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Sponsored by:

gIBS and the 
CentRe foR 
dynamIC maRKetS
Founded in 2000, the University of Pretoria’s Gordon Institute of 
Business Science (GIBS) is an internationally accredited business 
school based in Johannesburg, South Africa’s economic hub.

As the “business school for business”, the mission of the Gordon 
Institute of Business Science is to significantly improve individual 
and organisational performance, primarily in the South African 
environment, through the provision of high-quality business and 
management education. Given our geographical role within South 
Africa and Africa, we believe that we can play a significant role by 
ensuring that leaders in our business community, whether those 
in a corporate environment or the entrepreneurially spirited, 
have the opportunity to develop their skills and business acumen 
to meet the enormous opportunities that a dynamic and rapidly 
changing world presents.

As growth and innovation continue to shift to new dynamic and 
complex markets, GIBS has begun to emphasise the role of general 
management in dynamic markets. We are preparing our graduates 
to run companies that thrive in conditions of uncertainty, high 
complexity, vibrant competition and challenges that may differ 
from those in stable markets.

Ingrained in the GIBS vision is a focus on being a world authority 
on dynamic markets, through teaching, research and knowledge 
dissemination with respect to the companies, political economy, 
institutions and other factors that make up dynamic markets. To 
this end, GIBS established the Centre for Dynamic Markets (CDM) 
as a subscription-based project which serves the business and 
state sectors in South Africa as well as multinational businesses 
wherever they are based. 

The CDM comprises a small team based at GIBS in Johannesburg 
and in Nairobi, Kenya that is dedicated to generating and sharing 
information about doing business in dynamic markets in order to 
help better inform and prepare companies and leaders to improve 
their general management practices in these markets. With a 

particular focus on institutions and how institutional evolution 
underpins economic performance, the CDM under the leadership 
of Dr Lyal White has developed The GIBS Dynamic Market Index 
2014, which measures and compares institutional progress and 
performance in markets across the globe.

For more information about the CDM, please contact:

Dr Lyal White
Tel: +27 (0)11 771 4211
Email: whitel@gibs.co.za

Liezl Rees
Tel: +27 (0)11 771 4357
Email: reesl@gibs.co.za
 
Farzana Ally
Tel: +27 (0)11 771 4203
Email: allyf@gibs.co.za
  
www.gibs.co.za/cdm
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The BRIC acronym, a collective comprising Brazil, Russia, India and China, was coined by former Goldman Sachs Asset Management 
Chairman Jim O’Neill over a decade ago. It was his view, based on growth trends and demographics, that these four countries would 
become the central engine of world economic growth for decades to come. 

This initially seemed to be correct as they outperformed Europe and the United States while assuming a strong leadership role in global 
fora. However, recent years saw economic growth rates of the BRIC nations slow down significantly and, despite stimulus packages which 
temporarily bolstered growth following the global financial crisis in 2008, these countries are battling to overcome the ongoing stagnation 
in the global economy, for which they are reliant on, to continue on their original growth trajectory. In short, the BRIC countries have, 
in general, failed to advance their dynamism and improve their competitiveness in global markets, despite their size and associated 
excitement around their emergence post-2000. 

To this end, Dr Lyal White and Liezl Rees’s briefing, “BRIC Beyond the Collective: Comparing Competitive Performance”, uses the “Six 
Pillars of Dynamism” established by the GIBS Dynamic Market Index (GIBS DMI) to unpack a range of key performance areas of the BRIC 
economies, giving empirical evidence toward understanding where these nations are improving or failing to advance their competitive 
performance.

The findings clearly show that China is the only true dynamic market among the BRIC nations, having made consistent institutional 
progress, thereby enhancing the competitiveness of its business and social environment. This is supported by recent economic results 
which show China as the key cornerstone of the BRIC configuration, accounting for 45% of world economic growth in the second quarter 
of 2014i. 

China’s unrelenting growth and growing influence in the global economy will continue to have a major impact on Africa and is key to 
the ‘Africa Rising’ narrative. KPMG’s Global Africa Practice has therefore committed substantial resources and thought leadership to 
understanding and helping our clients better understand and leverage the Africa-China corridor. 

The analysis in this briefing offers a valuable contribution and fresh insights into the debate around the future of the BRIC countries 
as economic powerhouses, both as individual countries and as a collective, providing important areas of focus for policymakers and 
practioners alike in an effort to realise the true potential of these siginficant emerging powers.  

foReWoRd

i The Economist, September 13, 2014

Glenn Ho
Head: KPMG Local China Practice South Africa

São Paulo, Brazil
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BRIC Beyond the 
ColleCtIve: CompaRIng 
CompetItIve 
peRfoRmanCe
Lyal White & Liezl Rees1

There is increasing debate about whether the “BRIC” 2 bloc of 
countries, which started out as an acronym originally coined more 
than 10 years ago to describe a group of powerful emerging market 
economies – Brazil, Russia, India and China – by former Goldman 
Sachs Asset Management Chairman Jim O’Neill, have delivered on 
the expectation that they would change the balance of the world 
economy over time. Are growing social, political and economic 
challenges within these countries threatening to cut short their rise 
as ‘economic powerhouses’? 

