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Preface

This year has seen Al trickle down into the workplace in a very real way. Behind the scenes, it
capitalizes on the patterns it finds in large amounts of data to better the integration of human
thought and innovation, with tangible results seen variously in employees’ emails written by
ChatGPT, Al bots tracking team meetings, productivity -or emotions -at their desk, and job ads
peppered with Al-related skills requirements.

There’s a lot of talk about using Al to unlock meaningful gains in labor productivity. Here’s a
dead cert: the labor we will employ will be lower paid on average (meaning we will need to rely
less on it), and output will ultimately increase (as productivity increases). But these two effects
will offset each other. How about, though, the far-reaching ripple effects of Al on the prosperity
of economies, given just how much Al will color the waters of talent competitiveness?

This is the stuff of our Center, and in this year’s IMD World Talent Ranking, now in its 11th
edition, Al and its interplay with the socio-economic fabric of economies is where we have put
our spotlight.

When it comes to talent competitiveness, how well companies can both fill new jobs and
develop the skills of existing employees is a requirement that comes high up the list. Some
economies have excellent education systems and yet fail to adequately prepare and/or attract
people for the ever-evolving jobs market. Al is only accentuating this paradox.

Our 2024 report also finds interesting correlations between executives in high-versus
low-income economies’ attitudes towards Al adoption, as well as some gender-specific effects
of Al on executives who perceive automation to be replacing their jobs. Our tailored Executive
Opinion Survey is our starting point for such nuanced findings.

Fragmentations on a political and social level only make the Al debate more involved, as they
take us further from any consensus on what policies should exist. Such divides are particularly
pernicious when it comes to achieving education reform, which is part and parcel of Al’'s best
use.

We already knew that such uncertainty made economies less attractive to talent but what we
particularly take away from the 2024 report is that social exclusion is making matters worse.
We see in the report that follows that the economies in which labor is substituted by Al the
most have more individuals (workers) at risk of broader social exclusion. Such countries are
less enticing for talent, hampering their innovation and overall competitive edge.

When artificial intelligence started to make headlines consistently, the most agile of
governments quickly introduced initiatives to have it taught in schools. Others did nothing.
Why? Like climate change, the task of perfectly taming Al would go well beyond national
boundaries. But even at a national level, there is one very clear conflict of interest: companies
want to increase value whereas governments want to increase job creation and prosperity.

| believe the adoption of Al in the workplace could help tackle long-term challenges facing the
global economy. Our ranking is a hugely valuable reference point for those who are already
knee-deep -or interested in-shaping the way.

v Professor Arturo Bris
Director
IMD World Competitiveness Center
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The socio-economic implications
of Al in the workplace

José Caballero
Senior Economist
IMD World Competitiveness Center

The rapid adoption of artificial intelligence (Al) is transforming industries and reshaping the
global economy in unprecedented ways, creating both opportunities and challenges for talent
competitiveness. Al can augment human capabilities, such as creativity, problem-solving, and
communication. At the same time, the integration of Al introduces complex implications for
talent development, including shifts in conventional approaches to skills development and
acquisition, the emergence of new educational paradigms, and potential disparities in access
to Al-related opportunities.

Furthermore, as Al systems become more adept at handling tasks hitherto performed by
humans, such as data analysis, customer service, and decision-making, economies will
experience disruptions in job security. All in all, Al could drastically alter the workforce through
its potential to replace it, a fact that raises important questions about the resulting social and
economic effects and the repercussions on talent competitiveness.

While Al can bring unparalleled efficiency and productivity, it also threatens widespread job
displacement, particularly in sectors that are dependent on routine tasks and automation.
Additionally, incorporating Al into the workforce can introduce new forms of discrimination,
such as biased algorithms, that may reinforce existing inequalities and have broader social
impacts on marginalized communities. Moreover, as Al systems are increasingly used in hiring,
promotions, and performance evaluations, concerns about fairness and accountability become
crucial.

WCC data, in combination with external data sources, points to some clear challenges that the
adoption of Al may present to the sustainability of talent competitiveness, in line with the wider

impact of Al.

The general paradigm that current research identifies is one of increasing discrimination
across high-to medium-income countries, which Al has the potential to intensify, at least in the

short term.

We asked the participants of our Executive Survey to
reflect on the impact of the adoption of Al on the work-
force, which provides rare insights into Al’s relationship
with various inequalities and biases, as set out in the
previous section.

Our results (Figure 1) show that the majority (58%) of
respondents feel that Al is primarily used to enhance
tasks performed by the workforce. Close to a quarter
of respondents (23%) feel that Al is not yet integrated
into operational processes. A total of 12% reveal that Al
is replacing existing tasks, leading to a reduction in the

workforce, while 7% think Al is leading to employees
quietly quitting or opting for early retirement. In short,
the data highlights both the integration and displacement
effects of Al in the workplace.

Our Executive Survey' enabled us to identify an under-
lying trend of how companies in different economies are
implementing Al. We then focused on the answer “Al is
substituting existing tasks and reducing the workforce”
as it allowed us to explore the notion of whether human
labor might be excluded from work processes through
increasing discrimination.

1 The IMD Executive Opinion Survey was conducted between March and May 2024 among C-level and mid-level managers
from the 67 economies included in the rankings. The total number of responses was 6,612.



The implications of Al for the labor force, as perceived by senior executives
in the IMD Executive Opinion Survey

“I see Al creating a trend characterised by
quiet quitting and early retirement”

“Al is substituting existing tasks
and reducing the workforce”

“Iview Al as an extra tool
being integrated to enhance
tasks performed by the
existing workforce”

Figure1
Source: IMD World Competitiveness Center (2024)

Although the percentage of executives indicating that
Al-and the resulting automation of tasks-is reducing
the workforce is relatively low, through the integration
of external research, we identified a relatively unex-
plored potential impact.2 The ILO’s research shows that
high-income economies are more likely to experience
significant disruptions during the Al adoption phase than
low-income economies, but they are also expected to
obtain greater overall benefits.3

For instance, only 0.4% of jobs in low-income coun-
tries are at risk of Al-led automation, while this figure
increases to 5.5% in high-income countries.

Secondly, the ILO finds that a gender-specific effect
of automating jobs exists, with women’s employment
more than twice as likely to be affected by automation in

high-income countries (7.9% compared to 2.9% of men)
and upper-middle-income countries (2.7% compared
to 1.3% of men). At the same time, it indicates that, in
high-income economies, the likely benefits from Al are
more balanced, with 6.5% of women-dominated employ-
ment expected to profit (compared to 6.7% of men).

Importantly, Al-related job losses concentrated in
female-dominated sectors could jeopardize the progress
made in recent decades towards increasing women’s
participation in the labor market.* Such an impact could
thus lead to greater levels of exclusion. Moreover, in
some economies already experiencing increasing
trends toward exclusion, Al's impact may exacerbate
the situation.

2 Pawel Gmyrek, Janine Berg, and David Bescond. “Generative Al and jobs: A global analysis of potential effects on job

qguantity and quality.” ILO Working Paper 96 (2023).
3 Gmyrek, “Generative Al and jobs....”
4  Gmyrek, “Generative Al and jobs....”
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Figure 2

Source: IMD World Competitiveness Center (2024) and World Justice Project (2023)

The WCC dataset does not have an indicator for exclu-
sion, therefore we used the “absence of discrimination”
indicator from the World Justice Project as a proxy to
capture the exact effects Al could have on exclusion. It
assesses “...whether individuals are free from discrimina-
tion-based on socio-economic status, gender, ethnicity,
religion, national origin, sexual orientation, or gender
identity —with respect to public services, employment,
court proceedings, and the justice system.”® Lower
values in the index indicate greater discrimination, that
is, greater levels of exclusion. Conversely, higher values
mean lower levels of exclusion.

Figure 2 shows that some of the economies in which
our survey’s participants consider Al a replacement
for the workforce have been experiencing declining
levels in the absence of a discrimination index; in other
words, discrimination has been increasing. Specifically,
Figure 2 shows the evolution (from 2019 to 2023) of the
absence of discrimination in a sample of countries that

have relatively high percentages of executives saying
that Al is predominantly a substitution for human labor.
The sample includes Japan, where 24% of survey respon-
dents perceive Al as a replacement, Thailand with 18%,
Singapore with 20%, the United Kingdom with 22%, and
Canada with 22%.

In 2019, Japan showed a value of 0.84 (out of a maximum
of 1) in the absence of discrimination. Since then, it
has undergone a gradual decline, dropping to 0.81 in
2023. Similarly, Canada and Singapore display a steady
decrease. The United Kingdom shows some fluctuations
but an overall decline. For instance, in 2020, its absence
of discrimination index had a value of 0.67, increasing
to0 0.69 in 2022 but declining to 0.68 in 2023. Likewise,
Thailand showed fluctuations throughout the years
observed with an overall downward trend from 0.54 in
2019 to0 0.48 in 2023.

