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• The Competing Values Framework (CVF) 
is a business framework to better 
understand organizations

• The Competing Values Framework (CVF) is a 
framework used to assess individual traits, 
organizational cultures, and contextual 
factors 

• CVF describes four main archetypes: 
• Collaborate – Community, cohesion and 

mentorship

• Creative – Externally focused, flexible 
and diverse

• Compete – Goal achievement, 
profitability and share

• Control – Control, order and efficient 
process

• Organizational project features can be 
fit/mapped to the quadrants
• Sense/code factors

• Design metrics 

PROJECT REDSTART
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Project Redstart is a tool that indexes key 
information mapped to the CVF to facilitate 
exploration, research, and project definition  
• Using only unclassified sources, metrics 

were chosen to span each of the four 
quadrants 

• Redstart enables inquiry into specific 
elements of the relationships between a 
focal power (in this case, China or the USA) 
and a target country through the lens of the 
CVF (“Top-Down” view)

• Redstart enables inquiry into key strengths 
and limitations of the innovation capability 
and activity of a target country (“Bottom-
up”) view

• The tool enables exploration of 
relationships, capabilities and other 
dynamics to complement traditional 
approaches and serve as a starting point to 
deeper inquiry
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Building the Formal Bilateral Influence 
Capacity Index

The FBIC Index measures the multidimensional 
asymmetrical dependence of one country on an-
other. It is the product of two subindices, one mea-
suring the “bandwidth” across a relationship and 

another measuring the “dependence” of one state on an-
other. The measure includes data representing economic-, 
political-, and security-related variables. 

Bandwidth measures the volume of interactions between 
countries, such as the amount of economic activity that 
flows across borders in a given year. Two countries that 
interact more frequently and across more dimensions of 
activity are more likely to have opportunities to exert influ-
ence on one another. All bandwidth values are the same 
for country A and country B in a dyad (pair).

Dependence measures how reliant one country is on an-
other for its economic activity or security services by, for 
example, measuring levels of trade as a share of total trade 
or as a share of GDP. Countries with high levels of de-
pendence can be more easily manipulated. Dependence 
values di!er within a dyad, where values for A to B are 
di!erent than those for B to A.

Often, countries with higher levels of bandwidth will have 
a greater opportunity for increased dependence. However, 
high levels of bandwidth do not necessarily translate into 
imbalanced relationships between pairs of states. For 
example, China and the United States have high lev-
els of bilateral bandwidth but very low levels of bilateral 

dependence. As a counterexample, consider the relation-
ship between a very small country and very large country. 
Where bandwidth and dependence are both relatively high 
compared to the global average, overall influence capacity 
is particularly high, such as Russian influence capacity in 
Belarus.

There are various ways of thinking about the relationships 
among dependence, bandwidth, and influence capacity. 
For some, it may be useful to think about a physical lever, 
where the length of the lever is equivalent to bandwidth 
and the size and positioning of the fulcrum represents the 
degree of dependence. In this metaphor, as the length 
of the lever (bandwidth) grows, the amount of potential 
leverage increases. How much leverage country A actually 
possesses over country B is then determined by the posi-
tioning of the fulcrum and the asymmetry of the length of 
lever extending on the respective sides of A and B (depen-
dence). Both factors can independently or simultaneously 
increase the ability of one side in a relationship to lever-
age the other. Note that this lever-and-fulcrum analogy 
illustrates a capacity for leverage; it says nothing about 
whether A chooses to (or has the political will to) pull the 
lever and influence B.

In the FBIC Index, bandwidth can be broken down into po-
litical, economic, and security components. Dependence 
contains economic and security components but excludes 
political dependence, given that quantifiable diplomatic 
relationships are largely undirected in nature (treaties, for 

Dimension Economic Security Political

Bandwidth Total Goods Trade Total Arms Transfers Level of Diplomatic Representation

Trade Agreements Military Alliances Shared Intergovernmental 
Organization Membership

Dependence Goods Trade, % of Total 
Goods Trade

Arms Import Stock, % of 
Total Arms Import Stock

Goods Trade, % of GDP Arms Import Stock, % of 
Military Spending Stock

Aid, % of Total Aid

Aid, % of GDP

Table 1: Dimensions, subcomponents and core variables for the FBIC Index
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Exploring the FBIC Index

14 As measured by GDP at market exchange rates using constant 2011 US dollars.

In the following sections the authors explore the behav-
ior of the FBIC Index, starting at the global level and 
tracking how the index measures change in the inter-
national system across time. Next, we focus on global 

dynamics between China and the United States, eventually 
demonstrating how the index can be used to trace behav-
ior in a regional international organization, ASEAN.