The GIBS Dynamic Market Index (GIBS DMI) 2014 takes a closer 
look at the four BRIC countries, providing insights into areas in 
which they have performed well or poorly, and looking at where 
they should focus their development efforts if they are to achieve 
their true potential.

i. AdynAmic mArkets: low base, low dynamism 
ii. stAtic mArkets: high base, low dynamism 
iii. cAtch-Up mArkets: low base, high dynamism 
iv. dynAmic mArkets: high base, high dynamism 

Based on their respective performances, the BRIC countries fall 
into the following DMI categories:

u   Brazil  – Adynamic market
u   russia  – Static market 
u   india  – Static market
u   china  – Dynamic market

The GIBS DMI measures the competitive performance and 
progressive change of key structures in countries around the world. 
It looks at the institutional evolution of a nation across political, 
social and economic spheres, using six pillars of dynamism. The 
assessments carried out in the formation of the Index looked at a 
seven-year period – 2006 to 2012 – using a comparative sample of 
133 countries. 

The six pillars of dynamism are:  

1. Open and Connected;
2. Red Tape;
3. Socio-political Stability;
4. Justice System;
5. Macroeconomic Management; and
6. Human Capital.

The Index grouped countries into categories based on the extent 
to which they had improved or regressed according to the 
institutional measures used. It is important to note that the base 
year for the start of the survey that underpinned the development 
of the Index, 2006, was factored in and normalised. Four 
categories emerged on the DMI: 

 

1 Dr Lyal White is the director of the Centre for Dynamic Markets (CDM) at GIBS. Liezl Rees is the manager of the CDM. 
2 The formal BRIC bloc has, since the acronym was first coined as way of describing a particular group of countries, been expanded to include South Africa. However, for the purposes of this study, South Africa is not included. A separate   
 briefing entitled “South Africa: One Step Forward, Two Steps Back” was published in May 2014. 

Lumping them into faceLess packs with 
catchy but mindLess acronyms . . . straight-Line 
extrapoLations [and singLe-factor theories] are 
aLmost aLways wrong.” ruchir sharma, foreign affairs, January 2014 

Beijing, China
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the gIBS dmI pIllaRS
1. Are BRICs Becoming More Open and Connected?

The Open and Connected pillar judges how open or closed a market 
is with its neighbours and the world by measuring the flow of goods 
and services, capital, people and information. 

Mobile phone subscriptions and internet usage are useful 
indicators of the flow of information. According to a 2012 survey 
done by the International Telecommunication Union (ITU), all four 
BRIC countries improved their mobile penetration and internet 
access during the period of GIBS DMI analysis. 

The number of mobile phone subscriptions per 100 people has 
passed the 100% mark in both Brazil and Russia. In Brazil, 
subscriptions increased from 53 per 100 people in 2006 to 125 in 
2012, while Russia went from 105 subscriptions per 100 people 
in 2006 to 145 in 2012.3 Subscription rates of well over 100% are 
indicative of the rapidly growing consumer class in both countries.

India and China also made significant strides in this area. China 
more than doubled its subscription rate from 35 per 100 in 2006 to 
81 in 2012. India improved dramatically, going from a very low 15 
in 2006 to 70 subscriptions per 100 people in 2012.4  

In terms of internet usage, Russia outperformed its BRIC peers 
with 64% of its population using the internet in 2012, up from 
just 18% in 2006. China followed, with an increase from 11% 
in 2006 to 42% in 2012. It is worth noting, however, that while 
just over 40% of people in China have access to the internet, the 
country’s bandwidth per user ranking dropped from 58 in 2011 to 
119 in 2012.5 The governments in both China and Russia exercise 
significant control over the content available online to their 
citizens by restricting access to or blocking certain websites. The 
internet in China is ranked as ‘not free’ in terms of the definition 
used by United States-based non-governmental organisation 
Freedom House, which ranks Russia’s internet as being ‘partly 
free’.6 

Brazil’s internet penetration improved from 28% of its population 
in 2006 to 50% by 2012. India, coming off a very low base of just 
3% of the population in 2006 managed to reach 13% internet 
usage in 2012.7 

The GIBS DMI also used data from the World Economic Forum 
(WEF) Global Competitiveness Index to measure the financial 
sophistication of the markets under study, with interesting results.