5 World Justice Project, Rule of Law Index. 2023. Available from https://worldjusticeproject.org/rule-of-law-index/



Correlation between economies’ talent competitiveness
and absence of discrimination

100

80

20

0.3 0.4 0.5

°

é USA. Botswana
() i X Cyprus
it Kuwa.lt China Malaysia Poland

&D &0 Py ® Kazakhstan

é Thmlgncl Greece g
o]

E Hungary Chile PY
S India )

% Turkey Colombia

= 40 Mexico s Peru -® ) ®south Africa

% Philippines —9  Nigeria Bulgaria
= Venezuela —® .

[a) Brazil Mongoga

=

Netherlands

Singapore
Luxembourg ® Singapor
Hong Kong SAR Sweden —@® @ Denmark
¥ eNorway
Australp  agerio o Oeigium _
UAE Germany L ] ®Finland
® ®Canada (13 .
Czech Republic stonia
®France @HKorea Rep. ® | ithuania
@Portugal :’g . ) ®s| X
pain ovenia
° [ ‘ ® atvia
Italy \New Zealand
Jordan ) ) Japan
United Kingdom
@®Croatia
@Slovak Republic °
e Romania
Argentina
Ghana
Correlation = 0.695
0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9

Absence of Discrimination Index

Figure 3

Source: IMD World Competitiveness Center (2024) and World Justice Project (2023)

In short, the data shows a general trend of decreasing
absence of discrimination (that is, greater exclusion)
across all five selected countries over the five years. This
is a situation that Al in the workforce has the potential
to intensify.

The data thus suggests that the trend we uncovered
through our survey is currently underway: the five econ-
omies where the answer to our Executive Survey “Al is
mainly substituting tasks and reducing the workforce”
is highest all experience a slight downward trend in the
World Justice Project’s Absence of Discrimination Index.
The data also seems to support the findings of the ILO’s
research previously mentioned.

A decline in the absence of discrimination affects the
capabilities of economies to be talent-competitive.

Figure 3 displays the relationship between talent
competitiveness (that is, our 2024 IMD Talent Ranking)
and the absence of discrimination. As is evident, there is
a strong relationship between the two. In other words,
as economies reduce their levels of exclusion, their

talent competitiveness increases. For instance, Singa-
pore shows the highest absence of discrimination in
Figure 2, and Thailand is the lowest among the sampled
economies. Scores in overall talent competitiveness are
similar with Singapore among the top performers with a
score of about 86 (out of a maximum of 100) compared
to Thailand’s 53 score.

Importantly, in the long-term, greater exclusion affects
the appeal of an economy to highly skilled overseas
staff, which hinders the talent competitiveness of
an economy - both its talent attraction and retention.
Furthermore, attracting and retaining highly skilled
talent fosters innovation and maintains an economy’s
competitive edge. However, discriminatory practices -
whether based on race, gender, age, disability, or sexual
orientation - pose significant challenges in recruiting
and retaining such talent.

Research consistently finds that discrimination not only
discourages highly qualified individuals from joining
organizations but also leads to increased turnover,
decreased job satisfaction, and reduced organizational
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loyalty among existing employees.® Furthermore, discrim-
ination can damage an economy’s reputation, making it
more difficult for enterprises operating in such countries
to attract a diverse range of talent from the outset.

Figure 4 presents the relationship between attracting
and retaining talent, and the absence of discrimination. It
shows that economies with higher values of an absence
of discrimination have higher values of talent attraction
and retention. That is to say, for example, that attracting
and retaining talent becomes more challenging for
economies with lower levels of absence of discrimina-
tion. For instance, Japan reports a higher value (0.81 of
1) of absence of discrimination than Canada (0.62) and
the United Kingdom (0.68). Their scores for attracting
and retaining talent follow a similar pattern, with Japan
scoring 8.56 (out of a maximum of 10), Canada 6.6, and
the United Kingdom 6.54.

In addition, research shows that economies offering
a high quality of life are more successful in attracting
highly skilled individuals. Quality of life encompasses
a broad range of factors, including but not limited
to healthcare, education, work-life balance, cultural
amenities, and environmental quality. These elements
collectively influence not only where individuals choose
to live and work but also how economies and organiza-
tions strategize to attract and retain top talent.

More specifically, quality of life is a fundamental driver of
the mobility of C-level executives. One study concludes
that quality of life is important when highly skilled
individuals make relocation decisions, and ultimately
more so than income-related factors.” Importantly, the
absence of discrimination plays a significant role in
sustaining quality of life.

Figure 5 displays this positive relationship. It shows
that countries with lower levels of discrimination have
higher levels of quality of life. While Norway, for example,
exhibits higher scores (0.83 out of 1) in the absence
of discrimination, the USA presents a 0.48 score and
Hungary 0.40. Likewise, Norway'’s score in quality of life
is 8.61 (out of 10), the USAs is 7.13, and Hungary’s is 4.23.

6 Patrick F. McKay., Derek R. Avery, Scott Tonidandel, Mark A. Morris, Morela Hernandez, and Michelle R. Hebl. “Racial
differences in employee retention: Are diversity climate perceptions the key?.” Personnel psychology 60, no. 1(2007): 35-62.
7 Arturo Bris, Shlomo Ben-Hur, José Caballero, and Marco Pistis. “The macro-contextual drivers of the international mobili-
ty of managers and executives”, Journal of Global Mobility 11, no. 2 (2023): 252-273



2024 IMD World Talent Ranking Results: An Analysis

There are some major fluctuations at the top of the
ranking, except for Switzerland, which remains in first
position. For the first time since the inception of the
ranking in 2014, Singapore joins the top three, in second
position. While Luxembourg drops to third place, Norway
and Hong Kong SAR return to the upper echelons of
the ranking.

Switzerland is able to remain at the top by dominating
the investment and development factor, as well as
the appeal factor. Singapore’s steady rise to the top
is driven by its robust performance in the readiness

Switzerland remains at the top of the overall talent
ranking. While Singapore rises to second place (from
eighth), Luxembourg slightly drops to third (from
second). Sweden returns to the top five reaching the
fourth position (from 10th). Similarly, Demark returns to
the top five moving from seventh to fifth place. Iceland
declines from third to sixth and Norway returns to the
top 10 in the seventh position. The Netherlands drops
to the eighth rank and Hong Kong SAR returns to the
top 10 (for the first time since 2016) in the ninth position.
Austria’s performance continues in a downturn placing
in 10th. Figures 6 and 7 present the evolution of the
overall talent ranking of this year’s top 10 economies
for the period between 2014 and 2024.

Figure 6 reveals interesting trends in how well the top
five economies this year have done, in terms of overall
placings, for the last five years. Switzerland stands out
with its consistent top position throughout the entire
period covered, showcasing its robust and stable talent
pool. Singapore’s remarkable rise from 18th in 2014 to
second place this year highlights its significant strides
in talent competitiveness. Similarly, Luxembourg climbs
from 14th in 2014 to a peak of second place in 2023,
then drops to third in 2024. Nevertheless, it remains
well-positioned.

On the one hand, Sweden and Denmark also perform
well throughout the period. Sweden’s performance has
been consistently robust; it has remained in the top 10
since 2014. It reached its peak in 2021 and 2022, rising
to second place, and dropped to 10th in 2023 before
moving back up to fourth in 2024. Denmark maintained

of its talent pool. Conversely, Luxembourg relies on a
strong investment and development approach to talent
competitiveness.

The 2024 edition of the ranking expands its coverage to
feature 67 economies. So, for the first time, we welcome
Ghana, Nigeria, and Puerto Rico.

a strong second place for seven years before dropping
to fifth and then seventh place in 2023, recovering
slightly to fifth in 2024. On the other hand, Iceland and
Norway present notable fluctuations (see Figure 7).
Iceland’s ranking improved significantly from 18th in
2016 and 2017 to third place in 2022 and 2023, falling
to sixth in 2024. Likewise, Norway advanced from 12th
in 2014 to third in 2018, with some fluctuations during
the intervening years, settling at seventh in 2024

Figure 7 presents the other economies in the top 10 of
the 2024 edition of the rankings, that is the Netherlands,
Hong Kong, and Austria, which show a mix of highs
and lows, indicating varying levels of talent compet-
itiveness over the years. The Netherlands displays a
steady improvement from 11th in 2014 to fifth in 2018
and 2023 but slides to eighth in 2024. Hong Kong has
shown significant improvements from 19th in 2014 to
ninth in 2016, with some fluctuations dropping to 18th
in 2018, and returning to ninth place in 2024. Austria’s
ranking has fluctuated, with a peak at fourth place for
three consecutive years (2017 to 2019) and a gradual
decline to the 10th position in 2024 starting in 2020.

