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Abstract

This paper proposes an original composite index, the Global Economic Development Index (GEDI), uniquely integrating economic, social, and
institutional factors. GEDI distinguishes emerging from developed economies, identifying specific economic, social, and institutional challenges
and opportunities. It examines 129 economies, representing approximately 95% of global GDP in 2017, using over 30 indicators across 10
variables, including financial development, income distribution, environmental sustainability, and corruption. This index improves upon traditional
income-based classifications used by institutions such as the World Bank (WB) and International Monetary Fund (IMF), which often group
diverse economies like China, Vietnam, and Bulgaria together despite significant structural and developmental differences. Thus, GEDI provides
a more comprehensive understanding of economic gaps between developed and emerging economies.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The classification systems employed by international institutions such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank (WB) rely
predominantly on income levels, thereby omitting social and institutional dimensions, including income distribution, corruption, governance
quality, and financial development. Conversely, the Human Development Index (HDI) of the United Nations Development Program (UNDP,
2018) emphasizes social dimensions—health, education, and living standards—but neglects economic indicators such as productive structure,
technological capabilities, trade balance, and comprehensive financial development. Consequently, these classification approaches implicitly
assume homogeneity across all developing economies. This simplification underestimates distinctions among emerging economies; for
instance, economies such as China, Vietnam, and Bulgaria share similar classifications based solely on income, despite exhibiting significantly
different economic structures, developmental trajectories, and institutional contexts.

In response to these limitations, this paper introduces an original methodological contribution: the Global Economic Development Index (GEDI).
Unlike the HDI and governance-focused indices developed by institutions like the WB-which predominantly focus on either social or institutional
factors—GEDI integrates economic indicators such as high-technology exports, manufacturing performance, services production, trade
balances, and comprehensive financial development, alongside essential social and institutional dimensions. Thus, GEDI provides a nuanced
and comprehensive framework capable of capturing the multidimensional nature of developmental gaps among economies (Tezanos Vazquez
and Sumner, 2013; Fialho and Bergeijk, 2016).

Multidimensional classifications, such as GEDI, hold significant implications for international policymaking and resource allocation.
Differentiating among emerging economies allows international organizations, governments, and development agencies to design targeted
economic interventions, policies, and strategic resource distribution. Moreover, understanding structural, institutional, and social factors through
a unified and replicable index facilitates comparative analyses, supporting decision-making processes aimed at addressing structural
vulnerabilities, facilitating sustainable industrialization, and achieving inclusive economic development (Rodrik, 2014; Stiglitz et al., 2009).

The paper is structured into six sections. The second section examines income-level classifications and the HDI framework used by
international institutions. The third section defines emerging economies, highlighting aspects of their productive structures and their social and
institutional developmental challenges. The fourth section describes the selection of variables, and the methodological process used to
construct the GEDI database. The fitht section details the estimation of GEDI scores for 129 economies, applying the UNDP’s HDI methodology,
and presents robustness tests and comparative analyses that validate the accuracy and reliability of the index. The final section offers
concluding insights and implications derived from our findings.
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2. CLASSIFICATIONS AND INDICES OF COUNTRIES

Multidimensional methods are fundamental for accurately classifying economies, as classifications based solely on income or isolated social
factors provide incomplete perspectives. Hausmann et al. (2007), and North (1990) emphasize that institutional frameworks and productive
structures critically shape economic development paths. Additionally, Fagerberg and Srholec (2017) underline the relevance of institutional
quality, technological capabilities, and structural economic factors, arguing these aspects substantially explain development divergences
inadequately captured by traditional indices.

Historically, economic classifications have reflected prevailing geopolitical and economic contexts. Early attempts grouped nations into "first
world", "second world", and "third world", implicitly distinguishing developed from underdeveloped economies primarily through geopolitical
lenses (Harris et al., 2009; Fialho and Bergeijk, 2016). By the 1980s, the WB shifted toward income-based classifications (low, middle, high),
primarily using GDP per capita. In contrast, the 1990s saw the UNDP introduce the HDI, integrating per-capita income with crucial social
dimensions like health and education. Subsequently, multiple specialized indices emerged, targeting narrower aspects such as poverty,
governance, or environmental factors, yet none comprehensively address development’s inherently multidimensional nature.