The best performer was India, ranked in 21st position in 2012. 
Brazil followed at 46th and China at 54th, while Russia was the worst 
performer by a significant margin at 130th position.8 This can be 
attributed to its unstable financial markets, poor ratings given to 
the banking system and a lack of local and foreign competition 
resulting from the dominance of oligopolies.9 

In terms of infrastructure, looking specifically at the quality of 
roads, railroads, ports and air transport, Brazil, Russia and China 
improved their rankings between 2006 and 2012. Brazil ranked 
70th in 2012 on the WEF Index, up one place from 71st in 2006; 
while China and Russia worked hard in this area resulting in China 
moving 12 places from 60th to 48th, and Russia 14 places from 61st 

to 47th.

India did not improve its infrastructure ranking over this 
period. The inability of the Indian government to build adequate 
infrastructure to meet the country’s growing needs, specifically 
in the areas of transport, information communication technology 
(ICT) and energy, resulted in the country falling 22 places in its 
ranking – from 62nd to 84th in just seven years. 

Ranking 74th out of 189 countries on the World Bank Doing 
Business Report 2013, China’s performance in the area of trade 
openness, which looks at the ease and efficiency of import and 
export procedures, outstripped those of its BRIC counterparts. 

3 Figures are based on those provided in the International Telecommunication Union (ITU) 2012 Surveys available online at http://www.itu.int/en/ITU-D/Statistics/Pages/stat/default.aspx
4 Ibid
5 Ibid
6 http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-net/2013/china#.VA9GpvmSz9s and http://www.freedomhouse.org/report/freedom-net/2013/russia#.VA9HAPmSz9s 
7 Ibid

Old Delhi, India
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1. Kazakhstan 
15. Rwanda 
23. russia
30.  Egypt
40.  Argentina
46. china

50. Syria
59. india
65. Ecuador 
78. Brazil
80.  Nigeria 
133.  Iceland

2. Levels of Red Tape Remain High in BRIC 
Countries
 
Red Tape, alongside corruption, labour regulations and taxation 
requirements, provides a measure of the regulatory environment 
that affects private sector efficiency and adds to the administrative 
burden borne by business. 

The World Bank’s Doing Business survey gives a good indication of 
this administrative burden. The Bank measures 10 areas of activity, 
which include the time and costs involved to open a business, 
registering property, as well as getting credit and electricity. The 
countries surveyed annually are ranked according to their overall 
performance in the areas being measured.

The 2013 Doing Business survey gave the following overall rankings 
to the BRICs: China 99, Russia 111, Brazil 118 and India 131.11 

When looking at the labour environment specifically, the GIBS DMI 
ranked China at 41, making it the highest ranking BRIC nation in 
terms of labour market efficiency. Brazil was next in 69th position, 
followed by India in 82nd place and Russia at 84.12 Low labour 
costs in both China and India have undoubtedly enhanced their 
competitive advantage. This also rings true for factor productivity, 
where China is much more productive than its BRIC counterparts.

China made progress in this area despite an increase in strikes, 
particularly in 2010 when there were both suicides and work 
stoppages in factories owned by foreign companies, as well as  
280 000 labour disputes being recorded in 2008. 

In the area of tax, companies in Brazil bear a more onerous tax 
burden than other mature and emerging markets around the 
world. The 2012 KPMG Competitive Alternatives Survey ranked 
Brazil as the most expensive country in which to do business13 
while the WEF Global Competitiveness Report ranked Brazil at 144 

1.  Rwanda 
10.  Mauritius 
30.  New Zealand
34.  china
40.  Peru 
46.  Brazil

60.  Germany 
70.  Netherlands 
90.  russia
99.  india
100.  Lithuania 
133.  Iceland 

India was ranked 129th and Brazil 124th.  The worst performer 
was Russia, which trailed at 162nd.10 It is, however, important 
to remember that Russia only became a member of the World 
Trade Organisation in 2011 and significant improvements in its 
performance in this regard have been made since then. 

because of its high tax burden and the effect this had on business. 
Russia was ranked at an unimpressive 121st position by the WEF 
while India came in at 44th place and China at 41st.14   
 
Corruption was measured according to Transparency 
International’s Corruption Perceptions Index 2012. This Index 
scores countries on a scale from 0 (highly corrupt) to 100 (very 
clean). A substantial two-thirds of all countries measured by 
Transparency International had a score of less than 50 points, 
which indicates a serious problem of corruption worldwide. 
 
The BRIC country considered by this index to be the least corrupt 
was Brazil at 69th position with a score of 43, moving just one place 
from a ranking of 70th in 2006. Interestingly, South Africa scored 
the same ranking as Brazil in 2012.
 
