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This Business France White Paper sets out where France stands in international rankings, highlighting the 
strengths and weaknesses of the French economy, perceptions of which are often shaped by popular 

misconceptions and partisan readings of attempts to make meaningful international comparisons. This 
document consequently seeks to offer more than a mere summary of global rankings by examining the 
various methodologies used and elucidating France’s performances. Designed as a resource to be used by 
both public- and private-sector stakeholders working in economic development in our country, it highlights 
France’s comparative advantages and reveals areas for improvement in which further efforts are required.

“Measurement” is a challenging exercise, and the seductive appeal of rankings for hasty commentators 
is plain to see. Numerous institutions, some better known than others, produce international rankings 
using a variety of different methodologies in an effort to assess and compare countries based on the 
competitiveness and attractiveness of their economies, along with their innovation capacity and higher 
education provision. The results of a number of these publications, and the media coverage they receive, 
sometimes present a distorted view of the economic realities in France, to the frequent surprise of many 
in the business world, who paint a much more nuanced picture.

Rankings offer convenient reference points for commentators looking to substantiate their arguments, 
which can sometimes reinforce stereotypes of a country like France that is said to be less open and flexible 
than its competitors. But how often must we state that France is Europe’s leading recipient for foreign 
investment in industry? How many people are aware that a third of French manufacturing exports are 
generated by foreign-owned companies? And that France is Europe’s leading country for innovation, with 
10 French companies or institutions among the world’s top 100 most innovative organizations? Or that 
France is Europe’s second largest center for venture capital, home to one-fifth of all such transactions 
throughout the continent? In our analysis of these international rankings, we have identified various factors 
that drive economic attractiveness, reflecting the advantages of France’s business environment, its human 
and technological capital, as well as its growth and employment potential. These facts and figures are 
set in context alongside reforms intended to improve France’s performances and unleash opportunity.

Business France takes a close interest in international rankings and works with a wide array of independent 
institutions to ensure its analyses are heard when international decision-makers make their voices count.

The adoption of digital and other new technologies is a major challenge facing businesses and whole 
societies alike, along with governments seeking to support digital transition in their economies. It therefore 
seemed essential that the third edition of this White Paper should include a ‘Tech Book’ supplement 
to examine startup ecosystems around the world, and help the French tech scene position itself in a 
competitive environment.

International comparisons is a stimulating and thought-provoking exercise. Through this White Paper on 
International Rankings, we hope to provide detailed analysis to aid and clarify decision-making for all those 
who, along with Business France, seek to drive French talent, businesses and regions to ever greater heights.

HOW SHOULD WE USE
INTERNATIONAL RANKINGS?
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C
ompetitiveness was originally a corporate concept that has since been applied to 
macro-economics. A company’s competitiveness denotes its ability to compete 
with other domestic firms or foreign competitors.

Competitiveness itself can be divided into two separate notions: price competitiveness, 
defined by a company’s capacity to offer goods of similar quality to its competitors at a lower 
price, and non-price competitiveness, defined by a capacity to offer quality differentiated 
products.

Within a domestic economy, a broader notion of competitiveness encompasses a 
sustainable improvement in the wellbeing of the population. In its Lisbon Strategy of 
2000, the European Union defined national competitiveness as “the ability of a State to 
sustainably raise the standard of living for its inhabitants and secure them a high level of 
employment and social cohesion”.

Any analysis of domestic competitiveness must take account of the different factors that 
determine the standard of living for the population, i.e. economic growth, employment 
and income distribution. Competitiveness cannot be defined very precisely as it comprises 
many aspects of economic policy, and as such cannot be measured using a single indicator.

A number of institutes propose a methodology for measuring competitiveness based on 
an estimated composite index and a league table of countries ranked by different criteria, 
often accorded an arbitrary weighting.

The best-known rankings studying competitiveness are the Global Competitiveness Report 
(World Economic Forum) and the World Competitiveness Yearbook (International Institute 
for Management Development). Both organizations’ methodology involves determining 
the capacity of an economy to create and sustain an environment conducive to corporate 
wealth creation and well-being or prosperity for the population.

The World Bank’s Doing Business is the only report that assesses the business environment 
– defined as the political, legal, governance and regulatory conditions taken as a whole 
that shape corporate activity. This environment is often perceived to be a crucial point in 
opinion polls, and reforming it is seen as a priority for governments seeking to improve the 
competitiveness of their economy.

Finally, kPMG’s Competitive Alternatives examines business location costs in a wide array 
of the world’s largest cities.

cOMPEtItIVEnEss

COMPETITIVENESS CaNNOT 
BE MEaSUrED USING a SINGLE 
INDICaTOr
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cOMPEtItIVEnEss

WORLD 
COMPETITIVENESS 
YEARBOOK 2017
INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT (IMD) • May 2017

Every year since 1989, the Lausanne-based International Institute for Management Development 

has published the World Competitiveness Yearbook, a series of rankings measuring the 

competitiveness of nations and enterprises. This report analyses the capacity of 63 countries 

to stimulate and sustain business competitiveness. 

The IMD uses a very wide definition of competitiveness, which covers “all the resources 

and skills used by a country to achieve increased prosperity.” As such, the report provides a 

summary of the key factors underpinning a nation’s long-term economic success. 

METHODOLOGY

Competitiveness is examined using 346 variables, 
although only 261 are used to calculate the index 
(143 statistical data points, and 118 from an 
opinion survey of more than 6,000 international 
business leaders) divided into four main factors 
and 20 sub-factors. These variables, gathered 
in partnership with 57 national institutions, are 
intended to cover various facets of a country’s 
competitiveness.

The four factors are: 
 → Economic Performance (83 criteria): Domestic 

Economy, International Trade, International 
Investment, Employment, Prices.

 → Government Efficiency (73 criteria): Public 
Finance, Fiscal Policy, Institutional Framework, 
Business Legislation, Societal Framework.

 → Business Efficiency (71 criteria): Productivity 
and Efficiency, Labor Market, Finance, 
Management Practices, Attitudes and Values.

 → Infrastructure (115 criteria): Basic 
Infrastructure, Technological Infrastructure, 
Scientific Infrastructure, Health and Environment, 
Education.
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world CoMPETITIVENESS YEArBooK 2017

After statistical processing, the sub-factors are 
aggregated in a single index.

An opinion survey is sent to more than 
4,500 business executives to gauge their 
perception of the competitiveness of the 
economy in which they operate and have resided 
over the last year. 

RESULTS

OVERALL RESULTS
For the second year in a row, Hong Kong came 
first in the overall standings. Switzerland and 
Singapore were second and third, while the 
United States came fourth, its lowest position 
in the last five years. Within the European Union, 
the Netherlands (5th), Ireland (6th), Denmark 
(7th), Luxembourg (8th) and Sweden (9th) all 
made the top 10, while Germany was 13th 
and the United Kingdom 19th. Among BRICS 
countries, China gained seven places to 18th, 
India was 45th, and Russia was 46th.

FRANCE’S POSITION
France came in 31st out of 63 countries, up 
one place since 2016, and in 13th place among 
European Union countries.

FRAncE’s MAIn stREnGtHs
 → French infrastructure is among the best in 

the world: France is ranked 13th for scientific 
infrastructure, and its structural advantages can 
be seen through variables such as the availability 
of qualified engineers (6th), high-tech exports 
(7th), environment-related technologies (5th), 
and energy intensity (8th). 

 → Health and environment infrastructure 
(10th) is also an area of strong performance 
from France, with high total health expenditure 
(4th), first-class health infrastructure (6th), high 
life expectancy (8th), and relatively low carbon 
emissions (5th). 

 → France stands out for its innovation capacity 
and scientific performances, as seen for 
example by the number of Nobel prizes since 
1950 (4th), qualified engineers available in the 
labor market (6th), the number of R&D personnel 
(6th), business expenditure on R&D (6th), patent 
grants (6th), scientific articles published (7th), and 
intellectual property enforcement (12th).

 → A highly skilled and productive workforce 
is another positive factor underpinning the 
competitiveness of the French economy: France 
is ranked ninth for hourly labor productivity, 11th 
for productivity per person employed in services, 
and 12th for productivity per person employed.

 → France’s business environment performances 
include start-up days (number of days to start a 
business, 7th), exchange rate stability (13th), and 
low tariff barriers (14th).

 → France is an economy with an international 
outlook, as the world’s seventh largest exporter 
of goods, the fifth largest exporter of services, 
ninth for the terms of trade index (unit value 
of exports over unit value of imports), the fifth 
leading country for outward FDI stocks, the 
eighth leading country for inward FDI stocks, 
ninth for FDI outflows, and 10th for FDI inflows.

 → There were also significant improvements 
in business environment criteria: France 
improved its ranking for public finances being 
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tOP 40 In tHE WORlD cOMPEtItIVEnEss YEARBOOK (2017)
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world CoMPETITIVENESS YEArBooK 2017

efficiently managed (up three places), tax evasion 
not being a threat to the economy (+9), real 
personal taxes not discouraging people from 
working (+6), exchange rate stability (+12), lack 
of protectionism impairing business conduct 
(up nine places), ease of doing business (+12), 
greater perceived efficiency of corporate boards 
(+8), and a better image abroad (+5).

HOWEVER, VIGIlAncE Is stIll 
REquIRED In sOME AREAs 

France’s main weaknesses involved government 
efficiency, particularly public finance (50th) and 
fiscal policy (63rd). Other flagging indicators were 
government debt (52nd), corporate taxes (55th), 
the social security contribution rate (63rd), labor 
regulations (61st), and labor market regulations 
(61st).
Furthermore, despite numerous reforms 
to enhance France’s competitiveness and 
attractiveness, the “attitudes and values” the 
French display towards globalization were 
thought to be negative (62nd). This last point 
is based exclusively on the results of an opinion 
survey and not on international statistics.
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GLOBAL 
COMPETITIVENESS 
REPORT 2016-2017
WORLD ECONOMIC FORUM (WEF) • SEPTEMBER 2016

The World Economic Forum (WEF) Global Competitiveness Report, published since 1978, 

compares the competitiveness of 138 economies around the world through more than a 

hundred indicators based on statistical data, and the results of an opinion survey. 

Competitiveness is defined by the WEF as “the set of institutions, policies, and factors 

that determine the level of productivity of a country.” A composite index, the Global 

Competitiveness Index, has ranked countries since 2005 through a multi-faceted portrait of 

their competitiveness captured through its different components. 

METHODOLOGY 

VARIABLES
The global competitiveness index is calculated 
by combining 114 indicators grouped into the 
12 pillars organized into three subindexes: 

 → Basic requirements: Institutions; infra-
structure; macroeconomic environment; health 
and primary education.

 → Efficiency enhancers: Higher education and 
training; goods market efficiency; labor market 
efficiency; financial market development; 
technological readiness; market size.

 → Innovation and sophistication factors: 
Business sophistication; innovation. 
One-third of these 114 indicators stem from 
statistical data, while the remaining two-thirds 

are produced by an annual opinion survey of 
more than 14,700 business leaders, who are 
invited to rate their country from one to seven 
on a number of criteria.
The opinion survey compensates for the lack of 
reliable indicators for every country (such as ease 
of finding skilled employees, level of corruption, 
intensity of local competition, and labor market 
restrictions).

DATA HANDLING
The score for each of the 12 pillars, on a scale 
from one (least competitive) to seven (most 
competitive), comprises the arithmetic mean of 
all its component indicators. The pillars are then 
aggregated in a single index based on weights 
that vary depending on each economy’s stage 
of development.
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GloBAl CoMPETITIVENESS rEPorT 2016-2017

RESULTS 

OVERALL RESULTS
The leading three countries in the global 
rankings were identical to the previous year, with 
Switzerland coming top for the eighth year in 
a row, followed by Singapore, and the United 
States, ahead of the Netherlands (up one place), 
Germany (-1), Sweden (+3), the United Kingdom 
(+3), Japan (-2), Hong Kong (-2) and Finland (-2).

FRANCE’S POSITION
France was ranked 21st out of 138 countries, 
up one place from the previous year, and was 
10th among European Union countries.

FRAncE’s MAIn stREnGtHs
 → France’s infrastructure was ranked among 

the best in the world (7th), with first-class rail 
(4th) and road (6th) networks, along with a high-
quality electricity supply (7th).

 → A skilled workforce and a high-quality 
education system, both of which are acclaimed 
throughout the world, were other key strengths 
underpinning a competitive French economy, 
ranked 12th for mathematics and science 
education, and 15th for quality of management 
schools.

 → France also has a sophisticated business 
culture and plays a leading role in innovation 
(ranked 17th under the innovation pillar). Its 
scientific research institutions were also well 
regarded (9th), as were its capacity for innovation 
(8th), university-industry collaboration in R&D, 
and company spending on R&D.

 → France’s openness to international trade 
through low trade tariffs (5th), and the size of 
the French market (7th) were also seen as major 
advantages for France as a competitive business 
location.

HOWEVER, VIGIlAncE Is stIll 
REquIRED In sOME AREAs

 → One weak area was taxation: France was 
ranked 124th for total tax rate, with the United 
Kingdom in 45th and Germany in 104th, and 
was also poorly ranked for the effect of taxation 
on incentives to work (125th) and invest (124th).

 → The institutional framework in France was 
considered to be relatively unattractive, due to 
high government debt (124th place), the burden 
of government regulation (115th, compared with 
Germany in 18th and the United Kingdom in 
25th), and restrictive hiring and firing practices 
(129th).
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DOING BUSINESS 2017
WORLD BANk • October 2016

Published for the fourteenth year running, the World Bank’s Doing Business report investigates 

the extent to which regulations facilitate or hinder business operations. This 2017 edition 

takes into account all regulations introduced by June 1, 2016. 

METHODOLOGY

VARIABLES
The report examines the regulatory framework 
in 190 economies from the perspective of SMEs 
operating in the largest business city of each 
country at various stages in a company’s lifecycle: 
starting a business, dealing with construction 
permits, getting electricity, registering property, 
getting credit, protecting minority investors, 
paying taxes, trading across borders, enforcing 
contracts and resolving insolvency. Features of 
labor market regulation are also measured, but 
are not used to calculate each country’s score.
These 11 topics, comprising 36 component 
indicators, aim to assess two complementary 
aspects that shape the business environment:

 → The strength of legal institutions and measures 
to protect property rights, such as protecting 
minority investors, enforcing contracts, and 
resolving insolvency. 

 → The complexity and cost of regulatory 
processes, such as starting a business, dealing 
with construction permits, and getting electricity.

The approach involves analyzing regulatory 
frameworks and questioning a variety of experts 
(legal professionals, notaries, consultants, 
accountants, lawyers, etc.) on the basis of 
standardized case scenarios with specific 
assumptions. The latest report compiled 
information from more than 12,500 local experts. 
The four main information sources for the report 
are national laws and regulations, feedback from 
Doing Business’ respondents, the governments 
of the economies covered, and World Bank 
Group regional staff. 

DATA HANDLING AND CHANGES 
TO THE METHODOLOGY 
The Doing Business report is founded on the 
notion that economic activity benefits from 
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robust, effective, clear and coherent rules. 
Accordingly, a higher score for each indicator is 
awarded to regulations that follow this rationale.
In the last two years, the rankings have been 
established using a distance to frontier (DTF) 
score, which measures how far each economy is 
from international best practice (the “frontier”) in 
business regulation. The DTF score is indicated 
on a scale of 0 to 100, with 0 representing the 
worst performance.
The overall DTF score corresponds to the average 
of each DTF score for each indicator. The same 
weighting is applied to each of the 10 topics, as 
well as each component indicator. These scores 
are used to rank all the economies from 1st to 
190th place by their overall DTF score.

cHAnGEs tO tHE MEtHODOlOGY
Following extensive criticism of the report, the 
Doing Business authors introduced a series of 
changes to the methodology in 2015 and 2016 
in an effort to reflect the business environment 
more accurately, and also to consider quality 
aspects when assessing regulations. 
In the 2017 edition, a number of changes were 
made to how three indicators are calculated 
(starting a business, registering property, and 
enforcing contracts), along with additional 
analysis of employment legislation to highlight 
gender disparities and discrimination facing 
female entrepreneurs. Another area of focus was 
public procurement regulations.
The paying taxes indicator was adjusted to take 
account of the various processes following tax 
declarations, such as tax audits, appeals and 
refunds.

RESULTS

OVERALL RESULTS
New Zealand remained at the head of the 
rankings in 2017, followed by Singapore (up one 
place) and Denmark (+1).
The leading European countries were from the 
north of the continent: Denmark in third was 
followed by Norway (6th, +2), Sweden (9th, no 
change), Estonia (12th, -1), Finland (13th, -1), 
and Latvia (14th, -3).
The United Kingdom was seventh (-1), Germany 
was 17th (-3), and the United States was eighth 
(-1), while among emerging economies, Russia 
was 40th (-4), China was 78th (+2), South Africa 
was 74th (-2), Brazil was 123rd (-2), and India 
was 130th (+1).
Regulatory frameworks improved in 137 of 
the economies this year. The countries making 
the biggest improvements to their business 
regulations were Brunei, Kazakhstan, Kenya, 
Belarus, and Indonesia, while the aspects of 
regulation subject to the most reform were 
starting a business and paying taxes.

FRANCE’S POSITION
Doing Business 2017 ranked France 29th 
overall, down one place from 2016, with a DTF 
of 76.27 (+0.06), putting it 15th among European 
Union countries.

The data used in the Doing Business report are 
revised annually post-publication. The analysis 
below has been undertaken with reference to 
the most recently published rankings, which 
takes into account data corrections and a 
revised methodology.
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France Germany United Kingdom

Ease of doing business (overall score) 76.27 (+0.06) 79.87 (-0.01) 82.74 (+0.01)

Starting a business 93.27 (+0.13) 83.42 (+0.07) 94.58 (+0.01)

Dealing with construction permits 79.23 (+2.10) 81.45 (+0.03) 80.34 (+0.05)

Getting electricity 85.78 (-) 98.79 (+0.01) 89.12

Registering property 61.09 (-2.06) 65.72 (+0.01) 74.11 (-0.39)

Getting credit 50 (-) 70 (-) 75

Protecting minority investors 65 (-) 60 (-) 78.33

Paying taxes 78.72 (-0.11) 82.10 (-0.01) 90.74 (+0.37)

Trading across borders 100 (-) 91.77 (-0.01) 93.76

Enforcing contracts 73.04 (-) 73.17 (-0.55) 69.36

Resolving insolvency 76.62 (+0.53) 92.28 (+0.35) 82.04

(Change in score in parentheses)

France Germany United Kingdom

Ease of doing business (overall position) 29 (-1) 17 (-3) 7 (-1)

Starting a business 27 (-2) 114 (-7) 16 (-3)

Dealing with construction permits 20 (+10) 12 (-1) 17 (-1)

Getting electricity 25 (-5) 5 (-2) 17 (-2)

Registering property 100 (-9) 79 (-1) 47 (-1)

Getting credit 82 (-4) 32 (-3) 20 (-1)

Protecting minority investors 32 (-2) 53 (-2) 6 (-1)

Paying taxes 63 (-2) 48 (-1) 10 (+1)

Trading across borders 1 (-) 38 (-) 28 (-)

Enforcing contracts 18 (-) 17 (-3) 31 (-1)

Resolving insolvency 24 (-) 3 (-) 13 (-)

(Change in position in parentheses)

FRAncE’s POsItIOn In tHE RAnKInGs (2017)

FRAncE’s DtF scOREs (2017)
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FRAncE’s MAIn stREnGtHs
 → France retained top spot in the world for 

the trading across borders indicator set, due to 
streamlined digitized customs procedure, ahead 
of the United Kingdom (28th) and Germany 
(38th).

 → Enforcing contracts: France remained stable 
in 18th place (ahead of Germany in 17th and the 
United Kingdom in 31st). The average period of 
time required to resolve commercial disputes 
was 395 days in France, compared with 499 in 
Germany and 437 in the United Kingdom. 

 → Dealing with construction permits: France 
rose 10 places in the standings for this indicator 
to 20th place. The report’s authors highlighted 
the reform in France to lower fees for obtaining a 
building permit to 3% of the value of the property 
(down 1.7% pts from 2016). However, 183 days 
are required to obtain a construction permit, 
which is twice as long as in Germany.

 → Resolving insolvency: France remained stable 
in 24th place, with a recovery rate for business 
failure of 78.5 cents on the dollar.

 → Getting electricity: Despite falling five places, 
France was ranked 25th. Seventy-one days were 
required to get connected to the electrical grid 
in France, compared with 79 days in the United 
Kingdom and 28 in Germany.

 → Starting a business: France was ranked 27th, 
down two places, but well ahead of Germany 
(114th place). The United Kingdom was 16th. 
Only 3.5 days were required in France to start a 
business, compared with 4.5 days in the United 
Kingdom and 10.5 days in Germany.

 → Protecting minority investors: France 
was ranked 32nd, down two places, ahead of 
Germany in 53rd. The United Kingdom was 
ranked sixth.
 

