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FOREWORD

Greenland has a lot to offer potential investors. Its mineral-rich underground offers ample

opportunities for companies involved in the extractive industry, and the Government of

Greenland has ambitious plans for the sec
essential sectors of the economy. Fish and shellfish egorts amount to more than 90 per cent

of t he tot al export val ue, whi |l e Gr eenl
opportunities attract a large number of travellers.

Despite the fact that Greenland has been a selfgoverning country within the Kingdom of
Denmark since 1979 and was granted more authority in most administrative areas by the Act
on Greenland Self-Government in 2009, data about its macroeconomic and business
environment in well-respected international databases is rarely included

This publication aims to fill that gap and shed light on the business conditions in Greenland
by benchmarking its performance in a number of indicators against selected countries across
the globe. We used data from internationally recognised sources, mostly the World Bank and
International Monetary Fund. The data is internationally comparable and it is based on the
latest available information (2013 or 2014 for most of the countries; when these values are not
available, the last known value is used). All tle data sources and the full list of indicators are
provided in the end of this report.

This is the first edition and thus a novelty to have on Greenland. | hope that you enjoy the
report and can use it as a reliable source of information about Greenland!

Niels Tanderup Kristensen
Managing Director of ACRM and Deputy Director, Confederation of Danish Industry ’F‘ A
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GREENLAND AT A GLANCE




INTRODUCTION

The Greenland Benchmarking Report 2016 is created with the aim of provid ing a detailed over-
view of G emromit eondiidns, business environment and key economic sectors
Greenlandd s p e r f o mlsn@enchearkieds against countries in the Arctic region, selected
emerging economies, several island countries as well as G8 economigswvhich allows drawing con-
clusionsa b out Grsadative perfalnfance with a broad range of economies.

The report is published by the Arctic Cluster of Raw Materials (ACRM)ACRM is established by
Confederation of Danish Industry (DI), The Danish Industry Foundation (IF)Greenland Business
Association (GBA) and the Technical University of Denmark (DTU). ACRM is a platform for com-

panies with interests, experience, and competenc

purpose is to strengthen the competitiveness of the industry in Greenland and Denmark and to
contribute to sustainable growth and employment in both countries. The cluster offers a one door
entrance to the Greenlandic extractive industries and key industry suppliers and decision makers.

This report is inspired by several similar reports, including the annual World Bank Doing Business
Report, theEconomi st | nt el RiskBreefing ,ahe Glabal BéhchmdrkRepgdrt pub-
lished since 2006by DI, and the MENA Benchmarking Report 2014 , written and published by DI
in 2015. Indicatorsused in the macroeconomic analysis are the same across the reprts d only the
countries analysed differ.

The Greenland Benchmarking Report 2016 opens wi t h an analmagdes- of
nomic conditions, followed by an assessment of the business environment in the country . The
report also includes special theme chapters about the mining, fishing and tourism sectors in
Greenland. These theme chapters are small appetisers on the DNA of Greenland from a private
sector perspective. Description of terms, methodology, a list of all indicators as well as a list of
sources used in the report are provided in the Appendices

The report clearly identifies some of the structural challenges that Greenland is facing as a large
island with a small scattered population. It shows where the country is not performing, but it also
reveals that Greenland performs very welld and is in the top five among the countries analysed o
in most of the indicators when it comes to its business environment.
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INTRODUCTION
Macroeconomic analysis

Aggregate macroeconomic indicators are a useful source of information about the levels of eco-

nomic development of different countries, their economic policies, business conditions and per-

formance in the global market. Countries and regions across the world have historically experi-

enced different levels of economic growth, driven by local conditions and government decisions

as well as by global phenomena. For example, the recent financial crisis has had a profound effect

on almost every world economy. Thereor e, whi |l e analysing Greenland
in isolation might be useful, it is extremely important to compare its performance to other coun-

tries as well.

The following pages provide data on the economic performance of Greenland and 21 other coun-
tries in 21 different macroeconomic indicators. We have been able to find official data on most
indicators, however, for some of them data was not available. The indicators are grouped into
nine categories:

GDP and GDP growth
Diversification of economy
Investment

International trade
Government finance
Capital markets

Price level

Demographics
Employment

Greenl and®ds pall ndicatorsrieacoropareditmeight countries from the G8 (Canada,
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Russian Federation, UniteKingdom, and United States) and five
Arctic countries (Denmark, Finhnd, Iceland, Norway, Sweden). The report also compars Green-
land to three island countries (Dominica and St. Kitts and Nevis, selected because their population
is similar to that of Greenland, as well as Indonesia, selected because its total area is similar to
Gr e e nl a n,ard §ive enrergiag)economies from different regions of the world (E gypt, Mex-
ico, Republic of Korea, Philippines and Turkey)The Description of Termsprovides a detailed ex-
planation of the groups of countries. Over al | , @aceecanbnaicpdridrsnance is char-
acterised by a declining GDP (20122014 average). The county has an average GDP per capita
level compared to the selected countries, the highest ratio of imports to GDP, the lowest general
government gross debt, the highest population decline, the second largest proportion of working
age population, and one of the highest unemployment rates, but also one of the better labour
force participation rates of both genders.
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GDP and GDP growth

GREENLAND BENCHMARKING REPORIL6

1.a. Real GDP growth (average annual % growth in 2012014)

Philippines I 6.6
Indonesia I 5.5
St. Kitts and Nevis I 3.8
Turkey I 3.1
Korea, Rep. I 2.8
Mexico I 2.6
United States I 2.3
Iceland I 2.3
Egypt I 2.2
Canada 2.1

United Kingdom

I 2.1

Norway I 1.9
Russian Federation 1.8
Sweden s 1]
Japan s 11
Dominica w11
Germany mm 0.8
France m 0.3
Denmark 0.0
Finland -1.0
Greenland -1.1
Italy -1.7 —
Explanation and justification Notes

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is one of the main
economic indicators. It measures the total value
of goods and services produced in a country over
a certain period of time. Real GDP growth is an
indicator of economic growth calculated at con-
stant prices (eliminating the effect of price
changes in the country). In order to better reflect
the recent economic trends, average annual per-
centage growth of Real GDP in the last three years
is used instead of analysing one year only.

Data for all countries and years was acquired from
the World Bank World Development Indicators
database, except for Greenland (data from Statis-
tics Greenland).