All the other BRIC countries are perceived to have become more 
corrupt since 2006. India and China shared 70th position in 2006; 
however, India fell significantly by 24 places to 94th position in 2012 
with 36 points and China 10 places to 80th with 39 points. Russia 
dropped 12 places from a ranking of 121st in 2006 to 133rd in 2012 
with just 28 points.  
 

8 World Economic Forum; The Global Competitiveness Report  2012-2013
9 World Economic Forum; The Global Competitiveness Reports 2006-2007 and  2012-2013
10 The World Bank Group; Doing Business 2013: Smarter Regulations for Small and Medium-Size Enterprises; Doing Business; 23 October 2012
11 The World Bank Group; Doing Business 2013: Economy Rankings. Doing Business website; 23 October 2012  
12 World Economic Forum; The Global Competitiveness Report 2012-2013
13 Rio Times, ‘Brazil Among Most Expensive for Business’ 10 April 2012 available online at http://riotimesonline.com/brazil-news/rio-business/brazil-among-most-expensive-for-business/# 
14 World Economic Forum; The Global Competitiveness Report 2012-2013

the bric countries, 
with the exception 
of china, performed 
poorLy when it came 
to monetary stabiLity 
during the period of 
anaLysis by the gibs dmi.” 

BRIC Performance on the DMI Open and Connected Pillar

The result of the BRIC countries’ performance in the DMI Open 
and Connected pillar finds Russia to be the most open and 
connected of the four countries. It was ranked 23rd on this DMI 
pillar, followed by China at 46, India at 59 and Brazil trailing the 
rest in 78th position.

Note: This ranking indicates the progress made by each country as measured by the raw DMI score, 
not factoring in the base.

Note: This ranking indicates the progress made by each country as measured by the raw DMI score, 
not factoring in the base.

BRIC Performance on the DMI Red Tape Pillar 

The result of the BRIC countries performance in terms of Red 
Tape finds China to be the best performer on the DMI Index in 
terms of reducing red tape, with an impressive ranking of 34, 
followed by Brazil at 46. Russia and India failed to impress, 
ranking 90th and 99th respectively. It is concerning that 
corruption increased across the BRICs between 2006 and 2012. 
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The DMI measures macroeconomic management by assessing 
levels of aid dependency, the state’s debt burden, monetary 
stability and government expenditure. This pillar also takes into 
account governments’ management of the economy after the 
2008/9 global financial crisis. 

Government spending increased in Brazil, India and China over 
the period under review, with Russia maintaining a budget surplus. 
The WEF Global Competitiveness Report’s ranking of wastefulness 
of government spending shows that Brazil, Russia and India all 
performed poorly between 2006 and 2012 in this regard compared 
to their global peers. China was the exception among BRIC 
economies.

Figure 1  Global Competitiveness Report: Wastefulness of Government Spending Rankings 2006 – 2013

Government debt as a percentage of GDP declined in Brazil, India and Russia. India showed the biggest decline, from 82.5% in 2006 to 68% 
in 2012. China saw a small increase of 2.54% between 2006 and 2013 from 23.3% to 25.8%.

Figure 2  Government Debt as a % of GDP 2006 – 2012

Brazil was the worst performer out of the four BRIC nations and 
fell 16 places in the survey. Ranked 119th in 2006, Brazil ranked at 
135th position in 2012. Russia was ranked 97th in 2006. It showed 
great improvement between 2008 and 2010 by moving to the 82nd 
position, but ended up at 103rd in 2012. India fell a substantial 22 
places from 41st spot in 2006 to 63rd in 2012. Poor results from 
Brazil, Russia and India in the area of ‘wastefulness of government 
spending’ point to large and inefficient public sectors, high levels 
of corruption and the maladministration of public money, and 
unsustainable government subsidies.

China, the only BRIC country to show improvement in this regard, 
climbed 14 places from 53rd position in 2006 to 39th in 2012.15  

.
160

140

120

100

80

60

40

20

0

2006 2008 2010 20122007 2009 2011 2013

3. Macroeconomic Management Still Faltering Despite Exciting Prospects in the BRICs

– Brazil – 1.08 Wastefulness of government spending – Rank (1=the best)
– Russian Federation – 1.08 Wastefulness of government spending – Rank (1=the best)
– India – 1.08 Wastefulness of government spending – Rank (1=the best)
– China – 1.08 Wastefulness of government spending – Rank (1=the best)

– Brazil – 3.04 General government debt, % GDP 
– Russian Federation – 3.04 General government debt, % GDP
– India – 3.04 General government debt, % GDP
– China – 3.04 General government debt, % GDP

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

%

2006 2008 2010 20122007 2009 2011

1 =
 th

e 
be

st



7

Note: This ranking indicates the progress made by each country as measured by the raw DMI score, 
not factoring in the base.

The BRIC countries, with the exception of China, performed poorly 
when it came to monetary stability during the period of analysis by 
the GIBS DMI. 

