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Abstract

Economic growth results from countries’ accumulation of organizational and technological capabilities.
The Economic and Product Complexity Indices, introduced as an attempt to measure these capabilities
from a country’s basket of exported products, have become popular to study economic development,
the geography of innovation, and industrial policies. Despite this reception, the interpretation of
these indicators proved difficult. Although the original Method of Reflections suggested a direct
interconnection between country and product metrics, it has been proved that the Economic and
Product Complexity Indices result from a spectral clustering algorithm that separately groups similar
countries or similar products, respectively. This recent approach to economic and product complexity
conflicts with the original one and treats separately countries and products. However, building on
previous interpretations of the indices and the recent evolution in spectral clustering, we show that
these indices simultaneously identify two co-clusters of similar countries and products. This viewpoint
reconciles the spectral clustering interpretation of the indices with the original Method of Reflections
interpretation. By proving the often neglected intimate relationship between country and product
complexity, this approach emphasizes the role of a selected set of products in determining economic
development while extending the range of applications of these indicators in economics.

Keywords Economic Development · Economic Completely · Capabilities · Spectral Co-clustering

Introduction

In the process of economic development, countries accumulate organizational and technological capabilities that allow
them to diversify into and competitively export new goods and services of increasing technological sophistication.1–3

Therefore, export baskets including technologically advanced products usually reflect the accumulation of rare and
specialized capabilities by the exporters. Based on this intuition, a series of indicators have been proposed to infer
a country’s development stage from trade data.4,5 In 2009, Hidalgo and Hausmann6,7 introduced a now widespread
indicator that examines the structural properties of bipartite graphs representing the monetary values of products
annually exported by countries as a proxy for the unobserved capabilities of those countries: i.e., a tripartite network
where the middle layer is unobservable (latent); see Figures 1a and 1b. This methodology extracts information from
the exports’ bipartite graph by summarizing the productive activities carried out in each country into the Economic
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Complexity Index (ECI) and the capabilities necessary to produce and competitively export each product into the
Product Complexity Index (PCI). While the two indicators are firmly bounded and simultaneously defined, the literature
mostly neglected the PCI, with notable exceptions.8,9 On the contrary, scholars interested in countries’ development
found in the ECI a powerful tool for capturing and forecasting living standard differences across countries and regions,
as measured by their GDP per capita.10,11

As ECI’s applications spread, a debate on its interpretation and definition has emerged. On the one hand, a stream of
literature has focused on the refinement of the index or its extension to other settings.12–18 On the other, increasing
efforts have been devoted to interpreting the algorithm resulting in the ECI and PCI.10,17, 19–26 The original interpretation,
also known as Method of Reflections (MoR),6 conceives the ECI as a measure of generalized capability diversity. In this
framework, the more a country has diversified into technologically advanced products, whose production requires a large
variety of rare capabilities, the more complex (i.e., with higher ECI) it is considered. These technologically advanced
products are those considered more complex (i.e., with higher PCI) being produced solely by countries endowed with
capabilities necessary for advanced technologies and organizational routines. However, recent contributions reject ECI
as a measure of capability diversity.17 On the contrary, it has been shown that ECI (PCI) is equivalent to a dimensionality
reduction algorithm that groups countries (products) with similar export baskets (exporter sets). Mealy and coauthors21

proved that ECI and PCI result from the application to the bipartite export graph of various statistical methodologies,
such as spectral clustering,27–29 correspondence analysis,30–34 and diffusion maps.35 Considering the nature of these
techniques, the relative position in the ECI (PCI) ranking of any two countries (products) can be seen as measuring
their similarity rather than their relative complexity. In line with this view, van Dam and coauthors,22 emphasized that
ECI and GDP per capita correlate because “countries with similar export baskets also have similar wealth”. Similarly,
Gomez-Lievano20 represents the two indices under the lens of a recommender system that embeds the principles of
“collective imitation” between countries (ECI) and “relatedness” between products (PCI). According to these principles,
a country 𝑐 is more likely to start producing a product 𝑝 the more 𝑐 is similar to the country 𝑐′ already producing 𝑝. At
the same time, 𝑐 is more likely to introduce 𝑝 when 𝑝 is close to the product 𝑝′ already produced by 𝑐. Over time, the
resulting consensus dynamics processes align export baskets and exporter sets across countries and products. Building
on the principle of relatedness too, McNerney and coauthors25 interpreted ECI as measuring structural change, i.e.
describing baskets of economic activities in a low-dimension space emerging from economic diversification dynamics
driven by countries’ current specialization baskets. Thus, we can interpret the ECI (PCI) algorithm as a procedure that
returns the best one-dimensional indicator, ranking countries (products) based on their relative similarity. The PCI
comes first, determining the coordinates of the long-term directions of economic change, while ECI follows, showing
where each country is located along this evolutionary path.
Undoubtedly, emerging interpretations of ECI as a measure of similarity between export baskets conflict with the
original MoR interpretation. By relying on the idea of generalized capability diversity, the MoR qualifies products
that must be competitively exported by a country to climb along the economic development stages, highlighting the
close relationship between ECI and PCI. On the contrary, interpreting ECI (PCI) as similarity is vague about which
set of products (countries) identifies two countries (products) as similar. In our view, this is due to the omission of
the network latent layer, corresponding to countries’ capabilities, in the similarity-measure interpretation, as already
pointed out—moving from a different perspective—by van Dam and coauthors.22

In this paper, we reconcile these conflicting interpretations of ECI and PCI. Specifically, we preserve the interpretation
of the algorithm as a measure of country similarity while providing an integrated view of the two indices that explicitly
connects countries and products, as in the original MoR interpretation. To do so, we prove that the ECI-PCI algorithm
is equivalent to a spectral co-clustering algorithm36 that gathers, at the same time, products and countries together. This
procedure returns two mutually exclusive co-clusters employing a concept of duality between the rows and columns of
the graph’s bi-adjacency matrix: row clusters depend on their column distributions, and column clusters are induced
by co-occurrence in rows. Since ECI and PCI extract information from a bipartite graph of international exports,
co-clustering applies to this setting better than clustering, which considers each set of nodes (countries or products)
separately. In this context, a co-clustering approach allows for the simultaneous partition of countries and products into
two disjoint sets of similar and interrelated product-country pairs. As shown in the following sections, these disjoint
sets can be interpreted as more technologically advanced product-country pairs and less advanced ones. While the
similarity-measure interpretation applies as well in the co-clustering context, our approach helps clarify which products
(countries) influence the clustering process among countries (products) more. As discussed later, the proximity between
any two graph nodes reflects a random walker’s two-step transitions on the exports’ bipartite graph that, in the clustering
context, are hidden in the matrix algebra.21,22, 37 Even further, in the co-clustering framework, we can hypothesize
latent factors (e.g., capabilities, as in the MoR) inducing the two clustering processes simultaneously.22,33, 38, 39

To further clarify the role of products in economic development, we also propose a generalization of the co-clustering
algorithm by using a soft (or fuzzy) clustering technique that returns posterior probabilities to belong to the assigned
co-cluster. This procedure allows identifying countries and products with a higher likelihood of moving upward or
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downward in the ECI and PCI ranking and, therefore, more interesting in terms of economic and production dynamics.
It also helps to understand which products better characterize the groups of more or less advanced countries in different
periods.
The proposed approach to the definition of ECI and PCI allows a better understanding of the profound interconnection
between economic development and production systems. To provide an example of the possible implications, we apply
our methodology to global trade data, i.e., the original Hidalgo and Hausmann’s setting.