Comments

Greenland had the second lowest GDP growth
(-1.1%) in 20122014 among the countries ana-
lysed - only Italy performed worse (-1.7%). The fall
in GDP was mostly a result of declining invest-
ment in exploration activities, a drop in fishing ac-

tivity and a decline in the construction sector.
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MACROECONOMIC ANALYSIS
GDP and GDP growth

1.b. GDP per capita, PPP (current international $, thousands)

Norway e 65
United States s 55
Germany I 46
SWEGERE il
Denmark s 45
OELEGER |
Iceland meeessssssssSESsSS———— 43
Finland mmessssssssssssssssssssss 40
United Kingdom maassssssssssssssssssssss 40
France s 39
Japan ImEEEEEEE—— 36
ltaly meassssssss——— 35
Korea, Rep. mnmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm 34
Greenland m—— 32
Russian Federationmaaaessssssmmms 26
St. Kitts and Nevis s 23
Turkey m———— 19
Mexico mmmmm———— 17

Dominica msss 11
Egypt mmssm 11

Indonesia m———— 11

Philippines s 7

Explanation and justification

GDP per capita based on purchasing power parity
(PPP) is defined by the World Bank as "gross do-
mestic product converted to international dollars
using purchasing power parity rates. An interna-
tional dollar has the same purchasing power over
GDP as the U.S. dollar has in the United States".
When converted using PPP, GDP per capita is the
total value of goods and services produced in a
country divided by the country's population,
measured in international dollars so that differ-
ences in the purchasing power of currencies are
eliminated. This allows for an easy comparison of
the level of economic development of countries.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development

Indicators database, except for Greenland (data
from Statistics Greenland in Danish Krone was
converted to international dollars using the World

Bank's PPP conversion factor for Denmark).

Comments

In terms of GDP per capita, Greenland has a me-
dium performance among the analysed countries.
It outperforms such countries as Russia, Turkey,
Mexico and Egypt, but falls behind more ad-
vanced countries (GDP per capita in Norway, for
example, is double that of Greenland).
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MACROECONOMIC ANALYSIS

Diversification of economy

1.c. Composition of GDP by sector (% of GDP)

Canada

Denmark 22

Agriculture

Dominica 16 15
Egypt 14 40

o @ ndustry

69 .
’ Services
46

Finland

France

Germany

Greenland

Iceland

Indonesia

Italy

Japan

Korea, Rep.

Mexico B 34

62

Norway

Philippines

Russian Federatio i 1=

St. Kitts and Nevis = s

Sweden

Turkey

United Kingdom

United States

Explanation and justification

Composition of GDP by sector shows the propor-
tion of value added in agriculture, industry and
service sectors of the economy. It provides an
overview of the structure of the economy and the
level of its diversification.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development
Indicators database, except for: Canada (2010
data), Greenland (DI calculations based on Statis-
tics Greenland data), Iceland (2013 data), Indone-
sia (2013 data), Japan (2013 data), United States
(2013 data).

Comments

Developed economies usually have a low share of
agriculture and a high share of services in their
GDP. For example, in the UK and the US, agricul-
ture accounts for about 1%, industry - for 21%,
and services- for 78%. In Greenland, agriculture
accounts for a relatively larger share (11%), indus-
try - for a slightly smaller share (14%), while the
share of services is comparable, mostly due to the
public sector (public administration, education,
social institutions). Other large service sectors in
Greenland are real estate and wholesale trade.
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Diversification of economy

GREENLAND BENCHMARKING REPORIL6 9

1.d. Total natural resources rents (% of GDP)

Russian Federation e 18.8
Egypt maessssssssssssssssssss 10.9
Norway I 10.7
Mexico M 7.7
Indonesia NEEEEEEEEEE——— 7.6

Canada mssssssssm 52

Philippines s 3.2
Denmark mmmm 1.7
United States mmm 1.3
Finland mmm 1.3
Sweden mm 1.1
United Kingdom mm 1.0
Turkey ® 0.6
Italy 1 0.2
Germany 1 0.2
France 1 0.1
Dominica |1 0.1
Korea, Rep.| 0.0
Japan @ 0.0
Iceland 0.0
Greenland N/A
St. Kitts and Nevis N/A

Explanation and justification

Total natural resources rents include oil, natural

gas, coal, mineral, and forest rents. Rents are the
difference between price and average cost of pro-

ducing (extracting) a commodity. Rents as % of
GDP are an indicator of the reliance of economic
development on natural resource production.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2013 and ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development
Indicators database. Data for Greenland and St.
Kitts and Nevis is not available.

Comments

Among analysed countries, Russia has the highest
level of rents from natural resources. Norway is
the leader among Nordic countries.

Even though data for Greenland is notavailable,
this and other indicators are included to be con-
sistent with the reports that this publication is
based on (i.e., Global Benchmark Report, MENA
Benchmarking Report).
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MACROECONOMIC ANALYSIS
Investment

1.e. Gross fixed capital formation (% of GDP)

Indonesia TS 33
St. Kitts and Nevis mmasssssssss 30
Korea, Rep. . 29
Norway S 24
Canada s 24
Sweden IS 2/
Japan mEEEEEEEE—— 22
France mammmmmmmmmmmmm— 22
Mexico M 2]
Philippines s 21
Russian Federation s 21
Finland measssssssssssssssssssss 20
Turkey S 20
Germany IS 20
United States namm 19
Denmark s 19
Greenland mES——— 18
United Kingdom s 17
Iceland IS |7
Italy messssssssssss——— 17
Dominica maaaasssssssss——— 15
Egypt nammmssssmmmmmm 13

Comments
The share of investment in GDP in Greenland was

Explanation and justification
Gross fixed capital formation is one of the com-

ponents of GDP calculation using the expenditure
approach. It measures the value of investments
made in the economy (acquisition of plants,
equipment, construction of infrastructure, etc.).
This is an indicator of the contribution of invest-
ments to total GDP.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development
Indicators database, exceptfor: Greenland (DI cal-
culations based on Statistics Greenlanddata), Ja-
pan (2013 data), United States (2013 data).

relatively low in 2014, but is projected to increase
in the near future due to increased activity in the
natural resources sector. Nevertheless, it was
above that of United Kingdom, Iceland and lItaly
as well as Dominica and Egypt.
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Investment