Both the Brazilian real and Indian rupee were listed in Morgan 
Stanley’s ‘Fragile Five’ currencies in 2013, which lists emerging 
market currencies that were under the most pressure in terms of 
their performance against the US dollar. The Fragile Five included 
the South African rand. 

Between 2010 and 2012 the rupee depreciated by 30% against the 
US dollar, while the Russian rouble weakened by 35% against the 
dollar in 2009, struggling to regain ground after it hit a more than 
three-year low against the US dollar in 2012 when it was 33.26 
roubles to the dollar, the lowest level since April 2009.

China is the only BRIC nation that has managed to maintain 
exchange rate stability, which is the result of strict measures put in 
place by the government, such as a fixed dollar exchange rate.16  

Aid dependency increased in both Brazil and India, while China’s 
decreased, according to data from the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development (OECD) shown in the table below. 
No data was available for Russia.

It is important to note that while the BRIC countries received aid 
between 2006 and 2012, they themselves also provided foreign 
assistance to other countries.

1. Burundi
60.  Malaysia 
65.  Namibia 
70. india
74. china
80. Chad

85. Georgia 
90. Chile
95. Brazil
96. russia
100. United Arab Emirates
133. Lesotho 

While figures vary significantly, it has been estimated that Brazil 
provides foreign assistance of between $400 million and  
$1.2 billion annually. China makes available between $2-$4 billion 
a year, India between $680 million and $2.2 billion, and Russia 
around $500 million a year.18 

Brazil provides debt relief and foreign assistance to Latin America 
and Africa in the areas of agriculture, education and health, largely 
through technical co-operation and co-financed projects. China 
also provides assistance to Africa, as well as Asia, in the form of 
bilateral aid, technical co-operation and debt relief in the areas of 
infrastructure, industrial and energy development. India focuses 
on neighbouring countries such as Afghanistan and Nepal, as well 
as Africa, providing technical co-operation in the areas of capacity 
building, infrastructure, IT and training.19 

Figure 3  Country Programmable Aid17 Received by BRIC countries 2006 – 2012

Donor

Amount type Current Prices (USD millions)

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

306.77 382.2 509.04 484.71 408.27 652.65 1198.69

2238.6 2422.56 2438.14 2433.85 2125.98 1997.94 1835.48

2724.01 2750.75 3572.31 4018.89 4306.07 5027.55 3337.75

All Donors

Year

Recipient

Brazil

China

India

Source: OECD Statistics Online

15 World Economic Forum; Global Competitiveness Report, 2006-2007 and  2012-2013
16 Russia and India Report, ‘New BRICS reserve pool to fight currency shocks’. (11 September 2013) available online at http://www.brics5.co.za/new-brics-reserve-pool-to-fight-currency-shocks/ 
17 According to stats.oecd.org, “Country Programmable Aid (CPA) is the proportion of aid that is subject to multi-year programming at country level, and represents a subset of Official Development Assistance (ODA) outflows. Its starting point is data on gross  
 ODA disbursements to recipient countries but excludes spending which is: (1) inherently unpredictable (humanitarian aid and debt relief); or (2) entails flows to the recipient country (administration costs, student costs, development awareness and research  
 and refugee spending in donor countries); or (3) is usually not discussed between the main donor agency and recipient governments (food aid, aid from local governments, core funding to NGOs, aid through secondary agencies, ODA equity investments and  
 aid (4) CPA does not net out loan repayments, as these are not usually factored into aid allocation decisions. CPA is therefore a gross concept.”
18 Asia Pathways, ‘BRIC countries emerging as major aid donors’, 25 October 2013 available online at http://www.asiapathways-adbi.org/2013/10/brics-countries-emerging-as-major-aid-donors/
19 Ibid

Taj Mahal, India

BRIC Performance on the DMI Macroeconomic 
Management Pillar

In the areas that make up the DMI Macroeconomic Management 
pillar, India is the best performer out of the BRIC countries for 
its improvement of macroeconomic management, ranked at 
70th, closely followed by China at 74th. Brazil and Russia trail 
their BRIC counterparts with almost equally poor performances 
overall on this pillar, ranking 95th and 96th respectively. 
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4. Relative Improvement in Socio-political Stability

Socio-political stability assesses the impact of crime on business; 
socio-economic weaknesses raised in the UN Human Development 
Index (HDI); commodity price cycles; the threat of war and 
conflict; and the erosion or protection of political expression and 
civil liberties. Both internal and external effects and influences are 
taken into consideration.