Most Influential States

Although the country sum of the FBIC measure can be 
helpful for thinking about the global distribution of power, 
another way to track the behavior of the measure is to 
track which countries are the greatest external influencers 
around the world and across time. Figure 1 shows this for 
six historically influential countries for the year 2020. The 
United States is the most influential country across the 
Western Hemisphere, and Germany is the top-ranked in-
fluencer across much of Europe, while Chinese influence 
has spread across much of Southeast Asia and Africa. 
Russia is the top-influencer primarily in Central Asia, 
though its influence capacity also spills over into Belarus, 
its much smaller and highly dependent neighbor, and into 
Algeria, the third largest importer of Russian arms over 
the past half-decade. Meanwhile, the influence of previ-
ous colonial powers is much more limited, with French 

influence scattered across North, West, and Southern 
Africa and the United Kingdom displaying the top influ-
ence capacity only in Ireland.

Figures 2 and 3 show these patterns across time. In 1980 
the world saw much more influence from traditional colo-
nial powers, with French influence stretching across Africa 
and influence from the United Kingdom spread around the 
world. The influence of the Soviet Union was also much 
more pronounced, as was influence from the United States 
in most of East and Southeast Asia. By the year 2000, the 
geopolitical environment had shifted once again. French 
influence across Africa had declined, and influence from 
Russia was more consolidated across Eastern Europe and 
Central and South Asia. Chinese influence had started to 
emerge at this point, with growth in key emerging partners 
like Iran and Sudan. 

China and the United States

The changing structure of the international system away 
from its unipolar moment in the years following the Cold 
War has been the focus of much policy-oriented research. 
The rise of China is unmistakable, with overall economic 
activity growing from $937 billion in 1990 to $13.3 trillion 
by 2020,14 military spending increasing from $23 billion in 

France
United Kingdom

Russia
Germany

China
United States
Other

Top influencer – 2020

Figure 1: Top influencer in each country, 2020.

Top Influencer – 2020

Political and 
Diplomatic 
Context

Military 
Posture and 
Activity

Infrastructure, 
Logistics and 

Trade

Innovation and 
Novel Activity

NOTES: ● indicates a strength; ○ a weakness; ◆ an income group strength; ◇ an income group weakness; * an index; † a survey question.  indicates that the 
 economy’s data are older than the base year; see appendices for details, including the year of the data, at https://www.wipo.int/global_innovation_index/en/2022. 
Square brackets [ ] indicate  that the data minimum coverage (DMC) requirements were not met at the sub-pillar or pillar level.
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Score/
Value Rank   

Business sophistication  55.9 12 ◆

5.1 Knowledge workers  77.8 [1]
5.1.1 Knowledge-intensive employment, %  n/a n/a
5.1.2 Firms offering formal training, %  79.2 1 ● ◆
5.1.3 GERD performed by business, % GDP  1.8 12 ◆
5.1.4 GERD financed by business, %  77.5 3 ● ◆
5.1.5 Females employed w/advanced degrees, %  n/a n/a
5.2 Innovation linkages  36.8 30 ◆
5.2.1 University-industry R&D collaboration†  70.1 5 ◆
5.2.2 State of cluster development and depth†  72.6 2 ● ◆
5.2.3 GERD financed by abroad, % GDP  0.0 77 ○
5.2.4 Joint venture/strategic alliance deals/bn PPP$ GDP  0.0 67
5.2.5 Patent families/bn PPP$ GDP  1.5 23 ◆

5.3 Knowledge absorption  53.0 8 ◆
5.3.1 Intellectual property payments, % total trade  1.4 25
5.3.2 High-tech imports, % total trade  26.9 5 ◆
5.3.3 ICT services imports, % total trade  1.4 68
5.3.4 FDI net inflows, % GDP  1.5 86 ○
5.3.5 Research talent, % in businesses  58.5 15 ◆