Overall, Figures 6 and 7 illustrate the dynamic nature of
the overall talent competitiveness rankings and under-
line the efforts of different economies to enhance and
sustain their talent pools over the past decade.
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1. Switzerland

Switzerland remains at the top of talent competitiveness.
Its robust performance at the factor level continues at
the core of its competitiveness. It ranks first in investment
and development, first in appeal, and third in readiness.
The country also performs similarly at the indicator
level, ranking at the top in several criteria including
the quality of life that it offers (first), the existence of
a statutory minimum wage (first), the effectiveness
of its health infrastructure (first), the prioritization of
employee training by the private sector (second), the
level of worker motivation (second), and the impact of
‘brain drain’ on its competitiveness (first).

It also leads the ranking in the implementation of
apprenticeship programs (first) and in its attractive-
ness for overseas highly skilled personnel (first). Such
performance highlights Switzerland’s robust healthcare
system, high living standards, and strong ability to attract
and retain skilled professionals. Notwithstanding, Swit-
zerland stagnates in the prioritization of talent attraction
and retention indicator (seventh place). In addition, the
country’s relative weaknesses include the female labor
force (percentage of total labor force, 30th), and the
quality of education (as measured by pupil-teacher ratio)
in primary education (38th), and secondary education
(31st). There are, also, some aspects that may hinder
Switzerland’s talent competitiveness in the future, such
as the percentage of graduates in sciences (26th) and
labor force growth (20th).

2. Singapore

Singapore continues to improve its performance,
reaching second position in the overall talent ranking.
This improvement is mainly driven by its performance
in the readiness factor, where it remains first, and the
appeal factor, where it ranks fifth (moving up from
14th). Its rise in the investment and development factor
from 31st to 22nd also contribute to Singapore’s overall
performance.

Singapore’s strengths at the indicator level include
labor force growth (first), the availability of skilled
labor (first), the availability of finance skills (first), and
the availability of senior managers with significant
international experience (second). Ranking positions in
such strengths represent improvements in Singapore’s
performance underscoring its robust labor market and
access to high skill levels.

Singapore’s lowest-ranking indicator remains the cost-
of-living index (63rd) and the total public expenditure
on education (65th), both of which show a decline in
performance (from 57th and 62nd, respectively). It
ranks, in addition, relatively low in pupil-teacher ratio
in secondary education (36th), pupil-teacher ratio in
primary education (34th), the level of exposure to particle
pollution (28th), and female labor force (20th).

3. Luxembourg

Luxembourg slightly drops in the overall ranking (from
second to third). Its continuous robust performance
is driven by the investment and development factor
(second) and the appeal factor (fourth). Luxembourg,
however, ranks relatively low in readiness (23rd), which
represents a slight improvement (of one spot) in the
factor. At the indicator level, Luxembourg’s strengths
include total public expenditure on education per
student (first), the quality of education as measured by
the pupil-teacher ratio in primary education (third), and
the availability of language skills (fifth). Other strong
performances include the effectiveness of its health
infrastructure (11th) and exposure to particle pollution
(13th).

Luxembourg’s talent competitiveness faces challenges
in female labor force participation (54th), availability
of skilled labor (53rd), availability of competent senior
managers (46th), and the level of worker motivation
(34th). The country also ranks relatively low in the prior-
itization of employee training (30th), the effectiveness
of university education (30th), the effectiveness of
management education (28th), and labor force growth
(27th). Although, Luxembourg improves in the imple-
mentation of apprenticeships (26th from 28th) and in
the PISA educational assessment (31st from 34th), its
performance in both indicators remains relatively weak.

4. Sweden

Sweden rises to fourth place (from 10th) as a result of
improvements across all talent competitiveness factors.
It ranks eighth in investment and development, sixth in
appeal, and seventh in readiness. At the indicator level,
Sweden ranks well in the levels of exposure to particle
pollution (third), total public expenditure on education
(fifth), the impact of brain drain (seventh), and the prior-
itization of employee training (fifth).



In addition, Sweden experiences improvements in
several indicators including the availability of finance
skills (third), the level of worker motivation (fourth), the
availability of competent senior managers (fifth), the
availability of skilled labor (eighth), the prioritization of
talent attraction and retention (11th), and the implemen-
tation of apprenticeships schemes (15th). Such perfor-
mances underscore Sweden’s significant investment
in education, highly motivated workforce, and strong
presence of highly skilled talent. Among its relative
weaknesses are the quality of education as captured
by the pupil-teacher ratio (25th for primary schools
and 37th for secondary schools, the latter representing
one of its lowest-ranking positions), labor force growth
(30th), and student mobility inbound (30th).

5. Denmark

Denmark improves to the fifth spot. At the factor level,
it remains in leading positions in the investment and
development (sixth dropping from fourth) and readiness
(remaining in fifth) factors. However, the country’s perfor-
mance in the appeal factor (38th) remains relatively
deficient. At the indicator level, the country’s strengths
include the prioritization of employee training by the
private sector, the level of worker motivation, and the
fair implementation of justice, ranking first in all three
criteria. Other strengths are the impact of brain drain
(second), the prioritization of attracting and retaining
talents (third), the availability of skilled labor (third),
and the quality of life (fourth). Denmark ranks relatively
low in the percentage of graduates in sciences (30th).
Other relative weaknesses include quality of secondary
education (29th in pupil-teacher ratio for secondary
education) and labor force growth (33rd). Its lowest
rankings are in the cost-of-living index (59th) and the
collected personal income tax (64th).

6. Iceland

Iceland’s decline in the overall ranking to the sixth
position (from third) is mainly the result of its perfor-
mance in the readiness factor in which it drops to the
20th rank. Although it remains in top positions in the
investment and development factor (fourth) and the
appeal factor (seventh). Iceland performs robustly in
statutory minimum wage (second), exposure to particle
pollution (second), quality of life (third), and total public
expenditure on education (fourth). The country also

displays strong performance in the impact of brain drain
(sixth), worker motivation (eighth), and the prioritization
of talent attraction and retention (eighth).

The country also experiences a negative turn in business
confidence steeply dropping in several survey-based
criteria such as in the effectiveness of its management
education (16th), the effectiveness of its health infra-
structure (28th), the prioritization of employee training
(33rd), and its attractiveness for foreign highly skilled
personnel (43rd). Iceland’s performance is sluggish in
the percentage of graduates in sciences (55th), the
availability of senior managers with significant inter-
national experience (54th), and the implementation of
apprenticeships (51st). Among other low-performance
indicators are female labor force participation (38th),
the PISA educational assessment (38th), and collected
personal income tax (62nd, its lowest-ranking position).

7. Norway

Norway returns to the top 10 after moving from 11th to
seventh. The improvement originates in its performance
in the investment and development factor (sixth to
third), and the appeal factor (20th to 13th). The country
remains in the 15th position in the readiness factor.
Norway performs robustly in the availability of skilled
labor (second), the quality of education in primary and
secondary schools (pupil-teacher ratio, fourth and
seventh, respectively), exposure to particle pollution
(fourth), the level of worker motivation (fifth), the effec-
tive implementation of apprenticeship programs (sixth),
the prioritization of employee training (seventh) and the
availability of finance skills (seventh).

Other favorable performances are in the quality of
life it offers (ninth), the prioritization of talent attrac-
tion and retention (10th), the effectiveness of its
health infrastructure (12th), and the fair implemen-
tation of justice (13th). Among Norway'’s relatively
low-ranking performances are female labor force
participation (23rd), Graduates in Sciences (33rd),
the PISA educational assessment (33rd), total public
investment in education (35th), and labor force growth
(37th). Norway also ranks low in student mobility
inbound and cost of living (39th in both indicators).



8. The Netherlands

The Netherlands declines to the eighth position (from
fifth) largely due to its performance in the readiness
factor in which it drops to the eighth rank (from second).
It remains in third place in the appeal factor and 16th
in the investment and development factor. Among
the indicators, the country ranks robustly in the avail-
ability of language skills (third), in the effectiveness of
its management education (fourth), the prioritization
of talent attraction and retention (fourth), and the
implementation of apprenticeship schemes (fifth). The
Netherlands also ranks strongly in the effectiveness of
health infrastructure (sixth), student mobility inbound
(eighth), and attracting foreign highly skilled personnel
(eighth). The country, however, ranks 44th in the quality
of education in primary education (pupil-teacher ratio),
54th in secondary education (its lowest-ranking position),
and 48th in the percentage of graduates in sciences.
The Netherlands’ relative weaknesses include total
public investment in education (25th) and the availability
of skilled labor (33rd). In addition, its ranking in the
cost-of-living index (52nd) continues to drop as do the
PISA educational assessment (25th from 34th) and the
percentage of the female labor force (22nd from 27th).

