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Overview 

 

The Networked Readiness Index (NRI) is defined as a nation’s or a community’s 

degree of preparation to participate in and benefit from information and 

communication technology (ICT) developments. This chapter presents the results of 

the computation of the NRI across 104 countries around the globe. The immediate 

objective is to facilitate the task of policy and decision makers in their endeavor to 

understand the complexity and the diversity of factors underlying a nation’s ICT 

development, and thereby to assist them in working toward their development 

objectives.  In this way, one hopes that this report would contribute to the 

development of public policy and to the diffusion and usage of ICT. 

 

The present chapter contains the fourth successive annual NRI report1. It represents a 

continuation of efforts at INSEAD and the World Economic Forum to better 

understand the impact of ICT on the competitiveness of nations. Building upon the 

research at INSEAD in the domain and on the three previous reports, the current 

research provides a continuity of data and analysis for the evaluation of prior 

decisions and actions, and for the enhancement of planning for the future. 

 

ICT remains critical for the development of nations. Not only does ICT form the basis 

of rapid and effective communication at all levels – individual, business and 

government – but it also serves as the infrastructure for commercial transactions. ICT 

is also playing an increasing role as an enabling mechanism for the delivery of 

efficient and effective government services. Governments and regulators continue to 

see progress in ICT as fundamental to national progress. Policies are being put in 

place to increase ICT penetration and to reduce the digital divide. Tariffs continue to 
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fall and levels of competition to increase to provide incentives for businesses to invest 

effectively in ICT.  

 

This chapter presents the Networked Readiness Framework that has been used to 

assess the relative degree of networked readiness and to compute the NRI of 104 

countries. The discussion is divided into five main sections. First, there is a brief 

recapitulation of the Networked Readiness Framework. Second, the results of the 

research and analysis are presented in the form of a relative ranking of nations based 

on their degrees of networked readiness. Third, we take a closer look at the three 

component indexes (and their constituent sub-indexes) composing the NRI, and how 

various countries have fared on each of these dimensions. In the fourth section, we 

examine the relation between the NRI and the Global Competitiveness Index of the 

World Economic Forum, and the relation between NRI and GDP per capita. Finally, 

in the fifth section, we look at the trends in regional development with respect to ICT, 

and it is demonstrated how the NRI could be used to focus on factors that make a 

given country under- or over-perform. In the conclusion, some of the key challenges 

faced while we conducted the study are presented. 

 

The Networked Readiness Framework 2004–2005 

 

The Networked Readiness Index (NRI) is defined as “the degree of preparation of a 

nation or community to participate in and benefit from ICT developments”. The 

Networked Readiness Framework used to compute the NRI rankings this year (2004–

2005 remains identical to that used to compute the NRI rankings for 2002–20032 and 

2003–2004. The Networked Readiness Framework and its components not only 

provide a model for evaluating a country’s relative development and use of ICT, but 

also allow for a better understanding of a nation’s strengths and weaknesses with 

respect to ICT.  

Figure 1 depicts the structure of the Networked Readiness Framework used in this 

research. The Networked Readiness Framework is based upon the following 

premises: 

 



 3 

• there are three important stakeholders to consider in the development and use 

of ICT: individuals, businesses, and governments; 

• there is a general macroeconomic and regulatory environment for ICT in 

which the stakeholders play out their respective roles; and 

• the degree of usage of ICT by (and hence the impact of ICT on) the three 

stakeholders is linked to their degrees of readiness (or capability) to use and 

benefit from ICT. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NRI Results for 2004–2005 

 

The overall results for the Networked Readiness Index 2004–2005 are presented in 

Table 1.3 Singapore comes out with the top rank, followed by Iceland. Singapore has 

consistently been ranked in the top three places (third place in the 2002–2003 study 

and second place in the 2003–2004). This consistent performance of Singapore is a 

consequence of its government’s proactive efforts to promote ICT penetration and 

usage. Finland, Denmark and the United States occupy the third, fourth and fifth 
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places, respectively. Sweden gets the sixth position, followed by Hong Kong, Japan, 

and Switzerland. Canada comes in tenth.  The following results are worthy of note: 

 

• In the top five places, three positions go to Nordic countries: Iceland (2), 

Finland (3) and Denmark (4). In addition, Sweden (6) is in the top ten. 

• Hong Kong (7) and Japan (8) enter the top ten rankings for the first time, 

whereas Taiwan is ranked 15th. 

• Israel continues to lead the Middle-East group of countries at 18th place, and 

the United Arab Emirates follows closely at 23rd place. Bahrain performs well 

also with a rank of 33. 

• Estonia (25) leads the new member states of the European Union and other 

east/central European countries. Malta (28) and Slovenia (32) closely follow. 

 

Furthermore:  

 

• The top-ranked South American countries are Chile (35), Brazil (46) and 

Mexico (60).  

• In Asia, Malaysia is ranked 27th and Thailand 36th. India (39) and China (41) 

improve their ranking positions by 6 and 10 places respectively. 

• Russia is ranked 62nd overall, compared with 63rd in the previous years 

ranking results. 

• South Africa, ranked 34th, leads in Africa, followed by Botswana (50) and 

Namibia (55). 

 

Table 1. Networked Readiness Index Rankings 2004–2005 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Singapore 1.73 1   Thailand 0.27 36   Sri Lanka –0.49 71 

Iceland 1.66 2  Cyprus 0.25 37  Poland –0.50 72 

Finland 1.62 3  Hungary 0.24 38  Bulgaria –0.51 73 

Denmark 1.60 4  India 0.23 39  Gambia –0.52 74 

United States 1.58 5  Czech Republic 0.21 40  Kenya –0.62 75 

Sweden 1.53 6  China 0.17 41  Argentina –0.62 76 

Hong Kong 1.39 7  Greece 0.17 42  Uganda –0.63 77 

Japan 1.35 8  Lithuania 0.13 43  Dominican Republic –0.65 78 

Switzerland 1.30 9  Jordan 0.10 44  Serbia and Montenegro –0.65 79 

Canada 1.27 10  Italy 0.10 45  Algeria –0.66 80 

Australia 1.23 11  Brazil 0.08 46  Zambia –0.68 81 

United Kingdom 1.21 12  Mauritius 0.08 47  Ukraine –0.68 82 

Norway 1.19 13  Slovak Republic 0.03 48  Tanzania –0.71 83 
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Germany 1.16 14  Jamaica –0.03 49  Venezuela –0.72 84 

Taiwan 1.12 15  Botswana –0.10 50  Macedonia –0.73 85 

Netherlands 1.08 16  Indonesia –0.13 51  Nigeria –0.73 86 

Luxembourg 1.04 17  Turkey –0.14 52  Madagascar –0.77 87 

Israel 1.02 18  Romania –0.15 53  Guatemala –0.78 88 

Austria 1.01 19  Morocco –0.17 54  Bosnia and Herzegovina –0.86 89 

France 0.96 20  Namibia –0.21 55  Peru –0.91 90 

New Zealand 0.95 21  Latvia –0.23 56  Georgia –0.94 91 

Ireland 0.89 22  Egypt –0.24 57  Mali –0.96 92 

United Arab Emirates 0.84 23  Croatia –0.25 58  Malawi –0.98 93 

Korea 0.81 24  Trinidad and Tobago –0.28 59  Zimbabwe –1.02 94 

Estonia 0.80 25  Mexico –0.28 60  Ecuador –1.08 95 

Belgium 0.74 26  Costa Rica –0.29 61  Mozambique –1.11 96 

Malaysia 0.69 27  Russian Federation –0.36 62  Honduras –1.19 97 

Malta 0.50 28  Pakistan –0.38 63  Paraguay –1.20 98 

Spain 0.43 29  Uruguay –0.39 64  Bolivia –1.25 99 

Portugal 0.39 30  Ghana –0.41 65  Bangladesh –1.30 100 

Tunisia 0.39 31  Colombia –0.42 66  Angola –1.36 101 

Slovenia 0.37 32  Philippines –0.43 67  Ethiopia –1.52 102 

Bahrain 0.37 33  Vietnam –0.46 68  Nicaragua –1.61 103 

South Africa 0.33 34  Panama –0.47 69  Chad –1.69 104 

Chile 0.29 35   El Salvador –0.49 70         

 

 

Evolution of the NRI over time 

 

The networked readiness of a nation is a dynamic measure that evolves over time as a 

result of policy measures taken by government and business leaders and of changes in 

the global environment. Looking at the changes in NRI rankings over time (see Table 

2), one observes that the United States and Finland have consistently been in the top 

five positions, whereas Singapore has rapidly progressed from eighth place in 2001–

2002 to its current leading position. 

 

Table 2. Evolution of Networked Readiness, 2001–2005 

Country 

(Number of nations studied) 

2001–2002 

(75) 

2002–2003 

(82) 

2003–2004 

(102) 

2004–2005 

(104) 

Singapore 8 3 2 1 

Iceland 2 5 10 2 

Finland 3 1 3 3 

Denmark 7 8 5 4 

United States 1 2 1 5 

Sweden 4 4 4 6 

Hong Kong 13 18 18 7 

Japan 21 20 12 8 

Switzerland 16 13 7 9 
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Canada 12 6 6 10 

 

 

Another constant is the performance of the Nordic countries, with Finland, Sweden, 

Denmark and Iceland present in the top ten places in each of the four years.  

 

One must add a note of caution to this analysis because the results of the three 

research efforts are not directly comparable. The framework used in the 2001–2002 

study is different (see Kirkman et al. 2002). Moreover, while the framework and 

methodology of analysis of the 2002–2003, 2003–2004, and 2004–2005 studies are 

identical, the underlying data variables used differ to a certain extent. These 

differences reflect limits on the availability of reliable and up-to-date information for 

several countries, against the background of an expansion in the coverage of the NRI 

in recent years, particularly in the developing world.  

 

Interpreting the results 

 

The NRI captures key factors relating to the environment, the readiness and the usage 

of the three stakeholders in the Networked Readiness Framework (individuals, 

businesses and governments), and can be used to understand the performance of a 

nation or a region in relation to ICT readiness and usage. The component index and 

sub-index rankings serve to identify key areas where a nation is under- or over-

performing. One would, for instance, be able to identify relative imbalances in 

development across the three component indexes of Environment, Readiness and 

Usage, or even go one level deeper. 

 

The index computed in the last three reports was on a scale of 1–7, increasing with the 

level of a nation’s ICT development. Due to a change in the methodology used in the 

computation of the index, this seven-point scale is no longer used. Instead, the sub-

index scores are standardized with a mean of 0. This results in the scores of the 

countries being distributed above and below the mean score of zero.4 A positive score 

merely reflects the fact that the country concerned performs better than the mean 

performance across the 104 countries studied. Likewise, a negative score implies that 

the ranking performance is below the mean performance of the 104 countries.  
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One would like to emphasize that, while rankings are useful as relative indicators of a 

nation’s ICT excellence, there are several limitations to the analytic process. Caution 

should be exercised when one compares countries that are ranked near one another;   

for instance, there may be very little difference between their index scores – Portugal 

(ranked 30) and Tunisia (ranked 31) even have the same overall NRI score of 0.39 

(but Portugal’s is higher at the third decimal place). Additionally, small differences in 

the index may be outside the limits of statistical significance because some missing 

observations had to be estimated using analytic techniques such as regression and 

clustering. 

 

One should also keep in mind that, while the number of countries included in the 

current study has increased from 82 in the 2002–2003 report to 104 in the current 

report, a number of nations could not be included in the research due to the limited 

availability of reliable data. Only those countries that had hosted the Executive 

Opinion Survey of the World Economic Forum were selected. Ranking an even larger 

set of nations remains a challenge for the future. An overall global ranking needs to 

account for these missing countries, and any inferences drawn from the current 

analysis of 104 nations should be made with this limitation taken into consideration.  