HOWEVER, VIGIlAncE Is stIll 
REquIRED In sOME AREAs

 → Paying taxes: France was ranked 63rd for 
paying taxes (down two places), after Germany 
(48th) and the United Kingdom (10th). However, 
taxation reforms pursued in recent years by the 
French government are continuing to bear fruit. 
They include the introduction of a corporate tax 
credit and lower employer payroll contributions. 
Despite this, SMEs in France still spend an 
average of 139 hours a year on tax procedures 
– compared with 218 hours in Germany and 110 
hours in the United Kingdom – while the total 
tax rate was 62.8%, versus 30.9% in the United 
Kingdom and 48.9% in Germany.

 → Getting credit: France fell four places to 
82nd, after the United Kingdom in 20th and 
Germany in 32nd.

 → Registering property: France was ranked 
100th, after falling nine places. Transferring 
property was made more expensive in 2016 by 
introducing an additional tax for businesses in 
Paris and increasing the property transfer tax 
rate by 0.7%. Property transfer costs amounted 
to 7.3% of property values, up 1.2% points from 
the previous year.
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METHODOLOGY 

VARIABLES 
Competitive Alternatives 2016 examines 26 major 
business cost factors for 19 industry-specific 
business operations in 111 cities, including their 
suburban areas. These 19 business operations 
are in seven business-to-business (B2B) service 
sectors (Digital Services: software design, digital 
entertainment; R&D Services: biotechnology, 
clinical trial administration, product testing; 
Corporate Services: professional services, 
support services) and 12 manufacturing sectors 
(aerospace, agri-food, automotive, chemicals, 
electronics, green energy, medical devices, metal 
components, pharmaceuticals, plastics, precision 
manufacturing, and telecommunications).
The report uses the Competitive Alternatives 
Cost Model, which analyzes costs for many 

different types of business operations across 
multiple locations, based on two information 
streams:

 → Standardized operating specifications for 
each business operation, i.e. requirements for: 
land and buildings, machinery and equipment, 
inventory, financing (debt/equity) and working 
capital, annual sales revenues, workforce, raw 
material and component inputs, research and 
development expenditure, electricity and natural 
gas, and product distribution.

 → Current business investment and operating 
cost data for each location. The factors used 
to estimate business cost-competitiveness are: 
labor costs, facility costs, transportation costs, 
utility costs, cost of capital, as well as taxes. 

cOMPEtItIVEnEss

COMPETITIVE 
ALTERNATIVES 2016
kPMG • March 2016

Since 1996, consultancy firm KPMG’s biennial Competitive Alternatives report has been 

providing comparative cost-competitive analysis of more than a hundred cities in 10 countries: 

Australia, Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Netherlands, the United Kingdom, 

and the United States.

The report offers an overview of business costs in a wide array of major cities across the globe 

to company executives making business relocation or expansion decisions.
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DATA HANDLING
By combining this information for each operation 
and location, the Cost Model produces pro forma 
estimates of annual costs and cash flows for a 
new business facility in each city. 
Current operating cost data, reflecting future 
tax changes which have been announced, are 
extrapolated using various business model 
assumptions over 10 years. These standard 
financial and project evaluation reports form 
the basis for the costs comparisons in the report.
Results for each country are calculated in US 
dollars based on average business costs for its 
various cities, both in the manufacturing and 
service sectors. Business costs are expressed as 
an index, the baseline for which are the average 
business costs in the four largest cities in the 
United States.

RESULTS 

OVERALL RESULTS
The top three countries were the same as in 
the previous report (2014). The lowest costs 
were in Mexico, the only emerging country 
to be examined. In 2016, Mexico’s business 
cost advantage over the United States stood 
at 22.5%, higher than at any other point in this 
decade.
Canada remained in second place, with business 
costs 14.6% lower than in the United States, 
followed by the Netherlands, sporting a 12.3% 
cost advantage over the United States, ahead 
of Italy and Australia, with similar overall costs. 
France was ranked sixth, ahead of the United 
Kingdom in seventh, and Germany in eighth, 
followed by Japan and the United States.

The United States has never before been so 
low in the standings. All the other countries 
saw strong improvements in their business 
cost index, with the greatest gains occurring in 
Australia, Italy and Germany. This was mostly 
due to the rise in value of the United States 
dollar between 2014 and 2016, against which 
the euro lost 19.8% of its value during this 
time. A relative depreciation in other currencies 
therefore reduced costs in these countries when 
converted back into dollars.
Labor costs represented the single largest cost 
category, representing between 40% and 86% 
of all location-sensitive costs, and were lowest 
in Mexico, Canada and Italy.
Transportation costs varied by sector, product 
and markets served, and represented up to 
one-quarter of location-sensitive costs for 
manufacturing companies. Freight costs 
declined significantly since 2014, due to lower 
global oil prices, and were lowest in Japan, 
Canada and Germany.
Facility costs varied by both location and sector. 
Suburban office space was most affordable in 
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Germany, Mexico and Canada, while industrial 
leases were lowest in Canada, France and 
Mexico.
Total tax costs typically represented up to 18% 
of costs, while effective corporate tax rates in 
business services and manufacturing sectors 
were lowest in the United Kingdom, Canada and 
the Netherlands. France was the most attractive 
country for effective corporate tax rates on R&D 
services, ahead of the Netherlands and Canada. 

In the business-to-business service sectors:
 → Digital services: Mexico, Canada and the 

Netherlands boasted the lowest business costs, 
varying between 17.7% and 34.4% lower than 
in the United States.

 → R&D services: Mexico, Canada and the 
Netherlands were the cost leaders among study 
countries offering government incentive support 
for R&D operations. France was ranked fourth, 
with costs totaling 22.4% less than in the United 
States.

 → Corporate services: Mexico was by far the 
most cost-competitive study country in this 
sector, with costs totaling 52.8% less than the 
United States, followed by Canada (-26.1%) and 
the Netherlands (-22.2%).

In the manufacturing sector, Mexico was once 
again the cost leader, although costs for globally 
sourced machinery, parts and subcomponents 
were broadly similar by location, resulting in 
reduced cost differences. 

FRANCE’S POSITION
France was ranked sixth in the world and third 
in Europe, ahead of the United Kingdom (7th), 
and Germany (8th), with an improved 9.5% cost 
advantage relative to the United States, up from 
only 2.6% in 2014. France went down one place in 

the standings, after better performances by Italy 
and Australia, which became more affordable, 
but climbed ahead of the United Kingdom, which 
lost three places.
Paris and Marseille were the two French cities used 
to analyze France’s performances. Total business 
costs in Marseille were 2.3 percentage points 
lower than in Paris. Since 2014, labor costs and 
suburban office space in Marseille rose sharply, 
while office space in Paris declined slightly, 
leading to a narrowing in the four percentage-
point cost advantage held by the former over 
the latter in 2014. Marseille was ranked fifth, 
and Paris seventh in the standings of European 
cities, with a top three of Manchester, Rotterdam 
and Amsterdam.

FRAncE’s MAIn stREnGtHs
 → France offered the most advantageous tax 

treatment of R&D operations. France’s research 
tax credit, which includes a refund option for 
unused credit, meant France had the lowest 
effective corporate tax rate among all the study 
countries in the R&D services sector.

 → France was ranked third in the world for 
the cost of salaries & wages (average cost per 
employee, excluding statutory plans, i.e. payroll-
based taxes), ahead of the United Kingdom (6th), 
and Germany (9th).

 → France was ranked fourth for total business 
costs in the R&D services sector, registering its 
best performance in clinical trials management.

 → It was also ranked fourth for total business 
costs in the green energy sector (advanced 
batteries/fuel cells).

 → Following a large decrease in leasing costs for 
industrial facilities, France was ranked second, 
with an average of US$4.65/sq. ft., and was also 
in second place for industrial land purchase costs 
after Mexico.

cOMPEtItIVEnEss

cOst ADVAntAGE RElAtIVE tO tHE us



 → France was ranked fourth in the world (and 
second in Europe) for electricity costs, with more 
attractive rates than in the United Kingdom and 
Germany.

 → Factors that led to France’s cost performances 
improving between 2014 and 2016 included the 
large decrease in industrial leasing costs, the 
abolition of a fixed minimum tax based on gross 
receipts, and a temporary investment incentive 
for depreciable asset purchases. 

HOWEVER, VIGIlAncE Is stIll 
REquIRED In sOME AREAs

 → France was ranked eighth for total business 
costs in the corporate support services sector, 
and ninth for software development.  

 → Total labor costs (including statutory plans, i.e. 
payroll-based taxes) in France increased faster 
than the average for all study countries. France 
was ranked at the foot of rankings for statutory 
plans, which accounted for 40% of payroll 
(compared with 10% in the United Kingdom and 
16% in Germany).

 → France was among the most expensive 
countries for office lease costs, with an average 
of US$31.91/sq. ft. in suburban locations and 
US$40.66/sq. ft. in downtown areas. However, 
these costs were lower than in the United 
Kingdom (US$42.69/sq. ft. and US$82.89/sq. ft., 
respectively).

 → France had the highest property taxes in the 
service sectors (US$11.37/sq. ft.) ahead of the 
United Kingdom (US$7.69/sq. ft.).
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France Germany United Kingdom

2016 
index Rank 2016 

index Rank 2016 
index Rang

Overall score 90.5 6 (-1) 92.3 8 (+2) 90.9 7 (-3)

Digital services 87.8 7 (-2) 89 9 (+1) 85.6 6 (-3)

R&D services 77.6 4 (+1) 84 7 (+3) 88.1 9 (-5)

Corporate 
services 84.1 8 (-2) 83,9 7 (+3) 83.3 6 (-4)

Manufacturing 93.5 7 (-2) 95 8 (+2) 93 5 (-1)

RAnKInG BY sEctOR
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RAnKInG BY cOst FActOR
France Germany United 

Kingdom

Total labor costs 8 9 6

 Salaries & wages 3 9 6

 Statutory plans 10 7 3

 Employee benefits 4 2 9

Transportation costs 5 3 8

Leasing – Suburban office 9 1 10

Leasing – Downtown office 8 4 10

Leasing – Industrial 2 4 9

Total facility investment costs 3 2 9

 Industrial land 2 5 9

 Construction 6 3 7

Effective corporate tax rate – 
Digital services

4 7 2

Effective corporate tax rate – 
R&D services

1 9 4

Effective corporate tax rate – 
Corporate services

6 5 1

Effective corporate tax rate – 
Manufacturing

5 8 1

Utility costs – Electricity 4 8 9

Utility costs – Natural gas 7 9 6

Property tax – Services 10 2 9

Property tax – Manufacturing 6 5 8
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Any analysis of domestic competitiveness 
must take account of the different factors 
that determine the standard of living for the 
population, i.e. economic growth, employment 
and income distribution. Competitiveness cannot 
be defined very precisely as it comprises many 
aspects of economic policy and, as such, cannot 
be measured using a single indicator. A number 
of organizations measure competitiveness based 
on an estimated composite index, while others 
focus on the business environment by assessing 
regulations that facilitate or hinder business life, 
or alternatively on business operating costs.

In this field, the Global Competitiveness Report 
(World Economic Forum – WEF) and the World 
Competitiveness Yearbook (International Institute 
for Management Development – IMD) seek 
to determine the capacity of an economy to 
create and sustain an environment conducive 
to corporate wealth creation and well-being or 
prosperity for the population. 

The methodology used to compile these two 
different sets of rankings, combining statistical 
indicators with the results of opinion surveys, is 
described in a highly comprehensive manner. 
The sheer quantity and variety of indicators 
provide a rich database of considerable interest 
beyond the overall rankings. However, a number 
of methodological shortcomings can be put 
forward.

 → The first of these concerns the preponderance 
of opinion survey data in estimating these 
standings, which should lead us to treat the 
results with the utmost caution. Survey responses 

account for two-thirds of the calculations 
towards the Global Competitiveness Report’s 
overall standings, despite their subjectivity 
(received wisdom, cultural bias, etc.) being 
openly acknowledged. Methods such as these 
undermine the results and are often prejudicial to 
France, which is perceived as overly bureaucratic 
and reluctant to embrace globalization. Poor 
rankings resulting from opinion survey data 
contrast with economic realities, and it is easy 
to point to bias in the responses provided:

• While France was among the leading recipients 
of foreign direct investment (10th in the world for 
accumulated inward FDI stock) and job-creating 
foreign investment projects (third in Europe), it 
was ranked 50th (an increase of 20 places) in the 
WEF report for business impact of rules on FDI, 
and in 62nd place by the IMD for openness to 
foreign ideas (“Is the national culture open or 
closed to foreign ideas?”). 

• France was the seventh-ranked OECD country 
for productivity per capita, while it was ranked 59th 
under the WEF indicator reflecting perceptions of 
“pay and productivity”.

• In the IMD report, perceptions of whether 
management education meets the needs of the 
business community saw France come in 30th 
place (an increase of 19 places), despite a Financial 
Times ranking of business schools finding no 
fewer than 24 French establishments among 
the 90 best institutions running Management 
Master’s degree programs, including two of 
the top three: HEC and ESSEC.

DISCUSSION
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• Lastly, in the IMD report, France was ranked 
60th for entrepreneurial dynamism, even though 
business creation in the country is buoyant, with 
the highest net enterprise creation rate of all the 
major European countries. The total number 
of active enterprises grew by 7.2% in 2014, 
through a net increase of 230,187 across the 
entire economy, compared with a 0.9% increase 
for the EU-28 as a whole. 

 → Questions may also be asked about the low 
number of business executive respondents. 
While around 14,700 people completed the WEF 
questionnaire, this only equates to an average of 
98.6 respondents per country, which is some 
way below the sample sizes that tend to be 
used to canvass opinion. Furthermore, the sample 
sizes varied from one country to another. While 458 
surveys were submitted in the United States, only 
30 were returned from Israel. Seventy business 
executives responded in Switzerland, which tops 
the rankings, compared with 101 in France.

 → Another common issue is the question of 
aggregating and weighing variables: Should 
equal consideration be given to criteria as 
heterogeneous as fiscal policy, growth rates, and 
attitudes towards globalization, for example? 
Indeed, factors such as economic performance, 
government efficiency, business efficiency, 
infrastructure, fiscal policy, and the availability 
of skilled labor do not all have the same impact 
on a country’s competitiveness.

 → Some of the indicators selected may count 
against developed countries but work in favor 

of developing countries. For example, France 
was ranked 12th in the world in the IMD report 
for productivity per person employed, but only 
39th for growth in this variable; but since France’s 
productivity is already high, it cannot, ipso facto, 
increase as quickly as in certain developing 
countries.

 → A number of indicators would appear to 
be unsound: Ranking countries by their share 
of exports as a percentage of GDP, as in the 
WEF report, tends to be to the advantage of 
small nations with a long tradition of being 
proportionally more open to trade than major 
economies. Other factors, such as the cost or 
quality of electricity supply, are either noticeable 
by their absence or depart from more positive 
findings for France in other rankings; efforts 
could also be made to consider existing figures 
for various indicators (e.g. soundness of banks, 
capacity for innovation, pay and productivity).

The World Bank’s Doing Business report 
provides an assessment of the economic 
environment by examining the regulations 
that facilitate or hinder business life in 190 
different countries. The World Bank states that 
its report is not intended to reflect the virtues or 
growth potential of one country over another, but 
rather to provide insight into best practice and 
thus encourage countries to undertake reforms. 

As such, the Doing Business report is manifestly 
in favor of simplifying business regulations 
and can be seen to encourage countries to 
deregulate their economies. In 2007, this stance 
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was strongly condemned by the International 
Labour Organization (ILO), which criticized the 
employing workers indicator set for advocating 
greater flexibility and lower levels of labor 
protection. Seven of the 10 indicator sets imply 
that less regulation and lower taxation are 
synonymous with greater ease of doing business. 
Accordingly, the paying taxes indicator set, which 
puts France at a disadvantage, only examines 
the burden of tax rates on firms, and does not 
consider the benefits they receive through having 
funded welfare programs.

The methodology places undue emphasis on 

legal aspects, while few real case studies are 

observed. For example, entrepreneurs may not 
be familiar with all of the paperwork required to 
run a business, resulting in additional time being 
lost. On the other hand, some entrepreneurs 
may bend the rules deliberately. Examining 
the regulations as set forth by law presents 
an incomplete picture of the circumstances 
encountered by businesses on the ground; nor 
does it reflect the reality of the informal sector. 
The indicators are only relevant if the laws in 
place are effectively enforced, which is something 
that the Doing Business report does not assess. 
Furthermore, the fact that a company in France 
can be registered very quickly (usually within 
24 hours) may improve France’s position in a 
number of international rankings, but provides 
no information on the effectiveness of the legal 
environment, although this goes to the heart of 
relations between different stakeholders in the 
economy. 

In addition, it should be noted that the approach 
taken by the World Bank is heavily biased 
insofar as it favors common law countries to the 
detriment of civil law countries such as France. 
Hence, common law countries dominate the top 
of the rankings. The approach taken by Doing 
Business is to consider law as subservient to the 
economy, and legal certainty as a criterion for the 
attractiveness of each economy, equating to less 
regulation and faster business. This approach 
places less emphasis on regulatory quality and 
implementation. However, methodological 
changes in recent years have gone some way 
towards better recognition of regulatory quality. 

A number of shortcomings can be put forward 
regarding the basic assumptions made in 
the Doing Business report and its choice of 
variables:

 → For each of the indicator sets, the number 
of indicators considered is relatively small, 
and so only offers limited insight into the various 
obstacles facing companies. The Doing Business 
report does not cover areas that are essential to 
the business environment such as corruption, 
labor costs, security issues, labor market 
efficiency, infrastructure quality, or deregulation 
of goods and services markets. 

 → The assumptions made by the authors are 
very restrictive (the standardized case scenario 
typically involves a domestically owned, limited 
liability company operating in the economy’s 
largest business city); they do not always reflect 
the cases most commonly encountered in the 
various countries, and they overlook regional 
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variances, which can be significant. The same 
can be said for the standardized scenarios used.

 → The sample of firms only includes limited 
liability companies (or their legal equivalent), 
which may be regulated differently than other 
company forms. 

 → The small number of expert respondents, 
whose identities are disclosed in this edition, 
compromise the reliability of the analysis. In 
half of the 10 indicator sets, the survey panel 
comprises just one or two experts in at least 
30 of the countries being compared.

 → For the past two years, the overall rankings 
have been retained but are now computed 
from distance to frontier (DTF) scores, thereby 
provoking a number of misunderstandings. While 
DTF scores can provide an absolute measure of 
the efficiency of business regulations in a country, 
the ranking each country receives remains, by 

definition, a product of efforts made by other 
countries. As such, France fell four places for 
getting credit in spite of an unchanged DTF 
score, and lost two places for starting a business, 
despite its DTF score increasing by 0.13 points. 

Finally, the methodology used by KPMG in 
the Competitive Alternatives report enables 
comparisons to be made of business costs in 
different locations. A fairly comprehensive level 
of detail is provided (26 business cost elements, 
and 19 different sectors). Nevertheless, a cost 
index requires a baseline, which is the United 
States (=100) in this case. The results obtained 
are therefore relative values (cost advantage/
disadvantage percentage relative to the US), rather 
than absolute values. The most interesting aspect 
of this report is the large number of business cost 
elements that are examined, as well as the diverse 
range of sectors for which results are provided, 
giving investors reasonably accurate insight into 
comparative business costs for their projects.
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FRANCE: 
A COMPETITIVE 
ECONOMY

France’s location, the size of its domestic market, 
and its first-class multimodal transport infrastructure 
make it an ideal springboard into European 
markets: with a GDP in 2016 of €2,463 billion at 
current prices, France was the world’s sixth largest 
economy after the United States, China, Japan, 
Germany and the United Kingdom.

France invests intensively in education and 
has a well-educated and very productive 
workforce. Hourly productivity figures show 
that France is ranked seventh in the world, 
ahead of Germany and the United Kingdom. In 
2015, hourly productivity in France grew 0.8%. 
Productivity per hour worked in the manufacturing 
sector rose 3.6% in France that year, compared 
with 1.1% for the EU-28 as a whole. A similar 
trend can be observed in productivity per person 
employed, which increased by 3.9% in the French 
manufacturing sector in 2015, compared with 
1.8% for the EU-28.

France has been one of the most successful 
European economies in controlling hourly 
labor costs, which have clearly dipped since 
2013 compared with the euro zone following 
the introduction of the competitiveness 
and employment tax credit (CICE) and the 
Responsibility and Solidarity Pact. Cost 
competitiveness improved markedly across 

the French economy in 2015, notably due to 
the cost savings passed on to businesses from 
the CICE tax credit. However, hourly labor costs 
in the French manufacturing sector (€37.60) 
remained relatively high in 2015 compared with 
the euro zone average (€32.30) and costs in Italy 
(€28.00) or Spain (€23.30), but were lower than 
in Germany (€38.00).

Since 2009, unit labor costs throughout the 
French economy have risen less sharply than 
in Germany in the wake of larger productivity 
gains and the impact of the CICE tax credit. 
In the manufacturing sector in particular, these 
two factors led to a decline in unit labor costs 
between 2009 and 2016.

Enterprise creation is buoyant in France. The 
total number of active enterprises grew by 7.2% 
in 2014, through a net increase of 230,187 across 
the entire economy. The average 2014 growth 
figure for the EU-28 as a whole was just 0.9%. In 
the manufacturing sector, net enterprise creation 
was 6.8% in 2014, equating to a net increase 
in active enterprises of 16,117. The vibrancy of 
manufacturing entrepreneurship contrasts with 
the rest of the EU-28, where net manufacturing 
enterprise creation fell by 0.7% in 2014, as well 
as with Germany (down 0.6%) and the United 
Kingdom (down 0.7%).
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Pulling out all the stops to promote renewed growth, 
investment and employment.

