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Abstract. The economic growth of any country relies significantly on its business environment and entrepreneurship,
particularly after overcoming a crisis such as the COVID-19 pandemic. This research paper employs macroeconomic
indicators to compare the business environment across European Union (EU) countries, integrating cluster analysis
with the TOPSIS method. The results revealed distinct clusters in the European business landscape, highlighting Ger-
many as having the most favourable environment due to regulatory reductions and innovation promotion. France and
Italy represent another cluster with advanced industrial status, while Hungary stands out with competitiveness short-
comings, suggesting the overall business climate may not be conducive for enterprises.
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1. Introduction

Regular monitoring of the business environment helps
businesses recognize new market opportunities and po-
tential risks. Changing economic conditions, consumer
behaviour, and regulatory environments can influence
market dynamics (Dutta & Khurana, 2023). As high-
lighted by Fernandes et al. (2023), businesses must com-
prehend the competitive environment to position them-
selves effectively. Monitoring the tactics of competitors,
market share, and innovations enables companies to ad-
just and distinguish their offerings in the marketplace.
Additionally, monitoring indicators like GDP growth,
inflation rates, and employment trends offers businesses
a macroeconomic perspective. Understanding economic
conditions is pivotal for companies to make informed
decisions regarding investment, expansion, and resource
allocation. The EU experienced a significant economic
downturn due to the pandemic, leading to recessions in
numerous member states. Economic activity decreased
because of travel restrictions, lockdowns, and disruptions

in several industries. The COVID-19 pandemic had an
extensive impact on the business environment in the EU,
which included both short-term challenges and long-
term consequences. The ability of businesses to adapt,
their resilience, and the effectiveness of policy responses
played pivotal roles in determining recovery trajecto-
ries across various sectors and countries within the EU
(Chen et al., 2020; Gandjour, 2022; Panazan et al., 2023).

Thus, the main aim of this paper is to evaluate the
business climates across the EU nations, a political and
economic union comprising 27 member nations primar-
ily situated in Europe, by focusing on macroeconomic
indicators, analysing the factors affecting business ac-
tivities, and, subsequently, applying appropriate statisti-
cal techniques to validate the results. It is imperative to
evaluate specific macroeconomic indicators within EU
countries, as they provide a comprehensive perspective
on the economic conditions within the nations form-
ing the common market and facilitate a comparison of
the significance of different countries within the same
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community. The research paper is focused on examin-
ing the business climate across a 6-year timeframe, with
the pre-COVID years spanning 2017-2019 and the
COVID-19 pandemic years covering 2020-2022. This
evaluation involves the analysis of fundamental macro-
economic indicators, including gross domestic product
(GDP), general government debt (GGD), direct foreign
investment (FDI), inflation (I), unemployment (U), ex-
ports (EX), and imports (IM), utilizing the multi-criteria
decision-making technique.

According to Tuysuz and Kahraman (2023), multi-
criteria decision-making is a complex yet indispensable
process. According to Sira et al. (2020), the technique
for order performance by similarity to the ideal solution
(TOPSIS) is one of the most used techniques for multi-
ple objective decision-making, which is a crucial instru-
ment in the present uncertain business environment and
a useful method for ranking and choosing among a set
of externally defined alternatives. Therefore, the TOP-
SIS method was used to evaluate the business climate
in countries within the EU, giving priority to attributes
that are important for the prosperous growth of prospec-
tive business operations. The results facilitated the iden-
tification of homogeneous clusters representing business
conditions in EU countries. The study provides valuable
insights by categorizing countries based on similarities
in their business environments, thereby contributing to
the enhancement of European market competitiveness
and facilitating effective focus on international markets.
Monitoring the business environment of EU countries
is imperative for adapting to changes, recognizing op-
portunities, managing risks, and making well-informed
business decisions. This practice enhances the overall
resilience and competitiveness of businesses operating
within the European Union.

The study has valuable insights by categorizing coun-
tries based on similarities in their business environments,
providing a beneficial framework for enhancing competi-
tiveness in the European market. The contribution of this
paper lies in furnishing essential data to entrepreneurs
and governments regarding the present condition of
the business environment across EU countries after the
COVID-19 pandemic. These insights would facilitate the
development of policies and strategies that support eco-
nomic recovery, recognize the competitive strengths and
vulnerabilities of respective countries, and foster global
collaboration in trade and innovation endeavors.