Despite their widespread usage in research and policymaking, the WB’s income classifications inherently assume homogeneity among
developing economies, implicitly suggesting similar developmental trajectories and policy requirements. However, this assumption overlooks
significant structural and institutional differences among similarly categorized countries such as China, Costa Rica, and Bulgaria (Krugman et
al., 2012; Tezanos Vazquez and Sumner, 2013; Fantom and Serajuddin, 2016).

Specifically, the WB’s 2007 definition categorizes emerging economies based on per-capita incomes between USD$1 006 and USD$12 235
(Agtmael, 2007; World Bank, 2014). Nevertheless, this classification groups markedly heterogeneous countries such as China, India, Poland,
South Africa, Honduras, and Mexico within a single category, despite evident differences in their productive structures, technological capacities,
and institutional environments. Scholars have emphasized the necessity to incorporate additional multidimensional factors into these
classifications (Tezanos-Vazquez and Quifiones-Montellano, 2012; Nielsen, 2013; Ravallion, 2009). Indeed, the WB itself recognizes the
growing inadequacy of purely income-based categorizations, emphasizing the importance of addressing multiple development dimensions and
vulnerabilities (WB, 2014).

The HDI, despite being a multidimensional advance, presents significant limitations. Although effectively capturing social dimensions (health,
education, and living standards), it excludes productive and institutional factors crucial for sustainable economic growth and diversification.
Additionally, the high correlation among HDI variables diminishes its capacity for detailed differentiation among economies (Srinivasan, 1994;
McGillivray, 1991). Thus, markedly different countries such as Germany, Argentina, and Kazakhstan are grouped together, despite substantial
variations in their productive and institutional structures.

The concept of "emerging economies” initially emerged to describe developing countries exhibiting rapid economic growth, industrialization,
openness to trade, and institutional reforms, differentiating them from typical underdeveloped nations. Recent classification attempts, including
financial-market-based approaches such as the Emerging Markets Core Index (S&P Global, 2018), still fail to clearly distinguish these
economies comprehensively. Emerging economies, as defined by Blancas and Aliphat (2023), actively pursue industrialization, institutional
strengthening, and inclusive economic growth, distinctly differing from both developed and Least-Developed Countries (LDCs). Nonetheless,
achieving a universally accepted definition remains challenging due to their inherent complexity and diversity.

Recent taxonomies illustrate persistent classification challenges. For instance, Tezanos Vazquez and Sumner (2013) group economies like
China, Iraq, and Egypt within similar categories based on shared export and governance profiles, despite their fundamentally different economic
and institutional contexts. Notably, their classification also clusters Latin American economies, such as Mexico and Argentina, alongside
countries with significantly different financial profiles like Iran, Jamaica, or Botswana. Historically, Latin American countries exhibit considerable
dependence on external financial flows, especially Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) and external debt, challenging assumptions of low external
financial dependence within certain classifications (Fajnzylber, 1975; Alvarado et al., 2017; Minsky, 2008; Palma, 1998).

The persistent heterogeneity evident in both the WB and HDI classifications underscores the necessity of a new, comprehensive classification
framework. Consequently, developing a GEDI is essential. GEDI proposes a multidimensional approach clearly differentiating developed,
successful emerging, stagnant emerging, and least-developed economies. By integrating economic, social, and institutional dimensions into a
unified, replicable, and adaptable framework, GEDI provides nuanced insights into developmental challenges, facilitating targeted policy
formulation and comparative analysis across diverse economies (Harris et al., 2009; Madruefio-Aguilar, 2017).

3. INTEGRATION OF VARIABLES OF GEDI



According to the classification of the WB and the HDI, it is important to include in the GEDI three key categories 7) productive
structure, 2) social development, and 3) institutional development, those includes eight fundamental aspects to understand emerging
economies: industrialization, international trade, reduce the poverty, equality income distribution, gender equality, level of corruption, financial
development and sustainable development (see figure 1).

Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the GEDI
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Productive structure

The analysis of economic development implies a comprehensive understanding of the productive structure of economies, extending beyond
mere growth rates or indicators of trade openness. Drawing on the scholarly contributions of Fetahi et al. (2015), Eris and Ulasan (2013), and
Mustafa et al. (2017), it is evident that neither sustained GDP growth nor high trade openness alone sufficiently explains economic development
or the narrowing of developmental gaps between emerging and advanced economies. For example, although Mexico and Singapore have
comparable openness levels to international trade, their economic outcomes differ significantly due to underlying differences in productive
capabilities, structural composition, and institutional frameworks. Similarly, comparing economic integration indices of advanced economies
such as Germany (0.86), the United States (0.28), and Japan (0.36) against emerging countries like Vietnam (1.79), Congo (1.66), and Bulgaria
(1.28), highlights that economic integration alone, though critical, is insufficient for sustained economic development.

To thoroughly characterize productive structures in emerging economies, the GEDI employs two principal indicators. First, GDP per capita
serves as a proxy measure for national productivity, representing average economic output per person, thus reflecting an economy’s efficiency
in converting resources into goods and services. Second, the proportion of manufacturing and services production relative to GDP measures
structural transformation within the economy. The choice of GDP per capita adjusted by Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) ensures accuracy in
capturing productivity dynamics, particularly useful in comparative international analyses. While traditional productivity indicators such as Total
Factor Productivity (TFP) and labor productivity are theoretically robust, they often face limitations regarding data consistency and comparability
across diverse international samples. Hence, GDP per capita by PPP emerges as an optimal practical alternative, widely available and closely
correlated with productivity dynamics (van Ark et al., 2008; Jorgenson and Vu, 2005).

Extensive empirical research validates using GDP per capita as a proxy for productivity. In Asian economies, significant evidence shows GDP
per capita increases predominantly reflect productivity-driven growth, closely linked to improvements in labor efficiency and technological
advancement. For example, South Korea and Taiwan have recorded remarkable GDP per capita growth largely due to productivity
enhancements from technological diffusion, innovation policies, and investments in education and workforce training (Jorgenson and Vu, 2005).
Similarly, analyses of European economies by O’Mahony and Timmer (2009) and Schreyer (2001) demonstrate that GDP per capita reliably
aligns with long-term productivity trajectories, capturing sustained investments in infrastructure, technology, and human capital development.
These studies substantiate GDP per capita’s methodological suitability within GEDI, despite acknowledging that this indicator does not isolate
productivity effects exclusively from other economic influences.



Combining GDP per capita with the structural composition of manufacturing and services enables a detailed assessment of economies’
productive capacities and structural transformations. This approach aligns with Friedrich List's (1997) theoretical arguments published in 1841,
where successful economies effectively harmonize their agricultural, manufacturing, and service sectors to enhance productivity and
competitiveness. Empirical evidence from 129 economies in 2017 consistently demonstrates that nations with higher productivity levels
invariably feature substantial shares of manufacturing and service sectors. Conversely, economies with lower productivity exhibit structural
stagnation, characterized by minimal advancement toward high-value manufacturing or sophisticated service industries. This consistent
empirical relationship underscores the intrinsic connection between structural transformation and productivity improvements (see figure 2).

Figure 2. Relationship between productivity* and structural change** of 129 countries in 2017
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GEDI further evaluates economies’ global integration, recognizing international trade’s critical role in shaping productive structures. Two
essential trade-related indicators underpin this evaluation: trade balance, represented by the exports-to-imports ratio (X/M), and export
composition, emphasizing high-value-added products. Hausmann et al. (2007) underscore that an economy’s ability to produce and export
goods with substantial domestic value-added significantly determines its success in international markets. Effective integration into global value
chains through high-tech exports typically results in sustained productivity growth, enhanced technological capabilities, and efficient resource
allocation, driving long-term economic development. Germany exemplifies this scenario, maintaining a pronounced trade surplus and exporting
a high proportion of technologically advanced goods, clearly indicating advanced integration into global production networks. This structural
configuration supports an innovation-driven industrial base and competitive global positioning. In contrast, South Africa illustrates an alternative
scenario, marked by a negligible or negative trade balance and a low proportion of high-tech exports, indicating limited integration
predominantly oriented toward lower-value or maquila-type activities (Zahonogo, 2016). Swiecki (2017) employs similar indicators to evaluate
trade openness efficiency, reinforcing their empirical validity and relevance.

