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LETTER TO THE MANAGERS

Dear Manager,

We would like to extend our sincerest gratitude for taking the time to help us with this import-
ant research project.

The World Management Survey (WMS) is an international research initiative to explore differ-
ences in management practices across organizations and countries. Based at the Centre for
Economic Performance at the London School of Economics (LSE) in the UK, the project is a
joint initiative from researchers based at the LSE, Stanford University, the Harvard Business
School, Cornell University and the World Bank. Our initiative is endorsed by several national
Central Banks, major international organizations like the Inter-American Bank of Develop-
ment as well as Finance Ministries and Employers Federations around the world. This wave
has been run through the new Programme On Innovation and Diffusion supported by the
Economic and Social Research Council. Since 2004 we have collected in-depth interviews
with over 30,000 managers in over 40 countries across four sectors (manufacturing, retail,
healthcare and education).

You can rest assure that all collected information is completely confidential. No names of
companies or managers are ever mentioned or published, only aggregate results. Your re-
sponses are guarded by strict research confidentiality rules from the Research Ethics Boards
of the major universities cited above. Furthermore, no company financial figures are dis-
cussed in our interviews, only management practices and organizational structures.

We very much welcome feedback about the research and look forward to hearing back from
you and keeping in touch. Please send your comments and suggestions to admin@manage-
mentproject.org.

We hope you will enjoy reading this report and thank you again for your time and valuable
contribution to this project.

Best regards,
Research Team

London School of Economics
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INTRODUCTION TO THE PROJECT

The World Management Survey is a joint research project by academics at the London School
of Economics (LSE), Stanford University, the Harvard Business School, Cornell University and
the World Bank which looks at management practices within firms and how these affect
productivity. There are large differences in organizational performance within and across
sectors and regions, which research has thus far been unable to explain taking into account
only the usual labour, capital and material inputs.

Traditionally, a portion of this unexplained differential has been ascribed to different levels of
the quality of management across firms. However, there was no dataset of systematic and
comparable quantitative data on firm-level management practices -- until now. The raison
d’étre of the World Management Survey is to fill this gap. Since 2004 we have conducted over
30,000 interviews in over 40 countries in North and South America, Oceania, Europe, Asia and
Africa, in what is the first large-scale international management dataset to explore whether
management can, in fact, help explain this productivity gap.

We find that that management practices vary greatly across both firms and countries, and
that these practices are strongly linked to firm and national performance. Key factors associ-
ated with good management are competitive markets, multinational status, employee skills,
as well as firm ownership and governance. We outline these in more detail below.

The data we have collected so far is not only helpful to company managers and business
owners, it has also been used in several academic papers, as well as in numerous policy
reports aimed at informing public policy, helping stakeholders understand how the adoption
and implementation of modern management practices drives productivity and innovation.

Economies around the world are currently experiencing the aftermath of the Covid-19 pan-
demic, the repercussions of the Ukraine conflict and efforts to decarbonize. In this context,
research enabled by the World Management Survey is key to the future development of poli-
cies for the manufacturing sector and has wide implications across the world, and has been
strongly endorsed by several Central Banks as well as universities and manufacturing associ-
ations. Your input and continued help in this project is crucial for its successful continuation
and also for the development of relevant policies.

Again, we deeply thank you for your contribution.
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WHY SHOULD WE CARE?

The main premise of the project at
its inception was that management
practices are likely to have a strong
relationship with performance and
productivity.

To explore this hypothesis our in-
ternational team of industry and
academic experts developed an
interview tool in collaboration with
leading businesses and consulting
firms to capture management prac-
tices across firms and industries.

Using this interview tool, we have
documented, assessed and ana-
lyzed a wide range of responses on
managerial practices. Great efforts
have been made to organize and
codify these responses, in order to
understand the variation in mana-
gerial practices.

Our earlier studies with manufac-
turing companies showed a strong
relationship between management
practices and company perfor-
mance, such as productivity, return
on capital employed, sales growth,
market share growth and market

capitalization. We have found that
an improvement in management
score is associated with an im-
provement in several performance
measures, as shown in the dia-
grams below.

