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Purpose. Development of a methodology for identifying leaders of modern world development based on the ranking of appli-
cants by key indicators that reflect the status and trends of their development.

Methodology. The development of a methodology for identifying world leaders is based on four criteria: the country’s eco-
nomic potential; opportunities to influence other countries and the development of the world economy as a whole; efficiency of
available potential use; the country’s innovation. The calculation of the Global Leadership Index is based on comparing the cor-
responding indicator for each country with the best indicator in the world and adjusting it by the weight factor. The sum of the
results will be shown by the Global Leadership Index.

Finding. Based on the analysis, it is revealed that the undisputed economic leaders of the modern world are the US and the EU,
which have virtually the same value of the Global Leadership Index. However, due to the monolithic character the United States
position is more preferable. The role of leaders can also be claimed by China and Germany. Although China is still inferior to the
US and the EU, the dynamics of its economic development and the magnitude of its impact on the world give reason to predict its
approach to leaders. On the contrary, Russia and India can still only claim to be regional leaders, not world leaders.

Originality. The original methodology for calculating the Global Leadership Index, based on the country’s ranking of GDP,
exports of goods and FDI in global indicators, as well as GDP per capita and Global Index, has been proposed.

Practical value. The results of the study can be used to identify trends in world leaders’ changes and to predict possible direc-

tions for exacerbation of contradictions on this basis.

Keywords: models of the world economy, polycentrism, world economic leaders, Global Leadership Index

Introduction. The world economy has never been homoge-
neous. It has always included national economies that differed
in the level of development, economic models, degree of so-
cialization, dominant religious denominations, and so on.
However, at different stages of development, these or other
countries have become world leaders. They achieved this sta-
tus in various ways, but for centuries the main one has been
military might. Times change, and with them the criteria that
shape a leader’s status change too. This process was particu-
larly dynamic in the twentieth and early twenty first centuries.
If once the dominant positions of leaders could last for centu-
ries, then recently changes in the group of leaders occur almost
every 15—20 years. One hundred years ago, the UK was one of
the undisputed world leaders, and today many researchers do
not even include it in the TOP-5.

The dynamism of modern development, the change in the
paradigm of world leadership causes considerable interest in
these problems from the economic and political science. After
all, having an adequate picture of the modern world has not
only a cognitive effect. It provides an opportunity to predict
potential leadership changes and the expected exacerbation of
contradictions between them. This is important not only for
the countries that claim to be leading, but also for everyone
else, as it allows them to formulate their foreign economic
strategies and priorities more clearly.

Literature review. In economic science there are a lot of
attempts to build a general model of the world economy. There
are several options for the world view, depending on the stage
of development of the world economy and world politics. For
along period of time, the world was viewed as bipolar or bicen-
tric: the US at one pole and the Soviet Union at the other. And
fundamental differences in views on the prospects for the de-
velopment of the world and ways of solving current problems
of the world economy (but not simply economic indicators)
were at the heart of such a division. Each pole (center) united
around itself a whole group of countries to which it relied, try-
ing to influence the world economy and politics.
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Gradually, as a result of the growth of economies in other
countries of the world and increasing their influence on world
processes, researchers started talking about many centers of
the world economy. One of the first to argue for was Sol Co-
hen, who talked about four world economic centers: the US,
Western Europe, the Soviet Union and China. However, even
under these conditions, the bipolarity of the world remains:
West — East. Other participants in the world economy were
determined in their choice for economic and political orienta-
tion. Therefore, the world was divided into three groups of
countries: pro-American (with the US in the center), pro-So-
viet (with the USSR in the center) and non-aligned countries.
They were the object of a rather fierce fight between the two
poles to expand their sphere of influence.

In the following years, aspects of the study have changed
somewhat. Reducing international tension has allowed more
attention to be paid to economic indicators when defining
world centers. Japan was added to the previously named four.
In addition, Cohen’s approach is interesting, which is to speak
of world-centers (first-order leaders), regional centers (sec-
ond-order leaders), etc. This classification allows us to struc-
ture and shape the world economy as a system.

The model of the world economy, built on the principle of
“center — periphery”, was quite popular in its time. Its ideolo-
gist was the American scientist I. Wallerstein. According to this
model, the world can be imagined as a definite center (nucle-
us), spanning the semi-periphery and periphery. However, in
the construction of such a model, in our opinion, much atten-
tion was paid to non-economic factors (for example, devel-
oped capitalist countries were considered the center (nucleus),
and the socialist countries of the time were the semi-periph-
ery). To some extent, this approach was justified, since there
was indeed a confrontation between the capitalist and socialist
systems, which largely defined the entire structure of the
“world system” (in I. Wallerstein’s terminology).

