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Abstract 

Regional polarization in the aftermath of recent global financial crisis is rapidly 
changing the economic and business environment of Latin America. This article 
examines macroeconomic, foreign direct investment flows patterns, and global 
competitiveness in two distinct emergent regional hubs and advances a research agenda 
for strategy and management research.   

Introduction 

The recent global financial crisis has exposed an increasingly polarized global 
economic order: stagnation in advanced developed economies and growth and rising 
affluence in emerging countries. A mirror of the new global order is also shaping Latin 
America. A group of economies, led by Brazil, is experiencing sustainable economic 
growth and strong domestic markets whereas a second group, led by Mexico is stagnating 
economically and immersed in social instability. Robles et.al. (2002) anticipated such 
polarization and predicted that Latin American economies would align either with the 
U.S. or Asian economies in terms of trade and investments, creating structural differences 
in the region.  A recent study by Izquierdo and Talvi (2011) provides a strong evidence of 
divergent paths of Latin American and Caribbean economies. Growing economies 
overheat; they experience exchange rate appreciation and inflationary pressures, and have 
growing local markets driven by an expanding middle class. Depressed economies in the 
region exhibit large fiscal imbalances, loss of competitiveness to Asian competition, and 
dollarization.  Both groups share a legacy of issues that include poor educational systems, 
income inequality, poor infrastructure, a large informal sector, corruption, obsolete legal 
and regulatory frameworks, and in many cases a high cost of doing business. 

Brazil, for instance, is experiencing sustainable growth and political stability due 
to a combination of prudent macroeconomic policies, innovative social programs that 
alleviate poverty, and flexibility to realign their productive structure to meet the immense 
market opportunities of Asian growth.   In the past, Latin American firms, particularly 
Argentinean and Brazilian, expanded internationally, mostly advanced markets, to 
compensate for stagnant and highly inflationary domestic markets [Bonaglia, et al., 
Boggs, 2001; 2007; Da Rocha et al., 2009; Fleury et al., 2009, Haar et al., 1995; Ramsey 
& Almeida, 2009]. This time, Latin American firms face a case of wealth of riches: a 
strong growing domestic markets and strong export markets, particularly in Asia posing 



the dilemma of opportunity selection and the challenge of developing capabilities and 
assets to address these opportunities to compete effectively in these markets. On the other 
hand, Latin American firms are hard-pressed with keeping with such challenges of 
finding qualified human resources and shortages of energy. These conditions stem from 
the so-called “Latin American Cost” – the legacy of inadequate investments in 
infrastructure, poor educational systems, and inadequate judicial and regulatory 
environments. As a result, firms suffer from shortages of managerial talent, and dealing 
with the complexity of their business and political environments. Latin American firms 
are hard pressed in devising effective and efficient strategies to respond to these dual 
growth opportunities and challenges and to reconfigure their strategies to address the new 
demands abroad and at home.  

The most remarkable feature of this shift of anemic to high growth of certain 
Latin American economies and, vice-versa for others, is that is taking place in a very 
short time, an inflexion point in 2006. Latin American firms are hard pressed in finding 
the most effective and efficient strategies to respond to these dual economic 
environments.  

Given that polarization is a recent phenomenon in Latin America, there is paucity 
of research on how firms cope with expansionary domestic and global market 
opportunities in one scenario or domestic and global market contractions on the other.  
There is little evidence of effective strategies for expansionary either/both local and 
export markets and the performance implications of strategies that deal with these 
contrasting scenarios).  In the larger context of the region, the strategies of Brazilian offer 
a contrast to those of firms that are experimenting depressed domestic and export market 
conditions (Mexican hub).   

As competitiveness of firms is central to any country’s sustainable economic 
growth InterAmerican Development Bank, (2010), successful alignment of firm 
capabilities to address different economic environments is key to sustainable future 
growth of Latin America and the Caribbean. The purposes of this article are to set the 
foundation of understanding the extent and scope of economic polarization in this region 
and formulate implications for strategy and management.  To this goal, the article is 
organized in five sections.  The first section identifies and describes clusters of 
polarization in the region. The second section examines the macroeconomic differences 
among clusters. In the third section, I discuss FDI flows into the clusters. The fourth 
section analyzes the competitiveness of countries and firms by cluster. The final section 
sets the tone for the management and strategy implications and proposes an agenda for 
research on this topic.  

