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Introduction

This document presents the main findings and some further analgsied out by Transparency
International on the results of the Bribe Payers Index (BP!) 20B@rovides insight into the rankings given
in the index itself and highlights other areas of interest.

Section 1 presents the main findings followed by relevartistital data and considerations taken into
account when calculating the index. Section 1 also presentssisnafythe type of company for which
respondents work and how this relates to their experience ofypribection 2 examines the scores given by
respondents from particular sub-groups of countries. Finallypose8texamines the relationship between the
results of the BPI 2006 and the CPI 2005.

This analysis is intended to complement the information provided irothenentQ&A BPI 2006

! Special thanks to Ernst & Young for their genersupport of Transparency International’s corruptineasurement
tools. Transparency International is funded by oasi governmental agencies, international foundati@md

corporations. Support from these sources also iboibér to the production of the BPI 2006. Acceptanta donation
by TI does not imply its endorsement of a donatioghpany’s policies or record. To learn more abawn$parency
International’s sources of funding, please vidiptitwww.transparency.org/support_us.

2 The production and review of the BPI 2006 has hmeduced with the input and collaboration of Pidf.Gertrud

Moosmiiller, Head of the Statistics Department & thiversity of Passau, members of the Transpardmdgx

Advisory Committee and the World Bank Institute.
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1. The BPI 2006

1.1. Methodology

The BPI is a ranking of 30 of the leading exporting countries aiceptd the propensity of firms with
headquarters within their borders to bribe when operating abroadb#tsed on the responses of 11,232
business executives from companies in 125 countries to two questionshebusiness practices of foreign
firms operating in their country, as part of the World Econdraicum’s Executive Opinion Survey 2006.
To assess the international supply-side of bribery, executigessied about the propensity of foreign firms
that do the most business in their country to pay bribes or to orakecumented extra payments. The
survey is anonymous.

The questions on which the BPI is based first ask respondeiatsntify the country of origin of foreign-
owned companies doing the most business in their country. Respondents arkdatien as

‘In your experience, to what extent do firms from the countijies have selected make
undocumented extra payments or bribes?’

Respondents are asked to answer on a scale of 1 (bribes are gotonibr{bribes never occur). In
calculating the BPI, the answers are converted to a scoredretvand 10, and the ranking reflects the
average score.

The 30 economies ranked in the BPI are: Australia, AustriagilBe|] Brazil, Canada, China, France,
Germany, Hong Kong, India, Israel, Italy, Japan, Malaysia, Mexicd\¢tieerlands, Portugal, Russia, Saudi
Arabia, Singapore, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, SaitdeTaiwan, Turkey, the United

Arab Emirates, the United Kingdom and the United States.

These countries are among the leading international or regixpatdtieg countries, whose combined global
exports represented 82 percent of the world total in 200bile most of the countries in the survey are
OECD members, membership was not a selection criterion. THESPQountries such as Denmark and
Norway are not part of the list, while non-OECD countries likdda, Israel, Singapore and South Africa, for
instance, are included.

Details on the survey respondents are included in table 2, Annex 1 of this dacument

1.2. The BPI 2006 Results
The Ranking

Table 1, below, shows the results of the BPI 2006, with additioafstatal information to indicate the
degree of agreement among respondents in one particular cotetrymaller the standard deviation, the
broader the consensus. The scores are close together, despitentnies’ differing rankings. Higher scores
reveal a lower propensity of companies from a country to dffdres or undocumented extra payments
when doing business abroad.

% The WEF is responsible for the overall coordimatid the survey and the data quality control precest relies on a
network of partner institutes to carry out the syrlocally. WEF’s local partners include economilepartments of
national universities, independent research insttuand / or business organisations. Contactlsldétai WEF partner
institutes can be found on the Tl website at: wwams$parency.org/policy_research/surveys_indices/tipé survey
was carried out between February and May 2006.