 

Finally, the complexity of ICT can get obscured behind the numerical score of the 

NRI. Countries like India or China, for instance, show enormous internal geographic 

and demographic divides in ICT readiness and usage.  

 

The Building Blocks of Networked Readiness Index 

 

The NRI provides a relative benchmark of the overall success of a country in 

participating in and benefiting from ICT. While this is useful, one may need to gain 

further insights into areas of over- and under-performance of a nation, and to 

understand the key drivers determining the results. This can be done by looking at the 

component indexes: Environment, Readiness and Usage. Tables 3, 4, and 5 present 

the overall results of each component index. Further insight may be obtained from the 

sub-indexes composing each component index. The final level of detail can be 
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obtained by observing the 51 variables comprising the sub-indexes, which are 

presented in the data tables section of this report.  

 

Table 3. Environment Component Index 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Iceland 2.75 1  Korea 0.17 36  Sri Lanka –0.51 71 

Finland 2.07 2  Hungary 0.13 37  Colombia –0.53 72 

Denmark 1.93 3  India 0.11 38  Malawi –0.57 73 

United States 1.86 4  Greece 0.11 39  Mexico –0.58 74 

Sweden 1.70 5  Thailand 0.06 40  Nigeria –0.62 75 

Singapore 1.67 6  Czech Republic 0.03 41  Bulgaria –0.63 76 

United Kingdom 1.66 7  Indonesia 0.03 42  El Salvador –0.63 77 

Norway 1.63 8  Jordan 0.02 43  Dominican Republic –0.63 78 

Australia 1.63 9  Namibia 0.01 44  Vietnam –0.68 79 

Canada 1.57 10  Lithuania –0.06 45  Mali –0.69 80 

Switzerland 1.57 11  China –0.07 46  Philippines –0.73 81 

New Zealand 1.45 12  Brazil –0.12 47  Madagascar –0.78 82 

Luxembourg 1.44 13  Botswana –0.12 48  Serbia and Montenegro –0.79 83 

Netherlands 1.42 14  Slovak Republic –0.12 49  Ukraine –0.80 84 

Hong Kong 1.36 15  Mauritius –0.15 50  Pakistan –0.87 85 

Japan 1.11 16  Italy –0.16 51  Macedonia –0.88 86 

Ireland 1.10 17  Costa Rica –0.21 52  Algeria –0.88 87 

Germany 1.10 18  Morocco –0.26 53  Argentina –0.90 88 

Austria 1.04 19  Trinidad and Tobago –0.28 54  Zimbabwe –0.90 89 

Israel 0.90 20  Latvia –0.30 55  Guatemala –0.92 90 

Estonia 0.80 21  Ghana –0.31 56  Georgia –0.96 91 

France 0.79 22  Turkey –0.35 57  Bosnia and Herzegovina –0.97 92 

Taiwan 0.76 23  Jamaica –0.36 58  Peru –0.99 93 

Belgium 0.63 24  Uganda –0.38 59  Honduras –1.04 94 

Malaysia 0.62 25  Tanzania –0.40 60  Mozambique –1.05 95 

United Arab Emirates 0.62 26  Panama –0.44 61  Venezuela –1.09 96 

Cyprus 0.41 27  Uruguay –0.44 62  Bangladesh –1.09 97 

Malta 0.37 28  Gambia –0.44 63  Ecuador –1.10 98 

Portugal 0.36 29  Croatia –0.46 64  Paraguay –1.14 99 

Spain 0.35 30  Romania –0.47 65  Ethiopia –1.15 100 

South Africa 0.30 31  Kenya –0.48 66  Nicaragua –1.19 101 

Slovenia 0.26 32  Egypt –0.48 67  Chad –1.27 102 

Tunisia 0.22 33  Zambia –0.50 68  Bolivia –1.28 103 

Chile 0.21 34  Russian Federation –0.50 69  Angola –1.31 104 

Bahrain 0.19 35   Poland –0.51 70         
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Table 4. Readiness Component Index 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Singapore 1.49 1   Lithuania 0.34 36   Serbia and Montenegro –0.38 71 

Finland 1.43 2  Mauritius 0.31 37  Sri Lanka –0.39 72 

Japan 1.39 3  Botswana 0.30 38  Poland –0.41 73 

Taiwan 1.27 4  China 0.29 39  El Salvador –0.43 74 

United States 1.26 5  Chile 0.28 40  Macedonia –0.44 75 

Denmark 1.17 6  Czech Republic 0.26 41  Philippines –0.47 76 

Switzerland 1.16 7  Portugal 0.23 42  Ukraine –0.48 77 

Germany 1.06 8  Brazil 0.19 43  Venezuela –0.55 78 

Sweden 1.06 9  Jordan 0.17 44  Kenya –0.56 79 

France 1.04 10  Hungary 0.14 45  Panama –0.56 80 

Australia 1.00 11  Indonesia 0.13 46  Argentina –0.57 81 

Hong Kong 0.97 12  Romania 0.12 47  Zimbabwe –0.57 82 

United Kingdom 0.94 13  Jamaica 0.12 48  Zambia –0.60 83 

Luxembourg 0.94 14  Greece 0.10 49  Madagascar –0.61 84 

Iceland 0.93 15  Slovak Republic 0.07 50  Dominican Republic –0.65 85 

Netherlands 0.91 16  Costa Rica 0.02 51  Bosnia and Herzegovina –0.65 86 

Malaysia 0.88 17  Trinidad and Tobago 0.00 52  Nigeria –0.70 87 

United Arab Emirates 0.88 18  Italy –0.03 53  Guatemala –0.75 88 

Israel 0.87 19  Morocco –0.04 54  Georgia –0.93 89 

Norway 0.87 20  Cyprus –0.06 55  Tanzania –0.98 90 

Austria 0.84 21  Namibia –0.07 56  Uganda –0.99 91 

Canada 0.83 22  Mexico –0.09 57  Peru –1.03 92 

Tunisia 0.82 23  Pakistan –0.09 58  Ecuador –1.03 93 

Ireland 0.80 24  Russian Federation –0.13 59  Honduras –1.12 94 

Korea 0.74 25  Turkey –0.16 60  Mali –1.13 95 

Belgium 0.73 26  Latvia –0.17 61  Malawi –1.16 96 

Estonia 0.71 27  Ghana –0.17 62  Bolivia –1.20 97 

New Zealand 0.59 28  Egypt –0.18 63  Paraguay –1.21 98 

Spain 0.54 29  Croatia –0.21 64  Angola –1.25 99 

South Africa 0.52 30  Vietnam –0.25 65  Mozambique –1.35 100 

Bahrain 0.49 31  Colombia –0.26 66  Bangladesh –1.62 101 

Thailand 0.48 32  Uruguay –0.26 67  Ethiopia –1.84 102 

Slovenia 0.43 33  Algeria –0.27 68  Chad –1.95 103 

India 0.40 34  Bulgaria –0.28 69  Nicaragua –2.24 104 

Malta 0.36 35   Gambia –0.36 70         

 

Table 5. Usage Component Index 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Singapore 2.04 1  Chile 0.38 36  Namibia –0.57 71 

Hong Kong 1.85 2  Czech Republic 0.34 37  Poland –0.57 72 

Sweden 1.82 3  China 0.30 38  Sri Lanka –0.58 73 

Denmark 1.71 4  Greece 0.29 39  Bulgaria –0.61 74 

United States 1.61 5  Thailand 0.28 40  Dominican Republic –0.65 75 

Japan 1.55 6  South Africa 0.17 41  Guatemala –0.67 76 

Korea 1.53 7  India 0.17 42  Costa Rica –0.68 77 

Canada 1.42 8  Brazil 0.16 43  Peru –0.72 78 

Finland 1.36 9  Jamaica 0.14 44  Ghana –0.73 79 

Germany 1.32 10  Tunisia 0.14 45  Tanzania –0.75 80 

Taiwan 1.31 11  Slovak Republic 0.14 46  Ukraine –0.76 81 

Iceland 1.31 12  Jordan 0.13 47  Serbia and Montenegro –0.77 82 

Israel 1.29 13  Lithuania 0.11 48  Gambia –0.77 83 

Switzerland 1.17 14  Turkey 0.07 49  Algeria –0.81 84 

Austria 1.16 15  Mauritius 0.06 50  Kenya –0.82 85 

Australia 1.08 16  Egypt –0.07 51  Macedonia –0.86 86 
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France 1.06 17  Croatia –0.09 52  Nigeria –0.86 87 

Norway 1.06 18  Romania –0.09 53  Madagascar –0.93 88 

United Kingdom 1.03 19  Philippines –0.09 54  Zambia –0.93 89 

United Arab Emirates 1.01 20  Mexico –0.17 55  Mozambique –0.93 90 

Netherlands 0.92 21  Pakistan –0.18 56  Georgia –0.93 91 

Estonia 0.90 22  Morocco –0.20 57  Bosnia and Herzegovina –0.96 92 

Belgium 0.85 23  Latvia –0.21 58  Mali –1.06 93 

New Zealand 0.82 24  Argentina –0.39 59  Ecuador –1.12 94 

Ireland 0.77 25  El Salvador –0.40 60  Bangladesh –1.20 95 

Malta 0.77 26  Panama –0.42 61  Malawi –1.20 96 

Luxembourg 0.75 27  Russian Federation –0.44 62  Paraguay –1.23 97 

Portugal 0.59 28  Vietnam –0.44 63  Bolivia –1.28 98 

Malaysia 0.55 29  Uruguay –0.46 64  Nicaragua –1.40 99 

Italy 0.47 30  Colombia –0.49 65  Honduras –1.41 100 

Hungary 0.46 31  Botswana –0.49 66  Angola –1.52 101 

Bahrain 0.42 32  Uganda –0.51 67  Zimbabwe –1.57 102 

Slovenia 0.42 33  Venezuela –0.54 68  Ethiopia –1.58 103 

Spain 0.40 34  Indonesia –0.55 69  Chad –1.83 104 

Cyprus 0.38 35   Trinidad and Tobago –0.55 70         

 

Environment 

 

The Environment component index is designed to measure the degree of 

conduciveness of the environment that a country provides for the development and 

use of ICT. As can be seen from Table 3, the top countries with regards to the 

Environment are Iceland, Finland and Denmark. The performance of the Nordic 

countries with respect to the Environment for ICT is consistent with their overall 

performance on the NRI. 

 

Tables 6, 7 and 8 present the detailed ranking and scores for each of the three sub-

indexes comprising the Environment component: the Market Environment, the 

Political/ Regulatory Environment and the Infrastructure Environment. 

 

 

Market Environment 

 

The Market Environment sub-index entails the assessment of the presence of the 

appropriate human resources and ancillary businesses to support a knowledge-based 

society. The forces that play an important role in determining the market environment 

for ICT are varied and include fundamental macroeconomic variables like GDP and 

trade openness, commercial measures like availability of funding and skilled labor, 
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and the level of development of the corporate environment. The leader for this sub-

index is Finland, followed by the United States and Singapore. Hong Kong and the 

United Kingdom, in the fourth and fifth positions, are also notable for their 

performance on the Market Environment sub-index.  