Understanding how management
practices contribute to such im-
provements is key to determining
what drives productivity. Our past
research shows that improving
management practices is a highly
leveraged means of getting more
output from firms’ existing labour
and capital. Increasing the quality
of management, as we measure it,
by one point is the equivalent of a
65% increase in capital, or a 25%
increase in labour, and is true for
all companies independent of sec-
tor, profitability, past productivity
growth and size.

This is important because, although
a one-point increase in manage-
ment cannot be achieved overnight,
it is potentially significantly less
costly than the equivalent increas-
es in labour and capital.

Management
Score: X

1-point improvement in management score

Management
Score: X +1

is associated with a 2.8 percentage point
increase in ROCE

-

1 point Increase in
Management Score

2.8 % increase
in ROCE



BETTER MANAGEMENT
PRACTICES ARE
ASSOCIATED WITH BETTER
COMPANY OUTCOMES

Productivity' (indexed)

106
100 .

Management Management
Score: X Score: X +1

1-point improvement in management score
is associated with 6% higher productivity

A A

1 point Increase in 6% higher
Management Score productivity

Sales per employee

Market Capitalization? (Indexed)

126
100 .

Management Management
Score: X Score: X +1

1-point improvement in management
score is associated with 26% higher

market cap
1 point Increase in 26% higher
Management Score market cap

2Tobin’s @ assuming constant book value

Market Share Growth (Indexed)

17
100 .

Management Management
Score: X Score: X +1

1-point improvement in management
score is associated with 71% higher
market share growth

A A

1 point Increase in 71% higher market
Management Score share growth
Sales Growth

7.9%

5.6% .

Management Management
Score: X Score: X +1

1-point improvement in management
score is associated with 2.3 percentage
point increase in sales growth

AA

1 point Increase in 2.3% increase in
Management Score sales growth

2Tobin’s Q assuming constant book value
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THE PROJECT: METHODOLOGY

To examine management practices, we conduct 45-60 minute interviews with managers in charge of production in
manufacturing plants. We look at three main areas of management:

These three areas are broken down
into 18 management topics, which
cover each area in more depth. This al-
lows us to examine the management
of more specific parts of the plant.

LEAN OPERATIONS
The first section of the interview
covers the operations of the plant,
and more specifically what modern
processes and behaviours have
been introduced to optimize pro-
duction. The three principal topics
addressed in this section are:
© How lean or modern processes
have been introduced.
© Why these processes have been
introduced.

What the attitudes towards continu-
ous improvement are.

- MANUFACTURING REPORT 2023

PERFORMANCE
AND TARGET
MANAGEMENT

Processes and behaviours that:

+ Mesh physical and human
aspects of business

+ Align efforts of the whole
organisation

TALENT MANAGEMENT

Processes and behaviours that:
+ Optimise quality of workforce

+ Maximise human capital

PERFORMANCE AND TARGET
MANAGEMENT

This section is divided into 2 subsec-
tions, the first covers performance
management in the plant, and more
specifically how performance is
measured, tracked, and reviewed.

The principal topics addressed in
this section are:
© How performance is tracked.
© How performance is reviewed.
© How differing levels of perfor-
mance are managed.

The second subsection deals
with the targets and objectives of
the company:

© Types of targets and objectives.

© How the targets are broken
down and communicated to the
workers.

© Timescale of the targets.

© Motivation behind the targets.

© Talent management

© The third section of the man-
agement questions looks at
talent management within the
company. The main issues cov-
ered in this section are:

© How talent is attracted and de-
veloped.

© How good performance is iden-
tified, developed, and rewarded.

© What is done to manage under-
performance.



ORGANIZATION STRUCTURE

HIERARCHICAL

AUTONOMY STRUCTURE

We also examine a firm's organization structure, considering several aspects of
manager and worker autonomy, as well as the hierarchical structure of the company.

