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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)
Percent of Firms Identifying the problem as the Main Obstacle
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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.
Cepel, Stasiukynas, Kotaskova, and Dvorsky (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, Demirgiig-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)

Thorsten and Loayza et al., Dyring, J. and IFC’s Ayvagari, Relevant
Demirgiic-Kunt, 2005 Goedhuys, M., 2004 Doing Business Thorsten and Identified
2004 Demirgiic- Aspects
Kunt, 2007
Cost of Business Firm entry Starting a business Cost of Entry Firm entry
Registration (1)
Labor markets Employing Labor Market Labor markets
workers (3) Regulation
Fiscal burden Fiscal burden of Paying taxes (7) Fiscal burden
government
Trade barmers Trade policy Trading across Trade policy
borders (8)
Financial markets | Banking and finance Getting credit (3) Credit Registry Financial
markets
Cost of Contract Contract Enforcing | Cost of Contract
Enforcement enforcement contracts (9) Enforcement
Cost and Bankruptcy Closing a business Bankruptcy Bankruptcy
Efficiency of the regulation (10) Regulation
Insolvency
Process
Protection of Property Rights Registering | Property Rights | Property rights
Property Rights property (4)
Regulation Regulatory
Environment
(Govemance) Global Corruption Institutional Governance
Report Development
Government
intervention in the
economy
Meonetary policy
Black marlket activity
Capital
flows and foreign
investment
Dealing with
construction
permuts (2)
Protecting
investors (6)
Business
sophistication
and Innovation

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,



314+ Gokhan Ozkaya

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)

% of Firms
% of Firms Expected to % of Firms Expected to | Expected to Give | % of Firms Expected | % of Firms Expected to
Give Gifts In Meetings With | Give Gifts to Secure a Gifts to Geta | to Give Gifts to Get an Give Gifts to Get an
Tax Inspectors Government Contract Construction Import License Operating License
Permit

Incidence of
Graft index

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)

Days to Obtain Import License

Days to Obtain Construction-
related Permit

Days to Obtain Operating
License

Senior Management Time Spent in
Dealing with Requirements of
Government Regulation (%)

Average number of visits or
required meetings with tax
officials

Open Shareholding Company
(%)

Closed Shareholding
Company (%)

sole Proprietorship (%)

Partnership (%)

Limited Partnership (%)

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 Indicators

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 Indicators (WorldBank, 2017)

% of Firms with Female Top % of Firms with Female

Government/State (%)
Manager

Age (years) Private Domestic (%) Private Foreign (%)

Participationin Ownership

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)

) ) Trade Credit Equity, Sale of i )
Internal Finance for | Bank Finance for . . Other Financing for
Financing for Stock For
Investment (%) Investment (%) Investment (%)
Investment (%) Investment (%)

i i Value of Collateral . ) % of Firms With a

Working Capital External % of Firms With Bank . .
. ) Needed for a Loan (% of i ) Checking or Savings

Financing (%) Loans/line of Credit
the Loan Amount) Account

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)

Number of Power
QOutagesina
Typical Month

Value Lost Due
to Power
Outages (% of

Number of Water
Shortages in a
Typical Month

Average Duration of
the Water Shortage
(hours)

Delay in Obtaining
an Electrical
Connection

Delay in Obtaining a
‘Water Connections

Delay in Obtaining
a Mainline
Telephone

Sales) Connection

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)

% of Firms that

% of Exporter
Firms

Use Material

Inputs and/or
Supplies of

Foreign origin

Average Time to
Clear Direct
Exports Through
Customs

Average Time to
Clear Imports
from Customs

(days)

Loses during Direct
Export Due to Theft
(70)

Loses during Direct
Export Due to
Breakage or
Spoilage (%)

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)

Losses Due to Theft,
Security Costs | Robbery, Vandalism, and
(% of Sales) Arson Against the Firm

(% of Sales)

% of Firms Believing the
Court System is Fair,
Impartial and Uncorrupted

% of Firms Formally
Registered when Started
Operations in the Country

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)

% of Firms With % of Firms with
5 X . % of Firms using| % of Firms Using
Internationally Annual Financial X = . .~ | Average Number of
R . . their own Email to Communicate N
Recognized Quality | Statement Reviewed - c . . Temporary Workers
g 5 . Website ‘with Clients/suppliers
Certification by External Auditor

Average Number
of Permanent, Full
Time Workers

% of Full Time
Female Workers

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:

a, a a,, )]
a4 a4 Ay
4; =
(A Gy e A |

In matrix 4; , mrepresents 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:
a.
aj
k=1

The matrix R is defined by the matrix shown below:

3
non "y
n o n "o
R, =
Tt Twa oo T |
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Step 3: Creating the Weighted Standard Decision Matrix (Y): First,
the weight values (W, ) of the evaluation factors are determined (z w, =1
). Then the elements in each column of the R matrix are multiplied by the
corresponding W, value to form the V matrix. The V matrix is shown
below:

W Wl e WR, )]
W, Wy, e W Ty,
Vi =
Wil Waluy e Wy |

Step 4: Creating ideal (A" ) and negative ideal ( A~ ) solutions:

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

A ={(maxvj J€J) (miny; ‘jeJ'} ®)

Thesetcalculated from formula (6) canbeshownas 4~ = {vl* , v; yeres v:}

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.