* Source: IMF, international finance statistics, 2@i@ures. Available at:
http://ifs.apdi.net/imf/output/93B496BD-DCF8-41F&®B5-31C7A0A0793C/IFS_Table 36789.701535.xls
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Table 1: The full results of the BPI 2006

Average Margin of
Number of score Standard | error (at 95%
Rank | Country / territory | respondents| (Scale 0-10)| Deviation | confidence)
1 Switzerland 1744 7.81 2.65 0.12
2 Sweden 1451 7.62 2.66 0.14
3 Australia 1447 7.59 2.62 0.14
4 Austria 1560 7.50 2.60 0.13
5 Canada 1870 7.46 2.70 0.12
6 UK 3442 7.39 2.67 0.09
7 Germany 3873 7.34 2.74 0.09
8 Netherlands 1821 7.28 2.69 0.12
9 Belgium 1329 7.22 2.70 0.15
us 5401 7.22 2.77 0.07
11 | Japan 3279 7.10 2.87 0.10
12 Singapore 1297 6.78 3.04 0.17
13 | Spain 2111 6.63 2.73 0.12
14 | UAE 1928 6.62 3.09 0.14
15 France 3085 6.50 3.00 0.11
16 | Portugal 973 6.47 2.79 0.18
17 | Mexico 1765 6.45 3.17 0.15
18 | Hong Kong 1556 6.01 3.13 0.16
Israel 1482 6.01 3.14 0.16
20 | ltaly 2525 5.94 2.99 0.12
21 | South Korea 1930 5.83 2.93 0.13
22 | Saudi Arabia 1302 5.75 3.17 0.17
23 | Brazil 1317 5.65 3.02 0.16
24 | South Africa 1488 5.61 3.11 0.16
25 | Malaysia 1319 5.59 3.07 0.17
26 | Taiwan 1731 5.41 3.08 0.15
27 | Turkey 1755 5.23 3.14 0.15
28 | Russia 2203 5.16 3.34 0.14
29 | China 3448 4.94 3.29 0.11
30 | India 2145 4.62 3.28 0.14

The margin of error at 95 percent confidence is provided to deratmstre precision of the results. The
confidence level indicates that there is a 95 percent prdlgabit the true value of the results lies within
the range given by the margin of error above and below each score. The BPI resadtsfalence intervals,
indicated by vertical bars, are also shown on the graph in figure 1.



Figure 1: BPI 2006 scores and 95 percent confidence intervals
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Cluster analysis on the BPI 2006

Cluster analysfsof the BPI results groups countries that exhibit similar biebavin terms of their
companies’ propensity to bribe abroad. As the differences iresdmtween adjacent countries on the
ranking are small, this analysis provides further material witlchvta interpret and understand the results.

This analysis produces four clusters (or groups) of countiilesster 1 comprises the countries from which
companies are least likely to bribe when doing business abroadlusier 4 comprises those that are most
likely to bribe, according to the BPI 2006.

Cluster 1 Switzerland, Sweden, Australia, Austria, Canada, UK, Germany, NetherBeidsim, US,
Japan

Cluster 2 Singapore, Spain, United Arab Emirates, France, Portugal, Mexico

Cluster 3 Hong Kong, Israel, Italy, South Korea, Saudi Arabia, Brazil, South Africdajéia

Cluster 4 Taiwan, Turkey, Russia, China, India.

It is important to note that although cluster 1 represents the béstnpers of the 30 countries, the results of
the BPI highlight that companies from all countries in the susheyw a considerable propensity to pay
bribes. Countries in the top clusters should therefore not thisswas an endorsement of their companies’

behaviour.

Once there are several comparable iterations of the BRE tlasters will allow changes in the countries’
ratings to be tracked across time.

® This analysis uses an agglomerative hierarchiketer procedure to form four clusters. The decisio use four
clusters was made using a graphical approachelti@w criterion’, to examine the reduction of vaga.
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1.3. The reliability of responses
The views of respondents making a large number of assessments

The survey sought to capture the knowledge of respondents regdueiingxperience of companies from up
to 30 countries. However, as some respondents provided answers aboutiesiiipen a very large number
of countries (2.6 percent of the respondents assessed all 30 couhites)e argued that these respondents
may not have precise experience of how companies from so many eswarbusiness. Indeed, it could be
that these respondents misunderstood the question, believing thaivéhe being asked to give their
impression of all countries rather than their experience oftheste with which they were familiar. The
histogram below, in figure 2, shows the frequency distribution ohtimber of assessments made by all
respondents to the survey, between 1 ant 30.