Results

Deriving ECI and PCI from a co-clustering algorithm

The ECI-PCI algorithm works on a binary contingency table M𝑚×𝑛 = [𝑀𝑐𝑝] that represents a bipartite graph M
measuring whether a country 𝑐 produces competitively a product 𝑝 (𝑀𝑐𝑝 = 1) or not (𝑀𝑐𝑝 = 0), as Figure 1 illustrates. The
number of products exported competitively by a country (diversity) is stored in the diagonal matrix D = diag(∑𝑝 𝑀𝑐𝑝),
while the number of countries that competitively produce a product (ubiquity) is collected in the diagonal matrix
U = diag(∑𝑐 𝑀𝑐𝑝). This algorithm is equivalent to solving the eigenvalue problem of two random-walk normalized
similarity matrices, ˜M = D−1

˜S = D−1 (MU−1 Mᵀ) and ̂M = U−1
̂S = U−1 (MᵀD−1 M), and leading to ECI and PCI,

respectively.7,19

Mealy and coauthors21 explained that the ECI-PCI algorithm is equivalent to a spectral clustering technique partitioning
two similarity graphs—˜S and̂S—each into a pair of disjoint sets—A and B—that are internally similar and externally
dissimilar. Following this interpretation, the algorithm divides countries (products) into two groups leveraging the
similarity between countries (products) in terms of their export specialization (concentration) patterns.
The spectral clustering interpretation deals with ECI and PCI separately, without directly embedding their mathematical
and economic relationship. In what follows, we propose an interpretation of the ECI-PCI algorithm based on spectral
co-clustering that makes explicit the interwoven connection between ECI and PCI by computing them simultaneously
from the same singular value decomposition (SVD) procedure.

In the clustering context, each element 𝑀𝑐𝑐′ of ˜M represents the probability P𝑐→𝑐′ of a random walker to move from
𝑐 to 𝑐′ in one step, given the ubiquity of the products competitively produced by 𝑐 or 𝑐′ and each element 𝑀𝑝𝑝′

of ̂M the corresponding probability P𝑝→𝑝′ .6,19, 21 As explained in the Methods in full detail, through stochastic
complementation,37,40 it is possible to show that these two transition probabilities represent the reduced Markov chains,
M̃ and M̂, of the chain M associated with the transition matrix

𝚵rw =

[
0 ˜M
̂Mᵀ 0

]
,

so that the values in ˜M can be read as one-step transition probabilities of M̃𝑐 →M̃𝑐′ on M̃ or as two-step transition
probabilities of M𝑐 ⇒ M𝑐′ on M (i.e., on the bipartite graph in Figure 1b); and the same applies to ̂M. In this
framework, the ECI-PCI algorithm can be seen as the solution of the eigenvalue problem 𝚵rw z = (1−𝜆) z defined on
the bipartite graph M, instead of the solution of two distinct problems defined on its monopartite projections M̃ and
M̂. Consequently, the two indices derive from a single matrix 𝚵rw and not from two distinct matrices, as suggested by
previous interpretations of the algorithm.
This result highlights a duality between countries and products that can be exploited and preserved by applying a spectral
co-clustering algorithm instead of a spectral clustering one. In fact, in the spectral co-clustering algorithm proposed by
Dhillon,36 row clustering induces column clustering, and vice versa. The algorithm can be applied to any matrix M and
returns two mutually exclusive co-clusters. The bi-partition problem is solved using the second left- and right-singular
vectors x2 and y2 resulting from the SVD of Msym = D−1/2 MU−1/2; i.e., the symmetric normalization of M. The SVD
of the real matrix is a factorization of the form Msym = X𝚺Yᵀ, where X and Y are orthogonal unitary matrices, and 𝚺
is a 𝑚×𝑛 rectangular diagonal matrix whose entries 𝜎𝑖 = Σ𝑖𝑖 are non-negative real numbers named singular values.
The columns of X and Y are called left- and right-singular vectors of Msym and the corresponding sets of columns
[x1,x2, . . . ,x𝑚] and [y1,y2, . . . ,y𝑛] are two sets of orthonormal bases. A clustering technique, such as 𝑘-means, is then
applied to z2 = [˜z2,̂z2] = [D−1/2 x2,U−1/2 y2] to identify the two clusters. Considering that the clustering is performed
simultaneously on the reduced representation of rows and columns, the two obtained clusters are co-clusters formed by
sets of both rows and columns. It is possible to prove that the results of the spectral co-clustering algorithm correspond
to bipartite simultaneously the non-standardized ECI (d2 =˜z2) and PCI (u2 = 𝝈−1