9. Hong Kong SAR

In the ninth position, Hong Kong SAR joins the top 10 for
the first time since 2016. Its performance is driven by
improvement across all talent competitiveness factors:
fourth from sixth position in readiness, 13th from 15th
in investment and development, and 28th from 32nd in
the appeal factor. At the indicator level, Hong Kong’s
strengths include graduates in sciences (first), female
labor force participation (second), availability of finance
skills (fifth), and the effectiveness of management
education (fifth). PISA educational assessment (sixth)
is also a strength. Among its relative weaknesses are
its attractiveness for foreign highly skilled talent (26th),
the availability of skilled labor (26th), the quality of
life it offers (29th), and the impact of brain drain on its
competitiveness (33rd).

Hong Kong reaches its lowest-ranking position in the
cost-of-living index (64th), total investment in education
(50th) followed by labor growth (46th), and exposure to
particle pollution (44th). The quality of its primary and
secondary education as measured by the pupil-teacher
ratio also ranks relatively low (24th and 21st, respectively)
as does the prioritization of employee training (23rd).

10. Austria

Austria drops slightly to 10th position. At the factor
level, while it drops to seventh (from fifth) in investment
and development, Austria slightly improves to 11th
(from 12th) in appeal and 17th (from 18th) in readiness.
Among Austria’s strengths are quality of life (second),
implementation of apprenticeship programs (second),
prioritization of employee training (third), talent attraction
and retention (fifth), remuneration of management (sixth),
student mobility inbound (sixth), and the percentage
of graduates in sciences (seventh). It also performs
strongly in the total public expenditure on education
per student (eighth) and the effectiveness of its health
infrastructure (ninth).

Austria’s performance is weak in collected personal
income tax (50th), in the availability of competent senior
managers (52nd), the cost-of-living index (53rd), and
the availability of skilled labor (61st). The latter is the
country’s lowest-ranking position. There are other areas
of potential future concern which include labor force
growth (43rd), total investment in education (33rd), the
country’s attractiveness for overseas highly skilled staff
(33rd), and female labor participation (26th).



In this section, we introduce a sample of countries that over the last five years have performed robustly in each
of the talent competitiveness factors. That is, the top performers in the investment and development, appeal,
and readiness factors during the period between 2020 and 2024.

2.4.1 Investment and development factor ranking evolution, 2020-2024

Switzerland (not shown in the following figure —
Figure 8) consistently ranks first in investment and
development of talent throughout the period observed
which underlines its commitment to the development of
its workforce. Figure 8 displays the evolution of some
of the top performers in investment and development.
Denmark experienced some fluctuations dropping from

second in 2020 to sixth in 2024. During the period,
Iceland remains stable, maintaining fourth position,
although it reached third in 2023. Similarly, Luxembourg
remains largely in the second position except for 2020
and 2022 when it ranked third. Norway and Sweden show
similar stable patterns between 2020 and 2022, declining
in 2023 but increasing their ranking positions in 2024.

2.4.2 Appeal factor ranking evolution, 2020-2024

As in the case of appeal, Switzerland (not shown in the
following figure - Figure 9) leads the factor rankings
between 2020 and 2024, highlighting its attractiveness
for talent. In Figure 9, the Netherlands also maintains
a stable position, consistently ranking third from 2021
to 2024. Australia displays a steady improvement,
moving from 16th in 2020 to ninth this year. On the one
hand, Ireland experiences a significant upward trend,

improving from 12th in 2020 to second in 2024; and
Singapore presents robust improvements, moving from
22nd to fifth during the same period. On the other hand,
Germany displays a mixed trend, peaking at fifth in 2023
before dropping to 10th in 2024.

Evolution of the Investment and Development factor (IMD World Talent Ranking)
2020-2024, selected economies
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Figure 8
Source: IMD World Competitiveness Center (2024)



2.4.3 Readiness factor ranking evolution, 2020-2024

In the readiness factor rankings, Singapore (not shownin Conversely, the UAE shows significant improvements,
the following figure -Figure 10) consistently ranks first moving from third in 2020 to second in 2024 after
throughout the period, indicating a strong and stable declining to the seventh position in 2022. Ireland’s perfor-
talent pool. Figure 10 shows that Hong Kong maintains mance in this factor also displays a strong improvement
a strong position, regularly ranking within the top six, from 11th place in 2021 to sixth in 2024.

peaking in first place in 2021. In addition, the figure

reveals that the Netherlands experiences some drastic

fluctuations, reaching second in 2023 before dropping to

eighth in 2024. Finland exhibits similar patterns, peaking

at fourth in 2022 before dropping to ninth in 2024.

Evolution of the Appeal (IMD World Talent Ranking)
2020-2024, selected economies
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Overall takeaways

The 2024 IMD World Talent Ranking results show that
Switzerland remains at the forefront of talent compet-
itiveness. That said, Singapore’s rise from 18th position
in 2014 to second place this year may pose a challenge
to Swiss domination in the near future. Nordic countries
-such as Denmark, Norway, and Sweden-bounced back
from the declines they experienced in 2023, signaling
the robustness of their talent pipeline in terms of
absorbing disruptions.

Talent competitiveness in the Al era requires a reas-
sessment of educational systems and corporate training
programs to ensure workers possess the skills needed
to succeed in an increasingly automated world.

The potential that the adoption of Al has to replace
human labor could increase exclusion, which would
likely significantly exacerbate already increasing levels
of discrimination in some economies.

Furthermore, Al adoption could be detrimental to the
attraction and retention of talent, and to quality-of-life
levels in certain economies, which could ultimately
hamper their long-term talent competitiveness.

Al’'s potential to replace human labor raises not only
crucial questions about the future of work but also
certain disparities. In other words, integrating Al into
workforce processes is not merely a technological chal-
lenge but a socio-economic and political one, requiring
careful consideration of how to balance technological
advancement with the workforce’s well-being.

As Al continues to advance, its dual role as a tool for
enhancing human capabilities and replacing human
labor will increasingly permeate discussions on talent
competitiveness.

Ultimately, we argue that the countries where there
is a higher likelihood of Al replacing human labor -as
captured by our survey-are also countries where there
has been an increase in discrimination during the last few
years. While it is impossible to establish whether such
exclusion trends are related to Al, we do know that Al
has the potential to worsen conditions of discrimination
because it can replace people who will then be forced
out of the labor market. Some are likely to undergo
retraining, but others, such as older workers, may not
have that option. The question of how this will affect
talent competitiveness will be crucial for managing the
different stages of Al adoption in the workplace.

Discrimination from Al, or indeed discrimination in
general, can reduce talent attraction and retention and
reduce quality of life-both of which are important for the
sustainability of talent competitiveness. Currently, the
limited availability of relevant data makes it unfeasible
to conduct in-depth studies about the consequences
of Al replacing human labor. However, our research
gives policymakers a heads-up that they should start
streamlining relevant regulations-educational and labor
market policies, for instance -to minimize the impact of
the potential exclusion.
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The 2024 IMD World
Talent Ranking

01 Switzerland | 100.00
02 Singapore ] 85.65
03 Luxembourg ] 81.69
04 Sweden | 81.02
05 Denmark | 78.49
06 Iceland | 77.94
07 Norway | 77.92
08 Netherlands | 77.88
09 Hong Kong SAR | 77.22
10 Austria | 77.17
11 Ireland . 76.89
12 Belgium | 76.67
13 Finland | 73.38
14 Australia | 73.36
15 Germany I 72.79
16 Israel ] 7212
17 UAE L 71.06
18 Taiwan (Chinese Taipei) NGNS 70.36
19 Canada | 70.24
20 Estonia I 70.08
21 USA . 66.84
22 Botswana | 65.79
23 Lithuania | 65.04
24 France | 65.01
25 Portugal | 64.02
26 Korea Rep. | 63.57
27 United Kingdom ] 61.71
28 Slovenia | 60.97
29 Cyprus | 60.94
30 Czech Republic | 60.80

The IMD World Talent Ranking 2024 shows the overall ranking for 67 economies. The
economies are ranked from the most to the least competitive, and the change from the
previous year’s ranking are also shown. The scores are actually indices (0-100) generated for
the unique purpose of constructing graphics.
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Selected Breakdowns