Figure 2: Frequency distribution of the number of assessments (coumaigs)by each respondent
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Taking this histogram into account, it is possible to assespassible impact of this perception bias by
analysing the results excluding the answers of any respondent widgal answers about more than 20
countries.” This analysis produces results which show an extremely dogrelation (0.99) with the BPI
2006, but with some changes in the middle of the ranking. Excluding respomdenhad made more than
20 assessments reduced the sample size by 30 percent (number of assessments) and caused the
standard deviations and confidence intervals to increase rddhices the precision of the results. Therefore,
it can be concluded that excluding respondents who had answerawiferthan 20 countries would not
significantly change the results of the BPI 2006 and indeed would affect ib8cstastrength of the sample.
The full sample was therefore used for the BPI 2006.

® 3,198 of the 11,232 respondents surveyed (28 pgraéd not offer an assessment on any countryrdigg the
propensity of their firms to bribe abroad. Thiseras not unusual for questions related more to spee than
perception. These non-responses could reflectlada&nowledge or an unwillingness to answer. THd B006 was
therefore calculated using the scores given by8id4 respondents who did offer an assessmentnogpanies from at
least one country. For the sake of presentatiothignhistogram the 3,198 respondents that madessessments are not
included.

" Various scenarios were considered, including ufi8aesponses or between 3 and 9 based on theaisto For
simplicity, we report here the results for the autip to 20 respondents, where there is an ingiedtieak according to
the histogram.
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The views of respondents from foreign and locally owned compéaes

As the sample contains both foreign and locally owned companieshargléstions used in the survey
assess bribery and undocumented payments in international busireesdd ibe argued that the different
types of respondents have different experiences of bribery. To assqssténtial bias, companies which are
at least 50 percent owned by the foreign private sector areededfs ‘foreign owned’, and companies with at
least 50 percent ownership by the local private sector ayabhernment are defined as ‘locally owned’. The
results of this analysis show that foreign owned compannestte have experienced a lower incidence of
bribery than their locally owned counterparts. Figure 3 demonsttiaé¢sthis distinction is particularly
pronounced for countries that rank in the top 15 of the BPI 2006. Apadhis it is not possible to establish
whether this difference is associated with bias or with éspee, especially as there is less divergence
towards the bottom of the ranking. This question should be subjecther research. The full results of this
analysis are shown in table 3, Annex 2.

Figure 3: How foreign and locally-owned companies view foreign firms.
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The views of respondents from small and large locally owned corapies

When taking just locally owned companies into consideration, the 2BP6 results can be further
disaggregated to examine the effect of company size on respsnkiemiviedge of international bribery.
Companies with 100 employees or less are defined as ‘smallg s 101 to 500 employees are defined
as ‘medium’, and companies with more than 500 employees are defiflacgas® The results show that
small locally owned companies tend to report more instancesrafption than large ones, and medium
sized companies tend to report less instances of corruption i@h cmpanies, but more than large
companies. However, as the difference between the threedibempany appears to be consistent across
the ranking, and it is not possible to assess which of ltfee tis making a more accurate assessment,
isolating potential biases related to company size at tla lloeel does not seem to improve the quality of
the conclusions. Furthermore, the responses of large locally ownquhicim® are comparable to those of

8 There is no universal definition of small, mediamd large companies. For the purposes of this sisalgivisions of
100 and 500 employees were used. This matchesaseeenmonly used definitions of company size.
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foreign owned companies as reported earlier in this section. foleer@ similar reasoning applies to this
category, namely that it is difficult to establish if the respondemtsivers are biased or based on experience.
The full results of this analysis are shown in table 3, Annex 2.

Figure 4: How small, medium and large locally owned companies view foreigs fir

——Small

6 ~al —=— Medium
M Large
5 _

R NN I S S R . \ P @ &
TFASFTE LTI STE S LS S S P o WL &
¥ W F S S T T T T F T T S O N
& & @ @ &» XL & & B

2. How respondents in different groups of countries ree companies

Separating the assessments by respondents from particular groups oésainettis further light on the level
of corruption in different areas of the world. In the followsegtions, the results are analysed according to
assessments by respondents from each region of the world and from ddteneiny income categories. The
analysis is based on changes in clusters rather than omitiegsaper se, as changes in rankings may be
insignificant? For brevity, this section highlights only some of the most notémydindings. The full data
used for the analysis in this section is shown in table 4, Annex 2.

2.1.How the behaviour of companies changes in different parts the world

The results show that respondents assess foreign companiesntliffdepending on the region where they
are operating. From this, one may conclude that some companiesradikely to bribe in certain parts of
the world.