For the Managers we want to understand:
© Their autonomy relating to hiring and firing workers.
© Their role in the introduction of new products.
© The maximum capital expenditures they can make without signoff from corpo-
rate HQ.
© Their sales and marketing autonomy.
© All this is examined by considering:
© The number of levels below and above the plant manager.
© Changes in the levels of hierarchy in the previous 3 years.
© Span of control (how many direct reports the Manager has).
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THE PROJECT: EXAMPLES

LEAN OPERATIONS

Best practice example: Lean pro-
cesses are fully implemented
across all areas of the firm and
have beenin place for several years.
Lean is part of the culture of the
company and was introduced as a
means of achieving the business
objectives of the company and thus
be the best in the industry. The em-
ployees of the firm constantly ana-
lyze the production process as part
of their normal duties. Critical areas
of production are thoroughly ana-
lyzed in regular meetings aimed at
the continued improvement of pro-
cesses in the firm. Every problem
is registered in a special database
that monitors critical processes
and each issue must be reviewed
and signed off by a manager.

Intermediate example: The firm
has introduced some lean pro-
cesses, but these are limited to
a certain area in the firm or are in
start-phase. The implementation of
such processes is geared towards
reducing costs, and thus increasing
the efficiency of the production pro-
cess. Employees identify problems
in the production process, and pos-
sible solutions are discussed in reg-
ular meetings involving employees
and a manager.

Weak example: The firm has not
introduced any lean or modern pro-
cesses, retaining a traditional form
of management. The firm has no
formal or informal mechanism in
place for either process documen-
tation or improvement. The manag-
er mentioned that production takes
place in an environment where
nothing has been done to encour-
age or support process innovation.

PERFORMANCE
MANAGEMENT

Best practice example: The firm
tracks performance using a good
range of indicators, which are
measured formally and as often
as is possible and reasonable.
Records are updated automatical-
ly in computer systems which all
staff can access. Various visual
systems around the plant allow
staff to check their performance
against the indicators. Perfor-
mance is reviewed is regular meet-
ings involving the senior manage-
ment, resulting in action plans for
each issue raised in the meetings.
The results of all meetings and
the details of actions plans are
communicated to all staff. Action
plans are monitored continuously
to ensure adequate progress.

Intermediate example: The firm
has a range of performance indica-
tors that are tracked daily and mea-
sured in regular meetings involving
the senior management. Staff has
access to performance data, which
is published on the company server.
This is updated monthly. The man-
ager responsible regularly checks
up action plans resulting from
these meetings, with action taken
to rectify potential problems.

Weak example: The firm tracks its
performance using only volume
as an indicator. Senior manage-
ment sees this data, but it is not
communicated to the rest of the
staff. Performance is reviewed
informally, with meetings being
called to deal with specific prob-
lems in production. Little or no
action is taken to rectify prob-
lems or delays in a plan.

TARGET MANAGEMENT

Best practice example: The firm
has a good balance of financial and
non-financial targets which are con-
sidered key to the long-term suc-
cess of the firm, and which are reg-
ularly revised to reflect economic
changes and ensure achievability.
These goals are cascaded through
the firm down to the individual
worker. The goals and targets are
clearly communicated to encour-
age individual workers to compare
their performance against their tar-
gets and to encourage competition.

Medium example: The firm has
some concrete non-financial goals
that form part of the managers’ ap-
praisal, but these are not a priority.
Performance measures and targets
are clear and are broken down to de-
partment level. Targets are set tak-
ing into account a variety of factors
that will affect their achievability,
such as availability of raw materials
and machine capability. Team or de-
partment performance is made pub-
lic and is accessible to all staff.

Weak example: The firm's goals are
exclusively financial and operational
and are largely of a short- term na-
ture. The firm has general goals that
are not cascaded down through the
firm, staff being mostly unaware of
their targets. Targets are generally
surpassed and are set based on the
management’s experience.

TALENT MANAGEMENT

Best practice example: Attracting
and developing talent at all levels
of the firm is formalized through
targets and rewards. Both manag-



ers and non-managers are paid on
a performance basis and are given
both financial and non-financial re-
wards for achieving their targets.
Regular reviews are in place to as-
sess each individual employee’s
performance and identify the best
and worst performers. Underper-
formers are put on performance im-
provement plans immediately. The
best performers are given person-
alized career plans to develop the
skills necessary for growth within
the firm. The firm has a policy of of-
fering the best opportunities for top

performers within the firm, as well
as for top prospective employees.

Medium example: Senior man-
agement in the firm believes that
attracting and developing talent is
important, but managers are not
held accountable for it. All staff are
regularly evaluated and are paid
based on their individual perfor-
mance. Underperformers are identi-
fied through these reviews and are
removed or moved to less critical
positions in the firm. The best per-
formers are identified and are iden-

tified as potential candidates for
promotion.