Employing the X/M ratio within GEDI highlights the critical significance of exporting high-value-added goods, as economies primarily exporting
such products secure greater economic benefits from international trade. This strategy ensures sustainable development and robust economic
integration. Mendoza and Gonzalez (2022) emphasize that countries exporting predominantly high-value-added goods benefit significantly from
participation in global value chains, achieving sustained productivity growth, structural transformation, and technological advancement.
Conversely, economies heavily reliant on re-exporting imported goods or raw commodities without significant domestic processing experience
minimal technological advancement and limited productivity gains, constraining long-term development prospects (Romero Tellaeche and
Aliphat, 2023).

A consistently positive trade balance substantially reduces dependence on external financial flows, enhancing an economy’s autonomy in
policy-making. Comparative analyses illustrate this dynamic clearly: Korea, Singapore, and China, characterized by persistent trade surpluses,
maintain greater economic policy autonomy compared to Argentina or Pakistan, economies consistently experiencing trade deficits and external
financial vulnerabilities (Kregel, 1994; Obstfeld, 2012; Semmler and Tahri, 2017; Cavdar and Aydin, 2015).



Finally, GEDI evaluates technological sophistication in exports through the proportion of high-tech exports within total manufactured exports.
This indicator identifies economies’ positions in global value chains, distinguishing those with advanced technological integration from
commodity-dependent exporters. For example, although Mexico and Japan have comparable overall export values, Japan’s significantly higher
proportion of high-tech exports clearly indicates superior technological capabilities, deeper integration into global value chains, and stronger
long-term productivity potential.

Social development

Regarding social development, the HDI is recognized for its effectiveness and therefore integrated within GEDI as a component. This index
encompasses three key categories: long and healthy life, knowledge, and a decent standard of living. Collectively, these dimensions address
essential factors critical to reducing poverty and promoting sustainable social progress over the long term (UN, 2019).

Income inequality is another critical determinant of economic development. Reducing income inequality directly contributes to greater individual
and collective development opportunities, enhancing social cohesion and promoting equitable resource distribution, aligning closely with
Sustainable Development Goal 10 (SDG 10), which emphasizes the reduction of inequalities within and among countries (Palma, 2011).
Addressing inequality thus becomes essential not only for fairness but also for effective poverty alleviation and sustainable development.

Gender inequality significantly influences social development outcomes, impacting economic well-being in labor markets and household
settings. Ponthieux and Meurs (2015) highlight how entrenched social norms, and existing public policies contribute to disparities by maintaining
an uneven distribution of paid and unpaid labor, thereby limiting women’s economic opportunities. In many developing countries, gender
inequality arises not only from economic underdevelopment but also from deeply embedded cultural norms. Practices such as patrilocality,
where women traditionally move to their husbands’ households after marriage, and societal expectations regarding female "purity", restrict
women’s access to education, employment opportunities, and broader economic participation. These cultural practices, notably observed in
societies like India and China, contribute to a preference for male offspring and limit the participation of women in both economic and social
spheres (Jayachandran, 2015). While economic growth can alleviate some aspects of gender inequality, addressing it effectively necessitates
carefully designed and culturally sensitive policies that respect each society’s unique characteristics.

By integrating poverty, income inequality, and gender inequality indicators, GEDI provides an assessment of social challenges within emerging
economies. This approach tries to capture complex social dynamics globally. For example, regions such as Latin America illustrate scenarios
characterized by relatively low poverty levels but persistently high-income inequality. Countries like Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay, despite
achieving notable levels of human development, continue facing significant income distribution challenges.

Conversely, other regions present different challenges. Economies such as Iraq in Asia, Moldova in Europe, and Egypt in Africa typically
experience high poverty and pronounced gender inequalities, albeit with relatively lower income inequality. The coexistence of substantial
poverty and gender disparities necessitates targeted and context-specific policy responses, prioritizing educational access, economic
empowerment, and structural reforms that address both poverty alleviation and gender equality effectively.

Reducing poverty and inequality are both critical to sustainable economic development; however, distinct and differentiated policy strategies are
required due to the unique characteristics and root causes of each issue (Palma, 2011; Clark and Hulme, 2010). Thus, GEDI's comprehensive
integration of these social dimensions supports informed policymaking, resource allocation, and effective strategies tailored to diverse
development contexts.

