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GLOBAICOMPETITIVENESSRKEAND THENORLD

TheGlobal Competitiveness Indprovides a comprehensive picture of theompetitiveness
landscape in countries around the world at all stages of development.
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Key indicators, 2010
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Table 2: Countries/economies at each stage of development

Stage ) Transsion from Stage 2 Transmon from Stage 3
Factor-dnven stage | 10 stage 2 Efficiency-draven stage 2to stage 3 Innovation-driven
{37 econameas) 24 economeas) (28 economies) (18 econonues) 35 economies)
Bangladesh Algaria Albania Argensna Austraka

Benin Angola Balize Barbados Austria

Bolivia Armenie Bosnia and Herzegovina Brazil Bahrain
Burkina Faso Azerbaijan Bulgaria Chile Belgum
Burundi Botswana Cape Varde Croatia Canasda
Cambodia Brunel Darussatam China Estonia Cyprus
Cameroon Egypt Colombia Hungary Czach Republic
Chad Georgie Costa Rica Latvin Denmark

Céte d'lvoire Guatemala Dominican Rapublic Labanon Finland
Ethiopia Guyana Ecuador Lithuania France

Gambia, The Honduras El Salvador Maxico Germany
Ghana Iran, Islamic Rep. Indonesia Oman Greece

Haiti Jamaica Jordan Poland Hong Kong SAR
Inda Kazakhstan Macedaonia, FYR Russlan Fedaration Iceland

Kenya Kuwait Malaysia Slovak Republic Ireland

Kyrgyz Republic Mongolia Mauritus Trinkdad and Tobago lsrael

Lesotho Paraguay Montenegro Turkey Italy
Madagascar Philippines Marocco Uruguay Japan

Malawi Qatar Namibéa Korea, Rep.
Mali Saudi Arabia Panama Luxembourg
Mauritania Sri Lanka Peru Malta

Moldova Syria Romania Netharands
Mozambique Ukraine Sarbia Naw Zealand
Nepal Venezuela South Africa Norway
Nicaragua Suriname Portugal
Nigeria Swaziland Puarto Rico
Pakistan Tha#land Singapore
Rwanda Tunisia Slovenia
Senagal Spain

Tajkistan Sweden
Tanzania Switzerand
Timor-Lests Talwan, China
Uganda Unitod Arab Emirates
Viemam United Kingdom
Yomen United States
Zambia

Zimbabwe

According to World Economic Forum, Global Competitiveness Index Tuekagnong 18 economies in which those
GNI yaAdGAaz2y FTNRY a9FFAOASyOe
countries in this group: Argentina, Barbados, Brazil, Chili, Croatia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lebanomihithua

Mexico, Oman, Poland, Russian Federation, Slovak Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, Uruguay

I NB Ay

Turkey moves up by two places this year58th position. The country benefits from its
largemarket (17th), which is characterized by intense laamhpeition (13th). Turkey also
benefits from its reasonablgeveloped infrastructure (51st), particulargads and air transport,
although ports and the electricityupply require upgrading. In order to furthenhance its
competitiveness, Turkey must focusimproving its human resources base through better
primaryeducation and healthcare (75th) and higher educatma training (74th), increasing the
efficiency of itdabor market (133rd), and reinforcing the efficiency drahsparency of its public

institutions (86th).
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Global Competitiveness Index

Rank  Score Stage of development
foutof 142)  (1-7)

GCI 2011-2012 59....43 1 Transition 2
GC1 2010-2011 (out of 139) 61.....4.2 2 23
GCI 2009-2010 (out of 133) Bl 42 Factor Efficiency

driven
Basic requirements {36.5%) 64.....46
Institutions O | S
Infrastructure 51....44
Macroeconomic environment 69.....48 Innovation _ . Infrastructure
Health and primary education ......56

Institutions

Business . | [ Macroaconomic
Efficiency enhancers (50.0%) 52 42 sophistication ~_ \ = ' environment
Higher education and training 74....40

- Health and
Goods market ef.fufuency.. B ¥ S— Y Markstsio [/ ey
Labor market efficiency 18.....35 education
Financial market development....... 55........4.3 L ‘
Technological readiness kX: Technological 3 "/ Higher education
Market size 5.2 readiness : . : and training

Innovation and sophistication factors (13.5%) 36 Financial market ‘ : 600#15 market
Business sophistication 41 dovelopmant efficiancy
Innovation