1.f. Foreign direct investment, net inflows (BoP, current US$, millions)

United States
Canada

United Kingdom
Indonesia

Mexico
Russian Federation

I 131,829
I 57,168

I 45 457

26,349

e 2/ 154

. 22 891

Finland mmm 14,812
Italy mmm 13,727
Turkey 12,765
Norway B 10,586
Korea, Rep. mm 9,899
Japan mm 9,070
Germany B 8,390
France m 7,957
Philippines m 6,202
Egypt, Arab Rep. m 4,783
Iceland | 746
St. Kitts and Nevis 120
Dominica 41
Denmark -677 |
Sweden -2,5351
Greenland N/A
Explanation and justification Notes

Foreign direct investment (FDI) data provided by
the World Bank are "the net inflows of investment
to acquire a lasting management interest (10 per-
cent or more of voting stock) in an enterprise op-
erating in an economy other than that of the in-
vestor". Net inflows are new investments less dis-
investment, expressed in current U.S. dollars. This
indicator shows how attractive the country is to
foreign investors due to its openness, quality of
workforce, economic and business conditions,
etc.

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from th e World Bank World Development
Indicators database. Data for Greenland is not
available.

Comments

United States had the largest net FDI inflows
among the analysed countries, while Denmark
and Sweden - the lowest (due to reverse invest-
ment or disinvestment). Among Nordic countries,
Finland and Norway had the largest inflows of
FDI.
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MACROECONOMIC ANALYSIS
International trade

1.g. Exports of goods and services (% of GDP)

Denmark mss 54
Iceland IEEEEEEEEEE 54
Korea, Rep. mammmmmmee. 51
Germany e 46
SWEGERE
St. Kitts and Nevis I 38
Norway M 33
Finland messsssssssssssssssssssmm 38

12

Dominica NS 34
Greenland mmmmEEEEE—— 33
Mexico IImEEEEEE 32
Canada maamammmmmm——— 32
Russian Federationmameeessssssssmmeess 30
Italy meeessssssssss———— 30
France mammmmmmmmmmm 29
Philippines maaassssssssssmmmmm 29
United Kingdom maasssssssssssssssss 28
Turkey mEEEEEESSSS—— 28

Indonesia MEEEEEEEE——————— 24

Japan mammmmmm——— 16
Egypt s 15

United States mammmmms 13

Explanation and justification

Exports of goods and services measure the value
of goods and services provided to other coun-
tries. Exports are one of the components of GDP
calculation using the expenditure approach.
When measured as per centof GDP, it indicates
the contribution of exports to total value of goods
and services produced and sold in a country.
Share of exports in GDP is also an indicator of the
competitiveness of locally produced products
and services abroad.

Notes
Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development

Indicators database, except for: Greenland (DI cal-
culations based on Statistics Greenland data), Ja-
pan (2013 data),and United States (2013 data).

Comments

Exports of goods and services amounted to 33%
of GDP in Greenland in 2014, which is a medium
performance among the analysed countries. Ex-
ports of fish amount to about 90% of Greenland's

total exports; shrimp exports alone account for

more than 50% of total exports. Falling shrimp
quotas had a large negative impact on the coun-

try's export.
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MACROECONOMIC ANALYSIS
International trade

1.h. Imports of goods and services (% of GDP)

Greenland . 52
Denmark messssssssssssS——— 48
Dominica M 48

Iceland TS 47
St. Kitts and Nevis e 47
Korea, Rep. mummmmmmmmmm 45
SUELERE ]
Germany I 39
Finland e 39
Mexico IR 33
Canada s 33
Philippines mamsssssssssssss— 32
Turkey M 32
France mammmmmmmmmmmmmss 31
United Kingdom maassssssssssssssssss 30
Norway memssssssssssssssmm 30
[taly DS 27
Indonesia NEEEEEEEEEE————— 24
Egypt nammmssssmmmmmmm 24
Russian Federationmaeesssssssmms 23
Japan maammsssmm——m— 19
United States s 17

Explanation and justification Indicators database, except for: Greenland (DI cal-
culations based on Statistics Greenland data), Ja-

Imports of goods and services measure the value
pan (2013 data), and United States (2013 data).

of goods and services received from other coun-
tries. Imports are subtracted from GDP when cal-

culating it using the expenditure approach. Im- Comments

ports as per cent of GDP is an indicator of the re- Greenland is the leader among analysed coun-

liance of the economy on foreign-produced tries in terms of imports as per cent of GDP as it

goods and services. has to acquire large amounts of goods and ser-
vices from other countries. The major import cat-

Notes egories in Greenland are mineral fuels, machinery

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac- and It(ransport equipment as well as food and live-
stock.

quired from the World Bank World Development
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MACROECONOMIC ANALYSIS
Government finance

1.i. General government gross debt (% of GDP)

Greenland 1 5
Russian Federationmm 18
Indonesia mmm 25
Norway mmmm 28
Turkey mmmmm 34
Korea, Rep. mmmmm 36
Philippines mmmmm 36
Sweden mmmmmm 44
Denmark mssss 45
Mexico mmmmmmmm 50
Finland s 59
Germany mammmmmmmmm 75
Dominica masssssmmm 76
St. Kitts and Nevis mmmsssm—— 380
Iceland mE—————— 33
Canada mamssssmmmmm 38
United Kingdom s 89
Egypt messsssssssss 90
France mammssssssssmm 96
United States mamsssssssssmmm 105
ltaly moEEsssssssssss—— 132
Japan I 246

Explanation and justification Comments

General government gross debt includes all liabil-
ities of the government that require payment.
Government debt as per cent of GDP is an indica-
tor of government's indebtedness, financial sta-
bility and solvency.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from IMF World Economic Outlook data-
base, except for Greenland (Danish National Bank
data).