The importance of this research lies on the need to determine the strategies and 
best practices that best fit the new context. Such knowledge is important to provide 
guidance to other firms contemplating such reconfiguration, and to public decision 
makers to propose policies supporting the necessary inputs to sustain a successful 
reconfiguration. 

A Polarized Region: Clusters of Economic Activity 

The strong rebalancing of the global economy has had a differential impact on the 
region’s economies.  The strong world demand from growing emerging Asian economies 
have favored countries who are net exporters of mining and food commodities which 



have over the years developed trade links with Asia. On the other hand, Latin American 
countries, which have mostly relied on manufacturing exports and services, have found 
themselves competing with Asian companies for global markets, most of time loosing to 
Asian competitors.  

In a seminal work that analyzes this differential impact, Izquierdo and Talvi 
(2011) cluster analyzed Latin American countries in terms of three dimensions: a) a net 
commodity export balance (Importer/exporter); b) share of exports to industrial countries; 
and, c) investment share of the economy (investment/GDP).  The authors found that a 
two-cluster solution was very representative and a robust solution. Based on the results, 
the authors conclude that these two clusters explain clearly macroeconomic structural 
differences and, most important, the growth differential observed in the region in the 
region.  Furthermore, they observe that over time, within country variance decreases and 
between country variance increases. Concluding that these two sub-regions seem to be 
growing apart in many respects with important implications for everyone.  

Izquierdo and Talvi’s (2011) Latin American clusters are shown in the far right 
column in Figure 1.   Their analysis includes 25 of the XX Latin American countries. The 
dendograma showing the different hierarchical agglomerations is also included in Figure 
1. The two-dimensional representation of the cluster solution was obtained by combining 
two variables into a ratio of the investment percent to the exposure of to advanced 
countries.  Since, the two-variable solution yield the same clustering of countries, we will 
refer to this more parsimonious representation.  

Izquierdo and Talvi (2011) conclude that two groups seem to emerge in Latin 
America.  Net commodity importers and countries with a low ratio of investment to 
exports to industrial countries compose the first group. This first group, labeled the 
Mexican cluster, populates the lower inferior corner in Figure 1.   The second group is 
composed of net commodity exporters with higher ratios of investments to export to 
industrial countries. This group, labeled the Brazilian cluster, occupies the upper 
quadrants and spread through the horizontal axes of Figure 1.  In their interpretation of 
the clustering solution, Izquierdo and Talvi note that Venezuela and Trinidad & Tobago, 
which are part of the Brazil cluster, seem to be outliers, as they do not fit clearly the 
profiles in their group.  Venezuela is a net commodity exporter due to their oil exports 
but other macroeconomic indicators do not fit well with the rest of the second cluster. A 
similar situation describes, Trinidad & Tobago.  The dendograma shows clearly that these 
two countries join the larger Brazil-led cluster in the last step of agglomeration. Whereas 
Chile is also an outlier, its macroeconomic fits more closely those of countries in the 
second cluster.  In this paper, we subscribe to Izquierdo and Talvi’s two-cluster solution 
but we group Venezuela and Trinidad & Tobago as the outlier cluster identified as cluster 
3 in the “two + plus outlier” solution in   Table 1.  

Macroeconomic Differences Among Clusters 

One important differential impact of the global realignment on the two Latin 
American groups is on economic growth.  As indicated in Table 2, the Brazil cluster 
average economic growth was 7.14% in 2010 whereas the Mexican cluster grew at 
3.17%.  A longer-term analysis shows a more marked difference. The ten-year average 
for 2001-2010 shows the Brazil-led cluster growing at 5.04% and the Mexican-led group 
at only 2.78%. The outlier countries growth was showed a tepid growth of 1.55% for the 



same period.  It is clear that the Brazil-led group has benefited the most from the shift to 
emerging market growth in the global economy. These differences are significantly 
different.  

Inflation in 2010 is similar in both the Mexican and Brazil-led groups but highly 
different between these two groups and the outlier one. The similarity of inflation 
performance in the former groups reflects the consensus on target-inflation monetary in 
open economies among policy makers in the region and thus, one would expect similar 
results. Although similar inflation is found in both clusters, the Brazil cluster suffers from 
higher inflation pressures due to the overheating of their economies and strong capital 
flows that their growing economies attract.  The outlier group suffers from high inflation 
mostly due to shortages of supply and ineffective monetary policies.  