2 ̂z2) in two disjoint sets of countries
and products. See Supplementary Information (SI) for the full theoretical proof.
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While equivalent to the clustering interpretation of the algorithm, the co-clustering approach offers additional insights
into the mechanisms that group together countries and products. If we consider the bi-incidence matrix of the graph
M, [R,C]ᵀ, we can define the specialization matrix M as M = RᵀC, where each element 𝑅𝑘𝑖 and 𝐶𝑘 𝑗 of the incidence
matrices R and C of the bi-graph M assume value one if country 𝑐𝑖 competitively produces product 𝑝 𝑗 , and zero
otherwise. Then, we can assume a latent factor explaining the specializations observed in R and concentrations
observed in C to read the ECI and PCI as measuring this latent factor.22,33, 39 Let us call this latent factor “capabilities”
and suppose they are expressed as an intensity. Let us also assume that countries with a given capabilities intensity
tend to specialize in products whose production requires a similar capabilities intensity and that products requiring a
certain capabilities intensity concentrate into countries able to mobilize such capabilities level. In this context, the
ECI-PCI algorithm aims to identify the latent scores that better explain the observed M. Moving from a vertices- to an
edges-centered view, the algorithm maximizes the correlation between the latent scores for the countries and products,
as shown by Figure 2e, so that in this latent space, countries endowed with some capabilities intensity will be close to
products requiring a similar capabilities intensity to be produced competitively. See Methods for further details.
We can conclude that the ECI-PCI algorithm co-clusters countries and products in two balanced and disjoint sets that
are internally similar and externally dissimilar. Then, a country 𝑐, picked at random within the ones that competitively
produce the product 𝑝, and 𝑝 itself will belong to the same co-cluster with a high chance. Alternatively, we can conclude
that the co-clusters result from the presence of latent features (e.g., capabilities) explaining both countries’ specialization
and products’ concentration patterns.
The duality between ECI and PCI has several consequences. First, it is not possible to properly study economic
development via ECI without considering the features of countries’ production (PCI). Second, similar countries are
grouped together because they export products with specific characteristics, i.e., products in their same co-cluster.
From this perspective, PCI identifies products with greater (or lower) value for economic development, since they are
in the cluster of more (or less) technologically advanced countries. At the same time, ECI identifies countries that
competitively export more (or less) technologically advanced products.
To better understand this duality and extend the readability of the two indices, we modify the spectral-clustering
algorithm by using a soft clustering technique after the usual SVD. We employ a clustering based on a Gaussian mixture
model to provide posterior probabilities that summarize how well countries or products fit their co-cluster; see Methods
for further details.42 As a result, together with the ECI and PCI scores, we also obtain the cluster to which countries and
products belong associated with the probability of being in that cluster.
Besides making explicit the interrelation between ECI and PCI, the proposed co-clustering algorithm offers a more
efficient way to obtain the indices. While computing and eigen-decomposing ˜S requires a O(𝑛𝑚2) and a O(𝑚3)
operations just to obtain the ECI, SVD-decomposing Msym requires a O(𝑚𝑛2) operation, resulting in both indices
simultaneously.

The interrelation between country and product complexity indices

In this section, we employ our method to analyze the international trade data (see Methods). Figure 2b shows the
two resulting co-clusters, namely A and B, embedded in the original contingency table M for the year 1990. In this
figure, the rows and columns of M have been arranged based on their ECI and PCI, respectively, and colors indicate
the probability of belonging to the same co-cluster. Co-cluster A, in the bottom-left corner, comprises both low-ECI
countries and low-PCI products; conversely, co-cluster B encompasses the remaining more complex countries and
products. Colors highlight how some countries or products are well fitting their co-cluster while others—those at the
boundary between A and B—are not. The marginal probability of belonging to co-cluster B is shown in Figures 2a and
2d for countries and products, respectively, showing that only items with a probability higher than 0.5 are assigned to
this co-cluster.
The interrelation between ECI and PCI, which is reflected in the belonging of countries and products to the same
co-cluster, is also highlighted in Figure 2e. Each dot represents a country-product pair. When the country and the
product belong to the same co-cluster (either A or B), the pair dot is colored in dark gray, while light gray indicates
a disagreement between the two co-cluster classifications. As in the previous figure, co-clusters A and B are in the
bottom-left and top-right quadrants of the plot, respectively. The figure highlights a positive correlation of 0.59 between
ECI and PCI, as products with high PCI are competitively produced by countries with a high ECI on average, as shown by
the orange triangles representing the average ECI of countries exporting products with a given PCI. Similarly, countries
with high ECI specialize in products with, on average, high PCI, as emphasized by the purple squares overlapping the
diagonal of the plane. This figure confirms that, in the ECI-PCI framework, countries and products are not disjoint
elements but are indissolubly bounded in the inner features of the algorithm. It also suggests the presence of a hidden
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layer able to simultaneously account for countries’ specialization and products’ concentration patterns, as explained in
the Methods.
This relationship is even more relevant when we move to a dynamic analysis. If we compare the co-clusters’ composition
in different years, we observe changes in countries based on their export baskets; see the SI for a full overview. In 1970,
the composition of co-cluster A was defined by African and South Asian countries that specialized in inedible crude
materials or animal and vegetable oils, fats and waxes. In the new century, this co-cluster have been instead dominated
by producers of crude petroleum, oil and mineral fuels. Co-cluster B is more stable over time for what concerns
countries—all exporting specialized machines—, with a stable presence of Germany and Switzerland across the entire
period, with Japan joining from the 1980s. However, high-PCI products have changed over time. This category was
initially characterized by tools with electric motors, including dish washing machines and transport equipment. More
recently, it comprises optical instruments, photography, and tools from the metal and chemistry industries. In the new
century, the composition of top ECI countries has also changed for the first time, with European countries overtaken by
emerging top-Asian countries, including Taiwan and South Korea.
To further stress the strong interrelation between ECI and PCI, we propose two simulation exercises to study how ECI
and PCI change when countries specialize in products associated with different PCI levels. We based our simulations
on international trade data for 1990. In the first simulation, countries virtually specialize in products they were not
exporting before. For the sake of simplicity, we select only three sets of products: products belonging to co-cluster
A with high probability (higher than 0.997), those firmly belonging to co-cluster B (probability higher than 0.997),
and borderline products (i.e., those with a probability of belonging to their co-cluster lower than 0.6). To analyze the
results of these simulation exercises, we first focus on how a product’s PCI varies when an additional country starts
competitively producing it. As shown in Figure 3a, this change is inversely proportional to the product’s starting PCI.
Low-PCI products tend to increase their PCI since they are, on average, added to countries with an ECI higher than
countries usually exporting them (low-ECI countries). Borderline products slightly decrease their PCI, on average, once
they have been added to new countries because they have a high chance of landing in low-ECI countries (co-cluster A is
much larger than co-cluster B; see Figure 2). However, the more pronounced decrease in PCI is associated with high-PCI
products. The PCI of these products is determined by being exported exclusively by high-ECI countries, as it suddenly
drops as soon as countries with lower ECI specialize in it. To complete this picture, we test how new specializations
are reflected in the ECI of countries adopting these new products. Figure 3b shows that competitively exporting new
products increases countries’ ECI, on average, except when the products’ PCI is particularly low (i.e., for products
with a high probability of belonging to co-cluster A). As expected, ECI gain grows with the added product’s PCI,
but, on average, countries also benefit from adding borderline products. Nevertheless, the effect of new specialization
is heterogeneous across countries, depending on their initial development level, as shown in Figure 3c. Low-ECI
countries in co-cluster A benefit the most, on average, from new specializations, and their gain is maximum when they
specialize in high-PCI products from co-cluster B. Those countries also show the highest variability in ECI change,
with a considerable decrease in ECI when they add another low-PCI product to their export basket. The advantages for
high-ECI countries are marginal as they experience limited ECI variations, but they must avoid specializing in low-PCI
products to preserve their status. The interconnection between ECI and PCI is even more evident when we analyze
simulation results for single countries. Figure 3d shows how Japan’s ECI, the highest in our sample for 1990, varies
when we introduce new specializations. Specifically, it increases only with the introduction of products firmly belonging
to co-cluster B and decreases otherwise. Interestingly, borderline products, independently of their initial co-cluster,
move to the co-cluster B once they have been added to Japan’s export basket. When we replicate this analysis for a
borderline country, such as Brazil (Figure 3e), its ECI increases for all co-cluster B and borderline products. This new
specialization has almost no effect on the new products’ cluster belonging. Finally, the introduction of new products in
the export basket of Guinea—the country with the lowest ECI for 1990—usually results in a substantial increase in
the ECI, except when it adds a few products firmly belonging to co-cluster A. As for Japan, the new specialization of
Guinea affects the new product’s PCI, moving all borderline products to the co-cluster A.
The second simulation iteratively modifies the export basket of Guinea (identified by the ISO3 code GIN). In this
simulation, we iteratively add the product that maximizes the country’s ECI until it is impossible to find other products
increasing the ECI. As reported in Figure 4, Guinea’s ECI experiences rapid growth by adding products that are among
those with the highest PCI, such as chemical products, tools and machines for specialized industries or welding, brazing,
cutting, and working metals. This country’s ECI growth results in an increase in the PCI of products it was exporting
before and, in turn, in the ECI of other countries specialized in those products, such as Nigeria (NGA), Angola (AGO),
and Sierra Leone (SLE). The effect is more pronounced for countries whose export basket overlaps the most with
Guinea’s one. While some countries see their ECI ranking growing, none reaches high ECI values since their export
basket does not vary during the simulation. At the same time, Guinea’s export basket resembles more and more high-ECI
countries’ export baskets, moving away from low-ranking countries’ specializations. ECI of countries in co-cluster B is
almost unaffected.
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Discussion