 

 

Table 6. Market Environment 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Finland 2.19 1  South Africa 0.26 36  Colombia –0.56 71 

United States 2.07 2  China 0.26 37  Poland –0.62 72 

Singapore 1.95 3  Lithuania 0.23 38  Mexico –0.64 73 

Hong Kong 1.92 4  Korea 0.21 39  Vietnam –0.64 74 

United Kingdom 1.78 5  Slovenia 0.20 40  Croatia –0.67 75 

Sweden 1.70 6  Hungary 0.19 41  Madagascar –0.68 76 

Taiwan 1.69 7  Jordan 0.13 42  Malawi –0.70 77 

Iceland 1.56 8  Botswana 0.07 43  Dominican Republic –0.70 78 

Switzerland 1.49 9  Namibia 0.03 44  Serbia and Montenegro –0.71 79 

Norway 1.37 10  Slovak Republic 0.00 45  Mali –0.73 80 

Denmark 1.37 11  Brazil –0.01 46  Philippines –0.78 81 

Canada 1.29 12  Czech Republic –0.03 47  Ukraine –0.85 82 

Netherlands 1.26 13  Greece –0.05 48  Guatemala –0.86 83 

Ireland 1.25 14  Panama –0.07 49  Pakistan –0.86 84 

United Arab Emirates 1.20 15  Costa Rica –0.09 50  Uruguay –0.91 85 

Malaysia 1.19 16  Uganda –0.12 51  Bulgaria –0.92 86 

Japan 1.17 17  Morocco –0.15 52  Algeria –0.97 87 

Israel 1.16 18  Tanzania –0.17 53  Zimbabwe –0.97 88 

Luxembourg 1.14 19  Trinidad and Tobago –0.21 54  Georgia –0.98 89 

Australia 1.12 20  Kenya –0.21 55  Argentina –1.06 90 

Germany 1.02 21  Mauritius –0.27 56  Peru –1.07 91 

Austria 0.96 22  Latvia –0.27 57  Macedonia –1.15 92 

New Zealand 0.91 23  Malta –0.28 58  Bangladesh –1.15 93 

Estonia 0.85 24  Gambia –0.29 59  Paraguay –1.18 94 

Belgium 0.70 25  Italy –0.32 60  Venezuela –1.20 95 

Indonesia 0.62 26  Russian Federation –0.32 61  Honduras –1.21 96 

India 0.60 27  Sri Lanka –0.32 62  Bosnia and Herzegovina –1.22 97 

France 0.58 28  Turkey –0.39 63  Ecuador –1.23 98 

Tunisia 0.57 29  Jamaica –0.44 64  Nicaragua –1.23 99 

Bahrain 0.55 30  Egypt –0.45 65  Ethiopia –1.24 100 

Thailand 0.52 31  Nigeria –0.47 66  Chad –1.33 101 

Chile 0.47 32  Zambia –0.50 67  Mozambique –1.36 102 

Portugal 0.31 33  Romania –0.53 68  Bolivia –1.51 103 

Cyprus 0.27 34  El Salvador –0.54 69  Angola –1.70 104 

Spain 0.26 35   Ghana –0.54 70         

 

 

Political/Regulatory Environment 

 

The priorities of a nation are reflected in its policies and laws, which in turn influence 

its rate of growth and direction of development. The Political/Regulatory 



 12 

Environment component of the NRI measures the impact of a nation’s polity, laws, 

regulations and their implementation on the development and use of ICT. The leaders 

from the Political/Regulatory perspective are Denmark, the United Kingdom and 

Singapore. Finland is highly ranked at fourth place, whereas Norway is ranked fifth. 

 

Infrastructure Environment 

 

Infrastructure is defined as the level of availability and quality of the key access 

infrastructure for ICT within a country.  A quality ICT access infrastructure facilitates 

the adoption, usage and impact of these technologies, which in turn promote 

investment in ICT infrastructure. Infrastructure thus plays a critical role in influencing 

the networked readiness of a nation. The top ranks along this component go to 

Iceland, Denmark and Finland. One notes that China is ranked 62nd on the 

Infrastructure sub-index, whereas India comes in at the 86th place, a very low rank 

compared with its overall 38th position in Environment component index – an 

indication of the challenges related to the development of a universally available 

quality information and communications technology infrastructure for all the socio-

economic segments comprising its population.  

 

 

Table 7. Political/Regulatory Environment 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Denmark 1.96 1  Ghana 0.39 36  Nigeria –0.58 71 

United Kingdom 1.86 2  Bahrain 0.32 37  Dominican Republic –0.63 72 

Singapore 1.76 3  Thailand 0.28 38  Mexico –0.64 73 

Finland 1.76 4  Slovenia 0.27 39  Vietnam –0.68 74 

Norway 1.73 5  Cyprus 0.25 40  Philippines –0.69 75 

Australia 1.70 6  Korea 0.23 41  Croatia –0.73 76 

Iceland 1.70 7  Indonesia 0.21 42  El Salvador –0.73 77 

Sweden 1.68 8  Greece 0.21 43  Panama –0.74 78 

New Zealand 1.54 9  Botswana 0.20 44  Poland –0.75 79 

United States 1.51 10  Hungary 0.13 45  Russian Federation –0.81 80 

Germany 1.45 11  Mauritius 0.12 46  Bulgaria –0.82 81 

Netherlands 1.40 12  Morocco 0.11 47  Madagascar –0.85 82 

Luxembourg 1.40 13  Czech Republic 0.08 48  Algeria –0.97 83 

Switzerland 1.36 14  China 0.06 49  Mozambique –0.98 84 

Canada 1.30 15  Brazil –0.03 50  Pakistan –0.99 85 

Estonia 1.24 16  Jamaica –0.11 51  Ukraine –1.10 86 

France 1.23 17  Slovak Republic –0.15 52  Zimbabwe –1.13 87 

Austria 1.19 18  Lithuania –0.19 53  Macedonia –1.14 88 

South Africa 1.17 19  Uganda –0.22 54  Honduras –1.19 89 

Malaysia 1.12 20  Malawi –0.23 55  Peru –1.21 90 

Hong Kong 1.12 21  Tanzania –0.23 56  Guatemala –1.22 91 
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Ireland 1.08 22  Uruguay –0.26 57  Serbia and Montenegro –1.26 92 

Japan 1.07 23  Costa Rica –0.28 58  Bosnia and Herzegovina –1.28 93 

Belgium 0.85 24  Gambia –0.28 59  Bangladesh –1.32 94 

Israel 0.82 25  Trinidad and Tobago –0.29 60  Georgia –1.32 95 

United Arab Emirates 0.74 26  Italy –0.30 61  Argentina –1.35 96 

Taiwan 0.73 27  Turkey –0.35 62  Ethiopia –1.42 97 

Tunisia 0.71 28  Zambia –0.38 63  Angola –1.43 98 

Malta 0.69 29  Egypt –0.38 64  Ecuador –1.44 99 

Namibia 0.66 30  Romania –0.40 65  Venezuela –1.46 100 

Portugal 0.65 31  Kenya –0.44 66  Paraguay –1.54 101 

Jordan 0.51 32  Sri Lanka –0.48 67  Nicaragua –1.61 102 

India 0.48 33  Latvia –0.52 68  Bolivia –1.64 103 

Spain 0.45 34  Colombia –0.54 69  Chad –1.68 104 

Chile 0.44 35   Mali –0.55 70         

 

 

Table 8. Infrastructure Environment 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Iceland 4.98 1  Latvia –0.12 36  Thailand –0.62 71 

Denmark 2.46 2  Taiwan –0.13 37  Ecuador –0.62 72 

Finland 2.25 3  Uruguay –0.15 38  El Salvador –0.62 73 

Canada 2.13 4  Bulgaria –0.16 39  Botswana –0.62 74 

Australia 2.06 5  Poland –0.16 40  Egypt –0.63 75 

United States 2.01 6  Slovak Republic –0.20 41  Guatemala –0.67 76 

New Zealand 1.89 7  Lithuania –0.21 42  Peru –0.67 77 

Switzerland 1.87 8  Costa Rica –0.26 43  Namibia –0.68 78 

Norway 1.79 9  Turkey –0.29 44  Bolivia –0.69 79 

Luxembourg 1.78 10  Mauritius –0.29 45  Algeria –0.71 80 

Sweden 1.72 11  Bahrain –0.30 46  Paraguay –0.72 81 

Netherlands 1.60 12  Chile –0.30 47  Honduras –0.72 82 

United Kingdom 1.33 13  Brazil –0.30 48  Sri Lanka –0.73 83 

Singapore 1.29 14  Argentina –0.30 49  Vietnam –0.73 84 

Japan 1.09 15  Trinidad and Tobago –0.32 50  Philippines –0.73 85 

Hong Kong 1.05 16  Macedonia –0.35 51  India –0.74 86 

Ireland 0.98 17  Russian Federation –0.38 52  Nicaragua –0.74 87 

Austria 0.96 18  Bosnia and Herzegovina –0.41 53  Morocco –0.74 88 

Germany 0.83 19  Serbia and Montenegro –0.41 54  Indonesia –0.75 89 

Cyprus 0.72 20  Ukraine –0.44 55  Gambia –0.76 90 

Malta 0.71 21  Malaysia –0.44 56  Pakistan –0.77 91 

Israel 0.71 22  Mexico –0.47 57  Ghana –0.79 92 

France 0.55 23  Romania –0.47 58  Kenya –0.79 93 

Spain 0.33 24  Colombia –0.49 59  Malawi –0.80 94 

Belgium 0.33 25  Panama –0.49 60  Angola –0.80 95 

Slovenia 0.33 26  Jamaica –0.51 61  Nigeria –0.80 96 

Estonia 0.33 27  China –0.53 62  Mali –0.80 97 

Greece 0.17 28  South Africa –0.54 63  Mozambique –0.80 98 

Portugal 0.14 29  Dominican Republic –0.57 64  Ethiopia –0.80 99 

Italy 0.14 30  Georgia –0.58 65  Tanzania –0.80 100 

Korea 0.08 31  Jordan –0.59 66  Bangladesh –0.80 101 

Hungary 0.07 32  Venezuela –0.60 67  Madagascar –0.80 102 

Czech Republic 0.04 33  Zimbabwe –0.61 68  Uganda –0.80 103 

Croatia 0.00 34  Tunisia –0.61 69  Chad –0.81 104 

United Arab Emirates –0.08 35   Zambia –0.61 70         
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Readiness 

 

The Readiness of a nation measures the capability of the principal agents of an 

economy (citizens, businesses and governments) to leverage the potential of ICT. This 

capability is imparted to a nation by a combination of factors like the presence of 

relevant skills for using ICT within individuals, access and affordability of ICT for 

corporations, and government use of ICT for its own services and processes. As 

shown in Table 4, Singapore ranks highest on overall Readiness and shows a 

consistent performance across all three readiness sub-indexes. Finland is in second 

place and is supported by a very strong performance in Individual and Business 

Readiness. Third-ranked Japan benefits from high scores in Readiness in each of the 

three sub-indexes. 

 

Detailed results for each of the sub-indexes used for measuring Readiness can be 

found in Table 9, 10 and 11. 

 

Individual Readiness 

 

Individual Readiness measures the readiness of a nation’s citizens to utilize and 

leverage ICT. It is made up of literacy rates, mode and locus of access to the Internet, 

and the degree of connectivity of individuals. The top three positions on Individual 

Readiness go to Finland, Singapore and Iceland.  Switzerland is ranked fourth and 

Denmark ranked fifth. 

