
OeconomiA 

copernicana 
 

Volume 12 Issue 1 March 2021 
 

p-ISSN 2083-1277, e-ISSN 2353-1827 
www.oeconomia.pl 

 

ORIGINAL ARTICLE  
 
Citation: Hashemkhani Zolfani, S., Ebadi Torkayesh, A., Ecer, F., Turskis, Z., & Šaparauskas, J.  
(2021). International market selection: a MABA based EDAS analysis framework. Oeconomia 

Copernicana, 12(1), 99–124. doi: 10.24136/oc.2021.005 
 
Contact to corresponding author: sa.hashemkhani@gmail.com; Catholic University of the North, 
School of Engineering, Larrondo 1281, Coquimbo, Chile 
 
Received: 10.10.2020; Revised:  13.01.2021; Accepted: 23.01.2021; Published online: 30.03.2021 
 
 
Sarfaraz Hashemkhani Zolfani 
Catholic University of the North, Chile 

      orcid.org/0000-0002-2602-3986 

 

Ali Ebadi Torkayesh 
Sabanci University, Turkey 

      orcid.org/0000-0002-1012-4213 

 
Fatih Ecer 
Afyon Kocatepe University, Turkey 

      orcid.org/ 0000-0002-6174-3241 

 

Zenonas Turskis 
Vilnius Gediminas Technical University, Lithuania   

      orcid.org/0000-0002-5835-9388 

 

Jonas Šaparauskas 
Vilnius Gediminas Technical University, Lithuania   

      orcid.org/0000-0003-3685-7754 

 

 
 

International market selection: a MABA based                                          
EDAS analysis framework 
 
 
JEL Classification: O21; C02; F21 
 
Keywords: international market selection; EDAS; General Electric (GE) Matrix; McKinsey 

matrix; MABA analysis 
 
Abstract 
 
Research background: International market selection is an essential issue for big companies that 
supply food products. Different types of decision factors and different characteristics of different 
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international markets have brought up a complicated decision-making problem for food supply 
companies. In order to select the most suitable and profitable market, food supply companies have 
to consider several qualitative and quantitative factors, including social, political, economic, and 
ecological aspects. 
Purpose of the article: In order to overcome international market selection issues, the current 
study develops a novel integrated decision-making tool.  
Methods: A novel decision-making model of market analysis is developed as an extended model 
of Market Attractiveness and Business Attractiveness (MABA) analysis based on the Multiple 
Attribute Decision Making (MADM). To improve the MABA analysis model, we combine the 
EDAS method with MABA analysis to empower decision-makers in food supply companies to 
evaluate several international markets and select the most profitable market for their products. 
Findings & value added: In this study, we first identified the most important and frequently used 
decision factors for market analysis problems within MABA analysis under two categories: mar-
ket attractiveness and business attractiveness. To show the proposed methodology's applicability 
and feasibility, we perform a case study for a food supply company in Iran that supplies products 
to Middle East and Asian countries. In order to investigate the reliability of the obtained results, 
we perform a sensitivity analysis concerning the importance of involved decision factors. The 
proposed decision-making tool results suggest that the model can be used as a reliable tool for 
market analysis problems. To sum up the long-term value of the study, we have developed 
a novel decision-making tool using MABA analysis and the EDAS method. No study integrates 
any MCDM methods with MABA analysis to the best of our knowledge. Integration of EDAS 
method with MABA analysis empowers decision-makers in market selection division to use more 
systematic methods for evaluating several markets. 

 
 
Introduction 
 
Supply chain management (SCM) is an important framework that focuses 
on cost, time, and quality of products through different operations, from 
supplier selection to manufacturing means and transportation and logistics 
modes (Ecer, 2020a). One of the important problems in SC operations' last 
layers is international/foreign market selection (Clark et al. 2018). Ragland 
et al. (2015) claimed that entry mode selection and international market 
selection (IMS) are considered the two most significant internationalization 
decisions. As one of the most crucial decisions in foreign market entry 
strategy (Marchi et al., 2014), IMS refers to determining the target mar-
ket(s) where a company wants to offer its product (Górecka & Szałucka, 
2013). IMS, a strategic decision, analyzes how a company chooses overseas 
target markets (Ragland et al., 2015). In this context, IMS is not only 
a crucial module of the success of firms but also an important aspect of 
identifying abroad performance (Al Qur’an, 2020; Ramadani et al., 2018; 
Ragland et al. 2015).  