Today, however, the situation in the world has changed. In
terms of building the economic model of society, the former
socialist and capitalist countries are little different. Of course,
there have been some aspirations to play a leading role in the
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modern world, which are not always based on economic lead-
ership, but the weight of economic factors has increased sig-
nificantly. Moreover, the most developed countries are not the
unified center. There are significant contradictions between
them, and their attitude to countries with lower levels of devel-
opment is also not the same. These countries are competing to
expand their spheres of influence in the world. That is why, in
our opinion, the polycentric model is more in line with the
current stage of development of the world economy.

However, it has a number of differences from those models
that were built in the 70s of the last century. Firstly, the com-
position of world and regional centers has become quite dy-
namic. Significant differences in the economic dynamics of
individual countries give rise to a fairly rapid change in the
ratio of their strength. Therefore, the number of world centers
and their composition may change in the short term. Second-
ly, there is no clear delineation of the center influence (unlike
the existing once clear division into “capitalist” and “social-
ist” camps). Many countries have close links to various world
centers in various areas. Thirdly, the centers of the world econ-
omy are quite dependent on each other because they work
closely as partners in world trade, capital movements and the
scientific and technical field. However, this does not prevent
them from competing with each other.

Of course, the selection of world economic centers is only
the first step in the structuring of the mega-economy. It would
be fair to talk about first- or second-tier local economic cen-
ters, their areas of influence, and more. However, this is a ma-
jor independent problem that we do not address in our study.

The next step in exploring the polycentric structure of the
modern world should be to determine the methodology and
methods for identifying these centers. There are numerous
studies that substantiate certain indicators that allow us to
speak about some countries as world economic centers. In
particular, O.A. Chugayev’s research is quite interesting. He
uses the notion of economic power of the state as a criterion
for the allocation of world and regional centers [1]. He has de-
veloped a methodology for assessing the hard and soft eco-
nomic power of the country, which makes it possible to rank
all countries in the world, depending on the integrated indica-
tor. However, the proposed calculations are rather cumber-
some and time consuming, and therefore their scope becomes
somewhat limited. In addition, the information base for calcu-
lations is not systematically updated, which also narrows the
possibilities of using the proposed methodology.

Purpose. The purpose of our study is to develop a method-
ology for identifying leaders of modern world development
based on the ranking of applicants by key indicators that re-
flect the status and trends of development, using public infor-
mation.

Methods. In our view, a leading country, which claims to
be one of the world’s economic centers, must meet several cri-
teria.

Firstly, it must have sufficient economic potential to en-
able it to both solve large-scale internal problems and be able
to withstand severe external shocks. Today, gross domestic
product (GDP) can be considered as the most adequate indi-
cator that meets these requirements. There are several options
for calculating GDP for international comparisons. The most
common of these is the current dollar rate and purchasing
power parity. We have already analyzed the differences be-
tween these indicators. Each of them has its advantages and
disadvantages, which determines the most acceptable scope of
their use. For the purposes of measuring economic potential,
in our opinion, it is more appropriate to calculate the purchas-
ing power parity. In this case, we eliminate the influence of
deliberate manipulation of the market rate by the governments
of individual countries, which deliberately undervalue the na-
tional currency to create additional benefits for their exporters.
Purchasing power parity is also less dependent on the currency
market and characterizes the state of the national economy

more objectively. It is on the basis of this indicator that pre-
liminary selection of applicants can be made. In such selec-
tion, we introduce a restriction that the gap between the indi-
cator of the country holding the first position and the country
of the last applicant should not exceed 6 times. Otherwise,
there is no need to speak of such a country as a potential world
economic center.

Secondly, the leader must play a significant role in interna-
tional economic relations and be able to influence other coun-
tries in some way. This can be judged on the basis of two indi-
cators: the volume of exports (namely exports, since imports
are more characterized not by the external influence but by its
dependence, although for the sake of fairness it must be ac-
knowledged that exports can cause external dependence) and
the volume of foreign direct investment. At the same time, not
only the volume of exports (or imports) is important, but also
its geographical structure, because the high proportion of a
country, even in the export of a leader, puts it in some depen-
dence on it and narrows the corridor of freedom in the world
market. In our view, the potential threat of such dependence
arises when the specific weight of one partner country exceeds
20 %. Therefore, a leader must have a fairly diversified foreign
trade structure.