A = {(min v,

jeld) (maxv}.‘jeJ} ©)

The set calculated from the formula (8) can be shown as
A =W, ,v,,...,v, (. 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 (Si*) measure is shown in the formula (7) and the
calculation of the negative ideal discrimination (.S, ) measure is shown in
the formula (8):

" Q)

S; =20, =) ®
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Step 6: The ideal and negative ideal separation measures are used to
calculate the proximity (Cl.*) 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:

S ©

TS s

*

The value C ,* is in the range 0 < C ,* <land C l.* = lindicates the
absolute proximity of the corresponding decision point to the ideal solution,
and C i* = O 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<w, <l ve }w, _1j=12,..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):

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

J
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

Corruption Regulation Average Firms Finance
Raunking Countries Perofrmance Countries Performance Countries Performance Countries Performance
Score (Ci*) Score (Ci*) Score (Ci*) Score (Ci*)
1 |Estonia 1 Poland 0.567015__|Estonia 0.858914 | Czech Republic 0.621566
2 [israel 0994977 |Turke 0.552746__|Romania 0.822155 _|Serbia 0.44598
3 |Georgia 0933543 |V pper lncome 0529343 [Czech Republic 0804681  [Lithuania 0347841
Countires (Average)
4 |poland 0925581 | Azerbaijan 0.519981  |Upper Income 0.799193  |Georgia 0.323618
Countires (Average)
5 |tawvia 0910628 |Belarus 0515537 |Latvia 0791946 _|Ukraine 031612
6 |Croatia 0.899714 _|Ukraine 0.50622__|Croatia 0.768262 _|Israel 0.302825
7 |czech Republic 0.883375  |Hungary 0493689 |Serbia 0.765407 |Pper Income 0.298852
Countires (Average)
s |Belarus 0874903 |Georgia 0486617 _|Bulgaria 0755184 _[Poland 0.2906
9 |Turkey 0.873431 _|Latvia 0463381 _[Poland 0.742405__|Romania 0271836
10 [Romania 0872646 |Costern Europe & 0459539 [Hungary 0736187  |Latvia 026774
Central Assia -
1 |Upperincome 0.822854  [Estonia 0425266 |Georgia 0723624 |Croatia 0267273
Countires (Average) £
) ) Eastern Europe & Eastern Europe &
12 [Serbia 0.80841  [Czech Republic oatsiis [ SR (averze) *72 | contal o CAverage)| 0256465
13 |Hungary 0.789111 _|Lithuania 0414626 _|Lithuania 0711847 _|Bulgaria 0.258849
14 |Bulgaria 0.774175__|Serbia 0410269 |Russia 0710456 |Turkey 0230978
15 |Lithuania 0.757078_|Croatia 0402318 |Isracl 0.686263 _|Estonia 0.220041
16 f,:;‘:‘;l‘ i:’::?x eragey| | 0771 [Bulsasia 0401378 [Turkey 0657689  |Hungary 0217736
17 |Russia 0.646374__|Romania 0391013 |Ukraine 0.649352_|Belarus 0212395
18 |Azerbaijan 041655 |Israel 0384768 |Azerbaijan 0598021 |Russia 0204928
19 |Ukraine 00340343 |Russia 0359718 |Belarus 0315104 _|Azerbaijan 0.157335
Crime and Tnnovation
Infrastructure Trade o ey and
Rauking Countries Performance Countries Performance Countries o Countries Workforce
Score (Ci*) Score (Ci*) Seare (01 Performance
Score (Ci*)
1 baij 0932144 |Lithuania 0.866514__|Azerbaijan 0914678 _|Israel 0.731042
2 |Lavia 0.906332__|Croatia 0.857044 _|Israel 0.911434 _|Czech Republic 0.716264
3 |Ukraine 0.885428 |Estonia 0.85131 _|Georgia 0.838208_|Romania 0.646768
4 |Belarus 0.880433_|Romania 0.839994 _|Estonia 0.832636__|Hungary 0.643284
5 |Hungary 0873471 |Bulgaria 0836482 |Hungary 0.76997 | Turkey 0.624511
6 |Lithuania 0.868444 _|Serbia 0.825068 _|Latvia 0.737639 _|Estonia 0.618127
7 |srael 0777664 |Belarus 0.824992 | Croatia 0.679915 _|Serbia 0.615553
8 | Czech Republic 0.768306_|Latvia 0.788448 _|[Serbia 0.671928 _|Bulgaria 0.600904
9 [Poland 0751112 |Georgia 0.787455__|Poland 0.661156__|Poland 0597145
10 |Croatia 0.736477 _|Israel 0.786153 _|Belarus 0.643558 _|Latvia 0.573139
Turkey 0710395  |Azerbaijan 0778524 |Foster Europe & 063112 [Belarus 0567124
11 Central Assia (Average)
12 |Georgia 0693218 [Poland 0778508 _|Czech Republic 0.61402 | Azerbaijan 0.544068
13 |Romania 0.654313 | Turkey 0772526 _|Romania 0.613934 _|Croatia 0.536474
Eastern Europe & Eastern Europe & L )
oot ey vz 5 | conal —r (Average)| 0766748 [Lithuania 0.588443  [Russia 0.536395
Bulgaria 0.612384  |UPper lncome 0706507  [Turkey 0578439 [Lithuania 0525419
15 £ Countires (Average)
16 [Russia 0.582439  [Czech Republic 0677114 gﬁﬁ::;::?;‘:ierage) 0.532761 ]é:;'::l‘ i‘::;:?ﬁ_eme) 0.501807
Upper Income ) ) Upper Income
17 |E—— 0546377 [Russia 0.631119  |Bulgaria oasssts | o erage) 0.46561
18 |Estonia 0539173 |Hungary 0542453 |Russia 0494502 _|Georgia 0394848
19 [Serbia 0.527175__|Ukraine 0342619 |Ukraine 0.198992_|Ukraine 0212486

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.

