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1 Introduction

Imports and exports should continue in a balanced and regular manner 
for a sustainable economy. All countries should eliminate their deficiencies 
in terms of business environment indicators in order to increase their 
investments and trade volume. When the Turkish government’s goals for 
the last 5 government programs in the area of economic and social welfare 
are analyzed, it is seen that the most important targets are to be in the 
world’s top 10 economies, to reach 500 billion dollars export volume and 
to increase the national income per capita to 25 thousand dollars. When 
the last 5 government programs are analyzed, the “2023 Goals” statement 
is mentioned 2 times in the 60th Government Program, 27 times in the 
61st Government Program, 57 times in the 62nd Government Program, 10 
times in the 64th Government Program and 8 times in the 65th Government 
Program (Erdin & Ozkaya, 2017). Economic growth and social welfare, 
which are the most important issues of the Turkish government 2023 vision, 
are possible by increasing trade and investment volume. As mentioned at 
the outset, the balanced growth of imports and exports is necessary for 
balanced economic growth and sustainable business environment.

In order for the above mentioned goals to be realized, a more suitable 
and reliable environment should be provided for companies. The following 
figure shows the ten most important obstacle mentioned by firms operating 
in Turkey. In the figure, ECA represents the European Countries Average. 
In addition, the three most important obstacles that companies perceive 
according to their size are shown in the Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Snapshot of the Business Environment in Turkey (WorldBank, 2017)

The business environment consisting of corruption, government 
regulations, women’s employment, domestic and foreign investor rates in 
the private sector, crime, financial structure and credit, customs processes, 
quality certifications and external audit preferences, workforce preferences 
of companies and many similar indicators is a significant tool to evaluate 
countries market profile. Data used in this study that allows us to get an idea 
about Turkey’s and selected countries business environment is obtained 
from the Enterprise Surveys made by the World Bank. In the business 
environment assessment, Turkey and some of Asia and Eastern European 
countries are compared. The evaluation is made by TOPSIS method, which 
is one of the most used multi-criteria decision making methods in the 
literature. Evaluation criteria were evaluated with equal weighting values 
in the TOPSIS analyzes. In this study, Turkey and the selected European 
and Asia countries are compared in terms of the business environment, 
according to the 2017 Enterprise Surveys data (WorldBank, 2017). Thus, 
it is aimed to determine the status of countries in terms of investment and 
trade and to inform the relevant stakeholders.
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The Turkish Government is encouraging the private sector with the 
recent development policies in order to increase employment and taxes. 
Thus, resources can be created for public expenditures and growth of the 
current account deficit can be prevented. Private sector activity is directly 
linked to the conditions of the business environment. The study focuses on 
the factors that shape the business environment. The factors also play an 
important role regardless of whether a country is economically successful 
or not. A facilitator business environment encourages companies to 
operate effectively. Such conditions increase key productivity factors for 
sustainable development by encouraging firms to innovate. 

A country with a productive private sector not only increases its 
employment but also collects more taxes for health, education and other 
public services. On the other hand, a bad business environment leads to 
an increase in obstacles to commercial activities. Thus, the probability of 
achieving employment, production targets and prosperity is decreasing. 

2 Literature Review

In this section, a few studies in the field on similar subjects to this 
study are explained in the literature. These evaluations generally used 
methods such as comparison using descriptive statistics or indicating the 
current situation about a country. While Fogel (2001) was analyzing the 
entrepreneurial environment and enterprise development in Hungary, 
also made evaluations about the Asia and Eastern Europe region. Lall 
and Mengistae (2005) analyzed and evaluated the impact of the business 
environment and economic geography on productivity at the factory 
level, specific to the Indian industry. Akhtar and Sushil (2018) evaluated 
strategic performance management in an uncertain business environment 
in a case study in the Indian oil industry. Fabus (2018) evaluated Slovakia 
in terms of the business environment and doing business dimensions 
based on the global competitiveness index. Aribawa (2016) presented a 
strategic business environment assessment for e-commerce in Indonesia. 
Čepel, Stasiukynas, Kotaskova, and Dvorský (2018) compared the 
factors identified in the Czech Republic and Slovak Republic in order to 
identify and measure the important factors that shape the quality of the 
business environment in the SME segment and to establish the business 
environment quality index. Gaganis, Pasiouras, and Voulgari (2019) 
evaluated the business environments of 25 EU countries in terms of 
indicators such as corruption, government regulations, access to credit. 
Veselovsky, Izmailova, Bogoviz, Lobova, and Alekseev (2017) evaluated 
the business environment that developed in the Russian economy during 
the period of 2011-2016 and deteriorated with the anti-Russian sanctions 
and investigated the factors that caused this situation to worsen.
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Table 1 provides a list of indicators and dimensions used to evaluate 
the business environment performance in the literature (Ayyagari, Beck, 
& Demirguc-Kunt, 2007; Beck, Demirgüç-Kunt, & Levine, 2004; 
Christensen & Goedhuys, 2004; Loayza, Oviedo, & Servén, 2005; Rocha, 
2012). Evaluating these indicators and determining the deficiencies are 
very important for the private sector performances of the economies. 