The influence of crime on the cost of doing business generally 
increased across all four BRIC countries between 2006 and 2012. 
The WEF Global Competitiveness Report 2012-2013 ranked Brazil 
at 112th for ‘business costs of crime and violence’ in 2006 and 122nd 
in 2012. This was the worst ranking of the four countries. Russia 
moved down eight places from 82 to 90 over the same period. 
China maintained its position at 70th place in the rankings. Indian 
business experienced the greatest decline in this regard, slipping 
from 24th place in 2006 to 64th in 2012.20   

Freedom of political expression and civil liberties pose a challenge 
to all four BRIC countries. 

Brazil is rated ‘free’ by Freedom House and consistently achieved a 
score of 2/7 for freedom, civil liberties and political rights between 
2006 and 2012, on a scale where one is best and seven is worst. 
However, the status of ‘free’ does not mean Brazil is without 
challenges. For example, the media has played a critical role in 
exposing corruption in the country, but journalists who report on 
such matters are often the target of violence. Up until 2012 Brazil’s 
‘Freedom of the internet’ status was ‘free’. However, by 2013 it was 
downgraded to ‘partly free’ after the government imposed web 
content restrictions. Brazil has also been criticised by Amnesty 
International for the intimidation and torture of locals by the 
politically motivated ‘parapolice’.21 

India is rated as ‘free’ by Freedom House, scoring 2.5 out of 7 for 
freedom, 3 for civil liberties and 2 for political rights. India has, 
however, seen a rise in restrictions on the freedom of speech, an 
example being the Information Technology Act amendments in 
2008 that increased web content restrictions.22 Russia’s Freedom 
House status and score remained the same over the period of 
analysis. With a status of ‘not free’, Russia scores poorly out of 
the possible 7 points for each criteria; 5.5 for its freedom rating, 
5 for civil liberties and 6 for political rights. Growing questions 
around President Vladimir Putin’s legitimacy and concerns about 
the country’s future stability are based on a range of civil rights 
violations. These include high levels of corruption, vote fraud in 
elections, government control of television networks and limited 
freedom of expression, the killing of journalists, discrimination 
against immigrants and ethnic minorities, restrictions against the 
movement and residence of individuals within the country, the use 
of torture and illegal detention in the criminal justice system and 
limited freedom of assembly and association.23 

China, as a communist state, is also rated as ‘not free’ by 
Freedom House, scoring 6.5 out of 7 for freedom, 6 for civil 
liberties and an unsurprising 7 out of 7 for political rights. 
China’s continued poor performance in these areas is based on 
the Communist Party’s ongoing restriction of public discussion 
on issues relating to political, legal and human rights; the jailing 
and disappearance of social media activists and journalists; 
and the increasing online censorship of social networking 
services. Religious and academic freedoms are highly restricted 
in China, unlike the situation in its BRIC counterparts, as are 
freedom of association and assembly. Torture, coercion and 
suspicious deaths are endemic to the criminal justice system, 
while corruption in the government and abuse of power is 
commonplace.24 

On the United Nations Human Development Index (HDI), Brazil 
improved gradually over the period of the GIBS DMI analysis, 
being ranked 85th out of 187 countries by the UN in 2012. Russia 
was ranked 55th, achieving the best ranking out of the four BRIC 
countries in this area.25 Both were ranked as ‘high’ on the HDI.

India was ranked 136th on the UN Index, having improved 
steadily since 2006, but it still falls into the ‘medium’ 
development category. India was the poorest performer out of 
the four BRIC countries and its low ranking highlights serious 
socio-economic challenges in the country.26 

China was ranked 101 on the HDI, showing a gradual 
improvement over the past few years. Like India, China falls into 
the ‘medium’ development category.27

20 World Economic Forum; The Global Competitiveness Report, 2006-2007 and  2012-2013
21 http://www.freedomhouse.org/
22 Ibid
23 Ibid
24 Ibid
25 http://hdr.undp.org/en/statistics/hdi
26 Ibid
27 Ibid

freedom of poLiticaL expression and civiL 
Liberties pose a chaLLenge to aLL four bric 
countries.” 

Note: This ranking indicates the progress made by each country as measured by the raw DMI score, 
not factoring in the base.

BRIC Performance on DMI Socio-political Stability Pillar 

In terms of the BRIC countries’ performance in the areas that 
make up the DMI Socio-economic Stability pillar, China is the 
best performer, achieving an impressive ranking of 16, with 
Brazil not too far behind at 24th, followed by Russia at 35th. India 
trails the rest in 69th position.

1. Ivory Coast    
10.  Macedonia
15.  Timor-Leste
16.  china
20.  Cameroon 
24.  Brazil

30.  Algeria 
35.  russia
40.  Trinidad and Tobago
69.  india
70.  France
133.  Pakistan
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Note: This ranking indicates the progress made by each country as measured by the raw DMI score, 
not factoring in the base.