Thirdly, it is important for a leader not only to have sig-
nificant economic resources, but also to use them effectively,
ensuring a decent standard of living for citizens. After all, one
or another center is united not only because it is large, but also
because its form of existence deserves imitation [2]. Of course,
it would be possible to use the latest various international indi-
ces, such as the Human Development Index, the Human
Capital Index, the Inclusive Development Index, and the like.
However, first of all, these figures are calculated recently and
not regularly. And secondly, they do not include many coun-
tries, which limits their practical application. Therefore, we
will use the most affordable indicator, namely GDP per capita.
If necessary, it can be analyzed in dynamics, estimating the
change of ratios at different stages of development.

Fourthly, the centers of the global economy must be leaders
in the innovation field as well. Without tuning for innovation, it
is hardly possible to stay on top for a long time, even if for one
or another reasons the country found itself there. Innovation is
a rather complex characteristic that a single indicator cannot
reflect. Therefore, we use our estimates from the Global Inno-
vation Index, which is calculated annually (since 2007) by
INSEAD International Business School, Cornell University,
US and World Intellectual Property Organization, WIPO.

Results. We use these methodological bases to identify the
modern centers of the world economy. Table 1 contains infor-
mation on six countries which ranked first in the GDP of a
country calculated on purchasing power parity. Extending this
list makes no sense, since the gap between the leader (China)
and the 7" (Indonesia) country is more than 6 times, and
therefore the latter cannot claim to be a world center. The list
also includes the integration grouping of countries (the Euro-
pean Union, EU). With certain conventions, this grouping can
be referred to as a world economic center, since in interna-
tional economic relations the EU most often acts as a common
position of its members, and therefore can be considered as a
unit of the world economy. However, some convention of this
assumption should be understood, since, firstly, the resources
of the EU Member States are not fully integrated and each
country can independently determine the directions of their
use; secondly, the composition of the EU is far from heteroge-
neous: it includes countries with a high level of economic de-
velopment and considerable authority in the world arena, and
“middle-class” countries that do not have attractive powers in
relation to other countries of the world |3]; thirdly, disintegra-
tion processes have intensified within the EU today, weaken-
ing its power and authority in the world. However, a leader
group may include Germany (an EU member) whose figure
fits into the restrictions previously imposed.
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Table 1 Table 2
Key indicators of world leadership in 2017 [7, §] The main foreign trade partners of the selected countries
(2017) [7]
GDP Export FDI GDP per Global
Country | (trillion | (trillion | (trillion capita Innovation Count Part in Count Part in
US$) | US$) | US$) | (th.US$) | Index ountry export (%) ountry import (%)
World 127.8 17.310 34.730 17.5 — China
China 23.2 2.216 1.383 16.7 52.54 USA 19.0 South Korea 9.7
EU 20.9 1.929 8.411 40.9 50.51 Hon Kong 12.4 Japan 9.1
USA 19.5 1.553 5.711 59.8 61.40 Japan 6.0 USA 8.5
India 9.5 0.304 0.155 7.2 35.47 South Korea 4.5 Germany 53
Japan 5.4 0.688 1.547 429 54.72 USA
Germany 4.2 1.434 2.298 50.8 58.38 Canada 18.3 China 21.6
Russia 4.0 0.353 0.461 27.9 38.76 Mexico 15.7 Mexico 13.4
China 8.4 Canada 12.8

The study of GDP shows at least two conclusions: Japan 4.4 Japan 5.8

- there is no single country in the world economy, which is EU
dominant today, as has been observed in previous years. The
leader of this rating (China) produces 18 % of the world GDP, USA 20.7 China 20.1
which is not much different from the EU and the US indica- China 9.6 USA 14.5
tors (16 and 15 %, respectively); - -

- clearly identifies a group of three entities (China, EU and Switzerland 8.1 Switzerland 71
US) that is significantly ahead of others: India’s GDP, which Turkey 4.4 Russia 6.3
ranks 4” in the ranking, is twice less than US GDP in third G

e . . .- . ermany
position. There is reason to believe that these entities will
emerge as world economic centers. USA 8.8 The Netherlands 13.8

The analysis of the next indicator for the selected countries France 82 China 7.0
(the volume of exports of goods and services) shows its even i 6.3 Py
smaller concentration in individual countries. China is the hina : France :
leader in this indicator. But it accounts for only 13 % of world The Netherlands 6.7 Belgium 5.9
exports. Only the EU “crossed” the border at 10 % (11 %), Russia
and the US and Germany came closer to it (9 and 8 %). The - .
variations of the same indicator in the group of selected coun- China 10.9 China 212
tries are higher than in the previous one: China’s exports are The Netherlands 10.0 Germany 10.7
7.3 times higher than India’s.