Institutional development

Institutional factors have long been recognized as pivotal for shaping environments conducive to economic development. Early seminal
contributions by Hamilton (1919), followed prominently by North (1990), underscore the critical role institutions play in influencing productive
structures and societal well-being. Although various institutional variables may be relevant, this study specifically addresses three core
dimensions that reflect sound institutional performance: 1) corruption perceptions, 2) financial development, and 3) environmental sustainability.
Collectively, these dimensions represent essential institutional conditions supporting sustainable and inclusive economic development.

Corruption significantly affects economic performance through multiple channels. On the supply side, corruption raises production costs,
impacting price levels and profit margins. It reduces real wages, limits the capital available for investments in research and development or for
the establishment of new enterprises, and facilitates market concentration by erecting barriers to entry (Cuervo-Cazurra, 2016; Shumetie and
Watabaji, 2019). On the demand side, corruption diminishes households’ real income, as individuals must allocate a portion of their resources to
secure services or benefits that would otherwise be less costly. Furthermore, corruption fosters environments of impunity, weakening the rule of
law (Bardhan, 1997; Fagerberg and Srholec, 2017).



The degree of financial development significantly influences economic growth and stability. As financial sectors mature, they provide increased
savings opportunities for households and expand financing sources for businesses. Evaluations of financial sector development typically
consider depth, access, and efficiency within financial institutions and markets. Effective financial development ensures efficient resource
allocation between households and firms and reduces vulnerabilities associated with foreign currency indebtedness (Sahay et al., 2015; Fialho
and Bergeijk, 2016).

Significant financial development gaps exist between developed and emerging economies, explaining the limited access to credit among
businesses in emerging markets (Blancas, 2011). For example, Korea’s financial development indicators have consistently improved since
1980, substantially narrowing its financial development gap relative to developed economies. Conversely, Mexico, illustrating a stagnant
emerging economy, has exhibited minimal progress in financial sector development over the past 25 years (Financial Development Index - IMF,
2016). Thus, incorporating financial sector development indicators into GEDI is essential for accurately distinguishing among emerging
economies based on their financial maturity and economic resilience.

Environmental sustainability represents another fundamental component of institutional development. Within the institutional framework,
sustainable economic growth, environmental stewardship, and resilience in productive processes constitute essential conditions for achieving
long-term productive development (Islam et al.,, 2003; Cobbinah et al., 2015; Svenfelt et al., 2019). Moreover, environmental sustainability
fosters innovation and technological advancement, creating conducive environments for sustained economic progress (Bailey et al., 2018;
Boons et al., 2013; Gibbs and O’Neill, 2016).

4. CONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE DATABASE

The three thematic groups and their respective variables constitute the database used to construct the GEDI. Based on the definition of
emerging economies and the thematic categories identified in section two, each selected variable can be obtained from recognized global data
sources, including World Development Indicators (from WB), International Monetary Fund (IMF), United Nations (UN), Transparency
International, and Yale University. These variables share the characteristics of being global, periodically updated, and derived from widely
recognized and accepted databases (see table 1).

Table 1. Variables of the GEDI

Proxy Variable Source datobase

Productivity GOP per capita by PPP WB-Development Indicators
Structural chonge Manufacture and Sewvice production as o % of 0P WB-Development Indicators
Trade infegrafion Exports/Impors IMF-Intemational finoncial Stafisfics

High-Tech Exports High-tech exports as % of manufactured exports ~ WB-Development Indicators

Poverty Human development index UN-Development Program

Income inequality BNl index WB-Development Indicators

Gender inequality Gender Inequality Index UN-Development Progrom

Corruption Coruption perception index Transparency Intemational

Financial development  Financidl development index IMF-Mocroeconomic and financial data
Sustainahility Environmental Performance Index University of Yale

Source: own e|u|:|n ration.

GEDI faces certain limitations related to data periodicity and availability. For example, indicators such as high-tech exports (WB), GINI
coefficients (WB), and the Environmental Performance Index (Yale University) are not consistently updated annually for all countries. To address
these limitations, periodic updates of GEDI may apply complementary methodologies such as interpolation, imputation techniques, or multi-year
averages to maintain consistent and reliable comparisons.