The current account balances in the region shows how the global imbalances are 
working through in recent years.  In general, growing economies driven by their domestic 
markets are gradually shifting from a position of surplus in the current account to deficits 
as the industrialized economies move on the opposite direction.  As we see the impact of 
these global realignments in the regional clusters, the Mexican cluster suffers the largest 
adjustment with an average of 6.22% deficit in current account to only 0.71% for the 
Brazil cluster.  In this respect, the outliers countries exhibit an opposite trend with a 
current account surplus of 11.25% which indicates a net commodity export position that 
is not compensated by any capital flows into their countries. In fact, capital could flow 
out of these countries.  

The fiscal balances differences between the two clusters also show how 
governments are adjusting to their particular economic conditions. Whereas in the 
Mexico cluster, the recommend policies include countercyclical programs to stimulate 
and compensate for the stagnant growth are more effective. The primary public sector 
balance deficit is at 3.80 % and the public sector debt average is a high 58%. The 
differences are clear in the Brazil led country with an average public sector debt in 2010 
of 0.81 percent and an average public sector deficit of 34.6 percent. The outlier countries 
are more similar to the Mexico-led cluster in public sector deficits and more alike the 
Brazil-led group on the level of public sector borrowing.  

In sum, the analysis above shows that global realignment process has had a 
differential impact on the macroeconomic conditions of the two regional clusters and 
outliers.  As Izquierdo and Talvi (2011) comment, these differences suggest a different 
set of macroeconomic policies in the future where fiscal policies may more sense for the 
Mexican cluster to compensate for sluggish growth and lower levels of capital inflows.  
They also recommend prudent counter-cyclical policies for the Brazil-led cluster with a 
focus on minimizing inflation pressures from overheating and currency appreciation.  

Polarization of FDI flows 

The shift of investment opportunities from more the northern regional cluster to 
the more southern ones should be reflected in the pattern of FDI flows overtime. Mexico 
and the closer Central American countries have traditionally received investment flows 
due to a combination of proximity with the large U.S. market and low labor costs. These 
comparative advantages and market access benefits cemented through trade agreements 
have attracted investors mostly interested in setting up assembly and manufacturing 
facilities. Proximity to the U.S. and well-established tourism industries, which facilitate 



English language competency, has also been attractive to investment in the services 
industry. These two comparative advantages, however, have been quite vulnerable to the 
rise of Asian competition in the same economic activities.  With the slowdown in the 
U.S. market, these countries have lost their attractiveness to foreign investors.  As 
Izquierdo and Talvi (2011) point out, these countries are further suffering from a slow 
down of remittances of capital of guest workers in the more advanced economies. 

In contrast to the plight of northern countries, the Southern hemisphere countries 
capitalize more on their abundant natural resources to compete in world markets.   Given 
their distance and high transportation costs to world markets s, these countries tend to 
export to geographically diversified markets as reflected in a plethora of trade agreements 
with all type of world economies. Their distance to world markets is a detriment to 
tourism flows, which influences the level of foreign language fluency among their 
population, which attracts service industry operators.  

An analysis of trends in FDI flows to the regions by cluster, see Table 3, provides 
support to the anecdotal interpretation above. In 2010, the average FDI flows into the 
Brazil cluster were of $10.3 billion and only $2.18 billion in the Mexico’s cluster. A 
more careful analysis of capital flows in the 2001-2010 period provides an interesting 
perspective of the shifting priorities from the Mexico to the Brazil clusters. After at a 
high CAGR of 12.49 percent, FDI flows into the Mexico cluster reverse to a negative 
CAGR of 2.02- an outflow of capital. By contrast, the Brazil cluster, which attracted FDI 
at a mere CAGR of 2.27 between 2001-05, grew at the rate of 9.84 percent in the most 
recent period of 2006-2010.  Capital left the outlier countries at the rate of  $427 million 
in 2010 as a part of long-term trend as indicated by a withdrawal rate of 2.20 percent in 
2001-05, which accelerates to 15.8 percent in 2006-2010. These differences are found to 
be significant.  

The percent of FDI in natural resource activities also shows the striking 
differences between the Mexico and Brazil clusters.  In the Brazil cluster countries, 40.7 
percent of FDI is invested in natural resource activities whereas only 10.9 percent of such 
investment is in the same activity in the Mexico cluster.  In this respect, outlier countries 
exhibit a similar trend as the Brazil cluster.  These differences are significant.  