I. 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
Ranking Evaluation Alternatives Ci*

1 Poland 0.641495
2 Czech Republic 0.640109
3 Latvia 0.625161
4 Turkey 0.620633
5 Georgia 0.610531
6 Israel 0.609533
7 Croatia 0.607224
8 Lithuania 0.603084
9 Hungary 0.596469
10 Belarus 0.591991
11 Romania 0.590525
12 Estonia 0.586613
13 Upper Income Countires (Average) 0.58399
14 Serbia 0.580713
15 Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) 0.574635
16 Bulgaria 0.572827
17 Azerbaijan 0.559164
18 Russia 0.512804
19 Ukraine 0.445196

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

Weights (w) 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666
% of Firms % of Firms % of Firms % of Firms % of Firms
Incidence of Expected to Give | Expected to Give | Expected to Give | Expected to |Expected to Give
Criteria Graft index Gifts In Meetings | Gifts to Secure a |  Gifts to Geta Give Giftsto | Gifts to Get an
With Tax Government Construction | Get an Import Operating
Inspectors Contract Permit License License
Turkey 5.1 1.2 18.4 25 13 9.9
Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) 12.5 10 237 21.2 9 1.1
Upper Income Countires (Average) 7.6 7.4 206 15.5 6.3 6.3
Bulgaria 13.6 6.1 28.5 17.4 0 116
Croatia 4.7 0 14.4 12 3.3 1.3
Czech Republic 45 0.4 1.1 3.7 8.8 6.7
Estonia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hungary 6.2 0 519 2.7 0 2.9
Israel 0.1 0 11 0.4 0.1 0
Latvia 6.8 0.9 5.7 11.2 0 0
Lithuania 12.5 10.9 12.9 313 2.8 6.6
Poland 0.5 21 18.7 0.7 0 0
Romania 5.7 6.8 7 12.9 0 5.8
Russia 16.1 73 30.9 26.8 27.5 12.6
Serbia 5.9 6.6 40.2 15.8 0.2 1.5
Azerbaijan 30.9 11.7 512 41.8 38.9 38.7
Belarus 6.5 3.4 17 15 0 1.4
Georgia 2.5 0.2 11 11.7 0 0
Ukraine 40.4 50.1 99.1 73.2 42 35.1

Table A2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Corruption Evaluation

% of Firms % of Firms % of Firms 5 5
R . . % of Firms % of Firms
X Expected to Give | Expected to Give |Expected to Give ; ;
L Incidence of Graft | . 3 i s Expected to Give| Expected to Give
Criteria . Gifts In Meetings | Gifts to Securea | Gifts to Geta 3 3
index . . Gifts to Get an Gifts to Get an
‘With Tax Government Construction . . a
B Import License | Operating License
Tnspectors Contract Permit
Turkey 0.0140244 0.00357961 0.0211218 0.00399464 0.00332138 0.0278395
Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) 0.0343734 0.0298301 0.0272058 0.0338746 0.0229942 0.031214
Upper Income Countires (Average) 0.0208991 0.0220742 0.0236472 0.0247668 0.0160959 0.017716
Bulgaria 0.0373983 0.0181963 0.0327158 0.0278027 0 0.03262
Croatia 0.0129244 0 0.0165301 0.0191743 0.0084312 0.00365569
Czech Republic 0.0123744 0.0011932 0.012742 0.00591207 0.0224832 0.0188409
Estonia 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hungary 0.0170492 0 0.0595773 0.00431421 0 0.0278395
Israel 0.000274988 0 0.00126272 0.000639143 0.000255491 0
Latvia 0.0186992 0.00268471 0.00654317 0.017896 0 0
Lithuania 0.0343734 0.0325148 0.0148082 0.0500129 0.00715374 0.0185596
Poland 0.00137494 0.00626431 0.0214662 0.0011183 0 0
Romania 0.0156743 0.0202844 0.00803547 0.0206124 0 0.01631
Russia 0.044273 0.0217759 0.0354709 0.0428226 0.07026 0.0354321
Serbia 0.0162243 0.0196878 0.0461466 0.0252461 0.000510982 0.0042181
Azerbaijan 0.0849711 0.0349012 0.0587737 0.0667904 0.0993859 0.108827
Belarus 0.0178742 0.0101422 0.0195147 0.0239679 0 0.00393689
Georgia 0.00687469 0.000596601 0.00126272 0.0186949 0 0
Ukraine 0.111095 0.149449 0.113759 0.116963 0.107306 0.0987036
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Appendix B

Table B1. Decision Matrix of Regulations, Taxes, and Business Licensing

Evaluation
‘Weights (w) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
) ‘Senior Management Time | Average mumber R
o i@t PRPEERE RS HOCHE te e of visits or Opent i S ||,
Criteria _ Construction-related| Operating . ! 2 "
Tmport License s - Requirements of required meetings | B0 SR s (%) &
Government Regulation (%) | with tax_officials
Turkey 51 365 397 1 07 i 60z s a1 X
Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average)] __14.7 505 3 1.9 14 7 109 19 21
Upper Income Countires (Average) 22 §7.5 408 1.1 L7 57.6 23 6.3 61
| Bulgaria 215 109.1 40.6 16.1 18 82.7 13.9 28 0
Croatia 553 19.5 1 71 252 0.9 [
Czech Republi 208 139 0.9 86.1 138 0 0.1
| Estonia 16.2 6.6 0.7 99.1 0 0.5 0
[Fungary 259 113 1 59.2 0 0 105
Isracl 1929 43 06 274 583 92 03
|Latvia 52 0.7 98.2 04 0 0
| Lithuania 6 0.5 93 6.9 0
| Poland 19.7 0.6 448 234 193 02
|Romania 158 13 98.1 0 0
Russia 147 [ 924 1 0 0
Serbia 135 13 7.1 0 05 0
| Azerbaijan 5.3 0.2 L7 72.1 14.6 0 0
| Belarus 46.8 20.7 13.7 0.5 422 338 0 0
Georgia 341 48 09 0.6 832 141 1 o
| Ukraine 13 164 19.5 1.3 538 26.6 04 [