Weak example: The firm has no
system to attract or develop tal-
ent. Both managers and workers
are paid equally regardless of their
performance and there are no con-
sequences for poor performance
beyond some disciplinary mea-
sures (workers are never fired).
The firm has not got a promotion
system in place as there is very lit-
tle room for growth and no one has
been promoted in years.
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THE PROJECT: COVERAGE

The project began surveying the UK, Germany, France, and the US, and has gradually been extended to include over
40 countries across nearly all continents in the world. To ensure our results are representative, we take a compre-
hensive list of firms from each country and industry, and randomly select managers to participate in our study. For
manufacturing, our sample focuses on firms with between 50 to 5,000 employees. Since participation in the study is
completely voluntary, we also record response rates and ensure no biased results.

FIGURE 1: GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE OF THE PROJECT
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SUMMARY RESULTS: MANUFACTURING

There is a disparity of productiv-
ity and riches around the world,
and manufacturing makes up an
important part of a country’s GDP.
What are some of the things that
affect GDP? It's reasonable that
management is one of them. In-
deed, we see that countries with
higher GDP per capita also have
better management. It is import-
ant to note that, when we say “bet-
ter management”, we mean this in
the sense of the earlier evidence
on how the level of the structured
management a firm has and pro-
ductivity: management practices
that are relatively more structured
and formal have a direct link with
higher productivity.

Results vary greatly within and
across industries, countries and
regions. Earlier industrialized econ-
omies like the United States and Ja-
pan typically have the best manage-
ment, while emerging economies
like China and India fare less well.
African and Latin American coun-
tries appear to be less well man-
aged, on average, but improving.

This observation shows manage-
ment is an area of current compar-
ative advantage for European and
North American firms, though we
have seen this shift over time. Our
data suggests that firms have an in-
credible learning capacity and when
we interview the same firm across

time there is generally an improve-
ment in the level of structured man-
agement practices. That is, it is pos-
sible that significant improvements
in developing countries within the
next couple of decades could erase
a lot of the Global North’s current
productivity advantage.

We hope that you will take some of
the information in this report and
think through it in a critical way. Do
contact us for questions and com-
ments, as we are always keen to hear
feedback. It is managers like you,
who participate in projects that like
this, who will drive the continuous
improvement and drive to increased
productivity over the next years.



Average Management Score, Manufacturing

FIGURE 2: AVERAGE MANAGEMENT SCORES AND GDP PER CAPITA
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FIGURE 3: AVERAGE MANAGEMENT SCORE AND NUMBER OF FIRMS, BY COUNTRY
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WHAT FACTORS MIGHT EXPLAIN

THIS SPREAD?

We have explored several reasons
that may explain the large variabili-
ty we see in management practices:
ownership, competition, globaliza-
tion, skills and regulation.

OWNERSHIP

Management practices also vary
significantly across ownership struc-
tures. The graph below includes com-
panies from all countries surveyed,
divided across ownership status.

We find that firms owned by private
equity or venture capital investors
or with dispersed shareholders (no
one entity owns more than 25% of
the company) tend to have higher
management scores. Family-owned
and controlled firms tend to have
the lowest

average management scores, but
interestingly when the control is
passed on to an external CEO these
firms are, on average, nearly as well
managed as dispersed shareholder
firms. Ongoing research is investi-
gating why this could be the case,
but a plausible explanation is that
it is due to with implicit informality
that arises from working in a famil-
ial environment.

We find, relative to other firms, those
that are founder/family owned and
managed firms tend to adopt fewer
of these structured management
practices that are positively linked
with productivity. The key point be-
ing that founder/family ownership
is not the main driver, but rather
control (i.e. family/non-family CEO).
Founder/family firms that have a

founder/family member as CEO
are at the bottom of the ranking of
structured management practices
implemented, but founder/family
firms with an external (non-family)
CEO are at a similar rank.

Considering that family firms are
such an important feature of many
countries’ economies, this is a key
finding in our research. This means
there is an incredible productivity
boost waiting to be unleashed in
founder/family-owned and con-
trolled firms. We believe this is a
key area for potential improvement
because we strongly believe that
all managers are able to imple-
ment best practices, and the next
step in this research agenda is to
find out why these are not being
implemented.