Figure 5, below, shows the following significant results:

Respondents in Europe have similar experiences to those shown i gagrfple. An exception

is that Japanese companies appear to be less likely to nib&e tor Europe than in the rest of
the world;

Respondents in Africa, however, paint a very different picteiganding companies from many
countries. Particularly notable is the worsening performancalyfdnd France, both of which

® Using the elbow criterion as before, the optimainber of clusters for each sensitivity varies bemvehree and five.
However, given the use of four clusters for thé $ample, as discussed above, four clusters acefasall sensitivities
as this is essential for comparison.
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performed relatively poorly in the full sample, when operatmgfrican countries. While Italy
remains in the third cluster, its performance when evaluateddppndents in Africa translates
into a marked reduction of its score from 5.94 to 5.03. France droppedifeosecond to the
third cluster, from a score of 6.50 to 5.43; and

Despite a fall in China’s score when considering respondents from Afrazanparison with the
full sample, China actually rises from the fourth to thedtlsiuster. This apparent anomaly is a
result of the substantial deterioration in the score ofpaomes from India, resulting in India
alone forming the fourth cluster.

Figure 5: Comparison of the experience of respondents in Europe and Africa

Respondents in Respondents in
Europe Full sample Africa

Cluster 1 | Switzerland 8.4 Cluster 1 | Switzerland 7.8 Cluster 1 | Australia 7.6

Sweden 8.1 Sweden 7.6 Switzerland 7.5

Canada 8.1 Australia 7.6 Sweden 7.4

Japan 8.0 Austria 7.5 Austria 7.4

UK 8.0 Canada 7.5 Canada 7.2

Australia 7.9 UK 7.4 UK 7.2

Netherlands 7.9 Germany 7.3 Netherlands 7.2

USA 7.8 Netherlands 7.3 Japan 6.9

Germany 7.7 USA 7.2 Mexico 6.9

Belgium 7.7 Belgium 7.2 USA 6.8

Austria 7.6 Japan 7.1 Germany 6.8

Spain 6.7

Cluster 2 | France 7.4 Cluster 2 | Singapore 6.8 Belgium 6.6
UAE 7.3 Spain 6.6

Mexico 7.3 UAE 6.6 Cluster Brazil 6.4

Spain 7.1 France 6.5 Israel 6.4

Singapore 7.0 Portugal 6.5 Singapore 6.3

Portugal 6.8 Mexico 6.5 Portugal 6.2

South Korea 6.0

Cluster 3 | Italy 6.3 Cluster 3 | Israel 6.0 Turkey 6.0

Hong Kong 6.1 Hong Kong 6.0 Russia 6.0

South Korea 6.1 Italy 5.9 UAE 5.9

Israel 6.0 South Korea 5.8 Hong Kong 5.9

Taiwan 5.8 Saudi Arabia 5.8 P Saudi Arabia 5.8
Malaysia 5.8 Brazil 5.6

South Africa 5.6 South Africa 5.6 Cluster Malaysia 515

Saudi Arabia 5.5 Malaysia 5.6 France 5.4

Brazil 5.4 Taiwan 5.4

Russia 5.4 Cluster 4 | Taiwan 5.4 South Africa 5.3

\ Turkey 52 Italy 50

Cluster 4 | China 5.0 Russia 5.2 / China 4.7
Turkey 5.0 China 4.9

India 5.0 India 4.6 Cluster 4 | India [ 3.9 ]

Note: the changes highlighted here are countregshtive moved between clusters.

The results for respondents from the Americas, Asia-PacificN#wly Independent Stat€snd Mongolia,
and the Middle East are also available in table 4, Annex 2.

2.2.How companies behave in low income and OECD countries

Figure 6, below, analyses the results of the BPI 2006 from thpgo#inge of respondents in Low Income
Countries (LICs) and OECD countries. Among the most salient results are:

Italy’s performance in LICs is particularly poor. With a scof just 4.9, this is consistent with what
is reported by African respondents;

Companies from Hong Kong perform badly in LICs, falling from aes@dr6.0 in the full sample to
5.1 in this sub-sample; and

19 A grouping commonly used by the European CommisSBECD and USAID.
M There are 54 Low Income Countries as defined byworld Bank (seemww.worldbank.orgfor further information),
27 of which were included in the survey. Assesssbgitrespondents from these countries make upntlgsas.
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When viewed only by respondents in the OECD countries, the pericanof companies
headquartered in the United Arab Emirates, Singapore, Mexico and Kong is considerably
better than in the full sample, causing Mexico, Singapore arid tdAnove up from the second to
the first cluster, and Hong Kong to move from the third to the second cluster.

