklna Faso N\ R AL World Rank 126 of 132
> 4 W CENTREFRENEURS AP
Com INDEX Regional Rank 23 of 29
Sub-Saharan Africa
Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 15.1
Individual Indicators 52.0 I
Institutional Indicators 2.0
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 . 14, Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
. 0.80
80.0 & 3 Q’IT;;: ;ﬂon- 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 S a » o8 ° 040
£600 . oo ¢ 12 High Growth 020 4_Networking
=
£500 - el S 0
5400 ® ..°.. '.'.' - * ¢ 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
’ **
300 . e* o.(oo H '.
: £ .‘o.o - . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 'ga“Bﬁrkina e 9 Corrpelition 7;;"02;?(';’?‘
100 %s Faso 8 Hurran Capital
00
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa ——Burkina Faso
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity i
e Sub-Saharan Afica < Burkina Faso General Indicators
Population 17.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $1,582
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 167/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 135/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 102/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Human Capital 0.01
Internationalization 0.04
Startup Skills 0.05
Risk Capital 0.08
Networking 0.09
Product Innovation 0.15
Cultural Support 0.16
Risk Acceptance 0.19
Process Innovation 0.20
High Growth 0.22
Opportunity Perception 0.23
Technology Absorption 0.24
Competition 0.25
Opportunity Startup 0.37

Percentage of total new effort
for a 10 point improvement in

GEl score

19%
16%
16%
13%
12%
7%
7%
4%
3%
2%
1%
0%
0%
0%



MIREPRENCURS AP

’v‘ Burundi ﬁ““ o com World Rank 131 of 132
” TN %, NDEX Regional Rank 28 of 29

Sub-Saharan Africa

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - . 14. Risk Captal 1-00 2. Startup Skils
. 0.80
80.0 - & 3 ;?;;;3:0“ 0.60 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - » ° 0.40
L] °®
£600 - . oo ¢ 12. High Growth 0.20 4. Networking
= A L ]
£500 - *fee S : ’
E 400 - e ..‘.' =58 ..0 . * 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
o % .:: : .o
300 7 e So o0 B 10. Product Innovation 6. Opporturity Startup
200 4‘. = 9. " 7. Technology
) . Competition Absorption
10,0 <% Burundi 8 Hurman Capital
00
0 1mm zwm 3mm mm swm mm Word average Sub-Saharan Africa Burundi
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
e Sub-Saharan Africa < Burundi General Indicators
Population 10.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $0,747
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 152/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 139/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 132/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Networking 003 W 13%
Startup Skills 004 [N 12%
Internationalization 006 N 11%
Risk Acceptance 007 10%
Opportunity Perception 007 | 10%
Human Capital 008 N 10%
Risk Capital 008 [ 9%
Product Innovation o1 7%
Cultural Support o1 7%
Process Innovation 012 7%
Technology Absorption o15 4%
High Growth o19 [N 1%
Competion 020 [ 0%
Opportunity Startup 033 I 0%



. o o World Rank 101 of 132
u CambOdIa S ’. ENTLREELIRS 4P
%, NDEX Regional Rank 17 of 21

Asia-Pacific

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEIl Score .
Individual Indicators 60.2 .

Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 + . 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
800 - o 3 ;?Ze;?;lon- 3. Risk Acceptance
700 = . =
£600 - I % 12 High Growth 4. Networking
E 500 - = .0.0 . '.. ® * .
g 400 - ".s'.. ’..: * = 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
e %%, S
300 3 .’ézb 030- °® . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
@8 Cambodia
200 -ég o E 9. Competition YAL?ggfgy
100 % 8 Humman Capital
00 ; o :
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Asia-Pacific Cambodia
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
) _ o General Indicators
©Cambodia  « Asia-Padific Population 15.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $2,944
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 135/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 95/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 110/178
Percentage of total new effort
Pillar scores from worst to best for a 10 point improvement in
GEl score
Risk Acceptance 004 [N 20%
Networking 007 19%
Opportunity Perception o2 13%
Process Innovation 012 1 13%
Cultural Support 013 12%
Opportunity Startup o014 N 1%
Startup Skills 019 7%
Product Innovation 021 5%
Internationalization 03¢ 0%
Technology Absorption 03 0%
High Gron 07 0%
Risk Capia 03 [ o
Compeiion 050 [ 0%
Human Capital 055 0%




- P World Rank 115 of 132
. Cameroon - ’I DAL RS 4P
’“ INDEX Regional Rank 14 of 29
Sub-Saharan Africa

Factor Driven

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Efficiency Driven

Innovation Driven

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 . 14 Risk Captal 100 2 Startup Skills
< 080
80.0 - & 2 ;?f;:éﬂon‘ 060 3. Risk Acceptance
70A0 = | ® . ° 040
L)
£600 . ee ¢ 12 High Growth 020 4 Networking
= ¢ °*
2500 - *ee oo >
— L] -
340'0 | . ..‘.. S . > o 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
s {{: s ¢
300 - %0 So " ; -
‘? .‘o.o L . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
L]
200 ﬁ Eamerodn 9. Competition 7ATbe°h”9’°9V
. ) sorption
100 "o 8 Human Capital
00 :
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa = Cameroon
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
e Sub-Saharan Afica < Cameroon General Indicators
Population 22.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $2,739
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 158/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 116/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 146/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Process Innovation 003 B 19%
Networking o2 I 12%
Internationalization o2 11%
Opportunity Startup o14 10%
Risk Capital 014 I 9%
Cultural Support 016 7%
Technology Absorption 017 7%
Startup Skills 017 7%
Risk Acceptance 017 7%
Competition 020 S 5%
Product Innovation 021 3%
Human Capital 022 3%
High Grouh 03 0%
Opportunity Perception 053 0%



World Rank 2 of 132

B ENTREPRENCURS AP

I *I Canada %, qom
Can

North America

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000

80.0 - <.ﬁ:\.‘. Canada

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
e North America < Canada

Pillar scores from worst to best

INDEX

Efficiency Driven

Regional Rank 20f3

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception

2. Startup Skills

13. Intemation-

alization 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

7. Technology

9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average ——— North America = Canada
General Indicators

Population 35.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $41,894
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 16/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 15/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 6/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Pocessimoton 065 | 18%
Startup kil oo | 16%
Technology Asorpion 065 | 15%
High Growt 0co 145%
Networing 070 14%
Product mowtion 07 [ 1%
Risk Acceptance oo 5%
OpportriySarup 050 | 5%
Cultral Suppor 05 | 3
Competton e " 0%
Human Capa oo I 0%
Risk Capie Sy g
nemaonalizaon 100 | 0%
Opportunity Perception 100 [ 0%




Chad PR i World Rank 132 of 132
e W ENTREPRENEURS P
%, [NDEX Regional Rank 29 of 29
Sub-Saharan Africa
Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score w. o
Individual Indicators 54.5
Institutional Indicators 2.2
Global Entrepreneurship Index LE1 ey Compaion
1. Opportundy
1000 Pecosion
80.0 14 Risk Captal 100 2 Startup Skills
° 080
13 Intemaio
80.0 >, a“;;mm 060 3, Risk Acoeptance
700 « - 040
©£600 - @ ... o 12 High Growth 0.20 4 Networking
§ g o & o. g
& 500 * Teee o 0 ° )
o e o o °, i s 11. Process Innovation 5 Culturadl Support
G400 ‘.‘0 s ’° o
300 | Supesete e, E o 10 Product Innovation 6 Opportunty Startup
. N 2
200 ,’;f e . 9. Competiion . Py
100 % Chad 8 Human Captal
00 - it World average e Sl Saharan Africa e G2
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Pari :
2 Sub-‘S)aham Abica. Cghad v General Indicators
' Population 13.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $2,022
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 185/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 143/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 165/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Startup Skills 003 MW

Process Innovation 003 [

Networking 005 |
Internationalization 007 |

Opportunity Startup o7

Risk Acceptance 007 1N

Human Capital cor

Risk Capital 009 [N

Product Innovation o10 N

Cultural Support 013
Technology Absorption o165
High Growth o1
Competition o191
Opportunity Perception 019 I

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
12%
12%
11%
9%
9%
9%
9%
8%
7%
5%
3%
1%
1%
1%



L Chile 1:

South and Central America / Caribbean

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000
900
L ]
800 - o,
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o South and Central America/ Caribbean < Chile

Pillar scores from worst to best

@ GlogsL
@ CNTREPRENEURS P

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 16 of 132

Regional Rank 10f 24

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
00

14. Risk Capital

13. Intemation-
alization

2. Startup Skills

3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

» 7_Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average ———South and Central America/ Caribbean Chile

General Indicators

Population 17.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $21,714
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 41/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 33/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 7178

Percentage of total new effort for a
10 point improvement in GEIl score

Process Innovation 035 37%
Conpetton YN 22%
Technology Absorption 045 22%
Opportunity Startup 051 . 13%
Fuman Capia 055 o
Rik Capi ™M 0 %
mematoraizaion 070 | %
Rik Acceplance 07 %
CuluralSuppot 07 o
igh Gro oo %
Netuoring 055 o
Strup Sl 100 | '
Product Innovation 100 [ 0%



* China .“'
Cam

Asia-Pacific

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

1000

900 2

800 | s,

700 . pi :... -
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0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
& China e Asia-Pacific

Pillar scores from worst to best

@ GlosaL
W CNTREPRENEURS AP

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 60 of 132

Regional Rank 10 of 21
Innovation Driven
14 Pillar Comparison
1. Opporturnity
Pareption
14 Rizk Captal 2. Startup Skills
13 Intemabion
alation 3 Risk Acceptance
12 High Groath 4 Networking
11 Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10 Product Innovation 6 Oppodunity Startup

- 7 Techrology
9 Competition Absorgtion
8 Human Capita
World average e AS3-PacHfiC — C1E0E
General Indicators
Population 1364.3 million
GDP per capita PPP $11,525
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 90/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 28/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 139/178

Percentage of total new effort for a
10 point improvement in GEIl score

Startup Skills o16 NG 21%
Technology Absorption 018 19%
Internationalization 020 17%
Opportunity Startup 020 17%
Risk Acceptance 026 N 1%
Competio 020 %
Cultural Support 030 I 7%
High Growth 03 [ 1%
Humn Capa 00 %
opportniyPercepion 053 | 0%
Rik il 05 %
Process owaion 065 o
Notworing e %
Product Innovation 082 [ 0%



Colombia

South and Central America / Caribbean

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

Efficiency Driven

World Rank

@ GlogsL
@ CNTREPRENEURS P

Regional Rank 3 of

Innovation Driven

70.7 I

50.2 [

1000 -
900 _
80.0 - o,
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5400 - © Gdombig” vt
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100 n
00

43 of 132

24

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

e South and Central America / Caribbean

Pillar scores from worst to best

Process Innovation
Technology Absorption
Cultural Support
Networking

Human Capital

Risk Acceptance

Risk Capital
Competition

Startup Skills
Opportunity Startup
Internationalization
Product Innovation
High Growth
Opportunity Perception

0.16
0.23
0.34
0.37
0.38
0.39
0.39
0.51
0.56
0.65
0.70
0.77
1.00
1.00

< Colombia

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
1.00

0.80
06

14. Risk Capital

13. Intemation-
alization

2. Startup Skills

12 High Growth

11. Process Innovation

10. Product Innovation

7. Technology

9. Competition Absorption

8 Human Capital

World average = South and Central America / Caribbean

General Indicators
Population
GDP per capita PPP
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014

$12,025
34/189
66/144
28/178

4. Networking

3. Risk Acceptance

5. Cultural Support

6. Opportunity Startup

Colombia

48.9 million

Percentage of total new effort for

a 10 point improvement in GEI
score

38%
28%
12%
7%
6%
4%
4%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
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E— Com Regional Rank 6 of 24

South and Central America / Caribbean

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 36.2 I
Individual Indicators 53.8 I
Institutional Indicators 60.4 I—
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - = 14 Risk Capital 190 2 Startup Skills
: 080
800 | :o. 13. ;?;;?;'0”' 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - -~ =
L] .0
2600 . ee * 12. High Growth 4. Networking
£ ¢ *
2500 Syeseg—
g 400 - . ..'.‘ el . i o 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
' '#" Costa Rica

20.0 Q% e
100 e

0.0 +rr N
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
» South and Central Amenica / Caribbean < Costa Rica

Pillar scores from worst to best

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

» 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average = South and Central America/ Caribbean ————Costa Rica

General Indicators

Population 4.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $13,431
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 83/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 51/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 511178

Percentage of total new effort
for a 10 point improvement in
GEl score

Risk Capital or9 NG 22%
Technology Absorption 022 [ 20%
Human Capital 023 [ 19%
Internationalization 024 18%
Process Innovation 033 9%
Product Innovation 035 NN 7%
High Growt 0w o
Opportunity Startup 045 . 0%
OpporuniyPercepion 047 | 0%
Culural Supor 0 %
Rcooptnce 045 [ %
Compettn 0 %
Networking 05; %
Startup Skills 063 | —— 0%



I Céte d’lvoire ™
Can
Sub-Saharan Africa

# GlosaL
@ CNTREPRENEURS AP

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 120 of 132

Regional Rank 18 of 29

Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 17.0
individual Indicators 545
Institutional Indicators 7.9
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
. Perception
900 . 14. Risk Capital 0 2. Startup Skills
80.0 - 13. Intemation- gee '
200 ~’0 S 060 3. Risk Acceptance
; LY . 040
£600 e s o .8 12 High Growth 0.20 4. Networking
2500 - S feesiays O of
m . ) . .. . : .
©400 - ':. % *o 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
ot % 4% : 'o
300 - o o® ° _ _
4 L 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 ? +Cote 7. Technology
" d'lvoire 9. Competition Aot
100 e 8 Human Capital sorption
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa Céte d'lvoire
GDP Per Capitain $ PurchasingPower Parity
» Sub-Saharan Afnca < Céte d'lvoire .
General Indicators
Population 20.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $3,107
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 147/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 115/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 103/178
. Percen f total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best erce ta.ge el ve S
10 point improvement in GEI score
Process Innovation 003 mm 19%
Networking 005 [ 16%
Internationalization 000 [N 14%
Human Capital o10 N 12%
Startup Skills 012 1%
Product Innovation o16 NGNS 7%
Risk Capital 017 %
Technology Absorption 019 N 5%
Risk Acceptance o19 N 5%
Cultural Support 022 2%
High Growth 023 [ 2%
Competiion 020 [ 0%
Opportunity Startup 026 [N 0%
Opportunity Perception 049 I 0%
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Croatla ~ ’- ENTALIREAL RS 4P
INDEX Regional Rank 31 0f 40

Europe

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 > 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
: 080
‘ 13 Intemation- .
800 T, alize ;I] ; nlon 3. Risk Acceptance
700 4 . ™ =
Kl
4360.0 , .« ee ™ 12 High Growth 4. Networking
2500 | : .-." ‘..’ 2 °
O o _9 0 % s e 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
8400 o % Croztia * e
300 { pas .{.:. :o = 10. Product Innovation 6. Oppotturity Startup
: , :
200 | '.. . 9. Corpelition 7_Technology
m il _ Absorption
100 e 8 Human Capital
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Wordavateoe Eampe Croaa
GDP Per Capitain § Purchasing Power Parity .
. . General Indicators
* Europe < Croatia Population 4.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $20,063
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 65/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 771144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 81/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Opportunity Perception 017 I 26%
Product Innovation 022 22%
Opportunity Startup 022 [N 21%
Human Capital 024 20%
Cultural Support 031 1%
Risk Acceplance 041 0%
Networking 047 0%
Pocess movion 052 | 0%
Competon 052 0%
Technoogy Aosorpion 056 | 0%
Risk Capia 056 0%
Starup Skl os0 [ 0%
High Growth ra - 0%
Internationalization 088 N 0%




; N\
«  Cyprus i
- ’
Europe e

Factor Driven

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000

90.0 - =

800 - :.o

700 .~ - ~
2 600 | L] e
= g & o.
a 500 | 2 b ... et e : °
m ) L ] 3 5 P L
0400 - ‘.% *% - <@ Cyprus

300 | %N :.{.. : Vs

200
100 Ve
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain § Purchasing Power Parity
» Europe < Cyprus

Pillar scores from worst to best

@ GlogaL
W CNTREPRENEURS AP

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 49 of 132

Regional Rank 30 of 40

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
13 loamdon: = 3. Risk Acceptance
alization : P
12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation

6. Opportunity Startup

9. Competition 7&?;??33’
8 Human Capital
World average Europe — Cyprus
General Indicators

Population 1.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $27,394
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 64/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 58/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 45178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Opportunity Perception 0.13 _ 38%
Risk Acceptance 018 32%
High Growth 021 27%
Process Innovation 039 e 3%
Sarup Sl Y %
Rik Capie TN %
Product Innovation 07 e 0%
Networking Y %
OpportniySartp 051 %
Compettor 05 [ %
Colura Suppor T 0 %
Technology Absorption 066 |- 0%
mematonaizion 070 | %
Human Capital 0.76 | 0%
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- CZQCh RQpUb"c e '- ENTAL AL LIS P
’“ Regional Rank 26 of 40

Europe

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven
Overall GEl Score 44.2
Individual Indicators 57.4 I
Institutional Indicators 71.5

Global Entrepreneurship Index

14 Pillar Comparison

1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - . 14. Risk Capital 2. Startup Skills
U 1 13. Intemation- )
:g g :‘. alization 3. Risk Acceptance
0 - - ~
® 2
£600 - . es % 12 High Growth 4. Networking
N e L ]
500 | e AG ST
& - . & : LA Gzech Y .. X
uo.; 400 % * ¥ Republic 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
’ L4
300 - *% e {“ B
- ﬁ; See* » 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
1 e
200 a o * 9. Competition 7&?023&“
100 "o 8 Hurman Capital
00
World average Europe — Czech Republic