Switzerland
Luxembourg
Sweden
Denmark
Iceland
Norway
Netherlands
Austria
Ireland
Belgium
Finland
Germany
Israel

UAE
Estonia
Botswana
Lithuania
France
Portugal
United Kingdom
Slovenia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Kuwait
Saudi Arabia
Spain
Latvia
Poland
Kazakhstan
Bahrain
Italy

Qatar
Greece
Jordan
Hungary
Croatia
Romania
Slovak Republic
South Africa
Tarkiye
Nigeria
Bulgaria
Ghana

100.00
81.69
81.02
78.49
77.94
77.92
77.88
77.17
76.89
76.67
73.38
72.79
72.12
71.06
70.08
65.79
65.04
65.01
64.02
61.71
60.97
60.94
60.80
60.49
60.16
59.22
58.85
58.78
58.76
57.43
57.42
57.01
54.33
49.46
48.02
47.29
43.13
42.77
41.21
40.63
39.27
38.18
33.06



Singapore

Hong Kong SAR
Australia
Taiwan (Chinese Taipei)
Korea Rep.
Malaysia

China

New Zealand
Japan
Indonesia
Thailand

India

Philippines
Mongolia

Canada
USA
Puerto Rico
Chile
Colombia
Argentina
Peru
Mexico
Venezuela
Brazil

85.65
77.22
73.36
70.36
63.57
59.44
58.18
57.69
55.89
53.40
52.59
40.47
35.44
26.47

70.24
66.84
53.69
50.31
41.87
41.19
40.19
36.32
31.73
30.45



Switzerland
Singapore
Luxembourg
Sweden
Denmark
Iceland

Norway
Netherlands
Hong Kong SAR
Austria

Ireland

Belgium
Finland
Australia
Germany

Israel

UAE

Taiwan (Chinese Taipei)
Canada
Estonia

USA

Lithuania
France
Portugal

Korea Rep.
United Kingdom
Slovenia
Cyprus

Czech Republic
Kuwait

Saudi Arabia
Spain

Latvia

Poland

New Zealand
Bahrain

Italy

Qatar

Japan

Greece

Puerto Rico
Hungary
Croatia

Slovak Republic

Botswana
Malaysia
Kazakhstan
China
Indonesia
Thailand
Chile
Jordan
Romania
Colombia
South Africa
Argentina
Turkiye
India

Peru
Nigeria
Bulgaria
Mexico
Philippines
Ghana
Venezuela
Brazil
Mongolia

100.00
85.65
81.69
81.02
78.49
77.94
77.92
77.88
77.22
77.17
76.89
76.67
73.38
73.36
72.79
72.12
71.06
70.36
70.24
70.08
66.84
65.04
65.01
64.02
63.57
61.71
60.97
60.94
60.80
60.49
60.16
59.22
58.85
58.78
57.69
57.43
57.42
57.01
55.89
54.33
53.69
48.02
47.29
42.77

65.79
59.44
58.76
58.18
53.40
52.59
50.31
49.46
43.13
41.87
41.21
41.19
40.63
40.47
40.19
39.27
38.18
36.32
35.44
33.06
31.73
30.45
26.47



Australia
Germany

Taiwan (Chinese Taipei)

Canada
USA
France
Korea Rep.
United Kingdom
Saudi Arabia
Malaysia
Spain
Poland
Kazakhstan
China

Italy

Japan
Indonesia
Thailand
Colombia
South Africa
Argentina
Tirkiye
India

Peru
Nigeria
Mexico
Philippines
Ghana
Venezuela
Brazil

Switzerland
Singapore
Luxembourg
Sweden
Denmark
Iceland
Norway
Netherlands
Hong Kong SAR
Austria
Ireland
Belgium
Finland
Israel

UAE

Estonia
Botswana
Lithuania
Portugal
Slovenia
Cyprus
Czech Republic
Kuwait
Latvia

New Zealand
Bahrain
Qatar
Greece
Puerto Rico
Chile

Jordan
Hungary
Croatia
Romania
Slovak Republic
Bulgaria
Mongolia

73.36
72.79
70.36
70.24
66.84
65.01
63.57
61.71
60.16
59.44
59.22
58.78
58.76
58.18
57.42
55.89
53.40
52.59
41.87
41.21
41.19
40.63
40.47
40.19
39.27
36.32
35.44
33.06
31.73
30.45

100.00
85.65
81.69
81.02
78.49
77.94
77.92
77.88
77.22
77.17
76.89
76.67
73.38
72.12
71.06
70.08
65.79
65.04
64.02
60.97
60.94
60.80
60.49
58.85
57.69
57.43
57.01
54.33
53.69
50.31
49.46
48.02
47.29
43.13
42.77
38.18
26.47



Selected Breakdowns

INVESTMENT & DEVELOPMENT

The investment in and development of home-grown talent

Switzerland
Luxembourg
Norway
Iceland
Israel
Denmark
Austria
Sweden
Belgium
Estonia
Finland
Kuwait
Hong Kong SAR
Germany
Australia
Netherlands
Cyprus
Latvia

USA
Lithuania
Spain
Singapore
Canada
France
Kazakhstan
Korea Rep.

Taiwan (Chinese Taipei)

Botswana
Portugal
Croatia
Slovenia
Czech Republic
Italy

Poland
Ireland
Japan
Greece
Hungary
United Kingdom
New Zealand
China
Puerto Rico
Malaysia
Saudi Arabia
Argentina
Thailand
Bulgaria
Slovak Republic
UAE

Chile

Qatar
Indonesia
Peru

Bahrain
Tirkiye
Romania
South Africa
Brazil
Colombia
Jordan
Mongolia
Venezuela
Ghana
Philippines
Nigeria

India

Mexico

93.43
87.95
81.12
79.83
79.62
79.31
78.71
75.72
74.20
68.27
67.68
65.93
65.32
64.92
62.15
62.14
60.73
60.49
60.30
59.87
58.31
57.56
57.48
57.43
57.33
57.25
57.22
56.36
55.58
54.04
53.17
51.54
51.32
50.81
50.16
48.85
48.41
48.12
47.54
44.38
43.54
43.35
42.74
42.02
40.57
38.66
37.54
36.33
35.62
30.68
30.59
29.44
28.96
25.29
24.95
24.86
21.77
20.09
19.75
16.77
10.61
10.50

8.49

3.21

2.04

1.71

0.00



APPEAL

The extent to which a country taps into the overseas talent pool

Score
Switzerland | 89.32
Ireland | 73.19
Netherlands | 69.92
Luxembourg | 66.38
Singapore | 64.42
Sweden | 62.09
Iceland | 60.81
Belgium | 60.79
Australia ] 59.92
Germany | 59.77
Austria | 58.49
UAE | 58.04
Norway | 57.61
USA | 55.93
Taiwan (Chinese Taipei) L ———————— 55.72
Canada | 54.85
Indonesia | 54.19
Saudi Arabia 1 — 54.17
Japan | 53.65
France | 53.64
Estonia I 51.06
Finland I 50.90
Bahrain | 50.37
Chile | 50.25
United Kingdom I 49.90
New Zealand I 49.85
Thailand I 49.66
Hong Kong SAR I 49.30
Czech Republic ] 49.05
Puerto Rico | 48.93
Lithuania | 48.61
Malaysia | 48.60
Spain | 48.59
Cyprus I 48.36
Korea Rep. ] 47.86
Botswana | 47 .46
Colombia | 47.19
Denmark | 47.16
Slovenia | 47.02
Israel | 46.46
Mexico I 45.93
Jordan I 45.34
Poland | 45.20
Qatar ] 44.75
Portugal | 44.38
Kazakhstan I 44.19
Italy | 42.04
China I 41.90
Greece | 41.62
Romania I 39.05
Peru | 38.60
Latvia | 38.51
India | 36.87
Philippines I 36.73
Croatia I 35.96
Turkiye I 35.49
Hungary | 35.11
Brazil I 34.38
Slovak Republic L — 34.23
Nigeria — 33.30
South Africa I 32.98
Kuwait I 30.74
Bulgaria L —— 27.55
Ghana | —— 27.41
Venezuela I 24.99
Argentina — 21.24
Mongolia ] 18.89
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Selected Breakdowns