 

Business Readiness 

 

Business Readiness measures the readiness of businesses to participate in and benefit 

from ICT. The aim is to focus not just on the largest corporations, but also on small 

and medium-sized businesses and their willingness to exploit ICT and invest in the 

ICT skills of their employees. United States regains its top position in Business 

Readiness, and is followed by Switzerland. Germany, Finland and Sweden are ranked 

at the third, fourth and fifth places respectively.  
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Government Readiness 

 

Government Readiness measures the readiness of a government to employ ICT. It is 

reflected in the policy-making machinery and internal processes of the government 

and in the availability of government services online. If the polity of a nation decides 

to make ICT a priority, this becomes visible in the short- and long-term policy 

measures and laws that help encourage ICT deployment and use. It is also reflected in 

the government’s own use of ICT and the extent to which it equips its people to do the 

same. Singapore leads on Government Readiness, followed by Japan and Taiwan. 

United Arab Emirates and Finland follow in fourth and fifth places respectively. Of 

note also are Tunisia in ninth place, and Korea, ranked eleventh. The entry of 

developing countries such as Tunisia and Korea into the upper ranks on the 

government readiness dimension is a reflection of the policies and actions taken by 

member governments to diffuse ICT in the country and in particular in the 

government.  

 

 

Table 9. Individual Readiness 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Finland 1.26 1  Lithuania 0.42 36  Colombia –0.18 71 

Singapore 1.19 2  Italy 0.37 37  Algeria –0.22 72 

Iceland 1.17 3  Greece 0.37 38  Zimbabwe –0.24 73 

Switzerland 1.14 4  Romania 0.37 39  Venezuela –0.27 74 

Denmark 1.09 5  Korea 0.36 40  El Salvador –0.31 75 

Belgium 1.07 6  Latvia 0.30 41  Pakistan –0.33 76 

Sweden 1.06 7  Costa Rica 0.29 42  Bosnia and Herzegovina –0.35 77 

Australia 1.05 8  Portugal 0.27 43  Egypt –0.37 78 

France 1.03 9  India 0.26 44  Dominican Republic –0.40 79 

Hong Kong 1.03 10  Bulgaria 0.22 45  Zambia –0.44 80 

Taiwan 1.00 11  Thailand 0.18 46  Vietnam –0.56 81 

Canada 1.00 12  Jordan 0.17 47  Ecuador –0.58 82 

Netherlands 1.00 13  Russian Federation 0.15 48  Peru –0.59 83 

Austria 0.96 14  Poland 0.15 49  Kenya –0.61 84 

Japan 0.96 15  Croatia 0.14 50  Sri Lanka –0.62 85 

New Zealand 0.94 16  Chile 0.13 51  Guatemala –0.68 86 

United States 0.91 17  Mauritius 0.13 52  Georgia –0.69 87 

Norway 0.90 18  Indonesia 0.13 53  Paraguay –0.76 88 

Ireland 0.85 19  Botswana 0.12 54  Bolivia –0.78 89 

Luxembourg 0.85 20  Morocco 0.11 55  Honduras –0.78 90 

United Kingdom 0.83 21  Trinidad and Tobago 0.11 56  Gambia –0.83 91 

Malaysia 0.76 22  South Africa 0.08 57  Ghana –0.91 92 

Estonia 0.76 23  Turkey 0.07 58  Angola –1.23 93 

Germany 0.72 24  Ukraine 0.02 59  Madagascar –1.44 94 
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Slovenia 0.71 25  Namibia 0.02 60  Mozambique –1.49 95 

Israel 0.70 26  China 0.00 61  Nigeria –1.51 96 

Tunisia 0.66 27  Jamaica –0.01 62  Malawi –1.89 97 

United Arab Emirates 0.63 28  Brazil –0.02 63  Mali –1.92 98 

Cyprus 0.57 29  Uruguay –0.03 64  Tanzania –2.01 99 

Czech Republic 0.54 30  Macedonia –0.06 65  Uganda –2.07 100 

Malta 0.54 31  Panama –0.07 66  Nicaragua –2.09 101 

Spain 0.50 32  Serbia and Montenegro –0.08 67  Bangladesh –2.10 102 

Hungary 0.48 33  Mexico –0.12 68  Chad –2.31 103 

Bahrain 0.45 34  Argentina –0.13 69  Ethiopia –2.50 104 

Slovak Republic 0.43 35   Philippines –0.14 70         

 

 

 

 

Table 10. Business Readiness 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

United States 1.52 1  India 0.32 36  Guatemala –0.30 71 

Switzerland 1.42 2  Thailand 0.27 37  Macedonia –0.32 72 

Germany 1.40 3  Italy 0.26 38  Algeria –0.34 73 

Finland 1.33 4  Portugal 0.25 39  Ukraine –0.36 74 

Sweden 1.25 5  Greece 0.23 40  Jordan –0.36 75 

Japan 1.22 6  Slovak Republic 0.19 41  Ghana –0.39 76 

United Kingdom 1.17 7  United Arab Emirates 0.18 42  Peru –0.39 77 

France 1.13 8  Turkey 0.17 43  Dominican Republic –0.39 78 

Denmark 1.13 9  Latvia 0.16 44  Zambia –0.41 79 

Netherlands 1.10 10  Mexico 0.15 45  Kenya –0.42 80 

Belgium 1.08 11  Argentina 0.12 46  Egypt –0.44 81 

Canada 1.04 12  Jamaica 0.12 47  Nigeria –0.49 82 

Australia 1.04 13  Indonesia 0.10 48  Bosnia and Herzegovina –0.53 83 

Israel 1.03 14  Cyprus 0.08 49  Ecuador –0.64 84 

Singapore 1.00 15  Poland 0.08 50  Sri Lanka –0.65 85 

Austria 0.98 16  Romania 0.08 51  Georgia –0.69 86 

Norway 0.92 17  Trinidad and Tobago 0.06 52  Vietnam –0.69 87 

Taiwan 0.91 18  Mauritius 0.05 53  Madagascar –0.73 88 

Iceland 0.88 19  Hungary 0.04 54  Honduras –0.74 89 

Ireland 0.82 20  Botswana 0.02 55  Malawi –0.75 90 

New Zealand 0.76 21  Zimbabwe 0.01 56  Gambia –0.75 91 

Hong Kong 0.75 22  Bahrain 0.01 57  Philippines –0.75 92 

South Africa 0.73 23  Croatia –0.01 58  Paraguay –0.83 93 

Korea 0.72 24  Malta –0.02 59  Bolivia –0.87 94 

Spain 0.60 25  China –0.05 60  Pakistan –0.87 95 

Slovenia 0.58 26  Panama –0.07 61  Tanzania –1.04 96 

Luxembourg 0.54 27  Colombia –0.13 62  Uganda –1.41 97 

Malaysia 0.52 28  Morocco –0.16 63  Angola –1.41 98 

Estonia 0.51 29  Bulgaria –0.20 64  Mali –1.80 99 

Tunisia 0.51 30  Uruguay –0.20 65  Chad –1.91 100 

Costa Rica 0.50 31  Russian Federation –0.23 66  Bangladesh –2.07 101 

Brazil 0.47 32  Venezuela –0.23 67  Mozambique –2.11 102 

Chile 0.41 33  Namibia –0.25 68  Ethiopia –2.31 103 

Lithuania 0.37 34  Serbia and Montenegro –0.25 69  Nicaragua –3.45 104 

Czech Republic 0.35 35   El Salvador –0.27 70         
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Table 11. Government Readiness 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Singapore 2.28 1  Malta 0.55 36  Uruguay –0.54 71 

Japan 2.00 2  Uganda 0.53 37  Kenya –0.65 72 

Taiwan 1.89 3  Spain 0.53 38  Bangladesh –0.69 73 

United Arab Emirates 1.83 4  Gambia 0.50 39  Italy –0.72 74 

Finland 1.70 5  Vietnam 0.49 40  Ethiopia –0.72 75 

Luxembourg 1.44 6  Canada 0.45 41  Turkey –0.72 76 

United States 1.37 7  Madagascar 0.35 42  El Salvador –0.72 76 

Malaysia 1.36 8  Mali 0.33 43  Costa Rica –0.73 78 

Tunisia 1.29 9  Chile 0.30 44  Croatia –0.75 79 

Denmark 1.28 10  Egypt 0.27 45  Serbia and Montenegro –0.81 80 

Korea 1.14 11  Lithuania 0.24 46  Cyprus –0.84 81 

Hong Kong 1.13 12  Jamaica 0.24 47  Malawi –0.84 82 

Germany 1.08 13  Indonesia 0.17 48  Bulgaria –0.87 83 

Bahrain 1.00 14  Portugal 0.16 49  Macedonia –0.93 84 

Thailand 0.98 15  Brazil 0.11 50  Zambia –0.96 85 

France 0.96 16  Sri Lanka 0.10 51  Latvia –0.96 86 

China 0.92 17  Tanzania 0.09 52  Bosnia and Herzegovina –1.08 87 

Switzerland 0.92 18  New Zealand 0.08 53  Ukraine –1.10 88 

Pakistan 0.91 19  Belgium 0.05 54  Angola –1.11 89 

Australia 0.90 20  Namibia 0.03 55  Venezuela –1.15 90 

Israel 0.89 21  Slovenia 0.00 56  Dominican Republic –1.16 91 

Sweden 0.88 22  Morocco –0.06 57  Nicaragua –1.18 92 

Estonia 0.87 23  Romania –0.09 58  Guatemala –1.28 93 

United Kingdom 0.83 24  Hungary –0.11 59  Georgia –1.43 94 

Norway 0.79 25  Nigeria –0.11 60  Poland –1.46 95 

Ghana 0.78 26  Czech Republic –0.12 61  Zimbabwe –1.49 96 

Mauritius 0.76 27  Trinidad and Tobago –0.17 62  Panama –1.53 97 

Iceland 0.76 28  Algeria –0.27 63  Chad –1.64 98 

South Africa 0.75 29  Mexico –0.29 64  Argentina –1.69 99 

Botswana 0.75 30  Russian Federation –0.31 65  Honduras –1.85 100 

Ireland 0.73 31  Greece –0.31 66  Ecuador –1.87 101 

Jordan 0.68 32  Slovak Republic –0.42 67  Bolivia –1.96 102 

Netherlands 0.64 33  Mozambique –0.46 68  Paraguay –2.05 103 

India 0.63 34  Colombia –0.47 69  Peru –2.10 104 

Austria 0.57 35   Philippines –0.51 70         

 

 

Usage  

 

The Usage component aims to measure the degree of usage of ICT by the principal 

stakeholders of the NRI framework – Individuals, Businesses and Governments. In 

the absence of reliable data about the specific impacts of ICT on the key stakeholders, 

the Usage component provides an indication of the changes in behaviors, lifestyles, 

and other economic and non-economic benefits brought about by the adoption of ICT. 

Singapore, Hong Kong and Sweden are the top three performers in terms of overall 

Usage, as shown in Table 5.  One can observe variances in country performance 

across the three sub-indexes reflecting uneven impact across the three principal 
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stakeholders. For example, Singapore ranks high for Government Usage (1) but 

relatively low for Individual Usage (12) and Business Usage (9). Another notable 

example is Estonia, with higher Government Usage (9) than Individual (34) or 

Business (27) Usage.  

 

Tables 12, 13 and 14 give the detailed results and scores for each of the three sub-

indexes used for measuring Usage.  

 

Individual Usage 

 

Individual Usage gives an indication of the level of adoption and usage of ICT 

technologies by a nation’s citizens. This is done by assessing the deployment of 

connectivity-enhancing technologies like telephones and Internet connections, levels 

of Internet usage and money spent online. The Individual Usage rankings differ 

significantly from those of Individual Readiness. The top performers here are 

Sweden, Korea, Iceland, Denmark and Hong Kong.  