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

General Indicators

* Europe & Czech Republic Population 10.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $27,959
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 44/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 371144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 24/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Cultural Support o1 N 61%
Human Capital 028 [N 24%
Opportunity Perception 032 15%
Competion e %
Opportunity Startup 048 [ 0%
Netwoing oo 0%
Ruccceparce 057 [ o
Starp Sl 0o o
Podictmosion 060 0%
High Grow s 0%
Rk Capta o 0%
Tecmoogysorpion 057 0%
pocess mowton. 077 | o
Internationalization 0.98 | 0%



BB Denmark &, o World Rank 4 0f 132

W CNIREPRENCURS AP

| ’“ INDEX Regional Rank 1 of 40
Europe
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven
Overall GEIl Score 76.0
Individual Indicators 7.4
Institutional Indicators 89.6
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
100.0 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 3 14 Risk Capital_ 100 2 Startup Skills
80.0 :Q. Denmark 3 ;?;;ﬁon' 3. Risk Acceptance
700 . ™ =
o
2600 - . o ' 12 High Growth 4 Networking
(=3 Z o °
ES0.0 ~ . 0 ee o e—2 .
— L3 L] .
340. 0 0':':. arf ® 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
:. o 3 .o
300 4“' o0 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 L » ” Technology
” 9. Corrpetition : Absorption
100 e 8 Human Capital
00 Ty o 2 . s
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 RS e = R
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
. General Indicators
* Europe & Denmark Population 5.6 million
GDP per capita PPP $41,991
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 4/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 13/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 11/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
nematoraizion 045 | 8%
Starup Siils 052 [ 3%
High Grouth 065 [ 14%
Process Innowtion 071 | 2%
Risk Acceptance 073 | 0%
OpportniyPercepion 079 | 0%
Networking 0s | 0%
Cultural Support 091 | 0%
Risk Capital 097 N 0%
Human Capital 0% [ 0%
Competition 100 | 0%
Opportuniy Startup 100 | O
Product Innovaton 100 | O
Technology Absorption 1,00 | 0%




I Dominican Ao - World Rank 71 0f 132

ha W ENTREPREEURS P

Bl Bl Republic % NDEX Regional Rank 11 of 24

South and Central America / Caribbean

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 3.7
Individual Indicators 62.0 I
Institutional Indicators 49.3 I
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
s 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
13. Intemation- -
Aatiz o 060 s 3. Risk Acceptance
L]
12 High Growth 4. Networking
s 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
» 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
00 World average
——— South and Central America/ Caribbean

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ PurchasingPower Parity
e South and Central America / Caribbean < Dominican Republic

= Dominican Republic

General Indicators

Population 10.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $11,795
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 84/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 101/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 86/178

Percentage of total new effort for

Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Technology Absorption o0s [ 33%
Risk Capital 014 25%
Opportunity Startup 025 [ 13%
Process Innovation 025 12%
Risk Acceptance 027 1%
Product Innovation 030 [N 6%
Cultural Support 036 [N 0%
Competon 05 0%
Internationalization 039 e 0%
High Growth 04 %
Humen Capa 0t %
Sarp Sl N %
OpporuniyPercepion 061 | 0%
Networking 066 [ 0%



Ecuador o World Rank 88 of 132

B CNTREPRENEURS AP

L
’« INDEX Regional Rank 14 of 24

South and Central America / Caribbean

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Factor Driven

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 Z 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
_ 080
800 X 13 ;ﬁ;;?g:on' 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 P . 040
2600 . ee ** 12 High Growth 4. Networking
.E 5 L4 ©
8 50.0 2 .... © o.. . =
— B e o * o :
% 400 - ':. - ® . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
oo %800 T
ol ® Ecuador  * 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 " . 9. Corpetition - Techmology
m oAy _ Absorption
100 Ve 8 Human Capital
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average = South and Central America/ Caribbean Ecuador
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity G | Indicat
3 s . eneral indicators
« South and Central Amenca / Caribbean < Ecuador Population 16.0 million
GDP per capita PPP $10,541
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 115/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 - 1144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 156/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Internationalization 006 [N 26%
Technology Absorption o2 I 20%
Process Innovation o16 NN 15%
High Growth 021 10%
Opportunity Startup 023 [ 8%
Risk Acceptance 024 [N 6%
Cultural Support 025 6%
Risk Capital 025 6%
Human Capial 026 2%
Networking 04 0%
Product inowation 04t 0%
Compeiiion 053 0%
OpportniyPercepton 057 | 0%
Startup Skills 063 [ 0%




% 4
— Egypt ‘\
I ®om
Middle East / North Africa

Factor Driven

#  GlosaL
@ ENTREPRENEURS P

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 89 of 132

Regional Rank 15 of 15

Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 27.3
Individual Indicators 53.3 .
Institutional Indicators 4.0 I
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
20.0 - = 14 Risk Capital 2 Startup Skills
800 - R 3 ;?Ze ;: ;Inion- 3. Risk Accaptance
700 o -
. o0
£600 | . L LI 12 High Growth 4. Networking
= 5 d o
‘s P . ®
a 500 ees o o
g 400 - e ':.‘.. b= o e e ¢ 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
30 0 | °® ‘e : .. ) -
' Egypt . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 a2 . 9. Correlil 7. Technology
’ <Gonparon Absorption
100 e 8 Human Capital
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
oEgypt Middie East/ North Africa General Indicators
Population 83.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $10,733
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 112/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 119/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 124/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI
score

Opportunity Startup 012 1 19%
Human Capital 015 N 18%
Product Innovation o7 16%
Internationalization 022 1%
Competition 022 [ 1%
Technology Absorption 023 10%
Risk Acceptance 025 8%
Risk Capital 026 6%
Process Innovation 0 0%
Startup Skills 035 [ 0%
Cultural Support st 0%
Networking 0 [ %
OpporniyPecepion 049 %
High Growth 059 0%



* El Salvador o -

World Rank 96 of 132

e W ENTREPREEURS AP

Com

South and Central America / Caribbean

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000

800 |

800 - -

70.0 - * °
“600 | < e
S500
o
0400 Nt

B {.{: s :

300 { % o

200 [ P8ea® .

.
100 a

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ PurchasingPower Parity
« South and Central America / Caribbean © El Salvador

Pillar scores from worst to best

Efficiency Driven

Regional Rank 18 of 24

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 10 2 Startup Skills
13. Intemation- 020 3, Risk AcOs0n
alization 060 AR RETE
040
12 High Growth 4. Networking
11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
» 7_Technology
9. Competition ' Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average ——— South and Central America / Caribbean = E| Salvador

General Indicators

Population 6.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $7,515
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 109/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 84/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 62/178

Percentage of total new effort
for a 10 point improvement in

GEl score
Process Innovation 005 [N 28%
Technology Absorption 013 20%
Internationalization o4 19%
Risk Acceptance 022 N 10%
Risk Capital 023 9%
Opportunity Startup 028 [ 5%
Networking 026 4%
Human Capital 028 [ 4%
Product Innovation o3t 1%
Startup Skills 033 I 0%
Cultural Support 03¢ 0%
High Growt 03 %
Opportunity Perception 041 | 0%
Competition 074 [ 0%



)
Europe o

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 +
900 -
800 - o
700 .

S500

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

e Europe < Estonia

Pillar scores from worst to best

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 22 of 132

GLOBS)

- Estonia .\W " LUBAL
" INDEX

MIREPRENCURS AP

Regional Rank 14 of 40

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception

14. Risk Capital

13. Intemation-
alization

2. Startup Skills

3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4 Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

9. Competition 7&?02&%?‘/
8 Human Capital
World average Europe — Estonia
General Indicators

Population 1.3 million
GDP per capita PPP $25,132
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 17/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 29/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 8/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Opportunity Perception 0.40 _ 21%
Rik Capiel 0o [ 20%
High Growth 00 6%
Rccoptnce 040 [ 13%
Technology Absorption o5t e 1%
Homan Capa 05 i
CulrlSuppor 057 [ 5%
OppotnySarp 060 | i
Poductimoation 060 | 5%
Sarup S e [ %
Compettor o7 %
mematonaizaton 050 | %
Process moaion 053 | %
Networking 0.86 | 0%
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Eth Iopla IS 'u DAL RS 4P
Com INDEX Regional Rank 13 of 29

Sub-Saharan Africa

Innovation Driven

Efficiency Driven

Overall GEI Score 17.c
Individual Indicators 61.7
Institutional Indicators .
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - R 14 Risk Captal 19 2 Startup Skills
: 0.80
500 o L ;?;;?;:on. 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - = 040
L] °®
£600 - . ee ¢ 12 High Growth 020 4 Networking
= e °*
£500 - ® fees oe ° -
S 00 i le ‘s . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
' l
e o
300 - ..%. .‘o °® . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
*Eﬁ\wpla 9. Competition 7;}?02;??3\’
100 % 8 Hurman Capital
0.0 y 5
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa — Ethiopia

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

General Indicators

e Sub-Saharan Africa < Ethiopia
Population 96.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $1,336
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 132/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 118/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 149/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Internationalization 003 W 18%
Networking 004 [N 18%
Risk Acceptance 005 N 16%
Risk Capital o10 [N 12%
Startup Skills o1t 12%
Technology Absorption o2 10%
Product Innovation 015 8%
Human Capital o1 N 5%
High Growth 022 2%
Opportunity Perception 022 2%
Cultural Support 03¢ 0%
Process Innovation 03 NN 0%
Opportunity Startup 037 [ 0%
Competition 038 I 0%




+ Finland '
4

Europe

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 -

90.0

80.0 - "

700 -

2
2600 - *
= o
2500 - *
— L ]
©400 - ‘,:- % *
% o

300 - 2 00 00 .

200 ,;fo .

100 %
00

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

e Europe < Finland

Pillar scores from worst to best

Competition 0.39
Human Capital 047
High Growth 048
Risk Capital 0.50
Technology Absorption 0.50
Internationalization 0.53
Opportunity Perception 0.63
Startup Skills 0.72
Risk Acceptance 0.74
Opportunity Startup 0.84
Process Innovation 0.85
Product Innovation 0.90
Cultural Support 0.93

Networking 1.00

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 18 of 132

@ GlosaL
- En

TREPRENCURS AP

Regional Rank 12 of 40

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Percepéon

14, Risk Capitay 10

2. Starup Skils
3. Risk Accegtance

4 Netvoking

5. Cultural Support

10. Produc: Imovetion

6. Opportunity Statup

: 7. Technoiogy
S. Competition Absorpson
& Human Capital
World average Eurcpe e FiiaNd

General Indicators
Population 5.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $38,846
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 9/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 4/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 19/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
27%
17%
17%
14%
14%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%



I France '

)
Europe .

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 -

900
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©400 - ‘,:- % *

% o

300 - e o
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100 %
00

France .

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
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e Europe < France

Pillar scores from worst to best

L g
]

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 10 of 132

GLOB:S
LM1 -’LH‘L\LUM P

Regional Rank 6 of 40

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 190 2 Startup Skills
13. Intemation- .

alization 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Europe — France
General Indicators

Population 66.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $37,154
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 31/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 23/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 73/178

Percentage of total new effort for a
10 point improvement in GEI score

Sirtp Sl o 7%
Opportunity Perception 051 | 25%
High Growh o 7%
Culural Suppor o5 %
Poductinoaton  06s 5
ooy Serp 0o 4
Risk Acceptanc 0o 4
rematoraizzion 071 1%
Ris Capt a0 %
Nebworing o7s %
Competiion 0w %
Human Capia oo | %
TechnobogyAsoption 056 | %
Process Innovation 087 0%



e N\ s World Rank 86 of 132
Gabon ’- ENTREPRENEURS P

. Com INDEX Regional Rank 50f 29

Sub-Saharan Africa

Innovation Driven

27.3 N
35. I

Efficiency Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - = 14. Risk Capital 2 Startup Skills
< 080
800 - < 12 Ia?f;?;ﬂon- 3. Risk Acceptance
70.0 “ B
L] °®
©£600 - . ee ¢ 12. High Growth 4 Networking
% . .. ..
a 500 - ° O.‘ L P . 2
e i e .
3 400 - L o e, ® o 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
. {oo s ¢
300 | %5peS P : <
3 JeSo* Gaborr 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 J23a° N 7. Technology
1 9. Competition ' Absorption
100 "o 8 Human Capital
00 ;
0 1mm m Smm mm smm mm Word average Sub-Saharan Africa — (Gabon
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
* Sub-Saharan Afica < Gabon General Indicators
Population 1.7 million
GDP per capita PPP $18,646
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 144/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 106/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 104/178
Pillar scores from worst to best Perce.nta.ge ofitotal new UL
10 point improvement in GEI score
Risk Capital 003 [ 23%
Startup Skills 000 [N 22%
Networking 014 I 18%
Risk Acceptance 017 15%
Technology Absorption 024 9%
Human Cap 02 %
Opportunity Startup 028 [ 5%
Culural Suppor 032 [ 1%
Internationalization 035 0%
Product innovaton 042 [ 0%
High Growth 04t [ 0%
Process Innovation 045 0%
Competiion 045 [ 0%
Opportunity Perception 061 0%
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e Gambia o o

ENTREPRENCURS AP
I INDEX Regional Rank 16 of 29
Sub-Saharan Africa

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 17.4
Individual Indicators 54.5 I
Institutional Indicators 020
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
- 1. Opportunity
100.0 Perception
90.0 - 14. Risk Capital 1-00 9 Startup Skills
* 13. Intemation- 080
e F R " alization 0.60 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - .- - 040
= 60.0 . e * . 12. High Growth 020 4.Networking
E :r
B s u® ™ - 07
£ 500 . 8 e -
—_— & . = %, - 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
400 ot e
- f: : 'l
300 A ‘mt_ 2o " . 10. Product Innovation 6. Oppartunity Startup
- [ ]
1 % . . 7. Technol
200 m G'ambia - 9. Competition . Abicor&?(;)r?y
100 s 8 Hurman Capital
20 = World average ——— Sub-Saharan Africa Gambia, The
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 G000
GOP Per Capita in & Purchasing Power Parity :
* Sub-Saharan Affica < Gambia | S TG -
Population 1.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $1,608
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 138/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 125/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 113/178

Percentage of total new effort for

Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Startup Skills O | 16%
Risk Acceptance 007 N 15%
Internationalization 000 N 14%
Human Capital o1 [ 12%
Process Innovation 012 1 1%
Risk Capital 014 N 10%
Product Innovation o015 9%
Technology Absorption o019 6%
Cultural Support o19 I 5%
High Growth 025 [N 2%
Networking 026 [N 0%
Opportunity Perception 027 0%
Opportunity Startup 031 0%
Competition 032 I 0%



+ § +  Georgia '
+ + Q“
Europe
Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 -
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700 +
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* Europe < Georgia

Pillar scores from worst to best

@ GlogsL
W CNTREPRENEURS P

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 81 0f 132

Regional Rank 39 of 40

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14. Risk Capital 0 2. Startup Skills
< 080
13. Intemation- )
alization 3.Risk Acceptance
12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

» 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Europe — (Georgia
General Indicators

Population 4.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $6,946
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 15/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 69/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 22/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI
score

Process Innovation 012 [N 20%
Risk Acceptance 015 17%
Risk Capital 017 [N 16%
Product Innovation o1 15%
Startup Skills 021 12%
Opportunity Perception 025 NN 9%
Networking 027 | 7%
Competition 028 [N 5%
Technology Absorption 035 [N 0%
Opportunity Startup 035 [ 0%
HighGrowth 03 %
Calura Suppor 05 %
Internationalization 053 e 0%
Human Capital 056 | —— 0%



B Germany " S o
E INDEX

®,
Europe e

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 -
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700 -
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GDP Per Capitain $ PurchasingPower Parity

e Europe < Gemany

Pillar scores from worst to best

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 14 of 132

Regional Rank 90f40

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception

1.00

14. Risk Capital 2. Startup Skills

. 080
13. Intemation- )
alization 3. Risk Acceptance
12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

9. Competition 7ATb?or:$i)or?y
8 Human Capital
World average Europe — Germany
General Indicators

Population 80.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $43,207
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 14/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 51144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 16/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Startup Skills 0.44 27%
Human Capital 0.55 17%
Networking 0.58 14%
High Growth 0.61 1%
Internationalization 0.63 9%
Risk Acceptance 0.64 9%

Technology Absorption 0.66
Opportunity Perception 0.66

Product Innovation 0.70
Process Innovation 0.76
Opportunity Startup 0.76
Risk Capital 0.76
Cultural Support 0.79

Competition 0.88

7%
6%
2%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
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Ghana = 8 SR
Com INDEX Regional Rank 7 of 29

Sub-Saharan Africa

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEIl Score ]
Individual Indicators 57.2 e

Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
80.0 z 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
< 0380
80.0 - -, 13 ;?g?éﬁon_ 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 £ o
. e % 12 High Growth 4 Networking
.360.0 : — : ?
S oo ® ° 5
a 500 oot o 0o °
E 40.0 ‘r..,'.. '.': . e e 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 --“." s
. 4.’ . d..o. © o 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 ‘! % * 9. Corrpetition 7&?02&%?3/
100 % 8 Human Capital
00 : : — _
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa — (Ghana

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity G | Indicat
eneral Inaicators

* Sub-Saharan Africa < Ghana Population 26.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $3,864
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 70/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 111144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 71178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEl score

Human Capital 007 1 21%
Product Innovation 013 16%
Technology Absorption o15 13%
Internationalization o7 1%
Risk Capital 019 [N 9%
Process Innovation . 00 | 8%
Startup Skills 021 7%
Networking 021 [N 7%
High Growth 023 I 6%
Opportunity Startup 033 I 0%
Risk Acceptance 033 0%
Compeion . 0%
OpporniyPeceptin 051 0%
Cultural Support 061 | — 0%



| \
am— Greece 4

Cam

Europe

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 -
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700 +
3600 | L e
1=
& 500
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o0

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

e Europe < Greece

Pillar scores from worst to best

@ GlogsL
@ CNTREPRENEURS P

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 45 of 132

Regional Rank 27 of 40

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
13 Inemidion: = 3. Risk Acceptance
alization : P
12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