FDI is also driven by risks. In this case, I used Transparency International 
Corruption Index as a proxy for overall country risks (Transparency International, 2010).  
The results shown in Table 3 show that difference sin the corruption index across clusters 
are not significantly different.  The perceived levels of corruption seem to permeate all 
countries in the region and they are affected by the nature of clusters.  Thus, we conclude 
that corruption is generalized in the region and their pervasiveness cuts across all clusters.  
Investors may have a similar perception of risks but they are able to differentiate the 
opportunities.  

In conclusion, FDI flows react to the investment opportunities and risks. As the 
opportunities in the region have shifted to serve the Asian markets with natural resource-
based commodities, investors have also shifted their long-term patterns.  If the trends 
continue, it would be very difficult to the Mexico-cluster to attract investors’ attention in 
the future.  



Global Competitiveness and Polarization 

It is well understood that productivity is an important driver of country 
competitiveness.  The productivity of firms is in itself driven by the factor quality and 
efficiency of factor inputs. Firm’s productivity also depends on the quality of their 
business and institutional environments in which they operate.  In this section, we explore 
whether there are differences in the competitiveness of firms and countries in the regional 
clusters that may explain their differential performance. I used the WEF’s Global 
Competitiveness Framework for the analysis (World Economic Forum, 2010). 

Table 4 shows the average scores of the global and the twelve pillars of the 
WEF’s competitiveness for the clusters under analysis. The analysis reveals that there are 
no significant differences on the overall or any of the indicators across clusters. Although 
there are individual differences in the scores, the region as whole is characterized as very 
homogeneous with respect to its world’s competitiveness.  Except for Chile, who ranks 
30 in the world, the rest of the Latin American countries cluster in the second tier of fifty 
on competitiveness in the world.  

Although no significantly different, the Brazil cluster average is slightly higher 
overall and also on macroeconomic management, labor force training, and market size. 
The Mexico cluster is slightly higher on markets efficiency and financial market 
development.  

The similar assessment of factors that influence competitiveness leads to the 
conclusion that Latin American economies are very similar in a number of respects such 
as educational systems, infrastructure development, quality of the labor force and 
innovation. It is specially important to note the poor scores on innovation- a factor that is 
related to global competitiveness.  The lack of R&D investment by firms in Latin 
America is not a surprise (Rodriguez , 2008).  Thus, the main driver of the divergence in 
performance and adaptation to global market shifts seems to be the nature of natural 
resources and the flexibility of these economies to shift their exports to capitalize on the 
global demand for their commodities in the case of the Brazil-led cluster (Arbix & 
Caseiro, 2011).  Given that the Mexico-cluster countries are also rich in natural resources, 
it seems that these countries have invested more in the development of competencies and 
infrastructure of their firms to serve the industrialized northern markets of the U.S. and 
Europe. This alignment proves to be difficult to reverse to serve the emergent markets of 
Asia.  

Implications for Management and Strategy in a Polarized Region 

It is well known, that the key for success is the alignment between firm strategy 
and environment (Bowman & Singh, 1993; Wan, 2005). In a polarized region, such 
alignment is necessary for the three clusters identified in section one.  Such alignment 
requires a particular configuration of firm strategic resources to respond to a particular 
market requirement.  A configuration strategy has been defined as the action of the firm 
to acquire and utilize resources that add value and allow the firm to obtain a sustainable 
competitive position in a given market (Rummelt et al., 1991). A reconfiguration strategy 
is thus the realignment to such action to address changing market definitions. Such 
reconfiguration is not new to Latin America. Other emerging economies have gone 
through similar processes of transformation (Ahlmstrom & Bruton, 2004; Hoskisson et 



al., 2000). Strategy adjustments of multinationals and local firms are also not new to 
structural changes in Latin America (Connor & Mueller, 182; Eslava, et al., 
2010;Filtovech et al., 2003; Toulan, 2002; White, 2002). What is new is the polarization 
of the world economy, which is driving a similar process in the region.   