The paper is divided into several sections. The Theo-
retical Background provides a synopsis of recent and per-
tinent studies affirming the influence of the coronavirus
pandemic on the business climate and the advancement
of national competitiveness. The Data and Methodology
section outlines the countries and factors under analy-
sis, clarifying the methodological procedures used. The
Results and Discussion section introduces the research
outcomes, which are discussed within the framework of
other pertinent studies published worldwide.
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2. Theoretical background

The operational dynamics of individual businesses in the
market are primarily determined by the business envi-
ronment, which is summarized as a collection of influ-
ences that contribute to the establishment and growth of
business entities as well as the sustainable development of
national economies (Trang & Nam, 2020). Consequently,
the generality of corporate decision-making methods and
the overall quality of the business climate hold significant
importance. Additionally, Kim (2022) underscored the
fundamental role played by national entrepreneurship
systems, which are influenced by opportunities at the
individual level and regulated by institutional elements
unique to each country. This conclusion was further
clarified by Inacio Junior et al. (2021), emphasizing that
national entrepreneurship systems should be considered
a critical priority, facilitating effective resource allocation
by entrepreneurs in national economies.

The examination of variations in economic growth
across countries, exploring the interdependence between
institutions and entrepreneurship within an ecosystem,
has been investigated (Masca, 2017; Bilan et al., 2019;
Hajduova et al,, 2021; Szymczak et al., 2023). Addition-
ally, the foremost predictor of expectations for economic
growth is the initial size of the firm (Trang & Nam, 2020).
A smaller government, financial stability, institutional
quality, and start-up abilities are among the important
determinants of productive entrepreneurship, according
to Dutta and Khurana (2023). Kim (2022) and Fernandes
et al. (2023) highlighted the necessity for labour market
reforms and financial market deregulation to support
the growth of high-performance ventures. The authors
clarified the relationship between entrepreneurship and
economic growth through the Global Entrepreneurship
Index, which describes the distinctive characteristics
of entrepreneurship in various countries (Inacio Junior
et al,, 2021).

Each country maintains its own unique internal pol-
icy, often referred to as the macro environment, wherein
businesses lack the ability to create the conditions within
the business environment (Valaskova & Nagy, 2023). The
government functions as the crucial economic regula-
tor, and all market-focused financial and administrative
organizations are contingent upon its decisions (Belas
et al., 2020). The industry-specific context represents a
dominant environment wherein businesses focusing on
competitive dynamics have the capacity to adjust their
relations with suppliers and customers (Holl & Rama,
2023). Concurrently, the worldwide context, character-
ized by contemporary technologies, technological ac-
cessibility, and information and communication infra-
structure, also enhances the opportunities for business
development and production (Valaskova et al., 2022).

These studies may overlook the intricate connec-
tions and causalities between these macroeconomic
indicators, even though they frequently examine corre-
lations between indicators such as GDP, inflation, and



D. Gajdosikova, K. Valaskova

unemployment rates. Additionally, focusing only on tra-
ditional metrics might neglect emerging trends or fail
to capture the whole complexity of modern business
environments, including the impact of digitalization
and climate change. Furthermore, differences in study
methodology and data quality might induce biases and
uncertainties, challenging the generalizability of findings.
Thus, even if these studies provide some fundamental
understanding, an in-depth examination of the macroe-
conomic influence on the business environment requires
a more complete approach that considers broader con-
textual factors and methodological rigor.