» 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Europe Greece
General Indicators

Population 11.0 million
GDP per capita PPP $24,540
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 61/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 81/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 130/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Risk Acceptance o1s (NG 30%
High Growih 019 [ 28%
Opportunity Perception 025 [N 22%
Cultural Support 032 14%
Product Innovation 033 I 7%
Networing ya %
Opportunity Startup 046 [ 0%
Risk Capia 00 %
Process Innovation 049 e 0%
Competion 0y %
Technoogy bsopion 01 | %
Homan Capta 0 o
memsionazion 05 | o
Startup Skills 0.95 | — 0%
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%) Guatemala ’- ENTAL AL LIS P
’« INDEX Regional Rank 21 of 24

South and Central America / Caribbean

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

21.1

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000
900 |
800 %,

700 - - =

“600 | © LR

500 |

i
©400
300 | e

R® oo °° =
20.0 ,! & * Guatemala
100 %o

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 5000C 60000
GDP Per Capita in § Purchasing Power Parity
« South and Central Amenica / Caribbean > Guatemala

Pillar scores from worst to best

Efficiency Driven

Innovation Driven

51.5
45.5 I

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
: 080
13. Intemation- )
e 060 3. Risk Acceptance
040

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
” 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average = South and Central America / Caribbean Guatemala
General Indicators

Population 15.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $7,063
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 73/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 78/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 87/178

Percentage of total new effort
for a 10 point improvement in

GEl score
Human Capital 0.06 - 17%
High Growth 008 16%
Process Innovation 008 16%
Risk Capital 009 [N 15%
Risk Acceptance 014 I 10%
Technology Absorption ~~ 0.15 | NI 9%
Internationalization 017 I 8%
Networking 018 [N 7%
Startup Skills 023 2%
Opportunity Startup 025 | 1%
Cultural Support 032 0%
OpporuniyPercepion 041 0%
Competion 050 [ 0%
Product Innovation 064 | E—— 0%
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Guyana he " TSRS A
Com INDEX Regional Rank 22 of 24

South and Central America / Caribbean

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Factor Driven

Overall GEIl Score .
Individual Indicators 57.2 e

Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
80.0 | = 14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
, : 0.80
800 P 3 Iaﬂtze ;: ;inmn- 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 1 ° - .. . 040
£600 - .+« _ os ¥ 12 High Growth 4. Networking
250.0 ‘ > ...o.o ... ° e =
T .00 i ey o e g 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 { % %
; ﬁ RO . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
— ,! % Guyana 9. Competition 7ATbe°h”9’°9V
) sorption
100 e 8 Human Capital
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average ——— South and Central America/ Caribbean == Guyana
GDP Per Capita in $§ Purchasing Power Parity e {Indicat
o . eneral Indicators
¢ South and Central America / Caribbean > Guyana Population 0.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $6,336
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 123/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 117/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 123178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Technology Absorption 003 W 19%
High Growth 006 [N 16%
Risk Capital 006 [ 16%
Risk Acceptance 007 15%
Product Innovation o111 12%
Opportunity Perception o2 11%
Startup Skills 016 N 7%
Process Innovation o1s 5%
Cultural Support 024 0%
Human Capt 03 [ 0%
Internationalization 033 0%
Networing 041 o
Opportunity Startup 042 0%
Competition 048 0%
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S W ENTREPRENEURS P
%, NDEX Regional Rank 20 of 24
South and Central America / Caribbean
Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Piltar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
800 | = 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
: 080
80.0 - 13. Intemation- _
- Abreton 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - ™ z ® 040
® 500 - o e ' 12 High Growth 4. Networking
,§ : o .o o.
£ 500 N S
e L L -
.,g 40.0 * ..0.. o S : . ’ 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
LA |
00 | sl 1"
~ ﬁ o 0t . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200  #¥eHonduras R 7_Technology
S _ Absorption
100 e 8 Hurman Capital
). i S PADRCEs. World South and Central America/ Caribbea Hond
0 1mw zm 3mm 4wm smm 60000 ona average = uth and Centr merica il n onauras
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity G | Indicat
. ) eneral indicators
e South and Central America / Caribbean < Honduras Population 8.3 million
GDP per capita PPP $4,445
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 104/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 100/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 116/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Process Innovation 0o 16%
High Growth o10 [N 16%
Technology Absorption o6 11%
Risk Capital 017 I 10%
Risk Acceptance 018 N 10%
Networking 018 10%
Internationalization 019 9%
Human Capital 020 [ 7%
Startup Skills 025 4%
Cultural Support 025 4%
Opportunity Startup 025 4%
Opportunity Perception  0.33 | 0%
Product Innovation 035 NN 0%
Competition 054 [ 0%
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"?:? - @ ENTREFRENEURS AP
%, NDEX Regional Rank 6 of 21
Asia-Pacific
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven
Overall GEI Score 45.4 IS
Individual Indicators 53.8 .
Institutional Indicators 84.1
. 14 Pillar Comparison
Global Entrepreneurship Index g
1. Opporurity
1000 Parcaption
900 14 RiskCaptal 100 2 Startup Skills
* 13 Intemation- 080
800 | s, alzstion 3_Risk Acoeptance
700 | .
Z ... o * 12 High Growth 4 Networking
2600 - B
S500 | N
O e o o °, . *HongKong 11 Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
0400 '.\ LN " .
300 4'.&.5 ..:. :. 2 ® 10 Product Innovation & Opporunity Startup
200 * PR - 8 Corrpettion f ;bfuhum,:,o,?’
100 e 8 Human Capital
00 T S T P S L T TS S TP PR T L R S O W
orid average e S50 PACIC e 00 KONG

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
>Hong Kong e Asia-Pacific

General Indicators

Population 7.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $51,509
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 3/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 7144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 1178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEI score

Competition 013 [N 44%
Startup Skills 023 25%
Technology Absorption 026 [N 19%
Opportunity Perception 029 12%
Process Innovation o4 0%
Culural Supor 051 %
Networing 05 %
Homan Cail 0o [ %
menatoraizion 070 | %
Rcicceerce 076 | o
opportnySarup 076 | o
Rk Caple 070 [ o
High Grow 050 | o
Product Innovation 100 [ 0%



BN Hungary §™, s World Rank #1 0132

W ENTREPRENCURS AP

] "’« INDEX Regional Rank 24 of 40

Europe

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
100.0 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - = 14 Risk Capital 190 2 Statup Skills
: 080
800 | >, 2 ;?;;:;:m' 3. Risk Acceptance
700 | = .
e®
g 60.0 - . _ a-% 12 High Growth 4. Networking
E 500 | - ..-... . ‘.v . N
o e _ -+ <@ Hungary “ 4 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
o400 - '.\ % T
300 | Spsmce, 3,
’ ﬂ; Jee* . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 ’ Q° 9. Compeition Y,A Lescot;mg)r?y
100 e 8 Hurman Capital
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Woldaveroe Eumee Hungay
GDP Per Capitain § Purchasing Power Parity
General Indicators
* Europe < Hungary Population 9.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $22,914
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 54/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 60/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 54/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Opportunity Perception 027 24%
Product Innovation 032 19%
Risk Capital 03 [ 15%
Competition 033 14%
Cultural Support 042 I 10%
Process Innovation o4 e 7%
Opportunity Startup 049 4%
Human Capital 049 4%
Risk Acceptance 050 [ 3
Strtp Skils 050 [ 2
Technoogy Avsorpion 054 | 0%
Networking N 000 0%
High Growh T 0%
Internationalization 081 0%
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. - Iceland - '. ENTAL VAL RS 4P
@ Regional Rank 3 of 40
Europe e
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

75.0
A

Global Entrepreneurship Index

100.0
900 - =
800 | &
700 5 Q,g‘-. I_ce|and .
%.360.0 ' x : s e, "..
%iﬁﬁg | gt by L 4 7

300 - L LR

200

100 Ve

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

* Europe < lceland

Pillar scores from worst to best

68.9 I——

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14. Risk Capital 0 2. Startup Skills
13 iemdlop: - 3. Risk Acceptance
alization : P

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

9 Corrpelition Al?;ggfy
8 Human Capital
World average Europe Iceland
General Indicators

Population 0.3 million
GDP per capita PPP $41,250
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 12/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 30/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 26/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
OpportniyPercepion 043 | 2%
Risk Cape 050 [ 23%
Human Capic 051 2%
Competion 057 | 16%
Cultral Suppor 0o | o
High Grow 057 | 1%
Poductimowion 065 | 1%
memaionaizaion 00 | 0%
RiskAcoeplance 05 | 0%
Sertp Skl 090 | 0%
Process mowton .90 | 0%
Technaogy bsorpion 099 | 0%
OpporunySerup 100 | 0%
Networking 100 [ 0%
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® In d Ia ha '- ENTALPENELIRS 4P
Com INDEX Regional Rank 16 of 21

Asia-Pacific

Innovation Driven

Efficiency Driven

Overall GEI Score om0
Individual Indicators 51.3 I
Institutional Indicators 51.0 I
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - - 14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
; 080
= 13. Intemation- .
80.0 < alifgsor:on 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - ®
e °® ) )
®60.0 - . ee © 12 High Growth 4. Networking
§ ' . < 'o
£ 500 - ® Teee o0 R
o e o o % . o 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
©400 '.\ % %
300 | %N 'a-{" A ~ :
> ¢ nﬁia Jo o® . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 T e ot 7. Technology
a” O b 9. Competition —" Abacintion
100 % 8 Hurman Capital
o World Asia-Pacifi Indi
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 SRR RS =
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
o _ ) General Indicators
©lndia e Asia-Pacific Population 1267.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $5,238
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 142/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 71144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 128/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Percentage of total new effort
for a 10 point improvement in

GEl score
Technology Absorption 0o [N 22%
Opportunity Startup o10 N 18%
Networking 014 [N 14%
High Growth 014 NN 14%
Internationalization 015 1 13%
Risk Capital 018 [N 10%
Startup Skills 021 6%
Risk Acceptance 025 [N 3%
Human Capital 026 [ 2%
Cultural Support 028 0%
Opportunity Perception 36 0%
Productimoaion 051 | %
Process owion 052 | %
Competition . | 0%
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- IndoneSIa IS ’u DAL RS 4P
INDEX Regional Rank 18 of 21
Asia-Pacific
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 -
80.0
80.0
70.0 +
3600 | L ] L X )
=
a 500 -
i}
300 | Speaene. 3, e

e o o® .
200 - of “: Indonesia
10.0 3
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0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

<lIndonesia e Asia-Pacific

Pillar scores from worst to best

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception

14. Risk Capital 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- )
alization 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7. Technology
9. Competition ; Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Asia-Pacific Indonesia
General Indicators

Population 252.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $9,254
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 114/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 34/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 105/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Internationalization 005 N 22%
High Growth 006 [N 20%
Risk Acceptance 012 [ 15%
Technology Absorption 014 15%
Risk Capital 018 [N 10%
Human Capital 020 [N 9%
Process Innovation 022 [N 7%
Cultural Support 030 N 0%
Nebworking 03 %
Opportunity Startup 032 [ 0%
Competition 03 0%
S Skl | %
Product Innovation 039 I 0%
Opportunity Perception 057 | — 0%
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i e W LHRLREEURS P
I | - INDEX Regional Rank 14 of 15
Middle East / North Africa

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportundy
Perception
90.0 - . 14 Risk Captal 100 2 Statup Skis
80.0 - ., 13 'a:ze;“.;‘m 3 Risk Acceptance
700 -+ w .
L °®
£600 - L e * 12 High Growth 4 Networking
£ o s .o
850.0 1 * .0.° e.* 3 : i
340.0 | o':.o.. :. .. 11 Process Innovation 5 Culturd Suppont
300 | %%l {o"\ $ o
- ﬁ $e Iran . 10. Product Innovation 6 Opportunty Startup
L ]
20 '3 % - @ Competition 7 ;gg:’g’fy
100 e 8 Hurman Captal
00
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 VidoRmgs e UR0 KN Mot Aice -
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
Slran e Middie East/ North Africa General Indicators
Population 78.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $15,090
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 130/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 83/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 171178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEl score

Internationalization 0o 24%
Risk Acceptance 014 19%
Product Innovation o16 NN 16%
Cultural Support o19 14%
Competition 025 [N 9%
Opportunity Startup 026 [N 7%
Risk Capital 020 [ 5%
Process Innovation 03t 3%
Technology Absorption 03t 3%
Netvoring 025 | %
Hmn Capa ot %
High Growt 045 %
OpporniyPecepion 052 %
Startup Skills 071 | 0%
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S W ENTREPRENEURS P

®
Europe e

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index
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e Europe <lreland

Pillar scores from worst to best

Efficiency Driven

Regional Rank 7 of 40

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
13. Intemation- 050

alization 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

7. Technology

9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Europe Ireland
General Indicators

Population 4.6 million
GDP per capita PPP $44,931
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 13/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 25/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 9/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Opportunity Perception 033 79%
Opportunity Startup 063  [IEE— 12%
Rk i ™ o
Pocess mozion 065 | %
Recoospmee 0so %
Colural Suppor 072 o
Netvoring . o
S Sl 07 o
roctmoston 075 | .
mematoraizaion 050 | %
Teohoogy/bsopion 031 | %
High Gro T = o
Compotir oo | o
Human Capital 099 [ 0%
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x:x ~ W ENTREREELURS AP
— Qq- INDEX Regional Rank 20f15
Middle East / North Africa
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven
Overall GEI Score 57.4
Individual Indicators 66.9
Institutional Indicators 771
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 + 1. Opportundy
Perception
90.0 = 14 Risk Capta 100 2 Staup Skis
g0
800 - s, 13 ;l‘g“';‘m 3 Risk Acceptance
700 - - .
. ‘e 12 High Growth 4 Networkng
::60'0 ] & O Israel
500 ® eee o o 5
540.0 | ":.:. '.': L 11 Process Innovation 5 Cultwra Suppont
300 -“'L" s %
- ﬁt Jo et B 10 Product Innovation § Oppottunty Startup
200 ,! 2% . . 7 Technology
100 e 8 Hurman Capital TORNHON
00
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
olsrael e Middle East/ North Africa General Indicators
Population 8.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $31,029
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 40/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 271144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 33/178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEl score

Competition 0.28 _ 52%
Startup Sils 04 [ 2%
Opportunity Startup 049 14%
Risk Acceptance 051 [ 11%
Culural Suppor 05 [ 0
High Grow . 0%
inlematonaiizafon 060 0%
Opportunity Perception 065 | 0%
Networking ra 7 0%
Human Capia o7 0%
Techdogy osopion 072 | 0%
Risk Capital 0.04 | 0%
Process Innovation 100 | 0%
Product Innovation 100 I 0%



N\ — World Rank 48 of 132
I I Italy IS ’- EITSLAREAL LIRS 4P

’“ INDEX Regional Rank 29 of 40
Europe

Innovation Driven

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportundty
Perception
0.0 - P 14 Risk Captal 100 2 Startup Skiis
080
. 3
80.0 >, L a:g"';‘m 050 3 Risk Acceptance
70.0 - . =
2 ° [}
£600 - . o ee * 12 High Growth 4 Networking
= 9
2500 - — .-.' ot .
— . c P
g40.0 1 * ':o.% ‘e s @ ltaly 11 Process Innovation 5 Culturd Suppont
300 | S .
- ‘fz& Qe e® . 10 Product Innovation 6 Opportunty Startup
200 *3&° . 7 Techrology
‘” - 9 Competition Absarztion
100 e 8 Hurman Capital
00
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World averaga Europe Ity
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
General Indicators
* Eurcpe < ltaly Population 61.3 million
GDP per capita PPP $34,167
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 56/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 49/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 80/178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEl score

Human Capital 0.17 _ 34%
High Growth 027 22%
Networing 035 12%
Cultural Support 037 10%
Opportunity Perception 033 8%
Risk Acepiance 0 i
Serup il 041 5%
Technology Absorpion 043 | 2%
Competon 0 0%
Internationalization o055 0%
Opportunity Startup 056 [ 0%
RiskCapia - 0%
Pocessimoation 070 0%
Product Innovation 0.84 | 0%
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South and Central America / Caribbean

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Factor Driven

Overall GEIl Score )
Individual Indicators 56.4 N,

Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
80.0 | = 14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
) 0380
800 - % 13 ;?;an?;:on- 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - o - 2 . 040
®60.0 - o ee e 12. High Growth 4 Networking
£ s
S500 | ® Cee o0 s
g 400 v ..°.. ‘.. A ' 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 | o “o. 4 ‘.
: ﬁ Jamaita * 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 ‘” % * 9. Competition : 7&?;&?5?},
100 e 8 Human Capital
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average ——— South and Central America / Caribbean Jamaica
GDP Per Capitain $ PurchasingPower Parity G | Indicat
. SOLKh al’\d Centra' Amenca { Ca’lbbean Q Ja‘nalca Popu|atI0n eneral indicators 27 m|"|0n
GDP per capita PPP $8,607
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 58/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 86/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 48/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Process Innovation 000 22%
Technology Absorption o1t 20%
Risk Capital 014 [ 17%
High Growth 014 17%
Product Innovation 016 16%
Human Capital 027 [N 5%
Risk Acceptance 028 [N 4%
Opportunity Perception  0.37 | 0%
Cultural Support 040 S 0%
Opportunity Startup 044 0%
Competon 04 0%
Strtup il 04 o
Internationalization 045 e 0%
Networking 048 0%
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EX
Asia-Pacific Regional Rank 5of 21
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven

Overall GEIl Score 50.c I
Individual Indicators s2.4

Institutional Indicators 91.2

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - = 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
_ 080
oD & 18 ;?;g:g:on— 060 3. Risk Acceptance

700 | il -
L
2600 - . — ‘e 12 High Growth 4 Networking
oo 4
= .
S 500 = . o @ Jagan
o] o: =0 e b 4 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
0 N e e
o400 - s
30 0 | e® ® . ‘ L
: ﬁb oo o* . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 e .