FIGURE 4: AVERAGE MANAGEMENT SCORE OF FIRMS, BY OWNERSHIP STRUCTURE

Private equity/VC
Dispersed shareholders
Manager-owned

Founder/family owned, external CEO
Employee owned/coop
Founder/family owned, family CEO

Founder owned, founder CEO
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COMPETITION

One of the reasons that the United
States has very few firms that fail
to adopt at least some structured
practices (when compared to Latin
American and African countries)
is that the level of competition in
the US is substantially higher than
elsewhere. Competition has long
been regarded an effective driver
of productivity because it forces
firms with lower levels of struc-
tured management to improve or
exit the market. Competition also
provides firms with lots of rivals
to copy and learn from. It is there-
fore unsurprising that competition
is strongly linked with more struc-
tured management practices in ev-
ery country and industry we have
studied. Hence, a clear policy tool
to increase management practices
is increased product market com-
petition — enabling firms to enter,
removing any regulatory barriers
on trade, FDI or market entry and
vigorously policing anti-trust. In
short, policy aimed at fostering
competition should thus be given
more attention.

At the beginning of the interview,
we ask managers how many ma-
jor competitors they believe they
have. We see that there is a clear
positive correlation between the
number of reported competitors
and the quality of management
practices within firms.

FIGURE 5: AVERAGE MANAGEMENT SCORE, BY NUMBER
OF COMPETITORS
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GLOBALIZATION

Multinational firms usually outperform domestic-focused firms on several dimensions, such as productivity, worker
wages and research & development expenditures. Much of this push for innovation and competitiveness is a result
of stiff competition in the global market. As we show above, there is evidence that competition is linked with better
management practices.

FIGURE 7: AVERAGE MANAGEMENT SCORES OF MULTINATIONAL AND DOMESTIC-ONLY
FIRMS, BY CONTINENT
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Latin America North America Oceania
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The higher levels of structured management on average of multinational firms can be tied to their substantially small-
er share of firms with low levels of structured management - a scarce “lower tail” of the distribution, highlighted in

the graphs below.

FIGURE 8: DISTRIBUTION OF MANAGEMENT SCORES OF MULTINATIONAL AND DOMES-
TIC-ONLY FIRMS
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EDUCATION AND SKILLS

Workers' education and skills are
seen as being key drivers of pro-
ductivity across countries. This is
supported by new evidence from
our work, which shows that better
managed firms have a higher share
of employees holding a degree. It
is perhaps unsurprising that having
more educated managers helps,
but we also found an equally strong
correlation between the education
of the non-managers and our man-
agement scores.

We find a strong relationship be-
tween the share of managers and
workers with college degrees and
level of management structures.
This makes sense when consid-
ering the importance of not just
knowledge of best practices, but
also of implementation of these
best practices. Cultural changes

within companies are only success-
ful when there is understanding of
these changes among employees,
which is often easier to achieve
when workers have higher educa-
tion levels and can be included in
discussions about these changes.
If an employee understands how
what they do on a day- to-day basis
affects the company and how it af-
fects them, they are also more likely
to work harder.

Building a skilled workforce in ar-
eas where the average level of
schooling is generally low can be
challenging. However based on
our findings, it is clear that there
is an added incentive for continu-
ing education of managers as well
as employees aimed at improving
workforce skills. This does not nec-
essarily mean enrolling employees

in university degrees; it can mean
investing in training by identifying
the skills most needed and offering
training and workshops to address
those areas. These can be as sim-
ple as classes on how to under-
stand numbers or classes on what
the company is striving to achieve,
and how the employee fits into that.
For example, if the manager says
“we want to increase profit margins
by 10%", but the employees have
no concept of what that means, it
is less helpful. However, if the em-
ployee understands that, say, miss-
ing their individual production tar-
get by 2 sacks of rice in a day will
reduce this profit margin by 0.5%
which in turn reduces the likelihood
of a wage rise, the employee would
have both a better understanding of
their responsibility and more moti-
vation to reach those targets.