Table 1. Dimensions and Indicators Used in Evaluating the Business 
Environment in the Literature (Rocha, 2012)

It is a fact that the number of investments and productivity increases 
in a business environment where legal regulations exist, the legal 
environment is reliable, infrastructure and technology are provided, and 
the management is encouraged. It has become a necessity to evaluate 
economies in this context and to present profiles of countries.

TOPSIS is a multi-criteria decision-making method that is frequently 
used to compare countries by taking advantage of various indices. Some 
of these are the following studies;  Erdin and Ozkaya (2017) compared the 
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Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and Turkey with the 
TOPSIS method according to the sustainable development index. Kaynak, 
Altuntas, and Dereli (2017) compared the innovation performance of 
European Union (EU) candidate countries with an entropy-based TOPSIS 
approach. Ardielli (2019) used the TOPSIS method to evaluate EU countries 
in terms of good governance. Chou, Yen, Dang, and Sun (2019) compared 
Asian countries in terms of human resources in science and technology 
using fuzzy AHP and TOPSIS.

This study shows that multi-criteria decision-making methods are not 
used in business environment analysis and evaluations. Therefore, it brings 
novelty to the current literature by comparing the countries in terms of the 
business environment with TOPSIS analysis, which is one of the popular 
Multi Criteria Decision Making (MCDM) methods.

3 Data and Methodology

3.1 The Data

The qualitative and quantitative data about countries’ business 
environment characteristics are collected through “The Enterprise 
Survey” that is conducted by the World Bank and its partners. The survey 
covers every size of companies that includes the entire manufacturing 
sector, the services sector, and the transportation and construction sectors 
in the region where it is made. These characteristics have been evaluated 
together with the productivity and performance of firms.

This study evaluates all the criteria of the questionnaire together. Therefore, 
the study makes an overall comparison of the countries and regions in terms 
of the business environment. In other words, it is a guide for policymakers and 
entrepreneurs. The main topics covered in the study include infrastructure, 
trade, finance, regulations, taxes and business licensing, corruption, crime and 
informality, finance, innovation, labour, and perceptions about obstacles to 
doing business. Turkey, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, 
Israel, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Azerbaijan, 
Belarus, Georgia, Ukraine, the average values of countries in Eastern Europe 
& Asia and the average values of upper-middle-income countries will be 
analyzed by the TOPSIS (Technique for Order Preference by Similarity to 
Ideal Solution) method which is one of the Multi-Criteria Decision Making 
(MCDM) methods. Eventually, it aims that Turkey is evaluated its own 
investor attraction with this business environment analysis according to the 
countries and groups it is compared with.

3.1.1 Evaluation Dimensions and Indicators

The evaluation consists of quantitative indicators including 
infrastructure, trade, finance, regulations, taxes and operating licenses, 
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corruption, crime and informality, finance, innovation and labour.

A. Corruption indicators

Corruptions made by public officials that companies deal with cause 
great damage to companies in terms of financial and administrative 
aspects. This situation affects the efficiency of the operational processes 
of the companies, increases the risks for the companies and results in the 
deterioration of the business environment.

Inefficient regulation by governments paves the way for public officials 
to enforce and take bribes to do business. The amount of these informal 
payments and bribes is quite high. Also, this situation is quite common in 
most countries. This environment causes many companies with growth 
potential to go bankrupt or monopoly firms to block the businesses of 
these small businesses through the bureaucracy. Companies have to spend 
on bribery in bureaucratic processes instead of investing in their business.