It should be noted that by this indicator the group of lead- Germany 71 USA 36
ers remains unchanged (China, EU, USA). And this to a cer- Belorussia 5.1 Belorussia 5.1
tain extent confirms the opinion that the volume of exports is Japan
quite closely correlated with the GDP of the country. -

But at the end of the group there were significant changes. USA 194 China 24.5
Germany came in fourth place, while India moved up to last China 19.0 USA 11.0
place. ;

As noted, we included exports in our analysis, because South Korea 76 Australia >8
through them it is possible to influence the other world, mak- Hon Kong 5.1 South Korea 4.2
ing it dependent on the position of a leader. However, the ex- India
cess weight of one partner as an external buyer or seller may -
pose a threat to the country. Therefore, we analyze the geo- USA 15.6 China 16.3
graphical structure of foreign trade activity of the selected OAE 10.2 USA 5.5
countries (Table 2). Its analysis shows that:

- the leaders of the world economy are active in trade Hon Kong 9 UAE 52
with each other. China has a special position here. In all se- China 4.3 Saud Arabia 4.8

lected countries, China is among the top 4 partners in both
export and import. Moreover, in five cases out of six, China
is the largest supplier of products from abroad. Similar rates
are also high for the United States. However, if China is a
major supplier, then the United States can be regarded as the
main buyer of the product: this country ranks first among the
markets for five of the six selected countries (excluding Rus-
sia).

Significantly more moderate indicators of importance as
foreign trade partners are for other selected countries. Japan is
an influential partner for China and the US. Germany is a sig-
nificant buyer of Russian products and supplies to its markets,
as well as a supplier of goods to Chinese markets. Russia may
place itself in the fourth position among the largest suppliers to
Germany. But India is not at all one of the largest partners for
any of the selected countries;

- China shows not only strong results in trade with other
countries, but also more or less balanced attitude towards di-
versification of trading partners. In its imports, no country has
crossed the 10 % limit. In the structure of exports, the situa-
tion is somewhat worse. Here, the proportion of the US mar-
ket reaches a critical limit of 20 %. This position is also threat-
ening because China’s imports account for 21.6 % of imports
in the United States, while only 8.4 % for exports. This situa-
tion makes the trade war between the US and China quite
probable, the first signs of which have already emerged in 2019.
Therefore, it is possible that such contradictions will arise in
the future;

- Russia and India have become the least influential play-
ers in the world trade. Russia is among the four largest suppli-
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ers of the European Union (fourth position with a score of
6.3 %), and India is never mentioned among key trading part-
ners.

Regarding the third indicator included in our survey
(FDI), the leader is changing: the EU is taking the lead. China
is inferior not only to a united Europe, but also to the United
States, Japan and Germany. It should be emphasized that in
terms of FDI, the differentiation of selected economic entities
is extremely large. Thus, the indicator for the European Union
is 54 times higher than the corresponding indicator for India.
And it really reflects the differences in the possible influence of
a country on the world economic processes.

As a fourth indicator, we have chosen GDP per capita.
Based on the previously stated arguments, it is also calculated
by purchasing power parity. The following remarks should be
made as an explanation for further calculations:

1. There is no world leader among the selected countries in
terms of GDP per capita. It is the highest in the United States.
But the US CIA ranked only 79" in the rating [7].

2. We used Ireland as the basis for comparison (US $73.2
thousand, /0™ world ranking). The 9 other high-performing
countries and territories (Qatar, Liechtenstein, Monaco, Ma-
cau, Luxembourg, Bermuda, Singapore, Isle of Man and Bru-
nei) are too small and infeasible for the world economy.

3. The world leader in the first two indicators — China in
the study indicator moves to a penultimate position, ahead of
only India, which further complicates its identification as the
center of the world economy.

According to the Global Innovation Index, as in the previ-
ous indicator, world leadership does not belong to the coun-
tries of the selected group. Switzerland has the highest figure of
67.69 [8]. This is what we will use in our further calculations.
According to the level of innovation, the selected countries
were distributed as follows: USA, Germany, Japan, China,
EU, Russia, and India.