Labor market efficiency

=Om= jurkey  =Om= Economies in transition from 210 3

Download Turkey reporic World Economic Forum / Global Competitiveness Index

Download:Full reportc World Economic Forum / Global Competitiveness Index

THE DISTRIBUTIONKBUSEHOLD DISPOSABIEOME

ECO/WKP(2012)1

Figure 7. The household disposable income distribution: cross-country comparisons and trends

Gini index and gap between the 10% and 90" centile

W Late 2000s < Mid-1990s

Gap between poorest and richest 10%
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Source: OECD Income Distribution and Poveataliase

The above chart has shown that the household disposable income distribution is fairly narrow in
the Nordic countries, some Eastern European countries as well as Austria and Belgium. The Gini
index is somewhat higher in a number aintinental European countries and higher still in the
Engliskspeaking countries as well as Japan, Korea, Italy and Portugal.

Income inequality is highest in the poorer OECD countries (Chile, Mexico and Tuikesgentile

ratios provide a measure of beehold disposable income inequality at specific points of the
income distribution and are a more intuitive way to gauge the width of the income distribution.
The gap between the upper bound value of the 1th decile and the upper bound value of the 9st
decie of households is close to 1:3 for the three countries with the most narrow household
disposable income distribution and above 1:6 for the three countries with the widest. Also the
crosscountry differences in the share of top income earners (top pelitanin total household
disposable income are very wide, ranging from 4.5 for Sweden to 18.1 for the United States.

On the other hand, as shown on the below chart Turkey is one of those countries where Gini index
recorded drops (Figure 1, righand pané).

Figure 1. Income inequality increased in most OECD countries

Gini coefficients of income inequality, mid-1980s and late 2000s
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Source: OECD Income Distribution and Poverty Database

www.oecd.ilibrary.org/d __ocserver/download/fulltext/5k9h297wxbnr.pdf?expires=1349261502&id=id&accname=guest
&checksum=6DBFC11FOE3B244AFE2771AA9E97FFF9



http://www.oecd.org/social/socialpoliciesanddata/47723414.pdf
http://www.oecd.ilibrary.org/docserver/download/fulltext/5k9h297wxbnr.pdf?expires=1349261502&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=6DBFC11F0E3B244AFE2771AA9E97FFF9
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DEMOCRAQX TURKEXANDIN THEWORLD

ey il gemocraces SNl

. o

| =2
Flawed Semocaces

778

| 689

Mper0 regme s
i 59

o

Astonianan reguee s

Sourcehttp://www.eiu.com

Londonbased? O2 v 2 YA & L v iD&riodracydlfdgxOnhich! mériitars)1®7 nations
NI} yla GKS avYltt LYRAIFY hOSIy A&fFYyRT 6AGK
RSY2ONI OASasz¢ 2dzald FKSIFIR 2F {LIAYy®

Norway is in first place followed by three other Scandinavian countriesland, Denmark
and Sweden. Canada is eighth, Ireland is 12th, Germany is 14th, the U.K. is 18th, while the

' d{ ® A& NIY]ISR MPpiIKOPEKS NBYFAYAON diA OB2 dy iidraga

I N6 RAGARSR Ayid2 po aFtlIgsgSR RSY2O0ONI OASasé
respectively. The next category consists ofé3R & 6 NA R amdBnglad¥sSHorkg Kong
(80th), Singapore (81sfjurkey (88th) Tanzania (90th) angenya (103rd). The remaining
countries in the Index, including Bahrain, Chad, Fiji, Madagascar, Saudi Arabia, and North
Y2NBIFZ NS RSAONAOSR & dal dZiK2NRGF NRF Yy dé

Human Rights Violations in Turkey and ECHR

The graph below illustrates the current workload of the Court: at the end of 2011, more than
151,600 allocated applications were pending before the Court. As in previous years, four
States account for over half (54.3%) of its docket: 26.6% of the caselraceed against
Russia10.5% of the cases concern Turkéy1% Italy and 8.1% Romania. Adding Ukraine
(6.8%) and Serbia (4.5%), six States account for almoshivas of the caseload (65.6%).


http://www.eiu.com/Default.aspx
http://www.eiu.com/Default.aspx

Applications allocated to a judicial formation (1999-2011)
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The following graph sets out the number of Court judgments since the entry into force of

Protocol No. 11 for the period 1999 to 2011.