 
1.  Albania 
70. Burkina Faso
76.  Brazil
80.  Canada
82.  india
85.  Oman

90. United Kingdom
93.  china
100.  Estonia 
106. russia
110.  United States 
133.  Venezuela 

5. Justice: Room for Improvement

The Justice System measures the protection offered to business by 
legal institutions by examining the time taken to enforce contracts 
and the cost of this, the protection of property rights and the 
mechanisms available to protect investors. 

In terms of contract enforcement, Russia leads the way among the 
BRIC countries. Ranked 10th out of 189 countries by the World Bank’s 
Doing Business survey in 2013, Russia significantly outperforms its 
BRIC counterparts with 270 days recorded as the average time taken 
to enforce a contract and 13.4% being the average percentage cost 
of a claim.28 However, its performance on this index is marred by its 
lack of protection for investors, for which it is ranked at a lowly 113, 
making it the worst performer of the BRIC nations. 

Not far behind Russia was China, ranked 19th for its efficiency in 
enforcing contracts. The average time taken to enforce a contract in 
China is 406 days with the average percentage cost of the claim being 
11.1%. China was ranked 95th for protecting investors, mirroring 
Russia in its ability to enforce contracts effectively while at the same 
time failing to protect its investors. 

Brazil was ranked 121st for enforcing contracts, with an average of 731 
days for contract enforcement and 16.5% average percentage cost. 
Brazil was ranked 80th for protecting investors. 

India trails its BRIC counterparts significantly in the area of 
enforcing contracts, ranking 186th out of 189 countries. It takes an 
average of 1 420 days to enforce a contract (nearly four years). The 
costs associated with enforcing contracts are exceptionally high as 
a result, averaging 39.6% of the claim. This is more than double the 
cost of the processes in the other BRIC nations.29 India is ranked 32nd 
for protecting investors, possibly because the lengthy period of time 
to enforce a contract means a thorough process.

6. Human Capital Remains Below Par

The Human Capital pillar measures the strength and health of 
human capital by looking at changes in demographics and energy 
associated with positive demographics, particularly focusing on 
health and education. 

In terms of the quality of maths and science education, the WEF 
Global Competitiveness Report 2012-2013 ranks Brazil 132nd out of 
142 countries, making it the worst performer in this area among 
the BRIC nations by a significant margin. Brazil has lost significant 
ground since its 2006 ranking of 98th.  

China made significant progress during the period of analysis, 
moving from 62nd position in 2006 to 33rd in 2012. Not far ahead of 
China was India in 30th position. However, India’s quality of science 
and maths education dropped significantly during the GIBS DMI 
period of analysis. In 2006 India ranked 7th.  Russia also lost ground 
after being ranked 43rd in 2006, dropping to 52nd in 2012.31

Linking these scores to the population profile in each BRIC nation 
gives insight into the depth and strength of their human capital.

Brazil has the highest life expectancy at 74 years and 68% of its 
population falls into the age cohort of 15-64 (considered to be the 
economically active age grouping in any country). Brazil’s population 
in 2012 was estimated to be 197 million.32 Brazil has a relatively high 
demographic energy, given the significant number of economically 
active people in the country and its large population size. However, 
the exceptionally poor quality of its maths and science education is 
a constraint on the country’s potential demographic dividend and 

china is the onLy 
true dynamic market 
among the bric nations.”

28 The World Bank Group; Doing Business 2013. Op. Cit.
29 Ibid
30 World Bank, Doing Business 2013, http://www.internationalpropertyrightsindex.org/ranking
31 World Economic Forum; The Global Competitiveness Reports 2008-2009 and 2012-2013
32 World Economic Forum; The Global Competitiveness Reports 2012-2013 and 2013 - 2014
33 Ibid
34 Ibid

BRIC Performance on the DMI Justice System Pillar

The result of the BRIC countries’ performance in the areas 
which make up the DMI Justice System pillar finds all four 
sitting in the second half of the ranking table. Brazil, as the 
best performer out of the BRIC countries, was ranked 76th, 
followed by India at 82 and China at 93. Russia is the lacklustre 
performer in 106th position.

The World Bank’s Property Rights Index measures the intellectual 
and physical property rights of 131 countries in the world. Despite 
its exceptional performance when it comes to enforcing contracts, 
Russia is the poorest performer of the BRIC nations when it comes 
to the protection of these rights, with an overall ranking of 101 on 
the Index. India and China share 57th position on the Index and 
Brazil comes in at 55.30 

Shanghai, China
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Note: This ranking indicates the progress made by each country as measured by the raw DMI score, not 
factoring in the base.

presents a potential threat to future economic and social stability. Human 
capital as a resource must be managed and catered for through skills 
development and education, in conjunction with economic opportunities. 
Brazil has been slow to take action in these crucial areas.