 

Table 12. Individual Usage 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Sweden 2.76 1  Croatia 0.34 36  Panama –0.58 71 

Korea 2.56 2  Bahrain 0.30 37  Guatemala –0.61 72 

Iceland 1.94 3  Chile 0.22 38  Morocco –0.64 73 

Denmark 1.77 4  Malaysia 0.16 39  Ecuador –0.66 74 

Hong Kong 1.76 5  Poland 0.14 40  Egypt –0.70 75 

Norway 1.61 6  Slovak Republic 0.13 41  Bolivia –0.72 76 

Switzerland 1.60 7  Lithuania 0.13 42  Georgia –0.74 77 

Canada 1.57 8  Jamaica 0.07 43  Paraguay –0.74 78 

Netherlands 1.43 9  Brazil 0.00 44  Algeria –0.77 79 

Japan 1.41 10  Bulgaria –0.01 45  Botswana –0.87 80 

United States 1.39 11  Latvia –0.04 46  Indonesia –0.90 81 

Singapore 1.36 12  China –0.12 47  Vietnam –0.91 82 

Luxembourg 1.36 13  Mauritius –0.12 48  Namibia –0.93 83 

Finland 1.27 14  Turkey –0.13 49  Honduras –1.03 84 

Germany 1.20 15  Costa Rica –0.18 50  India –1.04 85 

Austria 1.20 16  Argentina –0.21 51  Pakistan –1.10 86 

Italy 1.17 17  Uruguay –0.22 52  Sri Lanka –1.11 87 

Belgium 1.17 18  Romania –0.27 53  Nicaragua –1.12 88 

Israel 1.08 19  Trinidad and Tobago –0.28 54  Zimbabwe –1.14 89 

Australia 1.03 20  Mexico –0.32 55  Gambia –1.15 90 

Malta 0.95 21  Serbia and Montenegro –0.34 56  Kenya –1.21 91 

France 0.94 22  Macedonia –0.35 57  Ghana –1.21 92 

Cyprus 0.93 23  Thailand –0.37 58  Zambia –1.22 93 

Spain 0.92 24  Venezuela –0.37 59  Nigeria –1.23 94 

New Zealand 0.92 25  Bosnia and Herzegovina –0.37 60  Bangladesh –1.23 95 

Portugal 0.83 26  Colombia –0.41 61  Mali –1.23 96 
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Taiwan 0.83 27  South Africa –0.44 62  Angola –1.26 97 

Slovenia 0.78 28  Russian Federation –0.46 63  Tanzania –1.27 98 

United Arab Emirates 0.75 29  El Salvador –0.48 64  Mozambique –1.30 99 

United Kingdom 0.73 30  Jordan –0.50 65  Uganda –1.30 100 

Ireland 0.71 31  Peru –0.51 66  Madagascar –1.31 101 

Greece 0.70 32  Tunisia –0.52 67  Chad –1.31 102 

Czech Republic 0.70 33  Dominican Republic –0.54 68  Malawi –1.33 103 

Estonia 0.62 34  Ukraine –0.55 69  Ethiopia –1.34 104 

Hungary 0.50 35   Philippines –0.56 70         

 

 

Table 13: Business Usage 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Japan 1.79 1  Lithuania 0.49 36  Venezuela –0.38 71 

Germany 1.69 2  Spain 0.49 37  Uruguay –0.41 72 

Sweden 1.68 3  Portugal 0.48 38  Colombia –0.50 73 

Switzerland 1.60 4  Bahrain 0.47 39  Poland –0.62 74 

Finland 1.57 5  Tunisia 0.45 40  Zambia –0.66 75 

Iceland 1.49 6  Jordan 0.40 41  Trinidad and Tobago –0.69 76 

Denmark 1.49 7  Turkey 0.38 42  Georgia –0.73 77 

Israel 1.48 8  Panama 0.31 43  Tanzania –0.73 78 

Singapore 1.44 9  Malaysia 0.28 44  Nigeria –0.80 79 

United States 1.41 10  Greece 0.25 45  Kenya –0.80 80 

Taiwan 1.38 11  El Salvador 0.19 46  Ghana –0.82 81 

Hong Kong 1.38 12  Cyprus 0.15 47  Gambia –0.84 82 

United Kingdom 1.26 13  Italy 0.13 48  Ukraine –0.87 83 

Netherlands 1.21 14  Latvia 0.13 49  Indonesia –0.89 84 

New Zealand 1.17 15  Malta 0.11 50  Costa Rica –0.94 85 

Norway 1.14 16  Dominican Republic 0.04 51  Macedonia –0.97 86 

France 1.12 17  China 0.03 52  Bulgaria –0.97 87 

Belgium 1.11 18  Namibia –0.05 53  Madagascar –1.10 88 

Australia 1.08 19  Jamaica –0.06 54  Serbia and Montenegro –1.19 89 

Austria 1.05 20  Morocco –0.07 55  Mozambique –1.22 90 

Canada 0.98 21  Egypt –0.08 56  Malawi –1.28 91 

Korea 0.96 22  Mauritius –0.10 57  Algeria –1.28 92 

India 0.83 23  Philippines –0.10 58  Bolivia –1.38 93 

United Arab Emirates 0.81 24  Croatia –0.13 59  Paraguay –1.40 94 

Luxembourg 0.80 25  Pakistan –0.15 60  Ecuador –1.41 95 

Czech Republic 0.76 26  Mexico –0.20 61  Bangladesh –1.42 96 

Estonia 0.68 27  Sri Lanka –0.26 62  Bosnia and Herzegovina –1.44 97 

Brazil 0.66 28  Vietnam –0.27 63  Mali –1.53 98 

Slovak Republic 0.63 29  Romania –0.28 64  Nicaragua –1.57 99 

South Africa 0.62 30  Botswana –0.33 65  Honduras –1.58 100 

Ireland 0.60 31  Peru –0.34 66  Zimbabwe –1.76 101 

Chile 0.59 32  Uganda –0.34 67  Angola –2.27 102 

Slovenia 0.59 33  Guatemala –0.34 68  Ethiopia –2.31 103 

Hungary 0.58 34  Russian Federation –0.35 69  Chad –2.32 104 

Thailand 0.49 35   Argentina –0.36 70         

 

 

Table 14. Government Usage 

Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank   Country Score Rank 

Singapore 3.30 1  New Zealand 0.37 36  Russian Federation –0.50 71 

Hong Kong 2.40 2  South Africa 0.35 37  Colombia –0.56 72 
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United States 2.04 3  Chile 0.32 38  Nigeria –0.57 73 

Denmark 1.88 4  Switzerland 0.32 39  Argentina –0.60 74 

Taiwan 1.73 5  Hungary 0.29 40  Trinidad and Tobago –0.68 75 

Canada 1.71 6  Romania 0.28 41  Namibia –0.73 76 

United Arab Emirates 1.46 7  Belgium 0.26 42  Latvia –0.73 77 

Japan 1.44 8  Indonesia 0.14 43  Uruguay –0.76 78 

Estonia 1.40 9  Netherlands 0.12 44  Serbia and Montenegro –0.77 79 

Israel 1.31 10  Italy 0.11 45  Venezuela –0.85 80 

Malta 1.26 11  Morocco 0.11 46  Bulgaria –0.85 81 

Finland 1.25 12  Uganda 0.10 47  Ukraine –0.86 82 

Austria 1.24 13  Luxembourg 0.09 48  Zambia –0.90 83 

Malaysia 1.21 14  Cyprus 0.07 49  El Salvador –0.92 84 

France 1.12 15  Mexico 0.02 50  Costa Rica –0.92 85 

Australia 1.12 16  Turkey –0.02 51  Bangladesh –0.96 86 

United Kingdom 1.11 17  Greece –0.08 52  Panama –0.98 87 

Germany 1.07 18  Slovenia –0.12 53  Malawi –1.00 88 

Korea 1.06 19  Vietnam –0.14 54  Angola –1.03 89 

Sweden 1.01 20  Ghana –0.16 55  Guatemala –1.07 90 

Ireland 1.00 21  Brazil –0.17 56  Bosnia and Herzegovina –1.07 91 

China 0.98 22  Spain –0.23 57  Ethiopia –1.08 92 

India 0.73 23  Tanzania –0.23 58  Poland –1.24 93 

Thailand 0.71 24  Mozambique –0.27 59  Macedonia –1.26 94 

Pakistan 0.71 25  Botswana –0.27 60  Ecuador –1.28 95 

Egypt 0.57 26  Lithuania –0.28 61  Georgia –1.32 96 

Iceland 0.50 27  Gambia –0.32 62  Peru –1.32 97 

Tunisia 0.49 28  Slovak Republic –0.35 63  Dominican Republic –1.44 98 

Jordan 0.49 29  Madagascar –0.36 64  Nicaragua –1.50 99 

Bahrain 0.49 30  Sri Lanka –0.36 65  Paraguay –1.55 100 

Portugal 0.45 31  Algeria –0.37 66  Honduras –1.61 101 

Norway 0.42 32  Mali –0.42 67  Bolivia –1.73 102 

Jamaica 0.42 32  Kenya –0.43 68  Zimbabwe –1.81 103 

Mauritius 0.41 34  Czech Republic –0.44 69  Chad –1.87 104 

Philippines 0.38 35   Croatia –0.46 70         

 

 

Business Usage 

 

Business Usage measures the level of deployment and use of ICT across businesses in 

a nation. Business usage is measured by factors such as the level of business-to-

business and business-to-consumer e-commerce, the use of ICT for activities like 

marketing, levels of online transactions, and the availability and usage of new 

telephone lines and mobile phones by businesses. The top five performers are Japan, 

Germany, Sweden, Switzerland and Finland.  
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Government Usage 

 

Government Usage is the level of use of ICT technologies by the government of a 

given country. The government, besides making ICT a priority, can also benefit from 

the use of ICT itself. This usage can help the government streamline services to its 

citizens and improve its overall functioning. Factors used to measure this include the 

level of government success in the promotion of ICT and the availability and usage of 

online government services. The top-ranking countries on this measure are Singapore, 

Hong Kong, United States, Denmark and Taiwan. Of note is the United Arab 

Emirates at seventh place and Estonia at ninth place; these country’s governments are 

taking active steps to promote ICT usage in their own functions. 

 

Exploring the Networked Readiness of Nations 

 

Networked readiness and the Global Competitiveness Index 

 

The impact of ICT on development has been a subject of continuing interest by 

economists, who have attempted to demonstrate a link between investment in ICT and 

economic growth. Given this interest, it would be useful to investigate the relationship 

between the level of networked readiness of a nation and the Global Competitiveness 

Index (GCI),5 one of the World Economic Forum’s competitiveness indexes. 

 

The GCI constructed by Sala-i-Martin and Artadis (2004) is a useful benchmark of a 

nation’s competitiveness. It provides a measure of the competitiveness of 104 

economies across the globe, and aims to achieve a balance between the 

microeconomic and macroeconomic foundations of competitiveness as well as its 

static and dynamic consequences. In addition, the authors explicitly take into account 

the fact that different nations have different development priorities depending on their 

level of development. They divide the 104 nations studied into three broad categories 

or stages based on the nations’ per capita GDP6 and share of exports that take the 

form of primary goods.  
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Figure 2 presents a plot between the networked readiness of nations and the GCI 

(Sala-i-Martin and Artadi, 2004). The three stages of development of nations are 

clearly identified by ellipses. One could conclude the following: 

 

1. There is a very tight relationship between the networked readiness of nations 

and the GCI (coefficient of correlation = 0.9259). As the networked readiness 

of nations increases, so does the GCI. It is important to caution the reader at 

this stage that the close correlation does not enable us to infer any causal 

relationship or to establish the contribution of networked readiness to global 

competitiveness. 

2. The three stages of development of the GCI represent relatively non-

overlapping areas of the plot, and hence represent not only stages of distinct 

GCI but also stages of the Networked Readiness of nations. 