Measuring and understanding national and regional economic development is crucial for economic scholars and
policymakers. As evidenced by their widespread diffusion, the ECI and other “complexity metrics” have proved to
be solid allies in achieving this purpose since they provide a simple means to capture complex economic dynamics
from easily accessible data. However, the uncertainty on the interpretation of these indicators and discussions on
methodological aspects have undermined their reputation and pose challenges to their further diffusion in economic
analyses.
In this paper, we proved that the ECI-PCI algorithm is equivalent to a co-clustering algorithm simultaneously grouping
countries and products into two sets, based on how similar they are to one another concerning some hidden unobservable
features. This co-clustering approach offers several advantages—including efficiency from an algorithm viewpoint—and
opens new avenues for the understanding of economic development and its long-term drivers. Most importantly, it
reconciles the two mostly known interpretations of ECI. Even though aligned with the similarity-measure interpretation,
the co-clustering approach suggests the presence of a hidden layer in the international exports network that, in line
with the original MoR interpretation, could be seen as countries’ capabilities. Differently from recent literature
advancements,25 the co-clustering perspective suggests a co-determination of ECI and PCI, that so result intrinsically
connected to one another. Therefore, ECI is more than an index summarizing complex information from trade data,
but only the ECI-PCI combination helps to discern between products more or less supportive of long-term economic
development. A high-PCI product is one that, given the current overall network structure, is competitively exported
only by more economically and technologically developed countries. This suggests that the capabilities needed for
its production are relatively rare and distant from more widespread ones. These capabilities may change over time or
be absorbed by other countries too, resulting in variations in PCI scores. Consequently, the analysis of a country’s
economic development cannot be disjoint by the study of what they are capable of producing. This suggests the need
for a more prominent role of PCI in contributions exploiting ECI as a measure of economic development. All in all,
the integrated view proposed in this paper suggests an evolutionary perspective on complexity metrics and brings
back production to the core of the debate on economic growth. This aspect is particularly relevant in current times,
characterized by crucial economic challenges, such as the green transition, that can lead to profound labor-market
transformation and severely affect countries’ competitiveness. In this context, identifying products and capabilities
prone to economic development may help mitigate the adverse effects of these impelling transformations.

Methods

International trade data

As aforementioned, the empirical parts of the article use international trade data from UN COMTRADE as cleaned
by The Growth Lab at Harvard University; see https://atlas.cid.harvard.edu/ for further details.43,44 To
maximize the temporal consistency of the data, we decided to eliminate countries and products not constantly observed,
as well as any trade of services. Specifically, we analyze the value, in current USD, of 763 goods exported by 134
different countries between 1962 and 2021.
The products are classified according to the SITC Rev. 2 classification (4-digit detail level). On the one hand, this
classification allows us to exploit a very long time series, covering sixty years of observations. On the other, to preserve
temporal consistency, SITC generates issues with new goods segments.44 These choices do not affect the analysis
exposed in this article, since our results depend on statistical properties of the indicators, which are independent of data
characteristics.

ECI-PCI algorithm in a clustering context

The ECI-PCI framework aims to measure the capabilities of national economies using information on their export
baskets (see Figure 1). The algorithm works on a binary contingency table M = [𝑀𝑐𝑝] that represents a bipartite
graph M measuring whether a country 𝑐 produces competitively a product 𝑝 (𝑀𝑐𝑝 = 1) or not (𝑀𝑐𝑝 = 0). The number
of products produced competitively by a country, said diversity, is stored in the diagonal matrix D = diag(∑𝑝 𝑀𝑐𝑝).
Instead, the number of countries that competitively produce a product, referred to as ubiquity, is collected in the
diagonal matrix U = diag(∑𝑐 𝑀𝑐𝑝). The MoR algorithm recursively uses diversity and ubiquity to correct each other.
After some iterations, the algorithm converges to what is known as ECI and PCI.6 This algorithm is equivalent to
solving the eigenvalue problem of two random-walk normalized similarity matrices: ˜M = D−1

˜S = D−1 (MU−1 Mᵀ) and
̂M = D−1

̂S = U−1 (MᵀD−1 M).7,19 In this framework, 𝑀𝑐𝑐′ is the probability P𝑐→𝑐′ of a random walker to move from 𝑐
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to 𝑐′ in one step, given the ubiquity of the products competitively produced by 𝑐 or 𝑐′, while 𝑀𝑝𝑝′ is the corresponding
probability P𝑝→𝑝′ .19,21