THE GROWTH, ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND EQUAL ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT OF JULY 2015 
(AKA “MACRON LAW”)

 → Extended Sunday and evening trading where 
there is high economic potential (international tourist 
areas, trading areas, stations, etc.), and for up to 12 
Sundays a year in all towns and cities, instead of five, 
by decision of the local mayor.

 → Job security agreements: Employers facing a 
particularly difficult economic context may enter into 
a job security agreement with their employees to 
temporarily amend working conditions (hours and 
pay). In return, they make a commitment to make no 
job cuts over a defined period (up to five years, instead 
of two years as before).

 → Quicker, more efficient justice through the creation 
of adjudication panels that are obliged to rule within 
three months on disputes between employers and 
employees. Where mediation fails, a quicker appeals 
procedure to advance to the final stage in proceedings 
was also introduced. The new law also enshrined 
specialization among commercial courts to avoid 
individual records for large corporates being split up.

 → Amendments were made to clarify mass layoffs and 
make it easier to re-categorize employees.

 → Collective dismissal procedures: If a business 
goes into court-ordered reorganization, commercial 
courts can now impose a 10-year recovery plan and 
the sale of controlling shares to creditors or third 
parties so the plan can be implemented, in cases 
where shareholders are unwilling or unable to provide 
the necessary finance. The court may also require that 
receivables owed to third parties be converted into 
equity, thereby transferring control of the business to 
its creditors turned shareholders. This procedure not 
only saves the business as a going concern, but also 
jobs and creditor interests.

 → Fostering business investments through tax breaks 

enabling companies to reduce their corporate tax bill 
immediately in proportion with eligible manufacturing 
investments. This one-off supplementary depreciation 
allowance, worth 40% of the cost price of the 
investments made, is in addition to the standard 
depreciation amounts. Businesses may therefore 
deduct 140% of the cost price of the assets over their 
normal operating life from their taxable income.

 → Greater banking disintermediation will lead to 
alternative finance solutions to those offered by banks, 
by making it easier to obtain funding through inter-
company loans, savings certificates, life assurance 
contracts, loans from associations or micro-credit 
institutions.

 → Simplification measures to streamline employee 
notification requirements prior to selling up, enabling 
process servers to recover small debts, and rolling out 
paperless billing.

 → Measures targeting SMEs: Reducing maximum 
payment terms to prevent cash flow problems; 
simplifying employee savings schemes; full protection 
of entrepreneurs’ primary residences from creditors; 
dispensation from publishing income statements; 
simplified share warrants for entrepreneurs (BSPCEs).

THE RESPONSIBILITY AND SOLIDARITY PACT

 → In December 2013, the President of France put 
forward the idea of a Pact to restore the competitiveness 
of French businesses and reduce unemployment. 
Financed through tighter government spending 
and combatting tax evasion, the Pact is due to have 
increased growth by 0.5% and created 200,000 jobs by 
2017, through the provision of €41 billion in incentives 
to encourage businesses to employ more people and 
increase investment.
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REDUCING LABOR COSTS

 → Partial exemptions of employer social security 
contributions to URSSAF, excluding unemployment 
insurance, and improved tapered tax relief on salaries 
up to 1.6 times the statutory national minimum wage.

 → Reduction in employer family benefit contribution 
rates by 1.8 percentage points from April 1, 2016 
for employees earning up to 1.6 times the statutory 
national minimum wage, with the rate dropping from 
5.25% to 3.45%.

 → Reduction in family benefit contributions for 
freelancers amounting to a total of €1 billion.

TAX CUTS FOR BUSINESSES

 → The competitiveness and employment tax credit 
(CICE), introduced on January 1, 2013, provides for 
tax relief equating to 6% of gross payroll (excluding 
all salaries exceeding 2.5 times the statutory national 
minimum wage), resulting in a total annual tax saving 
for companies of €20 billion per year. The tax credit 
rate rose to 7% of gross payroll in 2017. Between 2013 
and 2016, the CICE tax credit played a part in lowering 
unit labor costs in France.

 → Starting in 2017, the exceptional corporate tax 
contribution was abolished, while the standard rate 
of corporate tax (IS) started to fall in stages until 2020, 
from 33.3% to 28%, in line with the European average.

SIMPLIFYING ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

 → The ‘simplification drive’ is a response to the firmly 
held desire of businesses in France to streamline what 
they see as long, complex administrative formalities 
requiring numerous contacts and repeated visits. 
The program launched in July 2013 contains more 
than 260 business-targeted measures, split into 
10 groups corresponding to various key moments 
in the lifecycle of businesses: founding a business; 
expanding a company; doing business; takeovers, 

transferring businesses, starting afresh; importing and 
exporting; compliance with accounting, tax and social 
security procedures; hiring and training employees; 
tendering for public sector contracts; construction and 
development; communicating with the authorities.

THE 2016 LABOR ACT

 → The Labor Act of August 8, 2016 struck a new labor 
market compromise. The changes were threefold: 
better social dialogue, greater flexibility and visibility 
for companies, and enhanced protection for working 
people, particularly the most vulnerable.

 → Dialogue between employers and employees was 
improved by allowing company-level agreements 
to take precedence over industry-wide agreements, 
provided they are approved by a trade union 
representing more than 50% of employees. 

 → Greater scope for collective bargaining and 
clarification of the possible economic grounds for 
dismissal granted companies greater visibility and 
leeway to adapt to variations in the business cycle 
and economic change.

 → Meanwhile, greater rights and protections were 
introduced for salaried and unsalaried employees 
alike, particularly through the personal employment 
account (compte personnel d’activité – CPA), to 
enable employees to keep their entitlements (to 
training, for example) throughout their careers, even 
as their situation changes (salaried employment, self-
employment, unemployment, etc.).

 → Finally, vulnerable, unemployed young people 
without training can now receive assistance through 
the ‘Youth Guarantee’, an allowance combined 
with personalized support to help them back into 
employment.
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T
he attractiveness of different national and regional economies is becoming a major 
focus of interest in an increasingly open, globalized world. 

Foreign investments contribute to economic development in the host country – for 
example by creating jobs, improving the economy’s structural production capacity, and 

driving productivity – and also generate significant positive externalities, such as technology 
and knowledge transfers, greater quality management, and improved infrastructures. In 
comparison to domestic businesses, multinational corporations hold key advantages, enabling 
them to be more competitive and perform better in foreign markets. In a 2010 report by the 
French Economic Analysis Council (CAE), “Investissement direct étranger et performances 
des entreprises” [“Foreign direct investment and corporate performance”], the authors assert 
that “companies located in France and belonging to foreign groups are more efficient than 
companies belonging to French groups […]: they create more jobs, export more, import 
more and are more profitable.”1 

Economic attractiveness is defined as the capacity to attract new business and mobile factors 
of production – capital, skilled labor, etc. – to a specific destination. In a world of increasing 
capital and labor mobility, a country’s ability to attract and retain businesses and talent has 
become a key economic policy objective in the pursuit of growth. As such, globalization can 
be seen to have put the attractiveness of economies at the heart of their growth dynamic, 
ushering in the construction of environments conducive to industrial development so as to 
dissuade businesses from moving on to greener pastures.

Irrespective of its size, any nation or region that loses its competitiveness may become prone 
to population loss, divestment, and corporate relocations. How to best address the location 
choices of multinational companies is a priority for economic and political authorities, with 
a view to attracting job-creating foreign investment and its power to stimulate economies 
and drive industrialization. The ability of a location to attract foreign investment is largely 
dependent on its talent for self-promotion to maximize wealth creation.

How can economic attractiveness be measured? On one hand, investment decisions may 
be observed and considered by examining FDI flows and business performance indicators for 
multinational firms, such as turnover, headcount, and R&D. On another, the attractiveness of 
an economy may also be measured through the number of job-creating foreign investments 
– new manufacturing sites or service centers – and expansions to existing businesses.

The reports on attracting foreign investment receiving the widest media coverage that 
we analyze in the following pages are the World Investment Report (UNCTAD), the France 
Attractiveness Survey (EY), the Global Cities Investment Monitor (kPMG and Greater Paris 
Investment Agency), the FDI Confidence Index (A.T. kearney) and the AmCham-Bain Survey 
(American Chamber of Commerce in France). The World Talent Report (IMD) examines questions 
pertaining to foreign talent retention, while Cities of Opportunity (PwC) and the Better Life 
Index (OECD) take account of the economic, socio-cultural and environmental performance 
of around thirty cities and countries.

1 Cf. CAE Report (January 2010): “Investissement direct étranger et performances des entreprises” [“Foreign direct investment 
and corporate performance”], Lionel Fontagné and Farid Toubal, p.10.

ECONOMIC aTTraCTIVENESS, 
a KEY POLICY OBjECTIVE 
IN PUrSUIT OF GrOWTH
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WORLD INVESTMENT 
REPORT 2017
INVESTMENT AND THE DIGITAL ECONOMY
UNCTAD • June 2017

Each year, the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), publishes the 

World Investment Report, providing an aggregate analysis of global foreign direct investment 

flows and stocks. Foreign direct investment (FDI) can be defined as capital flows driven by investors 

to found or expand a foreign subsidiary.

UNCTAD also undertakes detailed analysis of foreign investments and multinational firms using 

data on cross-border mergers and acquisitions, and job-creating FDI projects.

METHODOLOGY

FOREIGN DIRECT INVESTMENT
According to the OECD definition: “Direct 
investment is a category of cross-border 
investment made by a resident in one economy 
(the ‘direct investor’) with the objective of 
establishing a lasting interest in an enterprise 
(the ‘direct investment enterprise’) that is resident 
in an economy other than that of the direct 
investor. The motivation of the direct investor is 
a strategic long-term relationship with the direct 
investment enterprise to ensure a significant 
degree of influence by the direct investor in the 
management of the direct investment enterprise. 
The ‘lasting interest’ is evidenced when the direct 

investor owns at least 10% of the voting power 
of the direct investment enterprise.”
The definition encompasses a wide variety of 
investment types:

 → Share capital transactions in the strict sense of 
the term, including business creations, business 
acquisitions through equity stakes or earning 
assets, and balancing subsidies.

 → real-estate investments.
 → reinvested earnings, i.e. the portion of a 

subsidiary’s operating income accruing to its 
parent company during a financial year, less any 
dividends paid to the parent company during 
that period.

 → Other transactions, or intra-group loans, 
including short-term and long-term deposits, 
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advances and loan transactions between 
affiliated companies.
UNCTAD’s analysis of FDI is based on the 
aggregate FDI values provided by each country’s 
central bank.

JOB-CREATING FOREIGN 
INVESTMENT
UNCTAD also analyzes job-creating foreign 
investment recorded by the fDi Markets 
Crossborder Investment Monitor, which identifies 
all investment decisions that have been made 
public. 
The Monitor has provided data on investment 
projects made by foreign firms around the 
world since 2003. Only ‘greenfield’ projects (site 
creations) and expansions are included, while 
mergers and acquisitions, capital interests and 
strategic alliances are discounted.

RESULTS

OVERALL RESULTS
After rapid growth of 38% in 2015, global FDI 
inflows rose by 2% in 2016 to US$1,850 billion. 
The United States remained the world’s largest 
beneficiary of FDI, receiving US$391 billion 
in investment (+12%), ahead of the United 
Kingdom and China. Aided by a number of major 
financial acquisitions, FDI inflows to the UK rose 
from US$33 billion to US$254 billion, which saw 
the UK gain 12 places in the standings from the 
previous year. Germany was 26th, with US$9.5 
billion in inflows.
For the second year in a row, developed 
countries were the leading recipients of global 
FDI inflows, attracting US$1 trillion in 2016 
(59%, up five percentage points). FDI inflows 

to Europe as a whole fell 6%, but rose within 
the European Union by 17% to US$566 billion. 
Developing countries saw their global share fall 
by 14 percentage points.

tOP 20 FDI InFlOW REcIPIEnts (2016)
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Two contradictory trends stood out in Europe: 
major mergers and acquisitions on the one 
hand, and sharp falls in intra-group loans on the 
other. The total value of M&A deals in Europe 
hit US$377 billion, the highest figure since 2007. 
Three of the four largest acquisitions took place 
in the United Kingdom: brewing and beverage 
firm SABMiller was purchased by Anheuser-Busch 
InBev (Belgium); oil and gas company BG Group 
by Shell (Netherlands); and semi-conductor firm 
ARM by SoftBank (Japan).
The 2017 World Investment Report highlighted 
the importance of the digital economy, noting 
the dramatic rise in international production over 
the previous five years of digital multinational 
enterprises (MNEs), with growth rates outstripping 
those of their multinational counterparts. 
Between 2010 and 2015, the assets of these 
MNEs increased by 65% and their operating 
revenues and employees by around 30%. The 
Report also unveiled a new ranking of the 

top 100 digital MNEs, which make around 70% of 
their sales abroad, with only 40% of their assets 
based outside their home countries.
UNCTAD forecasts suggest that global FDI flows 
will rise slightly by 5% in 2017.

FRANCE’S POSITION
The UNCTAD data remind us that France is a 
preferred destination for foreign investment. 
The report puts France’s 2016 FDI stocks at 
US$697 billion (up 1.3%), the 10th largest in the 
world after the United States (US$6,392 billion), 
China  (US$2,945 billion), the United Kingdom 
(US$1,197 billion), Singapore (US$1,096 billion), 
Canada (US$956 billion), Ireland (US$839 billion), 
the Netherlands (US$801 billion), Switzerland 
(US$793 billion), and Germany (US$771 billion). 
France was ranked 14th in the world and fifth 
in the European Union for global FDI inflows, 
which fell 39% from US$47 billion in 2015 to 
US$28 billion in 2016.
Mergers and acquisitions in France fell 45% 
from US$44 billion in 2015 to US$24.2 billion in 
2016, due to a number of major deals completed 
in 2015, including the US$21 billion merger 
between French cement manufacturer Lafarge 
and Swiss company Holcim. However, the total 
figure for 2016 remained higher than the average 
for the previous 10 years (US$18 billion).

tOP 10 InWARD FDI stOcK 
REcIPIEnts 



Data on fDI inflows are very volatile from one 
year to the next. they are also subject to revision 
during the course of each year, and can be 
substantially affected by specific major M&a 
deals. the data published by unctaD is only 
definitive in June of each year, and is preceded 
by a release of provisional data in february that 
can be very different from the final figures.

the banque de france’s initial balance of 
payments data for 2016, published in May 
2017, reported a 39% fall in foreign investment 
in france, from €42.4 billion in 2015 to 
€25.6 billion in 2016. However, the banque de 
france underlined that this figure is in line with 
the average observed in the last 10 years (of 
approximately €23 billion).

REvISED DATA FOR GLOBAL FDI INFLOWS

38White PaPer on international rankings 2017
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FRANCE 
ATTRACTIVENESS 
SURVEY 2017
EY • May 2017

The EY France Attractiveness Survey compares job-creating foreign investment inflows across 

European countries. The report is based on the European Investment Monitor of publicly 

announced investments operated by British consultancy firm Oxford Intelligence.

METHODOLOGY

VARIABLES
A twofold approach is taken to ascertaining 
France’s attractiveness to investors:

 → The number of inward investment projects 
in Europe is tracked by examining job-creating 
investments that have been publicly confirmed 
and covered by the press.

 → A poll is conducted to gauge international 
investors’ perceptions and expectations of Europe 
and France as potential investment locations.

EY considers job-creating foreign direct 
investment projects that are either new site 
creations or expansions, but does not include:

 → Takeovers, i.e. jobs that are saved when a 
foreign company acquires an ailing company.

 → Retail outlets and hotels.

OPINION POLL
Survey institute CSA conducted a poll to 
gauge international investors’ perceptions and 
expectations of Europe and France as potential 
investment locations. The survey was conducted 
using computer-assisted telephone interviews 
(CATI). A total of 203 company directors were 
interviewed, in 26 countries and three languages, 
from March 6-22, 2017.
The sample comprised businesses located in 
Western Europe (54%), North America (25%) 
and Asia (10%); 40% had turnover of less than 
€150 million; 38%, between €150 million and 
€1.5 billion; and 22%, more than €1.5 billion. 
Forty-two percent of those polled were financial 
directors, 26% were chairmen/presidents/CEOs, 
and 14% were marketing/commercial directors.
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RESULTS

OVERALL RESULTS
Europe attracted 5,845 investments in 2016, 
creating more than 260,000 jobs. The number 
of investments in Europe (defined as a set of 43 
countries) were up by 15%, while the number 
of jobs created as a result of these projects rose 
19%.
The United Kingdom was the leading host 
country, with 1,144 projects (up 7%), creating 
more than 43,000 jobs. Germany was second 
with 1,063 projects (up 12%), generating more 
than 19,900 jobs, while France was third, with 
779 investment decisions (up 30%), creating 
16,980 jobs.

FRANCE’S POSITION
 → France remained Europe’s third leading 

destination for job-creating foreign 
investments in 2016 with 13% of all projects, 
after the United Kingdom (20%), and Germany 
(18%), which retained the second place it has 
held since 2011. In terms of jobs generated, 
France came in fifth, preceded by the United 
Kingdom, Poland, Germany and Romania.

tOP 15 DEstInAtIOn cOuntRIEs FOR FDI PROjEcts (2016) 
 

Country 2015 2016 Change 
2015-2016 (%)

% 
2016 total

United Kingdom 1,065 1,144 7 20
Germany 946 1,063 12 18
France 598 779 30 13
Spain 248 308 24 5
Poland 211 256 21 4
Netherlands 219 207 -5 4
Russia 201 205 2 4
Belgium 211 200 -5 4
Ireland 127 141 11 2
Turkey 134 138 3 2
Finland 105 133 27 2
Romania 98 132 35 2
Czech Republic 70 110 57 2
Hungary 94 107 14 2
Sweden 51 90 76 2
Other (28) 705 832 18 14
Total (Europe) 5,083 5,845 15 100
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FRAncE’s MAIn stREnGtHs
 → France confirmed its attractiveness with 

rising levels of inward investment, attracting 779 
FDI projects in 2016, up 30% from the previous 
year, which accounted for 13% of all projects in 
Europe.

 → EY reported an 24% increase in job creation 
through inward investment in France, with a 
total of 16,980 jobs generated.

 → France has been Europe’s leading 
destination for industrial investment for more 
than 15 years.

 → France was ranked second in Europe for 
attracting new logistics sites, with project 
numbers up 31% from 2015.

 → France was Europe’s third largest recipient 
of R&D investments in 2016. Innovation is now 
France’s leading competitive advantage as an 
investment location: 50% of business decision-
makers stated it was France’s main trump card 
to strengthen its role in the global economy.

 → Thirty-six percent of investors believe that 
the digital economy was the main driver of 
France’s attractiveness as its second most 
popular sector for inward investment, up 30% 
from 2015.

 → Seventy-three percent of foreign companies 
with operations in France were ‘fairly satisfied’ 
or ‘very satisfied’ with their investments (vs. 62% 
in 2014).

 → “La French Tech” and enterprise were 
widely acclaimed by decision-makers: 58% 
stated that policy implemented in France to 

encourage startup creation was proving effective 
(14 percentage points higher than in 2016).

 → Efforts to promote France’s business image 
ere also recognized, with 61% of business 
decision-makers not resident in France judging 
that the international promotion of France’s 
advantages was ‘fairly effective’ or ‘very effective’. 

tHE EY suRVEY AlsO HIGHlIGHtED 
sEVERAl WEAKnEssEs

 → The survey also pointed out that only 16 
decision-making centers were set up in France 
in 2016, placing the country fifth in Europe for 
investments such as these.

 → In terms of perception, 55% of business 
decision-makers stated that France needs to 
restore its tax competitiveness in order to remain 
attractive, while 46% highlighted the need to 
pursue ongoing efforts to simplify corporate 
red tape, and 36% recommended further labor 
market reforms to achieve greater flexibility.
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CITIES OF OPPORTUNITY 
2016
PRICEWATERHOUSECOOPERS (PWC) • May 2016

Audit, accountancy and consulting firm PricewaterhouseCoopers has published its seventh 

Cities of Opportunity report, analyzing the economic, social, cultural and environmental 

performance of 30 global cities.

METHODOLOGY

VARIABLES
To rank the 30 cities, PwC uses seventy variables 
organized into 10 indicator categories and three 
overarching families:

 → Tools for a changing world
• Intellectual capital and innovation: Libraries 
with public access, Math/science skills attainment, 
Literacy and enrollment, Percent of population 
with higher education, World University Rankings, 
Innovation Cities Index, Intellectual property 
protection, Entrepreneurial environment. 
• Technology readiness: Internet access in 
schools, Broadband quality score, Mobile 
broadband speed, ICT usage, Software 
development and multimedia design, Digital 
security.
• City gateway: Hotel rooms, International 
tourists, Number of international association 
meetings, Incoming/outgoing passenger flows, 
Airport-to-CBD access, World Top 100 airports, 
Airport connectivity.