Thus, the analysis of the positions of the world leaders on
different indicators shows a rather ambiguous situation. If
some countries show the highest results, then others are sig-
nificantly inferior to the leaders. Therefore, it is necessary to
find an opportunity to calculate some integral metric that
would combine the positions of the country for all five param-
eters.

In our opinion, this problem can be solved by calculating
the Global Leadership Index (GLI). The calculation is based
on comparing the corresponding indicator for each country
with the best indicator in the world and adjusting it by weight.
The sum of the results obtained will be shown by the Global
Leadership Index

E, +ky DI, 4
FDI,

GDP,
L+ k,
GDP, ‘E,

GDPpc, Tk GIl,

GLI =k 4 5
GDPpc, GII,

>

where GDP is Gross Domestic Product; £ — export; FDI —
Foreign Direct Investment; GDPpc — Gross Domestic Prod-
uct per capita; GII — Global Innovation Index; i — indicator
for a selected country; L — an indicator for the country, which
has the highest indicator in the world; & — the weighting coef-
ficient for the corresponding indicator.

The question of determining the weights for each indicator
is important, since the final result will depend essentially on
them. Today, unfortunately, there is no more or less convinc-
ing reasoning for their calculation. Expertise could be used,
but this approach would sin by subjectivism. Therefore, we use
the same coefficients of 20. Then the maximum possible value
of the Global Leadership Index will be 100 points if the coun-
try is the leader in all indicators. The actual figure for each
country will be to show how much of its leadership is estimated
from the maximum possible parameter.

Table 3 shows the results of the Global Leadership Index
calculations for selected entities in the world economy. As we
can see, about the same number of points was scored by the

Table 3
Calculation of the Global Leadership Index (2017) [4—8]

5 =
g 5 8
5 & = ) = k=
= a1l 8 o £ o
Country = - = 5~ 2 =
= - = B o wn —- = —®
52| 22|35 |82 22|23

= < = & =
cS | SE|EZ5 | 0L | CE| TS
China 20.00 | 20.00 3.29 4.56 15.52 | 63.38
EU 18.20 17.41 20.00 11.17 14.92 81.53
USA 16.81 14.02 13.58 16.34 18.14 78.89
India 8.19 2.74 0.37 1.97 10.48 23.75
Japan 4.66 6.21 3.68 11.72 16.17 42.43
Germany 3.62 12.94 5.46 13.88 17.25 53.19
Russia 343 3.19 1.10 7.62 11.45 26.81

EU and the USA — about 80. Therefore, these two entities can
definitely be considered centers of the world economy. And
although the Global Leadership Index for the EU is somewhat
higher, the US has its advantages precisely because this coun-
try has monolithic nature. The EU, being the integrated coun-
tries, and especially given the exit of the United Kingdom, will
soon give way to the United States in the fight for the world
championship.

China can also claim the role of the World Economic Cen-
ter, with a global leadership index of 62.38. Its figure could be
much higher if it were not lagging behind in terms of foreign
investment and GDP per capita. However, given the dyna-
mism of the Chinese economy, it can be predicted that this gap
will be narrowed in the coming years, though it will not be
possible to close it completely for a long time.

Although Germany is part of the EU, it is itself a world
economic hub, with the Global Leadership Index of over 50.
This is achieved through strong international trade results,
high GDP per capita and a sufficiently high level of innovation
economy.

The calculations show that Japan, being a major player in
the world economy, cannot be recognized as one of its centers.
It is significantly inferior to other countries in terms of partici-
pation in world trade and international capital movements.
And in terms of GDP it is 4.5 times smaller than the leader’s
economy.

The economies of India and Russia may at best be regard-
ed as regional (rather than global) centers. Their lagging be-
hind the leaders today is quite significant and does not give
grounds to predict their transformation into world centers in
the coming years. The basis for this prediction may be a com-
parison of the current Global Leadership Index with its value
of ten years ago.

The initial data for GLI calculation in 2007 are given in
Table 4. Before using them, let us make some preliminary re-
marks. The table does not contain information on the Euro-
pean Union. Firstly, at that time the composition of the EU
was somewhat different. And secondly, there is no complete
statistical information on all the indicators that are required
for the calculation. In addition, in 2007, the Global Innova-
tion Index was calculated somewhat differently (not on a
100-point scale, but on a 10-point scale). However, since we
do not use absolute values but relative values in our calcula-
tions, this does not limit our ability to use the formula, which
we proposed.