Such a problem, managers and decision-makers are focused on selecting 
the most suitable and profitable market with respect to nature of the product 
and so many other factors related to technical, economic, social, and envi-
ronmental aspects (He et al., 2016; Cachon, 1999; Mentzer et al., 2001; 
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Zhu et al., 2008).  In other words, the foreign market's choice to be entered 
is a rather crucial decision in the strategy of entering the international mar-
ket (Oey et al. 2018). Rahman (2003) showed that the main reason for ex-
port failure is poor market selection. As a result, decision-making process 
for such strategic management problems requires reliable decision-making 
tools that can be used in order to facilitate the evaluation process among all 
potential markets. Further, since the analysis in foreign market selection 
can be performed qualitatively or quantitatively (Papadopoulos and Denis, 
1988), a quantitative approach is preferred in this study. 

Market Attractiveness and Business Attractiveness (MABA) analysis, 
referred to as “General Electric (GE) Matrix” or “McKinsey Matrix” is one 
of the most practical strategic and market planning tools. MABA analysis 
was done for the General Electric company, which is mainly called General 
Electric Matrix. MABA analysis is really useful for internal and microa-
nalyses at the organizational level. Therefore, companies will be able to 
find their strategic position in the market. Although MABA analysis can be 
categorized as a qualitative strategic research tool, some tend to quantita-
tive calculation and analysis. As a model, this strategic tool uses a simple 
weighting system and a pointing system to the market as possible alterna-
tives to a decision-making problem. Hence, there is a similarity between 
this concept and the Multiple Attribute Decision Making (MADM) outline. 
MADM framework has been developing in parallel with MABA analysis 
being created, and these topics could not meet each other. MADM models 
are among well-known and extensively developed decision-making tools in 
the literature of strategic decision-making for SCM (Ecer and Pamucar, 
2020). MADM methods are applied in two main ways to address a problem 
that involves multiple factors. In this regards, methods like Analytical Hi-
erarchal Process (AHP), Shanon Entropy, Best-Worst Method (BWM), 
Step-wise Weight Assessment Ratio Analysis (SWARA), Full Consistency 
Method (FUCOM), Level Based Weight Assessment (LBWA), CRiteria 
Importance Through Inter-criteria Correlation (CRITIC), etc., are used to 
determine the importance of decision factors (Rezaei, 2015; Ecer, 2020b; 
Yazdani et al., 2019a; Ecer, 2015; Žižović & Pamucar, 2019; Hashemkhani 
Zolfani et al., 2020a; Torkayesh et al., 2020a; Hashemkhani Zolfani et al., 
2020b; Torkayesh et al., 2020b; Pamucar et al., 2020; Yazdani et al., 
2020a, Yazdani et al., 2020b). Furthermore, MADM models are among the 
top decision-making models that can be employed to evaluate or prioritize 
a set of alternatives. For this purpose, methods such as Technique for Order 
of Preference by Similarity to Ideal Solution (TOPSIS), VIseKriterijumska 
Optimizacija I Kompromisno Resenje (VIKOR), Evaluation Based on the 
Distance from the Average Solution (EDAS), Combinative Distance-based 
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Assessment (CODAS), Combined Compromise Solution (CoCoSo), Meas-
urement of alternatives and ranking according to COmpromise solution 
(MARCOS), etc., can be applied to make a logical evaluation framework in 
order to make a ranking order for a set of alternatives considering multiple 
factors (Keshavarz Ghorabaee et al., 2015; Keshavarz Ghorabaee et al., 

2016; Yazdani et al., 2019b; Ebadi Torkyaesh et al., 2019; Stević et al., 
2020; Zolfani et al., 2020). In this paper, we develop a novel decision-
making model for strategic decision-making for market analysis. For this 
purpose, we integrate the EDAS method with the traditional GE Matrix to 
calculate the relative score for each market alternative in a systematic way. 
In order to show the applicability of the proposed decision-making model, 
a case study of the market selection problem is considered for a food sup-
plier in the Middle East.  