 → Quality of life
• Transportation and infrastructure: Public 
transport systems, Mass transit coverage, 
Affordability of public transport, Licensed taxis, 
Major construction activity, Housing, Traffic 
congestion, Ease of commute.
• Health, safety and security: Hospitals and 
health employment, Health system performance, 
End-of-life care, Crime, Political environment, 
Security and disease risk.
• Sustainability and the natural environment: 
Natural disaster exposure, Natural disaster 
preparedness, Thermal comfort, Recycled waste, 
Air pollution, Public park space, Water-related 
business risk.
• Demographics and livability: Cultural vibrancy, 
Quality of living, Working-age population, City 
brand, Relocation attractiveness, Senior well-
being, YouthfulCities index.

 → Economics
• Economic clout: Number of Global 500 
headquarters, Employment growth, Financial 
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and business services employment, Attracting 
FDI, Productivity, Rate of real GDP growth.
• Ease of doing business: Ease of starting a 
business, Resolving insolvency, Ease of entry 
(number of countries with visa waiver), Number 
of foreign embassies or consulates, Level of 
shareholder protection, Operational risk climate, 
Workforce management risk, Tax efficiency.
• Cost: Corporate total tax rate, Personal tax, 
Cost of business occupancy, Cost of living, iPhone 
index, Purchasing power, Affordability of rent. 

The data were collected between 2014 
and 2015 from international organizations, 
national statistics agencies and commercial 
data providers. They are supplemented by 
data from a survey conducted among PwC 
employees worldwide, on matters such as their 
daily commute, their urban priorities, and their 
spending patterns.

DATA HANDLING
The cities are ranked and assigned a score from 
30 (best-performing) to 1 (worst-performing) for 
each of the 70 variables.
The scores for variables within the same 
indicator category are then summed to produce 
a score for each of the 10 indicator categories. 
All indicators and variables carry equal weight 
in the overall score.

RESULTS

OVERALL RESULTS
London once again topped the rankings, 
followed by Toronto, Paris, Amsterdam and New 
York. Chicago dropped out of the top 10, while 
Amsterdam came straight in at number four. 

FRANCE’S POSITION
Paris climbed three places in this edition of the 
report, regaining a spot among the top five most 
attractive cities in the world. It was the second 
most attractive city in Europe, after London, while 
Berlin was 18th. Paris was the only one of the 30 
global cities to be ranked in the top 10 for nine out 
of the 10 indicator categories. 

FRAncE’s MAIn stREnGtHs
Paris climbed to joint first place with New York 
on the demographics and livability indicator, 
having finished seventh on these criteria the 
previous year. It was ranked in the top five for 
cultural vibrancy (2nd), quality of living (4th), city 
brand and relocation attractiveness (5th). The 
city’s excellent general performance in quality of 
life was further strengthened by other indicators, 
with Paris securing joint first place for public 
transport and joint third for public parks.

Paris also claimed a top-three place in the city 
gateway standings, ranking second, after falling to 
seventh place the previous year. The French capital 
remained the most prized location for international 
meetings. The services of its airports placed it third 
for airport connectivity, after London and Moscow, 
and fourth for passenger flows. Faster, cheaper 

Ranking City Score
1 London 1,527
2 Toronto 1,437
3 Paris 1,426
4 Amsterdam 1,405
5 New York 1,404
6 Stockholm 1,400
7 San Francisco 1,382
8 Singapore 1,367
9 Sydney 1,329

10 Hong Kong 1,322

RAnKInGs: tOP 10 (2016)
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links between its airports would allow Paris to 
improve its ranking on this indicator.

Having taken top spot the previous year, Paris 
fell to fourth place for intellectual capital 
and innovation, equal with Toronto. Paris 
got its highest scores in libraries with public 
access (1st), world university rankings (4th), 
innovation cities index (4th) and intellectual 
property protection (7th). However, despite 
these strengths, the city must still pay particular 
attention to two important criteria, math/science 
skills attainment and literacy and enrollment 
(ranking 12th for both) if it is to return to the 
top of the rankings for this indicator.

On technology readiness, Paris moved up 
two places to seventh in the latest rankings, 
standing out, in particular, for the quality of its 
digital infrastructure: the French capital was 
ranked fourth for broadband quality and mobile 
broadband speed. However, that performance 
was offset by insufficient internet access in 
schools (22nd) and a lack of digital security (19th).

Paris stood out on a number of other indicators: 
Paris was also ranked joint third with London for 
the number of Fortune Global 500 headquarters, 
fourth for financial and business services 
employment, and seventh for productivity, ahead 
of London (8th) and Berlin (16th). 

tHE PWc REPORt AlsO HIGHlIGHtED 
sEVERAl WEAKnEssEs

On the cost indicator, Paris fell two places into 
the bottom five (26th). It was the fourth most 
expensive city in the standings for cost of living 
and the seventh most expensive place to rent 
office space. Despite this, the high income of 
Parisians put the city in the top 10 on the two 
purchasing power criteria: purchasing power and 
the iPhone index (9th in both).
The French capital was also down four places to 
eighth in the economic clout standings.
The city’s worst performances were in health, 
safety and security (10th), due mainly to crime 
(17th) and security and disease risk (12th).

RAnKInGs BY cAtEGORY Paris London Berlin

Tools for a changing world
Intellectual capital and innovation  4 1 13
Technology readiness 9 2 20
City gateway 2 1 16
Quality of life
Transportation and infrastructure 7 6 3
Health, safety and security 10 12 3
Sustainability/natural environment 6 13 6
Demographics and livability  1 3 8
Economics
Economic clout  8 1 26
Ease of doing business  6 3 12
Cost  26 22 6
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GLOBAL CITIES 
INVESTMENT MONITOR 
2017
kPMG AND GREATER PARIS INVESTMENT AGENCY • February 2017

The eighth annual Global Cities Investment Monitor, a report conducted by the Greater Paris 

Investment Agency in association with KPMG, ranks the world’s major cities by the number 

of job-creating foreign investments they have received. The analysis covers investments in 

new sites, as well as site expansions.

METHODOLOGY

The Global Cities Investment Monitor studies 
new (‘greenfield’) job-creating foreign 
investments, as well as expansions to existing 
investment sites. It is based on the Financial 
Times’s global database (fDi Markets), which lists 
over 155,000 international investment projects, 
drawing its information from 12,600 sources 
(newspapers, magazines, associations, websites, 
etc.). As such, the data the report uses come from 
an observatory monitoring publicly announced 
investments. Mergers, acquisitions, equity 
investments in existing activities, privatizations 
and alliances are not included. The year-long 
period of reference for investments is from the 
last quarter of 2015 to the third quarter of 2016.
The report focuses on 37 global cities, 12 of which 
were added to the list this year: Berlin, Munich, 
Hyderabad, Pune, Ho Chi Minh City, Rangoon, 
Kuala Lumpur, Melbourne, Los Angeles, Mexico 
City, Montreal and Johannesburg.

RESULTS

OVERALL RESULTS
Global investments rose 10.8% in 2016, with 
particularly notable rises in Western Europe 
(+21%), Eastern Europe (22%) and the Middle 
East (16%).

More than one-third of the investments during 
this time were made in Europe (26% in Western 
Europe, 10% in Eastern Europe), ahead of Asia 
in second place (29%) and North America (14%). 
The BRICS nations received 21% of global 
investment.

Europe remained the leading source of 
international investment, accounting for 
57% of cross-border investments within Europe, 
57% of inward investments in North America, 
42% in Latin America, 41% in Africa, and 
33% in Asia-Pacific.
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GloBAl CITIES INVESTMENT MoNITor 2017 

International investments were clustered in 
major global cities: Tokyo attracted 61% of 
foreign investment in Japan, while Seoul was the 
destination for 50% of inward investment in South 
Korea; Dublin and Amsterdam each accounted 
for 44% of overseas investments received in 
Ireland and the Netherlands, respectively.

London was the most popular destination for 
foreign investment in 2016, with 364 projects 
(+3%). It was followed by Shanghai (208 projects, 
+13%), Hong Kong (173 projects, +15%), and 
New York (159 projects, -1%). Every city in the 
top 10 except New York and Bangalore saw 
investment rise, apart from New York (-1%) and 
Sydney (-2%).

London (224 projects), Shanghai (117 projects) 
and Paris (81 projects) were the main destinations 
for investments in strategic business activities.

Rank City Investments (2016)

1 London 364

2 Shanghai 208

3 (+1) Hong Kong 173

4 (-1) New York 159

5 Paris 141

6 (+1) Bangalore 118

7 (-1) Sydney 116

8 (+2) Tokyo 112

9 (+2) Barcelona 98

10 (+2) Beijing 98

11 (+2) Amsterdam 92

12 (-3) Dublin 92

FRANCE’S POSITION
Paris was ranked fifth in the world and second 
in Europe in 2016, attracting 141 investment 
projects, up 12%, and remaining stable in the 
standings since 2015. On cumulative five-year 
investment since 2013, Paris rose one place to 
fifth, after London, Shanghai, Hong Kong, and 
New York.

Paris was one of the top three cities in the 
world for foreign investments in strategic 
business activities. It was also ranked fourth 
in the business services sector (27 projects in 
2016) and fifth for logistics (43 projects). 
Half of the investments attracted by the French 
capital came from other European countries, 
while investments from North America 
accounted for 33%, and investments from Asia-
Pacific, 12%.

tHE WORlD’s 12 lEADInG cItIEs 
FOR GREEnFIElD InVEstMEnts
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Published alongside the global cities 
Investment Monitor were the results of an 
opinionWay survey on investor perceptions, 
which polled more than 500 companies in 
22 countries between January and March 2017.
Paris was ranked third this year, up one 
place, in the list of the most attractive cities 
for businesses after london and new York, 
leapfrogging shanghai, and ahead of berlin in 
eighth. Paris also remained third for overall 
image, after new York and london.
the criteria considered most important by the 
international investors polled were political and 
legal stability (87%), availability of skilled human 
resources (84%), market accessibility and size 

(83%), and infrastructure (82%). they saw Paris 
as the second most attractive city in the world 
for quality of life, and also viewed infrastructure 
quality and a burgeoning startup scene as key 
advantages. 
the investors polled cited shanghai, beijing 
and Mumbai as the three global cities whose 
attractiveness will likely increase the most over 
the coming three years. Paris rose two places 
in these standings to fourth, partly at london’s 
expense, which fell five places. twenty-seven 
percent of respondents thought that Paris’ 
attractiveness as an investment location will 
improve during this time.

OPINIONWAY SURvEY
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FOREIGN DIRECT 
INVESTMENT 
CONFIDENCE INDEX 2017
A.T. kEARNEY • April 2017

Consulting firm A.T. Kearney has published a Foreign Direct Investment Confidence Index 

since 1998, assessing the likely impact of political, economic and regulatory changes on the 

foreign investment intentions and preferences of senior executives from the world’s largest 

companies.

METHODOLOGY

The FDI Confidence Index is based on a 
survey conducted in January 2017 among 
senior executives from 500 of the world’s 
leading companies (with annual revenues of 
US$500 million or more). The businesses polled 
are headquartered in 30 different countries and 
span all industry sectors. The countries are 
selected after analysis of UNCTAD data, and 
account for 90% of global FDI flows. Forty-five 
percent are from the services sector, 40% from 
industry, and 15% from the IT sector.
The Confidence Index is calculated on a scale of 
0 to 3, as a weighted average of the number of 
high, medium and low responses to questions 
on the likelihood of making a direct investment 
in a market over the next three years. The report 

also uses data from the Dealogic database 
(investment sums), as well as from investment 
promotion agencies, finance and trade ministries, 
and selected media.

RESULTS

OVERALL RESULTS
For the fifth year running, the United States 
remained at the top of the standings. Germany 
rose two places to second, at China’s expense, 
now in third, followed by the United Kingdom 
(up one place), Canada (-2), and Japan (no 
change).
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ForEIGN dIrECT INVESTMENT CoNFIdENCE INdEx 2017 

Foreign investors demonstrated renewed 
confidence, with 60% declaring themselves 
to be more bullish on the global economy this 
year than last year, up from 50% in 2016, and 
75% saying they plan to increase their FDI in the 
coming three years.

Europe remained a destination of choice for 
FDI, accounting for 11 of the top 25 countries. The 
United Kingdom was ranked fourth, Spain 11th 
(up two places), followed by Switzerland (12th), 

Italy (13th), the Netherlands (14th) and Sweden 
(15th). However, investors feared political 
instability in Europe post-Brexit and after the 
Italian referendum, while also awaiting other 
elections across the continent.

Developed countries continued to dominate 
the standings, with 18 of the leading 
25 representatives, but lost ground to emerging 
markets such as the United Arab Emirates, New 
Zealand and South Africa.
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The leading criterion for locating foreign 
investment in 2017 was the general security 
environment, in contrast to 2016 when investors 
were more concerned about market access and 
infrastructure quality. For the third year in a row, 
geopolitical tensions topped the wild card list.

FRANCE’S POSITION
France gained ground in 2016, rising one place 
to seventh among the sample countries, and to 
third in Europe after Germany and the United 
Kingdom. This was its best performance since 
the FDI Confidence Index was first published, 
after finishing 17th in 2012, 13th in 2013, 10th 
in 2014, and eighth in both 2015 and 2016. In 
the ranking of planned investment destinations 
for European firms, France remained fourth. It 
was also up nine places to fourth for planned 
investments by American companies, and rose 
again nine places to fifth for planned investments 
by companies from the IT sector.

The report noted that France is an attractive 
foreign investment destination and plays a 
crucial role within the European Union, enjoying 
strong intellectual property rights as well as 
high-quality transport, communications and 
energy infrastructure. Business has increased in 
recent years in the French construction, energy, 
pharmaceuticals, telecommunications and 
technology sectors.

It also looked at trends in FDI flows and the main 
M&A deals completed by foreign companies in 
France, including Finnish technology company 
Nokia’s acquisition of Alcatel-Lucent for US$9.7 
billion. Notably, the technology sector now 
accounts for nearly one-third of the value of all 
French M&As.

Finally, it highlighted how the French economy 
has strengthened in the last few years, with 
falling unemployment and a growth forecast of 
1.6% for 2018, citing recent reforms to improve 
France’s attractiveness to business, such as a 
payroll tax credit scheme (competitiveness and 
employment tax credit – CICE), labor market 
reform (Employment Act, August 2016) and 
deregulation (Growth, Economic Activity and 
Equal Economic Opportunity Act, August 2015).
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AMCHAM-BAIN 
BAROMETER
THE SATISFACTION OF AMERICAN INVESTORS 
IN FRANCE
BAIN & COMPANY • January 2017

The 17th edition of this survey, conducted annually since 1995 by the American Chamber of 

Commerce in France (‘AmCham’) with the support of management consultancy firm Bain & 

Company, looks at the satisfaction levels of American investors in France.

METHODOLOGY

The AmCham-Bain Barometer has three aims:
 → To gauge the satisfaction levels of American 

investors in France and their perceptions of the 
business environment each year.

 → To garner the views of American investors on 
the latest business news in France.

 → To understand what are seen as the country’s 
strengths and weaknesses (‘inducers’ and 
‘nuisances’) as a business location.

A questionnaire was sent out in November 
2016 to the French subsidiaries of American 
companies, of all sizes and sectors. A 
total of 146 responses were received from 
companies that, in France alone, boast more 
than 64,000 employees and revenues of over 
€55 billion.

In your opinion, how will the economic 
outlook change for your industry in France 
over the next two to three years?

PositiveStableNegative
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AMCHAM-BAIN BAroMETEr

This optimism did not however extend in the 
same way to job creation, with only 21% of 
investors planning to hire more employees in 
France over the coming three years, while 46% 
stated that employee numbers will remain stable.

How does France compare with other European countries on the following criteria?

Equivalent to other
European countries

Weakness compared with
other European countries

Strength compared with
other European countries
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RESULTS

The latest survey revealed a substantial 
improvement in the satisfaction levels of 
American investors in France: 49% of the investors 
polled stated that the economic outlook in France 
over the next three years will change for the better, 
up 22 percentage points from the previous year, 
despite this score having previously remained 
trapped between 20% and 27% since 2012.
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FRAncE’s MAIn stREnGtHs
France boasts a number of key strengths 
compared with other European countries 
to attract foreign investment. In the eyes 
of American companies that already have 
operations in France, France’s main advantages 
as an investment location include its geographic 
location (83%), cultural environment (75%), 
quality of life (69%), workforce qualifications 
(63%), infrastructure quality (57%) and importance 
given to R&D (52%).

France also has strengths and qualities to 
attract foreign employees: quality of life (88% 
of respondents), access to healthcare services 
(87%), transport and telecommunications 
infrastructure (72%), as well as childcare and 
children’s education (67%).

France was also acclaimed in the survey as 
an investment destination for companies 
engaging in digital transformation, with 81% of 
respondents declaring that France is an attractive 
destination in this respect. High-quality education 
and training, combined with strong political 
backing and a startup-friendly environment were 
all factors in this positive image. Investors also 
called upon the French authorities to enhance 
the overall business environment, encourage the 
development of digital infrastructure, facilitate 
access to capital, and intensify digital training. 

AttRActIVEnEss

tHE AMcHAM-BAIn BAROMEtER AlsO 
HIGHlIGHtED sEVERAl WEAKnEssEs

Only 30% of respondents believed their US 
headquarters had a positive view of France (up 
12 percentage points since the previous year).
The industrial relations climate (66% of 
respondents) and taxation on individuals (84%) 
were seen as “nuisances” for foreign employees. 
Only 16% of respondents would recommend 
moving to France.
According to Bain & Company, the areas in which 
American companies expect improvements as 
a matter of priority include labor costs and 
employment law, administrative procedures, 
and taxation.  
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METHODOLOGY

The report assesses each country’s ability to 
develop, attract and retain talent to satisfy 
corporate needs based on three factors and 
30 criteria (12 items of statistical data and 
18 taken from an opinion survey of international 
investors). The opinion survey is sent to business 
executives to gauge their perception of the 
talent competitiveness of different countries.

Talent is defined as the set of individual 
competencies (skills) necessary for enterprises 
and the economy to achieve long-term 
sustainable value. The report seeks to assess 
“hard” skills – which are structural and function 
as enablers of development (for example, 
investment in the educational system and the 
quality of education) – and “soft” skills, which 
are in a sense the outcome of hard skills and 
include employees’ motivation and language 
skills.

The three main factors are:
 → Investment in and development of home-

grown talent: Public expenditure on education, 
pupil-teacher ratios, apprenticeships, employee 
training, etc.

 → Appeal, i.e. a country’s ability to attract 
and retain local and foreign talent: Cost of 
living, quality of life, remuneration, taxation, etc.

 → Readiness, i.e. a country’s ability to 
meet market demand from its talent pool: 
Labor force growth, quality of skills available, 
international experience, science in schools, etc.

To enable comparisons to be made over time, 
all data, where available, have been gathered 
every year from 2007 to 2016 across a sample 
varying from 50 to 61 countries. The data suggest 
that countries that achieve a balance between 
investing in local talent and the ability to attract 
overseas talent perform consistently well.

ATTRACTIVENESS

WORLD TALENT REPORT 
2016
INTERNATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR MANAGEMENT DEVELOPMENT (IMD) 
• November 2016

The IMD World Competitiveness Center published its third annual World Talent Report in 

2016. Based on the World Competitiveness Yearbook produced by IMD every year since 

1989, it identifies the 61 most talent-competitive countries.
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world TAlENT rEPorT 2016

RESULTS

OVERALL RESULTS
The overall standings in 2016 were led by 
Switzerland and Denmark, as in 2015, followed 
by Belgium, Sweden and the Netherlands. 
Nine of the 10 economies best equipped to 
develop, attract and retain talent in the world 
were European. Germany was ranked 11th (down 
four places), the United States 14th (no change), 
and the United Kingdom 20th (+1).

FRANCE’S POSITION
France was ranked 28th in 2016, down one place 
from 2015, coming in 24th under the investment 
and development factor, 28th for readiness, and 
30th for appeal.

FRAncE’s MAIn stREnGtHs
 → France invests strongly in its education 

system and oversees talent development 
well. This can be seen by its good scores for 
the proportion of women in the labor force (48%, 
ranking France eighth, ahead of Germany in 
21st and the United Kingdom in 23rd), quality 
of health infrastructure (9th, compared with 
Germany in 8th and the United Kingdom in 29th), 
public expenditure on education per pupil (10th) 
and total public expenditure on education (16th, 
with 5.5% of GDP, versus 5.4% in the United 
Kingdom and 4.2% in Germany).

 → France stands out as an attractive destination 
for talent due to its scores for remuneration of 
management (12th), remuneration in service 
professions (18th), and quality of life (23rd).

 → Under the talent readiness factor, France 
was ranked 17th for science in schools, 19th 
for student mobility inbound – with 3.7 foreign 
students per 1,000 inhabitants – and 20th for 
finance skills.

tHE IMD REPORt AlsO HIGHlIGHtED 
sEVERAl WEAKnEssEs

 → Under the investment in and development 
of talent factor, apprenticeships (57th) and 
employee training (45th) were not judged to be 
sufficiently implemented in the French system. 
The effective personal income tax rate was a 
weakness in France’s talent appeal (ranked 49th), 
as were the cost of living, the priority with which 
French firms attract and retain talent, and worker 
motivation (all 41st).