Table 2. Corruption indicators (WorldBank, 2017)

The first group of indicators used in the assessment uses the Graft 
Index, which is used to evaluate the expected bribes that companies have to 
pay in public service, permit and license transactions. The second indicator 
component, used in the assessment, seeks to identify and assess to what 
extent certain regulatory and administrative authorities require bribery in 
negotiations with tax inspectors or in contracts between the government 
and a company. The next indicator component evaluates the bribes paid 
during the acquisition of certain licenses or permits and focuses on the 
situation of companies expected to make informal payments in obtaining 
import and operating licenses and in the continuation of existing licenses 
and when obtaining construction permits.

B. Regulations, Taxes, and Business Licensing Indicators

Effective management of the taxation system, regulations and 
processes of obtaining business licenses and ensuring continuity, and 
purification of unlawful practices are among the most important elements 
of creating a reliable and sustainable business environment. 

The factors that cause the business environment to become unreliable, 
inefficient and uncompetitive should be identified. Thus, it is important 
for all countries to make the necessary evaluations and regulations, taking 
into account all the sensitivities of the private sector and the public. These 
market disorders cause countries to lose their attractiveness for investors. 
In addition, the approval and license procedures that businesses must 
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take are quite costly and time-consuming. In this context, the Enterprise 
Surveys used in the assessment of the determined countries include 
qualitative and quantitative indicators used in evaluations for taxation 
systems, regulations and operating licenses.

Table 3. Regulations, Taxes, and Business Licensing Indicators (WorldBank, 
2017)

The first part of the indicator group used in this evaluation index 
deals with the efficiency of commercial licensing and permit services. 
The indicators also take into account delays in these processes. Another 
indicator group that constitutes this evaluation assesses the time that the 
top management has to spend with public officials in these processes. It 
also evaluates the time spent on average one-year tax inspections and the 
number of meetings with inspectors. This set of indicators also presents 
the existence of different legal forms of companies in the private sector. 
The types of legal companies most used by countries in global markets 
can be classified as shareholder companies, public companies (open), sole 
proprietorships, partnerships and limited partnerships.

C. Average Firm lndicators

The Enterprise Survey data used in this study were collected from a 
sample group of registered private companies operating in non-agricultural 
activities. While collecting information about the business environment, 
information about the profiles of companies in the private sector of each 
country was also obtained. Thus, by evaluating the obtained data, it is 
tried to determine the situation of private sectors and the distribution of the 
firms in the market according to their characteristics.

Table 4. Average Firm lndicators (WorldBank, 2017)

In this evaluation, the first indicator shows the age of the companies 
calculated based on the year they operate. The lifetimes and experiences 
of companies are very important in terms of the business environment. 
As this period increases, it can be predicted that the business environment 
is supportive. In addition, new and old firms differ in their ability to 
cope with market challenges and processes in the business environment. 
Another topic that constitutes this part of the evaluation is the status of 
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women in company ownership and management. Through these indicators, 
it is attempted to evaluate whether the gender factor has an impact on 
companies in areas such as corruption, access to finance and technology. 
Other indicators focus on the market shares of public, domestic and foreign 
private sector companies. Thus, the profile of the economies are assessed  
in terms of the private sector and foreign investment.

D. Finance Indicators

If a country has a developed financial market, transactions related 
to payment transactions, deposit movements, investment financing are 
quite easy. These markets enable firms and lenders or investors to work 
effectively and efficiently with each other. Thus, it prevents the formation 
of a fund structure that is illegal or dependent on family and friends. 
Through the indicators used in this section, evaluations about the financing 
characteristics of companies and financial markets are made.

Table 5. Finance Indicators (WorldBank, 2017)

The first issue evaluated through indicators is which resources are 
used as financing sources. The predominantly utilization of the internal 
funding system is an indicator of an inefficient financial structure. In this 
context, companies are evaluated according to the types of financing they 
use in their investments. The financing profile of the economies is assessed 
with information about companies that use credit, need collateral, have 
check or saving accounts.

E. Infrastructure Indicators

Economies with strong infrastructures provide a business environment 
where companies can develop and operate more sustainably. Thus, it 
increases the competitiveness of the relevant economy with its competitors. 
This structure allows companies to work systematically with customers 
and suppliers by taking advantage of all the opportunities of modern 
technologies. Otherwise, companies operating on a large or small scale will 
not be able to perform properly and huge financial results will occur.
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Table 6. Infrastructure Indicators (WorldBank, 2017)

The number of power outages and water outages occurring within 
a month, the average duration of these outages, problems in telephone 
connections are evaluated in order to estimate the quality of the 
infrastructures that countries provide to companies. Problems experienced 
in essential infrastructure services or their absence cause economies to 
lose their investment attractiveness and competitive advantage.