Preliminary analysis of the data in Table 4 shows that the
ratio of forces in 2007 was significantly different from today. In
three metrics out of five, the United States held the first place.
Moreover, their separation from the closest pursuers was quite
significant. For example, US GDP was 1.6 times larger than
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Table 4
Key indicators of world leadership in 2007 [6, 10, 11]

GDP Export FDI GDP per Global
Country | (trillion | (trillion | (trillion capita Innovation

US$) US$) US$) | (th. US$) Index
USA 14.453 | 1.165 5.858 48.0 5.80
China 9.024 1.131 0.115 7.6 3.21
Japan 4.416 0.680 0.547 34.5 448
India 4.293 0.153 0.044 3.6 3.57
Germany 3.330 1.270 1.545 36.5 4.89
Russia 2.377 0.346 0.365 16.7 2.60

China’s, and foreign direct investment was 3.8 times higher
than Germany’s. The latter is ahead of all other countries in
terms of exports of goods and services.

As in the previous case, the world leader in GDP per capi-
ta was outside the selected group of countries. It turned out to
be the United Arab Emirates with a value of US $72.8 thou-
sand per capita.

The results of the Global Leadership Index calculation are
shown in Table 5. As we can see, the undisputed center of the
world economy at that time was the United States of America.
There is no country to compete with, or at least get closer to,
the United States. Only Germany had an index that exceeded
50 % of the maximum value. China and Japan were approach-
ing this border.

Conclusions. Comparison of the Global Leadership Index
in 2007 and 2017 is interesting (Figure). There are several im-
portant trends to note:

1. The US loses its monopoly position as a leader. In just
ten years, their leadership decreased by 12.64 points. Although
they remain a world center, they are forced to reckon with
changes in the world power balance.

2. The role of China in the global economy is increasing its
role extremely fast. Ifin 2007 it could be referred to as a poten-
tial economic center of the world, then by increasing its Glob-
al Leadership Index by almost 20 points, this country simply
“broke” into the list of centers of the world economy. It is the
dynamic growth that is of concern to the main competitor, the
United States of America, which is reflected in the kind of
“trade war” that has recently unfolded in US-China relations.

3. Germany and Japan have slightly worsened their leader-
ship over the last decade. While such a tendency is character-
istic of Japan throughout the 2000s, it is a new phenomenon
for Germany. Now there is no reason to believe that Japan will
soon return to the number of world economic centers. After
all, the dynamics of its economic indicators are somewhat

Table 5
Calculation of Global Leadership Index (2007) [6, 10, 11]

g £ 3

£ 215 | % E| Z

Country | E 2 % E%\ .§ _ é‘
so| 82| 22|52 | B2 | £5

8 | HE| 23| GE |62 |8

USA 20.00 | 1835 | 20.00 | 13.19 | 20.00 | 91.53
China 1249 | 1781 | 039 | 2.09 | 1107 | 43.85
India 594 | 241 | 015 | 099 | 1231 | 21.80
Japan 611 | 1071 | 1.87 | 948 | 1545 | 43.61
Germany | 4.61 | 20.00 | 527 | 10.03 | 16.86 | 56.77
Russia 329 | 545 | 125 | 459 | 897 | 23.54
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Fig. Changes in the Global Leadership Index 2007—2017

lower than in other leading countries. And Germany is losing
its global position quite quickly. It is sufficient to note that in
2007 it ranked first in the world in terms of exports of goods
and services, in 2017 it was only third.

4. India and Russia have improved slightly. However, they
are still far from the border, separating the position of the
world center from the regional one. Both countries have con-
siderable potential to further enhance their positions. The
main source for India is people, and for Russia — raw materi-
als. However, if India agrees to be in the area of influence of
other centers, taking advantage of such a position, then Russia
is aggressively claiming the role of a world center. Perhaps such
aggressiveness will prevent the realization of the dream of
world leadership, because the chosen ways of its achievement
cause serious resistance from other participants of the world
economic processes.