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

Senior Management | ,
Dasto | e to Obtain | D' | Time Spentin Dealing | A¥<2E€ mmber of Open Closed Sole Limited
- Obtain Obtain . visits or required Shareholding 20 ¢ . | Partnership .
Criteria Construction- with Requirements of Shareholding Proprietorship Partnership
Import Operating ‘meetings with tax Company (%)
. related Permit | Government : Company (%) (%) (%)
License License officials (%)
Regulation (%)
Turkey 0.008928 [ 0.00660582 | 0.0171241 0.0329942 00145581 000412263 | 0017699 | 0.0278005 | 0.0178445 | 00554942
[Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) | 0.016203 | _ 0.014569 | 0.0104815 0.0206648 00291162 0.0148415 | 0.0232263 | 0.0117452_| 0.00826939 | 0.0138736
Upper Income Countires (Average) 0.025571 | 0.0158359 | 0.0175985 001927 00353553 00152537 | 0.0169346 | 00253222 | 0.0274196 | 0.0402994
Bulgaria 0.023698 | 0.0197451 | 0.0175123 00279583 00374351 0.00206132 00149778 | 0.0121865 0
Croatia 0.015431 ] 0.028034 | 0.0238529 0.0338625 00207973 00115434 0.027154_|0.00391708 0
Czech Republic 0033838  0.013465 | 0.0089718 00241379 00187175 [ 00148701 [ 0.0006606
Estonia 0.031633 | 000932054 | 0.00698766 00114611 00145581 0.000824527_| 0.0291358 0 0.00217616 0
[Hungary 00248 | 0.0133926 | 0.0111716 00196229 00207973 [ 0.0262251 0 [ 00713497
Israel 0.026563 | 0.0708542 | 0.0832049 0.00746711 00124784 00107188 _| 0.00805571 | 0.0628206_| 0.0400413 | 0.0033032
Latvia 0.003307| 0.00220797 | 0.00427023 0.00903 00145581 000206132 | 0.0288712_| 0.000431016 [ 0
Lithuania 0.006172 | 0.024342 | 0.0184151 00104192 0.0103986 0.000412263 | 00273424 | 0.00743503 [ 0
Poland 0.009259 | 0.0233647 | 0.0044859 0.0342098 00124784 000123679 | 0.0131714 | 00252144 | 0.0839996 | 0.0013213
Romania 0.023587| _ 0.0230208 | 0.0100501 00274373 00270364 000247358 | 0.0288418 0 0.00261139 0
Russia 0.051914 | 0.0234552 | 0.0242843 00255271 0022877 00267971 0.027166 | 0.00107754 [ 0
Serbia 0.021714 ] 0.0225865 | 0.00517604 00234433 00270364 000948206 | 0.0285478 0 0.00217616 0
Azerbaijan 0.006393 | 000249754 | 0.00228608 | __0.000347308 0.0353553 00552433 | 0.0211977 | 00157321 [ 0
Belarus 0.02017 | 0.00846993 | 0.00892867 00237906 00103986 697 | 0012407 | 0.0364208 [ 0
Georgia 0.008046 | 0.00617147 | 0.00207042 000156288 00124784 000700848 | 0.0244611 | 0.0151933 |0.00435231 0
Ukraine 0.019178 | _0.000235276 | 0.00707392 00338625 00270364 00507084 | 0.0158174 | 0.0286626 | 0.00174092 0
Appendix C
Table C1. Decision Matrix of Average Firm Evaluation
Weights (w) 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666
5 . % of Firms with Private .
L % of Firms with L . Private Government/State
Criteria Age (years) Female Top M Female Participation | Domestic Foreign (%) %)
emale Top Manager . . orei 6, o,
P & in Ownership (%) e
Turkey 159 54 254 96.6 28 0.1
Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) 13.5 19.9 32 92.7 59 0.6
Upper Income Countires (Average) 172 19.5 375 88.6 9.5 0.4
Bulgaria 152 24 39.1 94.7 53 0
Croatia 155 18.7 322 90.9 79 0.2
Czech Republic 16.5 11.6 30.7 85 149 0
Estonia 14.2 254 357 86 12.9
Hungary 142 204 47.1 94.1 4.7 3
Israel 224 10.1 273 96.3 35 0.2
Latvia 127 3L5 36.2 915 7.7
Lithuania 123 21 358 92.3 6.7 0.9
Poland 189 20.6 404 92.3 59 0.6
Romania 145 20.1 47 87.3 10.3
Russia 10.7 20.1 28.5 94.6 5.1
Serbia 154 257 383 93.6 6.1 0.2
Azerbaijan 11.7 2.4 4.1 100 0 0
Belarus 129 327 43.6 87.4 6.6 6
Georgia 8.1 321 339 95.4 4.6 0
Ukraine 13.7 189 314 98.1 12 0.6
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Table C2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Average Firm Evaluation