Greenland's government has the lowest amount
of debt as per cent of GDP among the analysed
countries. In 2014, it amounted to about 5 per
cent of GDP. United States, Italy and Japan are the
most indebted countries (with government debts
of 105%, 132% and 246% of GDP, respectively).
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Government finance

1.j. General government net lending (+)/borrowing ( -), % of GDP

St. Kitts and Nevis
Norway
Greenland
Denmark
Philippines
Korea, Rep.
Germany
Iceland
Turkey
Russian Federation
Canada
Sweden
Indonesia
Italy
Finland
Dominica
France
United States
Mexico
United Kingdom
Japan

I 9.5
e 8.8
2.9
m 18
B 0.9
108
103
-0.2 |
-1.0 m
-l2 m
-1.6 =
-1.9 ==
-2.1 W=
-3.0 ==
-3.2 =
-3.4 mmm
-4.0 -
-4.1 -
-4.6 ——
-5.7 ——

-7.3

Egypt -13.6 S

Explanation and justification

Net lending/borrowing is a measure of govern-

ment's fiscal balance, calculated as total govern-
ment revenue minus total expenditure. Deficits
have to be financed either by using existing re-
serves or by undertaking additional borrowing.

This is thus an indicator of government's financial
stability.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from IMF World Economic Outlook data-
base, except for Greenland (DI calculations based
on Statistics Greenland data).

Comments

In 2014, Greenland was among the few analysed
countries that had a general government surplus.

The major revenue sources for the country's gov-

ernment are income taxes and transfers from
Denmark. Compensation of employees and gov-
ernment consumption are the main expenditure

categories of Greenland's government.
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MACROECONOMIC ANALYSIS
Government finance

1.k. Long term sovereign debt rating by Moody's

OELELER PP
Denmark maasssssssssssssss—  Aaa
Finland maassssssssssssssssssssss Aaa
Germany S Aga
Norway S Aaa
Sweden mEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE Aa
United States mamaaaaaaaa Aaa

United Kingdom maassssssssssssssasmsmmmmmmmmmms Aol
France mamssssssssssssssssssssmsmmmmmm Aa2
(GICERRE e

Japan M A
Mexico IS A3
Iceland IEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE Baa?
[taly D Baa?
Philippines maasssssssssammmmmmms Baa?2
Indonesia INEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE—— Baa3
Turkey NS Baa3
Russian Federation e Bal
Egypt mamssssssssssm B3

Dominica N/A
Greenland N/A
St. Kitts and Nevis N/A

Explanation and justification

Sovereign debt is used as a mechanism of fund-
ing by governments. Moody's assessment of sov-
ereign debt risk is based on four factors: eco-
nomic strength, institutional strength, fiscal
strength, and susceptibility to event risk. Sover-
eign debt ratings are relative rankings of credit
risk, which act as indicators of a country's default
probability and expected losses in the case of de-
fault.

Notes

The provided ratings are the latest available rat-
ings published by Moody's. The agency does not
rate Dominica, Greenland and St. Kitts and Nevis.
Moody's database was accessed on February 2,
2016.

Comments

In general, advanced, developed economies have
lower sovereign debt risk and better credit rat-
ings. Seven of the analysed countries achieve the
highest possible rating (Aaa), while Egypt has the
lowest credit rating (B3).
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MACROECONOMIC ANALYSIS

Capital markets

1.1. Domestic credit to private sector (% of GDP)

Denmark
United States
Japan

United Kingdom
Sweden

Korea, Rep.

Canada
Italy
France
Finland
Germany
Iceland
Turkey

e 200
e 192
I 188
I 155
I 135
I 135
I 125
I 117
I 111
I 98
I 03

I 02

EEesss——— 70

St. Kitts and Nevis s 63

Dominica

I 56

Russian Federationmssms 53

Indonesia
Philippines
Mexico

Egypt
Greenland

s 38
I 36
s 31
s 28
N/A

17

Norway N/A

Explanation and justification

Domestic credit to private sector as measured by
the World Bank is the amount of credit resources
provided to the private sector by financial corpo-

rations. On one hand, it shows the availability of
credit in the economy which is needed for the ex-
pansion of business servces or other projects. On
the other hand, it is an indicator of the level of
indebtedness of the private sector.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2013 and ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development
Indicators database, except for Canada (208
data). Data for Greenland and Norway is not avail-
able.

Comments

The private sector in developing countries is the
least indebted while advanced economies have
the highest domestic credit to GDP ratios, which
often exceed 100%. In Denmark, for example, do-
mestic credit to private sector amounts to 200%
of GDP - this can pose a certain threat to the
economy.



GREENLAND BENCHMARKING REPORIL6

MACROECONOMIC ANALYSIS
Capital markets

1.m. Market capitalization of listed companies (% of GDP)

United States e 115
United Kingdom maasssssssssssssssssssssesees 115
Canada e 111
Philippines maaassssssssssss 106
Sweden IS 103
Korea, Rep. mummmmmmmmmmmmmssssssss. 97
St. Kitts and Nevis mnmmassnmm 82
Denmark mmesssssssssssssssss 70
France mammsssssssssmmmms 68
Finland meessssssssssssss 62
Japan IS 62
Norway s 51
Indonesia mEEEE————— 45
Mexico I 44
Russian Federationmsmm 43
Germany mmmmmmmmmm—m 42
Turkey mamsssss——m 39

18

ltaly o 23

Egypt s 2?2

Iceland mmmm 20
Dominica N/A
Greenland N/A

Explanation and justification

Market capitalization is the market value of com-
panies (share price times the number of shares
outstanding). Listed companies are the compa-
nies listed on the country's stock exchanges. This
indicator shows the level of development of the
country's financial markets, which also relates to
the overall economic development because ac-
cess to equity finance is an important growth fac-
tor for companies.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2012 and was ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development
Indicators database, except for St. Kitts and Nevis
(2011 data). Data for Dominica and Greenland is
not available.

Comments

The UK and US financial markets are the most de-
veloped: market capitalization of companies
listed on these exchanges exceeds the GDP of re-
spective countries. Italy, Egypt and Iceland have
the lowest market capitalizations among the ana-
lysed countries.
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MACROECONOMIC ANALYSIS

Price level

1.n. Inflation, consumer prices (annual %)

Sweden -0.2 1
Italy 02
France m 05
Denmark m 0.6
St. Kitts and Nevis mm 0.8
Dominica mm 0.8
Germany mm 09
Finland s 1.0
Korea, Rep. w13
Greenland 1.4
United Kingdom s 15
United States s 1.6
Canada 1.9
Norway . 2.0
Iceland . 2.0
Japan I 2.7
Mexico I 4.0
Philippines s 4.1
Indonesia I (.4

Russian Federation
Turkey

Egypt

Explanation and justification

I /.8
I 8.9
I 10.1

Comments

19

Consumer price inflation measures the change in
the cost of acquiring a specified basket of goods
and services. This is an indicator of price stability.
Low positive values of inflation are generally pre-
ferred.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development

Indicators database, except for Greenland (data
from Statistics Greenland howing the change in

consumer prices in July 2015 compared to July
2014).