F. Trade Indicators

The existence of open markets allows companies to access cheaper 
imported goods, improve export standards, and thus enable companies to 
become globally competitive. In these processes, companies have to deal 
with commercial bureaucracy for customs procedures and import-export 
licenses required for the trade. In these transactions, they experience great 
financial losses due to the problems experienced in the transportation 
and customs process. The Enterprise Surveys collects data about the 
experiences of companies in import and export processes and evaluates 
their effects on their commercial activities.

Table 7. Trade Indicators (WorldBank, 2017)

Indicators provide information about the intensity of foreign trade 
realized by the private sector, the proportion of companies exporting 
directly or indirectly, and the proportion of companies that use imported 
inputs to produce. Another issue is the average number of days required 
to clear imported and exported goods from customs. The prolongation 
of these periods may lead to additional warehouse costs at customs, 
deterioration of goods, loss of customers and closure of companies. One of 
the important issues is the transportation risks that may occur during the 
foreign trade process. They are export losses caused by theft, breakage or 
spoilage during transportation.

G. Crime and Informality Indicators

 Crime is an important problem for the business environment as it 
brings security costs and resources that can be transferred to production are 
spent on fighting against it. This issue is considered as a social instability 
for domestic or foreign investors. They concern about this as a cost item 
for the business environment and doing business. In addition, if there 
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are no regulations and reliable legal institutions that can resolve disputes 
between companies and their clients, both of them may choose not to trade 
in this business environment. Informal companies are a threat to registered 
companies operating in the private sector. This situation creates unfair 
competition for registered companies. This causes the investor to look for 
a country with a more suitable business environment in these fields of 
trade. The Enterprise Surveys, which is used in this assessment, tries to 
provide information about the effect of crime on sales, justice perception 
of entrepreneurs in courts and the dimensions of informal trade.

Table 8. Crime and Informality Indicators (WorldBank, 2017)

H. Innovation and Workforce Indicators

In this section, an assessment is made on technology use and 
innovation through the indicators used in the Enterprise Surveys. These 
indicators also provide information on the non-agricultural workforce.

Table 9. Innovation and Workforce Indicators (WorldBank, 2017)

One of the indicators focuses on the ratio of companies with quality 
certificates that will provide a reliable and competitive advantage in 
international markets. In addition, it is used in indicators that give an 
idea about how much companies use Information and Communication 
Technologies (ICT). The use of these technologies paves the way for 
cheap and effective communication and doing business with national 
and international markets. Other indicators under this heading also draw 
attention to the proportion of the temporary and permanent workforce and 
permanent female employment. The regulations of the countries about the 
labour force directly affect the employment preferences of the companies. 
The most important effect of this is on full-time female employment. The 
participation of women in employment is very important for the effective 
and efficient use of human resources of countries.

3.2 Methodology

3.2.1 TOPSIS (Technique for Order Preference by Similarity to 
Ideal Solution) Method

TOPSIS (Technique for Order Preference by Similarity to Ideal 
Solution) was first developed by Hwang and Yoon (1981) and later by Lai, 
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Liu and Hwang (1994, 486-500) in order to find the best solution among 
practical alternatives (Erdin & Ozkaya, 2020a, 2020b). A positive ideal 
solution minimizes cost criteria or qualities while maximizing benefit 
criteria or qualifications. The negative ideal solution minimizes benefit 
criteria or qualities while maximizing cost criteria or qualifications. The 
TOPSIS method is expressed in six consecutive steps (Erdin & Ozkaya, 
2017; Yoon, 1980): There are m decision points and n evaluation factors, 
which are the decision matrix.

Step 1: In the rows of the decision matrix, there are decision points 
whose superiorities are to be listed, and in the columns, there are evaluation 
factors to be used in decision making. Matrix A is the initial matrix created 
by the decision maker. The decision matrix is shown as formula 1:
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In matrix ijA , m represents the number of decision points, n represents 
the number of evaluation factors.