 In the case of regional polarization in Latin America, these conditions are 
different for the Brazil and Mexican led clusters as well as for the outlier one.  For the 
former the requirements are those of domestic markets driven by an emerging mass 
middle class and global demand for commodity exports to other emerging markets. For 
the second, stagnation of the domestic and global markets poses requirements for the 
second cluster.  The third cluster of outliers suffers from the same stagnation and also 
poses extreme political risks.  Multinational and local firms operating in the region may 
have to align their strategies for these scenarios. For local firms in the Brazil cluster, the 
challenge is one of keeping up with growth with the limitations that were discussed in the 
competitive analysis above. For instance, recruiting and keep skilled labor and 
management talent will be of utmost importance for these firms.  For firms in the 
Mexican cluster the challenge is one of survival and realignment of strategic resources to 
address the Asian markets after a long period of building competencies for the U.S. and 
European markets.  Firms operating in the cluster of outliers face the simple decision 
whether to exit or stay and fight for survival.  

As mentioned before, research on how firms prepare for such realignment is 
sparse.  To remedy this void, a research agenda for address this important topic should 
address the following: 

 
• Diversification Strategy. What are the market diversification 
strategies of Latin American firms in each cluster since 2005?  Has the 
emphasis been more toward domestic market growth or global market 
growth? If global market, is the firm aiming mostly at emerging markets?  
Does diversification strategy follows same patterns of other developing 
countries? (Matthews, 2009;Nachum, 2004).  
• Reconfiguration Strategy. How have Latin American firms 
reconfigured their competencies, skills, and assets in each cluster since the 
start of the inflection period (2005)? Is the reconfiguration strategy different 
among firms mostly geared towards domestic markets than those aiming at 
global emerging markets?  
• Access to Scarce Resources.  How do Latin American firms resolve 
access to key resources of managerial talent and others in each cluster? Is the 
strategy different for competencies and skills for domestic than export 
markets?   
• Limits to strategic choice. How does the access and acquisition and 
development of talent limit the (diversification) strategic choice of firms  
• Differences in configuration of competencies and skills. Are 
market driven competencies and skills more important than non-market 
ones in the reconfiguration strategies of Latin American firms than before? 
Are market and non-market competencies and skills of Latin American firms 
important is sustaining competitiveness in other emerging markets? (Fleury 
& Fleury, 20100.  



• Performance Differences. What are the performance implications of 
reconfiguration strategies of Latin American firms by cluster? Do firms 
aiming mostly at local markets performing better than those targeting mostly 
global markets?  
• Transfer and Replication of Competencies and Skills Abroad. Do 
Latin American firms aiming at emerging markets find it easy to transfer and 
replicate competencies and skills?  
 
The purpose of this article was to set the foundation to address the reality of 

increasing economic polarization in the Latin American and the Caribbean.  We 
advanced the discussion of clusters identified by Izquierdo and Talvi (2011) by analyzing 
the differential behavior of FDI flows to these groups. We also discussed that despite the 
polarization, Latin American economies share a legacy of issues and challenges. Finally, 
we propose a research agenda to study the strategic fit of the firm for the three clusters of 
polarization.  There is an emergency to develop new theoretical models as to how 
multinationals address the dynamics of global integration and increasing polarization 
(Girod & Ranjan, 2010; Goldstein, 2007; Wright et al., 2005). We hope that this article 
stimulates further research on the future of the firm in a polarized region.   
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Table 1  

Latin American Economic Clusters 
Country Five Cluster Two clusters +  

outlier  
Izquierdo & 
Talvi (2011)  
Two Clusters 

Belize 1 1 1 
Guyana 1 1 1 
Costa Rica 1 1 1 
Honduras 1 1 1 
Panama 1 1 1 
Mexico 1 1 1 
Dominican Republic 1 1 1 
Suriname 1 1 1 
Guatemala 2 1 1 
Nicaragua 2 1 1 
Bahamas 2 1 1 
Barbados 2 1 1 
El Salvador 2 1 1 
Jamaica 2 1 1 
Brazil 3 2 2 
Colombia 3 2 2 
Argentina 3 2 2 
Paraguay 3 2 2 
Chile 4 2 2 
Peru 4 2 2 
Uruguay 4 2 2 
Bolivia 4 2 2 
Ecuador 4 2 2 
Venezuela 5 3 2 
Trinidad and Tobago 5 3 2 
 
Source: Izquierdo & Talvi, One Region-Two Speeds, InterAmerican Development 
Bank,  March 2011



 
Table 2 

Difference in Macro Economic Performance Among Three Clusters 
Variable Mexico –Led 