The GEDI estimation procedure comprises two steps:

1) Each variable is normalized by applying the following formula (equation).
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2) The GEDI is calculated as the geometric mean of the normalized variables using equation 2.
. _ Mn 1
ipe = [T (x) /. )

Where:

X
X, = GDprmm-m; Xy = GDPyyes%; x5 = E;

Y= x, = HighTech,; x5 = HDI; xz = GINI; x, = GII;

x3=C.Pf; xg=FDlr:x10=EP!

Figure 3 presents the data obtained from the GEDI for each analyzed variable across the set of economies studied. An immediate observation
from these graphs is the differing slopes of the trend curves between developed and emerging economies. If the slopes were identical for all
variables across these two groups, the existing WB income classification could sufficiently differentiate economic performance. However, the
differing slopes observed indicate that GEDI effectively captures multidimensional differences between these groups. This underscores GEDI’s
capacity to accurately distinguish structural, institutional, and social characteristics, thereby providing more nuanced differentiation between

emerging and developed economies.

Figure 3. Analysis of the variables used in the GEDI
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Figure 3.5. Relationship between GEOI and Human development index in 2017 Figure 3.6. Relationship between GEDI and GINI Index (inverse)™* in 2017
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Discrepancies between emerging and developed economies are evident when analyzing variables according to economy type (developed,
emerging, and least developed countries—LDC, see figure 3). These results emphasize the importance of public policies aimed at increasing
productivity, reducing income and gender inequalities, strengthening institutional frameworks, and developing financial systems.

Variables such as HDI, exports-to-imports ratio, and Environmental Performance Index reveal that developed economies exhibit relatively
similar levels, clearly above those of least developed countries. Emerging economies, while positioned above LDCs, display considerable
variation, yet remain below developed economies. This development gap may be attributed to comparatively lower economic growth rates and
higher inequality levels (Piketty, 2014; Keeley, 2015; Molero-Simarro, 2016).

Regarding trade balance, most developed economies maintain surplus or balanced positions, contrasting with emerging economies,
underscoring the importance for these countries to strengthen export capacity and reduce import dependence (Thirlwall, 1979; Araujo and Lima,



2007; Awokuse, 2008). Finally, the behavior of high-tech exports and the share of manufacturing and services in GDP highlights structural
differences between developed and emerging economies, confirming that structural change is necessary but not sufficient alone to achieve a

full transition from emerging to developed status.

The second step consists of estimating the GEDI using equation 2; the results for each economy are presented in Appendix 1 of this document.
Table 2 classifies each country into four categories—developed, successful emerging, emerging, and vulnerable—based on their GEDI scores.
These classification thresholds were established by dividing the GEDI score distribution into quartiles. This quartile-based method uses the
segmentation naturally present in the data, creating statistically supported boundaries that reflect the multidimensional characteristics of the
economies analyzed. This approach ensures that each category represents distinct levels of economic performance, thereby reinforcing the
internal coherence and analytical validity of GEDI for comparative assessments.

Table 2. Classification of GEDI

(lassification Valves

Developed economy 0.620 < GEDI
Successful emerging economy 0.417 < 6EDI < 0.620
Emerging economy 0.222 < GEDI < 0.417
Vulnerable economy BEDI < 0.222

Source: own elaboration.

According to the GEDI results, economies are classified into four categories: developed (27), successful emerging (32), emerging (45), and
vulnerable (25) (see figure 4).

Figure 4. Classification of economies based on the GEDI
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Figure 5 compares histograms of the GEDI, WB income classification, and HDI, allowing validation of GEDI’s consistency and robustness. The
GEDI histogram shows a cluster of economies—such as Singapore, Switzerland, and Ireland—with the highest levels of development across
productive, social, and institutional dimensions. In contrast, twenty-five economies fall into the vulnerable category, indicating clear
developmental gaps. Between these groups are eighty-eight emerging economies, representing diverse and intermediate development stages
globally. This distribution highlights GEDI’s capacity to identify differences among economies that traditional classifications may overlook.

Figure 5. Distribution histogram for HDI, income classification by WB and GEDI



5.1. Histogram for the GEDI
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The data distribution for the WB income classification (see figure 5.2.) shows a high concentration of economies classified as high income,
including Switzerland, Greece, Lithuania, Puerto Rico, and Trinidad and Tobago. This classification places 36% of countries in the high-income
category and 14% in the low-income category. Such distribution reflects significant variation in income levels across countries (Madruefio-
Aguilar, 2017).