Step 2: Creating the Standard Decision Matrix (R)

The Standard Decision Matrix is calculated by using the elements of 
matrix A and the following formula 2:
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Step 3: Creating the Weighted Standard Decision Matrix (V): First, 
the weight values ( iw ) of the evaluation factors are determined (∑

=

=
n

i
iw

1
1

). Then the elements in each column of the R matrix are multiplied by the 
corresponding iw  value to form the V matrix. The V matrix is shown 
below:
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Step 4: Creating ideal ( *A ) and negative ideal ( −A ) solutions:

Finding the ideal solution set is shown in the following formula 5:
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2

*
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The set of negative ideal solutions is formed by selecting the smallest 
of the weighted evaluation factors in the V matrix. Creating the negative 
ideal solution set is shown in the following formula 6.
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The set calculated from the formula (8) can be shown as 
{ }−−−− = nvvvA ,...,, 21 . In both formulas, J  represents the benefit 

(maximization) and 'J  indicates the loss (minimization).

Step 5: In the TOPSIS method, Euclidian Distance Approach is used 
to find the deviations of the evaluation factor value for each decision 
point from the ideal and negative ideal solution set. The calculation of the 
ideal discrimination ( *

iS ) measure is shown in the formula (7) and the 
calculation of the negative ideal discrimination ( −

iS ) measure is shown in 
the formula (8):
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Step 6: The ideal and negative ideal separation measures are used to 
calculate the proximity ( *

iC ) of each decision point relative to the ideal 
solution. The calculation of the proximity to the ideal solution is shown in 
the following formula 9:

*
*

ii

i
i SS

S
C

+
= −

−  					                          (9)

The value *
iC  is in the range 10 * ≤≤ iC and 1* =iC indicates the 

absolute proximity of the corresponding decision point to the ideal solution, 
and 0* =iC indicates the absolute proximity of the corresponding decision 
point to the negative ideal solution.

3.2.2 Equal Weights Method

Being able to determine the weighting method requires knowledge 
about the distributions of real weights. Sometimes there are cases of 
inadequate knowledge to sort out the weights. Under similar conditions, 
real weights can be explained as a uniform distribution over n-unit simplex 
through {0≤ wj ≤1 ve    ∑wj = l j=1,2,...n} clusters (Jia, Fischer, and Dyer 
1998). Thus, the distributions and expected values of the weights within 
the hypothesis of inadequate or no knowledge about weights are explained 
by the equal weight vectors defined by Dawes (1974) as follows (Dawes 
1974):

Wj = 1/n         j = 1,2....,n (n: number of qualifications)                       (10)

In this method, what the decision-maker needs to know about priorities 
is whether the relevant qualification is necessary. All qualifications 
considered necessary are weighted equally. Equal weighting is applied to 
the qualifications in the framework of this information.

4 RESULTS

In the study, TOPSIS method is applied by creating TOPSIS R codes 
by means of R Studio program and entering the values and weights of 
the qualifications into the program. The indicator values ​​ of the relevant 
alternative countries and groups are included in the decision matrices in the 
appendixes. Performance scores and country rankings of the evaluations 
made in terms of each dimension can be seen in Table 10 below. In addition, 
the weighted normalized values ​​ calculated during each evaluation are 
included in the appendixes. Outputs and comments of evaluations are as 
follows:
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Table 10. Performance Scores and Country Rankings of the TOPSIS Evaluations

A.	 Corruption Evaluation

The largest relative closeness among the countries is the Estonia with 
1, Israel in second place with 0.994977 and Georgia is third with 0.933548 
relative closeness. Also, Turkey ranks 9th with 0.873431 relative closeness. 
The countries in the top three have near-perfect values in all indicators. 
Russia, Azerbaijan and Ukraine, which are in the last three places, have 
very bad values especially in three indicators; the ratio of companies 
expected to give gifts in negotiations with tax inspectors, the ratio of 
companies expected to give gifts to make a government contract, and 
the ratio of companies expected to give gifts to get construction permits. 
Average values ​​ of the countries in the upper income group are in the 
middle, while the average values ​​of Eastern Europe and Asian countries 
are fourth from the last. Ukraine has the worst score by far in terms of this 
assessment dimension. Estonia performs excellent performance.
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B.	 Regulations, Taxes, and Business Licensing Evaluation

Poland has the largest relative closeness with 0.567015. The second 
country is Turkey with 0.552746. The values of Turkey and Poland are 
very close to each other. These two countries stand out compared to other 
countries, especially with their performances in indicators of import 
license days and the average number of visits with tax officials or the 
number of meetings required. The average of the countries in the upper 
income group is in the third place. When the scores are evaluated in 
terms of this dimension in general, even the highest score corresponds to 
a mediocre value. Countries generally perform poorly in this dimension. 
While Romania, Israel and Russia are in the last three places, their 
performance scores are very close to each other. Last five countries have 
very bad values especially in four indicators; days to obtain import license, 
days to obtain a construction-related permit, days to obtain an operating 
license, and closed shareholding company rate. 