Our main contribution is to develop a model to make MABA stronger 
through a MADM tool, i.e., EDAS, for IMS. The only significant re-
striction in our analysis is the intuitive determination of factor weights used 
for this purpose. Along with the analyses, we demonstrate that the MABA, 
which has been further strengthened with EDAS, is an effective and useful 
IMS tool. Common arguments in favor of the IMS rely on what kind of 
method (statistical, mathematical programming, multiple-criteria, etc.) is 
necessary to handle; hence, in this work, we analyze IMS through EDAS 
based MABA analysis. Moreover, to show the effectiveness and usefulness 
of the suggested framework, we conduct a sensitivity analysis. 

Our first main finding is that the proposed model can take many factors 
into account at the same time. In such markets, market growth, market size, 
competition level, relative market share, brand popularity, etc. can be very 
similar. Analyzes without considering the above factors together are far 
from giving real results. Another of our main findings is that the proposed 
framework can successfully differentiate foreign markets from each other. 
In many IMS problems, alternative markets have similar characteristics. 
Hence, it is unlikely to determine the most profitable market intuitively. In 
a nutshell, the proposed model clearly determines each alternative foreign 
market's performance and thus offers a decision support system to company 
owners, senior managers, and policymakers. 

 
 

Literature review 
 
In order to formalize the decision-making process, not surprisingly, plenty 
of studies has been done in the field of IMS so far, such as Brouthers and 
Nakos (2005), Marchi et al. (2014), Budeva and Mullen (2016), Buckley 
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(2017), Schühly and Tenzer (2017), Schu and Morschett (2017), Ahi et al. 
(2019), and Mersland et al. (2020) among others.   

As per Kotler (2019) and Root (1994), IMS is a key international market 
entry strategy element. However, Koch (2001) asserted that comprehensive 
studies on this subject were scarce. A study by Andersen and Buvik (2002) 
argued that there are three approaches in order to perform IMS: a systemat-
ic, a non-systematic, and a relationship option. Some models introduced in 
the past used preliminary screening, in-depth screening, and selection stag-
es to assess foreign markets (Root, 1994; Koch, 2001). However, current 
approaches can fail to satisfy in solving the problem of IMS. 

Furthermore, there is a risk that the proposed solution to the IMS prob-
lem could fail to match the firm's sources and goals (Marchi et al., 2014). 
Papadopoulos and Martín (2011) stated that IMS methodologies need to be 
flexible, in-depth, and cost-effective. Musso and Francioni (2014) found 
that small- and medium-sized enterprises have a non-systematic behavior 
during IMS. Moreover, they noted that larger firms utilize resources and 
competencies more successfully to manage their decision processes better. 
In another paper, Clark et al. (2018) argued that a manager's country famil-
iarity impacts the decision process and result. Using a database of Chinese 
manufacturing firms, He et al. (2016) conducted a transaction cost analysis 
regarding the exporting companies' selection of the international market's 
performance outcomes. The economic approach and the behavioral ap-
proach were offered as two essential approaches in evaluating alternative 
foreign markets by Andersson (2000). According to the economic ap-
proach, firms prefer the most profitable markets. On the other hand, the 
critical role of organizational knowledge in internationalization is the main 
focus of the behavioral approach (Al Qur’an, 2020).  