Judgments (1999-2011)
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In 2011, the highest number of judgments concerned Turkey (1Rligsia (133), Ukraine
(105), Greece (73), Poland (7XRomania (68) and Bulgaria (62). These seven States

accounted for well over half (59%) of all judgments during the.year

Download: European Court of Human Rights Annual Report
www.echr.coe.int/NR/rdonlyres/77FFA2485E54D1FBE7 1
42867A469225/0/2011 Rapport Annuel EN.pdf



http://www.echr.coe.int/NR/rdonlyres/77FF4249-96E5-4D1F-BE71-42867A469225/0/2011_Rapport_Annuel_EN.pdf
http://www.echr.coe.int/NR/rdonlyres/77FF4249-96E5-4D1F-BE71-42867A469225/0/2011_Rapport_Annuel_EN.pdf

CARBONOOTPRINTIN TURKEANDIN THEWNORLD

Hot spots - the carbon atlas
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The Guardiaig Carbon Atlas Download: The GuardianCarbon Atlas
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There are several leading countries in Euragimve all Sweden, UK
and Germany. Here, performancankings havencreased during
the lastyear. However, within Europe, countries suchTaskey,
Poland and Croatia hold some of the lowpssitions in the overall

GLOBAL CARBON

FOOTPRINT

ranking. This is partigue to their policy evaluations. During its
presidencyof the European Council, Rmd blockedhe proposed
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Global Climate Change Index )
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http://chpbxl.files.wordpress.com/2012/08/carbonatlas.pdf

Rank | Country

Tendel;y
Germanwatch; Global Climate Change Index

1 - -

2* ~ -
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| ‘ Download :
| .

4 | Sweden 68.1 --- Germanwatch: Global Climate Change Index

5 |2 United Kingdom| 67.4
2 unesingsom) 7+ | [ ]
6 ‘7! German 67.2
2jcemary |72 | ]
i |

7 | Brazil | 66.9 --l
| | |

58 N Turkey 41.7 ‘_-
RIS ! | i

59 - Kazakhstan 381

60 N Iran 36.0

61 -» SaudiArabia 24.5

National carbon footprint and trade balance

Total footprint, emissions embodied in trade and emissions distributed on domestic final demands

Carbon Footprint of exports s
Carbon Footprint of imports

Government

Household indirect =

Househo!d direct (transport and heating) - IIII
o S0

100 150 200 250
million tonnes CO2-equivalents

Carbon footprint per capita
National carbon footprint distributed [tonnes CO2-equivalents]

on goods

Construction
Shelter
B Food
B Clothing
B Manufactured products
B Mobility
B Service
B Trade

The green and yellow boundaries
represent sustainable and worid
average levels respectively.

11


http://chpbxl.files.wordpress.com/2012/08/germanwatch-global-climate-change-index.pdf

Infant Mortality and Satisfaction with Air Quality

Infant mortality and satisfaction with air quality

Infant mortality rate per 1000 live births (left axis) ¢ Share of the population satisfied with water quality, percentage (right axis) 100
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At 17.0 infant deaths per 1000 birth§urkish infant mortality is the highest in the OECD
and more than three timeshigher than the OECD average of 44 64.1% of the Turkish
population satisfaction with water quality is also the lowest in the OECD, well below the
average of 86.1%. Countries with high infant mortality typically have low satisfaction with
local water giality. See the report in the below link)

Download: OECD Report

http://www.oecd.org/els/socialpoliciesanddata/societyataglance201-becdsocialindicators.htm
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WOMENIN TURKEY

Source: Global Gender Gap Index

Gender equality is the main pillar ofRSY2 ONJF GAO &d20ASdieé FyR S0O2y2Y
politicians, legislators, judiciary authorities, bureaucrats, teachers, academics, business
executives and civic society leaders in Turkey should focus more intensively on the
SaGFof AaKYSy (idzZ2(FA (Fe aCHSYIRIBNES ¢éSlIAY 2NRSNJ (G2 0NRY:
21st century democratic society. Turkey has a young, dynamic population with aspirations to

live in an economically prosperous country with a positive outlook for their future. It is the
responsbility of all political parties in Turkey to work together to improve its score card on

gender equality and bring it up to the standards of the European Union.

In the Gender Equality report of the World Economic Forum, Turkey ranks 122th out of a
total of 135 countries for gender equalityurkey occupies thkast place in the regional
rankings in Global Gender Gap Index. The country perfaboge average in the political
empowerment of women primarily women in parliamentand in the
educationalattainment category, but lags behind in the other two subindexBsrkey ranks
among the 10 worst performers the economic participation and opportunity subindex.
(Global Gender Gap Index)
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