FIGURE 9: AVERAGE MANAGEMENT SCORE, BY % OF EMPLOYEES HOLDING A
UNIVERSITY DEGREE
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LABOUR MARKET REGULATIONS

Labour regulations can often be
important safeguards for workers
against unfair employers. Howev-
er, they can also create a very rig-
id labor market and reduce firms’
incentives to monitor and manage
employees’ performance.

The World Bank’s Doing Business
Project provides measures of busi-
ness regulations across the world.
From 2009 to 2021 the World Bank
ranked countries on the ease of do-
ing business. In the initial years of
this project, an important compo-
nent of the overall ‘ease of doing
business’ index was the Rigidity
of Employment Index (REI), which
quantifies the difficulty of hiring and
firing employees, scheduling non-

standard work hours, and schedul-
ing annual paid leave.

We found a correlation between a
higher REI and a lower talent man-
agement score. The United States is
one of the countries with the lowest
REIl, and also the country with the
highest talent management score.

Although we understand these are,
of course, out of the hands of indi-
vidual managers and firms, we still
believe there is a benefit to introduc-
ing at least some structure to talent
management. For example, even if
the legal labour environment does
not allow for firing of continuously
poor performing employees, there
should be a structure in place that

a) identifies who these poor per-
formers are; b) attempts to re-train
and motivate them to do better; c) if
(b) fails, then rather than firing them
at the very least re- locate them to a
position that will not be detrimental
to productivity within the firm.

FIGURE 10: AVERAGE TALENT MANAGEMENT SCORES AND DEGREE OF

LABOUR MARKET REGULATION
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MANAGER PERCEPTIONS
AND PERSPECTIVES

An important driver of levels of structured management stems from the manager’s perception of the level of structured
management of their establishment. The last question in our interview asks managers to score the level of the manage-
ment practices as a whole in their firm (not themselves) on a scale of 1 to 10. We then divide this number by 2 and com-
pare with the independent assessment (listed in Figure 2). Comparing these scores show a striking pattern: managers
across the globe believe the management practices followed by their establishments are substantially more structured
than our measures would indicate. The main issue this raises is that, if managers are not aware of the opportunities for

improvement, they are not likely to pursue any initiatives to do so. The gap across countries is shown below.

FIGURE 11: INFORMATION GAP ACROSS COUNTRIES
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CONCLUDING POINTS

If we accept the link between firm management and productivity, these findings suggest
that poor management practices could be a factor behind the lower levels of productivity in
many countries. This is also an opportunity for policy development: many improvements in
management practices can be affected with relatively low capital investment, which is partic-
ularly important in low- and middle-income economies such as those in Africa.

Understanding the drivers of better management in establishments is a fruitful area for pol-
icy development. The main policy relevance of this academic work stems from the fact that
many of the best practice management changes do not require a high level of physical capi-
tal investment, but rather an investment on the part of the owners/managers to drive a deep
culture change within their firm to change processes of doing things.

We hope this report will serve as a first step towards critically assessing the management
structures in place in your firm, and we greatly welcome any comments and views you would
like to share. As mentioned in the opening letter of this report, please get in touch with us at
admin@managementproject.org with your comments and questions.

MANUFACTURING REPORT 2023 _



THANK YOU TO OUR FUNDERS

This project is a university based, non-for-profit research venture. We have not taken any
finance from the private sector companies we partner with.

We would like to thank the following institutions for supporting the core long-run operations
of this project: The Economic and Social Research Council, UK Research and Innovation, the
Programme on Innovation and Diffusion and the Centre for Economic Performance.

S R-C

ECONOMIC

SOCIAL
I-'._H EA _15'._{ ‘H Economic
and Social
Research Council

Programme on ggg:?nf,io:
Innovation and Diffusion Performance

m MANUFACTURING REPORT 2023



MANUFACTURING REPORT 2023 _



PROJECT PARTNERS

Nicholas Bloom

Stanford University

LSE, Centre for Economic Performance
Programme On Innovation and Diffusion

Renata Lemos

World Bank

LSE, Centre for Economic Performance
Programme On Innovation and Diffusion

Raffaella Sadun

Harvard Business School

LSE, Centre for Economic Performance
Programme On Innovation and Diffusion

Daniela Scur

Cornell University, Dyson School of Applied Economics and Management
LSE, Centre for Economic Performance