In the marketing field, a state-art of reviewing criteria reveals that mar-
ket size and the level of economic development are the most preferred cri-
teria (He et al., 2016; Natarajarathinam & Nepal, 2012; Sheng & Mullen, 
2011; Whitelock & Jobber, 2004). Additionally, production factors (Dun-
ning, 1988; Marchi et al., 2014), market size (Ozturk et al., 2015; Nataraja-
rathinam & Nepal, 2012), market intensity (Sheng & Mullen, 2011), risk 
potential of the country (Natarajarathinam & Nepal, 2012), political and 
economic stability (Whitelock & Jobber, 2004; Ozturk et al., 2015), prox-
imity to the country (Marchi et al., 2014; Sheng & Mullen, 2011), language 
and religious differences (Clark et al., 2018; Whitelock & Jobber, 2004), 
and profit (Ozturk et al., 2015) are among the other most emphasized crite-
ria. Another study found that the target country's culture and country 
knowledge are the IMS's main drivers (Budeva & Mullen, 2016). 
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In order to maximize the profit a company, strategic decision-making 
models can enable managers to allocate their financial resources in differ-
ent kinds of markets with different shares. As noted above, MABA analysis 
is one of the strategic decision-making models that has been applied to 
a strategic position in markets (Hofer & Schendler, 1978; Paley, 1999). 
MABA analysis model has been rarely used as an important strategic deci-
sion-making model in the literature. A study by Amatulli et al. (2011) de-
veloped an evaluation framework for the Italian fashion industry using GE 
Matrix to assess product-portfolio management for four popular fashion 
companies. Decuseara (2013) used MABA analysis to select suitable for-
eign markets in Europe, considering several factors for market and business 
attractiveness aspects. Shen et al. (2015) proposed a strategic decision-
making model using MABA analysis and the Shanon Entropy method. The 
proposed model was used to evaluate sustainable urbanization considering 
two development index and coordination index groups for a case study in 
China. In a similar study, Yang and Jiang (2018) used MABA analysis 
evaluating sustainable urbanization of resource-based cities in China. The 
evaluation framework was built on the urbanization index and eco-
efficiency index, where the Shanon Entropy method was used to determine 
the importance of factors and sub-factors. 

EDAS is one of the recently developed MADM models used to priori-
tize a set of alternatives regarding multiple factors (Keshavarz Ghorabee et 

al., 2015). Kahraman et al. (2017) developed a new version of EDAS 
method under fuzzy set theory. The proposed model was used to evaluate 
the waste disposal site locations. Ghorabaee et al. (2018) used a fuzzy-
based EDAS method to prioritize construction equipment and materials 
considering sustainability factors. Torkayesh et al. (2020b) developed 
a hybrid MADM model using the Shanon Entropy method and EDAS 
method. The proposed decision-making model has applied a neighborhood 
selection problem for a new international student who wants to be located 
in Istanbul, Turkey. Behzad et al. (2020) used a hybrid decision-making 
model with the aid of BWM and EDAS models to make an evaluation 
framework in order to assess waste management status in Nordic countries.  

It is concluded that several models (see Vahlne & Johanson, 2013; Reid, 
1981; Johanson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 1975), statistical and econometric 
techniques (Budeva & Mullen, 2016; He et al., 2016; Kinuthiaa & 
Murshed, 2015), and theories (Dunning, 2015; Vernon, 1992; Johanson & 
Mattsson, 1987) have been handled in most of the previous studies in the 
current body of knowledge. Additionally, only a few studies addressed 
MADM methods like TOPSIS (Christian et al., 2016), AHP (Sener, 2014; 
Aghdaie & Alimardani, 2015), and VIKOR (Tosun, 2017). This work aims 
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to introduce an integrated methodology referred as EDAS-MABA model to 
contribute to the available IMS field. The originality of the study comes 
from it has not been addressed before. Further, a model has been developed 
to help make more effective IMS decisions using two methods. 
 
 
Methodology 
 
This section proposes a novel decision-making framework to address mar-
ket analysis problems using the GE matrix and EDAS method. In the first 
section, a brief description is given over GE matrix or MABA analysis, and 
then a brief description is given about steps of the EDAS method. 
 