The current global business environment is heav-
ily influenced by globalization and constantly changing
trends, as well as negative aspects, including the recent
coronavirus pandemic (e.g., Meinen et al., 2021; Popescu
et al., 2023; Valaskova & Nagy, 2023). Belas et al. (2020)
conducted a study that verified that pinpointing prob-
lematic aspects of doing business within a national econ-
omy improves the development of appropriate structures
for efficient structural policies or the enhancement of
performance assessment methods and procedures. Ac-
cording to Svagzdiené et al., 2020), global challenges,
managerial competencies, and knowledge creation en-
hance the current business environment. To investigate
the multiplier effects of COVID-19 on tourism and eval-
uate its influence on macroeconomic indicators, includ-
ing GDP, total employment, and trade balance, Mariolis
et al. (2021) utilize a multi-sectorial model. Conversely,
Gandjour (2022) estimates the effects of a shutdown on
life years gained and lives saved for Germany using the
life-tables model and a variety of possibilities, establish-
ing correlations with GDP. Another study on the COV-
ID-19 pandemic by Meinen et al. (2021) reveals that, in
European countries, the economic impact is not solely
driven by the spread of the virus. The findings suggest
that a region’s trade relations serve as a crucial indirect
channel through which disruptions related to COVID-19
influence regional economic activity.

The business environment in EU countries has wit-
nessed substantial changes due to the profound effects of
the COVID-19 pandemic. Panazan et al. (2023) sought
to determine the changes caused by the pandemic in the
business relocation circumstances within the EU. They
examined the trends of global company relocations to
European countries amid the uncertainties of this mac-
roeconomic environment. When comparing the impact
of the COVID-19 pandemic in Europe and the United
States, Chen et al. (2020) concluded that regions and
countries experiencing a more widespread pandemic
experienced more severe economic setbacks. The coro-
navirus outbreak, as a worldwide pandemic, caused a
slowdown in business activities and isolated nations. The
global epidemic has far-reaching consequences for coun-
tries that are established as well as emerging, including a
decrease in economic activity.

The outbreak of COVID-19 pandemic has resulted
in an unpredictable economic performance, marked by
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heightened market volatility, unpredictability, and pre-
viously unexpected difficulties that have impacted the
worldwide economy as well as enterprises operating in
the market. Such enterprises, which frequently have dif-
ficulties with profitability and liquidity, have become par-
ticularly susceptible to external shocks. Simultaneously,
it is crucial to consider the differences among the EU
countries concerning their current competitiveness levels
and the perspective for competitive development.

3. Data and methodology

The research paper examines the business environment
in EU countries employing suitable mathematical and
statistical methods. The TOPSIS technique was utilized
to compare the business climate across EU countries.
Several significant macroeconomic factors, including
gross domestic product, general government debt, for-
eign direct investment, inflation, unemployment, export,
and import, were chosen as input variables. The average
values were computed after collecting data for all EU
countries from 2017 to 2022 and dividing it into (1) the
period before the COVID-19 pandemic until 2019, and
(2) the period following the outbreak of the pandemic.
During the examined period, all countries had positive
and negative effects that impacted the entire political and
economic environment, necessitating the use of these
two periods when evaluating business performance and
competitiveness.

The TOPSIS method is predicated on the principle
of choosing a variant that is both as far away from the
least suitable solution and as near to the ideal solution
as is conceivable. The least suitable solution comprises
the worst possible combination of criteria among all the
evaluated variants. The criteria may involve aspects of
maximization or minimization, and minimization crite-
ria need to be converted to maximization (such as GGD,
I, U, and IM in our case). Maximization criteria provide
the basis of the final representation. The following steps
were used to implement the TOPSIS method. To evalu-
ate the criteria (macroeconomic variables) in terms of
their relative relevance and assign them weights, Saaty’s
matrix was used (Table 1). The computed consistency ra-
tio (0.02854) indicated a reasonable level of consistency.

A matrix for evaluation, encompassing all examined
nations and macroeconomic factors, was developed, and
the points where each alternative intersected the criteria
were indicated as X;;. The computed weights were subse-
quently applied in the TOPSIS technique for each exam-
ined period. By converting all criteria to maximization,
normalized R=7; and weighted normalized W =w;
decision matrices were computed, developing the foun-
dation for estimating the ideal H = (HI,HZ,. . .,Hk) and
basal D= (D1 sDy,...s Dy ) alternatives, where:
7=L23,...,k;

szmiaxw,-j

i=1,2,3,...k. (1)

Dj =minw

1 Y
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Table 1. Weights of individual criteria

Indicator w;
GDP 0.326
GGD 0.242

FDI 0.127
I 0.103
U 0.089

EX 0.068

IM 0.043

Subsequently, it was determined how far the variants
were from the ideal and basal alternatives:

P 1/2
df = (wy—H;) | i=123..p5
j=1
P 1/2
d- = Z(wij—DJ) i=1,2,3,...,p. )
j=1

The final step involved computing a parameter
¢;(0; 1), which represents the relative distance of the vari-
ants from the basal alternative, with higher values indi-
cating a closer proximity to the ideal solution:

¢ = _L (3)
di +df

The outcomes derived from the TOPSIS method fa-
cilitate the comparison of conditions among countries
during each analysed period. Thus, it becomes possible
to identify the most favourable business environment.