Annual inflation in Greenland was 1.4% in July
2015, which is within the band of optimal, pre-
ferred inflation rates. Sweden experienced defla-
tion in 2014, while inflation in Egypt exceeded 10
per cent.
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1.0. Population growth (average annual % growth in 2012-2014)

Egypt
Philippines
Mexico
Indonesia
Turkey
Norway

St. Kitts and Nevis

I 2.2
I 1.6
I 14
I 1.3
I 1.2
I 1.2
I 1.2

Canada e 1.1
Italy e 1.1
Iceland I 0.9
Sweden I 0.8
United States . 0.8
United Kingdom . 0.7
Finland s 05
France s 0.4
Dominica s 04
Korea, Rep. mmm 04
Denmark w04
Russian Federation m 0.2
Japan -0.2 =
Greenland  -0.4 mam
Explanation and justification Comments

Population growth is one of the main demo-
graphic indicators. It shows how fast the country's
population is expanding/declining. In order to
better reflect recent trends, average annual per-
centage growth of population in the last three
years is used insteadof analysing one year only.

Notes

Data for all countries and years was acquired from
the World Bank World Development Indicators
database.

While most of the analysed countries experienced
population growth in 2012 -2014, Greenland and
Japan saw their populations decrease. In Green-
land, birth rates exceed death rates, but emigra-
tion leads to the decline in population.



GREENLAND BENCHMARKING REPCORIL6 21

MACROECONOMIC ANALYSIS

Demographics

1.p. Population ages 1564 (% of total)

Korea, Rep. mmmmmmmmmmeee. 73
Greenland . 71
Russian Federation e 70
Canada s 68
Indonesia N 67
Turkey I 67

United States
Iceland
Germany
Norway
Mexico
United Kingdom
Denmark
Italy

Finland
Sweden
Philippines
France

I 67
I 66
I 66
I 66
I 66
I 65
I 64
I 64
I 64
I 63
I 63
I 63

Egypt mammmssaas 62
Japan e 61

Dominica N/A
St. Kitts and Nevis N/A

Explanation and justification

Population ages 15-64 as percentage of total
population is an indicator of the percentage share
of working age population , which can potentially
contribute to the economic development of the
country. The larger the working age population is,
the lower is the share of population below age 15
and above age 64, which has to rely on the sup-
port of others for their survival.

Note s
Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development

Indicators database, except for Greenland (DI cal-
culations based on Statistics Greenland data).

Comments

Greenland has one of the largest working age
populations among the analysed countries: 71%
of its population is between the ages 15-64. Japan
had the lowest share of people aged 15-64 in
2014 (61%).
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Employment

1.g. Unemployment, total (% of total labour force) (modeled ILO estimate)

St. Kitts and Nevis N/A

Dominica
Norway
Korea, Rep
Japan
Mexico
Iceland
Germany

N/A

I 3.4
. I 35
EEEEsss—— 3.7
I 4.9
I 5.0
I 5.0

Russian Federation e 5.1

United States
Indonesia
United Kingdom

I 6.2
I 6.2

I 6.3
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Denmark maasssssSSSm 6.6

Canada mamESS—— 6.9

Philippines meeesssssssssssssss— 7.1

Sweden IEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE——— 8.0

Finland meaasssssssssssssssssssssss 8.6

Turkey I 0.2

France M 9.9

Greenland . 10.1

[taly e 12.5

Egypt mamass. 13.2

Explanation and justification

Total unemployment, as defined by the Interna-

tional Labour Organization (ILO), is the share of
the labour force which is without work but seek-

ing employment. This is an indicator of economic
activity in the country. High unemployment

shows that there is a misbalance between de-
mand for and supply of labour.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development
Indicators database, except for Greenland (Statis-
tics Greenland data for 2013).

Comments

Unemployment in Greenland exceeded 10 per
cent in 2013 and was one of the highest among
analysed countries, with only Italy and Egypt per-
forming worse. The problem in Greenland is that
even though unemployment among the local

population is high, there is a large number of
skilled workers from abroad hired in the country.

This shows that local employees often lack the
skills required for high-skilled positions.
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Employment

1.r. Unemployment, youth total (% of total labour force ages 15-24)

(modeled ILO estimate)
St. Kitts and Nevis N/A

Dominica N/A
Japan mmmmmm 6.5
Germany mmmmmmm 7.6
Norway s 8.4
Mexico mmmmm——— 9.9
Korea, Rep. mmmmmmmmm 10.4
Iceland mssss——— 10.9
Denmark massssssssm 12 .4
Russian Federationmssssss—— 129
Canada mammmssmssms 13 .4
United States msssssmms 14.0
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Greenland mssssmmm 16.0
Philippines s 16.4
United Kingdom s 16.7
Turkey mEEEssssssss——— 17.7
Finland messssssssssssssss 19.2
Indonesia EEEEEEEEEESSEE——— 218
Sweden IEEEEEEEEEESSSSS——— 22 .8
France mammmmmmmmmmmmmssmmmms 23.9
Egypt M 420
ltaly S 441

Explanation and justification

Youth unemployment, as defined by the Interna-
tional Labour Organization (ILO), is the share of
the labour force ages 15-24 which is without work
but seeking employment. High youth unemploy-
ment is an indicator of the inability of the labour
market to accommodate less experienced work-
ers. Unemployed youth cannot contribute to eco-
nomic growth. High youth unemployment can
also result in less innovation and may lead to a
loss of competitive advantages of a country.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from the World Bank World Develop ment

Indicators database, except for Greenland (Statis-
tics Greenland data for 2013 for the age group

20-24).