GE Matrix 

 

GE/McKinsey Matrix, or in other words, the MABA analysis model, 
was first developed by a group of researchers in the GE Company with 
a group of researchers from McKinsey consulting company (Robinson et 

al., 1978). The GE matrix is composed of a 3*3 grid with market attrac-
tiveness and business attractiveness axis. These factors are being measured 
on a scale of the high, medium, and low score (Figure 1). Companies em-
ployed the proposed model to find the most suitable and optimal investment 
opportunities among a series of market alternatives. In order to make com-
parisons among portfolios and markets, MABA analysis considers a set of 
potential alternatives and a set of relevant factors that would be used to 
prioritize the portfolios, brands, or markets. In this model, each factor is 
given specific importance by the decision-maker. This assigned value 
shows the importance or contribution of a specific factor in the evaluation 
of alternatives in MABA analysis. After the determination of the signifi-
cance of each factor, one or a group of decision-makers score for each al-
ternative concerning each factor. In the traditional GE matrix, each alterna-
tive's final score is calculated based on a summation of multiplied weight 
and scores. After the determination of scores for market attractiveness and 
business attractiveness factors, a plot is drawn. This includes the position of 
each alternative. 

 
Evaluation based on the distance from the average solution (EDAS) 

 
Keshavarz Ghorabaee et al. (2015) developed a new ranking MADM 

model, called EDAS, to address multi-criteria problems. In this method, 
alternatives are prioritized with respect to their distance from the average 
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solution. Steps of the EDAS method for a MADM with n alternatives and 
m criteria are defined below. 

 
Step 1. In this step, the decision-maker constructs the initial decision ma-
trix. 
 
Step 2. The average solution for each criterion is calculated based on equa-
tions. 
 

�� = �����
� × 
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Step 3. Positive distance from average (PDA) and negative distance from 
average (NDA) are calculated. Equations (5) and (6) are used for benefit 
criteria, and equations (7) and (8) are used for cost criteria. 
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Step 4. We calculate the weighted sum of PDA and NDA for all alterna-
tives. 
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Step 5. We normalize the obtained values in step 4. These values are then 
added and construct a new vector, called NSP and NSN.  
 

�'�� =  *+


%& (*+)
                                              (11) 

 

�'�� = 1 −  *.


%&(*.)
                                          (12) 

 
Step 6. Finally, appraisal score (AS) for each alternative is calculated. 
 

�'� =  �
/

(�'�� +  �'��)                                      (13) 

 
 
A case study in a food exporter company 
 
A food market selection case study for a large food exporter company in 
Iran has been investigated to show the proposed methodology's applicabil-
ity and feasibility. The food exporter is one of the largest food industry 
companies in the Middle East, which supplies different kinds of fruits for 
more than 15 countries in the Middle East and Asia. This case study is se-
lected because of the access that authors could have, and the company was 
a volunteer for the study. Two authors of the current study are Iranians who 
work in other countries.  

In this section, the GE matrix, MABA analysis, has been applied to se-
lect the best market alternatives regarding related factors. In this regard, six 
potential markets are identified to be evaluated in order to select the most 
profitable one for the food exporter company. To make an evaluation 
framework using MABA analysis, two groups of factors, called Market 
Attractiveness factors and Business Attractiveness factors, are identified for 
the following problem. Market attractiveness factors (C1) are as follows: 
market size (C1-1), annual market growth (C1-2), market competition level 
(C1-3), price sensitivity (C1-4), the employment rate (C1-5). Business attrac-
tiveness factors (C2) are as follows: relative market share (C2-1), growth of 
share (C2-2), brand popularity (C2-3), profit (C2-4), future expansion potential 
(C2-5). We identified from the current literature those criteria that were best 
suited to the expert’s strategic orientation and the food industry context 
(Marchi et al., 2014; Schoemaker, 2017). Market attractiveness and Busi-
ness attractiveness have some explicit narrow areas, and the most crucial 
criteria can be similar in the different studies. In this research, the main 
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criteria have been selected based on Shoemaker (2017) and criteria justified 
in a more specific context as Marchi et al. (2014) was presented.   