Having the ¢; values, a cluster analysis was used. The
main task of this analysis is to identify homogeneous sub-
groups (clusters) of business conditions in EU countries.
Typically, countries within a cluster share similarities in
terms of a specific level of enterprise performance and
competitiveness. Conversely, countries in different clus-
ters indicate different levels of development in the busi-
ness environment. The principle of clustering involves
calculating the distances between objects. The squared
Euclidean distance and Ward’s method were used in this
research paper. This distance type is employed when pro-
gressively greater weight should be assigned to further
objects:

(4)

where x; is the value of k-th variable of the i-th object
and Xj is the value of k-th variable of the j-th object.
The Ward’s hierarchical agglomerative clustering method
relies on an analysis of variance, specifically the mini-
mal increase in the sum of squared deviations from the
average by adding a new object to the cluster, while this
process results in the creation of clusters with similar
shapes and sizes. The clustered EU countries are subse-
quently depicted in the dendrogram, revealing patterns
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of homogeneity in the development of the business en-
vironment within the countries.

4. Results and discussion

The main aim of the paper was to compute the ¢, indi-
cator for both the pre-pandemic and pandemic periods,
adhering to the methodological procedures described,
which included employing specific macroeconomic in-
dicators to evaluate the quality and attractiveness of the
business climate in the EU nations. Results have been
compiled in Table 2 based on the relative distance of each
variant from the basal alternative (¢;) during the pre-pan-
demic period (2017-2019).

Table 2. Ranking of the EU countries in the pre-pandemic
period (2017-2019)

Rank Country ¢
1. Germany 0.82806
2. France 0.69335
3. Italy 0.60111
4. Spain 0.50247
5. Netherlands 0.46381
6. Sweden 0.43641
7. Poland 0.42053
8. Belgium 0.41231
9. Denmark 0.40804
10. Ireland 0.40752
11. Austria 0.40734
12. Czech Republic 0.40557
13. Finland 0.39694
14. Luxembourg 0.39235
15. Portugal 0.39163
16. Romania 0.39052
17. Greece 0.38726
18. Slovak Republic 0.38485
19. Malta 0.38402
20. Cyprus 0.38330
21. Slovenia 0.38267
22. Croatia 0.38207
23. Bulgaria 0.38132
24. Lithuania 0.37986
25. Latvia 0.37862
26. Estonia 0.37817
27. Hungary 0.18173

During the pre-pandemic period, the economies of
both Germany and France attained their optimal pro-
portions. Subsequently, Italy, Spain, the Netherlands,
and Sweden follow in the ranking. The Visegrad Group
countries are evaluated as average in terms of the busi-
ness environment, with the exception of Hungary, which
occupies the least favourable position in the ranking. The
Baltic countries, along with Bulgaria, Croatia, Slovenia,
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Cyprus, and Malta, are positioned below average values
and are ranked in the second half.

During the post-pandemic period (2020-2022), the
same procedure was used. A comprehensive arrange-
ment of all variants was achieved by computing the
relative indicators, which generated and organized vari-
ants in descending order based on the steadily diminish-
ing values of the ¢; indicator (Table 3).