 → France was also hamstrung by some of its 
scores under the talent readiness factor, including 
criteria such as employee language skills (ranked 
55th), labor force growth (51st) and management 
education (49th).
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Rank (2016) Country Change

1 Switzerland -
2 Denmark -
3 Belgium 6
4 Sweden 7
5 Netherlands -
6 Finland -
7 Norway -3
8 Austria 11
9 Luxembourg -6
10 Hong Kong 2
11 Germany -4
12 Canada -4
13 New Zealand 5
14 United States -
15 Singapore -5
16 Iceland 1
17 Australia -4
18 Ireland -2
19 Malaysia -4
20 United Kingdom 1
21 Israel 1
22 Portugal 3
23 Estonia 10
24 Taiwan -1
25 Lithuania -1

26 United Arab 
Emirates -6

27 Qatar 2
28 France -1
29 Poland 3
30 Japan -4
31 Czech Republic -1
32 Spain 7
33 Latvia -5
34 Italy 8
35 Slovenia 3
36 Greece -1
37 Thailand -3
38 South Korea -7
39 Slovakia 8
40 Jordan -3
41 Russia 4
42 South Africa 9
43 China -3
44 Indonesia -3
45 Brazil 12
46 Turkey -
47 Chile -4
48 Kazakhstan -12
49 Ukraine 6
50 Hungary 6
51 Philippines -7
52 Romania -4
53 Croatia 5
54 Colombia -4
55 Argentina -2
56 Mexico -7
57 Bulgaria 4
58 Mongolia -4
59 Peru -
60 India -8
61 Venezuela -1

IMD WORlD tAlEnt REPORt RAnKInG (2016)
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BETTER LIFE INDEX 2016
OECD • May 2016

In recognition of its 50th anniversary in 2011, the OECD chose the theme “Better policies 

for better lives” and launched the “Better Life” initiative. This idea behind this index is that 

well-being cannot only be measured by economic statistics. Its interactive nature means 

that each country’s quality of life can be visualized, in accordance with differently weighted 

criteria, and compared with other OECD member countries, thereby stepping outside the 

conventional GDP-based statistical framework.

This initiative is based on the Stiglitz-Sen-Fitoussi Commission’s report on measuring economic 

performance and social progress, which advocated setting up indicators to measure wellbeing 

for publication alongside economic statistics.

METHODOLOGY

VARIABLES
Well-being is a multidimensional concept which 
is not confined to the notion of wealth alone. The 
Better Life Index incorporates 24 indicators split 
into 11 topics covering the main aspects of well-
being, encompassing material living conditions 
and quality of life:

 → Housing: Rooms per person; Dwellings with 
basic facilities; Housing expenditure.

 → Income: Household net-adjusted disposable 
income; Household financial wealth.

 → Jobs: Employment rate; Long-term 
unemployment rate; Personal earnings; Job 
security.

 → Community: Quality of support network.
 → Education: Educational attainment; Years in 

education; Student skills.
 → Environment: Air pollution; Water quality.

 → Civic engagement: Voter turnout; Consultation 
on rule-making.

 → Health: Life expectancy; Self-reported health.
 → Life satisfaction
 → Safety: Assault rate; Homicide rate.
 → Work-life balance: Employees working very 

long hours; Time devoted to leisure and personal 
care.

This data is compiled for the 34 OECD member 
countries, as well as accession country Latvia 
and three associate members, Brazil, Russia and 
South Africa. Over time, the Index will expand 
to cover three other countries: China, India and 
Indonesia.
The data mostly come from official sources such 
as the OECD, national accounts and United 
Nations statistics. Two indicators are based on 
data from the Gallup World Poll, conducted by 
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BETTEr lIFE INdEx 2016

the Gallup Organization. More than 80% of the 
indicators in the Better Life Index have been 
already published by the OECD.

DATA HANDLING
The Better Life Index comprises a variety of 
different indicators, measured in various units 
(dollars, years, etc.). To compare and aggregate 
these values, they are normalized using the 
minimum-maximum method to obtain numbers in 
a range between 0 (the worst possible outcome) 
and 1 (the best possible outcome).

The online application (www.oecdbetterlifeindex.
org/fr) enables users to create their own Better 
Life Index and investigate how each of the 
11 topics can contribute to wellbeing. Each topic 
is assigned a default weight of 1, which users 
can rate from 0 (“not important”) to 5 (“very 
important”). The sum of all weights is 100%. 
Users can then compare and share their index 
with others.

RESULTS

OVERALL RESULTS
Based on the default weights, which are entirely 
equal for all topics, Norway was ranked first, 
followed by Australia, Denmark, Switzerland and 
Canada.

FRANCE’S POSITION
France was ranked 18th in the Better Life Index 
(no change on previous year), after Germany 
(12th) and the United Kingdom (16th), and was 
ranked 11th among European Union Member 
States.

FRAncE’s MAIn stREnGtHs
Average household net-adjusted disposable 
income in France (US$29,759) was higher than 
the OECD average (US$29,016) and than in the 
United Kingdom (US$26,687), but was slightly 
lower than in Germany (US$31,925).
In terms of health, life expectancy at birth in 
France was 82 years (86 years for women and 
79 years for men), which was two years higher 
than the OECD average. Life expectancy at birth 
in both the United Kingdom and Germany was 
81 years.
France had a score of 9 for work-life balance, 
ahead of Germany and the United Kingdom (6.1) 
and was ranked first for time devoted to leisure 
and personal care, In France, such time accounts 
for 68% of the day (16.4 hours), slightly higher 
than the OECD average of 15 hours.

Rank Country
1 Norway
2 Australia
3 Denmark
4 Switzerland
5 Canada
6 Sweden
7 New Zealand
8 Finland
9 United States
10 Iceland
11 Netherlands
12 Germany
13 Luxembourg
14 Belgium
15 Austria
16 United Kingdom
17 Ireland
18 France
19 Spain
20 Slovenia

cOuntRY RAnKInGs
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France was in 12th place for housing, with 
a score of 6.2, like Germany. On average, 
households in France spent 21% of their gross 
adjusted disposable income on housing, higher 
than the OECD average (18%), but less than in 
the United Kingdom (23%).

tHE OEcD InDEx AlsO HIGHlIGHtED 
sEVERAl WEAKnEssEs

 → Employment: 64% of 15- to 64-year-olds 
had a paid job in France, less than in Germany 
(74%) and the United Kingdom (73%). France 
was ranked 28th out of 38 for the long-term 
unemployment rate.

 → Although voter turnout in the 2012 presidential 

elections was above the OECD average (80% 
compared with 68%), reflecting the public’s 
confidence in the political process, France 
was ranked 17th out of 38 for consultation on 
rule-making.

 → In terms of the environment, France was 
ranked 18th for air pollution. The level of 
atmospheric PM10 – air pollutant particles small 
enough to enter and damage the lungs – was 
14.1 micrograms per cubic meter, slightly higher 
than the OECD average of 14.05 micrograms per 
cubic meter. The level of atmospheric PM10 was 
10.8 micrograms per cubic meter in the United 
Kingdom and 15.4 micrograms per cubic meter 
in Germany.

scOREs FOR GERMAnY, FRAncE AnD tHE unItED KInGDOM

France Germany United Kingdom Best score

Housing 6.2 6.2 6.1 7.9 (United States)
Income 4.8 5 4.9 10 (United States)

Jobs 7.1 8.2 7.8 9.7 (Iceland)
Community 6 7.3 7.8 10 (New Zealand)

Education 5.9 8 6.4 9.3 (Finland)
Environment 6.8 7.6 7.9 10 (Norway)

Civic engagement 6 4.9 5.9 8.6 (Australia)
Health 7.7 7.3 8.1 9.6 (New Zealand)

Life satisfaction 5.4 7.1 6 10 (Norway)
Safety 8 8.4 8.8 9.8 (Norway)

Work-life balance 9 8.4 6.6 9.4 (Netherlands)
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Economic attractiveness is a complex 
phenomenon that cannot be measured 
by any single indicator. Instead, we should 
analyze and compare various indicators based 
on macroeconomic data, company statistics and 
the perceptions of foreign investors, in a holistic 
approach. Among the many indicators that 
can be used to estimate the attractiveness of 
an economy, foreign direct investment (FDI) 
flows are often the preferred measure, and the 
one most frequently cited in the media. In the 
World Investment Report, the United Nations 
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) 
undertakes a comparative international analysis 
of FDI flows and stocks. For states that provide 
such statistics, UNCTAD now publishes central 
bank data based on the latest methodology – the 
extended directional principle recommended 
by the IMF and the OECD, and to which France 
also adheres – which offsets the effects of intra-
group loans. 

However, UNCTAD data should be treated 
with the utmost caution, as FDI flows are highly 
volatile and can be subject to considerable 
revision. They also cover a wide variety of money 
flows that can sometimes depend on one or two 
very large transactions that do not in themselves 
give any indication of whether or not France is 
attractive to investors. For instance, much of 
the decrease in FDI inflows recorded in France 
in 2014 involved new investments and equity 
acquisitions (“share capital investments”, -60%), 
as well as internal cash flows within multinational 
companies (“intra-group loans”, which fell from 
US$8.5 billion to -US$2.7 billion). The 60% fall 

in share capital investments was mostly due to 
a single transaction: two-thirds of the total arose 
from L’Oréal’s acquisition of 8% of its share capital 
from Nestlé for €6.5 billion (US$9 billion).

Despite widespread media coverage, we should 
be aware that any analysis that attempts to express 
France’s attractiveness to investors through a 
single indicator is irrelevant. The attractiveness of 
an economy cannot be determined purely on the 
basis of FDI inflows; rather, a holistic approach 
that also takes into account company statistics 
should be adopted.

In this area, a number of consultants such as 
KPMG, EY and PwC offer global or European 
comparisons of states or cities based on the job-
creating foreign investment they attract.

Their analysis is based on databases that only 
identify investment decisions by multinational 
companies that have been made public. The 
reports therefore offer an incomplete picture of 
economic realities. For instance, the reports by 
EY and KPMG are based on investment monitors 
of publicly announced investments operated 
by British consultancy firm Oxford Intelligence 
and fDi Intelligence, respectively. Data that 
are confidential or known to the investment 
promotion agencies providing day-to-day 
support to investors are not included. As such, 
nearly one-third of the investments recorded in 
the Business France Annual Report cannot be 
made public because the companies involved 
wish to remain anonymous. Consequently, these 
data cannot be shared with consultancy firms.

DISCUSSION
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The reports by EY and KPMG, like those using 
data from any investment monitor, only provide a 
piecemeal view of the comparative attractiveness 
of European countries in terms of projects and 
jobs. As far as investment projects are concerned:

 → In an effort to provide comparable results, 
the analysis in both reports has a deliberately 
more restrictive scope than Business France’s 
data, excluding investments such as those 
involving retail outlets, hotels, takeovers of ailing 
sites, and expansions through takeovers.

 → Furthermore, the EY report underestimates 
the number of jobs created by foreign 
investments because it does not have the 
corresponding employment figures for all 
investment projects. In 2015, job statistics 
were provided for only 370 of the 598 projects 
identified in France, which brings down the 
average number of jobs per project.

 → Also, in the EY report, the availability of 
employment data varies from country to 
country. Job statistics are provided for only 
62% of investments in France, compared with 
47% in Germany, 70% in the United Kingdom, 
38% in Spain and 55% in Poland. Any analysis 
of jobs generated by investments in different 
countries is so highly constrained as to be 
fundamentally unsound.

 → Lastly, there are considerable differences in 
population and area within the sample used by 
KPMG in the Global Cities Investment Monitor. 
Paris is restricted to the 20 arrondissements of 
the city proper. However, the 20 arrondissements 
are home to only 40% of businesses in Ile de 
France (Paris region). If we include the three 
adjoining départements of Hauts-de-Seine, 
Seine-Saint-Denis and Val-de-Marne, this figure 
leaps to 70%.

Another alternative approach is to assess 
foreign investors’ perceptions of the 
attractiveness of economies. The surveys 
conducted among decision-makers by Bain & 
Company, A.T. Kearney, EY, etc. reveal how much 
trust investors have in the economies in question, 
and also highlight the factors they perceive to be 
‘nuisances’ so that reforms can then be promoted 
to improve the business environment.
These opinion polls must nonetheless be viewed 
with caution, as the number of foreign decision 
makers polled remains relatively modest: 203 
for EY, 146 for the AmCham Bain Barometer. 
By way of comparison, the COE-Rexecode 
competitiveness survey on perceptions of French 
exports has 500 respondents across Europe, while 
the TNS Sofres survey on France’s investment 
attractiveness and investor confidence in the 
country uses a sample of more than 700 company 
directors.
There is also significant bias in the make-up 
of the sample and the way survey answers are 
interpreted. The sample is made up of investors 
already based in France, who may use the survey 
as an opportunity to draw attention to their own 
personal grievances. Their answers may therefore 
be highly subjective.
Finally, business is not just a matter of perception. 
We can see a real discrepancy between 
perceptions and the reality of foreign investment 
in France, a discrepancy made all the more 
striking by the fact that the firms polled already 
have operations in the country.
This is the case for the AmCham-Bain Barometer, 
in which only 30% of respondents believe their 
US headquarters has a positive view of France 
(up 12 percentage points since last year). In 
reality, American firms have a strong presence 
in France, where the United States is the leading 



69

AttRActIVEnEss

job-creating foreign investor and American 
multinationals such as Intel, Cisco, Google, 
Facebook, GE and Fedex, to name but a few, 
continued to expand their operations.

For these reasons, Business France’s approach for 
its Annual Report is to obtain data from the firms 
themselves, so that its analysis encompasses data 
on job-creating foreign direct investment projects 
and on the contribution of foreign subsidiaries 
to economies (employment, R&D, value added).

On March 21 this year, Business France published 
its Annual Report on job-creating foreign 
investment in France, which presents data 
on foreign direct investment decisions. Each 
investment decision included in the report is 
checked with the foreign firm and Business 
France’s regional partners. This process makes it 
possible to take account of projects that have not 
been covered in a press release or been made 
public. Projects such as these are not included 
in the data presented by KPMG, EY or PwC. 
Business France has published an interactive map 
on its website with the aim of presenting each 
of the 1,117 projects identified in 2016 without 
compromising their confidentiality.

Analysis of microeconomic data, cross-checked 
with each investment decision, shows that:

 → France is a key driver of global innovation. 
In addition to global tech giants (such as 
Facebook, Google, and Cisco), France has 
attracted a wide array of firms looking to set 
up or expand R&D facilities. The Italian TAS 
Group, specializing in electronic money and 
payment software, as well as cloud-based and 
data storage solutions, invested nearly €4 million 

in its Sophia-Antipolis facility (Provence-Alpes-
Côte d’Azur region) to enlarge and upgrade the 
site and expand its R&D operations. As part of 
its commitment to the connected car revolution, 
auto-parts maker Continental created a specific 
R&D site, Continental Digital Services, in 2016. 
While Japanese firm Sakata Vegetables Europe, 
which produces vegetable seeds, invested €2.8 
million in a new purpose-built research facility at 
its site in Uchaud (Occitanie region).

 → France is also attracting numerous decision-
making centers.
Canadian company PressReader, which has 
developed a digital newspaper distribution 
platform, recently decided to establish its first 
European office in Bordeaux, which will serve as 
its headquarters for the Europe/Middle East/Africa 
(EMEA) region. American pharmaceutical company 
Merck & Co. meanwhile chose the Paris region as 
the location for its new decision-making center, 
which will serve as its international headquarters 
outside the United States. The investment will lead 
to the creation of a hundred jobs.

 → France is an industrial powerhouse. 
Examples include the Bolton Group (Italy), 
which decided to invest €2.5 million to expand 
its Saupiquet subsidiary in Quimper (Bretagne/
Brittany region); Swiss firm Liebherr Aerospace, 
which manufactures air management systems for 
the aerospace industry, and invested more than 
€14 million at its plant in Toulouse (Occitanie 
region); German company Car-ita, a supplier 
of high value-added fabrics to the automotive 
and aerospace industries that announced a 
new production facility in Bitche, near the 
German border (Grand Est region); American 
metal-cutting and storage specialist Castle 
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Metals, which invested US$2 million in a new 
manufacturing site in Tarbes (Occitanie region) 
to forge closer ties with its clients in Aerospace 
Valley; Italian firm Lattonedil, which makes and 
markets insulating roof and wall panels, and 
opened its first French plant in Roche-sur-Yon 
(Pays de la Loire region), where it plans to invest 
more than €10 million and create around fifty 

jobs; and German firm Blohm+Voss, a European 
leader in civil and military shipbuilding and ship 
repair, which won the contract to operate the 
Great Dry Dock at the shipyards in La Ciotat 
(Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur region). The project 
led to the establishment of a La Ciotat-based 
subsidiary that has targeted a headcount of 
100 within three years.
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Since the onset of the global economic crisis, 
France has remained among the leading 
recipients of foreign direct investment (FDI). 
As regards inward FDI stock, France is ranked 
eighth in the world (or seventh, if China and Hong 
Kong are combined) and third in Europe, having 
accumulated US$772 billion by 2015, after the 
United States (US$5,409 billion), Hong Kong 

(US$1,572 billion), the United Kingdom (US$1,457 
billion), China (US$1,221 billion), Germany 
(US$1,121 billion), Singapore (US$978 billion), 
and Switzerland (US$833 billion).

In terms of national wealth (FDI stock/GDP), 
France has received as much foreign investment 
over time as Germany, and more than Italy and 
the United States.
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Job-creating foreign investments have remained 
buoyant since the global economic crisis began: along 
with the United Kingdom and Germany, France is one 
of the countries that attract the most job-creating 
foreign investments in Europe. Data from the EY 2016 
European Attractiveness Survey show that France was 
ranked third in Europe for the number of job-creating 
investment projects – or second in Europe according 
to data from the Business France Europe Observatory 
– and remained the leading destination in Europe for 
foreign investment in industry, as it has been now for 
more than 15 years. 

France is also one of the leading destinations in Europe 
for foreign R&D projects. France was the third leading 

recipient in 2016 of R&D activities after the United 
Kingdom and Germany, with 11% of all foreign R&D 
projects recorded in Europe. 

The ability to train foreign-born talent enhances 
as much as it determines a country’s international 
reputation and attractiveness. According to the French 
Ministry for Primary, Secondary and Higher Education 
and Research, France welcomed 309,642 foreign 
students in 2014-15, of whom 218,443 (73.1%) enrolled 
at university. Foreign students accounted for 12.1% of 
all students. France also stands out for its very high 
proportion of international students who have come 
to enroll in advanced research programs (42%).

FrANCE: AN ATTrACTIVE ECoNoMY
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PROPORTION OF FOREIGN STUDENTS IN ADVANCED RESEARCH PROGRAMS (2014)
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The Responsibility and Solidarity Pact, the CICE tax 
credit, legislation to facilitate lending to SMEs, 
procedures to make it easier to obtain visas, and 
government-led promotional campaigns are all making 
France more attractive to investors and helping to build 
a more positive business image for the French economy.

RESPONSIBILITY AND SOLIDARITY PACT

One of the main aims of the French government’s 
Responsibility and Solidarity Pact is to improve cost 
competitiveness, which remains an essential component 
in France’s attractiveness as an investment location. The 
Pact involves lowering labor costs and businesses 
taxes, with the reduction in labor costs coming to a total 
of nearly €35 billion by 2017. Furthermore, the abolition 
of the exceptional corporate tax contribution lowered 
capital costs for large companies by €3 billion in 2016. 
The solidarity social corporate contribution (C3S) has 
also been abolished for nearly 90% of businesses, saving 
them €2 billion in 2016. In 2017, the standard rate of 
corporate tax was lowered to 28% for micro-businesses 
and SMEs declaring up to €75,000 in earnings, and this 
rate will be extended to the earnings of all businesses 
by 2020, bringing France into line with other European 
Union countries. Moreover, the reduced 15% rate of 
corporate tax on the first €38,120 in annual earnings by 
small companies with revenues up to €7.63 million will 
be extended in 2019 to all SMEs with fewer than 
250 employees generating revenues up to €50 million.

THE GROWTH, ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND 
EQUAL ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT 

This legislation adopted in July 2015 sought to take 
radical action to foster renewed growth, investment 
and employment, including a number of specific 
measures aiming to improve the attractiveness of the 
French economy:

 → Improvements to expatriate tax arrangements: 
Foreign employees working in France who change 
jobs within the same corporate group may now retain 
their special expatriate status (impatrié), along with 
the benefits of their chosen tax regime, for up to eight 
years starting in 2017 (extended from five years initially).

 → Improvements to employee share ownership: 
Performance-based share schemes, a key payment 
method for France-based headquarters seeking to 
attract international talent, have been simplified, and 
taxation aligned with European standards.

THE COMPETITIVENESS AND EMPLOYMENT 
TAX CREDIT (CICE)

This annual tax credit amounted to 6% of gross payroll 
costs for employees paid up to 2.5 times the statutory 
national minimum wage between 2014 and 2017, 
when the rate was increased to 7%. All businesses 
subject to corporate tax or income tax employing at 
least one employee are automatically eligible, leading 
to €20 billion in total annual tax savings.

SME HIRE PROGRAM

From January 2016 to June 2017, a special SME hire 
program, open to businesses or associations with fewer 
than 250 employees hiring a new employee on a salary 
up to €1,900 gross per month, awarded a €500 quarterly 
bonus to employers during the first two years of the 
employee’s contract (i.e. €4,000 in total).