  

Knowledge and technology outputs  56.8 6 ◆

6.1 Knowledge creation  69.5 4 ◆
6.1.1 Patents by origin/bn PPP$ GDP  55.6 1 ● ◆
6.1.2 PCT patents by origin/bn PPP$ GDP  2.6 14 ◆
6.1.3 Utility models by origin/bn PPP$ GDP  120.7 1 ● ◆
6.1.4 Scientific and technical articles/bn PPP$ GDP  23.1 39 ◆
6.1.5 Citable documents H-index  64.1 11 ◆

6.2 Knowledge impact  52.8 4 ◆
6.2.1 Labor productivity growth, %  6.4 1 ● ◆
6.2.2 New businesses/th pop. 15–64  8.6 17 ◆
6.2.3 Software spending, % GDP  0.3 32 ◆
6.2.4 ISO 9001 quality certificates/bn PPP$ GDP  13.4 23
6.2.5 High-tech manufacturing, %  48.5 14 ◆

6.3 Knowledge diffusion  48.2 19 ◆
6.3.1 Intellectual property receipts, % total trade  0.3 35 ◆
6.3.2 Production and export complexity  73.2 16 ◆
6.3.3 High-tech exports, % total trade  32.4 4 ◆
6.3.4 ICT services exports, % total trade  2.5 53
  

Creative outputs  49.3 11 ◆

7.1 Intangible assets  82.9 2 ● ◆
7.1.1 Intangible asset intensity, top 15, %  78.4 11 ◆
7.1.2 Trademarks by origin/bn PPP$ GDP  376.9 1 ● ◆
7.1.3 Global brand value, top 5,000, % GDP  111.4 18 ◆
7.1.4 Industrial designs by origin/bn PPP$ GDP  31.1 1 ● ◆

7.2 Creative goods and services  28.8 33 ◆
7.2.1 Cultural and creative services exports, % total trade  0.6 47
7.2.2 National feature films/mn pop. 15–69  1.0 61 ○
7.2.3 Entertainment and media market/th pop. 15–69  10.5 34 ◆
7.2.4 Printing and other media, % manufacturing  0.7 72 ○
7.2.5 Creative goods exports, % total trade  13.1 1 ● ◆

7.3 Online creativity  2.8 77
7.3.1 Generic top-level domains (TLDs)/th pop. 15–69  2.5 72
7.3.2 Country-code TLDs/th pop. 15–69  4.0 58
7.3.3 GitHub commit pushes received/mn pop. 15–69  1.7 89 ○
7.3.4 Mobile app creation/bn PPP$ GDP  n/a n/a

   
Score/
Value Rank   

Institutions  64.8 42 ◆

1.1 Political environment  67.3 44 ◆
1.1.1 Political and operational stability*  70.9 53
1.1.2 Government effectiveness*  63.7 41 ◆

1.2 Regulatory environment  52.7 101 ○
1.2.1 Regulatory quality*  42.9 77
1.2.2 Rule of law*  44.5 63
1.2.3 Cost of redundancy dismissal  27.4 111 ○ ◇

1.3 Business environment  74.6 13 ◆
1.3.1 Policies for doing business†  71.9 16 ◆
1.3.2 Entrepreneurship policies and culture*  77.3 9 ◆

  

Human capital and research  53.1 20 ◆

2.1 Education  69.3 [7]
2.1.1 Expenditure on education, % GDP  3.6 95 ○
2.1.2 Government funding/pupil, secondary, % GDP/cap  n/a n/a
2.1.3 School life expectancy, years  n/a n/a
2.1.4 PISA scales in reading, maths and science  579.0 1 ● ◆
2.1.5 Pupil-teacher ratio, secondary  13.4 61
2.2 Tertiary education  19.4 92 ○
2.2.1 Tertiary enrolment, % gross  58.4 52
2.2.2 Graduates in science and engineering, %  n/a n/a
2.2.3 Tertiary inbound mobility, %  0.4 100 ○ ◇