C.	 Average Firm Evaluation

In the “Average Firms” assessment, Estonia, Romania and Czech are 
ranked in the top three, respectively. The upper-income countries average 
value is very close to the value of the Czech Republic. Therefore, this 
country group also ranks fourth. Turkey, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Belarus 
are in the last four in the list, respectively. While Belarus performs well in 
terms of criteria evaluating women’s participation in the business world, 
it scores poorly compared to other countries due to the large share of the 
public in the market. Turkey shows poor performance in this dimension 
since it has bad rates in firms with female top management positions and 
firms with female participation in ownership.

D.	 Finance Evaluation

In the financial assessment, Czech, Serbia, Lithuania, and Georgia are 
at the top of the list, respectively. In this evaluation, the Czech Republic 
shows a significantly higher performance than other countries. When 
the scores of countries in this dimension are evaluated in general, they 
have very bad values. Turkey has the worst value in the value of collateral 
required for loans (as a percentage of the loan amount) indicator. Also, 
Azerbaijan has quite poor values in terms of the collateral value needed for 
the loan (percentage of loan amount) and working capital external financing 
(%).There is also no significant difference between the performance scores 
of the average values ​​of the country groups in the evaluation.

E.	 Infrastructure Evaluation

In the evaluation made in terms of infrastructure, Azerbaijan comes 
first with a very high score, followed by Latvia, Ukraine and Belarus, 
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respectively. Azerbaijan has almost perfect values ​​ in all indicators in 
the assessment. Except for the first three countries, most of the countries 
have poor values ​​in indicators of delayed electricity, water and telephone 
connections. Estonia has significant problems with water shortages. By 
the way, the number of power outages in a typical month is an important 
problem in the upper-income countries, according to their average values.

F.	 Trade Evaluation

Lithuania, Croatia, and Estonia have scores close to each other in terms 
of trade dimension, and they are in the top three, respectively. Countries 
that rank from eight to 14th in this assessment have very close scores. 
Turkey has a higher score than both the upper-income group average and 
Eastern and Asian average values in terms of the trade dimension. Turkey 
loses a lot of time during the processes of clearing import and export goods 
from customs. While Russia has a very bad value especially in clearing 
imports from customs, Czech and Hungary have bad values in clearing 
both imports and exports from customs. The rate of exporting companies 
in Azerbaijan and Georgia is very low, such as 2% and 7%. When the 
indicators are evaluated, Croatia, Israel, Czech and Belarus stand out as 
foreign dependent countries as raw materials. Turkey is dependent on 
foreign inputs or supplies less than most countries in this comparison.

G.	 Crime and Informality

In the evaluation made in the dimension of Crime and informality, 
Azerbaijan and Israel are by far the first and second place compared to 
other countries, while Georgia and Estonia are third and fourth. The upper-
income countries average value shows very bad performance, rank fourth 
from the last. Meanwhile, Turkey ranks 5th from the last. While Bulgaria, 
Russia and Ukraine are in the last three places, Ukraine has quite poor 
performance compared to other countries. In Ukraine, the perception of 
the companies that the decisions taken by the courts are unfair and the 
high-security costs cause the country to get a poor performance score. In 
Azerbaijan and Israel, a firm confidence in the fairness of judicial decisions 
has the highest value among these countries. The firm perception of the 
fair, impartial and uncorrupted of the judiciary in Turkey is 35 per cent. 
Russia and Turkey have the worst performance scores in terms of security 
cost after Ukraine.