Programme On Innovation and Diffusion

John Van Reenen

LSE, Centre for Economic Performance
Programme On Innovation and Diffusion

PROJECT MANAGERS

Olivia Marques
LSE, Centre for Economic Performance

Marcos Todeschini
LSE, Centre for Economic Performance



ANALYSTS AND TEAM LEADERS 2020/2021

V] ¢
Team supervisor:
Ana Virginia Giordani

Research analysts:
Maria Gabriela Martin
Joshua Murphy

PORTUGAL
Team supervisor:
Giulia Luz Garuzi

Research analysts:
Francisco Tavarez
Leticia de Almeida
Maikon Sbrissa
Leticia de Almeida

GERMANY
Team supervisor:
Giulia Luz Garuzi

Research analysts:
Juna Ahmia
Meena Hallamund

SWEDEN
Team supervisor:
Giulia Luz Garuzi

Research analysts:
Ayla Ostergards
Johannes Riese
Svea Fredriksson

BRAZIL

Team supervisors:
Ana Virginia Giordani
Mary Cerutti

Research analysts:
Andressa Lago
Giulia Luz Garuzi
Julia Pagot

Leticia Almeida
Lucas Scholl
Maikon Sbrissa
Simone Baravelli

COLOMBIA
Team supervisor:
Marion Sanchez

Research analysts:
Dejan R. Perich Soto
Ricardo Esteban Villafafe

GREECE
Team supervisor:
Giulia Luz Garuzi

Research analysts:
Andreas Athanasopoulos
Katerina Argyroy
Konstantinos Katharakis

SPAIN
Team supervisor:
Ana Virginia Giordani

Research analysts:
Saul Castellanos
Lorenzo Picazo

ITALY
Team supervisor:
Ana Virginia Giordani

Research analysts:
Andrea Pagliuca
Anna Chiara

Anna Gamba
Arianna Gambardella

USA
Team supervisor:
Ana Virginia Giordani

Research analysts:
Monica Stone

CHILE
Team supervisor:
Belen Tavares

Research analysts:
Fiorella Santillan
Rocsana Barazorda



ANALYSTS AND TEAM LEADERS 2013-2014

EUROPE TEAMS

FRANCE
Team supervisor:
Raissa Ebner

Research analysts:
Louise Duflot
Kevin Kabongo
Delphine Pedeboy
Maigari Souaibou

GERMANY
Team supervisor:
Friederike Schroeder

Research analysts:
Szilvia Berki

Sydney Goldamann
Rene Alexander Kern
Fabian Mushovel
Carsten Ruckriegel

ITALY
Team supervisor:
Hanna (Didi) Williams

Research analysts:
Chiara Bergamaschi
Salvatore Molino
Paolo Ronchi
Giovanni Tricarico
Mario Zappala

TURKEY
Team supervisor:
Yeliz Guray

Research analysts:
Onur Ekin Bayildiran
Deniz Kelemence
Ferhat Oztutus
Bahar Sezer

GREAT BRITAIN
Team supervisor:
Epidamn Zeqo

Research analysts:
Maria-Luiza Apostolescu
Christina Davidson
Simon Fernandes
Monique Miller

Okon Enyenihi

Alaya Whittingham-Forte

GREECE
Team supervisor:
George Karyofyllis

Research analysts:
Maria Bazdani
Elmo Mazanis
Alexis Savvides

PORTUGAL
Team supervisors:
George Karyofillis

Research analysts:
Erica Da Rocha

AFRICA TEAMS

NIGERIA

Team supervisors:
Raissa Ebner
Kerenssa Kay

Research analysts:
Okon Enyenihi
Elizabeth Huho
Chinwe Ikpeama
Anne Mutulu

Ben Ngundu
Opeoluwa Ogundare
Sarah Osembo

ETHIOPIA
Team supervisors:
Tsegay Tekleselassie

Research analysts:
Tiobesta Yitnashewa
Bitania Wube

GHANA, KENYA, ZAMBIA,
TANZANIA

Team supervisors:

Kerenssa Kay

Research analysts:
Felix Agyemang
Rpafadzo Chidawu
Georgia Ciulla
Vijay Hassani
Chilombo Musa
Ruth O’Hagan