Table 3. Ranking of the EU countries in the post-pandemic
period (2020-2022)

Rank Country ¢
1. Germany 0.82862
2. France 0.69274
3. Italy 0.59148
4. Spain 0.50237
5. Netherlands 0.46320
6. Sweden 0.43674
7. Poland 0.41607
8. Belgium 0.41349
9. Austria 0.40752
10. Denmark 0.40728
11. Ireland 0.40526
12. Czech Republic 0.40394
13. Finland 0.39602
14. Portugal 0.39345
15. Luxembourg 0.39316
16. Romania 0.39013
17. Greece 0.38868
18. Malta 0.38634
19. Slovenia 0.38443
20. Slovak Republic 0.38430
21. Cyprus 0.38252
22. Croatia 0.38175
23. Bulgaria 0.38167
24. Estonia 0.37949
25. Latvia 0.37925
26. Lithuania 0.37911
27. Hungary 0.18008

Table 3 reveals comparable findings to those ob-
tained prior to the pandemic, but there have been nota-
ble changes. Denmark, Ireland, Luxembourg, and Cyprus
shifted one place lower compared to the pre-pandemic
period, while Slovakia and Lithuania experienced a de-
cline by two positions, suggesting a modest deteriora-
tion in the business environment in these EU countries.
Conversely, countries like Malta and Portugal improved
their positions in the business environment ranking,
moving up by one place. Austria, Slovenia, and Estonia
managed to advance by two places in the ranking follow-
ing the outbreak of the COVID-19 pandemic. Generally,
the pandemic situation in 2020 did not have a significant
impact on the scores. Despite this, a marginal decline is

68

discernible in the average-ranked nations according to
the ¢; values.

The results of examined nations are a consequence
of the macroeconomic indicators development within
their economies, which exhibited diverse developments
in each country over the analysed period. Utilizing the
multi-criteria TOPSIS technique for analysis, the posi-
tioning of monitored EU nations was assessed. Germany
emerges as the country boasting the most favourable
business environment according to the TOPSIS method,
which could be attributed to the continuous removal of
restrictions posed by regulations and the encouragement
of innovations aimed at enhancing the competitiveness
within EU nations. Additionally, the national market is
distinguished by robust engineering, high productivity,
an intensively trained labour force, an effective trans-
portation infrastructure, and a central location within
Europe (Valaskova et al., 2022; Szymczak et al., 2023).
France, the second country recognized for having a
highly favourable business climate, is a developed and
industrialized country with a highly educated labour
force, an advanced financial market, the largest capital
market, outstanding infrastructure, and well-established
telecommunication and technology sectors. Because of
these characteristics, it is an attractive location for com-
mercial activities (Kojic et al., 2022).

Among the leading countries that maintained their
positions in assessing the business environment during
the post-pandemic period are Italy, Spain, Netherlands,
Sweden, Poland, and Belgium. To ensure the prosper-
ity and competitiveness of an economy, a heightened
focus on knowledge, involving its creation, transfer, and
preservation, is imperative. As indicated by Sira et al.
(2020), importance to the elements of a knowledge-based
economy positively impacts a business competitiveness,
thereby bolstering its overall sustainability. The authors
utilized the TOPSIS method for a multi-criteria assess-
ment of countries, complemented by a regression model,
to examine differences in selected indicators related to
knowledge economies and competitiveness across EU
countries. Sweden was identified by their research as a
leading country in terms of competitiveness, sustain-
ability, and knowledge economy. Furthermore, Sweden
was identified by Masca (2017) as having the most fa-
vourable business environment in their research results.
Conversely, in both observed periods, not only Hungary
but also the Baltic countries, along with Bulgaria and
Croatia, could be considered the least favourably rated
countries concerning the business environment. Hajduo-
va et al. (2021) conducted a comprehensive assessment of
the business climate using multicriteria method, analys-
ing data from 2018 to 2020. The authors employed the
weighted sum approach (WSA) with seven selected indi-
ces and the technique for order preference by similarity
to the ideal solution (TOPSIS) methods and decided that
the effectiveness of business climates in Visegrad Group
countries, Baltic states, Cyprus, and Slovenia is below the
EU average, which is consistent with our findings. Bilan
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et al. (2019) also investigated the key indicators influenc-
ing the macroeconomic stability of EU countries using
economic and mathematical approaches, including TOP-
SIS. They specifically examined the five latest EU mem-
bers (Latvia, Lithuania, Croatia, Romania, and Poland)
and Ukraine, identifying essential social determinants
crucial for shaping the development strategy.