2.3 Research and development (R&D)  70.5 8 ◆
2.3.1 Researchers, FTE/mn pop.  1,584.9 48
2.3.2 Gross expenditure on R&D, % GDP  2.4 13 ◆
2.3.3 Global corporate R&D investors, top 3, mn USD  93.8 3 ● ◆
2.3.4 QS university ranking, top 3*  86.8 3 ● ◆

  

Infrastructure  57.5 25 ◆

3.1 Information and communication technologies (ICTs)  87.6 20 ◆
3.1.1 ICT access*  88.1 61
3.1.2 ICT use*  75.3 39 ◆
3.1.3 Government’s online service*  90.6 12 ◆
3.1.4 E-participation*  96.4 9 ◆

3.2 General infrastructure  56.0 13 ◆
3.2.1 Electricity output, GWh/mn pop.  5,537.7 35 ◆
3.2.2 Logistics performance*  72.6 25 ◆
3.2.3 Gross capital formation, % GDP  42.9 3 ● ◆

3.3 Ecological sustainability  29.0 54
3.3.1 GDP/unit of energy use  6.8 104 ○ ◇
3.3.2 Environmental performance*  28.4 115 ○ ◇
3.3.3 ISO 14001 environmental certificates/bn PPP$ GDP  7.0 15
  

Market sophistication  56.0 12 ◆

4.1 Credit  44.7 25 ◆
4.1.1 Finance for startups and scaleups*  51.5 9 ◆
4.1.2 Domestic credit to private sector, % GDP  182.4 4 ◆
4.1.3 Loans from microfinance institutions, % GDP  0.9 29
4.2 Investment  28.7 26 ◆
4.2.1 Market capitalization, % GDP  62.7 29
4.2.2 Venture capital investors, deals/bn PPP$ GDP  0.1 31
4.2.3 Venture capital recipients, deals/bn PPP$ GDP  0.1 19 ◆
4.2.4 Venture capital received, value, % GDP  0.0 16 ◆

4.3 Trade, diversification, and market scale  94.6 3 ● ◆
4.3.1 Applied tariff rate, weighted avg., %  2.5 67
4.3.2 Domestic industry diversification  99.9 2 ●
4.3.3 Domestic market scale, bn PPP$  27,072.0 1 ● ◆

Bi-Lateral “Top-Down” View 
(Pardee Center Report)

Ø Reflects specific, directional relationship 
between: 
v USA and focal country
v China and focal country

• Collaborate Quadrant: 
• Political Bandwidth (Level of diplomatic representation, 

Shared intergovernmental activity, etc.) 
• Create Quadrant: 

• Economic Bandwidth (Goods trade and trade 
agreements)

• Control Quadrant: 
• Economic Dependence (Trade % of total trade and GDP)

• Compete Quadrant: 
• Security Dependence (Arms import stock % of total 

stock and % of military spending)

FBIC REPORT LINK Country-specific “Bottom-Up” View
(WIPO GII Report) 

Ø Reflects detailed, innovation-related 
aspects of each (covered) individual 
country: 

• Collaborate Quadrant: 
• Political Stability 

• Create Quadrant: 
• International Patents  

• Control Quadrant:  
• Regulatory Environment 

• Compete Quadrant: 
• High Tech Exports

GII REPORT LINK 

https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/China-US-Competition-Report-2021.pdf
https://www.wipo.int/edocs/pubdocs/en/wipo-pub-2000-2022-en-main-report-global-innovation-index-2022-15th-edition.pdf
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1. Select the focal power of interest 
from the top row 

2. Select the quadrant of interest

3. Select the region and sub-region of 
interest

Values highlighted on the 
map are also graphically 

presented in sortable format
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1. Select the focal power of interest 
from the top row or a contrasting 

“delta” view
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1. Select Country Comparison for 
“bottom-up” individual country 

innovation view 
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1. In Country Comparison view, select 
up to two concurrent countries for a 

deeper dive

2. At left, a radar chart summarizes the 
bi-lateral data from the top-down view 
for all four quadrants for China and US 

for direct comparison
3. At right, a coxcomb chart 

summarizes the individual country 
innovation data from the GII report for 

the focal country
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