7. Technology

9. Competition g
100 ’o 8 Hurman Capital Absorption
0 10000 me 30000 40000 sm 60000 World average Asia-Pacific Japan
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .

: : A General Indicators

©Japan e Asia-Paciic Population 127.1 million
GDP per capita PPP $35,614
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 29/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 6/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 20/178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEl score

Startup Skills o14 [NNEG 57%
Opportunity Perception 020 [N 43%
Networng 00 %
Internationalization 040 S 0%
Cultural Support 042 [ 0%
Competon o5t %
Opportunity Startup 057 [ 0%
Ris Capi o0 %
Ris Aocepiance o %
Techraogy bsopion 055 %
Human Capital 0.99 | 0%
Process Innovation 1.00 | 0%
High Growih 1.00 | 0%
Product Innovation 100 | 0%
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Middle East / North Africa

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - . 14. Risk Captal 100 2. Startup Skill
80.0 - -
:'o 13 In_temanon 3. Risk Acceptance
alization
700 - v .
L ] ...
£600 - Sle—as——a= 12. High Growth 4.Networking
— L ]
g 500 - * .. ... ... - ¢ °
—— o L L ]
©400 - * o “ *¢s . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 | °® ® {’Joraang.
ﬁ i * 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
2 ? % ® 7 Technology
9. Competition ; 4
5. Ab:
100 s 8 Human Capital sorption
00
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average ——— Mddle East / North Africa — Jordan
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
<Jordan e Middle East/ North Africa
General Indicators
Population 6.6 million
GDP per capita PPP $11,407
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 117/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 64/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 38/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Technology Absorption o1 [ 33%
Opportunity Startup 025 [ 17%
Human Capital 026 |G 15%
Internationalization 026 15%
Risk Capi 032 [ 8%
Process Innovation 033 N 6%
Risk Acceptance 035 5%
Compeiiion 040 [ 0%
High Growh 047 0%
Product innovaton 045 [ 0%
Stertup Skl 040 0%
OpportuniyPercepton 050 | 0%
Networking 053 0%
Cultural Support 057  E—— 0%
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A

sia-Pacific

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pllar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Percegtion
900 - = 4 Risk Captal ' 00 2 Startup Skils
080
800 - 13 Intemaion-
- akizetion 080 3 Risk Acosplance
700 - =
L ] °®
£600 - * oo 2 12 High Growth 4 Networking
= .
$500 - *Teee e
00 - o e = 11. Process Innovation 5. Culturd Support
U {‘.': s % Kazakhstan
] ‘g'&} ce ** s 10. Product Innovation & Opportunity Startup
200 S .
= = 9 Compelition 7 !Tla:mnsf?y
100 - 8 Human Captal
00
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Asta-Pacific Kazakhdan
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity G | Indicat
» : eneral Inaicators
©Kazakhstan e Asia-Pacific Population 17.3 million
GDP per capita PPP $22,467
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 77/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 50/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 69/178
Percentage of total new effort
Pillar scores from worst to best for a 10 point improvement in
GEl score
Technology Absorption 013 1 26%
Process Innovation 021 18%
Cultural Support 025 13%
OpportunityPercepton 026 | 1%
Compeiiion 027 11%
Risk Acceptance 027 1%
Product Innovation 03t 5%
Risk Capia 022 %
nematoralzion 043 0%
Opportunity Startup 046 [ 0%
Startup Skils 050 0%
High Growh o5t 0%
Human Capica 075 [ 0%
Networking 0.93 |,y 0%
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Al Com INDEX Regional Rank 9 of 29
Sub-Saharan Africa

Innovation Driven

Efficiency Driven

Overall GEI Score 2.1
Individual Indicators 54.5 I
Institutional Indicators S3
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 = 14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
s 080
80.0 - 13: ;?;;?gn'on' 060 3. Risk Acceptance
70.0 - T Y . 040
© 600 - . ee e 12 High Growth 02 4. Networking
£ & e
S 500 - ® e ee o, .
g‘ —y . ..o. 0.°.. R . . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
l
300 W '.{’ : E 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
3; hya e | |
200 | ehy 9. Competition 7.ATbechnqlogy
) sorption
10.0 - 8 Hurman Capital
0.0 :
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa — Kenya
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
_ General Indicators
* Sub-Saharan Afiica < Kenya Population 45.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $2,705
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 136/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 90/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 122/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Percentage of total new effort for a
10 point improvement in GEI score

Startup Skills 005 [ 21%
Internationalization cos 19%
Human Capital 12 15%
Cultural Support 016 12%
Product Innovation o19 9%
Risk Acceptance 019 9%
Technology Absorption 020 [ 8%
Risk Capital 023 I 5%
High Growth 027 [N 2%
Opportunity Perception 028 1%
Opportunity Startup 029 0%
Competon 0 | %
Process Innovation 039 0%
Networking 069 [ 0%



‘®* Korea £
Sy "._
Asia-Pacific

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 -
90.0
800
700 -~ <

260.0 1 = s

£500 -

B400 -
300 - “.a:.;{.., o "
200
100 %
00

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

<Korea e Asia-Pacific

Pillar scores from worst to best

G
Lr

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 27 of 132

LOBAL
NIREPRENLURS AP

Regional Rank 4 of 21

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- '80

G 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Asia-Pacific Korea
General Indicators

Population 50.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $32,708
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 5/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 26/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 29/178

Percentage of total new effort for a
10 point improvement in GEI score

Competition 0.23 _ 47%
Opportunity Perception 026 42%
CuluralSuppor 05 i
Internationalization 047 e 4%
oponySarp 057 %
Ris Acceplance 0w 0%
High Growt o0 0%
Sar Sl o0 | %
Notworking 070 | %
TechnologyAbsopion 076 | %
RiskCapta 0o %
Human Capial o5 %
Poductimoation 055 %
Process Innovation 089 S 0%
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e W CHTREFRENELRS AP

*
Middle East / North Africa e

Overall GEIl Score

Efficiency Driven

45.c I

Regional Rank 70of 15

Innovation Driven

Individual Indicators 78.6
Institutional Indicators 55.5 [
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - . 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
800 L ;Tiﬁze ;: g]ion- 3. Risk Acceptance
700 ~ =
©£600 oo 12 High Growth 4 Networking
= L
& 500 = & P
o} 4 @ Kuwai 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
o400 =
300 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 9. Competition 7&?;&??2"
100 8 Human Capital
00
60000 80000 World average ——— Mddle East / North Africa Kuwait
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
oKuwait  © Middle East/ North Africa General Indicators
Population 3.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $84,188
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 86/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 40/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 74/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Process Innovation o19 [ 33%
Technology Absorption 025 [ 25%
Startup Skills 028 [N 22%
Opportunity Startup 035 [ 12%
Product Innovation 039 8%
Compeion Y %
Colura Suppor 0o %
Internationalization o5 e 0%
Rsciccepance 063 | %
Humn Capta . %
g Growt o7 | o
Networing 07 0%
R Capts 075 | o
Opportunity Perception 0.91 | — 0%
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u Lao PDR - ’- DAL RS 4P
%, NDEX Regional Rank 14 of 21

Asia-Pacific

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEIl Score .
Individual Indicators 60.2 .

Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
80.0 ¢ = 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
2 080
800 N 1 2;?: ;: ;inlon- 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 | P - o8 . 0.
g 600 - . — e ¢ 12. High Growth 4. Networking
£500 | . '.‘... Sp—t—
1 . L] L] o .
3 400 PR d oJ . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
% SN I
300 | % '350 POR** . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 ﬁ % * 9. Competition 7;;:;:&?&?"
100 e 8 Human Capital
00 1 ey o oy
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Asia-Pacific | a0 PDR
GDP Per Capita in $ Purchasing Power Parity .
o General Indicators
LaoPDR = Asia-Pacific Population 6.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $4,667
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 148/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 93/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 150/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Risk Acceptance 00« [N 24%
Process Innovation o7 N 21%
Networking 013 [N 15%
Cultural Support o7 I 1%
Opportunity Perception o7 1%
Internationalization o19 9%
Startup Skills 020 7%
Product Innovation 025 3%
Opportunity Startup 036 0%
Technoogy osorpion 037 | 0%
High Growh 040 0%
Risk Capil o4s [ o
Human Capial oot [ 0%
Competition 064 [ 0%
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B CNTREPRENCURS AP

L ’u INDEX Regional Rank 17 of 40

Europe

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
100.0 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - = 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
: 080
80.0 - o, 13';?;;"5:0"' 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - .

2
2600 1 & i 12 High Growth 4 Networking
= e 18
£500 - PO, .
= a A
340'0 - ..'.. e 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
L] L) H '
300 - #‘:ﬁ; e " o ' .
Jee 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 f3&° . N— 7. Technology
" “Gonpediton Absorption
100 e 8 Human Capital
00 _
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Yoo dvemce Edrope ===l
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
) General Indicators
* Europe <Latvia Population 2.0 million
GDP per capita PPP $21,825
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 23/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 42/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 371178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Opportunity Perception 03 [N 30%
Process Innovation 036 [N 24%
Cultural Support 042 [N 17%
Risk Acceptance 047 | 12%
Product lnovation 050 [ 10%
Competiion 052 [ %
Human Capia 060 [ 0%
Technology Absorpion 061 | 0%
Risk Capiel 0c2 | 0%
Opportunity Startup 063 [ 0%
Networking 0c | 0%
Startup Skl T 0 0%
ematonalzzion 074 | 0%
High Growth 1.00 | 0%
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Lebanon - & S e ap
’« Regional Rank 8 of 15
Middle East / North Africa
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

1000 -
90.0 -
80.0 -
700 -

£600 e oo

=

500 - *

L ]

G400 - %

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
<Llebanon e Middle East/ North Africa

Pillar scores from worst to best

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
13. Intemation-

alization 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7_Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average ——— Middle East / North Africa = |_ehanon
General Indicators
Population 4.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $16,623
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 104/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 113/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 94/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Technology Absorption 025 [ 16%
Cultural Support 025 N 16%
Product Innovation 026 [N 15%
Process Innovation 027 14%
Risk Capital 031 [ 1%
Risk Acceptance 031 [ 1%
Opportunity Startup 032 [ 10%
Compoion 03 i
igh Growth o %
Human Capia o2 1
memaioraizion  05o [ %
OpporuniyPercepion 070 | %
Strup Sl 07 | %
Networking 0.88 | — 0%
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Sub-Saharan Africa

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

1000

90.0 - -

800 :'o

700 - . ~.. .
£600 - e
: e o *® °
a 500 - e ee o 0 .
— ° ° ° .. L] °
& 400 - 2% "o e

oo % f: : 'o
30.0 $o 20 o0 .
£ s
200 Qafiferia °
100 %
0.0

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 ®©0000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

e Sub-Saharan Afica < Liberia

Pillar scores from worst to best

Efficiency Driven

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
s 080
13. Intemation- )
G 060 3. Risk Acceptance
040
12 High Growth 020 4. Networking
0}
11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Sub-Saharan Africa — ibena
General Indicators
Population 4.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $0,850
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 174/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 - 1144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 141/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Internationalization 005 [ 17%
Risk Acceptance 007 15%
Networking 009 [N 13%
Human Capital o10 [N 13%
Process Innovation o1 12%
Product Innovation 013 10%
Technology Absorption o7 7%
Risk Capital o17 I 7%
Opportunity Perception 020 4%
High Growth 023 I 2%
Cultural Support 027 0%
Startup Skills 03 [ 0%
Competition 031 I 0%
Opportunity Startup 035 I 0%
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C* leya S " ETSLAREAE RS 4P
Q“ INDEX Regional Rank 13 of 15

Middle East / North Africa

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

1000 -
90.0
80.0
700 -

£600 e

=

2500 -

S400 - %

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
<Llibya e Middle East/ North Africa

Pillar scores from worst to best

Efficiency Driven

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14. Risk Capital 0 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- )
SlEdon 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

7. Technology

9. Competition Absorption

8 Human Capital

World average —— Mddle East / North Africa —Libya

General Indicators
6.3 million
$20,371
188/189
126/144
-1178

Population

GDP per capita PPP

Rank in Doing Business Index 2014

Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Risk Acceptance | 28%
Process Innovation o3 I 19%
Networking 014 [N 18%
Cultural Support 015 I 17%
Product Innovation 023 9%
Risk Capital 028 [N 3%
Competition 029 [N 3%
Internationalization 029 2%
Technology Absorption 035 0%
Opportunity Startup 037 I 0%
High Growt o %
OpporniyPecepion 059 %
Humen Capa o %
Startup Skills 0.80 | — 0%
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thh uania e ’- ENTALIREAELIES 4P

- "Qn INDEX Regional Rank 16 of 40

Europe
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 54.8
Individual Indicators 65.4
Institutional Indicators 69.8
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - . 14, Risk Capttal 100 2. Startup Skills
; 080
80.0 - o, 13—;?;’;;;'0"' 3.Risk Acceptance
700 - hd iz
L ] e
2800 - . ee ¢ 12. High Growth 4. Networking
£ @ Lithuania
2500 - * e e —
— ° "
%00 - ..'.. T | 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
S :
300 %% oo’ : 4
- #‘j‘ Qe . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
L J
200 '” % ® 9. Competition 7ATbechnqlogy
) sorption
100 e 8 Human Capital
00 -
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Wondavore Eliepe =—he
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
o General Indicators
* Europe < Lithuania Population 2.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $24,483
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 24/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 41/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 15/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Opportunity Perception 03 [N 33%
Compeiion 041 21%
Risk Acceptance 048 12%
Process lnovation 050 10%
Cultural Support 050 10%
Product Innovaton 051 10%
Technology Absorpion 056 | 4%
Starup Skl 057 1%
Networing a0 0%
Risk Capil 070 | 0%
High Growth 072 | 0%
OpportuiyStarty 072 | 0%
intematonaiizton 076 | 0%
Human Capital 0.90 0%
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B
e @ ENTREPREAEURS P

I ‘n INDEX Regional Rank 15 of 40

Europe

Innovation Driven

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception

14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- a0

3.Risk Acceptance

alization
°
L ]
Bl = 12 High Growth 4. Networking
/
*
e Luxembourg 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
L
10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
9. Competition 7&?;;?5?"
8 Human Capital
60000 80000 World average Europe — | uxembourg

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity G | Indicat
eneral Indicators

* Eurcpe < Luxembourg Population 0.6 million
GDP per capita PPP $87,737
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 59/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 19/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 21178

Percentage of total new effort

Pillar scores from worst to best for a 10 point improvement in
GEl score
Startup Skills 014 N 100%
High Growh 04 [ 0%
Opportunity Perception  0.46 | 0%
Risk Acceptance 047 0%
Opportunity Starup 058 | 0%
Cultral Support o7 | 0%
Process Innovation 077 0%
Risk Capit oce | 0%
Networking 0.90 | 0%
Technology Absorption 0.96 | 0%
Human Capital 09 [ 0%
Compefition 100 | 0%
Product Innovation 1.00 | 0%
Internationalization 100 I 0%
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e NTREENEURS P

L
Com INDEX Regional Rank 33 0f 40

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - . 14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
- 13. Intemation- )
80.0 %, s aionl 3. Risk Acceptance
700 | L. 2
o

» | . es e 12 High Growth 4 Networking
£600 -
—— @
£500 - — °: T |
$400 AN 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

oo 4
300 - y‘o Jee® . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
& L ]

200 -.” CHE 9. Competition | 7&?&%’?
100 e 8 Human Capital
00 _
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Vo e Eang EE LS
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
] General Indicators
* Europe < Macedonia Population 2.1 million
GDP per capita PPP $11,609
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 30/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 63/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 53/178
Percentage of total new
Pillar scores from worst to best effort for a 10 point
improvement in GEIl score
Opportunity Startup 0.21 _ 21%
Risk Acceptance 021 [N 21%
Opportunity Perception 024 [N 18%
Product Innovation 027 15%
Process Innovation 028 14%
Cultural Support 039 [N 4%
Technology Absorption 039 [N 4%
Risk Capital 043 1%
Human Capial 04 [ 1%
Startup Skl 045 0%
Competion 04 [ 0%
High Gronh 051 [ 0%
Networking 055 [ 0%
Internationalization 060 0%
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Madagascar e ’I DAL RS 4P
’“ INDEX Regional Rank 24 of 29

Sub-Saharan Africa

Innovation Driven

Factor Driven

Efficiency Driven

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

14.c N
542
332

14 Pillar Comparison

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 + . 14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
. 080
80.0 - ., 13. ;’[‘i‘ze;‘g:m' - 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - = & % ° 040
® 60.0 - ° oo 12 High Growth 020 4 Networking
= ° e g
s e o *® . 0}
a 500 - e oe o o .
g 400 . ..'.. L% s . ° . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
' o f: H 'o
300 - é.% e 0 ® 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
L ]
200 . 732° 2 7 Technology
. 9. Competition ¢
100 3*5 Madagascar 8 Human Capital Absorption
00 2
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa — Madagascar
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
) General Indicators
* Sub-Saharan Afiica  ©Madagascar Population 23.6 million
GDP per capita PPP $1,369
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 163/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 130/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 79178

Percentage of total new effort for

Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Human Capital 0.04 - 14%
Networking 005 [l 13%
Internationalization 005 [ 13%
Startup Skills 005 [l 13%
Risk Capital 008 [N 1%
Risk Acceptance 008 [N 1%
Process Innovation o1t 8%
Product Innovation o2 8%
High Growth 017 5%
Cultural Support o19 2%
Technology Absorption 020 2%
Opportunity Perception 028 0%
Competition 020 I 0%
Opportunity Startup 042 0%



Malawi '

e ’
Sub-Saharan Africa .