NEW LAWS TO FACILITATE VENTURE CAPITAL 
INVESTMENTS AND LENDING TO SMES

Since 2007, a number of legislative amendments 
have been adopted with a view to facilitating and 
supporting venture capital investment in France, 
and investment in SMEs in particular: 
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 → Labor, Employment And Purchasing Power Act 
(2007): Introduced an income tax credit amounting 
to up to 18% of an investment made in an SME, and 
a wealth tax credit worth up to 50% of the amount 
invested (subject to certain conditions). 

 → Crowdfunding Act (2014): Defined a simplified 
legal framework for crowdfunding. The main measures 
included the introduction of a crowdfunding investment 
advisor status (conseil en investissement participatif 
– CIP) for two types of existing operators (lenders 
and equity investors), loans from individuals limited 
to €1,000, no threshold for equity investments, and 
regulatory disclosures concerning the investors. 

 → Corporate venture Investment Act: Enabled 
companies investing in innovative SMEs to write off 
their investments as tax over five years by acquiring 
an equity stake of up to 20% in the SME.

A number of other measures have pursued similar 
objectives:

 → The introduction of special PEA-PME share savings 
plans to fund SMEs, passed into law in 2015, sought 
to channel savings to increase funding to the real 
economy and to make it easier for SMEs and mid-size 
companies to borrow money.

 → An income tax exemption was introduced in 2015 
for capital gains generated from the sale of monetary 
mutual fund shares (SICAVs and FCPs), subject to 
transferring the gains into a PEA-PME.

 → In 2017, a new SME innovation account (CPI) was 
created to encourage entrepreneurs selling stakes in 
their company to reinvest capital gains into recently 
formed SMEs and innovative companies. The initiative 
also enables business angels to help high growth-
potential companies by providing financial, expertise 
and networking support throughout their investment.

TALENT PASSPORTS AND FRENCH TECH 
VISAS

First introduced in 2016, the Talent Passport is a 
residence permit, valid for up to four years. Its 
purpose is to simplify the right to residence for skilled 
talent, which France is aiming to attract in greater 
numbers. 

The French Tech Visa, created in June 2017 along 
similar lines, is a simplified, fast-track procedure to 
obtain a Talent Passport residence permit. 
Stakeholders in the French Tech ecosystem (startup 
incubators or accelerators, recipients of the French 
Tech Pass, and even venture capital funds) can use it 
to secure residency for foreign talent that they are 
supporting or recruiting in France. The French Tech 
Visa is aimed towards international tech talent: founders 
of foreign startups, employees of French startups, and 
foreign investors. 

In addition to these reforms, a number of other 
initiatives have also been introduced with a view 
to making France a more attractive business 
destination: 

CRÉATIVE FRANCE

The “Créative France” promotional campaign was 
launched in late 2015 to establish an ongoing open 
and positive conversation about doing business in 
France and French capacity for innovation. It is 
underpinned by an acknowledgement that innovation 
and creativity are inherent to the French psyche, and 
aims to promote French initiatives and savoir-faire 
through an international showcase of the country’s 
creative talent and innovative approach in various 
fields, such as technology, industry, fashion, cuisine, 
science, and the arts. The campaign has targeted 
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10 priority countries, selected for their potential for 
growth in trade and investment, and comprises an 
extensive program of international media activities, 
a digital and advertising component (including 
substantial social media presence), as well as a digital 
platform. 

“WELCOME TO FRANCE” PORTAL

At the beginning of 2017, Business France launched 
a unique resource center, set up to help welcome 
international talent to France. A new website, “Welcome 
to France – Helping you to settle in”, was set up to 
provide information to foreign talent and their 
families, and to familiarize them with the main 
procedures to be followed when moving to work 
in the country. The website is available in French and 
English, and is a central source for all the information 
foreign nationals might need when they decide to 
move to France (visas and residence permits, taxation, 
social security, day-to-day life, etc.). The portal also 
offers an online service, the “Welcome Office”, where 
international mobility specialists respond to queries 
from would-be expats (company directors, employees 
transferred to France, investors, startups, law firms, 
relocation companies, etc.).

“CHOOSE PARIS REGION”: A ONE-STOP 
SHOP

Unveiled in November 2016, the “Choose Paris Region” 
initiative is part of a proactive policy to enhance France’s 
attractiveness. Foreign companies that wish to set up 
in the Paris region are assigned a unique point of 
contact to support them with each of the various 
steps involved. This unique, “one-stop shop” approach 
is the product of a partnership between a number of 
stakeholders: the Ile de France (Paris region) public 
authorities, Paris City Council, Paris and Co. (Paris’s 

economic development and innovation agency), the 
Métropole du Grand Paris (Greater Paris), Paris Ile-de-
France Chamber of Commerce and Industry, and 
Business France. The goal of the initiative is to promote 
Paris and its surrounding region as the natural choice 
for companies seeking access to the European market.

Foreign companies can also find out about France’s 
key strengths and advantages, gain a better 
understanding of its legal, tax and employment 
regulations, and obtain assistance with setting up in 
France (employee residence permits, spousal 
employment, questions on education, etc.).  

“LE GRAND PARIS”, ENHANCING THE 
ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE PARIS REGION

“Le Grand Paris” is a city-wide transport development 
project, designed in response to the need to modernize 
and extend the existing network and to construct new 
automatic metro lines. It includes a dedicated express 
link between Paris Charles de Gaulle airport and Gare 
de l’Est railway station. Supported by the French 
government and local authorities, its estimated cost 
is €24.9 billion.

A total of 200 kilometers (125 miles) of rail lines 
will eventually be built, i.e. as much as all of the 
current Parisian metro lines, and construction work will 
take place on 140 sq. km. (54 sq. miles) of land around 
train and metro stations.
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INNOVATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION

INNOVATION ENABLES 
COMPANIES TO BECOME 
MORE COMPETITIVE t

he oeCD offers a broad definition of innovation: “An innovation is the implementation 
of a new or significantly improved product (good or service), or process, a new 
marketing method, or a new organisational method in business practices, workplace 
organisation or external relations.”

innovation enables companies to gain in productivity, improve the quality of their products 
and adapt them to the market, which in turn enables them to become more competitive.

Within this framework, training, higher education and research spur competitiveness and 
economic attractiveness. the publication of international higher education rankings reflects 
the advent of genuine global competition between countries and establishments.

the best known innovation standings are the european innovation scoreboard (european 
Commission), the global innovation index (Cornell University, inseAD and the World intellectual 
Property organization), as well as the top 100 global innovators (Clarivate Analytics). While the 
approaches are heterogeneous, the methodology of these organizations involves examining 
research performance and innovation within companies and at national level.

As the French government continues to pursue its major initiative to turn France into a 
‘startup republic’, the european Commission’s Digital economy and society index offers 
further scope for analysis. 

the higher education league tables we are to examine are the Academic ranking of World 
Universities (shanghairanking Consultancy) first published in 2003, as well as the masters in 
management (Financial times). the first of these is primarily focused on criteria related to 
research activities, while the second presents an array of indicators based on graduate careers, 
gender diversity, the qualities of the faculty, and international exposure. U-multirank, a tool 
for comparing university performance, completes our review in this field. 
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GLOBAL INNOVATION 
INDEX 2017
Cornell University, inseAD AnD WiPo • June 2017

The 10th edition of the Global Innovation Index, jointly published by Cornell University, 

INSEAD Business School and the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), assesses 

the performance and potential of 127 countries in innovation, a key driver of competitiveness 

and economic growth. The 2017 edition, “Innovation Feeding the World”, looks at innovation 

carried out in agriculture and food systems.

methoDology

vAriABles
The Global Innovation Index comprises 
81 indicators grouped into five input pillars 
that strengthen a country’s ability to innovate and 
two output pillars that highlight the tangible 
effects of innovation within the economy. 

 → Inputs :

• Institutions: Political environment, regulatory 
environment, business environment.

• Human capital and research: Education, 
tertiary education, R&D.

• Infrastructure: ICT, general infrastructure, 
ecological sustainability.

• Market sophistication: Credit, investment, 
trade and competition.

• Business sophistication: Knowledge workers, 
innovation linkages, knowledge absorption.

 → Outputs: 

• Knowledge and technology outputs: 
Knowledge creation, knowledge impact, 
knowledge diffusion.

• Creative outputs: Intangible assets, creative 
goods and services, online creativity.
Fifty-eight of the indicators are quantitative data 
points, 19 are composite indicators, and five are 
based on responses from the World Economic 
Forum’s Executive Opinion Survey.
In the 2017 index, one indicator was removed, 
while four others were subject to minor changes.

DAtA hAnDling
The indicators, some of which are weighted 
0.5 rather than 1, are normalized into the [0-100] 
range using the min-max method, and then 
aggregated by pillar.
Global Innovation Index scores are the simple 
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GLOBAL INNOVATION INDEX 2017

Country Score (0-100) Rank
Switzerland 67.69 1
Sweden 63.82 2
Netherlands 63.36 3
United States 61.4 4
United Kingdom 60.89 5
Denmark 58.7 6
Singapore 58.69 7
Finland 58.49 8
Germany 58.39 9
Ireland 58.13 10
South Korea 57.7 11
Luxembourg 56.4 12
Iceland 55.76 13
Japan 54.72 14
France 54.18 15
Hong Kong 53.88 16
Israel 53.88 17
Canada 53.65 18
Norway 53.14 19
Austria 53.1 20

average of the Input and Output sub-index scores. 
Since 2011, the Joint Research Centre of the 
European Commission has performed an 
independent statistical audit of the index.

resUlts

overAll resUlts
Switzerland came out top for the seventh year 
in a row, followed once again by Sweden and 
the Netherlands (up six places), with the United 
States (no change) and the United Kingdom (-2) 
closing out the top five.
A number of economies in 2017 made net 
progress in innovation, including the Netherlands, 
and Israel, which rose four places to enter the 
top 20 in the standings. China, which broke into 
the top 25 in 2016, continued its rise, ranking 
22nd. 
In the coming years, innovation will be key to 
meeting the rising demands of feeding the 
planet, through improvements in agricultural 
productivity and greater R&D expenditure. 
Advances in biotechnology, autonomous vehicles, 
and a broader shift of agricultural innovation 
to data, services, and software all promise to 
transform the agri-food value chain and radically 
alter production techniques and processes.

FrAnCe’s Position 
France was ranked 15th in the Global 
Innovation Index 2017, up three places from 
2016, with a score of 54.18, preceded by the 
United Kingdom in fifth place (-2) and Germany 
in 9th (+1). Since 2014, France’s position 
improved steadily (from 22nd place to 21st in 
2015, then 18th in 2016) before being ranked in 
the top 25 countries under every pillar in 2017. 

France was ranked ninth overall in 2017 among 
European Union Member States, while in the 
Input and Output Sub-Indices it was ranked 15th 
and 18th in the world, respectively.
The special focus of the index this year also 
highlighted France’s incontrovertible strengths 
in agricultural innovation, which saw it ranked 
fourth for credit to agriculture as well as plant 
varieties registered, sixth for agri-food exports 
as well as new agri-food businesses, eighth for 
agricultural machinery in use, and ninth for filing 
agri-food patents.
The Global Innovation Index 2017 also 
published a ranking of innovative clusters 
based on the number of patents filed under the 
Patent Cooperation Treaty (PCT) system in an 
effort to pinpoint innovation hubs in countries 
or cross-border regions.

GlObAl INNOVATION INDEx TOp 20
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France Germany United Kingdom
Global innovation index 15 (+3) 9 (+1) 5 (-2)
Input sub-index 15 17 7
Institutions 24 18 9
Human capital and research 12 10 6
Infrastructure 12 20 5
Market sophistication 11(+4) 16 5
Business sophistication 18 15 13
Output sub-index 18 7 6
Knowledge and technology outputs 20 8 13
Creative outputs 12 7 4

Paris was ranked 10th in these rankings, which 
were dominated by Tokyo-Yokohama, Shenzhen-
Hong Kong and San Jose-San Francisco. Paris-
based businesses filed a total of 13,461 patents 
in 2011-15. The main technology field for patents 
was transport, and the largest patent applicant 
was L’Oréal. Basel (Switzerland, but on the border 
with France) was ranked 36th, Lyon 50th, and 
Grenoble 56th.

FRANCE’s mAIN sTRENGTHs
 → France obtained its best score in the market 

sophistication pillar, where it was ranked 
11th, up four places after previously gaining 
10 places in 2016. It was ranked sixth in the 
trade, competition and market sub-pillar due 
to its domestic market scale, and 10th in the 
investment sub-pillar, coming out on top under 
the venture capital deals indicator ahead of the 
United Kingdom in seventh and Germany in 16th.

 → France’s excellent infrastructure saw it 
ranked 12th under this pillar, while in the 
information and communication technologies 
sub-pillar it came in eighth, with good scores 
for the ICT access and e-participation indicators. 
France was fifth for government’s online service, 
and 10th for environmental performance.

 → France was also ranked 12th in the human 
capital and research pillar, buoyed by thriving 
innovative companies and research activity, 
particularly by its three leading global R&D 
companies (ranked 8th) and top three in the 
university ranking (10th).

 → France was judged to be one of the most 
creative countries: It was ranked seventh for 
intangible assets, 10th for cultural and creative 
services exports (ahead of Germany in 59th and 
the United Kingdom in 15th), and 10th too for 
trademark applications (ahead of Germany in 
41st and the United Kingdom in 43rd).

HOwEVER, VIGIlANCE Is sTIll 
REqUIRED IN sOmE AREAs

Several indicators highlight a lack of investment 
hampering innovation finance in France, such 
as gross capital formation (62nd), and gross 
domestic expenditure on R&D (GERD) financed 
by abroad (51st).
France was also ranked below global competitors 
for a number of business environment aspects, 
coming in 54th for ease of paying taxes, well 
after the United Kingdom in 15th, and 72nd for 
ease of getting credit (United Kingdom 18th; 
Germany 27th).

RANkINGs by pIllAR
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TOP 100 GLOBAL 
INNOVATORS 2016
ClArivAte AnAlytiCs (Formerly thomson reUter’s intelleCtUAl 
ProPerty & sCienCe PlAtForm) • November 2016

Now in its sixth year, Clarivate Analytics’ Top 100 Global Innovators identifies organizations 

around the globe whose active patenting policies put them at the heart of innovation. 

methoDology

The world’s 100 most innovative companies and 
institutions are identified through four criteria 
based on statistical analysis of patents and patent 
citations:

 → Volume: All organizations filing 100 or more 
patents in the last five years are included in the 
analysis.

 → Success: Ratio of published applications to 
granted patents. 

 → Globalization: Ratio between the volume of 
innovations protected by the patent authorities 
in China, Europe, Japan, and the United States, 
and the total volume during this period.

 → Influence: How often a firm’s patents are cited 
by other companies.

These indicators are calculated using Clarivate 
Analytics’ tools built on its intellectual property 
intelligence and collaboration platform, which 
includes the Derwent World Patents Index, the 
Derwent Patent Citation Index, and the Thomson 
Innovation database.

resUlts

overAll resUlts
With 39 organizations in the 2016 Top 100, 
the United States took first place off Japan 
(34 organizations), ahead of France (10) and 
Germany (4). North American and Asia accounted 
for 39% of organizations in the standings, ahead 
of Europe (22%).

British companies were once again absent 
from the list, despite the recent introduction of 
attractive tax legislation (Patent Box) in the United 
Kingdom. Only one Chinese representative, 
Huawei, made the cut, as China was marked 
down on the globalization indicator: despite 
being the world’s leading country for filing 
patents, only 6% of these are protected beyond 
its borders.

The most represented sector in the standings 
was hardware and electronics (29%, up 
4pts), reflecting the growing importance of 
semi-conductors in most areas, followed by 
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TOP 100 GLOBAL INNOVATORS 2016
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manufacturing and medical (15%, stable), the 
automotive industry (9%, stable), and chemicals 
and cosmetics (9%, down 3pts).

The most innovative companies stood out for 
the high quality of their patent applications, 
resulting in a higher success ratio of granted 
patents. The Top 100 Global Innovators came 
from a wide variety of different sectors and 
expended vast amounts on R&D in 2015 – 9.1% 
more than the average for companies in the 
S&P 100 index – spending a combined sum of 
€227 billion, and generating more than US$4 
trillion in revenue. 

FrAnCe’s Position 
For the sixth consecutive year, France was the 
world’s third most innovative country, topping 
the list in Europe with 10 companies, ahead 
of Germany (four companies), Switzerland (3), 
the Netherlands (2), Finland (1), Ireland (1), and 
Sweden (1).
Ten French organizations were among the 
100 leading global innovators in 2016: three R&D 
centers (CNRS, CEA, and IFP Energies Nouvelles) 
and seven companies (Alstom, Arkema, Safran, 
Saint-Gobain, Thales, Total and Valeo). Six of 
these have featured in the Top 100 for six years 
in a row, while Total was a new entrant in 2016, 
and Alcatel-Lucent was left outside the rankings 
for the first time since 2011.

bREAkDOwN by COUNTRy OF THE TOp 100 (2015/2016)
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Source : Top 100 Global Innovators 2016

• France 10 %

• Germany 4 %

• Switzerland 3 %

• Netherlands 2 %

• Finland 1 %

• Ireland 1 %

• Sweden 1 %

FRANCE sTANDs OUT FOR sCIENTIFIC 
REsEARCH

The report’s authors highlight the positive 
correlation between government commitment 
to innovation and the number of innovative 
organizations in a country. Since 2013, the 
number of representatives in the Top 100 from 
the institution and government research sector 
has stabilized at 5-6%, with France providing 
three of the five establishments on the list this 
year. France’s ambitious innovation policy, backed 
by its research tax credit policy, go some way to 
explain its excellent position in the standings.
Two French companies (Alstom, Total) from the 
oil, gas and energy sectors and two more (Safran, 
Thales) from the aerospace and defense sectors 
also made the latest Top 100.

Sectors Organizations
Innovative French organizations
Institution and government research 3 (Cnrs, CeA, iFP energies nouvelles)
Oil, gas and energy 2 (Alstom, total)
Aerospace and defense 2 (safran, thales)
Chemicals and cosmetics 1 (Arkema)
Manufacturing and medical 1 (saint-gobain)
Automotive 1 (valeo)
Innovative German organizations
Pharmaceuticals 2 (Bayer, merck)
Institution and government research 1 (Fraunhofer)
Chemicals and cosmetics 1 (BAsF)
Innovative Swiss organizations
Pharmaceuticals 2 (novartis, roche)
Hardware and electronics 1 (te Connectivity)
Innovative Finnish organizations
Telecommunications 1 (nokia)
Innovative Irish organizations
Manufacturing and medical 1 (medtronic)

bREAkDOwN OF EUROpEAN 
REpREsENTATIVEs IN THE TOp 100 (2016)

EUROpEAN ORGANIzATIONs IN THE TOp 100
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EUROPEAN INNOVATION 
SCOREBOARD 2016 
european Commission • July 2016

The 2016 European Innovation Scoreboard published by the European Commission assesses the 

research and innovation performances of EU Member States, as well as candidate and associated 

countries (the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Iceland, Israel, Norway, Serbia, Switzerland, 

Turkey and Ukraine) and key EU economic partners (the United States, Canada, Japan, South 

Korea, Australia, and the BRICS nations).

For the first time this year, the report provides a forward-looking analysis of EU innovation 

performance discussing more recent developments, trends, and expected changes.

methoDology

vAriABles
The scoreboard uses a Summary Innovation 
Index based on a total of 25 indicators capturing 
eight innovation dimensions, split into three main 
indicator types:

 → Enablers, i.e. the main drivers of innovation 
performance external to the firm:

• Human resources: New doctorate graduates, 
population aged 30-34 with tertiary education, 
young people with at least upper secondary 
education.

• Open, excellent and attractive research 
systems: International scientific co-publications, 
most cited publications, non-EU doctorate students.

 → Finance and support: R&D expenditure in 
the public sector, venture capital investments.

 → Firm activities, which capture the innovation 
efforts at the level of the firm:

• Firm investments: R&D expenditure in the 
business sector, non-R&D innovation expenditure.

• Linkages and entrepreneurship: SMEs 
innovating in-house, innovation SMEs collaborating 
with others, public-private co-publications.

• Intellectual assets: PCT patent applications, 
PCT patent applications in societal challenges, 
Community trademarks, Community designs.

 → Outputs, illustrating the effects of these 
innovation efforts:

• Innovators: SMEs with product or process 
innovations, SMEs with marketing or 
organizational innovations, employment in fast-
growing firms in innovative sectors.

• Economic effects: Employment in knowledge-
intensive activities, medium & high-tech 
product exports, knowledge-intensive services 
exports, sales of new-to-market and new-to-firm 
innovations, license and patent revenues from 
abroad.
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EUROPEAN INNOVATION SCOREBOARD 2016 

DAtA hAnDling
Indicators are normalized to within a range of zero 
to one using the minimum-maximum method. 
The Summary Innovation Index is calculated as 
the unweighted average of the normalized scores 
for all indicators.

resUlts

overAll resUlts
The 2016 European Innovation Scoreboard ranked 
EU Member States in four categories based on 
their innovation performance:

 → Innovation leaders: Sweden, Denmark, Germany 
and the Netherlands, all of which performed well 
above the EU average (by 20% or more).