Thus, in recent years several centers have emerged in the
world economy: the European Union (in which Germany plays
a special role), the United States of America and China. To
some extent, Japan is close to this group, but it is gradually los-
ing its position and becoming a regional economic center. Align-
ment of indicators of the Global Leadership Index, which re-
flects the convergence of positions of countries, creates new
contradictions and exacerbates old ones. A few decades ago,
world leaders simply watched the accelerated growth of the Chi-
nese economy and marveled at its success, now they are ready to
actively resist global expansion of goods from China, as they fear
threats to their leadership positions. The struggle at the global
economic Olympus is sharpening and taking on new forms.
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Mera. Po3po0Oka MeTOAMKY BUSIBJICHHS JIiAEPiB Cy4acHO-
TO CBITOBOTO PO3BUTKY Ha MiJCTaBi paHXXyBaHHs MPETEHACH-
TiB 32 KJIIOYUOBUMM MMOKA3HMWKAMU, 110 BimoOpaxkaloTh CTaH i
TEHIEHLIi1 iX pO3BUTKY.

Metonuka. Po3pobiieHa MeToauKa BUSIBJIEHHST CBITOBUX
JIiIepiB IPYHTYETHCS HA YOTUPBHOX KPUTEPisIX: EKOHOMIYHUIA
MOTeHLIiaJl KpalHW; MOXJIMBOCTI BIUIMBATU Ha iHIII KpaiHU Ta
PO3BUTOK CBiTOBOI €KOHOMIKU B LIiJIOMY; €(DEeKTUBHICTh BU-
KOPUCTAHHSI HAsSIBHOTO MOTEHIliany; iHHOBAllilHICTh KpaiHU.
B ocHoBy po3paxyHky ['obGanibHOro iHaekcy JinepcTsa mo-
KJIaZIeHO CITiBCTaBJIEHHS BiAMOBIAHOTO MOKAa3HUKA MO KOX-
Hill KpaiHi 3 HallKpalllMM MOKAa3HUKOM Y CBiTi Ta KOPUTYBaH-
HsI 1ioro Ha BaroBuii KoediuieHt. Cyma OTpUMaHUX pe3yiib-
TaTiB i okaxe [ModanbHU iHAEKC JligepcTBa.

Pe3ynbraTn. Ha niacTaBi npoBeneHOro aHai3y BUSIBJIE-
HO, 1110 6e33arnepeYH UMM EKOHOMIYHUMM JliIlepaMu Cy4acHO-
ro cBity € CIIA Ta €C, gki MaiOTh NMPaKTUIHO OITHAKOBE
3HaueHHs [iobanpHOrO iHAeKcy Jinepctsa. OnHakK, 3a paxy-
HOK MOHOTTHOCTI, Tto3uliii CIIIA 6inbi Burpauxi. Ha posib
JlifepiB TakoX MOXYThb npeteHayBatu Kutait i HimeuunHa.
I xoua Kuraii moku-1o nocrynaersbest CILIA ta €C, nuHami-
Ka pO3BUTKY MOr0 €eKOHOMiKM Ta MacllTaOu BIUIMBY Ha CBIT
JIalOTh ITiJCTaBU MPOTHO3YBAaTU MOro HAOIMKEHHS 10 Jiife-
piB. HaBnaku, Pocist Ta IH1ist TOKU-1110 MOXKYTb MpeTeHayBa-
TH JIMIIIE HA POJIb PETiOHAJIbHUX JIIAEPiB, a HE CBITOBUX.

HaykoBa HoBM3HA. 3anponoOHOBaHA OpUTiHAJTbHA METO-
JIMKa po3paxyHKy [7106abHOro iHAeKCy JigepcTna, 10 IPyH-
TYEThCS HAa PAHXYBaHHI KpaiH 3a MOKa3HWKAMU TUTOMOI
Baru BBII kpainu, ekcopty ToBapiB Ta 00CSITY MpsIMUX 3a-
KOPJIOHHUX iHBECTHUIIiIl y 3aTaJIbHOCBITOBUX IMOKa3HUKAX, a
Takox rmokazHukamu BBIT Ha myiry HacesieHHs Ta [106aib-
HOTO iHIEKCY iHHOBAIiHHOCTI.

IIpakTiyna 3HaummicTh. Pe3ynbTaT mociimkeHHST MO-
XKyTb OyTU BUKOPUCTAHI 1JIS1 BUSIBJIEHHS TEHIEHLIH y 3MiHaxX

CBIiTOBUX JIiIepiB i MPOTHO3YBaHHS Ha Wil MiACTaBi MOXJIM-
BUX HATPSIMiB 3aTOCTPEHHS CYTIEPEYHOCTEN.