Cluster 1 
Brazil-Led 
Cluster 2 

Outliers 
Cluster 3 

All  
Countries 

P <  

Mean sd Mean  sd Mean  sd Mean  sd  
Growth 
2010  

 3.17 2.73 7.14 3.70 0.14 -0.95 4.27 3.84 0.003 

Ave growth  
2001-2010 

2.78 2.42 5.04 1.35 1.55 0.52 3.49 2.30 0.025 

Inflation 10 
 

5.18 2.63 5.52 2.85 20.3 9.75 6.57 5.33 0.001 

Current 
Acct 
Balance 
2010 

-6.22 4.66 -0.71 2.95 11.25 8.98 -2.84 6.55 0.0001 

Public 
Sector 
Balance 
2010 

-3.80 1.83 -0.81 1.59 -5.05 1.34 -2.82 2.28 0.0008 

Public 
Sector Debt 
as % of GDP 

58.1 34.7 34.6 19.2 39.25 0.77 48.1 30.1 0.1751 

Source: Author ‘s analysis of data from IMF- Regional Economic Outlook; Western 
Hemisphere, 2011 
 

Table 3  
Differences in FDI and Corruption Among Three Latin American Cluster 

Variable Mexico-Led 
Cluster 1 

Brazil-Led 
Cluster 2 

Outlier 
Cluster 3 

All  
Countries 

P <  

Mean sd Mean  sd Mea
n  

sd Mea
n  

sd  

FDI 2010  in 
US$ million 

2183.8
5 

4943 1031
5 

1501
0 

-
427.
3 

138
1 

5138 1061
9 

0.165
9 

CAGR in FDI 
2001-05 
(%) 

12.49 13.1
1 

2.27 24.19 -2.20 6.5 7.63 17.96 0.309
8 

CGAR in FDI 
2006-2010 
(%)  

-2.02 9.84 9.83 11.41 -15.8 9.54 1.14 12.56 0.006
4 

% of FDI in 10.9 12.8 40.7 23.4 43 60.8 0.27 0.27 0.035



Natural 
Resource 
Extraction 

4 5 1 

Transparenc
y 
Internationa
l’ 
Corruption 
Index 2011 

3.68 1.57 3.91 1.84 2.8 1.13 3.69 1.62 0.702
1 

 
Source: Author ‘s analysis of data from IMF- Regional Economic Outlook: Western 
Hemisphere, 2011; Transparency International , 2010, Corruption Perception Index. 
 



 
Table 4 

Differences in Global Competitiveness among Three Latin American Clusters 
Variable Mexico- Led 

Cluster 1 
Brazil-Led 
Cluster 2 

Outlier 
Cluster 3 

All 
Countries 

P <  

Mean sd Mean  sd Mean  sd Mean  sd  
Overall Global 
Competitiveness 

3.90 0.36 4.01 0.37 3.75 0.35 3.93 0.36 0.624 

Institutions 3.5 0.39 3.53 0.80 3.15 1.06 3.48 0.62 0.751 
Infrastructure 3.56 0.54 3.60 0.67 3.65 1.20 3.58 0.62 0.981 
Macroeconomic 
management 

4.29 0.72 4.57 0.38 4.25 0.49 4.40 0.57 0.529 

Health and 
Education 

5.50 0.36 5.55 0.26 5.65 0.21 5.53 0.30 0.812 

Training Labor 
Force 

3.74 0.39 4.04 0.55 4.15 0.07 3.90 0.47 0.294 

Goods Markets 
Efficiency 

4.05 0.23 3.86 0.51 3.35 3.35 0.77 0.44 0.121 

Labor Markets 
Efficiency 

4.05 0.31 3.86 0.56 3.60 0.98 4.05 0.48 0.457 

Financial 
Market 
Development 

4.11 0.43 3.94 0.53 3.75 1.20 4.00 0.53 0.640 

Technology 
readiness 

3.50 0.42 3.46 0.50 3.60 0.42 3.49 0.43 0.932 

Market Size  3.30 0.89 4.08 0.86 3.60 1.13 3.66 0.93 0.188 
Business 
Sophistication 

3.86 0.38 3.76 0.45 3.45 0.49 3.78 0.41 0.469 

Innovation 2.86 0.32 2.90 0.47 2.70 0.28 2.86 0.39 0.826 
 
Source: WEF 2010. 
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