H.	 Innovation and Workforce

In terms of innovation and workforce, Israel and the Czech Republic 
perform well, followed by Romania and Hungary. Turkey ranks fifth. 
Countries generally have mediocre performance scores. Georgia and 
Ukraine differ negatively from other countries with their poor performance. 
Israel performs better than other countries in indicators of the percentage 
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of firms with annual financial statements reviewed by the external auditor, 
the percentage of companies that use email to communicate with customers/
suppliers, and the percentage of firms with internationally recognized 
quality certification. The Czech Republic, on the other hand, performs 
very well compared to most other countries in terms of the percentage 
of companies with annual financial statements reviewed by the external 
auditor, the percentage of companies with internationally recognized 
quality certificates, and the percentage of companies using their website. 
Hungary stands out with its full-time female employment rate and 
companies with internationally recognized quality certificates compared 
to other countries. Turkey has 22 per cent of full-time female employment 
rate and this rate is quite low in terms of ensuring sustainable growth and 
the effective utilization of human resources. In the Ukrainian economy, 
the insufficiency of the average number of companies with international 
certificates and the high rate of temporary workers cause them to get a 
low-performance score from the evaluation made in this dimension.

İ.	 Evaluation of Alternatives According to All Criteria

Performance scores and ranking of the general evaluation can be 
seen in Table 11 below. In the evaluation made in terms of all indicators, 
countries have generally close performance to each other. Poland and the 
Czech Republic rank first and second, but they have very close values ​​
to each other. Latvia and Turkey have also very close scores and they 
rank third and fourth. Russia and Ukraine are in the last ranks in most 
evaluations made in terms of each dimension, and they perform poorly 
in general evaluation compared to other countries. Russia has bad values 
in indicators of corruption, regulation, crime and informality and finance 
dimensions. Ukraine generally has poor values in indicators of corruption, 
crime and informality, trade, average firms and innovation and workforce.
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Table 11. Performance Scores and Country Rankings of the TOPSIS Overall 
Evaluation

When we make a general assessment for Turkey, Turkey has bad 
values in terms of indicators in average firms, finance, crime and 
informality dimensions. It has poor performance values ​​especially in the 
issues of corruption, fair decision expectation in court decisions and full-
time female employment. On the other hand, it generally performs well in 
regulation, trade and innovation and workforce indicators.

5 Conclusion and Recommendation

Business assessment is an interesting and difficult topic to assess. As 
presented in the literature review, this topic involves many factors and 
dimensions. The study aims to compare the determined countries in terms 
of the business environment using indicators and dimensions in Enterprise 
Surveys. This data source is an important survey organized by the World 
Bank. The study also aims to provide countries with the opportunity to 
compare themselves with similar economies and see their deficiencies. 
The strengths and weaknesses of economies in terms of the business 
environment are also revealed. It gives an idea with its results to local and 
foreign investors who are considering investing in these markets. When the 
results of the study are evaluated, there are many things that countries should 
do in terms of corruption, trust in the judiciary, infrastructure, security and 
government regulations. The business environment of a country is directly 
related to sustainable growth, foreign investment and the welfare of its 
people. Until now, the analysis of the business environment has not been 
handled within this scope and with a multi-criteria method in which many 
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countries are evaluated together. Studies are carried out with descriptive 
statistics in general. Evaluating each dimension separately and all together 
with TOPSIS is a novelty that this study brings to the literature. Also in 
this study, a detailed assessment is made about the business environment 
in Turkey. In the evaluations, Russia and Ukraine differ badly from other 
countries. Poland, Czech Republic, Latvia and Turkey performs relatively 
good performance according to the overall rankings. Russia and Ukraine 
need to work hard to improve their current situation. It is expected that 
this study will continue with the evaluation of these and other countries 
in the future by using other multi-criteria decision making methods. It is 
recommended to perform more studies using different methods and data 
banks and to compare the results.
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Appendix A
Table A1. Decision Matrix of Corruption Evaluation

Table A2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Corruption Evaluation
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Appendix B
Table B1. Decision Matrix of Regulations, Taxes, and Business Licensing 

Evaluation

Table B2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Regulations, Taxes, and Business 
Licensing Evaluation

Appendix C
Table C1. Decision Matrix of Average Firm Evaluation
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Table C2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Average Firm Evaluation

Appendix D
Table D1. Decision Matrix of Finance Evaluation

Table D2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Finance Evaluation
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Appendix E
Table E1. Decision Matrix of Infrastructure Evaluation

Table E2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Infrastructure Evaluation

Appendix F
Table F1. Decision Matrix of Trade Evaluation
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Table F2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Trade Evaluation

Appendix G
Table G1. Decision Matrix of Crime and Informality Evaluation

Table G2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Crime and Informality Evaluation
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Appendix H
Table H1. Decision Matrix of Innovation and Workforce Evaluation

Table H2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Innovation and Workforce Evaluation