READINESS

The availability of skills and competencies in the talent pool

Score
Singapore | 100.00
UAE | 84.56
Switzerland | 82.29
Hong Kong SAR | 82.09
Denmark | 74.04
Ireland | 72.37
Sweden | 70.28
Netherlands | 66.61
Finland | 66.60
Canada | 63.42
Taiwan (Chinese Taipei) L ———————— 63.19
Australia | 63.05
Bahrain | 61.68
Qatar | 60.73
Norway .| 60.08
Belgium | 60.05
Austria | 59.35
Germany | 58.74
Botswana | 58.60
Iceland ] 58.23
Portugal | 57.13
Estonia | 55.95
Luxembourg | 55.78
Israel | 55.32
China | 54 .15
United Kingdom L ————— 52.73
Malaysia I 52.00
Lithuania I 51.68
Jordan ] 51.31
Korea Rep. | 50.64
Kuwait | 49.83
USA | 49.35
Saudi Arabia L — 49.32
France | 48.99
India I 47.88
Slovenia | 47.76
Nigeria | 47.51
Czech Republic L ——— 46.85
Poland | 45.38
Italy ] 43.95
New Zealand I 43.87
Latvia I 42.59
Indonesia I 41.62
Kazakhstan I 39.80
Cyprus 1 38.78
Greece | 38.01
Spain | 35.82
Chile I 35.05
Thailand I 34.49
South Africa | —— 33.92
Puerto Rico I 33.83
Philippines e —— 31.41
Romania I 30.52
Japan L —— 30.21
Ghana I 28.31
Mexico | —— 28.07
Argentina L — 26.81
Turkiye — 26.50
Hungary | — 25.86
Venezuela I 24.74
Colombia | — 23.72
Slovak Republic | —— 22.77
Peru [ — 18.06
Croatia | — 16.90
Mongolia | — 14.96
Bulgaria | — 14.50
Brazil u 1.91







Factor Rankings: five-year overview

INVESTMENT &
OVERALL DEVELOPMENT

& N N & N & 8 & I

& & & & & & & & & &
Argentina 47 54 56 54 56 43 47 49 46 45
Australia 13 20 18 18 14 18 22 21 18 15
Austria 06 06 08 09 10 06 06 06 05 07
Bahrain - - 35 27 40 - - 48 50 54
Belgium 16 13 13 04 12 08 08 09 08 09
Botswana - 44 43 40 22 - 38 35 33 28
Brazil 59 60 57 63 66 56 54 55 56 58
Bulgaria 55 58 59 58 61 45 45 46 42 47
Canada 08 15 11 13 19 19 24 20 19 23
Chile 41 48 47 50 48 48 46 50 54 50
China 40 36 40 41 38 42 43 42 45 41
Colombia 58 55 61 57 54 58 58 58 57 59
Croatia 53 49 42 46 51 32 34 25 29 30
Cyprus 17 24 22 29 29 14 15 17 24 17
Czech Republic 39 37 29 21 30 40 41 34 26 32
Denmark 02 05 05 07 05 02 03 02 04 06
Estonia 19 19 17 17 20 10 12 10 13 10
Finland 12 08 06 06 13 12 10 11 11 11
France 28 25 23 24 24 27 21 24 30 24
Germany 11 10 10 12 15 11 11 12 12 14
Ghana - - - - 64 - - - - 63
Greece 37 33 37 37 44 30 29 29 34 37
Hong Kong SAR 14 11 14 16 09 23 14 13 15 13
Hungary 50 42 44 48 50 35 32 36 37 38
Iceland 04 07 03 03 06 04 04 04 03 04
India 62 56 52 56 58 63 64 61 63 66
Indonesia 45 50 51 47 46 52 53 53 52 52
Ireland 18 17 15 14 11 39 39 38 39 35
Israel 22 22 20 19 16 09 09 08 07 05
Italy 36 35 36 42 41 33 31 28 32 33
Japan 38 39 41 43 43 36 36 37 36 36
Jordan 49 40 49 52 49 60 56 57 58 60
Kazakhstan 44 41 39 38 37 41 42 30 28 25
Korea Rep. 31 34 38 34 26 28 28 31 22 26
Kuwait - - - 28 31 - - - 10 12
Latvia 33 30 27 39 35 15 16 14 21 18
Lithuania 27 29 26 23 23 13 18 18 17 20
Luxembourg 03 03 07 02 03 03 02 03 02 02
Malaysia 25 28 33 33 33 34 33 39 40 43
Mexico 56 59 58 59 62 62 63 63 64 67
Mongolia 63 61 62 64 67 59 59 60 61 61
Netherlands 10 09 09 05 08 16 17 16 16 16
New Zealand 21 18 31 31 39 29 27 33 38 40
Nigeria - - - - 60 - - - - 65
Norway 07 04 04 11 07 05 05 05 06 03
Peru 51 62 46 55 59 54 61 52 55 53
Philippines 48 57 54 60 63 61 62 62 62 64
Poland 35 45 50 44 36 24 35 41 35 34
Portugal 26 26 24 25 25 22 25 22 27 29
Puerto Rico - - - - 45 - - - - 42
Qatar 29 31 34 30 42 44 44 44 49 51
Romania 57 51 55 53 52 53 55 54 53 56
Saudi Arabia 34 38 30 36 32 37 37 32 41 44
Singapore 09 12 12 08 02 21 23 27 31 22
Slovak Republic 61 52 48 51 53 49 48 43 44 48
Slovenia 30 27 25 26 28 20 19 19 20 31
South Africa 52 63 60 61 55 57 60 56 59 57
Spain 32 32 32 32 34 31 30 26 25 21
Sweden 05 02 02 10 04 07 07 07 09 08
Switzerland 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01
Taiwan (Chinese Taipei) 20 16 19 20 18 25 20 23 23 27
Thailand 43 43 45 45 47 51 51 47 47 46
Tarkiye 46 53 53 49 57 46 52 51 51 85
UAE 24 23 21 22 17 55 50 45 48 49
United Kingdom 23 21 28 35 27 38 40 40 43 39
USA 15 14 16 15 21 17 13 15 14 19

Venezuela 60 64 63 62 65 50 57 59 60 62




APPEAL READINESS
S & 8 & & S 3 8 & &
& &8 & & § & & & & &
52 59 60 62 66 51 56 59 48 57 Argentina
16 19 14 13 09 04 24 17 17 12 Australia
11 08 10 12 11 12 14 15 18 17 Austria
- - 16 24 23 - - 33 10 13 Bahrain
17 17 18 06 08 22 15 16 08 16 Belgium
- 48 36 36 36 - 51 56 50 19 Botswana
45 46 44 54 58 63 64 63 64 67 Brazil
57 61 61 60 63 57 62 61 62 66 Bulgaria
03 13 12 07 16 07 16 10 11 10 Canada
30 23 28 35 24 48 58 47 49 48 Chile
56 51 52 52 48 26 22 21 25 25 China
37 42 47 39 37 60 57 62 59 61 Colombia
61 58 54 57 55 62 54 46 55 64 Croatia
24 28 29 40 34 14 30 23 34 45 Cyprus
48 45 30 15 29 37 38 28 21 38 Czech Republic
08 18 17 34 38 06 08 08 05 05 Denmark
19 20 19 19 21 32 29 31 20 22 Estonia
15 11 11 11 22 10 05 04 07 09 Finland
25 21 21 17 20 35 31 32 32 34 France
09 09 07 05 10 13 10 12 16 18 Germany
- - - - 64 - - - - 55 Ghana
50 33 42 46 49 36 37 40 36 46 Greece
18 26 32 32 28 02 01 03 06 04 Hong Kong SAR
58 53 53 56 57 59 46 51 60 59 Hungary
06 10 08 08 07 16 17 13 14 20 Iceland
55 57 56 53 53 25 27 18 29 35 India
32 37 37 31 17 46 50 52 46 43 Indonesia
12 07 06 02 02 09 11 05 09 06 Ireland
34 40 33 41 40 28 34 27 28 24 Israel
42 38 38 45 47 39 39 43 45 40 Italy
27 27 27 23 19 54 48 54 58 54 Japan
43 34 48 50 42 42 18 22 23 29 Jordan
47 39 41 42 46 50 43 44 44 44 Kazakhstan
36 41 49 43 35 29 36 38 35 30 Korea Rep.
- - - 59 62 - - - 38 31 Kuwait
51 49 46 58 52 40 33 36 40 42 Latvia
35 32 31 27 31 34 32 37 31 28 Lithuania
05 02 05 04 04 19 23 25 24 23 Luxembourg
29 29 35 30 32 18 21 20 26 27 Malaysia
38 44 45 33 41 38 52 45 52 56 Mexico
63 55 62 64 67 56 60 60 63 65 Mongolia
07 05 03 03 03 08 07 09 02 08 Netherlands
13 14 23 18 26 23 20 39 39 41 New Zealand
- - - - 60 - - - - 37 Nigeria
10 04 09 20 13 20 12 14 15 15 Norway
44 50 51 51 51 53 61 34 57 63 Peru
31 43 43 55 54 33 47 35 51 52 Philippines
49 54 55 47 43 44 45 53 47 39 Poland
33 30 40 37 45 24 25 19 27 21 Portugal
- - - - 30 - - - - 51 Puerto Rico
21 25 22 28 44 21 19 30 12 14 Qatar
53 47 58 48 50 55 49 55 53 58 Romania
39 35 20 22 18 30 42 41 37 33 Saudi Arabia
22 15 13 14 05 01 02 01 01 01 Singapore
54 52 50 49 59 61 53 48 54 62 Slovak Republic
41 36 39 38 39 31 26 29 33 36 Slovenia
40 62 59 61 61 52 59 57 56 50 South Africa
23 24 26 26 33 43 41 42 42 47 Spain
04 03 02 10 06 11 04 06 13 07 Sweden
01 01 01 01 01 05 03 02 03 03 Switzerland
26 22 25 21 15 15 09 11 19 11 Taiwan (Chinese Taipei)
28 31 34 29 27 45 40 49 41 49 Thailand
46 56 57 44 56 41 55 50 43 58 Tarkiye
14 12 15 16 12 03 06 07 04 02 UAE
20 16 24 25 25 17 13 24 30 26 United Kingdom
02 06 04 09 14 27 28 26 22 32 USA
59 64 63 63 65 58 63 58 61 60 Venezuela
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Argentina