3. The intermediate countries (stage 1–2 and stage 2–3) are relatively evenly 

dispersed between their borderline stages. They indicate a transition in 

networked readiness as well as the global competitiveness. 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Global Competitiveness Stages vs National Readiness Index 
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Thus, a nation’s networked readiness of a nation is inextricably tied up with its global 

competitiveness. Since the GCI stages are tightly wrapped around the income per 

capita of a nation, one would be led to conclude that the NRI is also strongly related 

to GDP per capita.  

 

GDP per capita and networked readiness  

 

GDP per capita is one data variable that has a strong attraction both as an indicator of 

global competitiveness (in the previous subsection nations were divided into stages of 

development based on per capita income) and of networked readiness. However, our 

opinion is that any attempt to use a single measure to approximate the networked 

readiness of a nation would be a simplification at best. 

 

Israel, with an annual GDP per capita of US$19,678, has an NRI score of 1.02 and is 

ranked 18th overall. Greece, with a very similar GDP per capita of US$19,973, has, 

on the other hand, a score of 0.17 and an overall ranking of 42. One thus sees a wide 

spread in the NRI score for a given GDP per capita. This is only one of many 

examples that could be cited. 

 

Nevertheless, a closer look at the relationship between the NRI of nations and GDP 

per capita is merited. Figure 3 gives a plot between GDP per capita and the NRI. The 

partial log regression plot projects a trend line. One can note immediately the 

following points:  

 

• For a given GDP per capita, there is a spread in the NRI scores around the 

regression plot as presented in Figure 3. 

• The impact of GDP seems to be very high at low GDP values, and the NRI 

score increases rapidly with small increases in GDP. 

• Around a GDP per capita of US$6,000–10,000 the curve tapers off and the 

effect of increasing GDP is much less pronounced. Other factors become more 

relevant to the NRI score at higher values of GDP per capita. 

• The coefficient of correlation is relatively high (0.6998). 
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Countries widely distanced from the regression plot could be examples of under-

performing or over-performing countries. Thus one sees that Singapore leads the NRI 

ranking and outperforms Norway, which has a significantly higher GDP per capita. 

Similarly, Taiwan and Estonia would be over-performing on their NRI scores with 

respect to their GDP per capita.  

 

While this analysis sheds light on the link between GDP per capita and the networked 

readiness of a country, one might feel the need to examine more closely countries 

with GDP per capita lower than US$10,000, where the NRI score seems to increase 

very quickly with small changes in GDP per capita. 

 

 

Figure 3. Networked Readiness versus Gross Domestic Product per 
Capita, Partial Log Regression 

y = 0.6384Ln(x) – 5.7003 
R 2  = 0.6998 
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Figure 4 plots the Networked Readiness Index of countries with GDP per capita 

below US$10,000 – which still retains a relatively high range of GDP per capita 

scores from US$611 for Tanzania to a high end of $9,981 for Latvia. One notes once 

again the important spread in NRI for a given value of GDP per capita. What is 

interesting is that the value of the coefficient of correlation decreases from 0.6998 for 

Figure 3, where all 104 countries are plotted, to 0.3058 for Figure 4, where only the 

59 countries with GDP per capita lower than $10,000 are plotted. Thus, in this range 

GDP per capita does not explain the variance in the observed NRI scores as well as  

might have been expected. Factors other than GDP per capita must have an effect. 

 

Another observation of potential interest is the regional distribution of the NRI scores. 

Thus, Asian countries such as India, China, Pakistan and Malaysia fall above the trend 

line, so that the Asian region consistently outperforms the NRI index. Latin America, 

in contrast, consistently fall short of any potential expectation of networked readiness 

based on GDP per capita. The difference between levels of ICT development in the 

y = 0.3449Ln(x) – 3.3757 
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Asian pack of countries and those in the Latin American countries cannot be 

explained to any appreciable extent by GDP per capita. 

 

From the data available, one would be led to conclude that GDP per capita presents a 

modest explanation of the networked readiness of countries with a GDP per capita 

less than $10,000. This group of countries represents the countries present in stage 1 

and a part of stage 2 of the Sala-i-Martin and Artadi GCI model (Figure 2).  

 

Networked Readiness and Global Competitiveness Index stages of development  

 

Given the strength of the relationships between the Networked Readiness Index and 

the Global Competitiveness Index, and of the importance of GDP per capita for both 

benchmarks, one might enquire which key forces determining the NRI are also 

characteristic of countries present in a given GCI stage of development. In order to 

answer this question, we conducted a Multiple Discriminant Function Analysis 

(MDFA) across 86 countries naturally falling into stages 1, 2 and 3. 

 

It was observed from the statistical analysis that three NRI variables – Internet Users 

per 100 inhabitants, Personal Computers per 100 inhabitants, and Secure Internet 

Servers per million inhabitants – when used to perform the MDFA minimized the 

prediction error and automatically classified the countries into distinct three groups. 

The MDFA was able to explain the classification of 69.8 percent of the countries on 

the basis of their Networked Readiness Index. 

 

Given this, it would be of interest to examine to what extent the classification based 

on NRI analysis corresponds to that of the GCI analysis. In order to do this, the 

predictions of the MDFA model were examined with respect to the stages of 

development of the GCI. Table 15 presents the findings. In all, 89.5 percent of the 

countries could be correctly classified by the three indicators used in the MDFA 

model and from the NRI classifications hereby generated. This analysis reinforces the 

view of the close link between networked readiness and the competitiveness of a 

nation. Once again, caution must be exercised when one interprets these results for the 

direction of causality underlying the relationships. 
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Table 15. Prediction of GCI stages of development by key NRI variables 

 GCI stage of 

development Countries Incorrect classifications Prediction error (%) 

Stage 1 41 2 4.9 

Stage 2 21 3 14.3 

Stage 3 24 4 16.7 

  86 9 10.5 

 

 

NRI Benchmarking and Country Analysis 

 

The degree of networked readiness of a nation or economy is the result of a multitude 

of effects. The current research project started with a set of over 78 different variables 

or indicators for evaluating networked readiness. The 78 variables were narrowed 

down by statistical analysis to a set of 51. These 51 variables were grouped among the 

nine sub-indexes of the NRI framework.  

 

Given the complexity of networked readiness and of ICT, it would be useful to 

explore in detail each component constituting networked readiness. This section is 

dedicated to furthering such a goal and to the analysis of the performance of the key 

regions of the world with respect to ICT development. Countries are divided among 

eight major regions: Africa, Asia, West Europe, Central/East Europe, Latin America, 

the Middle East, North America, and Oceania.7 Following this, weighted average 

regional scores8 are calculated for each of the eight regions across the NRI index and 

sub-index by weighting each country in a region by its population while computing 

regional scores.  

 

Regional networked readiness 

 

Countries across the globe show significant variance in their NRI index scores. This 

variance is also present when one compares the key regions; a wide spread in the 

regional NRI scores can be observed. Table A1 reports the results of the computation 

of the weighted average NRI scores for the eight key regions analysed in this section. 

Figure 5 plots these same scores. The figure presents the regions in the order of 
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increasing NRI, from the lowest weighted average NRI in Africa, to the highest scores 

for North America. 

 

 

 

One observes that the scores of each component index are consistent with that of the 

overall NRI index on a regional basis. While individual country scores show 

significant variance across the components of the NRI framework, this variance 

becomes averaged out on a regional basis.  

 

Regional benchmarking 

 

The regional scores offer the possibility of providing a benchmark against which 

countries could evaluate their performance. For instance, a closer look at the 

performance of some of the countries in Latin America reveals that Chile (0.29), 

Brazil (0.08), and Mexico with a score of (–0.28) outperform the Latin American 

region, which has a score of (–0.33). In contrast, Colombia (–0.42) and Peru (–0.91) 

under-perform the Latin American index.  

 

Chile and Brazil consistently outperform the Latin American average on all the 

component indexes (Figure 6), whereas Peru strongly underperforms. Focusing on 

Colombia, one notes that, like Mexico, the country is fairly representative of the Latin 

Figure 5. Networked Readiness Index and Sub-indexes by Region 
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American average, except for the Usage Component Index, on which it 

underperforms. 

 

 

 

 

The NRI permits the reader to delve more deeply and identify a country’s key 

strengths and weaknesses. In the previous paragraph, it was noted that Colombia 

lagged the average Latin American score in terms of the usage of information and 

communications technologies. In order to identify the key areas of weakness, one 

would need to consider the weighted average regional scores across each sub-index, 

and across the variables comprising the sub-indexes. These scores are provided in 

Tables A1–10. 

 

Figure 7 presents the plot of the usage index and sub-indexes for the five Latin 

American countries in question, along with the weighted average usage scores for the 

region. One notes that Colombia lags the region in each area of usage, but the greatest 

lag occurs in ICT usage by businesses. Peru, by contrast, shows a disproportionately 

lower performance in government usage. 

 

Figure 6. NRI in Latin America 
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Figure 8 plots the scores of Colombia in comparison with the Latin American regional 

scores for the Business Usage Index and its variables. One notes that, in four out of 

the five dimensions taken into consideration for Business Usage, Colombia lags the 

Latin American weighted average NRI scores. In particular it is found that, according 

to the Executive Opinion Survey responses, Colombian companies are not as 

aggressive as the rest of the region in striving to absorb new technologies and to 

obtain new technologies through foreign technology licensing. 

 

 

Figure 7. ICT Usage in Latin America 
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In this way, one can identify factors contributing to the under- and over-performance 

of a country relative to another country or to a region. The NRI provides the tools to 

disaggregate networked readiness or ICT competitiveness into its constituent 

elements, and to provide data in a useful and easily interpretable form.  

 

Similar analysis could be done for any country or region of the globe. The NRI is thus 

useful at several levels: it presents country ICT performance as a single aggregated 

measure, and it enables the explication of this aggregated performance in terms of the 

different components of the index.  

 

Research Challenges  

 

Finding the facts 

 

Lack of accurate and reliable data can prove a roadblock to the implementation of 

even the best laid out frameworks. The goal of our research and analysis has been to 

provide a scientific and credible interpretation of reality. Thus, an important step has 

been to collect a complete and high-quality set of data relating to ICT. We used two 

types of data in our research: soft data, which is subjective data gathered from 

questionnaires (managed by the World Economic Forum as part of its research for the 

Global Competitiveness Report), and hard data, which is driven by statistics collected 

by international multilateral agencies (such as the World Bank and the International 

Telecommunications Union, ITU). Both these sets of data play a crucial role in the 

overall analysis. The soft data is critical in determining the opinion of the decision 

makers and influencers who are intimately familiar with a nation’s economy and ICT 

usage; the hard data captures fundamental elements related to the development of 

infrastructure, human capital and ICT.  

 

Availability of key usage metrics  

 

Key ICT areas such as mobile telephony and the Internet are still undergoing rapid 

development. As a result, accurate and up-to-date usage metrics are difficult to obtain. 

For example, data on the cost of access, penetration and usage of mobile phones, the 
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Internet and other ICT indicators is available with a lag of 12–36 months, resulting in 

the current analysis relying on data as old as that of 2002. Thus, while 36 (70.6 

percent) of the variables considered in the study are from 2004, when the research 

was conducted, there are still 11 (21.6 percent) that are from 2002 and 4 (7.8 percent) 

from 2003. In the study of rapidly evolving phenomena such as ICT, it would be 

preferable to analyse contemporary data only. 

 

Table 16. Age of Data Variables Used 

S. No Year Number of variables % 

1 2002 11 21.6 

2 2003 4 7.8 

3 2004 36 70.6 

 

Selection of countries  

 

The use of objective and reliable data is critical in preparing a report of this type. 