Comments

While youth unemployment in Greenland is
higher than the total unemployment level, it is not

as high as in many aher analysed countries. In
Egypt and ltaly, for example, youth unemploy-
ment exceeded 40%, while in Greenland it stood
at 16% in 2013.
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Employment

1.s. Labour force participation rate, total (% of total population ages

15+) (modeled ILO estimate)
Greenland e 74

Iceland I 74
Indonesia NS 68
Canada msssssSSSSSS 66
Philippines meaessssssssssssssssss——— 65
Norway I G5
Sweden IS G4
Russian Federation e 64
Denmark s 62
United States mammamm G2
United Kingdom masssssssssssnnnnnnns 62
Mexico M G2
Korea, Rep. mmmmmmmm 61
Germany IS 60
SRIEGGE ()
Japan e 59
France mamssssssssssssss 56
Turkey I 49
Egypt masssssssssssssssmmsmsmmm——— 49
[taly I 49
Dominica N/A
St. Kitts and Nevis N/A

Explanation and justification Comments

24

Labour force participation rate is defined by ILO
as the share of the population ages 15 and older
that is economically active, that is all people who
supply labour for the production of goods and
services. Similarly to unemployment, this is an in-
dicator of economic activity.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development
Indicators database, except for Greenland (DI cal-
culations based on Statistics Greenland data for
2013 for the age group 18-64).

Total labour force participation rate in Greenland

and Iceland, at 74%, was the highest among ana-
lysed countries, indicating a healthy rate of eco-

nomic activity. Turkey, Egypt and Italy had the
lowest labour participation rates.
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1.t. Labour force participation rate, female (% of female population

ages 15+) (modeled ILO estimate)
Greenland M 72

Iceland IS 70
Canada messssssssssssEE 61
Norway N 61
SWELERE )
Denmark s 59
Russian Federation s 57
United States mamaasssss 56
United Kingdom maasssssssss 56
Finland maaassssssssssssssss 55

Germany I 54

Indonesia TS 5]
Philippines s 51
France mammmmmmmmm 51
Korea, Rep. s 50
NETELE il
Mexico N 45
ltaly e 40
Turkey IS 29

Egypt mammssssssammm 24

Dominica N/A
St. Kitts and Nevis N/A

Explanation and justification

Total labour force participation rate usually does
not reflect the major differences in participation

rates of female and male population. Female par-
ticipation is usually lower than male participation

due to cultural, social and demographic trends. It
is therefore important to analyse gender differ-

ences in employment.

Notes

Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from the Wo rld Bank World Development

Indicators database, except for Greenland (DI cal-
culations based on Statistics Greenland data for
2013 for the age group 18-64).

Comments

As with total labour force participation, female
participation in Greenland (72%) is above that of
other analysed countries. Egypt (24%) and Turkey
(29%) had very low participation rates of females
in the labour force.
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Employment

1.u. Labour force participation rate, male (% of male population ages 15+)

(modeled ILO estimate)
Indonesia M 34

Mexico I 30
Philippines naassssssss. 30
Iceland I 77
Greenland eSS 76
Egypt massssssss 75
Korea, Rep. . 72
Russian Federation e 72
Canada s 71
Turkey I 71
Japan I 70
United States mammmmm 69
United Kingdom maasssssssssss . 69
Norway I GO
SWEGEE G
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Germany IS 66
Denmark s 66
Finland messssssssssssssssammmmmmmms 64

France s 61
ltaly e G0

Dominica N/A
St. Kitts and Nevis N/A

Explanation and justification

Total labour force participation rate usually does
not reflect the major differences in participation

rates of female and male population. Female par-
ticipation is usually lower than male participation
due to cultural, social and demographic trends. It
is therefore important to analyse gender differ-

ences in employment.

Notes
Data for all countries is for year 2014 and was ac-
quired from the World Bank World Development

Indicators database, except for Greenland (DI cal-
culations based on Statistics Greenland data for
2013 for the age group 18-64).

Comments

Male labour force participation in Greenland

(76%) only slightly exceeds the female participa-
tion rate (72%), indicating a high level of gender

equality. Male participation rates were the highest

in developing countries (Indonesia, Mexico and
Philippines), while Italy and France had the lowest
rates.
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INTRODUCTION
Business environmerdnalysis

Afavour abl e business environment is the key dri ve
conditions for starting new businesses or expanding current operations are critical for the suc-

cessful functioning of the economy. Even though it is impossible to perfectly measure something

as intangible as business conditions in a country, we believe thatthe indicators presented in this

chapter provide a good overview of these conditions.

The business environment indicators used in this analysis come from the Economist Intelligence
Unitds (EI'U) Risk Briefing. No ot her pEogbadEn- sour
trepreneurship Monitor, Ind ex of Economic Freedom, Global Competitiveness Report, etc.) pro-

vide information about Greenland. Hence, the risk assessment done by the EIU is the best tool for
comparing business conditions in Greenland and other countries.El1 Uds ri sk r ati ngs
risk to business profitability from 10 separate risk criteria based on current conditions and expec-

tations for the next two years.

Graphs presented in this chapter display scores in each of the 10 individual indicators for Green-
land and 19 other countries (the same countries as in the Macroeconomic Analysis chapter, except
for Dominica and St. Kitts and Nevis as theyare not rated by the EIU).EIU assigns each country a
score from 0 (very little risk) to 100 (very high risk). The overall risk assesment is a simple average
of the countriesd scores in each of the indicato

In general, Greenland performs very well and is in the Top 5 among the countries analysed in most
of the indicators. Greenland has particularly strong performance in terms of security risk, legal and
regulatory risk, macroeconomic risk, foreign trade and payments risk as well as tax policy. Its rel-
ative weaknesses are government effectiveness, labour market and infrastructureOverall, Green-
land is the sixth best country among the analysed ones in terms of total risk.
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Security

2.a. Security risk (lower=better)

Iceland 0
Finland = 4
Greenland = 4
Norway mm 4
Sweden mmm 7
Denmark mmmmm 11
Canada mmmmm 14
Japan s 14
Germany I 18
United States mmmmmmmm 18
France s 25
[taly m——— 25
United Kingdom s 25
Korea, Rep. mummmmmmmmmm 29
Indonesia I 50
Egypt M 54
Turkey I 54
Russian Federation . 57
Mexico NI 64
Philippines nmm——— 79

Comments
Security risk in Greenland is one of the lowest
among the analysed countries. The crime rate is

Explanation and justification
Security risk evaluates the safety of the physical
environment. It takes into account such issues as

the presence of armed conflicts, violent demon-
strations, civil unrest, hostility to foreigners or pri-
vate ownership, organised crime, etc.