ASIA TEAMS

MYANMAR (BURMA)
Team supervisors:
George Karyofillis

Research analysts:
Thet Maung
Tar-Tar Tun

LATIN AMERICA
TEAMS

BRAZIL

Team supervisors:
Vera Forjaz
Gabriela Magalhaes
Diego Pagot

Edmar da Rocha

Research analysts:
Louisa Acciari
Fernanda Boeira
Paulo Carvalho
Gabriel da Costa
Jacqueline Howell
Eduardo Lazzarotto
Jorge Louzada
Jodo Moro

Renata Peppl
Diego Scardone
Raquel Scarlatelli
Maria Pia Tissot
Marcos Todeschini
Yuri Yamashita

MEXICO, ARGENTINA, CHILE,
NICARAGUA, AND COLOMBIA
Team supervisors:

Raissa Ebner

Yeliz Guray

Esther Osorio

Research analysts:
Rodrigo Aguilar

Josep Agusti Roca
Johana Alvarez

Ana Apalategui Careaga
Maria José Contreras
Carlos Cruz Blanco

Carla Garcia Voltaina
Laura Sanchez Moreno
Marinandrea Valderrama Bohorquez
Andreina Varady

Pilar Vazquez Arango
Diana Virviescas Mendoza



ANALYSTS AND TEAM LEADERS

2006-2013

Rana Ahmad

Jue Huang

Jayesh Patel
Frederique Ait Touati
Simon Ingold
Patrick Dydynski
Alam Aguilar-Platas
Nat Ishino

Killian Pender
Claudia Asazu
Elena Jaeger

Greg Pytel
Johannes Banner
Stefan Jelinek
Mingxuan Qi

David Bergal

Y Jiang

Raswinder Gill
Michael Bevan

Ali Asgar Kagzi
Marcelo Reis
Vishal Bhartia
Christine Kaulfers
Matt Rivron

Blaise Bolland

llja Koren

Lanny Rubin

Shane (Jack) Bolland
George Koveos
Laura Sambris
Simone Bohnenberger-Rich
Kevin Krabbenhoeft
Carlos Santos
Joshua Booth
Vasileios Kyriakopoulos
Denise Savage
Agathe Bourgon
Rehana Lalani
Tejas Savant
Medhi Boussebba
William Lamain

Eva Marie Schindler
Sean Brandreth
Nikki Lamba

Scott Sameroff

M Braha

Warrick Lanagan
Asama Sharef
Carolyn Breit

Qin Li

Raquel Silva
Matteo Calabresi
Li Lin

Shweta Singh
Emilia Carlgvist

Z Liu

Upneet Singh
Guillaume Carreno
Yuetian Lu
Nicolas Smolarski
Diego Cattaneo
Manish Mahajan
Linnea Charlotta Soderberg
Agnieszka Chidlow
Vaggelis Makris
Aude Spitzmuller
Dinesh Chreyan
Niccolo’ Manzoni
Gregor Stegen
Julie Columbus
Shu Mao

Christian Stiefel
Andrés Curia
Milka Marinova
Vickram Suri
Paolo Dasgupta
Simone Martin
Robert Svenning
Alberic de Solere
Alison McMeekin
Narasimhan Swaminathan
Bodhisatva Deb

Marty McGuigan
Marcus Thielking
Kanan Dhru
Michela Meghnagi
Matthias Traut
Kaan Dikmen
Sebastian Meitz
Rui Trigo de Morais
Paul Dinkin

Karelin Mendez Saavedra
Maria E Tsani
Blake Driscoll

Jilda Mercx

Maki Umemura
Filippo Fabbris
Anna Mitchell
Sébastien Vézina
Jodo Luis Ferreira
Anita Ngai
Dorfman Vadim
Arianna Fraschetti
Miljevik Nikolina
Riddhi Ved
Michelle Friedman
Eisuke Ohashi
Takehiro Watanabe
Yuewen Fu

Bolu Olufunwa
Carina Wendel

Luis Matias Gallardo Sirito
Ai Orito

Fabian Wigand
Christos Genakos
Melania Page
Joanna Wylegala
Jose Ignacio Guerrero
Himanshu Pande
May Yoon

Michael Hooper
Ketki Paranjpe






)

poid Programme on
Innovation and Diffusion

4