Availability of data has in fact been a key factor in selecting the 104 countries that 

form part of this study. As a consequence, this research project limits its analysis to 

the set of 104 countries studied by the Executive Opinion Survey of the World 

Economic Forum.  

 

Data estimation 

 

Despite our best efforts to collect data from all major international sources, it has been 

necessary at times to cope with incomplete sets of data for some of the countries 

under consideration. In order to compensate for this, statistical procedures have been 

used to estimate missing data,9 mainly regression and clustering techniques. Control 

procedures and checks have been devised to ensure that estimations were reasonable 

and not biased in their representation of the countries in question.  
 

Summary 

 

Networked readiness is a complex phenomenon and the sum of diverse and 

interrelated forces. Measuring a country’s Networked Readiness remains a significant 
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challenge, and any framework or model representing networked readiness is a 

simplified representation at best. Further, limitations on the availability of reliable and 

current data restrict the measurement of the phenomenon to a subset of countries and 

also to a small number of the underlying forces. 

 

Nevertheless, as has been seen in this chapter, the Networked Readiness Framework 

and Index can be useful tools for key policy decision makers charting a country’s 

strategic direction in order to enhance national competitiveness. The NRI framework 

attempts to interpret the underlying complexity of the development and use of ICT in 

an intuitive and easy-to-comprehend model. The overall NRI is a summary measure 

of a nation’s ability to participate in and benefit from ICT developments. The NRI 

provides guidance to business leaders and public policy makers for enhancing the 

impact of ICT on important stakeholders— individuals, businesses and governments.  

 

Governments and policy makers can have a significant impact on the adoption and 

usage of ICT. For example, our research (see Dutta, Paua and Lanvin 2004) has 

demonstrated that promoting competition and deregulation in the ICT sector leads to 

decreasing service costs, and that lowered costs result in an increase in consumption 

of services. 

 

The NRI allows a nation to benchmark its ICT performance and to determine the 

effectiveness of policy. It also permits a country to learn from the policy and 

performance of other countries with similar profiles and to identify best practice. The 

NRI serves to highlight the areas of over- and under-performance of a given country 

relative to a similar set of countries, and to provide best-practice examples.  

 

Over-performing countries have put ICT on the national agenda and have striven to 

make it an area of excellence. The former countries have succeeded in going beyond 

individual measures of national income or national ICT spending in an effort to 

provide an optimal environment for ICT development, thus promoting high levels of 

Readiness and Usage within all three key stakeholders. Singapore, Korea and Estonia 

are examples of such leaders, and can serve as role models for other nations in their 

quest for ICT excellence.  
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Technical Appendix 

 

The Networked Readiness Index 2004–2005 separates Environmental factors from 

ICT Readiness and Usage, and thus is composed of three indexes. Each component 

index is further subdivided into three sub-indexes. Starting with a set of over 78 ICT-

related variables, we divided them among the nine sub-indexes. We then eliminated 

variables on the basis of number of countries for which data was available and used 

analytical procedures such as factors analysis and Cronbach’s alpha. Our final index 

computation is based on a set of 51 variables. 10
 

 

 

The Networked Readiness Index is defined as follows: 

 

Networked Readiness Index = 1/3 Environment + 1/3 Readiness + 1/3 Usage 

 

I. The Environment component index is defined as follows: 

Environment = 1/3 Market + 1/3 Political/Regulatory + 1/3 Infrastructure 

 

I.1. Market Environment is defined by the following variables: 

 

1.01 

 

Availability of scientists and engineers, 2004 

1.02 Venture capital availability, 2004 

1.03 Sophistication of financial markets, 2004 

1.04 Technological sophistication, 2004 

1.05 State of cluster development, 2004 

1.06 Collaboration in clusters, 2004 

1.07 University-industry collaboration, 2004 

1.08 Quality of scientific research institutions, 2004 

1.09 Subsidies for firm-level research and development, 2004 

1.10 Brain drain, 2004 

1.11 Ease of access to loans, 2004 

1.12 Administrative burden, 2004 
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1.13 Ease of starting a new business, 2004 

  

 I.2. Political/regulatory is defined by the following variables: 

 

2.01 

 

Effectiveness of lawmaking, 2004 

2.02 Laws relating to ICT, 2004 

2.03 Effectiveness of judiciary, 2004 

2.04 Intellectual property protection,2004 

  

I.3. Infrastructure is defined by the following variables: 

 

3.01 

 

Telephone mainlines, 2002 

3.02 Secure Internet servers, 2003 

3.03 Internet hosts, 2003 

 

  

II. The Readiness component index is defined as follows: 

Readiness = 1/3 Individual Readiness + 1/3 Business Readiness + 1/3 Government 

Readiness 

 

II.1. Individual readiness is defined by the following variables: 

4.01 Quality of math and science education, 2004 

4.02 Quality of educational system, 2004 

4.03 Quality of public schools, 2004 

4.04 Internet access in schools, 2004 

4.05 Buyer sophistication, 2004 

4.06 Buyer dynamism, 2004 

4.07 Residential telephone connection charge, 2002 

4.08 Affordability of Internet access, 2003 

  

II.2. Business readiness is defined by the following variables: 

5.01 Investment in training, 2004 

5.02 Availability of training services, 2004 
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5.03 Quality of business schools, 2004 

5.04 Business investment in R&D, 2004 

5.05 Business monthly telephone subscription, 2002–3 

5.06 Business telephone connection charge, 2002–3 

  

II.3. Government readiness is defined by the following variables: 

6.01 Government prioritization of ICT, 2004 

6.02 Government procurement of ICT, 2004 

  

III. The Usage component index is defined as follows: 

Usage = 1/3 Individual Usage + 1/3 Business Usage + 1/3 Government Usage 

 

III.1. Individual usage is defined by the following variables: 

7.01 Cellular mobile subscribers, 2003 

7.02 Telephone subscribers, 2002 

7.03 Public payphones, 2002 

7.04 Telephone lines, 2002 

7.05 Television sets, 2002 

7.06 Broadband- DSL Internet subscribers, 2002–3 

7.07 Broadband-cable modem, 2002–3 

7.08 Internet users per 100 inhabitants, 2002 

  

III.2. Business usage is defined by the following variables: 

8.01 Prevalence of foreign technology licensing, 2004 

8.02 Firm-level technology absorption, 2004 

8.03 Capacity for innovation, 2004 

8.04 Availability of new telephone lines, 2004 

8.05 Availability of cellular phones, 2004 

  

III.3. Government usage is defined by the following variables: 

9.01 Government success in ICT promotion, 2004 

9.02 Government online services, 2004 
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Regional weighted average Networked Readiness Index and data variables 

 

Table A1. Networked 

Readiness Index and  

Sub-indexes 

Africa 

Central/ 

East 

Europe 

Latin 

America 

Middle 

East 
Asia 

West 

Europe 
Oceania 

North 

America 

Networked Readiness Index 
–0.74 –0.34 –0.33 –0.19 0.118 0.86 1.19 1.53 

Environment Index 
–0.59 –0.48 –0.51 –0.41 –0.05 0.88 1.6 1.81 

Readiness Index 
–0.78 –0.19 –0.23 –0.03 0.25 0.76 0.93 1.21 

Usage Index 
–0.86 –0.33 –0.24 –0.13 0.16 0.94 1.03 1.57 

 

 

Table A2. Market 

Environment Variables 
Africa 

Central/ 

East 

Europe 

Latin 

America 

Middle 

East 
Asia 

West 

Europe 
Oceania 

North 

America 

Market Environment sub-

index 
–0.55 –0.45 –0.51 –0.39 0.23 0.79 1.25 1.96 

1.01 
Availability of scientists 

and engineers 
4.13 5.04 4.18 5.19 5.12 5.39 5.38 5.90 

1.02 
Availability of venture 

capital 
2.75 2.97 2.72 2.86 3.35 4.11 4.69 5.60 

1.03 
Sophistication of 

financial markets 
3.17 3.42 4.39 3.02 3.84 5.53 6.03 6.59 

1.04 
Technological 

sophistication 
2.77 3.31 3.95 3.89 4.04 4.92 5.35 6.34 

1.05 
State of cluster 

development 
3.40 3.11 3.38 3.91 4.24 4.33 3.57 5.10 

1.06 Collaboration in clusters 3.53 3.77 3.61 3.88 4.43 4.78 4.20 5.59 

1.07 

Business R&D 

collaboration with 

universities 

2.91 3.10 3.14 2.95 3.77 4.32 4.29 5.34 

1.08 
Quality of scientific 

research institutions 
3.72 4.22 3.63 3.67 4.28 4.88 5.40 6.17 

1.09 
Government subsidies 

for R&D 
2.78 3.11 2.60 3.46 3.92 4.17 4.25 4.53 

1.10 Brain drain 2.64 2.97 3.47 2.84 3.57 4.24 4.09 6.03 

1.11 
Ease of obtaining a 

bank loan 
2.63 2.75 2.88 2.58 3.08 4.03 4.51 4.77 

1.12 

Burden of compliance 

with administrative 

requirements 

3.06 2.48 2.41 2.71 3.34 3.04 3.30 3.22 

1.13 
Difficulty of starting a 

new business 
3.63 3.42 2.93 3.76 4.20 4.17 5.14 5.49 
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Table A3. Political/ 

Regulatory 

Environment 

Africa 

Central/ 

East 

Europe 

Latin 

America 

Middle 

East 
Asia 

West 

Europe 
Oceania 

North 

America 

Political/ Regulatory 

Environment sub-index 
–0.46 –0.68 –0.59 –0.34 0.08 1.05 1.13 1.47 

2.01 

Effectiveness of 

national legislature  in 

law making 

3.33 2.99 2.43 3.49 4.06 4.22 5.18 4.93 

2.02 Efficiency of IT laws 3.23 3.31 3.58 3.39 3.95 4.73 5.23 5.10 

2.03 
Independence of 

judiciary 
3.46 2.92 3.28 2.80 4.07 5.34 6.05 5.27 

2.04 
Quality of intellectual 

property protection 
3.11 2.85 3.24 3.96 3.48 5.44 5.96 6.14 

 

Table A4. Infrastructure 

Environment 
Africa 

Central/ 

East 

Europe 

Latin 

America 

Middle 

East 
Asia 

West 

Europe 
Oceania 

North 

America 

Infrastructure Environment 

sub-index 
–0.76 –0.32 –0.43 –0.57 –0.71 0.79 1.06 1.99 

3.01 
Telephone mainlines 

(per 1.000 people) 
23.55 260.45 170.80 122.69 118.66 572.20 523.64 639.36 

3.02 Secure Internet servers 1.71 5.26 6.25 5.44 4.67 96.50 297.67 453.18 

3.03 
Internet hosts per 

10.000 inhabitants 
6.61 76.31 114.95 38.78 44.99 492.11 1407.69 151.05 

 

Table A5. Individual 

Readiness 
Africa 

Central/ 

East 

Europe 

Latin 

America 

Middle 

East 
Asia 

West 

Europe 
Oceania 

North 

America 

Individual Readiness sub-

index 
–1.34 0.14 –0.19 –0.17 –0.03 0.75 0.98 0.91 

4.01 
Quality of math and 

science education 
3.31 4.86 2.98 3.73 4.45 4.80 5.20 4.49 

4.02 

Educational system 

serving needs of 

competitive economy 

2.96 3.49 2.55 3.04 3.50 4.35 5.21 4.46 

4.03 
Quality of (free) public 

schools 
2.54 4.03 2.56 3.27 3.19 5.16 5.69 5.04 

4.04 
Frequency of Internet 

access in schools 
2.31 3.52 3.44 3.33 3.88 5.05 5.96 5.91 

4.05 Sophistication of buyers 3.26 3.61 3.54 3.19 4.26 5.25 5.67 5.88 

4.06 

Buyers and their 

willingness to adopt 

new products and 

technologies 

3.97 4.38 4.35 4.71 4.71 5.35 5.89 6.03 
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4.07 