Notes

Data for all countries is the latest available
(2015/2016) operational risk assesment acquired
from the Economist Intelligence Unit.

low and there are no armed conflicts or civil un-

rest taking place. The iisk is much higher in Mex-
ico and Philippines, for example, while Iceland has
practically no security issues.
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Political stability

2.b. Political stability risk (lower=better)

Norway O
Canada mmm 5
United States s 10
Greenland mmmmmmm 15
Japan s 15
Sweden mmmm——— 15
United Kingdom s 15
Denmark msssssmm 20
Germany mmmmmmmm—m—— 20
Iceland m————— 20

Finland s 30

France mmmmmmss 35

ltaly e 35
Indonesia M 40

Korea, Rep. s 40
Mexico I 40
Egypt M 45
Philippines nsss——— 55
Russian Federation s 65
Turkey I 70

Explanation and justification

Political stability risk measuresthe ability of polit-
ical institutions to continually support the needs
of businesses. It reflects the risk of social unrest,
the mechanisms of transfer of power from one
government to another, the probability that op-
position will gain power and bring about a wors-
ening of business conditions, the level of concen-
tration of excessive power as well as the probabil-
ity that international tensions will have a negative
effect on the economy or policy.

Notes

Data for all countries is the latest available
(2015/2016) operational risk assessment acquired
from the Economist Intelligence Unit.

Comments

Greenland ranks high when it comes to political

stability and no major political risks are foreseen.

The Self Rule Act of 2009 between Denmark and
Greenland specifies that Greenland can take con-
trol of its judicial system, financial regulation, bor-

der control, etc. Among the analysed countries,
Turkey and Russia have the highest risk of politi-
cal instability, Norway 0 the lowest.
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Government effectiveness

2.c. Government effectiveness risk (lower=better)

Norway mmm 7
Finland mes 11
Sweden mmmm 11
Canada w14
Iceland o 18
Denmark mmssmm 21
Germany mmmmmmmmm 21
United Kingdom s 21
France s 25
Japan Immmm———— 25
United States s 29
Greenland " 32
ltaly DO 50
Korea, Rep. mmmmmsssssssss 50
Mexico NI 57
Philippines s 61
Indonesia TS 64
Egypt M 68
Turkey I 68
Russian Federation . 86

Explanation and justification

Government effectiveness risk takes into account
the likelihood that the government will imple-
ment policies that support businesses; the level of
bureaucracy; competences, morale and compen-
sation of officials; the degree of vested interests;
the level of corruption; accountability of officials
and the probability that the country can be ac-
cused of human rights violations.

Notes

Data for all countries is the latest available
(2015/2016) operational risk assessment acquired
from the Economist Intelligence Unit.

Comments

Greenland performs worse in terms of govern-
ment effectiveness than in most other business
environment indicators. A 2012 report by Nordic
Consulting Group commissioned by Transpar-
ency International Greenland found that there is
high staff turnover in the public sector, a some-
times confusing system of legislation and a lack
of accountability that can lead to corruption.

Overall, Rus$a has the lowest government effec-
tiveness while Norway 0 the highest.
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Legal and regulatory environment

2.d. Legal & regulatory risk (lower=better)

Sweden mm 5
Finland s 10
Greenland w10
United Kingdom mmssss 10
United States s 10
Canada w12
Denmark mmmmm 12
Norway mmmmmmm 12

France mmmmsssm 18
Germany Immmmm—— 18
Iceland m————— 20
Japan Imm———— 25
Korea, Rep. I 35
ltaly I 38
Mexico I 40
Egypt mm 45
Turkey I 48
Philippines nsss——— 55
Indonesia TN 62
Russian Federation e 70

Explanation and justification

Legal & regulatory risk evaluates the degree to
which the legal process can serve certain inter-
ests, the risk that contracts are not enforced, the
efficiency of the judicial process, favouritism of
domestic over foreign companies, and the risk of
foreign assets expropriation. It also takes into ac-
count the government's stance on promoting
competition, the level of intellectual property and
private property protection, the risk of unreliable
financial statements as well as the probability that
price controls will be introduced.

Notes

Data for all countries is the latest available
(2015/2016) operational risk assessment acquired
from the Economist Intelligence Unit.

Comments

Legal and regulatory risk in Greenland is low with
only Sweden and Finland performing better.
There is no significant risk of assets expropriation,
non-enforcement of contracts, etc. As with many
other indicators, the highest risk is observed in
Russia.
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Macroeconomic environment

Korea, Rep.

United States
Greenland
Iceland
Philippines

Indonesia

2.e. Macroeconomic risk (lower=better)

I 25
I 25
I 30
I——— 30
I 30
I 35

Canada
Denmark
Norway
Sweden
Finland
France
Germany
Japan
Mexico
United Kingdom
Turkey
Italy
Egypt

o
o O O O

45
45
45
45
45
45

a
‘.
D
o
)]
ol

Russian Federation . 65

Explanation and justification

Macroeconomic risk takes into account exchange
rate volatility, the risk of recession and price in-
stability in the next two years, the ratio of domes-
tic public debt to M2 (a measure of money sup-
ply) as well as the risk of interest rate vdatility.

Notes

Data for all countries is the latest available
(2015/2016) operational risk assessment acquired
from the Economist Intelligence Unit.

Comments

The risk of macroeconomic instability in Green-
land is low. Among analysed countries, only South
Korea and United States perform better. lItaly,
Egypt and Russia have the highest risk of macro-
economic volatility.
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Foreign trade and paymentgssues

2.f. Foreign trade & payments risk (lower=better)

Finland mm 4
Greenland w7
Canada w11
Denmark mmssm 11
Germany w11
ltaly mo——— 11
Sweden mmm—— 11
France mmmmmmsmmm 13
Japan mmmmmm———— 13
United Kingdom mssssssss 18
Korea, Rep. mmmmmmmmmmm 21
Norway I 21
United States . 21
Mexico NI 25
Iceland TS 32
Philippines mamaaaaaaaa 32
Turkey I 32
Indonesia IS 43
Egypt M 54
Russian Federation e 61

Explanation and justification Comments

Foreign trade & payments risk measures the
probability that the country will be subject to a

trade embargo, the risk that access to foreign ex-
change will be restricted, the possibility of the in-

troduction of discriminatory tariffs and other t ariff
and non-tariff measures, the ease of moving
money out of the country as well as the risk of
capital controls.

Notes

Data for all countries is the latest available
(2015/2016) operational risk assessment acquired
from the Economist Intelligence Unit.