Figure 6: Comparison of the views of respondents in Low Income and OECD countries
Respondents in

Respondents in LICs Full sample OECD countries
Cluster 1 | Austria 7.2 Cluster 1 | Switzerland 7.8 Cluster 1 | Australia 8.6
Sweden 7.0 Sweden 7.6 Switzerland 8.5
Netherlands 6.9 Australia 7.6 Sweden 8.5
Australia 6.9 Austria 7.5 Canada 8.4
UK 6.9 Canada 7.5 UK 8.3
Switzerland 6.9 UK 7.4 USA 8.3
Canada 6.7 Germany 7.3 Netherlands 8.1
Japan 6.7 Netherlands 7.3 Germany 8.0
Germany 6.7 USA 7.2 Japan 8.0
USA 6.6 Belgium 7.2 Austria 8.0

Japan 7.1 UAE 7.9
Cluster 2 | Spain 6.5 | / Belgium 7.9
6.4 C 6.8 »| Singapore 7.8

Belgium luster 2 | Singapore

Israel 6.3 Spain 6.6 Mexico 7.8

Portugal 6.2 UAE 6.6
Singapore 5.9 France 6.5 Cluster 2 | Spain 7.4
Brazil 5.9 Portugal 6.5 France 7.4
Mexico 5.9 | Mexico 6.5 Hong Kong 7.3
Portugal 7.1

Cluster 3 | France 5.5 Cluster 37 lIsrael 6.0
Turkey 5.4 y Hong Kong 6.0 Cluster 3 | South Korea 6.7
UAE 5.3 Italy 5.9 Italy 6.6
Saudi Arabia 5.3 South Korea 5.8 Israel 6.5
South Korea 5.2 Saudi Arabia 5.8 Malaysia 6.3
South Africa 5.1 Brazil 5.6 Taiwan 6.3
Hong Kong 5.1 South Africa 5.6 South Africa 6.3

Italy 4.9 Malaysia 5.6
Malaysia 4.9 4 | Russia 5.9
Russia 4.8 Taiwan 5.4 Brazil 5.7
Taiwan 4.8 Turkey 5.2 Saudi Arabia 5.6
China 4.5 1\ Russia 5.2 India 5.5
China 4.9 Turkey 5.1
Cluster 4 | India | 3.6 | India 4.6 China 5.0

Note: the changes highlighted here are countregshtive moved between clusters.

Perhaps the most significant finding regarding the compari@assessments by respondents in LICs and
OECD countries is the apparent double standard employed by fomigranies in the two groups. While
the scores for companies from the majority of countries tend tofEderably higher in the OECD than in
the full sample, their performance falls when looking at scameLICs. Thus it would seem that many
foreign companies do not resort to bribery while operating in thestdpgd’ world, where institutions are
strong and there is a significant threat of legal retidn for illegal activities. However, in LICs, many of
which are characterised by poor governance and ineffeened bystems for dealing with corruption, it
appears that many companies resort to corrupt practicese$ul is that the countries least equipped to
deal with corruption are hardest hit, with their anti-corrupfiittiatives undermined. This helps trap many
of the world’s most disadvantaged people in chronic poverty.

The greatest difference in score when looking at resporaes@ECD countries and from LICs relates to
companies from the United Arab Emirates. Responses from OBQ@fries give these companies a score of
7.9. Taking account of assessments by LICs, it falls 2.6 pointstt® 8. Similar changes in behaviour are
evident for the majority of the countries covered in the BRE deterioration of companies’ behaviour of
the worst performing countries in the BPI - India, China andsigus when operating in LICs is also
alarming. India stands out with a score of just 3.6, a fall of 1.9 pooitsits score in the OECD countries.
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3. How the results of the BPI 2006 compare with thosef the CPI 2005

The BPI and the Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) seek tesurealifferent aspects of corruption and
therefore have different methodologies. The CPI ranks countries is ¢térime degree to which corruption is
perceived to exist among public officials and politicians in thoasmties, while the BPI ranks countries in
terms of the propensity of their companies to bribe abroadintdeesting to compare the results of the two
indices, thereby comparing the performance of companies doing budinead with the perceived state of
corruption at home. There is a high correlation (0.87) between shiésref the two indices (see figure 7,
below).