% of Firms with | % of Firms with Female Private Private
- PP - . Government/
Criteria Age (years) Female Top Participation in Domestic Foreign State (%)
. ate
Manager Ownership (%) (%) .
Turkey 0.0410318 0.00958052 0.0275532 0.0398789 | 0.0146016 | 0.00269447
Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) 0.0348383 0.035306 0.0347127 0.0382689 | 0.0307677 | 0.0161668
Upper Income Countires (Average) 0.0443866 0.03450963 0.0406789 0.0365763 | 0.0495412 | 0.0107779
Bulgaria 0.0392253 0.0425801 0.0424145 0.0390946 | 0.0276388 0
Croatia 0.0399995 0.033177 0.0349296 0.0375258 | 0.0411974 | 0.00538893
Czech Republic 0.0425801 0.0205804 0.0333025 0.0350902 | 0.0777015 0
Estonia 0.0366447 0.0450639 0.0387263 0.035503 | 0.0672717 0
Hungary 0.0366447 0.0361931 0.0510927 0.0388469 | 0.0245099 | 0.00269447
Israel 0.0578058 0.0179191 0.0296142 0.0397551 | 0.018252 | 0.00538893
Latvia 0.0327738 0.0558863 0.0392687 0.0377735 | 0.0401545 0
Lithuania 0.0317416 0.0372576 0.0388348 0.0381038 | 0.0349396 | 0.0242502
Poland 0.0487736 0.0365479 0.0438248 0.0381038 | 0.0307677 | 0.0161668
Romania 0.0374189 0.0356608 0.0509842 0.0360397 | 0.0537131 0
Russia 0.0276126 0.0356608 0.030916 0.0390533 | 0.0265958 | 0.00538893
Serbia 0.0397415 0.0455962 0.0415467 0.0386405 | 0.0318107 | 0.00538893
Azerbaijan 0.0301932 0.00425801 0.00444756 0.0412825 0 0
Belarus 0.0332899 0.0580153 0.047296 0.0360809 | 0.0344181 0.161668
Georgia 0.020903 0.0569508 0.0367737 0.0393835 | 0.0239884 0
Ukraine 0.0353544 0.0335318 0.0340618 0.0404982 | 0.0062578 | 0.0161668
.
Appendix D
Table D1. Decision Matrix of Finance Evaluation
Weights (w) 0.1111 0.1111 0.1111 0.1111 01111 0.1111 0.1111 0.1111 0.1111
Internal Bank Fi Trade Credit |Equity. Sale of Other Working Capital Value of Collateral| % of Firms | % of Firms with
Finance for | | Einancing for | Stock For | Financing for | o8 CP* | Needed for a Loan| With Bank | a Checking or
for Investment External . .
Investment % Tavestment | Investment | Investment | R | (%ofthe Loan | Loans/line | Savings
) 2 (%) (%) (%) E Amount) of Credit | Account
Turkey 718 166 3 44 43 249 319.1 402 78.7
[Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average 73 137 4.7 52 34 24.6 196.5 375 90.9
Upper Income Countires (Average) 67.1 188 59 43 39 32.7 192.1 42.5 92.8
Bulgaria 733 15 39 35 42 26.3 165.8 421 99.3
Croatia 71.9 187 35 35 25 25 194 534 99.2
Czech Republic 60.4 23.1 4.6 3.1 87 256 158 55.1 97.8
[Estonia 76.1 20.9 L5 05 1 238 1522 40.1 100
|Hungary 76.4 154 33 14 36 254 180.6 373 87.2
Israel 63.8 316 14 3.1 0.1 229 1209 55.1 99
Latvia 78.1 62 6 65 32 21 2307 20 89.6
Lithuania 62.6 167 55 73 78 40.8 192.8 328 96.3
[Poland 73.7 122 9.5 18 28 26.6 154 316 92.7
[Romania 72.7 146 29 46 52 332 186.8 474 49.4
[Russia 843 63 33 28 33 18.1 154 21.6 100
Serbia 59 153 184 48 24 38.5 140.3 46.8 100
Azerbaijan 77 223 04 0.1 02 73 2282 14.5 69.8
Belarus 78.2 144 39 11 25 213 153.6 304 92.2
Georgia 75.2 12 L1 109 08 20.5 2227 357 94.2
Ukraine 66.8 111 83 64 74 188 160.8 184 88.7
Table D2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Finance Evaluation
Internal  (Bank Finance | Trade Credit | Equity, Sale Other Working | Value of Collateral| % of Firms |% of Firms with|
- Finance for for Financing for | of Stock For |Financing for Capital Needed for aLoan| With Bank | a Checking or
Criteria - :
Investment | Investment | Investment | Investment | Investment External (% of the Loan | Loans/line of Savings
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Financing (%) Amount) Credit Account
Turkey 0.0254348 | 0.0248173 | 0.0123406 | 0.0237786 | 0.00539664 | 0.0242549 0.0429492 0.0263866
[Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) | 0.0258599 | 0.0204818 | 0.0193337 | 0.028102 | 0.00426711 | 0.0239627 0.0264479 0.0246144
[Upper Income Countires (Average) 0.0237699 | 0.0281063 | 0.0242699 | 0.0232382 | 0.00489463 | 0.0318529 0.0258557 0.0278963 | 0.0259223
Bulgaria 0.0259662 | 0.0224253 | 0.0160428 | 0.0189148 | 0.00527114 | 0.0256187 0.0223158 0.0276337 |  0.027738
Croatia 0.0254702 | 0.0279568 | 0.0143974 | 0.0189148 | 0.00313758 | 0.0243523 0.0261114 0.0350509 | 0.0277101
Czech Republic 0.0213964 | 0.0345349 | 0.0189223 | 0.0167531 | 0.109188 | 0.0249368 0.021266 0.0361667 |  0.027319
[Estonia 0.0269581 | 0.0312459 | 0.00617032 |0.00270212] 0.00125503 | 0.0231834 0.0204853 0.026321 0.0279335
Hungary 0.0270643 | 0.0230233 | 0.0135747 |0.00756592] 0.00451812 |  0.024742 0.0243078 00244831 | 0.0243581
Israel 0.0226009 | 0.0472426 | 0.00575896 | 0.0167531 | 0.0001255 | 0.0223067 0.0162725 0.0361667 | 0.0276542
Latvia 0.0276666 | 0.00926912 | 0.0246813 | 0.0351275 | 0.00401611 | 0.020456 0.031051 00131277 | 0.0250285
Lithuania 00221758 | 0.0249668 | 0.0226245 | 0.0394509 | 0.00978926 | 0.039743 0.0259499 0.0215294 0.0269
Poland 0.0261079 | 0.0182392 | 0.0390787 |0.00972762 | 0.00351409 | 0.0259109 0.0207276 0.0207417 0.0258944
Romania 0.0257536 | 0.0218273 | 0.0119293 | 0.0248595 | 0.00652617 | 0.0323399 0.0251423 0.0311126 0.0137992
Russia 0.0298629 | 0.00941862 | 0.0135747 | 0.0151318 | 0.00414161 0.0176311 0.0207276 0.0141779 0.0279335
Serbia 0.0209005 | 0.0228738 | 0.0756892 | 0.0259403 | 0.00301208 | 0.0375026 0.0188837 0.0307187 0.0279335
|Azerbaijan 0.0272769 | 0.0333389 | 0.00164542 |0.00054042] 0.00025101 [ 0.00711088 0.0307145 0.00951756 | 0.0194976
Belarus 0.027702 [ 0.0215283 | 0.0160428 [0.00594465 | 0.00313758 | 0.0207482 0.0206738 0.019954 | 0.0257547
Georgia 0.0266393 | 0.0179402 | 0.0045249 | 0.0589061 | 0.00100403 [ 0.0199689 0.0299743 0.0234329 | 0.0263134
Ukraine 0.0236636 | 0.0165947 | 0.0341424 | 0.0345871 | 0.00928725 | 0.018313 0.0216428 00120775 | 0.0247771
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Appendix E