Greenland takes the second place among ana-

lysed countries when it comes to foreign trade

and payments risk. As the country uses Danish
currency (Krone), there is minimal risk of foreign

exchange restrictions. Egypt and Russia are the
countries with the highest foreign trade risk.
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Financial marked

2.9. Financial risk (lower=Dbetter)

Sweden mm 4
Canada s 3
Finland messsm 38
France mmmmmm 8
Greenland w8
Japan s 12
Norway I 12
United Kingdom s 12
United States mammmmm 12
Denmark s 21
Germany ISSSS————— 21
Italy SE———— 05
Korea, Rep. I 25
Mexico NI 42
Egypt I 46
Iceland M 46
Indonesia IR 46
Philippines e 50
Russian Federation e 50
Turkey I 50

Explanation and justification Comments

Financial risk takes into account the risk of a major
currency devaluation, the availability of financing
in the local financial market, the existence of a lig-
uid local bond market in freely traded debt, the
risk of a systemic financial crisis as well as the li-
quidity of the local stock market.

Notes

Data for all countries is the latest available
(2015/2016) operational risk assessment acquired
from the Economist Intelligence Unit.

Financial risk in Greenland is relatively low and is
on par with the risk in Canada, Finland and France,
and only slightly worse than that in Sweden. As
such, the possibility of a currency devaluation, a
systemic crisis, etc. is very low. Philippines, Russia
and Turkey are the worst performers in this indi-
cator.
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Tax policy

2.h. Tax policy risk (lower=better)

Canada mmmm 6

Greenland mmm 6

United Kingdom mmm 6
Denmark mssmm 12
Finland e 12
Norway mEmmmm——— 12

Germany I——— 19

Iceland mEEEEEEEEE————— 25

Korea, Rep. I 25
Mexico I 25

Japan I 31
Sweden IS 31
ltaly D 38
Philippines nammaaaaaa 38
Turkey I 38
United States mammmmmmm 38
France . 44

Indonesia NN 44
Russian Federation . 50
Egypt I—— 56

Explanation and justification

Tax policy risk measures the clarity and predicta-
bility of the tax regime, the risk of discriminatory
taxes, the level of corporate tax rates and the risk
of retroactive taxation.

Notes

Data for all countries is the latest available
(2015/2016) operational risk assessment acquired
from the Economist Intelligence Unit.

Comments

Stability and transparency of the tax regime in
Greenland (together with Canada and United
Kingdom) is the best among the analysed coun-
tries. According to PwC, the corporate tax rate in
Greenland is 30% plus a surcharge of 6% (oil and
mineral license holders are exempt from the sur-
charge) which makes the effective tax rate 31.8%.
There is also no VAT in Greenland. Overall, Russia
and Egypt have the highest tax policy risk.
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Labour market

2.i. Labour market risk (lower=better)

United States s 18

Canada mammmmmmmmmm—m— 25

Denmark mEmmmmmmmmmmmms 25

Finland e 25

Japan m————— 25

Sweden IE————— 25

Germany IS 29

Philippines s 29
United Kingdom s 29

Norway I 32

France M 36
ltaly W 36
Greenland I 43
Korea, Rep. mmmmmmes 46

Russian Federation s 46
Iceland T 54
Egypt I 57
Mexico I 57
Turkey I 57
Indonesia ISR 61

Explanation and justification

Labour market risk evaluatesthe power of trade
unions, the frequency of labour strikes, the re-
strictions placed by labour laws, the ease of find-
ing skilled and specialised labour, the extent to
which increases in wages are related to produc-
tivity improvements as well as the risk that collec-
tive bargaining and freedom of association rights
will not be respected.

Notes

Data for all countries is the latest available
(2015/2016) operational risk assessment acquired
from the Economist Intelligence Unit.

Comments

Labour market is Greenland's relative weakness as
its performance in the labour market risk indica-
tor is only average. There is a lack of hidnly-skilled
individuals and companies often hire foreign spe-
cialists. Nevertheless, Greenland still performs
better than such countries as South Korea, Iceland
or Turkey. Overall, United States is the best per-
former in the indicator while Indonesia & the
worst.
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Infrastructure

2.j. Infrastructure risk (lower=better)

France 0
Sweden m 3
Germany mmm 6
Denmark s 9
Iceland w9
Norway mmmmmm 9
Canada w12
United States s 12
Finland s 16
Japan mmmmm—— 16
Korea, Rep. s 19
United Kingdom s 19
Greenland mE—— 38
Italy W 38
Russian Federation e 41
Turkey I 41
Mexico I 44
Egypt M 47
Indonesia I 59
Philippines mmaa—— 59

Explanation and justification Comments

Infrastructure risk measures the probability that
major infrastructure facilities (ports, air transport,
ground transport, distribution networks, and
communication infrastructure) will be inadequate
for business use, the risk of power shortages and
the risk of poor IT infrastructure.

Notes

Data for all countries is the latest available
(2015/2016) operational risk assessment acquired
from the Economist Intelligence Unit.

Infrastructure is another relative weakness of
Greenland. Due to the country's environmental
conditions, the road and railway networks be-
tween towns are practically non-existent. Air and
water are the main means of transport, and ports
are well developed. Among the analysed coun-
tries, France is the best performer while Indonesia
and Philippines have the highest infrastructure
risk.
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Overall results

Canada
Norway
Sweden
Finland
Denmark

Greenland

Overall risk (lower=better)

I 15
I 15
I 15
I 16
I 18
I 19

39

United States s 19
United Kingdom mmmsssssssss 20
Germany Immmmm————— 21
Japan Immm———— 23
France s 25
Iceland mEEEEEES———— 25
Korea, Rep. I 31
Italy I 35
Mexico NI 44
Philippines mammaa 49
Indonesia IS 50
Turkey I 51
Egypt M 54
Russian Federation e 59

Explanation and justification Comments

The overall risk assessment is a simple average of When all ten risk factors are taken into account,

all ten risk indicators. Arctic countries are the top performers. Canada,
Norway and Sweden have the lowest overall risk,

Notes followed by Finland and Denmark. Greenland has
Data for all countries is the latest available the sixth lowest overall risk among the analysed
(2015/2016) operational risk assessment acquired countries. The most risky countries are Egypt and

from the Economist Intelligence Unit. Russia.
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