Particularly interesting is the performance of Mexico. Bl 2006 suggests that Mexican companies
operating abroad are less likely to bribe than the high perceived level of mringviexico would suggest.
One possible reason may be its high dependence on the UnitedaStatdésading partner. It may be that
Mexican companies are used to operating in a relatively strotiiiosal climate, which provides a strong
deterrent to corrupt behaviour.

In contrast, Hong Kong, Singapore and Taiwan performed substantiake wothe BPI 2006 than in the

CPI 2005. This can lead one to conclude that companies from thesaasoargrmore likely to bribe when

they operate overseas than would be accepted back home. Thisnagpadency for companies to let
standards slip when working in countries with less stringegtlations than their home countries is
alarming, and underlines the need for governments to take responddsilihe way their companies do

business abroad as well as at home.

Figure 7: Comparison of the results of the BPI 2006 and the CPI 2005
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4. Summary

The results of the BPI 2006 show that there is a relativabllsange of scores, with Switzerland
ranking first at 7.81 and India at the bottom with a score of 4.62. Tieyevith all countries falling
well short of a perfect score of 10, the results show a cenadite propensity for companies of all
nationalities to bribe when operating abroad.

Nonetheless, the cluster analysis highlights the particufasty performance of the lower two
clusters of countries. Cluster 3 comprises Hong Kong, Istedy, South Korea, Saudi Arabia,
Brazil, South Africa and Malaysia. Cluster 4, the worst grougaeftries according to the BPI
2006, comprises Taiwan, Turkey, Russia, China and India.

Analysis has shown that companies from the 30 countries rankiee BPI 2006 exhibit a different
propensity to bribe in different areas of the world. While camggmfrom most countries perform
considerably better in OECD countries than the full sample, compfaogshe 30 countries are far
more likely to resort to bribery when working in Low Income Countries andrinaAf

The rankings of the CPI 2005 and BPI 2006 are closely correlated. Attlibegndices consider
different aspects of corruption, countries that perform poorly on the 6faraong the worst on the
BPI. The same trend can be seen with the better performers.
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Annex 1: Respondents to the survey used for the BRDO6

Table 2: The countries in which respondents were based

Country/Territory No. of respondents
Albania 80
Algeria 70
Angola 35
Argentina 68
Armenia 79
Australia 88
Austria 109
Azerbaijan 81
Bahrain 40
Bangladesh 105
Barbados 57
Belgium 74
Benin 147
Bolivia 90
Bosnia and Herzegovina 73
Botswana 69
Brazil 194
Bulgaria 95
Burkina Faso 49
Burundi 83
Cambodia 95
Cameroon 87
Canada 95
Chad 98
Chile 149
China 344
Colombia 69
Costa Rica 67
Croatia 90
Cyprus 83
Czech Republic 88
Denmark 69
Dominican Republic 71
Ecuador 88
Egypt 98
El Salvador 52
Estonia 107
Ethiopia 85
Finland 51
France 136
Gambia 72
Georgia 72
Germany 51
Greece 78
Guatemala 70
Guyana 93
Honduras 82
Hong Kong SAR 71
Hungary 71
Iceland 30
India 68
Indonesia 123
Ireland 35
Israel 48
Italy 84
Jamaica 94
Japan 52
Jordan 87
Kazakhstan 191
Kenya 130
Korea, Rep. 97
Kuwait 107
Kyrgyz Republic 95

C

ountry/Terri tory No. of respondents
Latvia 148
Lesotho 79
Lithuania 162
Luxembourg 59
Macedonia, FYR 87
Madagascar 113
Malawi 38
Malaysia 73
Mali 46
Malta 64
Mauritania 64
Mauritius 27
Mexico 82
Moldova 100
Mongolia 100
Morocco 96
Mozambique 62
Namibia 62
Nepal 73
Netherlands 93
New Zealand 46
Nicaragua 71
Nigeria 223
Norway 67
Pakistan 87
Panama 83
Paraguay 89
Peru 66
Philippines 53
Poland 90
Portugal 36
Qatar 65
Romania 102
Russian Federation 553
Serbia and Montenegro 89
Singapore 81
Slovak Republic 63
Slovenia 88
South Africa 79
Spain 79
Sri Lanka 79
Suriname 75
Sweden 52
Switzerland 74
Taiwan, China 65
Tajikistan 80
Tanzania 99
Thailand 46
Timor-Leste 34
Trinidad and Tobago 83
Tunisia 48
Turkey 102
Uganda 89
Ukraine 159
United Arab Emirates 85
United Kingdom 72
United States 235
Uruguay 72
Venezuela 66
Vietnam 137
Zambia 97
Zimbabwe 36
Total 11,232
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Annex 2: BPI 2006 — Further analysis results