World Talent Ranking 2024

Rank 2024 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
56 Overall 43\ 45
47 47 /46/
\49 48
45 Investment &
Development g%\
54\ 54
56\_56 28
59 g8
62
57 Readiness
66
p Overall top strengths
[> Overall top weaknesses
INVESTMENT & DEVELOPMENT Value 2024 Rank
» Total public expenditure on education Percentage of GDP 50 % 26
Total public exp. on education per student Spending per enrolled pupil/student, all levels 1,330 Us$ 56
» Pupil-teacher ratio (primary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 13.93 ratio 29
» Pupil-teacher ratio (secondary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 11.50 ratio 25
Apprenticeships are sufficiently implemented 5.06 survey [0-10] 39
> Employee training is a high priority in companies 4.94 survey [0-10] 63
Female labor force Percentage of total labor force 4250 % 50
Health infrastructure meets the needs of society 3.71 survey [0-10] 55
Cost-of-living index Index of a basket of goods & services in the main city 77.02 index 45
D> Attracting and retaining talent is a priority in companies 5.06 survey [0-10] 66
Worker motivation in companies is high 4.68 survey [0-10] 58
Brain drain does not hinder competitiveness in your economy 2.92 survey [0-10] 57
Quality of life is high 4.36 survey [0-10] 58
> Foreign highly skilled personnel are attracted to your country's business environment 3.08 survey [0-10] 63
Remuneration of management Total base salary plus bonuses and long-term incentives, US$ 37,849 uss$ 58
» Collected personal income tax On profits, income and capital gains, as a percentage of GDP 571 % 35
> Justice is fairly administered 2.89 survey [0-10] 61
Exposure to particle pollution Mean population exposure to PM2.5, Micrograms per cubic meter 15.23 micrograms 37
Statutory minimum wage Statutory gross monthly minimum wage 443.28 US$ 31
READINESS Value 2024 Rank
» Labor force growth Percentage change 3.60 % 7
Skilled labor is readily available 4.57 survey [0-10] 48
Finance skills are readily available 5.04 survey [0-10] 60
International experience of senior managers is generally significant 4.73 survey [0-10] 59
Competent senior managers are readily available 4.12 survey [0-10] 58
> Primary and secondary education meets the needs of a competitive economy 3.74 survey [0-10] 60
Graduates in Sciences % of graduates in ICT, Engineering, Math & Natural Sciences 15.04 % 59
University education meets the needs of a competitive economy 6.05 survey [0-10] 40
Management education meets the needs of the business community 5.98 survey [0-10] 43
Language skills are meeting the needs of enterprises 5.50 survey [0-10] 51
Student mobility inbound Foreign tertiary-level students per 1000 inhabitants 2.57 number 36
Educational assessment - PISA PISA survey of 15-year olds 395 Average 53



Australia

World Talent Ranking 2024

Rank 2024 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
14 Overall 4
| 9
15 nvestment &
Development 12
13 14 13/1%1
16
19 19 f——— g/
\ 20 ;
21
12 Readiness 22
24
P Overall top strengths
[> Overall top weaknesses
INVESTMENT & DEVELOPMENT Value 2024 Rank
Total public expenditure on education Percentage of GDP 51 % 21
Total public exp. on education per student Spending per enrolled pupil/student, all levels 11,938 uUs$ 14
Pupil-teacher ratio (primary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 14.53 ratio 35
Pupil-teacher ratio (secondary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 11.89 ratio 32
Apprenticeships are sufficiently implemented 5.30 survey [0-10] 32
> Employee training is a high priority in companies 5.93 survey [0-10] 40
Female labor force Percentage of total labor force 47.84 % 14
Health infrastructure meets the needs of society 6.51 survey [0-10] 29
D> Cost-of-living index Index of a basket of goods & services in the main city 75.93 index 42
Attracting and retaining talent is a priority in companies 7.37 survey [0-10] 20
Worker motivation in companies is high 5.93 survey [0-10] 29
Brain drain does not hinder competitiveness in your economy 6.02 survey [0-10] 18
Quality of life is high 8.22 survey [0-10] 15
Foreign highly skilled personnel are attracted to your country's business environment 7.24 survey [0-10] 12
Remuneration of management Total base salary plus bonuses and long-term incentives, US$ 156,674 uUSs$ 34
D> Collected personal income tax On profits, income and capital gains, as a percentage of GDP 10.70 % 55
» Justice is fairly administered 7.85 survey [0-10] 11
P Exposure to particle pollution Mean population exposure to PM2.5, Micrograms per cubic meter 8.25 micrograms 1
» Statutory minimum wage Statutory gross monthly minimum wage 2,442.02 uss$ 4
READINESS Value 2024 Rank
Labor force growth Percentage change 3.18 % 15
Skilled labor is readily available 5.67 survey [0-10] 30
Finance skills are readily available 7.13 survey [0-10] 12
D> International experience of senior managers is generally significant 5.35 survey [0-10] 44
Competent senior managers are readily available 6.30 survey [0-10] 22
Primary and secondary education meets the needs of a competitive economy 7.09 survey [0-10] 17
> Graduates in Sciences % of graduates in ICT, Engineering, Math & Natural Sciences 19.15 % 49
University education meets the needs of a competitive economy 7.11 survey [0-10] 21
Management education meets the needs of the business community 6.78 survey [0-10] 23
Language skills are meeting the needs of enterprises 6.37 survey [0-10] 40
» Student mobility inbound Foreign tertiary-level students per 1000 inhabitants 14.68 number 2
» Educational assessment - PISA PISA survey of 15-year olds 497 Average 11



Austria

World Talent Ranking 2024

Rank 2024
10 Overall
Investment &
7
Development
17 Readiness

2020 2021

2024

p Overall top strengths
[> Overall top weaknesses

INVESTMENT & DEVELOPMENT

Value 2024 Rank

Total public expenditure on education Percentage of GDP 48 % 33
Total public exp. on education per student Spending per enrolled pupil/student, all levels 13,458 Us$ 8
Pupil-teacher ratio (primary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 12.02 ratio 16
Pupil-teacher ratio (secondary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 9.26 ratio 8

» Apprenticeships are sufficiently implemented 7.60 survey [0-10] 2
» Employee training is a high priority in companies 7.61 survey [0-10] 3
Female labor force Percentage of total labor force 47.03 % 26
Health infrastructure meets the needs of society 7.67 survey [0-10] 9

D> Cost-of-living index Index of a basket of goods & services in the main city 82.04 index 53
P Attracting and retaining talent is a priority in companies 8.25 survey [0-10] 5
Worker motivation in companies is high 6.47 survey [0-10] 21
Brain drain does not hinder competitiveness in your economy 5.64 survey [0-10] 21

» Quality of life is high 9.53 survey [0-10] 2
Foreign highly skilled personnel are attracted to your country's business environment 5.45 survey [0-10] 33
Remuneration of management Total base salary plus bonuses and long-term incentives, US$ 275,520 us$ 6

> Collected personal income tax On profits, income and capital gains, as a percentage of GDP 9.59 % 50
Justice is fairly administered 7.19 survey [0-10] 20
Exposure to particle pollution Mean population exposure to PM2.5, Micrograms per cubic meter 11.03 micrograms 22
Statutory minimum wage Statutory gross monthly minimum wage - US$ -
READINESS Value 2024 Rank