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000
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100 #e Malawi
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0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 ®©0000
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e Sub-Saharan Afica < Malawi

Pillar scores from worst to best

@ GlosaL
W ENTREPRENEURS P

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 130 of 132

Regional Rank 27 of 29

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 190 2 Startup Skills
2 080
13. Intemation- )
SlGaon 060 3. Risk Acceptance
040
12. High Growth 020 4. Networking

0

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Sub-Saharan Africa — Malawi
General Indicators

Population 16.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $0,755
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 164/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 132/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 126/178

Percentage of total new effort for a
10 point improvement in GEI score

Startup Skills 001 | 14%
High Growth 002 N 14%
Human Capital 003 N 13%
Risk Capital 004 N 1%
Internationalization 007 N 9%
Risk Acceptance 008 N 9%
Cultural Support 008 N 9%
Technology Absorption 008 [N 8%
Opportunity Startup o10 6%
Networking 013 5%
Opportunity Perception o4 3%
Process Innovation 022 I 0%
Competon 0v 0%
Product Innovation 052 . 0%
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[E)=— Malaysia i .

’u INDEX Regional Rank 8 of 21

Asia-Pacific

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
100.0 1. Opportunity
Perception
800 | = 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
2 080
80.0 :o. 13. ;?;;??r:on' 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - . s.. ~ 0.
§60.0 I . — e ¢ 12. High Growth 4. Networking
500 | * Cee oo S—
111 L] . o .
340.0 « 2% e Ky . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
cd% 3 @ Malaysia
300 1 %N ; »
o Joof . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
K
200 r % * 9. Conpetition 7&?;&???’
100 e 8 Human Capital
00 - P - -
0 10000 20000 3mm 4mw smm 60000 World average Asia-Pacific — Malaysia
GDP Per Capitain $ PurchasingPower Parity
v , covaesi General Indicators
>Malaysia * Asia-Pacific Population 30.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $22,589
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 18/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 20/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 31178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Technology Absorption 004 [N 48%
High Growth 004 N 46%
Startup Skills 025 6%
Cultural Support 028 0%
Risk Capital 029 [ 0%
Internationalization 030 NN 0%
Product Innovation 042 0%
Risk Acceptance 057 0%
Pocess motion 061 0%
OpportniyPercepion 063 | 0%
Competon 072 0%
OpportniySarp 080 | 0%
Human Capial 0s2 | 0%
Networking 083 | 0%
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I Mali \ o World Rank 122 of 132

0“ INDEX Regional Rank 20 of 29
Sub-Saharan Africa
Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 16.c I
Individual Indicators 54.5 I
Institutional Indicators 35.
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportundy
Perception
0.0 - . 14 Risk Captal 90 2 Staup Skis
080

800 :’. 1 ;:ZC:;".;:O” 080 3 Risk Acceptance

700 - P " %
2600 - * . . L L 12 High Growth 020 4 Networking
=
£ 500 - IO I T -
5‘40,0 4 * -..0. .0.: o * 2 11 Process Innovation 5 Cultura Support

300 i e® ® i : '.

: “30:.‘ o0 . 10. Product Innovation & Oppotunty Startup
| s

20 NMai ° 9 Competition 7 ;Dfaf‘mv

100 P 8 Hurman Captal

00 )

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Wond sversge ScoSwemnice. =M

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity G | Indicat
eneral Indicators

* Sub-Saharan Africa < Mali Population 15.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $1,589
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 146/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 128/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 119/178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEl score

Networking 005 N 16%
Risk Acceptance 007 [ 14%
Internationalization 00s [ 13%
Human Capital 009 | 13%
Startup Skills 010 | 12%
Risk Capital o10 [N 12%
Product Innovation o15 8%
Technology Absorption o1 6%
Cultural Support 022 N 2%
Opportunity Startup 022 2%
High Growth 023 2%
Opportunity Perception 031 0%
Process Innovation 031 0%
Competition 035 I 0%
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N Maurltan ia é \ ,- qwosr World Rank 129 of 132
= INDEX

Com Regional Rank 26 of 29

Sub-Saharan Africa

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 132
indvidual Indicators 54.5
Institutional Indicators 28.0
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - . 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
; 0380
80.0 - R 13. ;?;;?g"on' 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - = Q.. ° ‘ 040 .
£600 - L] oo ® 12 High Growth 020 4. Networking
= - .o o.
£500 - ses .t ¢
— ) .
00 - ® ..'.. X > 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
i
300 1 °® L ® o ° ) )
: M .‘0.0 ® L] 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 ? % T 9. Competition 7~A chor:m?r?y
100 %~ Mauritania 8 Human Capital
00 _ o
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa — Mauritania
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
o General Indicators
* Sub-Saharan Afica  © Mauritania Population 4.0 million
GDP per capita PPP $2,945
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 176/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 141/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 135/178
Percentage of total new effort
Pillar scores from worst to best for a 10 point improvement in
GEl score
Process Innovation 003 M 15%
Human Capital 007 | 12%
Startup Skills 007 | 1%
Risk Acceptance 007 1%
Internationalization 008 11%
Risk Capital o10 [ 9%
Product Innovation ot 9%
Networking 012 8%
Opportunity Startup 015 6%
Technology Absorption o1s 3%
High Growth 018 3%
Cultural Support 020 N 2%
Competition 023 0%
Opportunity Perception 038 I 0%
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& I MeXIco - T
Com INDEX Regional Rank 3of3
North America
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000
90.0 -
L
80.0 - >,
70.0 = t... ~
3600 i L] e
= g =
£ 500 - *Tees o .
5400 LI 0.. o.°. R L] .
0400 - ° .
300 | e® ..{‘.’. : ..
] #&‘ Qo eMexico ®
200 *3&°
10.0 ;?
0.0

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
» North America < Mexico

Pillar scores from worst to best

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- .
b 3. Risk Acceptance
12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average ——— North America — Mexico
General Indicators

Population 123.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $16,291
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 39/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 61/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 59/178

Percentage of total new effort
for a 10 point improvement in

GEl score
Technology Absorption 000 22%
Human Capital 012 [N 19%
High Growih XER | 17%
Internationalization o015 15%
Cultural Support 021 10%
Process Innovation 022 8%
Risk Capital 024 6%
Competition 028 [ 3%
Startup Skills 032 I 0%
Product Innovation 037 0%
OpporuniySetp 041 | %
Rciccepance. 041 %
Netwoing 05 o
Opportunity Perception 0.96 | 0%
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w MOIdova e ’- ENTALIREAL RS 4P
’« INDEX Regional Rank 36 of 40

Europe

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - . 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
; 080
80.0 - *, 13 ;'I"iﬁze;i‘g:on' 060 3.Risk Acceptance
70.0 - o =
o

®600 - B ee e 12_ High Growth g 4 Networking

= ° °

S500 Bl i .

E, 400 - 0‘:.'.. ;. % . E ® 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 - ?"’b‘ .§ o 2 . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200  3e° . - 7. Technology

C.” . 9. Competition : Abscithion
100 e 8 Hurman Capital
0.0
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 50000 Yot avige Eltope Mo
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
General Indicators
* Europe < Moldova Population 3.6 million
GDP per capita PPP $4,521
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 63/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 82/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 111178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Risk Acceptance ot [N 25%
Opportunity Perception 015 N 21%
Product Innovation 021 16%
Competition 025 [N 1%
Process Innovation 028 10%
Cultural Support 029 [ 9%
Startup Skl 030 [ %
Opportunity Startup 03 [N 1%
Risk Capia 037 1%
Internationalization o0 0%
Technoogy Aosorpion 043 | 0%
Networking 046 0%
Humn Capial 056 0%
High Growth 058 0%




Montenegro % o World Rank 54 of 132

e & CNTREPREEURS P

'0“ INDEX Regional Rank 32 of 40

Europe

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score )
Individual Indicators 66.3 .

Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 . 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
’ 0380
80.0 - T, 1% ;?;;:g:on' 3. Risk Acceptance
70.0 - .~ =
®£600 - . oo o 12 High Growth 4. Networking
= e *
2500 - * fhes e ° .
e ' ® .0 * ® 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
o 4'00 T Ry - r M’onbn@ro
300 - 4‘& ‘o 0° 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 ® 9. Competition : 7&?(:;?1)0[?‘/
100 -% 8 Human Capital
00
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Waiklaerns Foe Mo
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
General Indicators
* Eurcpe < Montenegro Population 0.6 million
GDP per capita PPP $14,152
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 36/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 67/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 66/178
Percentage of total new effort
Pillar scores from worst to best for a 10 point improvement in
GEl score
Risk Acceptance 0.12 _ 33%
Opportunity Perception 020 S 23%
Technology Absorption 026 [ 16%
Human Capital 029 13%
Product Innovation 031 10%
Competiion 03 [ 6%
Process Innovation 039 N 0%
Cultural Support 040 [ 0%
Opportunity Startup 040 [ 0%
High Growth 04t 0%
Risk Capia 047 0%
inmatonalzzton 080 0%
Strtp Skl 05 | 0%
Networking 0.93 | 0%




- Morocco ,\"'
Cam

Middle East / North Africa

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index
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< Morocco e Middle East / North Africa

Pillar scores from worst to best

@ GlosaL
o CNTREPRENEURS AP

Efficiency Driven

29.5 I
58.0
6.3

World Rank 78 of 132

Regional Rank 12 of 15

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
. 080
13. Intemation- )
ibsion 3. Risk Acceptance
12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average ——— Mddle East / North Africa = Morocco
General Indicators
Population 33.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $6,967
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 71/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 721144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 89/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Technology Absorption 005 [N 28%
Human Capital 005 [N 28%
Product Innovation o1t 20%
Risk Capital o1 20%
Startup Skills 024 4%
High Growth 032 N 0%
Competn 0% 0%
Process Innovation 042 e 0%
Culura Suppon 0 %
Risk Accepince oo 0%
OpporuyPercspion 054 %
opornySersp 05t %
mematonaizion 071 | %
Networking 0.73 | ——— 0%
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F Mozamblque he ’. ENTALAREAL RS 4P

%, [NDEX Regional Rank 15 of 29
Sub-Saharan Africa
Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 17.c

Individual Indicators 54.5 .
Institutional Indicators 3

14 Pillar Comparison

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1. Opportunity
1000 Perception
200 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
. 13. Intemation- 030 3. Risk A
800 - ? alization 060 . Risk Acceptance
¢ 040
700 1 . " o . 12_High Growth 020 4 Networking
L} ]
E 600 - : - . 0
B 500 - * e e * . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
- . s = " . .
o400 - Jo% te e
Yt f: . l'. 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
300 1+ % oy o
* ot ¢ 9. Competition 7A'[)echnqlogy
200 1 ﬁﬂ:{am 8H Caiitel sorption
m mUe ‘Auman Capita
100 =
World average Sub-Saharan Africa — Mozambique
{r{r T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 :
o , , General Indicators
GDP Per Capita in 1 Purchasing Power Parity Population 26.5 million
® Sub-Saharan Afica < Mozambique GDP per capita PPP $1,070
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 127/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 133/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 1251178
Percentage of total new effort
Pillar scores from worst to best for a 10 point improvement in
GEl score
Startup Skills | 16%
Internationalization o0 N 15%
Human Capital 000 [N 14%
Networking o1 [ 12%
Risk Capital o2 12%
Product Innovation 013 1%
Technology Absorption o1e 6%
Risk Acceptance 019 N 5%
Cultural Support 021 4%
High Growth 021 I 4%
Process Innovation 025 1%
Competition 025 [N 1%
Opportunity Percepion 030 | 0%
Opportunity Startup 039 I 0%




Asia-Pacific

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

100.0
80.0
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100 %
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* Asia-Pacific

> Myanmar

Pillar scores from worst to best

Efficiency Driven

\ o World Rank 117 of 132
Myanmar he " ETSLAREAE RS 4P
%, [NDEX Regional Rank 20 of 21

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- 080

Sibaioh 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Asia-Pacific —— Vlyanmar
General Indicators

Population 53.7 million
GDP per capita PPP $4,752
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 177/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 134/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 -/178

Percentage of total new effort
for a 10 point improvement in

GEl score
Networking 002 N 20%
Risk Acceptance o4 M 18%
Internationalization s N 15%
High Growth 000 N 14%
Startup Skills 014 | 9%
Cultural Support o4 9%
Technology Absorption o190 6%
Competition 020 5%
Process Innovation 023 3%
Opportunity Perception 025 [ 1%
Product Innovation 026 0%
Risk Capital 027 [N 0%
Opportunity Startup 036 [N 0%
Human Capital 037 I 0%
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V‘ Namlbla = " oL iap
’“ INDEX Regional Rank 30of29

Sub-Saharan Africa

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 3.3

Individual Indicators 70.3
Institutional Indicators 46.2 _
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - . 14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
: 080
0 - 13. Intemation- .

80.0 N ali;;r;or:on 060 3.Risk Acceptance

700 - s ¥ ~

2600 - e e 12 High Growth 4 Networking

c ®

& 500 o e * -

E 400 . ® e 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 i 7. Technology

9. Competition : Absorption
100 8 Human Capital
00 : 2
0 1mw zmm 3mm m Smm mm World average Sub-Saharan Africa = Namibia
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
) - General Indicators
* Sub-Saharan Africa < Namibia Population 2.3 million
GDP per capita PPP $9,276
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 88/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 88/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 93/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Startup Skills 013 NG 23%
Human Capital 015 [N 21%
Technology Absorption 023 14%
Process Innovation 023 14%
Networking 025 | 12%
Risk Capital 020 N 8%
Opportunity Startup 030 [ 7%
High Growth 035 [ 2%
Opportunity Percepion  0.38 | 0%
Risk Acceptance 03 [ 0%
intematonaiizzton 047 [ 0%
Culural Support 047 0%
Compeiiion 053 [ 0%
Product Innovation 065 . 0%
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Netherlands ~ ’- ENTAL VAL RS 4P
I ) Regional Rank 8 of 40
Europe
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

100.0
80.0 |
.
il -
700 - ~ .
5 ® .. & Netherlands
w { .
g 60.0 & ° . s
O | . .. . o
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© 400 o %00
o e 3 %
N .

300 - 4‘@;{

o
200  "3e° .
100 "!

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
e Eurcpe < Netherlands

Pillar scores from worst to best

High Growth 0.34
Human Capital 0.54
Risk Capital 0.68
Internationalization 0.69
Technology Absorption 0.69
Process Innovation 0.72
Opportunity Perception 0.73
Product Innovation 0.73
Startup Skills 0.73
Risk Acceptance 0.76
Competition 0.85
Networking 0.88
Opportunity Startup 0.90

Cultural Support 1.00

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
12: iemdlop: o 3. Risk Acceptance
alization 0 : P
12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

7. Technology

) Absorption
8 Human Capital

9. Competition

World average ——— Netherlands

Europe

General Indicators

Population 16.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $44,945
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 27189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 8/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 17178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI
score

72%
28%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
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A N Icarag ua S " ETSLAREAE RS 4P
Com INDEX Regional Rank 23 of 24

South and Central America / Caribbean

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

Efficiency Driven

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

100.0 1. Opportunity
Perception
80.0 | = 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
2 080
800 - 13. Intemation- )
:'. slztion 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - . ™ = o
£600 | o e ¥ 12 High Growth 4. Networking
= P ° &
& 500 | e o0 o o ®
g 400 ":.2. '.. Ay e . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
a {u 4 '
300 1 % ¢ ; -
; ﬁ: 2o 0t . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 g ’JNl'icar ua o 7. Technology
r« ag 9. Competition : Abscrition
100 e 8 Human Capital
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average ——— South and Central America/ Caribbean Nicaragua
GDP Per Capita in $ Purchasing Power Parity .
. . _ General Indicators
» South and Central America / Caribbean ¢ Nicaragua Population 6.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $4,494
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 119/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 99/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 108/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Process Innovation oos 16%
High Growth 008 [N 16%
Risk Capital o2 12%
Technology Absorption 014 1%
Networking 016 9%
Human Capital 017 8%
Risk Acceptance o181 8%
Internationalization 18 8%
Startup Skills 021 6%
Opportunity Startup 023 [ 4%
Cultural Support 023 [ 3%
Product Innovation 027 0%
Opportunity Percepfion 033 | 0%
Competition 046 [ 0%




)
Sub-Saharan Africa =

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index
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e Sub-Saharan Africa < Nigeria

Pillar scores from worst to best

N ige ria e i '- ENTEEPREELIRS 4P
NDEX

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 85 of 132

Regional Rank 4 of 29

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
1 damdion: . 3. Risk Acceptance
alization 060 - P

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation

5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

” 7_Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Sub-Saharan Africa — Nigeria
General Indicators
Population 178.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $5,423
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 170/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 127/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 120/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Risk Acceptance 0.07 - 26%
Startup Skills 016 14%
Technology Absorption 019 S 13%
Opportunity Startup 021 1%
Cultural Support 022 10%
Process Innovation 022 10%
Product Innovation 024 8%
Risk Capital 026 [ 6%
Internationalization o3t 1%
High Growth 033 I 0%
Human Capital 033 0%
Competion 00 o
OpporntyPercepion 077 0%
Networking 082 [ 0%
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5 W CNTREPRELURS 4P
@ INDEX Regional Rank 13 of 40
am
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
100.0 1. Opportunity
Perception
80.0 1 = 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
80.0 - b R 13 ;?;g;;:on' 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - . S
- -
£600 . ee ®e ‘@ Norway 12 High Growth 4 Networking
' L J
— L
8500 | 2 .o 0.0 .... 2 ®
b = . o . . .
g 400 ) " * S = 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
00 | make 3
; ﬁ Joe® . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
L]
200 ’ % * 9. Competition 7.A1l')echrplogy
) sorption
100 e 8 Hurman Capital
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 80000 70000 Woldaveroe Euope =y
GDP Per Capitain § Purchasing Power Parity .
, General Indicators
* Europe < Norway Population 5.1 million
GDP per capita PPP $62,448
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 6/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 11/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 27178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Figh Grow 03 5%
Product Innovation 035 29%
Internationalization 043 s 18%
Pocess moton 047 | 12%
Stertup Skl 051 6%
Human Capia ost 0%
Competiion ra 0%
Risk Capl 02 0%
Networking oot 0%
Technology Aosorpfion 085 0%
Risk cceptance 050 0%
Opportunity Perception 090 | 0%
Culura Suppor T "'
Opportunity Startup 100 T 0%




Middle East / North Africa

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index
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<Oman e Mddle East/ North Africa

Pillar scores from worst to best

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 38 of 132

GLOBS)

Oman .\W " LUBAL
"’“ INDEX

B
MIREPRENCURS AP

Regional Rank 6 of 15

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
0

14 Risk Capital

13. Intemation-
alization

2. Startup Skills

3.Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7_Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average —— Middle East / North Africa e Oman
General Indicators
Population 3.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $42,649
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 66/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 46/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 56/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Startup Skills o19 [N 38%
Process Innovation 04 31%
Technology Absorption 025 30%
Recicceparce 04 | I
Internationalization 46 e 0%
Product Innovation 047 0%
Opportunity Startup 048 [ 0%
Competion o o
ColtrlSuppor 05 %
Netwoing s 0%
opportntyPercepton 070 o
Homn Cai 076 o
Figh Gro 07 o
Risk Capital 094 = 0%
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C PakIStan - R .
' ’“ INDEX Regional Rank 19 of 21

Asia-Pacific

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
80.0 | = 14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
2 080
0 13. Intemation- _
800 :’. alize ,;: Onlon 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - . °
L .0

g 60.0 - e ¢ 12. High Growth 4. Networking

500 -2 =

— o -

3 400 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 1 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 | 9. Conpetition 7&?;&?:;?"