Table E1. Decision Matrix of Infrastructure Evaluation

Weights (w) 0.14285 0.14285 0.14285 0.14285 0.14285 0.14285 0.14285
Criteria Number of Power Outages | Value Lost Due to Power | Number of Water Shortages | Average Duration of the | Delay in Obtainingan | Delay in Obtaining a |Delay in Obtaining a Mainline|
in a Typical Month Outages (% of Sales) in a Typical Month Water Shortage (hours) | Electrical Connection | Water Connections Telephone Connection
[ Turke; 17 0.9 0.3 0.2 83 3.1 0
[Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average)| 16 0.9 0.3 0.5 334 274 22.5
[Upper Income Countires (Average) 32 0.9 05 11 303 326 129
Bulgaria 1.2 04 0.1 14 49.2 70.1 25
Croatia 1 0.1 0 423 30
| Czech Republi 04 02 0.5 58 20
[Estonia 06 0.1 24 14 4 9
Hungary 0.3 02 0 0 235 10
Isracl 0.1 [ 0 [ 553 25
Latvia 03 0.1 0 05 4.9 1 o
Lithuania 0.2 0 0 0 43.2 14 10
Poland 02 02 0 o 65.8 40.6 24
[Romania 14 0.7 0.7 03 517 23 16
Russia 0.3 0.2 0.4 11 1204 53.6 32
Serbia 09 05 03 03 50.5 1554 40
| Azerbaijan 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 43 5 3
Belarus 0.1 0.1 0.1 03 216 17.1 11
|Georgia 1 0.5 0.2 1.7 8.6 8.4 4
|Ukraine 0.3 02 0.1 05 6.7 7 4
Table E2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Infrastructure Evaluation
Number of Power Number of Water | Average Duration . . Delay in Obtaining | Delay in Obtaining a
Criteria o) || CiE e R mEEET ||t oy || e aWater Mainline Telephone
Outages (% of Sales) ! Electrical Connection © ¢
Month Typical Month | Shortage (hours) Connections Connection
Turkey 0.0504942 0.0656936 0.0161861 0.00879598 0.00592636 0.00218239 0
[Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average))| 0.0475239 0.0656936 0.0161861 0.0219899 0.0238482 0.0192895 0.0380866
Upper Income Countires (Average) 0.0950479 0.0656936 0.0269769 0.0483779 0.0216348 0.0229503 0.0218363
Bulgaria 0.035643 0.0291972 0.00539537 0.0615718 0.0351297 0.0493502 0.0423184
Croatia 0.0297025 0.00729929 0 0 0.030203 0.0318206 0.0507821
Czech Republic 0.011881 0.0145986 0 0.0219899 0.0414131 0.0179519 0.0338548
Estonia 0.0178215 0.00729929 0.129489 0.0615718 0.00999626 0.00520957 0.0152346
Hungary 0.00891074 0.0145986 0 0 0.0167794 0.0176703 0.0169274
Israel 0.00297025 0 0 0 0.0394852 0.0246399 0.0423184
Latvia 0.00891074 0.00729929 0 0.0219899 0.00349869 0.000703997 0
Lithuania 0.00594049 0 0 0 0.0308456 0.00985595 0.0169274
Poland 0.00594049 0.0145986 0 [ 0.0469824 0.0285823 0.0406257
[Romania 0.0415834 0.0510951 0.0377676 0.013194 0.0369148 0.0161919 0.0270838
Russia 0.00891074 0.0145986 0.0215815 0.0483779 0.0859679 0.0377342 0.0541676
Serbia 0.0267322 0.0364965 0.0161861 0.013194 0.036058 0.109401 0.0677095
| Azerbaijan 0.0148512 0.00729929 0.00539537 0.00439799 0.00307028 0.00351998 0.00507821
Belarus 0.00297025 0.00729929 0.00539537 0.013194 0.0154228 0.0120383 0.0186201
Georgia 0.0297025 0.0364965 0.0107907 0.0747658 0.00614056 0.00591357 0.00677095
Ukraine 0.00891074 0.0145986 0.00539537 0.0219899 0.00478393 0.00492798 0.00677095
Appendix F
Table F1. Decision Matrix of Trade Evaluation
‘Weights (w) 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666 0.1666
9o of Exporte |2 0L s tat Use Material A?;::;;t::«to P et || Mere G e |l (g i B
Criteria e Tnputs and/or Supplies of o Ttaean Clear Imports from | Export Due to Theft Due to Breakage or
Foreign origin . Customs (days) (%) Spoilage (%)
Turkey 38.6 39.6 6.2 6.4 0.4 0.5
[Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) 236 64.5 14 6.1 02 0.8
Upper Income Countires (Average) 203 672 7.1 94 02 04
Bulgaria 20.7 61.7 23 15 0 0
Croatia 346 779 18 28 0 0.2
Czech Republic 514 80 11.3 8.7 0.1 0.5
Estonia 49.7 96.3 2 27 0 0
Hungary 233 59.1 B 12 2.7
Israel 20.3 80.6 35 0.1 0.1
Latvia 33.4 70 7.6 0.1 0.1
Lithuania 35 62.7 35 0 0.5
Poland 254 55.6 4.4 0.4 0.6
[Romania 25.1 76.5 22 0 [
Russia 129 69.7 19.3 0 0.2
Serbia 29.3 713 5.7 0 0.4
| Azerbaijan 2 22.7 42 0 0
Belarus 277 84.5 3.1 0.1 0.1
Georgia 74 56 22 0 0.2
Ukraine 16.9 46.8 39 25 52
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Table F2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Trade Evaluation