KiouoBi cioBa: modeni ceimoeoi exonomixu, noaiyeH-
mpusm, ceimosi exonomiuni aidepu, Inobarvruil indexc aidep-
cmea
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Henb. PazpaboTka METONMKHU BBISIBICHUS JIUAEPOB CO-
BPEMEHHOTO MUPOBOTO Pa3BUTHS HA OCHOBAHUU PAHXUPO-
BaHMs MPETEHIEHTOB MO KJIIOUEBBIM MTOKAa3aTessiM, OTpaxa-
IOIIIM COCTOSTHUE W TeHIEHIIUY UX PA3BUTHSI.

Metoauka. Pa3zpaboTka METOAMKHU BBISIBAEHUSI MUPOBBIX
JIMAEepOB 0a3upyeTcss Ha YEThIPEX KPUTEPUSIX: SKOHOMUUE-
CKUI TOTEHLMA CTPAHbl; BOBMOXHOCTH BJIMATH HA Ipyrue
CTpaHbI ¥ Pa3BUTHE MUPOBOI1 9KOHOMUKU B 11eJIOM; 3D dheKr-
TUBHOCTb MCIOJIb30BaHMS UMEIOIIETOCs MOTEHIMala; UHHO-
BallMOHHOCTH CTpaHbl. B ocHOBY pacuera [1o6anbHOTO MH-
JleKca JIMIEePCTBa MOJOXEHO COMOCTaBICHUE COOTBETCTBYIO-
LIeTO MOKa3aTeJIs 0 KaXKIOU CTpaHe ¢ IYYILIUM MoKa3aTeIeM
B MUpPE U KOPPEKTUPOBKA €ro Ha BeCOBOW KO3((bUIIMEHT.
CymMMa TIOJTydeHHBIX Pe3yJbTaTOB U MOoKaxeT [1o6ambHBbIi
WHIEKC JIUIEPCTBA.

PesymbraTnl. Ha ocHOBaHMY TTPOBEIEHHOTO aHAIN3A BbI-
SIBJICHO, YTO 0€30rOBOPOYHBIMU 9KOHOMUYECKUMU JIMJEpa-
Mu coBpeMeHHoro mupa sisitorcss CIIIA u EC, koropbie
MMEIOT MPaKTUYeCKNW OJMHAKOBOEe 3HaueHue [1o6anbHOro
nHaeKca tuaepcTsa. OnMHAaKo, 32 CYET MOHOJIUTHOCTH, MO3U-
uuu CIHIA Oonee BbMrpheiiHble. Ha posib J1unepoB Takxke
MoryT npereHaoBath Kurait u I'epmanus. U xorss Kurait
noka yro ycrynaer CLIA u EC, nuHamMuKa pa3BUTHUSL €ro
SKOHOMMKHU M MAcCIITaObI BAUSHUSI HA MUD NAIOT OCHOBAHUSI
MPOrHO3UPOBATh €ro NpuoIKeHue K auaepam. Hamporus,
Poccust 1 Unnus moka 4To MOTYT MpeTeHAOBaTh JUILb HA
POJIb PETUOHAJIBHBIX JIIEPOB, & HE MUPOBBIX.

Hayunas noBusna. [IpemioxkeHa opurnHagabHass METOIM-
Ka pacuera [n106anpHOro MHAEKCA JUAEPCTBa, OCHOBAHHAS
Ha paHXMPOBAHMU CTPaH IO MOKa3aTessiM YIeJbHOrO Beca
BBII crpanbl, skcrnopta TOBapoB U 00beMa TPSIMBIX UHO-
CTpPaHHBIX MHBECTULMI B OOLIEMUPOBBIX TOKa3aTessIx, a
takke nokasaressix BBII Ha nymy HaceneHus u ['obanbHO-
rO MH/IeKCa MHHOBALIMOHHOCTH.

IIpakTyeckasi 3HAYMMOCTb. Pe3yibTaThl mMcciaenoBaHus
MOTYT OBbITb UCTIOIb30BaHbI LTS BBISIBJICHUS TEHIEHLIUHI B 13-
MEHEHMSIX MUPOBBIX JIMIEPOB U TTPOTHO3MPOBAHMS HA 3TOM
OCHOBE BO3MOXKHBIX HaIpaBIeHUIT 000CTpeHUsT MPOTUBOPE-
YUIA.

KiroueBbie cioBa: modeau mMupogoil 5KOHOMUKU, NOAUUEH-
mpusm, Mupogule IKoHomuyeckue audepsl, 11006arvublii undekc
audepcmea
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