100 8 Human Capital
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Asia-Pacific — Pakistan
GDP Per Capita in $ Purchasing Power Parity .
, o General Indicators
>Pakistan  * Asia-Pacific Population 185.1 million
GDP per capita PPP $4,454
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 128/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 129/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 121/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Risk Acceptance 0.06 - 18%
Startup Skills 008 N 16%
Risk Capital 000 N 15%
Human Capital o10 [ 14%
Networking o2 13%
Opportunity Startup 019 NG 7%
Technology Absorption 019 7%
Internationalization o19 S 7%
Cultural Support 022 4%
Process Innovation 029 0%
Competon 035 0%
Opportunity Perception  0.35 | 0%
High Growh 03 0%
Product Innovation 040 — 0%




i- Panama '
™ ’“

South and Central America / Caribbean

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators
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» South and Central America / Caribbean <& Panama

Pillar scores from worst to best

# GlosaL
@ CNTREPRENEURS P

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 67 of 132

Regional Rank 8 of 24

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- 080 3 Risk Acoobian
alization 060 - NP
040
12 High Growth 4. Networking
11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average ——— South and Central America/ Caribbean == Panama

General Indicators

Population 3.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $18,793
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 52/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 48/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 68/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Technology Absorption o0 [N 26%
High Growth 012 24%
Product Innovation o4 22%
Process Innovation 024 11%
Cultural Support 027 8%
Internationalization 030 4%
Risk Capital 031 [ 3%
Human Capital 033 1%
Opportunity Perception o4 e 0%
Risk ocepiance 0 — %
opornySarss 053 [ %
St Sl 05 %
Networing 0o 0%
Competition 067 [ 0%




] Paraguay Ao World Rank 93 of 132
- GLoBs

- W CNTREFREEURS AP
Com INDEX Regional Rank 17 of 24
South and Central America / Caribbean

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Factor Driven

Overall GEIl Score .
Individual Indicators 50.c .

Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 . 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
2 080
5001 & 1 ;?f;ﬁon‘ 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 e ¥ ~ 040
2600 - B ee ' 12 High Growth 4. Networking
: °
'% o ° .. L Y
a 500 - ° .. -0 8 % ®
T e o L) .
340'0 ° % : « 2 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
e e 3 %%
300 - Fpa@ a"y ° 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
e
200 * 4 9. Compeition ¥ Sty
) Absorption
100 "o 8 Human Capital
00 _ _
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average = South and Central America / Caribbean Paraguay
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity G | Indicat
. ; - eneral indicators
e South and Central America / Caribbean < Paraguay Population 6.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $7,833
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 92/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 120/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 83/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Process Innovation 0o N 22%
Technology Absorption ot 19%
Risk Acceptance 015 16%
Cultural Support 018 13%
Internationalization o1s 13%
High Growth 021 N 10%
Risk Capit 02s | %
Product Innovation 030 NN 2%
Human Capi 031 2%
Competiion 035 [ 0%
OpportniySarup 035 | 0%
Networking 045 [ 0%
Opportunity Perception  0.50 | 0%
Startup Skills 053 [ 0%
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& Peru .\“ —— World Rank 70 of 132
& Qn INDEX Regional Rank 10 of 24

South and Central America / Caribbean

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 + 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 + R 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Statup Skis
080
800~ .‘. 13 ;:;;l::on_ 0860 3 Risk Accaptancs
70.0 R > ~ 0:
2600 - ° . ee ® 12 High Growth ' 4 Networking
= i
£500 - R s .
540.0 | ":.:. :..: o 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultura Suppon
| o % 8P o
300 ‘.&'.o :‘e T’ ° 10. Product Innovation 6 Opportundy Startup
L ]
200 ’ % . 9. Competition 7 Techm'(l)or?y
100 e 8 Human Captal
0.0 . ;
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average  ——— South and Certra America / Canbbean Pery
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
) . General Indicators
» South and Central America / Caribbean < Peru Population 30.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $11,396
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 35/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 65/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 47178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEl score

Technology Absorption ot 25%
Process Innovation 015 21%
High Growth 021 I 15%
Product Innovation 021 15%
Competition 028 [ 7%
Human Capital 020 [N 6%
Risk Acceptance 030 [ 5%
Internationalization 030 NN 5%
Risk Capital 035 0%
Cultural Support 03 [ 0%
Opportunity Startup 053 [— 0%
Networing 0 %
Sarup Sl oo %
Opportunity Perception 0.90 | 0%
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Phlllpplnes ha '. TR LRS 4P
Com INDEX Regional Rank 13 of 21

Asia-Pacific

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception

800 | = 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills

80.0 . 13. ;’I‘itze;'i‘;‘m‘ 3. Risk Acceptance

700 - o ~

L .0
® 500 - . — ee ¢ 12. High Growth 4. Networking
% e ° . =
a 500 . 0.‘ *,® °
e} o 8 06 ¢ 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
© 400 2% *o
L 4
300 | 8 ’-‘L" : %
: iligpirtes . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
| e”
20.0 r . * 9. Competition 7&?;%:;?"
100 e 8 Human Capital
00 1 X e -
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Asia-Pacific —— Philippines

GDP Per Capitain $ PurchasingPower Parity

——— ; : General Indicators
>Philippines  * Asia-Pacific

Population 100.1 million
GDP per capita PPP $6,326
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 95/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 52/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 76/178

Percentage of total new

Pillar scores from worst to best effort for a 10 point
improvement in GEI score
Technology Absorption 005 [ 27%
Risk Capital 013 I 19%
High Growth 013 19%
Internationalization 020 12%
Process Innovation 022 10%
Risk Acceptance 023 9%
Opportunity Startup 026 5%
Cultural Support 039 [N 0%
Networking 040 [ 0%
Startup Skills 040 [ 0%
Competition 041 . 0%
Opportunity Perception 0.4 | 0%
Human Capital 04  [NEEGGEE 0%
Product Innovation 065 [ 0%




" — World Rank 34 of 132
- POIand - ’. ENTAL AL LIRS P
£ Regional Rank 22 of 40
Europe e
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

58.9
69.5

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000
80.0

700 + .

S500 -

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

e Europe < Poland

Pillar scores from worst to best

49.3 I

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- 040

SEdon 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

9. Competition 7&?;%3?"
8 Human Capital
World average Europe Poland
General Indicators

Population 38.0 million
GDP per capita PPP $22,877
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 32/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 43/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 42/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Opportunity Startup 02 [ 30%
Technology Absorption 035 19%
Risk Acceptance 038 N 17%
Opportunity Perception 039 14%
Process Innovation 04 8%
Human Cai Y ™
Compeion 00— 4%
Colura Suppor 0> %
Rk Cpic 0o o
Networng ocr | %
Productimoaton 03 %
High Growt 070 o
Sertp Sl oss | o
Internationalization 0.93 | 0%




PR i World Rank 33 of 132
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’u INDEX Regional Rank 21 0f 40

Factor Driven

Efficiency Driven

Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000
80.0

700 + .

S500 -

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

e Europe < Portugal

Pillar scores from worst to best

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
1k Iemediop: 9 3. Risk Acceptance
alization : P
12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

9. Competition 7'/\1?;???
8 Human Capital
World average Europe Portugal
General Indicators

Population 10.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $25,596
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 25/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 36/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 64/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Opportunity Perception 0.26 _ 32%
Risk Capital 03 21%
Technology Absorpion ~~ 0.41 | 15%
High Growth 0 1%
Networing 0 o
podictmosion 040 | %
Recicceparce. 050 5%
Haman Cai 05 %
Compettr 057 %
ColurlSuppor 0o o
opporny S 0ot o
Sttp Sl oco o
process oo 075 | o
Internationalization 0.94 | ——— 0%
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- W LNTREREEURS AP
’n INDEX Regional Rank 2 of 24

South and Central America / Caribbean

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 43.1 I
Individual Indicators 54.1 I
Institutional Indicators 82.3
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - R 14 Risk Capital 100 _ Startup Skills
80.0 - < & ;?;;ﬁon’ 3. Risk Acceptance
70.0 + 25 ~
L] e®
©600 - B e © 12 High Growth 4. Networking
= 9 o
g50() 4 ki .oo o. -
= e o : o, © PuerpRico ¢ 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
B 00 - & Teid . . novati _Cultural Suppo
. {: s 8
300 - ©%se% s e ) ]
| ﬁ’ oo o® . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opporturity Startup
200 234° . i 7. Technology
’ 9. Cormpetition Absotition
100 e 8 Human Capital
0.0 _ » »
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average ——— South and Central America/ Caribbean == Puerto Rico

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

General Indicators
» South and Central America / Caribbean < Puerto Rico

Population 3.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $33,638
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 47/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 32/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 -/178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEl score

High Growth 020 [N 33%
Cultural Support 024 27%
Technology Absorption 029 19%
Process Innovation 030 18%
Opportunity Perception 0422 e 3%
Networing Y %
Internationalization 047 e 0%
Ris Capa 00 %
Poductimocion 052 %
Compeon o7 | %
OorunySartp 075 | o
Human Capital 0.00 | 0%
Risk Acceptance 095 | 0%
Startup Skills 100 [ 0%



N\ o World Rank 24 of 132
’ Qatar " ’- ENTSIVEAELIRS 4P
’“ INDEX Regional Rank 3of15

Middle East / North Africa

Overall GEI Score 56.7 I

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven

Individual Indicators 78.6
Institutional Indicators 77.6
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity

Perception
1.00

900 - = 14. Risk Capital 2 Startup Skills
80.0 - % 13 ;’l}tze;‘;"’”' 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - . =
@ . 12 High Growth 4. Networkin
EBO.O . “Qatar ’ ’
£50.0
34 0.0 . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 9. Competition : 7&?3&???
10.0 8 Human Capital
00
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
oQatar  » Middle East/ North Africa General Indicators
Population 2.3 million
GDP per capita PPP $127,562
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 50/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 16/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 32/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Startup Skills 014 NG 73%
Technology Absorption 028 [N 27%
Opportunity Startup 052 [ 0%
interationalzation 056 [ 0%
Risk Acceptance 063 | 0%
Product lnowaton 079 0%
Networking 0s2 [ 0%
Competon 0s2 [ 0%
Cultural Support 0.92 | 0%
Human Capital 094 | 0%
OpportuityPerception 097 | 0%
High Growth 097 [ 0%
Process Innovation 100 [ 0%
Risk Capital 100 [ 0%




I Romania '
®,
Europe -

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

64.9
57.3

Global Entrepreneurship Index
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* Europe < Romania

Pillar scores from worst to best

@ GlogsL
W CNTREPRENEURS P

Efficiency Driven
44.9 I

World Rank 42 of 132

Regional Rank 25 of 40

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- 080

alization 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Europe = Romania

General Indicators

Population 19.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $18,200
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 48/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 59/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 571178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Risk Acceptance 020 [N 19%
Opportunity Perception 032 | 16%
Competition 036 [N 12%
Product Innovation 039 . 10%
Neorking 04 o
Process Innovation 041 8%
Cultural Support o4 e 8%
Opportunity Startup 041 8%
Human Capid 02 o%
Technology Absorpion 047 | 3%
Strup Skl 0% ot
RiskCapll 0 0%
mematoraizion 076 [ 0%
High Growth 0.84 | 0%
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Russia g -
- ’“ INDEX Regional Rank 35 of 40

Efficiency Driven

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index
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e Europe <Russia

Pillar scores from worst to best

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

14. Risk Capital

13. Intemation-
alization

12 High Growth

11. Process Innovation

10. Product Innovation

1. Opportunity
Perception
100 2. Startup Skils
080
060 3. Risk Acceptance

4. Networking

5. Cultural Support

6. Opportunity Startup

9. Competition 7A12C0r;$gfy
8 Human Capital
World average Europe —— Russia
General Indicators
Population 143.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $23,564
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 62/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 53/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 143/178

Percentage of total new effort for a
10 point improvement in GEI score

Internationalization 000 1 29%
Cultural Support o1 N 18%
Risk Acceptance 022 13%
Product Innovation 025 1%
Competition 027 9%
Risk Capital 027 8%
Technology Absorption 027 8%
Opportunity Startup 032 [ 3%
Process Innovation 03 1%
Opportunity Perception 0422 s 0%
Siarup Sl 06 o
High Grow Y o
Neturng o5 o
Human Capital 0.95 | 0%
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- Rwanda - 8 SR
e——

’“ INDEX Regional Rank 12 of 29
Sub-Saharan Africa
Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 18.:
Individual Indicators 54.5
Institutional Indicators 401
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - . 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
: 0380
50.0 < 13 ;?;;;g:on- 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - = Q.. P 040
£600 - . oo 12 High Growth 020 4. Networking
% P ° . 0}
a 500 - e ®s o o ~
E 400 - ® ':.'.. '..: * e 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 - ..0{00 -4 ..
- e .‘0.0 s . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 & Rivanda * 9. Competition 7. Techooiay
) Absorption
100 "o 8 Hurman Capital
00
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa Rwanda
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
o General Indicators
* Sub-Saharan Affica & Rwanda Population 12.1 million
GDP per capita PPP $1,426
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 46/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 62/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 65/178

Percentage of total new effort for

Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Process Innovation 003 19%
Internationalization 007 1IN 16%
Startup Skills 010 N 13%
Human Capital o 13%
Risk Capital 012 [N 1%
Networking 017 N 8%
Product Innovation 017 N 8%
Risk Acceptance o19 5%
Technology Absorption 020 [ 4%
Opportunity Perception 022 3%
High Growth 024 [ 1%
Competion 032 [ 0%
Cultra Support od0 [ 0%
Opportunity Startup 043 [ 0%
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ha W ENTREPRENEURS P

‘§“ INDEX Regional Rank 50f 15

Middle East / North Africa

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 47.8 e
Individual Indicators 744 e,
Institutional Indicators 64.5 ;
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
80.0 = 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills

80.0 - ° 13. ;?Z(e;:g:on- 3. Risk Acceptance
70.0 -~ ~
L] °®
® 600 - . e ¢ 12 High Growth 4 Networking
= 3 s
500 - . '.'... et Saud
13 L ] L L] .
g 400 - o e ® > 12 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 . *%, e % 3 %
. éﬁ: Jee® . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
L ]
200 c" % * 9. Competition 7'/\1?02;5?3’
100 % 8 Hurman Capital
0.0
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average ~ ——— Mddle East / North Africa Saudi Arabia
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
o SaudiArabia  « Middle East / North Africa General Indicators
Population 29.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $52,068
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 49/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 24/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 77178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEI score

Process Innovation 20 [ 30%
Risk Acceptance 024 [N 25%
Technology Absorption 025 [ 23%
Competition 033 [N 12%
Internationalization 035 10%
Poductimozion 051 %
Humn Capi N %
OpporuniySarp 061 | %
Culural Sppor N = o
Netvoring 075 %
Sarup Skl 07 %
Rik Cail 050 0%
High Grouty o5o o
Opportunity Perception 1.00 | ——— 0%
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Fo I Senegal S ’u ENTALAREALLRS 4P
’u INDEX Regional Rank 10 of 29

Sub-Saharan Africa

Efficiency Driven

Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score .7
Individual Indicators 54.5
Institutional Indicators 40
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - . 14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
: 080
800 - N 1 ;ﬁf;?;\'on’ 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 s Y5 . 040
2600 . oe ® 12. High Growth 020 4. Networking
=
£500 - *Vee e v
E 400 . ':.'.. '..: * e 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 - ..0{00 : ..
: 4&,0 ,‘0." . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
_ #% Seniegal
a0 ?’ Jfegal, 9. Competition 7&?;:&???’
100 "o 8 Hurman Capital
00
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa — Senegal
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
o General Indicators
* Sub-Saharan Afica  © Senegal Population 14.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $2,170
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 161/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 112/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 106/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Internationalization 0o 18%
Risk Capital o10 [N 17%
Human Capital o10 [ 17%
Startup Skills o1 [ 16%
Product Innovation 017 1%
Technology Absorption 020 8%
Opportunity Startup 022 7%
High Growth 025 [N 5%
Process Innovation 02 3%
Competition 031 [ 0%
Culural Supor 0 %
Ris Aecopance 0 o
Networing 00 %
Opportunity Perception 038 I 0%