The contribution by Mealy and coauthors21 showed that the ECI-PCI algorithm is equivalent to a spectral clustering
technique. Limiting the analysis to bipartitions, spectral clustering partitions a similarity graph into two disjoint sets—A
and B, with A∩B = ∅—that are internally similar and externally dissimilar. Specifically, the normalized-cut criterion
(Ncut) minimizes Ncut(A,B) = PA→B +PB→A , where PA→B =

∑
𝑐∈A, 𝑐′∈B 𝑆𝑐𝑐′

/∑
𝑐∈A, 𝑝 𝑀𝑐𝑝 is the probability

of a random walker to transit from partition A to B in one step, while exploring the graphs M̃ or M̂.27,29, 45 This
clustering technique proceeds in three steps. First, it transforms the data contained in M into a pairwise similarity matrix
˜S = MU−1 Mᵀ. Second, it eigendecomposes the normalized Laplacian matrix of ˜S, which is ˜Lrw = D−1 (D−˜S). Third,
it uses standard clustering techniques, such as 𝑘-means, on the second smallest eigenvector of ˜Lrw, d2, to cluster the
data. Given that the (non-standardized) ECI is, by definition, the second eigenvector of ˜M = D−1

˜S, it is equivalent to
the approximate solution of the spectral problem formulated by the Ncut algorithm, ˜Lrw d = 𝜆d, simply ordering the
eigenvalues from the largest to the smallest instead of the opposite, since ˜Md = (1−𝜆)d. Symmetrical considerations
apply to the PCI. Following this interpretation, the algorithm divides countries (products) into two groups based on how
similar two countries (products) are to each other in terms of their export specialization (concentration) pattern.

ECI-PCI algorithm in a co-clustering context

However, through stochastic complementation,37,40 it is possible to show that each random walker’s one-step transition
probability P𝑐→𝑐′ (P𝑝→𝑝′ ) associated with the transition matrix ˜M (̂M)—defined on the monopartite projection M̃ (M̂)
of the graph M on the countries’ (products’) layer—actually reflects a two-step transition probability P𝑐⇒𝑐′ (P𝑝⇒𝑝′ ) on
the transition matrix 𝚵rw—defined on the bipartite graph M—, where 𝚵rw is defined as

𝚵rw = 𝚫−1𝚵 =

[
D−1 0

0 U−1

] [
˜S 0
0 ̂S

ᵀ

]
=

[
D−1 0

0 U−1

] ( [
0 M

Mᵀ 0

] [
D−1 0

0 U−1

] [
0 M

Mᵀ 0

] )
=

[
0 ˜M
̂Mᵀ 0

]
,

Following this interpretation, the algorithm divides countries and products into two groups based on how likely it is for
a random walker to move from partition A to B in two steps, while exploring the exports’ bipartite graph M. That is,
two countries will belong to the same group depending on how similar they are to each other in terms of their export
specialization pattern, how similar the products they competitively produce are to each other in terms of their exporters’
concentration patterns, and so on along spiral-like reasoning.
This is equivalent to co-clustering the specialization matrix, simultaneously accounting for both the specialization
and concentration patterns in the data. Co-clustering (or bi-clustering) is a set of unsupervised learning techniques
that perform simultaneous clustering on both dimensions of a data matrix to identify co-clusters, i.e., subsets of rows
that exhibit similar behaviors across a subset of columns and vice versa. While Hartigan46 introduced the idea of
co-clustering in 1972, its first implementation occurred in 2000 by Cheng and Church47 to discover co-clusters in gene
array expression data. Since then, many other algorithms have been created by embedding different strategies and
algorithmic concepts.48,49 Among others, Dhillon,36 Zha et al.,50 and Kluger et al.38 identify co-clusters using bipartite
spectral graph partitioning, relying on Singular Value Decomposition (SVD).
First applied on a bipartite graph between 𝑚 documents and 𝑛 words represented by an 𝑛×𝑚 adjacency matrix M, the
procedure introduced by Dhillon returns two mutually exclusive co-clusters based on a concept of duality between the
rows and columns of the bi-adjacency matrix of the graph: i.e., row clusters depend on their column distributions, and
column clusters are determined by co-occurrence in rows. This is achieved by applying the normalized Ncut criterion
and identifying the node bi-partition (A,B) that minimizes the crossing edges weight between the two partitions.
This NP-hard problem can be approximately solved by bi-partitioning the vector z2 = [˜z2,̂z2] = [D−1/2x2,U−1/2y2]
where x2 and y2 are the second left and right singular vectors obtained from the SVD of M𝑠𝑦𝑚 = D−1/2MU−1/2. The
bipartitioning is then performed using the 𝑘-means algorithm on z2. Considering that the clustering is performed
simultaneously on the reduced representation of rows and columns, the two obtained clusters are co-clusters formed by
sets of both rows (e.g., documents or countries) and columns (words or products).
In this paper, instead of applying 𝑘-means on z2, we perform the bi-partitioning using a Gaussian mixture model
(GMM).42 GMM is a probabilistic model based on the assumption that the observations are generated from a mixture of
a finite number of Gaussian distributions (in our case, two since we are interested in a bi-partition) whose parameters
are unknown a priori. These models can be thought of as a generalization of 𝑘-means and incorporate information
about the covariance structure of the data as well as the centers of the latent Gaussians. The fitting of the mixture of
Gaussian models is performed by expectation maximization (EM). Differently from 𝑘-means—which is a hard clustering
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method, associating each point to one and only one cluster—, Gaussian mixture models return for each observation
the probability of being associated with any cluster. Therefore, our approach returns a probability of belonging to
co-clusters A and B for each row and column of the matrix.
Starting from this spectral co-clustering strategy, Kluger and coauthors38 introduced an algorithm for clustering tumor
profiles collected via RNA microarrays. Translated into the terminology of our paper, Kluger and coauthors assume that
the bi-adjacency matrix 𝑀 is the result of a noisy process depending on three factors: a hidden factor 𝐸𝑐𝑝 , the diversity
𝐷𝑐𝑐 of country 𝑐, and a latent factor 𝑢𝑝 representing the overall tendency of countries to specialize in product 𝑝. This
setting corresponds to partitioning rows and columns under the assumption that the data has an underlying checkerboard
structure which is represented by the hidden factor 𝐸𝑐𝑝 . From an algorithmic point of view, the algorithms proposed by
Dhillon (and consequently us) and Kluger and coauthors differ only for the type of matrix normalization applied to
make the checkerboard structure of M more evident.