The obtained results are consistent with various glob-
al competitiveness rankings assessing competitive per-
formance after the COVID-19 pandemic (Popescu et al.,
2023; Bieszk-Stolorz & Dmytrow, 2022; Valaskova &
Nagy, 2023). Panazan (2023) also reflected similar find-
ings when examining the pandemic-influenced business
environment. The research demonstrated a change in
business relocation preferences from the east to the west,
aligning with the broader trend in dynamics of reloca-
tion prompted by the pandemic. Based on their results,
certain European countries, including the Baltic states,
Cyprus, and Romania, noticed a decline in attractiveness
for businesses considering relocation, diverging from the
pre-pandemic period. However, countries like Germany,
France, Spain, and Italy that have more robust economies
and lower risks seem to be gaining appeal for firms con-
templating facility relocation.

Based on the ¢; values, the homogenous clusters of
business conditions within EU countries were deter-
mined, and the dendrogram is presented in Figure 1.

Dendrogram using Ward Linkage
Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine

Croatia 22)
Bulgaria
Cyprus
Latvia 25
Lithuania 26
Estonia 24
Romania
Greece
Slovenia
Slovak Republic 20
Matta

Portugal 14
Luxembourg 15

Finland

Poland

©

Belgium

©

{1

Austria

Denmark

Ireland

Czech Republic:
Netherlands §

Sweden 6
Spain 4

P

Hungary
France

taly

Germany 1l

Figure 1. Dendrogram of EU countries clustering based on
the ¢; values

As the countries were divided into five clusters, the
results of the cluster analysis (Table 4) confirmed the
notable presence of EU countries displaying comparable
patterns in the development of the business climate.

Summarizing the findings, it can be stated that Clus-
ter 1 includes Germany, which aligns with the paper con-
ducted by Faria et al. (2021) and Gavurova et al. (2021),
who, in their exploration of clustering EU countries
based on macroeconomic indicators, highlighted Ger-
many as a distinct cluster. According to the authors, the
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Table 4. Developed clusters of monitored EU countries

Cluster Numbe? of EU countries
countries

C1 1 Germany

C2 France, Italy

C3 Netherlands, Spain, Sweden
Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia,
Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark,

ca 20 Estonia, Finland, Greece, Ireland,
Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Malta, Poland, Portugal, Romania,
Slovak Republic, Slovenia

C5 1 Hungary

reason for this separation is the relatively lower tax rates
in Germany. Cluster 2 comprises France and Italy, while
Cluster 3 includes the Netherlands, Spain, and Sweden.
These clusters represent countries considered leaders in
the EU, given their substantial economic size and influ-
ence, which significantly contributes to the overall eco-
nomic performance of the EU. According to the research
conducted by Cicea et al. (2019), Germany, France, and
the Netherlands are recognized as highly developed coun-
tries. The authors focused on assessing the impacts of var-
ious determinants on the performance of small and me-
dium-sized enterprises at a macroeconomic level. Gligor
and Ausloos (2008) utilized cluster analysis to conduct a
comparative examination of 15 EU countries, exploring
the differences in several fundamental macroeconomic
indicators. Within their study, the authors identified Ger-
many, Italy, Sweden, and Spain as forming a single cluster,
a pattern that may align with the outcomes of the present
research (similarly to Zivadinovic et al., 2009; Marceta
& Bojnec, 2020). These nations, all members of the EU,
are recognized for fostering a pro-business environment.
Boikova et al. (2021) adopted a comprehensive perspec-
tive encompassing competitiveness and economic growth,
aiming to unveil the factors determining and contribut-
ing to the development of European economies while also
identifying clusters within the EU countries. According to
their findings, the authors designate Belgium, Denmark,
Germany, France, the Netherlands, Austria, Finland,
and Sweden as adequately macroeconomically stable EU
countries. Most of these countries are also prominently
featured in the top three clusters of our study, signify-
ing economically advanced countries with a pro-business
atmosphere. Shaulska et al. (2021) similarly classified
Germany, Spain, France, and Italy into a unified cluster,
attributing their advanced level of digitalization in em-
ployment. The cluster analysis performed in this study
revealed that the largest homogeneous group is predomi-
nantly Cluster 4, comprising 20 countries, mainly from
Central and Eastern Europe, along with some Southern
European countries. These results align with the findings
of Boikova et al. (2021). Hungary can be placed in Clus-
ter 5, and Svacinova (2020) also affirmed the presence of
macroeconomic disparities among countries.
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The study provides insights into regional trends and
similarities by identifying distinct clusters within the
European landscape, which enables targeted policies
and initiatives to address particular challenges or build
on common strengths. Additionally, the reliability and
credibility of the evaluation are increased by the use
of significant analytical methods like TOPSIS and clus-
ter analysis, which foster confidence not only among
stakeholders but also among cross-border collabora-
tions and partnerships. The study supports strategic
decision-making processes like investment allocation or
market entrance strategies by giving policymakers and
business leaders a structured framework to assess and
compare the business environment in other nations.
Overall, the practical implications of the paper involve
improving competitiveness among businesses, support-
ing economic growth, and fostering deeper integration
and collaboration within the EU.