T Serbla i D siviaL World Rank 74 of 132
* e W ENTREPRENEURS AP
- Com INDEX Regional Rank 37 of 40
Europe
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 30.9 IS
Individual Indicators 56.9
Institutional Indicators s2 e
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 = 14 Risk Captal 100 2. Startup Skills
80.0 %, 13. ;r[)it;;;g]ion- 3. Risk Acceptance
700 = 2
® 600 . . *¢ 12 High Growth 4 Networking
£ o
S 500 - i e
e L] L3 3 ° .
00 - = ae . B 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
L) ~0C . I .
300 -+ iﬁ‘."-/:ss“{'b‘a . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opporturity Startup
200 - f.. . 8. Carpaiion 7. Technology
.ﬂ S ) Absorption
100 e 8 Human Capital
0.0 )
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World anprece Europe s
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
) General Indicators
* Europe  © Serbia Population 7.1 million
GDP per capita PPP $12,893
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 91/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 94/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 90/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Percentage of total new effort for a
10 point improvement in GEI score

Internationalization 015 [N 17%
Risk Acceptance 016 NN 16%
Technology Absorption o7 15%
Opportunity Startup o1 N 15%
Human Capital 025 [ 8%
Risk Capital 026 [ 8%
Opportunity Perception 026 8%
High Growth 026 [ 7%
Cultural Support 030 4%
Product Innovation 033 1%
Competition 036 0%
process mowion 04 | %
Netvoring 072 0%
Startup Skills 0.85 | — 0%
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e W ENTREPRENEURS P
R Regional Rank 25 0f 29
Sub-Saharan Africa
Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 14.3
Individual Indicators 54.5 I
Institutional Indicators 3.1
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - = 14 RiskCaptal 100 2 Statup Skis
080
800 | :.. 13 'arl.l‘;;';:m 060 3 Risk Accaptance
1004 e Voo . 040
2600 - L ee ® 12 High Growth 020 4 Networkng
% il .. .. . o
a 500 - e ®® o _° ~
] | e e e * e 11. Process Innovation 5 Cuitura Suppor
o400 {:'.'o .o = -
30 o 1 °® L] ® o ° /|
: e .‘0.0' . 10 Product Innovation 6 Oppotunity Startup
L
200 A 'S‘i‘:erra e 9 Competition 7 !Tefthmlz)or?v
10.0 % Leone 8 Hurman Capital
00
0 10000 20000 230000 40000 50000 60000 World averaga Sub-Saharan Africa Slerra Leone
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity )
_ , General Indicators
st Saeran dicn: @ Semaleo Population 6.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $1,495
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 140/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 138/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 147/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Startup Skills 002 M

Networking 04 N

Internationalization 008

Human Capital 009

Risk Capital o0 [N

Process Innovation o

Product Innovation 012

Technology Absorption o16

Risk Acceptance o9

High Growth 021
Cultural Support 021
Competition 025
Opportunity Perception 026
Opportunity Startup 029 [

Percentage of total new effort for a

10 point improvement in GEI score
16%
16%
12%
1%
1%
10%
9%
6%
4%
2%
2%
0%
0%
0%
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SI ngapore ~ ’- ENTREPRENELIRS 4P

‘n INDEX Regional Rank 3of 21
Asia-Pacific
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
800 | r 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
: 080
800 - b 18 ;iﬁze;;glr:on- 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - o =
‘¥ e 12 High Growth 4. Networkin
£600 - " *  Singapore ¢ ‘ ’
= ® o
£500 e oos o 0 : s
111 . . .
;‘g 40.0 ) . > 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
. o
300 - s : -
o** . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 ¢ 9. Comptition | 7-/\1?;&::?
100 - 8 Human Capital
0 0 20000 40000 60000 80000 World average Asia-Pacific Singapore
GDP Per Capita in $ PurchasingPower Parity
, o General Indicators
> Singapore  * Asia-Pacfic Population 5.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $76,237
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 1/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 2/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 21178
Percentage of total new effort
Pillar scores from worst to best for a 10 point improvement in
GEl score
Strtp Skl 03 8%
Opportunity Percepion 038 | 31%
Networking 030 3%
Competiion 0s0 0%
Productinowaion 071 [ 0%
TechnologyApsorpion 071 | 0%
Cultural Suppor 072 0%
Risk Acceptance 078 0%
Risk Capia 0s2 | 0%
Internationalization 100 [ 0%
Human Capital 1.00 | 0%
Process Innovafion 1.00 | 0
High Growth 100 | 0%
Opportunity Startup 100 [ 0%




Con

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

63.0
64.3

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 -
90.0 -
80.0
700 +
£600 - e

2 | e 2 L]
E 200 . \.e\.. Siodakia e s
©400 -

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

® Europe < Slovakia

Pillar scores from worst to best

GLoBaL
MIREPRENCURS AP

, -
Slovakia £

Efficiency Driven

4.4 I

World Rank 37 0f 132

Regional Rank 23 of 40

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- 050

3. Risk Acceptance

alization

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

9. Competition 7'/\1?;???
8 Human Capital
World average Europe Slovakia
General Indicators

Population 5.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $26,263
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 37/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 75/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 50/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Opportunity Perception 0.19 _ 38%
Opportunity Startup 031 [ 19%
Competition 031 [ 19%
Cultural Support 032 [ 17%
Humn Capia 030 ™
Teotmoogyosoption 053 %
Reciccearce 05t [ %
Pocessimoion 055 | 0%
Podictmoston 056 | 0%
Sarup S oo | o
High Growty oo %
Rk Cai 075 %
Netuoring 057 o
Internationalization 100 [ 0%
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i o World Rank 31 of 132
_ Slovema c B
0“ INDEX Regional Rank 19 of 40

Europe

Innovation Driven

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - - 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
| 13. Intemation- .
80.0 %, alize ;: % nlOﬂ 3. Risk Acceptance
70.0 - . .
2600 R ° 12 High Growth 4 Networking
= o
S 500 - * % «& Slgvenia -
] . e ‘e ® 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
© 400 - '.'- % A a
P e $
300 - ﬁ 2o e® . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 - e . o 7. Technology
t - 9. Competition : Absorption
100 % 8 Human Capital
0d World E Sloveni
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 RS e e
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
. General Indicators
* Europe < Slovenia Population 2.1 million
GDP per capita PPP $27,576
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 51/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 70/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 88/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Opportunity Perception 0.2 NG 100%
Culura Suppor 050 0%
Risk Capl 054 0%
Human Capial 055 0%
Competiion 056 | 0%
High Growh 05 [ 0%
Productinovaton ost 0%
Risk Acceplance 061 0%
Technoogy Aosorpion 062 | 0%
OpportniySerp 063 | 0%
Networking oz | 0%
Pocess moveion 081 | 0%
mematoraizaton 051 | 0%
Startup Skills 0.97 | = 0%
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’ ~ @ ENTREPRENEURS P
7~ Com Regional Rank 10f29
Sub-Saharan Africa
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven
Overall GEI Score 38.5 I
Individual Indicators 63.4
Institutional Indicators 64.4
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1 Ogpportunity
Percegtion
80.0 s 14 RiskCaptal 190 2 Staup Skills
080
800 - X i ;r;;ro»anm 3 Risk Acceptance
700 -~ =
. e ®
2600 | . oo ¢ 12 High Growth 4 Networkng
=
$500 | Vee e 0,
o] o S R Fd At 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultura Suppod
©400 - 2 Solth pfrica
300 | e® b {.. : .
' M Je 0t . 10 Product Innovation & Oppottunty Startup
.
100 % 8HumenCaptal
Oo P S TRy ey TI ’
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Word averape e Sub-Saharan Africa — SOUIN Alnica
GDP Per Capitain $ PurchasingPower Parity .
, _ . General Indicators
* Sub-Saharan Afiica O South Africa Population 54.0 million
GDP per capita PPP $12,106
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 43/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 56/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 721178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Percentage of total new effort for a
10 point improvement in GEIl score

Startup Skills o2 [N 38%
Human Capital 020 [ 26%
Risk Capital 021 25%
Technology Absorption 030 1%
Calural Suppot Y %
Networking 042 0%
Ris Acsepiance 0 %
Opportunity Startup 047 0%
Internationalization 049 N 0%
OpporuniyPercepton 051 0%
Process moaton 059 %
High Growt oo %
Poductimoaton 072 %
Competition 0.74 | — 0%



[ ] Spain o ’- o World Rank 32 0f 132

iﬁi ~ EMTSEPRENELIRS 4P
Com INDEX Regional Rank 20 of 40
Europe
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven
Overall GEI Score 50.2 .
Individual Indicators 53.3 .
Institutional Indicators 76.7
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
100.0 1. Opportuniy
Percegtion
90.0 - z 14 RiskCaptal ! 2 Staup Skills
80.0 *, 3 'a"‘::;m 3 Risk Acceptance
700 . .
@
2600 | € e = 12 High Growth 4 Networkng
= o
& 50.0 1 e g @, Spain ~
g 400 . e ~°~ 5 > 11. Process Innovation 5. Cuitural Suppod
' [

& Opportunity Startup

300 ‘gw e a0 o 10 Product Innovation
200  *t4° .

9 Competition : '
10.0 a' 8 Hurman Capital e

00 s [
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Word average

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

Europe — SO0

General Indicators

* Europe < Spain Population 46.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $31,596
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 33/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 35/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 49/178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEl score

High Growth 032 [N 21%
Internationalization 03 17%
Opportunity Percepion 037 | 17%
Product Innovation 033 16%
Cultural Support cs0 13%
Opportunity Startup 046 [ 8%
Human Cptl 06 %
Process moaton 055 0%
RiskCapil 00 0%
Competon 00 ot
Risk Acceptace 0o ot
Nevorking oo 0%
Technology bsopion 070 | %
Startup Skills 090 [ 0%



Asia-Pacific

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators

Sri Lanka po # GlosaL World Rank 97 of 132

ha W ENTREPRENEURS P

0“ INDEX Regional Rank 15 of 21

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

25.5 I
52.0 I

Institutional Indicators 50.7 I
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 | = 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
80.0 - p N & ;?f;?;:on- 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - . °
. *ee 12. High Growth 4. Network

. 4 A

§60.0 . s igh Gro etworking

- L

500 *Teee o0 A =

11 . L] L B "

"g'_-," 40.0 4 ' - ° : . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 | W y .?. 3' 2 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
55 e Sn Lanka ' '

0 1 3 . - 7_Technology
n 9. Competition : Abscriiion
100 e 8 Hurman Capital
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Asia-Pacific = Sri Lanka
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
. —— General Indicators
>Sri Lanka  * Asia-Pacific Population 20.6 million
GDP per capita PPP $9,426
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 99/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 73/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 101/178
Percentage of total new
Pillar scores from worst to best effort for a 10 point
improvement in GEI score
Startup Skills o2 [N 17%
Opportunity Perception o4 14%
Risk Capital 016 N 13%
Human Capital 017 12%
Technology Absorption o1s 1%
Networking 020 [ 9%
Internationalization 021 I 8%
Process Innovation 022 [N 8%
Risk Acceptance 027 3%
Opportunity Startup 028 [ 3%
Cullural Suppor 020 7
High Growh 040 0%
Product innowaion 055 [ 0%
Competition 062 [ 0%
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B
S W ENTREPRENEURS P

I Qu INDEX Regional Rank 24 of 24
South and Central America / Caribbean

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Factor Driven

Overall GEIl Score )
Individual Indicators 57.2

Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - . 14. Risk Capital égg 2. Startup Skills
80.0 o 13. Intemation- ; .
4 oe alisaion 060 3. Risk Acceptance
all . s . 040
2600 - o S oo ¢ 12. High Growth 4. Networking
d
'% P e °
a 500 - ° o.o e o > ~
e ° L] L ° L .
3 400 - '... % .. - - 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
R XTI
00 WAt . 10. Prod i i
A k uct Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 - o.' @ Suri 7.Technol
i m & Sunname 9. Competition Abesco,&?(;?y
100 "o 8 Human Capital
0.0
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average = South and Central America/ Caribbean == Suriname

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

General Indicators
# South and Central America / Caribbean < Suriname

Population 0.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $15,556
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 162/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 110/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 129/178

Percentage of total new effort for

Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Technology Absorption 003 N 20%
High Growth 005 [ 18%
Risk Capital 006 [ 17%
Product Innovation cos 15%
Process Innovation 011 13%
Startup Skills o15 8%
Opportunity Startup 019 I 5%
Risk Acceptance 020 N 4%
Opportunity Perception 025 0%
Cultural Support 031 0%
Human Capital 032 0%
Internationalization 038 NN 0%
Competon . %
Networking 046 [ 0%
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= i 8 ENTREPRENCURS AP

INDEX Regional Rank 6 of 29

I
Sub-Saharan Africa

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - . 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
2 080
80.0 - N 1 ;?Ze;r:;lon- 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - [ ~
L] e ®
2600 L) ee ¢ 12. High Growth 4. Networking
= - o o.
£500 - so tet L s
00 ® ..°.. S . > 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
P {::: : .o
300 - ;swainana 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 w - ¢ 9. Competition 7&?;;???’
100 "o 8 Hurman Capital
00
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa Swazland
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
) ) General Indicators
* Sub-Saharan Afica  © Swaziland Population 1.3 million
GDP per capita PPP $6,471
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 110/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 123/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 91/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Risk Acceptance 005 [N 26%
Startup Skills 007 23%
Opportunity Perception o2 18%
Technology Absorption o4 17%
Human Capital 022 8%
Process Innovation 026 4%
High Growth 027 3%
Internationalization 035 NN 0%
Opportunity Startup 035 0%
Competon 03 0%
Cullural Suppor 041 0%
Networking 046 0%
Product Innovation 046 S 0%
Risk Capital 058 0%




B B Sweden ,‘“
I N LY

Europe

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 -

900 - R

800 1 2> Sweden

700 - T
43600 | L = 5 e 2 ..
E 50.0 ® e .‘ 2 '.o ¢ . °
o ™ e o Sy .
© 400 - Q% *eo o

e Qoo $ ..
.. e® ™Y

200  7e&° .

100 %

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

e Europe < Sweden

Pillar scores from worst to best

High Growth 048
Startup Skills 0.61
Risk Capital 0.65
Risk Acceptance 0.76
Human Capital 0.76
Internationalization 0.78
Competition 0.79
Product Innovation 0.84
Cultural Support 0.86
Opportunity Startup 0.92
Networking 0.96

Opportunity Perception 1.00
Technology Absorption 1.00
Process Innovation 1.00

@ GlogsL
@ CNTREPRENEURS P

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 50f132

Regional Rank 20f40

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
00

14 Risk Capital

13. Intemation-
alization

2. Startup Skills

3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

_ Technology

9. Competition Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Europe Sweden
General Indicators

Population 9.7 million
GDP per capita PPP $43,741
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 11/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 10/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 23/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score

44%

26%

20%
4%
4%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%



H \2
P Swerand  Tag. v e

‘n INDEX Regional Rank 4 of 40
Europe
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven
Overall GEI Score 67. I—

Individual Indicators 64.4

... |
Institutional Indicators 90. 3 I —

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception

90.0 - . 14 Risk Capital, 100 2. Startup Skills

800 - e, L ;?f;;;:on- 3. Risk Acceptance

700 1 e ¥, . Switzerland
®£600 - L ee ® 12 High Growth 4 Networking
= e ~
S 500 - ese e =
%400 - * a'e .'. e . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cuitural Support

6. Opportunity Startup
7. Technology

300 - 4‘% 2o * . 10. Product Innovation
200 23¢° .

.t 9. Competition : Absorption
100 “e 8 Human Capital
00 ,
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Word avpeo Eaape Mazedand
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
, General Indicators
* Europe < Switzerland Population 8.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $54,697
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 20/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 1/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 51178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
High Growh o4 4%
Starup Siils 050 [ 21%
OpportunityPerception  0.60 |GG 13%
Opportunity Startup 062 [ 1%
TechnologyAbsorpion 065 | 7%
Culural Suppor 069 | 1%
Networking 070 | 0%
Process Innovaton 074 | 0%
Human Captl 081 | 0%
Risk Acceptance 0s6 0%
Product innovation r 0200 0%
Competition 0.01 0%
Internationalization 0.04 | 0%
Risk Capital 100 [ 0%
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Talwan 5 'I ETSLAREE RS 4P
’« INDEX Regional Rank 2 of 21
Asia-Pacific
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 -
80.0 -
80.0 B
700 +

£600 - e

$500 - ‘eee o0 =
— L ..