o % of Firms that Use Average Time to Average Time to Loses during Direct
Criteria BB | il | b || @i ||| SO | B
Firms ‘ > and/or. Export Due to Theft (%) °
Supplies of Foreign origin| Through Customs | ~Customs (days) or Spoilage (%)

Turkey 0.0509929 00224342 0.0514662 0.0358953 0.0233717 0.0137785
[Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) | 0.031177 0.0365405 0.0365244 0.0342127 0.0116858 0.0220456
Upper Income Countires (Average) 0.0268175 0.0380701 0.0589371 0.0527211 0.0116858 0.0110228
Bulgaria 0.0273459 0.0349543 0.0190923 000841295 0 0
Croatia 0.0457086 0.0441319 0.0149418 0.0157042 0 0.00551139
Czech Republic 0.0679024 0.0453216 0.0938013 0.0487951 000584292 0.0137785
Estonia 0.0656566 0.0545558 0016602 0.0151433 0 0
[Hungary 0.0307807 0.0334813 0.0307137 0.0448691 0.070115 0.0744038
Tsracl 0.0268175 0.0456615 0.0381846 0.0196302 000584292 0.0027557
Latvia 0.0441234 0.0396564 0.0406749 0.0426256 000584292 0.0027557
Lithuania 0.0462371 0.0355208 0.0116214 0.0196302 0 0.0137785
Poland 0.0335549 0.0314985 0.0381846 0.024678 0.0233717 0.0165342
Romania 0.0331586 0.0433388 0.0091311 0.012339 0 0
Russia 0.0170417 00394864 0.0464856 0.108247 0 0.00551139
Serbia 0038707 0.0403929 0016602 0.0319692 0 0.0110228
[Azerbaijan 000264212 001286 0.0182622 0.0235563 0 0
Belarus 0.0365933 0.0478709 0.0199224 0.0173868 000584292 0.0027557

0.00977583 00317251 0.0240729 0.012339 0 0.00551139

0.0223259 0.0265131 0.0340341 0.0218737 0.146073 0.143296

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

Weights (w) 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
% of Firms Believing the sty @ Losses Due to Theft, Robbery, |% of Firms Formally Registered
Criteria Court System is Fair, (% of Sales) ‘Vandalism, and Arson Against| when Started Operations in the
Impartial and Uncorrupted the Firm (% of Sales) Country

Turkey 356 1.7 02 98.1
Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) 40.7 12 0.3 98.1
Upper Income Countires (Average) 42.3 1.1 0.6 92.1
Bulgaria 22.3 0.9 0.7 96.9
Croatia 362 02 04 96.2
Czech Republic 42.1 0.7 0.5 98.9
Estonia 68.9 0.5 0.2 98.4
Hungary 539 1.1 0 95.6
Israel 78.5 0.4 0.1 90.8
Latvia 39.5 0.6 0.2 98.8
Lithuania 325 0.4 0.6 100
Poland 473 1.1 0.3 98
Romania 51.8 1.2 0.4 95.9
Russia 29.7 1.7 0.4 98.3
Serbia 26.5 0.5 0.3 98.8
Azerbaijan 78.8 0.6 0 97
Belarus 53.1 1 0.4 98.8
Georgia 66.9 0.9 0 97.2
Ukraine 18.5 3.8 0.4 98.3

Table G2. Weighted Normalized Ma

trix of Crime and Informality Evaluation

% of Firms Believing the Court Security Costs Losses Due to Theft, Robbery. | % of Firms Formally Registered
Criteria Systemis Fair, Inpartial and |~ GR0R | PP% | Vandalism, and Arson Against | - when Stared Operations i the
Uncorrupted the Firm (% of Sales) Country