 → Strong innovators: Ireland, Belgium, the 
United Kingdom, Luxembourg, Austria, France 
and Slovenia, all of which performed above or 
close to the EU average (between 10% below 
and 20% above).

 → Moderate innovators: Cyprus, Estonia, Malta, 
Czech Republic, Italy, Portugal, Greece, Spain, 
Hungary, Slovakia, Poland, Latvia, Lithuania and 
Croatia, all of which performed below the EU 
average (by between 10% and 50%).

 → Modest innovators: Bulgaria and Romania, 
which performed well below the EU average 
(by 50% or more).
Sweden once again took first place in the standings, 
which remained relatively stable. Only two countries 
changed performance group, with Latvia joining 
the moderate innovators and the Netherlands 
becoming one of the innovation leaders.
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EUROPEAN UNION PERFORMANCES IN A GLOBAL CONTExT

Globally, the EU remains less innovative than 
South Korea, the United States and Japan. 
However, the performance gaps with the latter 
two countries have narrowed over the last 
eight years, while South Korea has improved its 
performances at double the speed of the EU.
The EU retains a considerable innovation 

advance over many other countries, such as 
China, which is nevertheless catching up fast, 
with results improving five times more quickly 
than the EU.
A comparison between EU Member States and 
neighboring countries shows that Switzerland 
remains the most innovative country in Europe. 
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EUROPEAN INNOVATION SCOREBOARD 2016 

FrAnCe’s Position 
France fell back one place this year to Austria, 
and was ranked 11th (strong innovators group), 
with a score of 0.568, nine percent higher than 
the EU average. Germany was ranked fourth, and 
the United Kingdom eighth.

FRANCE’s mAIN sTRENGTHs
 → France’s highly skilled workforce: 87% of 

young people have attained at least upper 
secondary level education, and 45% of the 
population hold a university degree, compared 
with 77% and 32% in Germany.

 → Several indicators in the report reflect the 
performance and attractive nature of France’s 
research system: France continues to lead 
the way in the EU for the number of non-EU 
doctorate graduates (34%) – higher than the 
United Kingdom (30%) and Germany (7%) – and 
was also ranked 10th for the most cited scientific 
publications.

 → The report also highlights the innovation 
capacity and active nature of French companies: 
France was ranked third for employment in fast-
growing firms in innovative sectors, seventh for 
venture capital investments, eighth for R&D 
expenditure in the business sector (1.5% of 
GDP, versus 1% in the United Kingdom), and 
ninth for SMEs with marketing or organizational 
innovations (two places higher than the United 
Kingdom).

HOwEVER, VIGIlANCE Is sTIll 
REqUIRED IN sOmE AREAs

 → France was ranked lower than other EU 
countries for non-R&D innovation expenditure 
(0.2% of turnover, versus 0.7% in Germany), 
Community trademarks, and Community designs 
(€4 billion and €3 billion, respectively, compared 
with €7 billion for each of the latter in Germany).

 → License and patent revenues from abroad 
were lower than the EU average; conversely, 
this was also the indicator against which France 
made the most progress.

FRANCE’s pERFORmANCEs by INNOVATION DImENsION
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DIGITAL ECONOmy 
AND SOCIETy 
INDEX 2017
EuropEaN CommissioN • march 2017

The Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI) is a composite index put together by the European 

Commission that is designed to assess the progress of the European Union’s 28 Member States 

towards a digital economy and society.

methoDology

vAriABles
This index is based on 31 indicators, divided 
into five dimensions:

 → Connectivity: This dimension comprises 
eight indicators measuring the roll-out and 
quality of digital networks, such as coverage 
and take-up of fixed and mobile broadband 
(percentage of households) along with 4G and 
NGA coverage.

 → Human capital: Digital user skills are 
assessed in this dimension, which comprises 
four indicators – percentage of internet users, 
number of ICT specialists, individuals with basic 
digital skills, and STEM (science, technology, 
engineering and mathematics) graduates.

 → Use of internet: Seven indicators are used in 
this dimension to identify the reasons for using 
online services – news, video on demand, video 
calls, online games, banking services, shopping, 
and social networks.

 → Integration of digital technology (by 
businesses): This dimension comprises eight 
indicators, including electronic information 
sharing, e-invoices, selling online, and social 
media.

 → Digital public services: This dimension 
has four indicators – percentage of users of 
e-government services, use of pre-filled forms, 
online service completion, and open data.
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DIGITAL ECONOmy AND SOCIETy INDEX 2017

DAtA hAnDling
To calculate a country’s overall score, the 
European Commission assigns specific weights 
to each indicator dimension and sub-dimension. 
As connectivity and human capital are considered 
to represent the infrastructure of the digital 
economy and society, each accounts for 25% of 
the total score. Integration of digital technology 
accounts for 20% of the score, since the use of 
ICT by businesses is one of the most important 
drivers of growth. Finally, use of internet and 
digital public services each account for 15% of 
the overall score.
The European Commission also enables users to 
test different weights for each indicator online 
and see how they affect the overall results.

resUlts

overAll resUlts
Denmark, Finland, Sweden and the Netherlands 
came out as the most digital countries. The 
United Kingdom fell back one place from 2016 to 
seventh. Germany remained stable in 11th place, 
while the average score for all European countries 
rose by 0.028.1

FrAnCe’s Position 
France was ranked 16th in 2017, with its 
overall score improving from 0.48 to 0.51.

France Germany United Kingdom

Connectivity 20 7 6
Human capital 9 (+1) 8 3
Use of internet 25 18 (-3) 7
Integration of digital technology 16 (+2) 10 (-3) 15 (-1)
Digital public services 9 20 18 (-3)
DESI 2017 overall ranking (score) 16 (0.51) 11 (0.56) 7 (0.60)

DEsI 2017 RANkING by DImENsION

1 All comparisons are made based on revised values for the 
index in 2016 following the introduction of new indicators in the 
latest edition.
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FRANCE’s mAIN sTRENGTHs
 → La France was well placed in the standings, 

ranking ninth among EU countries in the digital 
public services and human capital dimensions. 
In digital public services, France was ranked 
second for the open data indicator, due in 
particular to a suitable legal framework, and sixth 
for eGovernment users: 56% of French people 
connected to the internet had used digital public 
services, which is higher than the EU average 
of 34%. 

 → Human capital was the second dimension 
in which France scored best, with 82% of the 
French population using the internet, more than 
the EU average (79%), while 56% of French citizens 
had at least basic digital skills. The percentage of 
administrative procedures for life events (births, 
moving house, etc.) that can be completed 
online (online service completion indicator) was 
higher in France (86%) than in the rest of Europe 
(82%). France also stood out for the number of 
STEM (science, technology, engineering and 
mathematics) graduates, ranking second with 23 
graduates in these subjects per 1,000 individuals, 
higher than the EU average of 19.

 → In the use of internet dimension, a large 
proportion of French internet users were 
engaged in online banking (69%) and shopping 
(75%).

 → France climbed two places, from 18th to 
16th, in the integration of digital technology 
dimension in 2016, following greater uptake 

of digital technology by French companies: 
39% of French firms were engaged in electronic 
information sharing (ranking France 10th), 
and 10.3% of SME turnover was made from 
eCommerce (also 10th place).

 → In the connectivity dimension, France 
reported very high fixed broadband coverage 
(more than 99.9% of the population, ranked sixth 
in Europe), while fixed broadband prices were 
lower than the EU average (1.1% of average 
income, versus 1.2%).

HOwEVER, VIGIlANCE Is sTIll 
REqUIRED IN sOmE AREAs

Connectivity was the dimension in which France 
was ranked lowest, coming 20th after falling 
back two places this year. Only 47% of French 
households had access to a next-generation 
access (NGA) network (ranking France in 27th 
place), while only 18% had a fast broadband 
subscription offering speeds of at least 30 Mbps 
(24th), and only 69% enjoyed 4G mobile internet 
coverage (24th).
French internet users made less use of the 
internet to read news online (56%, 27th place) 
or for music, videos and games (75%, 21st) than 
the EU average, and were ranked last for use of 
social networks.
French companies did not yet use the internet 
as much as their European counterparts for RFID 
services (24th place), social media (20th), and 
eInvoices (16th).
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methoDology

vAriABles 
Universities are ranked based on six indicators, 
split into four criteria:

 → Quality of education (10%): Alumni of an 
institution winning Nobel Prizes and Fields Medals.

 → Quality of faculty (40%): Staff of an institution 
winning Nobel Prizes and Fields Medals (20%) 
and highly cited researchers in their subject (20%).

 → Research output (40%): Papers published 
in Nature and Science between 2011 and 2015 
(20%) and papers indexed in Science Citation 
Index-expanded and Social Science Citation 
Index in 2015 (20%).

 → Per capita performance (10%): The weighted 
scores for the five indicators above divided by 
the number of full-time equivalent academic staff.

DAtA hAnDling 
For each indicator, the highest scoring institution 
is assigned a score of 100; scores for other 
institutions are calculated as a percentage of 
the top score.
Weighted scores for each indicator are then 
aggregated to arrive at a final overall score for 
each institution. The highest scoring institution 
is assigned a total score of 100; scores for other 
institutions are calculated as a percentage of the 
top overall score. 

INNOVATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION

ACADEmIC RANKING 
OF WORLD UNIVERSITIES 
(ARWU) 2016
shaNghairaNkiNg CoNsultaNCy • August 2016

Every year, the ShanghaiRanking Consultancy publishes a set of global league tables in the 

Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU), the initial purpose of which was to compare 

China’s universities with the world’s best. Since 2003, it has assessed 1,200 faculties and 

published an annual list of the world’s top 500 higher education institutions.

The ARWU also ranks the 500 best universities in seven separate subjects (chemical engineering, 

civil engineering, electrical and electronic engineering, energy science and engineering, 

environmental science and engineering, materials science and engineering, mechanical 

engineering).
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resUlts 

overAll resUlts
American institutions have featured heavily in 
each year’s rankings of the world’s 500 leading 
universities. The United States led the way in 
2016 with 137 institutions in the top 500 (nine 
fewer than in 2015), including 15 of the top 20, 
followed by China (54, 10 more than in 2015), 
Germany (38, -1), the United Kingdom (37, 
stable), and Australia (23) in fifth place.
In all, 204 European institutions were represented 
in the standings, one fewer than in 2015, while 
only four made it into the top 20.

There was little change among leading 
institutions: for the 14th year in a row, Harvard 
came out top, followed by Stanford and Berkeley 
(up one place from 2015). Cambridge (4th) was 
the leading European institution, while Oxford 
(7th) moved up three places.
2016 saw two Chinese universities, Tsinghua 
(58th) and Peking (71st), enter the top 100 for 
the first time, as did the National University of 
Singapore (83rd).

RANkINGs by sUbjECT
Closer examination of the various subjects 
reveals that the United States comfortably led 

ACADEmIC RANKING OF WORLD UNIVERSITIES (ARWU) 2016

Rank Institution Country Score

1 Harvard University United States 100
2 Stanford University United States 74.7
3 University of California, Berkeley United States 70.1
4 University of Cambridge United Kingdom 69.6
5 Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) United States 69.2
6 Princeton University United States 62
7 University of Oxford United Kingdom 58.9
8 California Institute of Technology United States 57.8
9 Columbia University United States 56.7

10 University of Chicago United States 54.2
11 Yale University United States 52.8
12 University of California, Los Angeles United States 51.5
13 Cornell University United States 49
14 University of California, San Diego United States 47.8
15 University of Washington United States 47.3
16 Johns Hopkins University United States 46
17 University College London United Kingdom 45.3
18 University of Pennsylvania United States 44.5
19 Swiss Federal Institute of Technology Zurich Switzerland 43.8
20 The University of Tokyo Japan 42.2

ARwU TOp 20 INsTITUTIONs (2016)
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the rankings in material science and engineering, 
environmental science and engineering, and 
mechanical engineering, with 12 institutions 
among the top 20 in each of these subjects.
Institutions in Europe performed particularly well 
in two subjects: six European universities made the 

top 20 in environmental science and engineering 
(two from the Netherlands, one from Sweden, one 
from the United Kingdom, one from Switzerland, 
and one from Denmark), as did six others in civil 
engineering (two from Switzerland, and one each 
from Denmark, the Netherlands, Italy and the UK).

FrAnCe’s Position 
France came in sixth in the overall standings 
(down one place, taken by Australia), with 
22 institutions in the Top 500, as in 2015. 
Pierre and Marie Curie University (39th), Paris-Sud 
University (46th) and École Normale Supérieure 
(87th) made the top 100, while the Toulouse School 
of Economics was ranked in the Top 300 following 
the award of the Nobel Prize for Economics to 
French economist Jean Tirole in 2014. 

INNOVATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION

France stood out in two subjects, with three 
institutions in the top 100 for materials 
science and engineering: Pierre and Marie Curie 
University (38th), University of Paris-Sud (41st) and 
Joseph Fourier University (76th-100th).1 Three 
French institutions also made the top 100 in 
environmental science and engineering: Joseph 
Fourier University, University of Bordeaux, and 
University of Paris-Sud (all ranked 76th-100th).

1 Below 50th place in the subject rankings, institutions are 
ranked by category (“51-75” = top 75, etc.).

France Germany United 
Kingdom

United States

Chemical engineering 2 6 10 31

Civil engineering 1 1 11 26

Electrical and electronic engineering 0 4 6 45

Energy science and engineering 2 4 8 25

Environmental science and engineering 3 1 17 39

Materials science and engineering 3 5 7 41

Mechanical engineering 2 6 10 36

Country Top 20 Top 100 Top 200 Top 300 Top 400 Top 500
United Kingdom 3 8 21 28 33 37
Germany - 3 14 21 27 38
France - 3 9 13 18 22

NUmbER OF FRENCH, bRITIsH AND GERmAN INsTITUTIONs IN THE ARwU (2016)

NUmbER OF INsTITUTIONs IN THE AwRU TOp 100 sUbjECT RANkINGs (2016)
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ACADEmIC RANKING OF WORLD UNIVERSITIES (ARWU) 2016

Country rank Institution World rank*

1 Pierre and Marie Curie University - Paris 6 39

2 University of Paris-Sud (Paris 11) 46

3 Ecole Normale Superieure - Paris 87

4-6 Aix Marseille University 101-150

4-6 University of Strasbourg 101-150

4-6 University Paris Diderot - Paris 7 101-150

7-9 Joseph Fourier University (Grenoble 1) 151-200

7-9 University of Bordeaux 151-200

7-9 University of Paris Descartes (Paris 5) 151-200

10-13 Claude Bernard University Lyon 1 201-300

10-13 Paul Sabatier University (Toulouse 3) 201-300

10-13 Toulouse School of Economics 201-300

10-13 University of Lorraine 201-300

14-18 Ecole Normale Superieure - Lyon 301-400

14-18 Ecole Polytechnique 301-400

14-18 ESPCI ParisTech 301-400

14-18 Paris Dauphine University (Paris 9) 301-400

14-18 University of Montpellier 301-400

19-22 MINES ParisTech 401-500

19-22 Paris Sorbonne University 401-500

19-22 University of Nice Sophia Antipolis 401-500

19-22 University of Versailles Saint-Quentin-en-Yvelines 401-500

* Below 100th place in the overall rankings, institutions are ranked by category (“101-150” = “Top 150”, etc.)  

FRENCH INsTITUTIONs IN THE ARwU (2016)
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mASTERS IN 
mANAGEmENT 2016
Financial times • september 2016

Every year since 2004, British business daily The Financial Times has ranked the top Masters 

in Management programs. Their influential standings in the business school world are only 

open to EQUIS- and/or AACSB-accredited institutions.1 

methoDology 

vAriABles 
For the 12th publication of the standings, the 
FT used the results of an online survey with 
93 business schools and 7,200 alumni who 
graduated in 2013. Assessments were made on 
16 criteria.
Six criteria addressed alumni careers after 
graduation (55% of the final score):

 → Weighted salary, with adjustment for salary 
variations between industry sectors, US$ PPP 
equivalent. (20%) 2

 → Value for money, calculated according to 
alumni salaries today and program-related costs 
(course fees, course length, etc.) (5%)

 → Career progress three years after graduating 
(10%)

 → Aims achieved by alumni (5%)
 → Placement success, i.e. effectiveness of the 

careers service in supporting student recruitment 
(5%)

 → International mobility of alumni from 
graduation to today (10%)

A further 10 criteria addressed faculty and 
student features (45% of the overall score):

 → Employed at three months, i.e. alumni 
employed within three months of course 
completion (5%)

 → Female faculty percentage (5%)
 → Female student percentage (5%)
 → Women on school advisory board percentage 

(1%)
 → International student percentage (5%)
 → International faculty percentage (5%)
 → International school advisory board 

percentage (2%)
 → Faculty with doctorates percentage (6%)

1 EQUIS = European Quality Improvement System; AACSB = 
Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business.

2 Salaries (excluding employers in the public sector, education, 
and non-profit organizations) are converted into US$ at 
purchasing power parity, using data provided by the IMF. The 
highest and lowest salaries are then omitted to calculate the 
current average salary for alumni of each business school.
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mASTERS IN mANAGEmENT 2016

 → International course experience, i.e. exchanges, 
company internships or study trips (10%)

 → Languages, i.e. number of extra languages 
required on graduation (1%)

DAtA hAnDling 
A ‘Z-score’ is calculated for each criterion (based 
on the difference between the best and worst 
performance) before these scores are weighted 
and added together to give a final score for 
each school. 

resUlts

overAll resUlts
European business schools featured heavily in 
the 2016 Masters in Management. Switzerland’s 
University of St Gallen topped the standings for 
the sixth year running.

France provided the most institutions, with 24 of 
the 90 business schools on the list, including 
three of the top five, followed by the United 
Kingdom (16), and then Germany (5) and the 
Netherlands (also 5) in joint third place.
Asian institutions also got a look in, with three 
Indian, three Chinese and one Taiwanese 
business school in the standings.
In contrast, many prestigious North American 
universities remain absent from the standings, 
since most of them offer MBA programs, which 
are ranked separately by the FT.

FrAnCe’s Position
The rankings reflect the high standards set by 
French business schools, with no fewer than 
three institutions in the top five: HEC Paris 
(2nd), followed by Essec Business School (3rd), 
and ESCP Europe (4th), up three places from 
2015.

2016 2015 Institution Country

1 1 University of St Gallen Switzerland
2 2 heC Paris France
3 3 essec Business school France

4 7 esCP europe
France, United 
kingdom, germany, 
spain, italy

5 5 Rotterdam School of Management, Erasmus University Netherlands
6 6 London Business School United Kingdom
7 10 IE Business School Spain
8 13 WU (Vienna University of Economics and Business) Austria
9 8 WHU Beisheim Germany
9 12 Esade Business School Spain

TOp 10 INsTITUTIONs IN THE FT sTANDINGs
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2016 2015 Institution
2 2 HEC Paris
3 3 Essec Business School
4 7 ESCP Europe
13 20 Grenoble École de Management
15 18 EDHEC Business School
17 21 IÉSEG School of Management
24 28 Audencia Business School
26 30 EM Lyon Business School
26 25 Skema Business School
34 34 Neoma Business School
35 ESC Rennes
40 36 Toulouse Business School
43 50 ICN Business School
46 33 Télécom Business School
46 41 Montpellier Business School

46 55 IAE Aix-en-Provence, Aix-
Marseille University GSM

49 51 Essca School of Management
53 45 Kedge Business School
57 Université Paris-Dauphine
60 48 La Rochelle Business School
63 69 EM Normandie
67 76 Burgundy School of Business
76 EM Strasbourg Business School
78 77 ESC Clermont

FRANCE’s mAIN sTRENGTHs
 → The high standards and effectiveness of 

France’s institutions are backed up by the 
results, with nearly 79% of alumni of France’s 
24 best business schools finding employment 
within three months of graduating.

 → Well-qualified faculty: At least 80% of the 
faculty at 20 of the 24 French institutions in the 
standings hold doctorates.

 → International mobility and extra languages: 
In most of the French business schools, graduates 
must be able to speak two foreign languages. 
Furthermore, five French institutions made the 
top 10 for the international course experience 
criterion.

HOwEVER, VIGIlANCE Is sTIll 
REqUIRED IN sOmE AREAs

 → Lower remuneration: On average, alumni 
of Masters courses in France reported receiving 
a current salary of US$51,000, compared 
with US$68,000 in the United Kingdom, and 
US$76,000 in Germany.

 → Lack of gender equality among faculty and 
board members: 21 French business schools 
(from the 24 shortlisted) had fewer than 50% 
women among their faculty, while 20 had fewer 
than 50% on their advisory board.

lEADING FRENCH INsTITUTIONs 
IN THE FT sTANDINGs
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methoDology

Designed as an alternative to major existing 
rankings (ShanghaiRanking Consultancy ARWU, 
QS, Times Higher Education), U-Multirank stands 
apart by providing “a full picture of diversity of 
university performance” instead of a single league 
table. Unlike conventional standings, it enables 
students to assess the strengths and weaknesses 
of different institutions, or the aspects that most 
interest them, while also offering an online solution 
to compare establishments based on 35 criteria 
across five dimensions:

 → Teaching and learning
 → Research
 → International orientation
 → Knowledge transfer 
 → Regional engagement

U-Multirank gives users the choice to seek an 
overall assessment of university performances, or 
specific appraisals of 16 subject fields: engineering 
(electrical, mechanical, civil, industrial, chemical), 
business studies, psychology, computer science, 
medicine, biology, chemistry, mathematics, 
history, sociology, economics, and social work.