ECI-PCI algorithm latent factor interpretation

Based on the results by Kluger and coauthors, an alternative, more economically sound interpretation of the co-clustering
framework proposed, may be considered. Assuming that countries at the same economic development stage over- or
under-specialize in a subset of products, we can apply a co-clustering strategy to detect these specialization patterns in
the data. Indeed, as Kluger and coauthors explain,38 we can assume the matrix M being a noisy representation of a
checkerboard-structured matrix E = [𝐸𝑐𝑝] whose entries are determined by a latent factor driving the specialization
phenomenon just mentioned. In an idealized case, where this latent factor is the only driver of the whole phenomenon,
the 𝐸𝑐𝑝 values will be constant within each co-cluster, leading to two step-like estimators: d2 and u2.
However, a latent factor interpretation of the ECI-PCI algorithm can still be valid even though E is not block-structured.
Let us define a bi-incidence matrix [R,C]ᵀ where

R =

𝑐1 𝑐2 · · · 𝑐𝑚


𝑒1 1 0 · · · 0
𝑒2 0 1 · · · 0
... · · ·

...
. . .

...
𝑒𝑘 0 0 · · · 1

, C =

𝑝1 𝑝2 · · · 𝑝𝑛


𝑒1 1 0 · · · 0
𝑒2 0 1 · · · 0
... · · ·

...
. . .

...
𝑒𝑘 0 0 · · · 0

, (1)

and both 𝑅𝑘𝑖 and 𝐶𝑘 𝑗 assume value one if country 𝑐𝑖 competitively produces product 𝑝 𝑗 , and zero otherwise. The
specialization bi-adjacency matrix is then defined as M = RᵀC. We can also express R and C as{

Rx = 𝝆,

Cy = 𝝍,
(2)

where 𝝆 and 𝝍 can be called “specialization” and “concentration scores”, while x and y are “latent scores” (please,
remember that d2 =˜z2 = D−1/2 x2 and u2 = 𝝈−1

2 ̂z2 = 𝝈−1
2 U−1/2 y2). Therefore, the ECI-PCI algorithm is a special

case of Canonical Correlation (CCA).51–53 Accordingly, the phenomenon represented by M can be organized in two
complementary views. From the viewpoint of countries, they are specialization patterns represented by R. While,
from products’ viewpoint, they are concentration patterns represented by C. From a clustering perspective, the key
idea of CCA is that the information embedded in the different views on the same phenomenon is complementary, and
analyzing the relationship between these views conveys the underlying clusters. Specifically, the ECI and PCI are
optimal mappings between the two views since x and y maximize the covariance between 𝝆 and 𝝍 under the constraints
that these last are centered and have unit variance.33,39

Therefore, if we observe that country 𝑐 is specialized in product 𝑝 (or that 𝑝 is concentrated in 𝑐, as seen before) and
believe in a latent factor driving both the specialization and concentration phenomena, we should expect 𝑐 and 𝑝 to be
associated in the ECI-PCI latent space. We can also expect 𝑐 and 𝑐′ to be as close in the ECI-PCI latent space the more
they have specialized in similar products, once compensated for disparities between their diversity and for some random
noise in the data. Figure 2e shows the latent space spanned by d2 and u2 and highlights how, in this space, countries and
products are substantially and positively associated, as the cloud of points lies along the diagonal line. It also shows, for
each product 𝑝, an orange triangle corresponding to the average ECI of countries where it is competitively produced,
while, for each country 𝑐, the purple squares represent the average PCI of the products it competitively produces. The
purple squares lie on the diagonal of the space spanned by ECI and PCI since it is possible to show that the ECI of a
country is equivalent to the average PCI of the products it competitively produces (i.e., d2 = D−1 Mu2); see SI. However,
the same is not true for the average ECI values (orange triangles) since the latent factor driving both specialization
and concentration processes does not explain the whole variance in the data. Indeed, since u2 = 𝝈−2

2 U−1 Mᵀd2, only
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if 𝝈2 = 1 the PCI of each product would be equal to the average ECI of the countries that competitively produce it,
too. This happens when the whole variance in the data is captured by the space spanned by ECI and PCI. Therefore,
Figure 2e also helps illustrate that the ECI-PCI algorithm maximizes the correlation strength (proportional to 𝝈−2

2 )
between the two latent factor estimators, one for the countries and one for the products.
Therefore, a latent factor interpretation of the ECI-PCI algorithm reconciles the more recent similarity-based interpretation
of the indices with the original capabilities-based one. However, it is beyond the scope of this paper to establish whether
the ECI and PCI are proper measurements of organizational and technological capabilities or whether they may be
interpreted as expressions of some other latent factor that explains both the specialization and concentration processes.

Data availability

Data and code to reproduce the analysis of the article are available upon request.
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Figure 1: International trade export graphs and specialization matrix. International trade export graphs show the
connections between countries and the products they competitively produce. Panel (a) reports an example of a tripartite
trade graph with a hidden layer between countries (𝐶) and products (𝑃); i.e. a latent factor like countries’ capabilities.
The hidden layer identifies the latent factors 𝐿𝐹 owned by a specific country 𝐶 that are necessary to competitively export
a certain product 𝑃. This tripartite graph originates the observed bipartite graph of international trade exports reported
in panel (b). This latter includes only country (𝐶) and product (𝑃) layers and directly shows the link between countries
and exported products. In this example, 𝐶1 is the only country competitively exporting product 𝑃1 because it owns
the latent factors 𝐿𝐹1 and 𝐿𝐹2 necessary to produce 𝑃1, as reported in panel (a). Panel (c) shows the bi-adjacency
matrix derived from the international trade export graph, also known as the specialization matrix (M), obtained using
international trade data in 1990 (more details in Methods). This matrix assumes value 1 (represented by a dark square)
when a given country (row) exports competitively a certain product (column) and 0 otherwise.
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Figure 2: Probabilities of belonging to co-clusters and non-standardized ECI and PCI of each country-product pair in
1990. The fuzzy co-clustering algorithm assigns each country and each product to co-clusters A and B with a certain
probability. When the probability of belonging to a specific co-cluster is higher than 0.5, countries and products are
assigned to that co-cluster. Panel (a) shows the distribution of the probability of belonging to co-cluster B for countries.
Countries with probability higher than 0.5 are assigned to cluster B, and all other countries are assigned to cluster A.
The same occurs for products, as shown in panel (d). The two co-clusters, composed of both countries and products,
are highlighted in orange at the top right and bottom left corners of the specialization matrix M displayed in panel
(b). Pairs that do not belong to the same co-cluster are purple. The intensity of colors reflects the joint probability of
belonging to the same co-cluster for each country-product pair. Panel (c) reports the joint probabilities of belonging
to co-cluster B for countries (rows) and products (columns). As in panel (b), co-clusters A and B are marked in the
bottom left and top right corners, respectively. For the purpose of this graph, the joint probability of belonging to
co-cluster B has been computed under the hypothesis of independence. Panel (e) reports the non-standardized ECI and
PCI of each country-product pair. The darker dots represent pairs of countries and products that belong to the same
co-cluster. In blue is the diagonal of the Euclidean space. The orange triangles indicate the average PCI of products
(𝑥-axis) competitively produced by countries with a given ECI (𝑦-axis). The purple squares represent the average ECI
of the countries where each product over-concentrates. In all figures, we plot the non-standardized ECI. However,
readers should be aware that the authors of the original ECI-PCI algorithm defined ECI ≔