In Russia, which has a population of 143 million, life expectancy is 70 years, 
with 72% of its people falling into the 15-64 age range.33 Of major concern 
to Russia should be the decline in the quality of its maths and science 
education on the WEF Competitiveness Index. While its current rank of 52 
is better than almost two-thirds of the countries surveyed by the WEF, it is 
vital that Russia identifies the reasons why it has fallen so dramatically in 
this ranking so it can take corrective action. 

India has a life expectancy of 66 years – the lowest of the four countries – 
and 65% of its population fall into the economically active cohort, also the 
lowest percentage of the four. However, India’s population is estimated to 
be 1.24 billion which makes this age cohort larger than that of Brazil and 
Russia combined.34 India’s drop in the maths and science rankings from 7th 
position in 2006 to 30th in 2012, in conjunction with its massive population, 
is also a cause for concern as it undermines the country’s demographic 
dividend. Given India’s high poverty levels, ensuring its workforce is skilled 
and competitive is critical to its future economic and social stability.

China has the highest life expectancy, population and number of people 
in the 15-64 age cohort of the four countries under examination. Life 
expectancy in China is 75, the percentage of its population falling into the 
15-64 age group is 73% and its population is estimated to be  
1.34 billion people.35 The age cohort of 65+ is, however, the fastest growing 
category and over the next 20 years it is predicted that the ratio of workers 
to retirees will fall from about 5:1 to 2:1.36 A rapidly ageing population 
threatens to cause economic and social imbalances in the country. A lower 
number of productively active people will put a strain on both young 
people and the government, which will have to support the large ageing 
population. 

China was the only BRIC nation to improve its ranking in terms of the 
quality of maths and science education. While this is positive, China 
needs to work harder to further improve this score given that its declining 
youthful population will need the requisite skills to support the country’s 
rapidly growing elderly population. 

1. Qatar        
40.   Bosnia-Herzegovina
43.  china
50.  Mongolia
60.  Taiwan
90.  Australia 

91.  Brazil 
120.  Austria 
122. russia 
127.  india
130. Israel 
133. Czech Republic 

ConCluSIon
The BRIC nations, on the whole, performed poorly 
between 2006 and 2012, failing to advance their 
competitiveness. Each pillar of the GIBS DMI exposes 
clear weaknesses and few strengths inherent in the 
institutions that underpin the economies, businesses 
and societies of Brazil, Russia, India and China.  

China is the only true dynamic market among the BRIC 
nations. Its significant progress on each pillar shows 
the country has made an effort to build and improve its 
institutions, thereby enhancing the competitiveness 
of its business environment. This finding supports the 
GIBS DMI categorisation of the country as ‘dynamic’. 
China has become more open and connected since 
embarking on economic reforms in the late 1970s in an 
effort to integrate the country into the global economy. 
The country outperforms its BRIC counterparts and 
many developed country markets in the areas of trade 
openness, financial sophistication, labour market 
efficiency, tax and administrative requirements, 
and monetary stability. But China’s rapidly ageing 
population and the decreasing size of its workforce, 
as well as its poor to non-existent civil and political 
liberties, are a cause for concern if China is to maintain 
its current high levels of dynamism and growth. 

Besides some progress in the Open and Connected 
pillar, Brazil’s performance was below average in 
several areas, particularly in terms of administrative 
and tax burdens, government wastage in terms of 
spending, the cost of crime for business and the 
quality of maths and science education. Brazil needs to 
focus on building institutions that create an enabling 
and supportive environment for business if it is to 
improve on its ‘adynamic’ categorisation and achieve 
the kind of growth it needs to support its young and 
growing population. 

Russia and India, categorised as static markets by the 
GIBS DMI, are making some progress in certain areas 
but are generally underperforming in others. Russia’s 
biggest threats lie in its poor performance in areas of 
political and civil liberties, which highlight the fragile 
state of the political system and growing discontent of 
the people. The rapid deterioration in the quality of its 
maths and science education is of concern. 

India’s greatest risks lie in its poor performance on 
the UN HDI which highlights the widespread poverty 
in the country, its falling maths and science ranking, 
and the enormous infrastructure deficit that is 
undermining growth and development. 

India, Russia and Brazil were all weak in terms 
of improving their institutions, a factor that has 
effectively eroded their competitive performance and 
overall outlook in terms of advancing their growth and 
development. This does not bode well for their future 
progress and leadership in the emerging world.35 Ibid

36 According to research by the Brookings-Tsinghua Centre for Public Policy in China 

BRIC Performance on the DMI Human Capital Pillar 

The result of the BRIC countries’ performance in the areas that make 
up the DMI Human Capital pillar is that China is the best performer 
in 43rd position. Brazil trails China at an unimpressive 91st position, 
while Russia (122nd) and India (127th) find themselves right at the 
bottom of this pillar.

11
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