Table 3: Comparison of respondents by company catégory.

Respondents Respondents ‘Local' ‘Local' 'Local'
in foreign in locally respondents respondents respondents
owned owned in small in medium in large
Full sample companies companies companies companies companies

Switzerland 7.81 8.20 7.81 7.67 7.64 8.15
Sweden 7.62 7.99 7.64 7.63 7.69 7.65
Australia 7.59 7.73 7.61 7.40 7.42 8.11
Austria 7.50 7.76 7.48 7.37 7.49 7.62
Canada 7.46 8.03 7.42 7.14 7.46 7.89
UK 7.39 7.76 7.35 7.02 7.46 7.78
Germany 7.34 7.71 7.29 6.97 7.45 7.66
Netherlands 7.28 7.47 7.27 7.03 7.27 7.64
USA 7.22 7.66 7.13 6.76 7.16 7.72
Belgium 7.22 7.78 7.17 6.93 7.16 7.67
Japan 7.10 7.45 7.06 6.81 7.16 7.37
Singapore 6.78 6.79 6.82 6.36 6.89 7.38
Spain 6.63 6.87 6.60 6.37 6.64 6.92
UAE 6.62 6.85 6.60 6.21 6.76 7.08
France 6.50 6.72 6.49 6.11 6.61 7.00
Portugal 6.47 6.53 6.54 6.39 6.34 6.96
Mexico 6.45 6.72 6.32 6.01 6.28 6.77
Israel 6.01 5.88 5.98 5.73 6.03 6.36
Hong Kong 6.01 6.00 6.05 5.56 6.15 6.68
Italy 5.94 5.88 5.98 5.78 5.98 6.40
South Korea 5.83 5.98 5.84 5.53 6.02 6.14
Saudi Arabia 5.75 5.43 5.81 5.61 6.04 5.93
Brazil 5.65 5.60 5.62 5.59 5.60 5.73
South Africa 5.61 5.71 5.61 5.25 5.96 6.07
Malaysia 5.59 5.20 5.69 5.50 5.79 5.92
Taiwan 5.41 5.55 5.42 5.28 5.562 5.56
Turkey 5.23 5.36 5.20 5.24 5.08 5.23
Russia 5.16 5.20 5.10 4.96 5.14 5.41
China 4.94 4.51 5.03 4.94 5.12 5.09
India 4.62 4.55 4.60 4.31 4.83 4.97
No. of respondents 11,232 2,097 7,948 3,782 2,132 2,034

12 please note that not all respondents answereglisstions relating to ownership or company sizea Assult the number of respondents for the futigla does not equal the sum
of respondents for ‘foreign’ and ‘local’ companies.
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Table 4. Comparison of results for groupings of respondents by region and country ategjdnies.