Turkey 0.0419195 0.0758204 0.030657 0.0578882
Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) 0.0479248 0.0535203 0.0459855 0.0578882
Upper Income Countires (Average) 0.0498089 0.0490602 0.0919709 0.0543476
Bulgaria 0.0262586 0.0401402 0.107299 0.0571801
Croatia 0.042626 0.00892004 0.0613139 0.056767
Czech Republic 0.0495734 0.0312201 0.0766424 0.0583602
Estonia 0.0811307 0.0223001 0.030657 0.0580652
Hungary 0.063468 0.0490602 0 0.0564129
Israel 0.0924349 0.0178401 0.0153285 0.0535805
Latvia 0.0465118 0.0267601 0.030657 0.0583012
Lithuania 0.0382692 0.0178401 0.0919709 0.0590094
Poland 0.0556964 0.0490602 0.0459855 0.0578292
Romania 0.0609952 0.0535203 0.0613139 0.05659

Russia 0.0349722 0.0758204 0.0613139 0.0580062
Serbia 0.0312041 0.0223001 0.0459855 0.0583012
Azerbaijan 0.0927881 0.0267601 0 0.0572391
Belarus 0.062526 0.0446002 0.0613139 0.0583012
Georgia 0.0787757 0.0401402 0 0.0573571
Ukraine 0.021784 0.169481 0.0613139 0.0580062
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Appendix H
Table H1. Decision Matrix of Innovation and Workforce Evaluation

Weights (w) 0.14285 0.14285 0.14285 0.14285 0.14285 0.14285 0.14285
. % of Firms with % of Firms Usin
pesthimns ity Annual Financial | % of Firms using Email to ¢ Average Number of | AV NUmBEE | o o) Time
Criteria Internationally Recognized. N ! 5 5 of Permanent, Fu
. 3 Statement Reviewed | their own Website | Communicate with | Temporary Workers [ Female Workers.
Quality Certification N N Time Workers
by External Auditor Clients/suppliers
Turkey 324 443 68.1 893 1.6 39 22
| Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) 239 335 603 845 2.7 29 384
[Upper Income Countires (Average) 20.3 50.1 49.3 83.1 37.1 37.1
Bulgaria 233 35.1 55.1 88 293 413
Croatia 235 31 70.1 953 229 33.1
Czech Republic 409 476 91 959 379 348
Estonia 28.7 40.6 79.6 972 22 35
{Hungary 48.7 46.7 61.1 81 25.1 464
Israel 33 934 672 98.9 296 32
Latvia 19.5 36.7 48.1 926 18.1 443
Lithuania 17.9 282 67 98 222 384
[Poland 331 163 84.1 90.6 1. 44.1 388
Romania 344 36.5 678 89.2 0.5 229 418
[Russia 12.6 23 64.6 95.1 14 38.7 434
Serbia 236 443 60.7 926 12 258 48
Azerbaijan 12.8 46.5 32.5 64.8 12 28.7 314
|Belarus 135 433 66.4 88.6 2 425 509
Georgia 7.6 283 494 75.8 33 25.1 444
Ukraine 16.6 329 553 87.9 7.1 29.5 41

Table H2. Weighted Normalized Matrix of Innovation and Workforce Evaluation

. . % of Firms with % of Firms Usin
- %6 of Firms With Annval Financial | % of Firms using Euailto Average Number of | AYS28NMIE | o pr e
Criteria Internationally Recognized : ) & : of Permanent. Full
. 2 Statement Reviewed | their own Website | Communicate with | Temporary Workers | Female Workers
Quality Certification Time Workers
by External Auditor

Turkey 0.0398933 0.0339388 0.0346518 0.0327935 0.0213832 0.0413745 0.0181882
[Eastern Europe & Central Assia (Average) 0.0294275 0.0256648 0.0306829 0.0310308 0.0360841 0.0307657 0.0317467
Upper Income Countires (Average) 0.0249949 0.0383823 0.0250857 0.0305167 0.0494486 0.0393588 0.0306719
Bulgaria 0.0286887 0.0268906 0.0280369 0.0323161 0.0106916 0.0310839 0.0341442
Croatia 0.028935 0.0237495 0.0356695 0.0349969 0.0253925 0.0242943 0.027365
Czech Republi 0.0503592 0.036467 0.0463042 0.0352172 0.0147009 0.0402075 0.0287704
|Estonia 0.0353376 0.0311042 0.0405034 0.0356946 0.0160374 0.0233395 0.0289357
Hungary 0.0599631 0.0357775 0.0310899 0.0297455 0.0294019 0.0266282 0.0383605
Israel 0.0406321 0.071555 0.0341938 0.0363189 0.0253925 0.0314022 0.0264555
Latvia 0.0240099 0.0281164 0.0244751 0.0340054 0.0106916 0.019202 0.0366244
Lithuania 0.0220398 0.0216044 0.0340921 0.0359884 0.0227196 0.0235516 0.0317467
[Poland 0.0407552 0.0124876 0.0427932 0.0332709 0.0160374 0.046785 0.0320773
[Romania 0.0423559 0.0279631 0.0344991 0.0327568 0.00668224 0.0242943 0.0345576
[Russia 0.0155141 0.0177738 0.0328709 0.0349234 0.0187103 0.0410562 0.0358803
Serbia 0.0290581 0.0339388 0.0308864 0.0340054 0.0160374 0.0273708 0.0396833

rbaij; 0.0157603 0.0356243 0.0165372 0.0237964 0.0160374 0.0304474 0.0259595
Belarus 0.0166222 0.0331727 0.0337868 0.0325365 0.026729 0.0450876 0.0420808
Georgia 0.0093577 0.021681 0.0251365 0.0278359 0.0441028 0.0266282 0.0367071

| Ukraine 0.0204392 0.0252051 0.0281387 0.0322794 0.0948878 0.0312961 0.0338962