The European Commission has opted for an 
approach that highlights the diversity of higher 
education institutions. Performance against each 
criterion is categorized, rather than quantified, 
with a score from E (‘weak’) to A (‘very good’). 
Data are compiled from surveys of universities 
and students, as well as international databases, 
are not weighted or consolidated into composite 
sub-indicators, and are often normalized in 
accordance with institution size (number of 
students enrolled).
A survey completed by more than 100,000 students 
was used to garner views about universities 
(mentoring and tutoring, contact between students 
and teachers, library services, etc.)
In its 2017 release, U-Multirank simultaneously 
published two ‘readymade’ rankings focusing on 
“Research and research linkages” (publications, 
citations, co- and joint publications) and “Applied 
knowledge partnerships” (including research 
partnerships, publications, co-publications with 
industrial partners, income from continuous 
professional development, and companies 
founded by graduates).

INNOVATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION

U-mULTIRANK 2017
eUroPeAn Commission • march 2017

Launched by the European Commission in May 2014, the U Multirank global rankings are a 

tool for comparing university performance. The fourth results set, published in March 2017, 

assessed more than 1,500 higher education institutions (compared with 1,300 in 2016) in 

99 countries.
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resUlts

overAll resUlts
The report highlights that no single university 
excels on all criteria, and that the concept of ‘best’ 
university depends on the qualities being sought. 
The best ranked university across all criteria was 
Pompeu Fabra (Spain), followed by the University 
of Luxembourg and EDHEC (France). Eighteen 
European universities were ranked among the top 
20 in the world, including four from France. The 
leading American university in the standings was 
the University of Connecticut (53rd).

The five dimensions identified by U-Multirank 
can be used to highlight specialist areas for a 
number of universities:

 → EDHEC was ranked first for teaching and 
learning, followed in the top 10 by a university 
from India, four from Ukraine, one from Russia, 
one from Japan, and one from the United 
Kingdom.

 → Using only indicators from the research 
dimension, seven of the top 10 universities 
were European, headed up by the University 
of Newcastle. Various prestigious and habitual 
table-topping American and British universities 
were very highly rated by the publications and 
citations indicators, with Harvard coming out top, 
and no fewer than five American and two British 
universities in the top 10. However, European 
universities came to the fore under indicators 
examining co-publications with industrial 
partners, with seven of the 10 leaders, including 
Reutlingen University of Applied Science 
(Germany) in first place and Télécom Bretagne 
(France) in 10th.

 → Another French institution, Télécom 
ParisTech, came out top in the knowledge 
transfer dimension, followed by universities in 

Osaka (Japan) and Eindhoven (Netherlands). The 
top 10 comprised five European institutions, four 
from Japan, and one from the United States.

 → In the international orientation dimension, 
nine European establishments made the top 10, 
which was headed up by the Asian Institute of 
Technology (Thailand).

 → For regional engagement, the top 10 
comprised seven European universities and three 
from Russia, with no institutions from France, 
Germany or the United Kingdom in the top 50.

FrAnCe’s Position
In the overall standings, four French universities 
were ranked among the 20 best in the world 
– EDHEC (3rd), ESSEC (6th), Télécom ParisTech 
(8th), and INP Grenoble (18th) – amid a total 
of 62 French institutions included in the latest 
rankings. HEC Paris declined the opportunity to 
appear in the U-Multirank rankings, while ESCP 
was considered to be a ‘European’ institution.
Pierre & Marie Curie University was ranked 
second in the world in the “Research and 
research linkages” standings, and was joined in 
the top 50 by a further eight French institutions: 
Joseph-Fournier – Université Grenoble Alpes 
(13th), Paris-Sud (26th), ENS Paris (31st), École 
Polytechnique (32nd), Grenoble Institute of 
Technology (36th), ENS Lyon (45th) and the Paris 
School of Economics (51st).

In the dimension-based rankings, there were also 
some notable results:

 → EDHEC was the only institution to obtain 
four As for teaching and learning.

 → The leading French university for 
research was ENS Paris (19th), followed by 
INP Toulouse (29th) and Centrale Lyon (48th). 
Télécom Bretagne was ranked third for  receiving 
research income from private sources, while EM 

U-mULTIRANK 2017
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Strasbourg Business School and Grenoble École 
de Management signed numerous strategic 
research partnerships (ranked fifth and sixth, 
respectively).

 → Nine French universities were ranked in the 
top 50 institutions for knowledge transfers. 
Télécom ParisTech (ranked 1st overall) led the 
way, followed by École Centrale de Lyon (14th), 
INP Toulouse (18th), INP Grenoble (27th), the 
University of Bordeaux (29th), Aix-Marseille 
University (38th), University of Nantes (39th), 
and École Centrale de Nantes (47th). French 
universities were particularly highly rated for 
receiving research income from private sources, 
founding spin-off companies, income from 
continuous professional development, and 
companies founded by graduates.

INNOVATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION

 → French universities were also ranked highly 
for international orientation, with ESSEC in 
second, EDHEC in third, and Grenoble École de 
Management in fourth, after they were awarded 
an A (‘very good’) for all of the six indicators in 
this dimension.

Subject-based rankings can also be created 
by users. For example, three French institutions 
featured in the top 50 for computer science – 
Panthéon-Sorbonne University (5th), ENS Paris 
(37th), and Télécom ParisTech (42nd) – while a 
number of others were ranked highly for business 
studies – EDHEC (5th), ESSEC (8th), IESEG Lille 
(14th), and Rennes Business School (42nd).
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innovAtion

Rankings can provide useful insight into the 
research and innovation performances of 
different economies, as well as the development 
of digital technology. The various approaches 
employed are not only complementary, but 
can also be used to analyze performances over 
time. However, there are often limits inherent in 
the methodology and the choice of indicators:

 → Innovation is not exhaustively defined.
It is difficult to compile a complete picture 
capturing all the complexities of innovation 
capacity, research performance in different 
economies, and innovation dynamics at firm level.
A number of fundamentally important 
components such as tax incentives and innovation 
clusters are not included in the analysis provided 
by the European Innovation Scoreboard and the 
Global Innovation Index:

 → Tax incentives for R&D, particularly research 
tax credits, encourage investment in innovative 
activities and stimulate new business creation. 
According to the OECD, France is the country 
that offers businesses the most beneficial tax 
treatment for R&D expenditure.

 → Innovation clusters play a key role in France’s 
policy for attracting investment and encouraging 
innovation by fostering partnerships between 
research organizations and businesses. Positive 
externalities include quality of infrastructure, the 

sharing of experience and skills, and partnerships 
with R&D centers.

 → The use of indicators that skew economic 
realities.
One example from the Global Innovation Index 
is the FDI net inflows indicator, which seeks to 
discern the scale of FDI inflows in a country 
as a share of GDP. This approach is strongly 
associated with country size, as major economies 
have a tendency, ceteris paribus, to be less open 
than smaller economies, which have somewhat 
less choice in the matter. Leading recipients of 
foreign investment such as the United States, 
China and France consequently receive a 
lowly position in the standings for FDI inflows 
as a share of GDP (101st, 40th, and 127th, 
respectively). Measuring the absolute value of 
inflows would therefore appear to be a more 
suitable approach.
In the Clarivate Analytics Top 100 Global 
Innovators, the globalization and influence patent 
criteria underestimate the innovation potential 
of certain countries, such as China, where nearly 
all patents are only registered on a national 
basis. Furthermore, countries that have a dense 
industrial base of innovative SMEs or mid-size 
companies (such as Germany) do not fare well 
under this methodology, which routinely favors 
large multinationals.

INNOVATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION

DISCUSSION
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 → Introduction of bias inherent in opinion 
surveys.
The authors of the Global Innovation Index 
seek to make up for the absence of hard data 
by using the results of an opinion survey with 
business executives to compile a number of 
indicators, including university/industry research 
collaboration, ICTs & business model creation, 
ICTs & organizational model creation, and state of 
cluster development. The biased nature of these 
indicators, which are exclusively substantiated on 
the perceptions of the entrepreneurs surveyed, 
is widely acknowledged, and undermines the 
objective nature of the standings.
Similarly, for a number of indicators in the Digital 
Economy and Society Index, the use of subjective 
rather than objective quantitative data may 
have a major influence on the standings. For 
example, the indicator measuring ICT specialists 
depends on employees’ impressions of their 
own skills, whereas these could be measured 
more objectively by using quantitative data on 
human resources in science and technology 
(HRST).

 → Similar indicators from different sources 
yield performance disparities.
One example is the Global Innovation Index, 
which awards France first place under the 
government’s online service index (e-Government 
Survey, United Nations 2014), whereas the Digital 
Economy and Society Index ranks France 13th 
under the digital public services dimension.
France’s strong performance in digital public 
services can be explained by pro-active national 
policy in this area over the last few years. As 
part of the government modernization program 
launched in 2013, central government has 
demonstrated a clear desire to develop digital 
public services and encourage their use.

higher eDUCAtion

 → The criteria used to compile higher 
education standings are better suited to 
universities in the English-speaking world than 
to those in Europe. 
The publication and citation criteria are mostly 
based on papers submitted to English-language 
journals, thereby excluding publications in 
other languages and research-sharing through 
conferences, for example. In spite of efforts 
to normalize data, some indicators fail to fully 
isolate differences arising purely from the size 
of institutions, as can be seen by the largest 
institutions routinely benefiting from the best 
scores. 
For this reason, indicators such as these are not 
suited to the French higher education system, 
which comprises many more modestly sized 
institutions than in the English-speaking world 
in particular. This quantitative methodology goes 
some way to explain France’s low scores, due to 
its network of  specialist independent universities 
whose ‘academic output’ is understandably 
limited. The response of the French government 
has been to consolidate French universities to 
create larger, more competitive institutional 
hubs. Paris-Saclay is one such example, bringing 
together various universities and institutions such 
as École Polytechnique, Paris-Sud University, and 
HEC Paris into a single entity and European 
leader in scientific research.

 → The academic research system in France 
is severely disadvantaged by its complexity, 
as research is not only carried out in higher 
education institutions but also in a number of 
non-degree-awarding research organizations, 
such as the French National Center for Scientific 
Research (CNRS), which is the world’s leading 

DISCUSSION



source of scientific publications. The diversity 
of research bodies in France is also highlighted 
in the Clarivate Analytics Top 100 Global 
Innovators, in which three of the five centers from 
the institution and government research sector 
featuring in the standings are French (CNRS, 
CEA, and IFP Energies Nouvelles).
With a goal of seeing 10 French institutions in 
the Top 100 of the ShanghaiRanking Consultancy 
Academic Ranking of World Universities, France 
created higher education and research hubs 
(Pôles de recherche et d’enseignement supérieur 
– PRESs) in 2006, and associations of universities 
and higher education institutions (Communautés 
d’universités et d’établissements – COMUEs) 
in 2013. While university consolidation has led 
to slightly higher rankings, all newly founded 
entities are confronted with the problem of 
awarding degrees, which is a prerequisite to be 
included in the standings.

 → As with all rankings, the selection of 
variables and associated weights depends 
on their authors’ viewpoints and value 
judgements. 
The Financial Times rankings are highly selective 
– not all business and management schools are 
necessarily eligible for inclusion. Furthermore, 
how exactly should we define variable weights 
and decide between international mobility, 
teaching quality, career progression, for example?
The ShanghaiRanking Consultancy Academic 
Ranking of World Universities focuses its analysis 
on research to the detriment of teaching quality 
or graduate careers. This methodology has a 
negative impact on France’s Grandes Écoles, 
which prioritize high-quality tuition over 
academic research.

 → This is why the French Ministry for Higher 
Education and Research has played a role 
in designing the pan-European U Multirank 
system to measure university and higher 
education institution performance.
Ensuring that French higher education and 
research institutions remain attractive is a key 
goal of the Higher Education and Research Act 
and the ‘France Europe 2020’ strategic research 
agenda; however, progress in this regard cannot 
be assessed solely through standings produced 
by English-speaking countries.
Drawing on criteria relating to teaching and 
learning, regional engagement, international 
orientation, research and innovation, and 
knowledge transfer, U Multirank provides a 
relevant benchmark of universities’ international 
attractiveness and a more effective way to guide 
students towards success. While its complex 
interface would benefit from being simplified, 
U Multirank offers a multidimensional approach 
more in line with user needs, thereby avoiding the 
pitfalls of conventional league tables. However, 
the fact that institutions are awarded a score 
from A to E rather simplifies the standings, and 
provides less information about disparities that 
may exist between different establishments.

INNOVATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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GROSS DOMESTIC EXPENDITURE ON R&D (2015)
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Buoyant levels of research and innovation 
are crucial in fostering the establishment and 
development of knowledge-intensive companies. 
To sustain France’s key strengths and scientific 
expertise, the French government continues to 
invest in research and higher education as a spur 
to greater competitiveness and the attractiveness 
of the French economy.

Between 2008 and 2013, France had the highest 
increase in business research employment as a 
share of the active population.
Gross domestic expenditure on R&D (GERD) in 
France was €60 billion in 2015, placing France 
sixth in the world after the United States, Japan, 
China, Germany and South Korea.

FRANCE: 
AN INNOVATIVE 
ECONOmy

INNOVATION AND HIGHER EDUCATION
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FRANCE: AN INNOVATIVE ECONOmy

AVERAGE COST OF EMPLOYING A RESEARCHER, AFTER INCENTIVES (2016)
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Patent indicators are often used to measure 
the technological innovation performances of 
different countries, particularly the number of 
patents filed under the European Patent Office 
international procedure. With 9,506 patents filed 
in 2014, France was one of the most innovative 
countries in the world, ranked fourth after the 
United States, Germany and Japan.
France offers particularly powerful tax incentives 
to promote research operations on French 
soil. Ever since France’s research tax credit 
was reformed in 2008, no other country has 
offered companies better R&D tax treatment. 
The research tax credit not only supports 
corporate research in France, but also underpins 
employment in the sector.
The high proportion of R&D personnel in France 

– 15.22 per thousand labor force in 2015 – means 
that France is among the leading countries in the 
world, well above the EU-28 average of 12.4. 
Furthermore, French researchers are well known 
for making disruptive advances in their fields, 
while education in France is also renowned. 
Thirteen of the 56 Fields Medals (often described 
as the “Nobel Prize for Mathematics”) have been 
awarded to French mathematicians, ranking 
France joint first with the United States. France’s 
last four winners were Laurent Lafforgue (2002), 
Wendelin Werner (2006), Cédric Villani and Ngô 
Báo Châu (2010), and Artur Avila (2014).
More than 38% of economically active 25- to 
64-year-old graduates in France are employed in 
science and technology, higher than the EU-28 
average of 32.5%.

PATENTS FILED WITH THE EUROPEAN PATENT OFFICE (2014)
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Innovation policy in France uses a variety of tax 
incentives and business support to provide firm backing 
to innovative new businesses. France’s research tax 
credit, the introduction of “innovative new company” 
status, the “Industry of the Future” initiative and “La 
French Tech” all form part of the French government’s 
innovation policy based around the creation and 
development of innovative new companies.

FRANCE’S RESEARCH TAX CREDIT
France’s research tax credit is a tax incentive scheme 
to support research. It enables companies of any 
size and from any sector to deduct a portion of their 
R&D investments from their corporate tax bill. Under 
this scheme, companies can qualify for a tax credit 
equivalent to 30% of their eligible R&D expenditure 
up to €100 million, and 5% above this threshold. Since 
2013, the research tax credit has been supplemented 
by an innovation tax credit, designed to help innovative 
firms. This allows companies to reduce the cost of 
innovation expenditure by 20%, up to a maximum 
of €400,000. Expenditure on technological and non-
technological innovation is eligible for the innovation tax 
credit, including expenditure on design, prototyping, 
and pilot versions of new products.

“INNOVATIVE NEW COMPANY” STATUS
This special status (jeune entreprise innovante – 
JEI), first introduced in 2004, offers a number of tax 
advantages to SMEs that are less than eight years old 
and spend at least 15% of their total budget on R&D. 
After changes introduced in 2014, these tax breaks 
now include:

 → Partial exemption from corporate tax and, at the 
discretion of the local authorities, a possible exemption 
from the local economic contribution (contribution 
économique territoriale – CET) and/or property tax 
on developed land.

 → Partial exemption from capital gains tax.
 → Complete exemption from certain employer 

social security contributions for research personnel 
(researchers, technicians, etc.) and personnel assigned 
to innovation activities (design of prototype and pilot 
versions of new products, etc.).

VERY HIGH SPEED INTERNET PLAN
This plan, initiated in 2013, involves a mass roll-out of 
fiber-optic technology to ensure nationwide very high 
speed coverage by 2022, and 50% of the country from 
2017 – which was achieved by December 31, 2016, with 
50.6% coverage. Local authorities and telecoms firms 
are set to invest €20 billion over 10 years.

SECOND PHASE OF THE “NEW FACE OF INDUSTRY 
IN FRANCE”: “INDUSTRY OF THE FUTURE”
This initiative seeks to encourage industrial SMEs 
and mid-size companies to modernize their industrial 
capability and transform their business model through 
the use of digital technology. It seeks to make France a 
leader in global industrial renewal based on six strategic 
priorities:

 → Providing business support through individual 
appraisals and financial aid, combined with tax breaks 
for companies investing in production facilities, and 
development loans administered by France’s public 
investment bank, Bpifrance.
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 → Fostering the development of production, design 
and logistics technology and digital tools through R&D 
programs built around eight key areas for production 
chain innovation.

 → Offering training in line with new professions, 
including initial and continuous professional 
development, cross-disciplinary research programs, 
and specialist academic chairs.

 → Promoting the Industry of the Future through 
flagship nationwide projects, a shared banner for 
manufacturing exporters, and the organization of an 
international trade event in Paris in 2017.

 → Reviewing standards and furthering cooperation on 
European and international standards, in accordance 
with the French standards strategy published in 2016.

 → Publicizing existing solutions and promoting 
French expertise internationally, particularly through 
technological cooperation with Germany and the 
partnership forged with the German platform “Industrie 
4.0” in autumn 2015.

A target of providing support to 2,000 businesses was 
met by late 2016, with 2,230 companies enrolled in 
regional programs and 1,870 in nationwide and sector-
based schemes. A further 8,000 companies have been 
identified to receive available financial support, while 
a number of different methods have been designed 
to raise awareness among the business community, 
including a published collection of success stories 
featuring 170 SME manufacturers.

LA FRENCH TECH: BUILDING A STARTUP 
ECOSYSTEM 
Since its creation in 2013, French Tech has taken shape 
nationally and has made its mark at international level. 
After a first year setting up a nationwide network of 
startup ecosystems through nine accredited “French 
Tech cities” in November 2014, and four more in June 
2015, this major initiative has been expanding further, 
particularly internationally. The three strands of the 
French Tech international strategy are:

 → Building French Tech Hubs to group French 
entrepreneurs in foreign countries into ecosystems to 
accelerate the foreign development of French startups, 
and to promote France as an attractive business location 
for entrepreneurs and local investors. Following a first 
round of accreditation in 2015 that created a number 
of official French Tech Hubs, including New York, Israel, 
Tokyo, San Francisco and Moscow, a further 10 were 
accredited in 2016, bringing the total number to 22.

 → Launching a €12 million French Tech international 
promotion platform, to support various initiatives, 
particularly by private-sector stakeholders, to highlight 
and showcase France’s innovation prowess.

 → Introducing French Tech Tickets, a bespoke support 
package to attract overseas entrepreneurs to France by 
providing a welcome pack (residence permit, individual 
grant, accommodation, and customized advice) to help 
them set up and expand their business.
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Paris remains a welcoming destination for foreign 
talent, and the French capital is endeavoring to 
boost the attractiveness of its ecosystem, with the 
aim of Paris-based incubators having 30% foreign 
startups by 2020. The Paris Landing Pack, closer 
international cooperation in the area of innovation, 
and the creation of Paris&Co., Paris’s economic 
development and innovation agency, should all 
play a part.
In its first incarnation, the French Tech Ticket was 
also part of this initiative, and 50 international 
entrepreneurs were welcomed into partner business 
incubators in 2016. Building on the initiative’s 
success, the landing pack has been extended 
nationwide, with 41 partner incubators in French 
Tech cities ready to welcome 70 international 
startups. 

French Tech Talent: 
France welcomes foreign talent
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Business France is the national agency supporting the 
international development of the French economy, 
responsible for fostering export growth by French businesses, as well as 
promoting and facilitating international investment in France.

It promotes France’s companies, business image and nationwide 
attractiveness as an investment location, and also runs the VIE 
international internship program.

Founded on January 1, 2015 through a merger between UBIFRANCE 
and the Invest in France Agency, Business France has 1,500 personnel, 
both in France and in 70 countries throughout the world, who work with 
a network of public- and private-sector partners.

CONNECT – FAST-TRACK – SUCCEED

For further information, please visit:   
www.businessfrance.fr

Business France
77, boulevard Saint-Jacques
75680 Paris Cedex 14
Tel.: +33 1 40 73 30 00
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