(
d2 − ⟨d2⟩

) /
sd(d2) and

PCI ≔
(
u2 − ⟨d2⟩

) /
sd(d2).6,41 See SI for a discussion about the implications of this standardization procedure in a

co-clustering context.
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Figure 3: Changes in non-standardized ECI and PCI when countries specialize in new products in 1990. These plots
summarize data resulting from multiple simulations in which we add an additional specialization to a country’s export
basket. Note that we add specializations depending on countries’ previous export baskets. Therefore, the list of potential
specializations to add varies across countries. Panel (a) reports the average PCI change of products newly introduced
by counties with respect to their starting PCI value. The average ECI change of countries specializing in these new
products, depending on their starting PCI, is shown in panel (b). Panel (c) summarizes the range of possible changes in
ECI—its maximum, average, and minimum—following the specialization of a country in a new product with respect
to the starting country’s ECI. Panels (d)-(f) report how three countries (Japan, Brazil, and Guinea) modify their ECI
depending on the ECI of the product they introduce. These plots also show how products’ PCI move from co-cluster A
to co-cluster B and vice versa depending on the country starting to export them.
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Figure 4: ECI ranking resulting from adding high-PCI products to Guinea’s export basket. In this simulation, we
iteratively specialize Guinea (GIN, in red) in the product that maximizes its ECI. The simulation stops after 106
iterations when no products would increase Guinea’s ECI. Other countries’ export baskets are unchanged throughout the
simulation. In this simulation, Guinea overtakes all other countries after 44 iterations and reaches its maximum at the
106th iteration. The added products are among those with the highest PCI, especially at the beginning of the simulation,
with a very high probability (above 0.9865 in general and above 0.9924 for the first 10 iterations) to belong to co-cluster
B.
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Supplementary Methods

S1 Equivalence between the clustering and co-clustering approaches

In the following two propositions, we prove the connection between the ECI (and the PCI) and the singular vector
decomposition of the matrix Msym = D−1/2 MU−1/2. These two results are pivotal to rewrite the ECI-PCI algorithm
algorithm as a co-clustering algorithm that is indeed based on the singular vectors of Msym rescaled according to D−1/2

and U−1/2.
Proposition 1. Given a matrix M, its (non-standardized) ECI is˜z2 = D−1/2 x2 where x2 is the second left singular
vector of the matrix Msym = D−1/2 MU−1/2.

Proof. It is well known that for any matrix A, their left singular vectors correspond to the eigenvectors of AAᵀ,
with eigenvalues equal to the square of the corresponding singular value. Therefore, the left singular vectors x of
Msym = D−1/2 MU−1/2 correspond to the eigenvectors of Msym Mᵀ

sym.

MsymMᵀ
sym = D−1/2 MU−1/2 (D−1/2 MU−1/2)ᵀ

= D−1/2 MU−1/2 (U−1/2)ᵀMᵀ (D−1/2)ᵀ

= D−1/2 MU−1/2U−1/2 MᵀD−1/2

= D−1/2 MU−1 MᵀD−1/2

= D−1/2
˜SD−1/2

where ˜S = MU−1 Mᵀ. Therefore, the left singular vectors x of the matrix Msym are equal to the eigenvectors of
D−1/2

˜SD−1/2.
In other words, we can write

(D−1/2
˜SD−1/2) x = (1−𝜆) x

Multiplying by D−1/2 on both the sides of the equation:

D−1/2 (D−1/2
˜SD−1/2) x = (1−𝜆)D−1/2 x

D−1
˜S (D−1/2 x) = (1−𝜆) (D−1/2 x)

˜M (D−1/2 x) = (1−𝜆) (D−1/2 x)
˜M˜z = (1−𝜆)˜z

The eigenvectors˜z of ˜M are equal to D−1/2 x, where x are the left singular vectors of the matrix Msym. Therefore, being
the (non-standardized) ECI defined as the Fiedler eigenvector of ˜M, d2 = D−1/2 x2. □
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Proposition 2. Given a matrix M, its (non-standardized) PCI is u2 = 𝝈−1
2 U−1/2 y2 where y2 is the second right singular

vector of the matrix Msym = D−1/2 MU−1/2 and 𝝈2 the corresponding singular value.

Proof. It is well known that for any matrix A, their right singular vectors correspond to the eigenvectors of AᵀA.
Therefore, the right singular vectors y𝑖 of Msym = D−1/2 MU−1/2 correspond to the eigenvectors of Mᵀ

sym Msym.

Mᵀ
sym Msym = (D−1/2 MU−1/2)ᵀ (D−1/2 MU−1/2)

= (U−1/2)ᵀMᵀ (D−1/2)ᵀ (D−1/2 MU−1/2)
= U−1/2 MᵀD−1/2 D−1/2 MU−1/2

= U−1/2 MᵀD−1 MU−1/2

= U−1/2
̂SU−1/2

where ̂S = MᵀD−1 M. Therefore, the right singular vector y of the matrix Msym are equal to the eigenvectors of
U−1/2

̂SU−1/2.
In other words, we can write

(U−1/2
̂SU−1/2)y = (1−𝜆) y

Multiplying by U−1/2 on both sides of the equation:

U−1/2 (U−1/2
̂SU−1/2) y = (1−𝜆)U−1/2 y

U−1
̂S (U−1/2 y) = (1−𝜆) (U−1/2 y)

̂M (U−1/2 y) = (1−𝜆) (U−1/2 y)
̂M̂z = (1−𝜆)̂z

The eigenvectorŝz of ̂M are equal to U−1/2 y, where y are the right singular vectors of the matrix Msym. Therefore,
being the (non-standardized) PCI defined as the Fiedler eigenvector of ̂M scaled by 𝝈−1

2 , u2 = 𝝈−1
2 U−1/2 y2 □

In conclusion, the ECI-PCI algorithm results from the singular vectors of Msym rescaled according to D−1/2 and
𝝈−1

2 U−1/2, respectively.

S2 Transition equations

S2.1 Interrelation between non-standardized ECI and PCI

As mentioned, the MoR implies that the ECI of a country corresponds to the average PCI of the products that this
country competitively produces.6 Indeed, as already shown in the literature,21,32 we can state the following proposition
that can be proven both in clustering and co-clustering frameworks.
Proposition 3. The eigenvectors of ˜M are equal to the weighted average of the eigenvectors of ̂M. That is, d𝑖 ≡ D−1 Mu𝑖 .