> Labor force growth Percentage change 1.29 % 43
D> Skilled labor is readily available 3.70 survey [0-10] 61
Finance skills are readily available 6.27 survey [0-10] 27
International experience of senior managers is generally significant 5.90 survey [0-10] 25

> Competent senior managers are readily available 4.56 survey [0-10] 52
Primary and secondary education meets the needs of a competitive economy 6.97 survey [0-10] 20
Graduates in Sciences % of graduates in ICT, Engineering, Math & Natural Sciences 30.60 % 7
University education meets the needs of a competitive economy 7.55 survey [0-10] 13
Management education meets the needs of the business community 7.31 survey [0-10] 14
Language skills are meeting the needs of enterprises 7.07 survey [0-10] 25

» Student mobility inbound Foreign tertiary-level students per 1000 inhabitants 9.17 number 6
Educational assessment - PISA PISA survey of 15-year olds 486 Average 21



Bahrain

World Talent Ranking 2024

Rank 2024

40 Overall

54 Investment &
Development

13 Readiness

2020 2021 2022

L

2024

\

P Overall top strengths
[> Overall top weaknesses

INVESTMENT & DEVELOPMENT

Value 2024 Rank

D> Total public expenditure on education Percentage of GDP 20 % 63
> Total public exp. on education per student Spending per enrolled pupil/student, all levels 2,998 uUss$ 46
Pupil-teacher ratio (primary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 13.62 ratio 28
Pupil-teacher ratio (secondary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 11.56 ratio 27
Apprenticeships are sufficiently implemented 5.94 survey [0-10] 17
Employee training is a high priority in companies 6.69 survey [0-10] 18

> Female labor force Percentage of total labor force 24.01 % 64
Health infrastructure meets the needs of society 7.11 survey [0-10] 19
Cost-of-living index Index of a basket of goods & services in the main city 69.55 index 30
Attracting and retaining talent is a priority in companies 7.19 survey [0-10] 26
Worker motivation in companies is high 6.50 survey [0-10] 19
Brain drain does not hinder competitiveness in your economy 6.06 survey [0-10] 17
Quality of life is high 8.16 survey [0-10] 17
Foreign highly skilled personnel are attracted to your country's business environment 7.47 survey [0-10] 10
Remuneration of management Total base salary plus bonuses and long-term incentives, US$ - US$ -

P Collected personal income tax On profits, income and capital gains, as a percentage of GDP 0.00 % 1
Justice is fairly administered 7.69 survey [0-10] 15

> Exposure to particle pollution Mean population exposure to PM2.5, Micrograms per cubic meter 56.74 micrograms 65
Statutory minimum wage Statutory gross monthly minimum wage - US$ -
READINESS Value 2024 Rank

» Labor force growth Percentage change 425 % 4
» Skilled labor is readily available 6.94 survey [0-10] 4
» Finance skills are readily available 7.47 survey [0-10] 6
International experience of senior managers is generally significant 7.09 survey [0-10] 10
Competent senior managers are readily available 7.06 survey [0-10] 6
Primary and secondary education meets the needs of a competitive economy 7.62 survey [0-10] 10

> Graduates in Sciences % of graduates in ICT, Engineering, Math & Natural Sciences 16.36 % 56
University education meets the needs of a competitive economy 7.40 survey [0-10] 16
Management education meets the needs of the business community 7.59 survey [0-10] 10

» Language skills are meeting the needs of enterprises 8.57 survey [0-10] 6
Student mobility inbound Foreign tertiary-level students per 1000 inhabitants 3.76 number 26
Educational assessment - PISA PISA survey of 15-year olds - Average -
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INVESTMENT & DEVELOPMENT

Value 2024 Rank

» Total public expenditure on education Percentage of GDP 6.3 % 6
Total public exp. on education per student Spending per enrolled pupil/student, all levels 12,504 Us$ 11
Pupil-teacher ratio (primary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 12.14 ratio 18

» Pupil-teacher ratio (secondary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 8.77 ratio 6
Apprenticeships are sufficiently implemented 5.42 survey [0-10] 28

» Employee training is a high priority in companies 7.15 survey [0-10] 9
> Female labor force Percentage of total labor force 4111 % 53
P Health infrastructure meets the needs of society 7.73 survey [0-10] 8
D> Cost-of-living index Index of a basket of goods & services in the main city 78.09 index 47
Attracting and retaining talent is a priority in companies 7.69 survey [0-10] 13
Worker motivation in companies is high 6.77 survey [0-10] 14
Brain drain does not hinder competitiveness in your economy 6.27 survey [0-10] 16
Quality of life is high 8.38 survey [0-10] 13
Foreign highly skilled personnel are attracted to your country's business environment 6.04 survey [0-10] 23
Remuneration of management Total base salary plus bonuses and long-term incentives, US$ 254,449 uss$ 11

D> Collected personal income tax On profits, income and capital gains, as a percentage of GDP 11.77 % 58
Justice is fairly administered 6.69 survey [0-10] 24
Exposure to particle pollution Mean population exposure to PM2.5, Micrograms per cubic meter 11.25 micrograms 23

» Statutory minimum wage Statutory gross monthly minimum wage 2,113.92 us$ 8
READINESS Value 2024 Rank

> Labor force growth Percentage change 1.36 % 42
Skilled labor is readily available 5.96 survey [0-10] 25
Finance skills are readily available 6.98 survey [0-10] 15
International experience of senior managers is generally significant 6.88 survey [0-10] 14
Competent senior managers are readily available 6.58 survey [0-10] 14
Primary and secondary education meets the needs of a competitive economy 7.35 survey [0-10] 13

> Graduates in Sciences % of graduates in ICT, Engineering, Math & Natural Sciences 18.60 % 52
University education meets the needs of a competitive economy 7.76 survey [0-10] 1"
Management education meets the needs of the business community 7.54 survey [0-10] 13
Language skills are meeting the needs of enterprises 8.08 survey [0-10] 13
Student mobility inbound Foreign tertiary-level students per 1000 inhabitants 4.59 number 19
Educational assessment - PISA PISA survey of 15-year olds 486 Average 20
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INVESTMENT & DEVELOPMENT Value 2024 Rank
» Total public expenditure on education Percentage of GDP 86 % 1
Total public exp. on education per student Spending per enrolled pupil/student, all levels 2,928 Us$ 47
D> Pupil-teacher ratio (primary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 25.52 ratio 61
Pupil-teacher ratio (secondary education) Ratio of students to teaching staff 11.48 ratio 24
Apprenticeships are sufficiently implemented 4.81 survey [0-10] 44
Employee training is a high priority in companies 5.44 survey [0-10] 47
» Female labor force Percentage of total labor force 49.96 % 4
Health infrastructure meets the needs of society 5.59 survey [0-10] 37
» Cost-of-living index Index of a basket of goods & services in the main city 44.18 index 1
D> Attracting and retaining talent is a priority in companies 5.53 survey [0-10] 64
> Worker motivation in companies is high 4.31 survey [0-10] 64
p Brain drain does not hinder competitiveness in your economy 6.53 survey [0-10] 13
D> Quality of life is high 4.61 survey [0-10] 55
Foreign highly skilled personnel are attracted to your country's business environment 6.25 survey [0-10] 17
Remuneration of management Total base salary plus bonuses and long-term incentives, US$ - US$ -
Collected personal income tax On profits, income and capital gains, as a percentage of GDP 589 % 36
Justice is fairly administered 5.29 survey [0-10] 40
Exposure to particle pollution Mean population exposure to PM2.5, Micrograms per cubic meter 19.36 micrograms 48
Statutory minimum wage Statutory gross monthly minimum wage 123.43 uUs$ 47
READINESS Value 2024 Rank
Labor force growth Percentage change 10.54 % 1
Skilled labor is readily available 6.25 survey [0-10] 18
Finance skills are readily available 6.00 survey [0-10] 35
International experience of senior managers is generally significant 5.69 survey[0-10] 31
Competent senior managers are readily available 6.13 survey [0-10] 25
Primary and secondary education meets the needs of a competitive economy 5.90 survey [0-10] 36
Graduates in Sciences % of graduates in ICT, Engineering, Math & Natural Sciences 19.74 % 44
University education meets the needs of a competitive economy 6.95 survey [0-10] 24
Management education meets the needs of the business community 6.35 survey [0-10] 36
Language skills are meeting the needs of enterprises 6.60 survey [0-10] 33
> Student mobility inbound Foreign tertiary-level students per 1000 inhabitants 0.50 number 52
Educational assessment - PISA PISA survey of 15-year olds - Average -
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