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

< Taiwan e Asia-Pacific

Pillar scores from worst to best

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14. Risk Capital, 100 2. Startup Skill
13. Intemation- ]
alization 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation

5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

9 Competition 7&?;;:;?"
8 Human Capital
World average Asia-Pacific Taiwan
General Indicators

Population 23.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $40,393
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 19/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 14/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 14/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Conpetr o 2%
Strtup Skl ot 20%
Internationalization 055 e 16%
Technology sopion 055 16%
Risk Acepiance o 11%
Culural Stopor 0o o
OpporunyPerceptin 054 o
Networing o7 %
Humn Capia e 00000 "= %
OporiySatp 05 | o
Process Innovation 097 | 0%
High Growth 1.00 | 0%
Product Innovation 1.00 | 0%
Risk Capital 1.00 | 0%
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/I‘ Tanzania Sl W World Rank 121 of 132
Com INDEX Regional Rank 19 of 29

Sub-Saharan Africa

Factor Driven

Overall GEIl Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Efficiency Driven

Innovation Driven

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000 -
900 |
800
700

2600 |

& 500

B400 -
300 |

200 et L°
' yﬁanzania'

100 e

00

10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

» Sub-Saharan Africa

0

& Tanzania

Pillar scores from worst to best

Startup Skills 00s N

Internationalization 007

Networking 009

Human Capital 009

Product Innovation 014

Risk Capital 017
Technology Absorption 017

Risk Acceptance o190
Cultural Support 021
Opportunity Startup 021

High Growth 022
Competition 027
Process Innovation 027
Opportunity Perception ~ 0.34

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 10 2. Startup Skills
2 080
13. Intemation- )
o 060 3. Risk Acceptance
040

12 High Growth 020 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Sub-Saharan Africa — Tanzania
General Indicators

Population 50.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $1,718
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 131/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 121144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 109/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
17%
16%
14%
13%
9%
7%
7%
6%
4%
4%
3%
0%
0%
0%



I .
——
Asia-Pacific

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

PR i World Rank 65 of 132
IS W ENTREPREEURS AP
’“ INDEX Regional Rank 11 of 21

Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - . 14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
2 080
80.0 - o, 13. ;?;an?;:on- 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - = 00.. ~ 0.
£600 - . ee ® 12. High Growth 4. Networking
5 ) .. L
n°.50.0 1 * .o ..‘ 0..' : —
e 8 L ] L ) .
3 400 PR ey . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 A °® b /& Tha"md
. ffo Jee” 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
5
200 * % ® 9. Competition 7A1;)echnqlogy
) sorption
100 "o 8 Hurman Capital
00 o _
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Asia-Pacific = Thailand
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
R o General Indicators
©Thailand  » Asia-Pacific Population 67.2 million
GDP per capita PPP $13,932
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 26/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 31/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 75/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Internationalization 00s N 37%
Technology Absorption 023 19%
High Growth 024 [N 16%
Process Innovation 029 11%
Networking 030 [ o
Gultral Suppor 03 5%
Risk Acceptance 03 2%
Risk Capit 057 1%
Competon 040 [ 0%
Opportunity Perception 049 | 0%
Startup Skl 052 0%
OpportniySarvp 055 [ 0%
Product innowaion 055 0%
Human Capital 057 0%




Trinidad & o N World Rank 83 of 132
e W ENTREPREEURS P
‘ Tobago % INDEX Regional Rank 13 of 24

South and Central America / Caribbean

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven
Overall GEI Score 2200000
Individual Indicators 64.5 I—
Institutional Indicators 4.1
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 . 14 Risk Capital 190 2. Startup Skills
2 080
50.0= - 13 ;?;an?;:on' 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 -+ . = ° 040
L)
2600 - ° S ee ¢ 12. High Growth 4. Networking
% o ® : . °
a 500 - e o o .
E 400 - ":. ‘.. ’...' . * 2 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
2
e Mee 3 % e
00 ﬁ?:: Se 0 5 T_?ggd:;d 0& 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
L ]
a0 ’ “ < 9. Competition 7&?;%5?"
100 "o 8 Hurman Capital
00 World average
0 1mm zmm Smm m sm(x) mm ——— South and Central America / Caribbean
Trinidad & Tobago
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
A R General Indicators
e South and Central America/ Caribbean < Trinidad & Tobago Population 1.3 million
GDP per capita PPP $29,469
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 79/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 89/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 67/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Process Innovation 005 1N 24%
Opportunity Perception 006 N 23%
Product Innovation o4 15%
Technology Absorption o15 14%
Startup Skills 017 13%
Risk Capital 019 [N 1%
Internationalization 034 N 0%
Cultural Support 035 [N 0%
Compeon Yy %
Opportunity Startup 046 [ 0%
Humn Capa oo %
Risk Aocopance 0 %
High Growt o %
Networking 0.72 | — 0%
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Middle East / North Africa

Factor Driven

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 62 of 132

GLC

DB
B ENTREPRENCURS AP

Tunisia ’ ool
% | INDEX

Regional Rank 9 of 15

Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 34.4 I
Individual Indicators 57.2 .
Institutional Indicators 55.4
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - R 14 Risk Capital 10 2. Startup Skills
80.0 ° 13';?;’;?3;0"' 3. Risk Acceptance
700 | -~ .
L ] ..
2600 - e LU 12 High Growth 4. Networking
£ s *
500 - *eee e =
13 L L] L 9 L .
uo.l 400 e e d 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
» o'i(‘ﬁ'unfsia’.
° 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

24‘* e

00

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
< Tunisia  © Middle East / North Africa

Pillar scores from worst to best

» 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average ——— Mddle East / North Africa Tunisia
General Indicators
Population 11.0 million
GDP per capita PPP $10,768
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 60/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 87/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 107/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Internationalization 015 26%
Risk Capital 018 [N 25%
Competition 032 [N 10%
Human Capital 033 10%
Risk Accoptance 035 6%
Opportunity Perception  0.36 | 8%
High Growth 0y o
Opportunity Startup 041 3%
Technology Absorption 041 | 3%
Process Innovation 043 e 1%
Networking Y %
Product Innovation 46 e 0%
Strtp Sl o %
Cultural Support 050 0%
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%, NDEX Regional Rank 18 of 40

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - R 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills

80.0 - o 13. Intemation- e

3. Risk Acceptance

alization
70.0 - =
£600 - ® _ 5 0s %o 12. High Growth 4. Networking
£ A
S50 © Tikey .
- @ '@ . ° .
%400 - e PR - . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
e % ee $ '
300 i e B
: ﬁ see® . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
1 e°
Al b 2 * 9. Compelition 7&?;;‘?2’?
100 % 8 Hurman Capital
0.0
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Vol Eorpe = Tuiey

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity G | Indicat
eneral Indicators

® Eurcpe < Turkey Population 75.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $18,660
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 55/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 45/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 70/178

Percentage of total new effort for a

Pillar scores from worst to best 10 point improvement in GEl score

Opportunity Startup 03 [ 17%
Competition 04 [ 15%
Risk Acceptance s e 15%
Cultural Support 041 . 14%
Process Innovation 0422 13%
Internationalization 043 s 12%
Networking 043 1%
Human Capital 051 4%
Technology Absorption 061 | . 0%
Opportunity Perception 066 |- 0%
Startup Skills 068 [——— 0%
Product Innovafion 079 | — 0%
Risk Capital 080 | — 0%
High Growth 100 | 0%



mcam U9anda "%
Sub-Saharan Africa

GLOBA

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 123 of 132

MIREPRENCURS AP

Regional Rank 210f29

Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 15.3
Individual Indicators 54.3 .
Institutional Indicators 7.2
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - . 14 Risk Captal 10 2 Startup Skills
2 080
80.0 - N 13 ;ﬁf;?;"on' 060 3. Risk Acceptance
700 =1 ® ~.. ° 040
£600 - L] T oo ® 12 High Growth 020 4. Networking
'% o o* ° ° 0
a 50.0 - . ..° e 2 ~
— ) .
00 - ® ":.‘.. O > 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 | %R {52 %
: ﬁ .‘0.0 s . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
L ]
200 ’ Uzanda ® 9. Competition 7‘/\193002;?5?\’
100 e 8 Hurman Capital
00 ;
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Sub-Saharan Africa Uganda
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
o General Indicators
* Sub-Saharan Afica  ©Uganda Population 38.8 million
GDP per capita PPP $1,368
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 150/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 122/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 92/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Human Capital 0.05 -

High Growth 007

Technology Absorption 007

Internationalization 000

Product Innovation 009

Risk Capital o4

Startup Skills 015

Opportunity Perception 019 IS

Risk Acceptance 02t
Process Innovation 023
Opportunity Startup 023
Cultural Support 027
Competition 027
Networking 032 [

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
16%
14%
14%
13%
13%
10%
9%
5%
3%
2%
2%
0%
0%
0%
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W CNIREPRENCURS AP

"“ INDEX Regional Rank 34 of 40
Europe

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
900 - R 14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
; 0.80
- 13. Intemation- _
80.0 %, ali;;;or:on 3. Risk Acceptance
700 - L. B
o

4360.0 = . — ee % 12 High Growth 4. Networking
— L ]
2500 - L A~
o V. ® . [
— s . e .
% 400 - R R 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

6. Opportunity Startup

N J ~ i ]
300 - ..’\/‘\'Wilﬁ B
> ® Joe® . 10. Product Innovation
1 e°

200 ‘n - e 9. Competition 7./_\Tbesc0l';$(l)or?y
100 % 8 Human Capital
00 _
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 Wolcvorp Elae —=yate
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
. General Indicators
* Eurcpe  © Ukraine Population 45.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $8,508
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 96/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 76/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 162/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Risk Acceptance U | 46%
Cultural Support o19 22%
Competition 024 I 14%
Opportunity Startup 027 10%
Product Innovation 028 8%
Process Innovation 039 e 0%
Opportunity Perception o4 S 0%
Networking 042 0%
Internationalization 02 e 0%
Technology Absorpion ~ 0.44 | 0%
Human Capial 0n2 0%
High Growh . 0%
Strtup Skl 067 0%
Risk Capital 067 [N 0%
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B ENTREPRENCURS AP

Emirates ’“ INDEX Regional Rank 1 0f 15
Middle East / North Africa

Factor Driven Efficiency Driven Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 61.4 I,
Individual Indicators ey 0000 ]
Institutional Indicators 76.6 I
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
900 1 l(’)erception
1 ° 14 Risk Capital _ 2. Startup Skills
80.0 13 ;?Ze;: ;non- 3. Risk Acceptance
70.0 ~ )
E 60.0 @e Uggﬁ:’a?er:b - 12 High Growth 4. Networking
& 500 =
— L ] L] >
g 400 . 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
200 o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
10.0 8 Human Capital
0.0 . o .
0 20000 40000 60000 80000 World average ——— Mddle East/ North Africa United Arab Emirates
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
& United Arab Emirates  » Middle East/ North Africa General Indicators
Population 9.4 million
GDP per capita PPP $57,045
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 22/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 12/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 25178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
Technology bsorpton 036 | 21%
Starup Siils 055 27%
Risk Acceptance 040 2%
Process Innovation 046 16%
Competiion 053 6%
OpporuniySartup 063 0%
Opportunity Perception 066 | 0%
interationalizaton 074 0%
Networking 076 0%
Culural Support 079 | 0%
Productinnowaion 087 | 0%
Risk Capital 099 [ 0%
Human Capital 100 | 0%
High Growth 100 | 0%
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P  United Kingdom g\“ B cioa World Rank 9 of 132
@

Regional Rank 50f 40
Europe
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven
Overall GEI Score 67.7 I—
Individual Indicators v ]
Institutional Indicators 88.8 I
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - = 14 Risk Capital 100 2 Startup Skills
: 080
80.0 -~ 13';?:;:;'0” 3 3. Risk Acceptance
700 | . «United
7
®600 | - ~ o Kingtdom 12. High Growth 4. Networking
_:_ o
:50.0 1 ° .'.°.° '.o. ° °
— ) .
Pt 400 . ":.". a 2 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
L) ..{.. ‘ ..
300 1 s e et . 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startu
4 . ° : - Upportunity P
200 ’ “ e 9. Competition 7&?02%’[?"
100 e 8 Human Capital
00 e e b e . oo s
0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000 World average Europe United Kingdom
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
o General Indicators
* Europe  © United Kingdom Population 64.5 million
GDP per capita PPP $37,017
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 8/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 9/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 13/178
Percentage of total new effort for
Pillar scores from worst to best a 10 point improvement in GEI
score
memctonaizion 047 | 28%
Productinoaion 055 [ 17%
Risk Capiel 0c0 16%
Starup Sl 0s0 15%
High Growth 067 8%
Pocess Imowtion 068 | 8%
Technology dosorpion 068 | o
Networking 075 [ 1%
Human Capial 077 [ 0%
Competiion 077 | 0%
OpportniyPercepion 077 | 0%
Risk Acceplance 079 0%
Cultral Support 08 0%
Opportunity Startup 0.91 | 0%




United States % o World Rank 10132
- @ ENTREPRENEURS P
Com Regional Rank 10f3
North America
Factor Driven Efficiency Driven
Overall GEI Score 86.2
Individual Indicators 76.4
Institutional Indicators 92.6

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000
90.0 - /%, United
80.0 . . " States
700 p g... =
gsoo L .. = LA
‘5 e ® L] .
a 50.0 et o o °
o . ..o.. o.°: . o
© 400 {;: : e
00 | NBL eeee T o
200 4 &% .
100 Ve
0.0

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000

GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
» North America < United States

Pillar scores from worst to best

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
(00

2. Startup Skills

13. Intemation-

alization 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7_Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital

World average ——— North America United States

General Indicators

Population 318.9 million
GDP per capita PPP $51,340
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 7/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 3/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 12178

Percentage of total new effort
for a 10 point improvement in

GEl score
Networking osc | 29%
Opportuniy Startup 077 | 18%
Technology Absorption 081 | 149%
Cultral Support 063 | 12%
Risk Acceptance 0ss [ %
Process Innovation 055 | 6%
Product Innovaton 060 | 6%
Internationalization 091 | 4%
Human Capital 002 3%
High Growth o0c [T 0%
Competition 099 [ 0%
Risk Capital 100 [ 0%
Startup Skils .00 | O
Opportunity Perception 100 I 0%



=== Uruguay e

Can
South and Central America / Caribbean

Factor Driven

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity
» South and Central America / Caribbean < Uruguay

Pillar scores from worst to best

# GloseL
ha W ENTREPREEURS P

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 47 of 132

Regional Rank 4 of 24

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception

14. Risk Capital 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- .
Hiodon 3. Risk Acceptance
12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

7. Technology

9. Competition Absorption

8 Human Capital

World average ——— South and Central America / Caribbean

Uruguay

General Indicators

3.4 million
$18,966
82/189
80/144
43/178

Population

GDP per capita PPP

Rank in Doing Business Index 2014

Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Risk Capital o1 [N 51%
Human Capital 020 [N 20%
Internationalization 030 [N 19%
Process Innovation 035 I 10%
Technology Absorpfion 041 | 0%
Rik ccsplnce 0 [ %
Poductimoaton 05 | %
Compettr 05y %
Networking 05 [ %
High Growt 05 [ %
OpportniyPercepion 062 | %
Cultrl Suppot . %
opporunySarss 055 [ %
Startup Skills 0.89 | — 0%
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South and Central America / Caribbean

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

Global Entrepreneurship Index

1000
900 -
80.0
700 - -~ -

©£600 - ° °8

z

S500 -

8400 - y
300 | ®%pete’s,

s Do o* e
200

e 0
L ]
'0.'0 %o :

s *<® Venezuela

i & &
100 3

0.0

0 10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

« South and Central America / Caribbean < Venezuela

Pillar scores from worst to best

Efficiency Driven

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14. Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- )
alization 3. Risk Acceptance

12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

7 Technology

) Absorption
8 Human Capital

9. Competition

World average = South and Central America/ Caribbean

General Indicators

30.9 million
$17,615
182/189
131/144
176/178

Population

GDP per capita PPP

Rank in Doing Business Index 2014

Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014

Percentage of total new effort
for a 10 point improvement in

GEl score
Internationalization 005 N 19%
Risk Acceptance 007 [ 17%
Risk Capital o10 [N 13%
Cultural Support o015 9%
Product Innovation o16 8%
High Growth 016 [N 8%
Technology Absorption o7 8%
Competition 018 [N 7%
Opportunity Startup o1s 7%
Human Capital 19 5%
Process Innovation 039 e 0%
Networking 0 %
OpporniyPercepion 053 o
Startup Skills 1,00 | 0%

Venezuela
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- INDEX Regional Rank 12 of 21

Asia-Pacific

Overall GEI Score
Individual Indicators
Institutional Indicators

100.0

10000 20000 30000 40000 50000 60000
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity

<Vietnam e Asia-Pacific

Pillar scores from worst to best

Efficiency Driven

Innovation Driven

14 Pillar Comparison

1. Opportunity
Perception
14 Risk Capital 100 2. Startup Skills
13. Intemation- )
G 3. Risk Acceptance
12 High Growth 4. Networking

11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support

10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup

o 7. Technology
9. Competition : Absorption
8 Human Capital
World average Asia-Pacific Vietnam
General Indicators

Population 90.7 million
GDP per capita PPP $5,125
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 78/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 68/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 148/178

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
Risk Acceptance 00s [ 25%
Process Innovation o019 14%
Internationalization 020 13%
Technology Absorption 021 12%
Cultural Support 025 8%
High Growth 025 [ 8%
Competition 025 [ 8%
Opportunity Perception 026 7%
Startup Skills 027 6%
Opportunity Startup 03 0%
Product Innovation 039 0%
Rik Cail YN 0 %
Homn Capa 0 %
Networking 065 (N 0%



- Zambia Va8
Com

Sub-Saharan Africa

#  GlosaL
W ENTREPRENEURS AP

INDEX

Efficiency Driven

World Rank 102 of 132

Regional Rank 8 of 29

Innovation Driven

Overall GEI Score 2.0
Individual Indicators 58.9
Institutional Indicators .00
Global Entrepreneurship Index 14 Pillar Comparison
1000 - 1. Opportunity
Perception
90.0 - . 14 Risk Capital 10 2 Startup Skills
_ 080
80.0 - N 13 ;rl:tze;ri\;inlon- 060 3. Risk Acceptance
70.0 - i . 040
2600 - . ee %o 12. High Growth 4. Networking
% - .o o. . ;
a 50.0 - e ®s o o ~
E 400 - ® ':.‘.. '..: * e 11. Process Innovation 5. Cultural Support
300 - ..0{008..
: é?. ,‘o.- ® L] 10. Product Innovation 6. Opportunity Startup
| #% Zambia
200 ’! ' s 9. Corrpetition 7;)?3&??’
100 % 8 Human Capital
00 : ;
0 1mm m 3mm mm Smw mm World average Sub-Saharan Africa — Zarmbia
GDP Per Capitain $ Purchasing Power Parity .
) ) General Indicators
* Sub-Saharan Afica & Zambia Population 15.0 million
GDP per capita PPP $3,800
Rank in Doing Business Index 2014 111/189
Rank in Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 96/144
Rank in Economic Freedom Index 2014 100/178

Pillar scores from worst to best

Startup Skills 0.03
Technology Absorption 0.09
High Growth 0.11
Risk Capital 0.14
Risk Acceptance 0.20
Product Innovation 0.21
Process Innovation 0.24
Human Capital 0.28
Cultural Support 0.33
Networking 0.34
Opportunity Perception 0.36
Opportunity Startup 0.38
Competition 0.39
Internationalization 0.50

Percentage of total new effort for
a 10 point improvement in GEI

score
25%
19%
17%
14%
10%
8%
6%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%