Proof in a clustering context. Remember that ˜M = D−1 MU−1 Mᵀ and ̂M = U−1 MᵀD−1 M. Moreover, remember that
we defined d𝑖 and u𝑖 as solutions of the following eigenvalue problems: ˜Md = (1−𝜆)d and ̂Mu = (1−𝜆)u.

˜Md𝑖 = (1−𝝀𝑖)d𝑖 ,

(M−1 D) ˜Md𝑖 = (1−𝝀𝑖) (M−1 D)d𝑖 ,

(M−1 D) (D−1 MU−1 Mᵀ)d𝑖 = (1−𝝀𝑖) (M−1 D)d𝑖 ,

(U−1 Mᵀ)d𝑖 = (1−𝝀𝑖) (M−1 D)d𝑖 ,

(U−1 Mᵀ) (D−1 Mu𝑖) = (1−𝝀𝑖) (M−1 D) (D−1 Mu𝑖),
̂Mu𝑖 = (1−𝝀𝑖)u𝑖 .

That is, both the stated problems are solved by the same eigenvalues if d𝑖 ≡ D−1 Mu𝑖 . □

17



Reinterpreting Economic Complexity A Preprint

Proof in a co-clustering context. The SVD of Msym consists of solving the following system of equations:{(
D−1/2 MU−1/2) y = 𝜎x,(
U−1/2 MᵀD−1/2) x = 𝜎y.

Since we proved that d𝑖 = D−1/2 x𝑖 and u𝑖 = 𝝈−1
𝑖

U−1/2 y𝑖 , we can substitute them into this system of equations.{(
D−1/2 MU−1/2) (𝝈𝑖 U1/2 u𝑖

)
= 𝝈𝑖

(
D1/2 d𝑖

)
,(

U−1/2 MᵀD−1/2) (D1/2 d𝑖

)
= 𝝈𝑖

(
𝝈𝑖 U1/2 u𝑖

)
.{

D−1 Mu𝑖 = d𝑖 ,

U−1 Mᵀd𝑖 = 𝝈2
𝑖
u𝑖 .

(S3)

□

This proof is equivalent to the previous one, but the simultaneity of the two solutions is now more evident. Further,
it shows that both equivalences in equation (S3) must simultaneously hold if we want to solve ˜Md = (1− 𝜆)d
and ̂Mu = (1−𝜆)u at the same time, remembering, from the correspondence between the SVD of Msym and the
eigen-decomposition of Msym Mᵀ

sym, that 𝜎2 = 1−𝜆.

S2.2 Interrelation between ECI and PCI

However, the ECI is usually defined as the standardized second eigenvalue of ˜M.7 Therefore, to preserve the equivalence
between ECI and “average PCI”,6 the PCI is usually defined as the second eigenvalue of ̂M standardized using the same
mean and variance used to define the ECI.41 It follows another proposition.
Proposition 4. We define ECI ≔

(
d2 − ⟨d2⟩

) /
sd(d2) and PCI ≔

(
u2 − ⟨d2⟩

) /
sd(d2), where ⟨·⟩ and sd(·) are the mean

and standard deviation of the corresponding vector, so that the ECI of a country is equal to the average PCI of the
products it produces competitively. That is, ECI ≡ D−1 M ·PCI.

Proof. We proved that d2 ≡ D−1 Mu2. Therefore,

ECI ≡ D−1 M ·PCI,
= D−1 M

(
u2 − ⟨d2⟩

) /
sd(d2),

=
(
D−1 Mu2 −D−1 M ⟨d2⟩

) /
sd(d2),

=
(
d2 − ⟨d2⟩

) /
sd(d2).

Please, notice that D−1 M ⟨d2⟩ = ⟨d2⟩ because
∑

𝑝 𝑀𝑐𝑝 ⟨d2 ⟩∑
𝑝 𝑀𝑐𝑝

= ⟨d2⟩ ∀𝑐. □

Yet, since PCI . 𝝈−2
𝑖

U−1 MᵀECI, this breaks equation (S3), restating that the ECI-PCI framework has been focusing on
countries much more than on products since its very beginning.

Supplementary Tables

S3 Main countries and products in low- and high-complexity co-clusters
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1970 1985 2000 2015
Country Product Country Product Country Product Country Product

A Sudan,
Libya,

Nigeria,
Uganda,

Indonesia

Sawlogs,
Palm oil,

Nat. rubber,
Palm nuts,
Castor oil

Nigeria,
Brunei,

Cameroon,
Congo,
Gabon

Sawlogs,
Cocoa,
Coffee,

Nat. rubber,
Palm nuts

Iraq,
Eq. Guinea,

Nigeria,
G.-Bissau,

Brunei

Min. fuels,
Petroleum,

Cocoa,
Nat. rubber,
Castor Oil

Iraq,
Eq. Guinea,
G.-Bissau,

Gabon,
Nigeria

Cocoa,
Petroleum,
Nat. rubber,

Tin ores,
Sesame

B Germany,
Switz.,

Sweden,
GB,

Austria

Specialized
machines,

Elec. motor,
Dish-

wash. ma-
chines

Japan,
Germany,
Sweden,
Switz.,

GB

Television,
Opt. instr.,

Music instr.,
Ind. ovens,
Tractors

Japan,
Germany,
Switz.,

Sweden,
GB

Railways,
Trucks, Car
ind., Metal

ind.,
Spec. ma-

chines

Japan,
Taiwan,
Switz.,

S. Korea,
Germany

Opt. instr.,
Photogr.,

Metal ind.,
Chem. ind.,
Spec. mach.

Table S1: Examples of countries and products in low- and high-complexity co-clusters A and B in different years. The
table reports only countries and products with the highest probability of belonging to these co-clusters in the years 1970,
1985, 2000, and 2015. Products are classified according to Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) Rev. 2 at
the 4-digit level.
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