Residential telephone 

connection charge 

(US$) adjusted by GDP 

per capita/1000) 

153.43 33.68 28.35 66.05 64.40 2.67 3.91 1.31 

4.08 

Total Internet price 20 

hours of use as % of 

GNI 

272.69 10.14 13.04 7.26 23.65 1.14 1.10 0.67 

 

Table A6. Business 

Readiness 
Africa 

Central/ 

East 

Europe 

Latin 

America 

Middle 

East 
Asia 

West 

Europe 
Oceania 

North 

America 

Business Readiness sub-

index 
–0.84 –0.09 0.07 –0.26 –0.07 0.96 1.14 1.45 

5.01 Investment in training 3.33 3.30 3.63 3.63 3.91 4.95 5.21 5.57 

5.02 

Availability of 

specialized research 

and training services 

3.77 4.07 4.20 3.95 4.35 5.47 5.53 6.25 

5.03 
Quality of management 

and business schools 
3.76 3.83 4.55 3.74 4.40 5.57 5.67 6.59 

5.04 Spending on R&D 2.94 3.16 3.15 2.91 3.78 4.41 4.18 5.59 

5.05 

Business telephone 

monthly subscription 

(US$) adjusted by GDP 

per capita/1000) 

12.83 2.41 4.17 1.61 6.24 1.03 0.83 1.15 

5.06 

Business telephone 

connection charge 

(US$) adjusted by GDP 

per capita/1000) 

159.02 65.14 47.69 123.56 82.61 2.96 4.00 2.07 

 

Table A7. Government 

Readiness 
Africa 

Central/ 

East 

Europe 

Latin 

America 

Middle 

East 
Asia 

West 

Europe 
Oceania 

North 

America 

Government Readiness sub-

index 
–0.17 –0.62 –0.57 0.27 0.47 0.58 1.83 1.27 

6.01 
ICT as a priority for 

government 
4.19 3.83 3.90 5.04 5.12 4.70 4.79 5.16 

6.02 

Government incentives 

for technology 

procurement decisions 

3.69 3.41 3.43 3.62 4.05 4.19 4.36 4.66 

 

Table A8. Individual 

Usage 
Africa 

Central/ 

East 

Europe 

Latin 

America 

Middle 

East 
Asia 

West 

Europe 
Oceania 

North 

America 

Individual Usage sub-index –1.02 –0.31 –0.23 –0.56 –0.63 0.94 1.23 1.32 

7.01 

Cellular mobile 

telephone subscribers 

per 100 inhabitants 

6.90 28.94 23.40 15.11 15.13 84.05 70.77 52.98 
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7.02 

Total telephone 

subscribers per 100 

inhabitants 

7.25 51.03 36.62 24.41 24.44 135.87 117.35 111.72 

7.03 
Public payphones per 

1000 inhabitants 
0.66 1.62 4.55 1.45 4.25 3.10 4.18 5.07 

7.04 
Telephone lines per 100 

inhabitants. 
1.93 26.17 18.15 13.22 14.01 56.34 52.67 61.68 

7.05 
% of households with a 

television 
22.51 97.90 87.71 92.53 63.75 95.75 96.48 97.34 

7.06 

DSL Internet 

subscribers per 1,000 

inhabitants 

0.06 1.65 2.03 1.80 5.75 25.16 6.23 25.01 

7.07 

Cable modem Internet 

subscribers per 1000 

inhabitants 

0.20 2.53 1.91 7.47 3.41 21.75 9.32 56.10 

7.08 
Internet users per 100 

inhabitants. 
1.23 8.28 8.30 4.86 5.90 36.52 48.21 54.33 

 

Table A9. Business 

Usage 
Africa 

Central/ 

East 

Europe 

Latin 

America 

Middle 

East 
Asia 

West 

Europe 
Oceania 

North 

America 

Business Usage sub-index –0.63 –0.26 –0.19 0.01 0.46 1.04 1.92 1.66 

8.01 
Foreign technology 

licensing usage 
4.07 4.01 4.45 4.43 4.79 5.01 5.69 5.05 

8.02 
Companies' technology 

absorption 
4.02 4.41 4.39 4.97 5.11 5.09 5.59 6.19 

8.03 
Methods of obtaining 

technology 
2.83 3.54 3.17 3.10 3.86 5.26 4.27 5.64 

8.04 
Availability of new 

telephone lines 
4.25 5.10 5.72 5.30 5.51 6.44 6.37 6.48 

8.05 
Availability of mobile or 

cellular phones 
5.20 6.03 6.27 5.52 5.88 6.70 6.55 6.41 

 

Table A10. Government 

Usage 
Africa 

Central/ 

East 

Europe 

Latin 

America 

Middle 

East 
Asia 

West 

Europe 
Oceania 

North 

America 

Government Usage sub–

index 
–0.49 –0.49 –0.45 0.36 0.49 0.69 1.46 1.98 

9.01 
Government success in 

ICT promotion. 
3.85 3.30 3.40 4.61 4.61 4.07 4.25 4.31 

9.02 
Government online 

services 
1.91 2.77 2.68 2.59 3.32 4.06 4.42 6.40 

 

The Regional Weighted Average Networked Readiness Scores were computed by 

classifying countries into different geographic regions as follows: 
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Table A11. Country Classification by Region 
V. Middle East 

1. Algeria 
2. Bahrain 
3. Egypt 
4. Israel 
5. Jordan 
6. Tunisia 

7. United Arab Emirates 
 
VI. North America 

1. Canada 
2. Jamaica 
3. Trinidad and Tobago 

4. United States of America 

I. Africa 
1. Angola 
2. Botswana 
3. Chad 
4. Ethiopia 
5. Gambia 
6. Ghana 
7. Kenya 
8. Madagascar 
9. Malawi 
10. Mali 
11. Mauritius 
12. Morocco 
13. Mozambique 
14. Namibia 
15. Nigeria 
16. South Africa 
17. Tanzania 
18. Uganda 
19. Zambia 

20. Zimbabwe 

III. Central/East Europe 
1. Bosnia and Herzegovina 
2. Bulgaria 
3. Croatia 
4. Czech Republic 
5. Estonia 
6. Georgia 
7. Hungary 
8. Latvia 
9. Lithuania 
10. Macedonia 
11. Malta 
12. Poland 
13. Romania 
14. Russian Federation 
15. Serbia 
16. Slovak Republic 
17. Slovenia 
18. Turkey 

19. Ukraine 

VII. Oceania 
1. Australia 

2. New Zealand 

II. Asia 
1. Bangladesh 
2. China 
3. Hong Kong 
4. India 
5. Indonesia 
6. Japan 
7. Korea 
8. Malaysia 
9. Pakistan 
10. Philippines 
11. Singapore 
12. Sri Lanka 
13. Taiwan 
14. Thailand 
15. Vietnam 

 

IV. Latin America 
1. Argentina 
1. Bolivia 
2. Brazil 
3. Chile 
4. Colombia 
5. Costa Rica 
6. Dominican Republic 
7. Ecuador 
8. El Salvador 
9. Guatemala 
10. Honduras 
11. Mexico 
12. Nicaragua 
13. Panama 
14. Paraguay 
15. Peru 
16. Uruguay 

17. Venezuela 

VIII. West Europe 
1. Austria 
2. Belgium 
3. Cyprus 
4. Denmark 
5. Finland 
6. France 
7. Germany 
8. Greece 
9. Iceland 
10. Ireland 
11. Italy 
12. Luxembourg 
13. Netherlands 
14. Norway 
15. Portugal 
16. Spain 
17. Sweden 
18. Switzerland 

19. United Kingdom 
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1 The first Global Information Technology Report (2001–2002) was edited by Kirkman et al. (2002) at 

the Centre for International Development at Harvard University, in association with the World 

Economic Forum. The reports for 2002–2003 (Dutta, Paua and Lanvin 2003) and 2003–2004 (Dutta, 

Paua and Lanvin 2004) were the result of a joint effort between INSEAD, Infodev at the World Bank, 

and the World Economic Forum. The current report is thus the fourth report in this series. 

2 For more information on the development of the Networked Readiness framework and other efforts in 

the domain, see Dutta and Jain (2003). 

3 The Networked Readiness Index 2004–2005 uses a different methodology for data analysis from that 

used for the 2002–2003 and 2003–2004 GITR reports. In previous reports, the NRI was reported on a 

scale of 1–7, with an increasing score representing a higher level of Networked Readiness. In the 

present report, the scores are the result of sub-index computations using factor analysis techniques. As 

a result, the factor and sub-index scores have a mean of zero. These sub-index scores are averaged to 

compute the component indexes and finally the NRI. The NRI and component indexes thus also have a 

mean score of zero. Countries having negative scores simply have scores below the mean score for the 

104 countries in this research project, and countries having positive scores have scores above the mean 

for the 104 countries studies. 

4 For more information on the computation of the Networked Readiness Index and the methodology 

used in data analysis, the interested reader is referred to a note titled “Data analysis and index 

computation: Methodology” available from the authors upon request. 

5 The World Economic Forum (WEF) has published two competitiveness indexes in the past: the 

Growth Competitiveness Index, which refers to the macroeconomic, institutional and technological 

determinants of productivity, and the Business Competitiveness Index (BCI), which captures the 

microeconomic components of productivity. In 2004 the WEF publishes the Growth Competitiveness 

Index and a new index, the Global Competitiveness Index (GCI), which integrates both 

macroeconomic and microeconomic factors in one framework... The GCI will eventually replace the 

Growth Competitiveness Index as the leading WEF indicator of a nations’ competitiveness. 

6 In the words of  Sala-I-Martin and Artadi (2004): 

“A country belongs to the factor driven stage (stage 1) if its GDP per capita is below US$2,000 or the 

fraction of its exports in the form of primary goods is above 70 percent.  

A country with a per capita income between US$3,000 and $9,000 that does not export more than 70 

percent in primary goods belongs to the second stage.  

A country with more than US$17,000 per capita income and less than 70 percent of the exports in 

primary goods belongs to the third stage. 

Countries with a per capita income between US$2,000 and $3,000 are said to be in transition from 

stage 1 to stage 2. Countries with per capita income between US$9,000 and $17,000 are said to be in 

transition between stages 2 and 3.” 

 

7 Two countries analysed in this research – Australia and New Zealand – are classified under Oceania:. 
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8 The regional scores were computed as a weighted average of the scores of the countries comprising 

the region. The weighted average regional score was calculated using the following formula: 

Weighted average variable score of region = (∑(Variable score of Country*Population of country))/ 

Population of the region) over all the countries in the given region. 

9 A certain number of countries with incomplete data-sets were included in the analysis. Our decision 

not to drop these countries from the Networked Readiness Index was based on the conviction that it 

was better to tap into the rich information provided by the Executive Opinion Survey and estimate 

some of the missing hard data than to ignore the survey data altogether because of limitations in the 

hard data. Nevertheless, some caution is warranted in the interpretation of the results for the countries 

near the bottom of the rankings. As the hard data sources improve in coming years, this problem should 

be gradually lessened. 

10 Our research used the most recent data available from the concerned sources, namely, the Global 

Competitiveness Survey 2004 2005 questionnaire from the World Economic Forum and data from 

World Bank and ITU. 

 