However, data availability and accuracy may be
limited, particularly when obtaining real-time or com-
prehensive data on appropriate macroeconomic indi-
cators across EU countries. Additionally, there may be
differences in indicator selection since some metrics
may be preferred over others depending on subjective
opinion or availability, thus missing crucial elements
impacting the business environment because assuming
linear relationships between selected macroeconomic
indicators and business outcomes or ignoring quali-
tative characteristics may restrict the accuracy of the
obtained results. Moreover, the paper could neglect to
account for contextual subtleties or external factors
that might affect the relationships between macroeco-
nomic indicators and the business landscape, result-
ing in simplicity or misunderstanding of results. By
addressing these limitations, future research has the
potential to advance our understanding and provide
more robust frameworks for assessing the impact of
macroeconomic indicators on the business environ-
ment across EU countries, as future studies could fo-
cus on incorporating contextual factors and external
influences into the analysis to provide a more holistic
understanding of the complex dynamics influencing
the business environment.

5. Conclusions

Many authors have already published papers on how
businesses have responded to the pandemic, emphasiz-
ing the need to investigate how the world has evolved
as a result of the long-term COVID-19 pandemic con-
sequences and identify specific actions that business
leaders can take to thrive in this new landscape. One of
the most widespread strategies that can be employed is
continuously monitoring and analysing the business en-
vironment, macroeconomics, and government policies,
which will provide new perspectives for companies, al-
lowing them to formulate tailored plans based on their
advantages and the current situation.
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In conclusion, the research paper endeavoured to
shed light on the dynamics of the business climate in
European nations during the post-pandemic period. By
integrating the cluster analysis with the TOPSIS meth-
od, a comprehensive evaluation of the diverse macro-
economic indicators influencing the competitiveness of
these nations was performed. The results revealed dis-
tinct clusters within the European landscape, emphasiz-
ing similarities and differences in business conditions.
Germany was identified as a standout country with the
most favourable business environment, attributed to con-
sistent reductions in regulatory burdens and a proactive
approach to promoting innovation. France and Italy
form another notable cluster, showcasing their advanced
and industrialized status, while Spain, Sweden, and the
Netherlands constitute a separate grouping. As part of
evaluating the economic development dynamics within
the EU countries concerning the sustainability and com-
petitiveness of enterprises, the business environment
revealed that Hungary exhibits specific competitiveness
shortcomings. It was concluded that the overall business
climate is not entirely appropriate for enterprises operat-
ing in the market. The integration of the TOPSIS method
and cluster analysis has allowed to discern subtle shifts
in the business competitiveness of EU countries post-
pandemic. Notably, some nations experienced a slight
deterioration in their business environments, while oth-
ers exhibited resilience and improvement.

These findings underscore the nuanced impact of
the post-pandemic landscape on the business competi-
tiveness of EU countries. The integration of quantitative
methods, such as TOPSIS and cluster analysis, provides
a robust framework for policymakers, businesses, and
researchers to understand the intricate interplay of mac-
roeconomic factors and make informed decisions in a
rapidly evolving economic environment. Navigating
the complexities of a post-pandemic period and under-
standing the competitive dynamics shaping the European
business landscape are enriched by the insights gleaned
from this research.
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