Respondents
Respondents in the Newly
Respondents in Low Respondents Respondents Independent Respondents
in OECD Income Respondents | Respondents in the in Asia- States and in the Middle
Average scores (0-10) Full sample countries ' Countries " in Africa " in Europe " Americas ¥ Pacific " Mongolia " East""
Switzerland 7.81 8.51 6.89 7.54 8.44 7.81 7.30 6.95 8.39
Sweden 7.62 8.46 7.05 7.44 8.13 7.52 7.02 7.34 7.14
Australia 7.59 8.56 6.92 7.65 7.93 8.27 7.20 6.70 8.17
Austria 7.50 7.95 7.21 7.40 7.56 7.83 7.21 7.26 8.37
Canada 7.46 8.36 6.72 7.22 8.08 7.89 6.91 6.49 8.33
United Kingdom 7.39 8.31 6.89 7.22 7.98 7.44 6.97 6.85 7.82
Germany 7.34 8.03 6.65 6.79 7.73 7.60 6.92 7.05 8.09
Netherlands 7.28 8.11 6.93 7.21 7.85 6.80 6.76 7.23 8.31
USA 7.22 8.26 6.63 6.84 7.81 7.26 6.91 6.58 7.97
Belgium 7.22 7.91 6.38 6.61 7.72 7.33 6.89 7.13 8.14
Japan 7.10 8.03 6.69 6.93 8.00 7.35 6.39 6.50 7.93
Singapore 6.78 7.84 5.93 6.35 6.99 7.12 6.77 5.48 8.60
Spain 6.63 7.44 6.48 6.65 7.12 6.33 6.32 6.82 7.35
United Arab Emirates 6.62 7.94 5.31 5.89 7.31 7.38 6.01 5.89 7.92
France 6.50 7.42 5.46 5.43 7.37 6.50 6.72 6.64 7.67
Portugal 6.47 7.14 6.19 6.19 6.80 6.56 6.29 6.26 7.45
Mexico 6.45 7.78 5.88 6.86 7.28 6.05 5.57 5.21 8.05
Israel 6.01 6.50 6.33 6.38 6.02 6.04 6.23 5.07 6.83
Hong Kong 6.01 7.28 5.12 5.88 6.15 6.83 5.44 5.38 8.04
Italy 5.94 6.60 4.94 5.03 6.31 6.24 6.09 5.81 7.15
South Korea 5.83 6.67 5.20 6.04 6.06 6.06 5.46 5.64 7.35
Saudi Arabia 5.75 5.64 5.29 5.77 5.51 5.59 5.38 5.58 7.13
Brazil 5.65 5.73 5.91 6.44 5.38 5.48 5.31 5.46 7.50
South Africa 5.61 6.26 5.15 5.32 5.64 6.69 5.40 5.92 7.74
Malaysia 5.59 6.32 4.86 5.51 5.77 6.45 5.09 5.64 7.61
Taiwan 5.41 6.31 4.80 5.41 5.80 5.75 4.82 5.37 7.21
Turkey 5.23 5.08 5.45 6.01 4.99 5.00 5.48 4.84 6.69
Russia 5.16 5.89 4.83 5.98 5.38 5.83 4.92 4.36 6.14
China 4.94 5.00 4.50 4.74 5.01 5.17 4.49 5.12 6.70
India 4.62 5.46 3.57 3.89 4.96 5.63 4.52 4.95 6.59
No. of respondents 11,232 2,358 2,405 2,281 2,931 2 ,261 1,817 1,510 4327

13 please note the small sample size for responitettie Middle East. As such these results shouldidased cautiously.
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' OECD countries included in the survey: Austrafiastria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmiirkand, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Icelmatind, Italy, Japan,
Korea, Rep., Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, Ne&land, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovak RepuBlpain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdamited States

" Low Income Countries included in the survey: Badgish, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, CEakiopia, Gambia, India, Kenya, Kyrgyz Republitadagascar,
Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, Mozambique, NapNigeria, Pakistan, Tajikistan, Tanzania, Tinieste, Uganda, Vietnam, Zambia, Zimbabwe

" African countries included in the survey: Algerimgola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundim&eoon, Chad, Egypt, Ethiopia, Gambia, Kenya, LlesoMadagascar,
Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Morocco, Mozdnigue, Namibia, Nigeria, South Africa, Tanzanianiia, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe

v European countries included in the survey: AlbaAiastria, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgatroatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Eatdfinland, France,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italgtvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macedonia, FYR, MaltNetherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Roma8&xbia and
Montenegro, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, Swe&svitzerland, Turkey, United Kingdom

¥ Countries from the Americas included in the surv@ggentina, Barbados, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, IEhColombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Eawadtl Salvador,
Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, &licar, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Suriname, Trinidh@iaago, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela

V' Countries from Asia-Pacific included in the survéwstralia, Bangladesh, Cambodia, China, Hong K8A®R, India, Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Rep., MaiayNepal, New
Zealand, Pakistan, Philippines, Singapore, Sri Baiflaiwan, China, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Vietnam

"' Countries from the ‘Newly Independent States’ giag included in the survey: Armenia, Azerbaijareo®ia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Moldova, RassFederation,
Tajikistan, Ukraine

" Countries from the Middle East included in theveyr Bahrain, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Qatar, Unifgdb Emirates
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