The HDI histogram (see figure 5.3.) presents a more balanced distribution but identifies 14% of the countries as experiencing substantial delays
in economic development. In contrast, 25% of countries are categorized as highly developed, including economies like Argentina, Oman, and
Greece. The HDI results also show that countries such as Iran (0.799) have higher development scores compared to Mexico (0.765), Brazil
(0.760), South Africa (0.704), and Egypt (0.696). Additionally, according to HDI values, the development levels of Peru (0.756) and China
(0.753) appear similar.

The GEDI results provide insights that differ from traditional development indices. For instance, Malaysia ranks higher than Portugal and
Greece, while Peru, Tunisia, and the Philippines are positioned above Saudi Arabia and South Africa. These outcomes demonstrate GEDI's
capacity to capture the multidimensional characteristics of development. Observed differences underscore structural, institutional, and social
heterogeneities typically not reflected in income-based rankings. Incorporating variables related to productive structures—such as the share of
manufacturing and services, technological sophistication, and trade dynamics—enables GEDI to include fundamental determinants of economic
development. Consequently, the GEDI offers a comprehensive analytical perspective on the complexities inherent to global development
processes.

6. CONCLUSIONS

GEDI includes 129 countries, accounting for approximately 95% of global GDP, thereby providing a comprehensive basis for cross-country
comparative analysis across different regions and economic contexts. By integrating economic, social, and institutional dimensions into a single
composite measure, GEDI extends beyond traditional income-based metrics or the HDI, offering a more holistic and informative assessment of
development. This multidimensional framework enhances the understanding of development not only by capturing a broader spectrum of each
country’s conditions but also by identifying specific areas requiring intervention and potential opportunities for progress.



The broad and integrative scope of GEDI allows countries to pinpoint aspects that may drive sustainable and inclusive economic advancement
in the long term. By highlighting structural, institutional, and social factors, GEDI serves as a valuable diagnostic tool, facilitating precise and
effective policymaking tailored to each country’s unique developmental trajectory. Such comprehensive analysis becomes especially critical in
the contemporary global environment, characterized by economic convergence and the imperative of structural transformation. Effective public
policy in this context demands nuanced, multidimensional diagnostics to adequately address the complexity and diversity of global economic
development paths.

GEDI helps clarify why countries like China, despite generating roughly 16% of global GDP, continue facing substantial social challenges,
including pronounced income inequality (GINI index of 0.385) and notable corruption levels (Corruption Perception Index score of 41 out of
100). In Bulgaria, although human development (HDI of 0.807) and income equality (GINI index of 0.373) metrics are relatively satisfactory,
significant productivity and technological limitations persist. Specifically, high-tech exports constitute only 9.66% of Bulgaria’s total
manufacturing exports, reflecting broader structural deficiencies despite manufacturing and services representing 72% of its GDP. Contrastingly,
Vietnam presents a different scenario. Despite robust high-tech exports, accounting for 41% of its manufacturing exports, and comparable
levels of income distribution to Bulgaria and Mexico, the Vietnamese economy still heavily depends on primary activities, which represent
approximately 44% of its GDP. Thus, while China primarily faces social disparities, Bulgaria confronts technological and productivity constraints,
and Vietnam requires significant structural transformation.

These detailed insights illustrate GEDI’s capacity to identify the precise developmental needs and challenges faced by individual economies,
thereby enabling more efficient and targeted resource allocation across economic, social, and institutional dimensions. Governments and
policymakers can leverage GEDI findings to better identify specific policy areas that need intervention, effectively reducing duplication of efforts
and ensuring more accurate responses to actual developmental requirements. As a result, GEDI not only supports targeted interventions but
also facilitates strategic planning aimed at reducing developmental disparities relative to advanced economies.

By incorporating variables across productive, social, institutional, and environmental domains, GEDI embraces a broader and more
comprehensive conceptualization of development compared to existing indices. Consequently, it offers deeper analytical insights and practical
policy guidance to address the specific and diverse challenges confronting emerging economies.
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Table A1. Estimation of GEDI
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1 D: developed; SE: successful emerging; Em: emerging; V: vulnemble.

Source: own eluboration with the GEDI data of emerging conomies.
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