There is no consensus on how the criteria weights can be assigned. 
Some researchers argued that all criteria should be of equal importance 
(Papadopoulos & Martín, 2011), while others stated that certain criteria 
may be more important than others (Cavusgil et al., 2004). In this work, an 
international business professional in the food sector is asked to determine 
each factor's importance. As shown in Table 1, each factor is given a value 
between 0 and 1, which shows how much a factor contributes to the prob-
lem. It is needless to mention that the summation of all weight values in 
each factor group should be equal to 1. In the next steps, the decision-
maker is asked to give each market an alternative score concerning defined 
factors for both market attractiveness and business attractiveness factors. 
A scale of 1 to 100 is used to evaluate and score each market alternatives. 
Scores of market alternatives concerning market attractiveness factors are 
given in Table 2. In the same manner, scores for market alternatives with 
respect to business attractiveness are given in Table 3. 

After determining each market's evaluation scores under each factor, we 
determine each market's final score using the EDAS method. In this regard, 
NSP, and NSN values are obtained using Table 2 and Table 3. The obtained 
NSN and NSP values are used to calculate each market's final score value, 
which is represented in Table 4 for market attractiveness factors and in 
Table 5 for business attractiveness factors. 

As shown in Table 5, the final results for market scores show how suita-
ble these markets are for the food supplier company. Figure 2 shows the 
GE Matrix for the considered markets in this case study. Based on the re-
sults, market three and market 4 are the two main profitable markets places 
for the food supplier company's food products. 

 
Sensitivity analysis 

 
Expert’s judgments for the weight determination process can be biased 

and subjective due to their experience and background. The weight deter-
mination process is the most critical process for a MCDM problem. So, in 
order to verify the results obtained from the EDAS method for the perfor-
mance of markets under both market attractiveness and business attractive-
ness, we perform a sensitivity analysis on weight coefficients of decision 
criteria. In this regard, we aim to analyze the effect of the changes of the 
most important criterion in both market attractiveness and business attrac-
tiveness groups in the final scores of each market. For this purpose, we 
simulate 20 weight scenarios using equation (14).  
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1�2 = (1 − 1�%)
12

(1 − 1�)
 (14) 

 
In equation (14), 1�2 shows the adjusted value of the criterion, 1�% in-

dicates the reduced value of the most crucial criterion, 12 denotes the orig-
inal value of the criterion, 1� denotes the original value of the most im-
portant criterion. The reductions in the most important criterion's value 
occur with a rate of 5% in each scenario. We simulate the weight vectors 
for both groups of criteria, considering the most crucial criterion in each 
one of them. Detailed information of generated weight scenarios is repre-
sented in Table 6. 

Figures 3 and 4 represent the graphical changes of weight coefficients in 
each simulated weight scenario for market attractiveness criteria and busi-
ness attractiveness criteria, respectively. 

After the generation of simulated weight scenarios based on the most 
important criterion in each group of criteria, we apply the EDAS method to 
obtain each market's performance score with respect to both market attrac-
tiveness and business attractiveness criteria. The EDAS method results for 
all market alternatives under all weight scenarios are represented in Table 
7. 
 
 
Discussion and managerial implications 
 
Strategic management or planning has been growing in a descriptive — 
qualitative scheme for many decades. There are many efforts by the re-
searchers to bring more quantitative methods and tools to prepare a better 
tangible strategic framework. As it can be seen in the literature, there are 
numerous studies on applying qualitative methods for some strategic plan-
ning topics based on SWOT (Imran Khan, 2018; Solangi et al., 2019; Li et 

al., 2020) and Balanced Scorecard (BSC) (Varmazyar et al., 2016; Lu et 

al., 2018; Dincer & Yuksel, 2019). 
Strategic management can be divided into four main categories: strate-

gic approaches, strategic creation, organizational structures, strategy formu-
lation, and strategic evaluation (Fuertes et al., 2020). Multiple Criteria De-
cision Making (MCDM) approaches, and methods can be defined and ap-
plied for strategy formulation and, more importantly, strategic evaluation. 
This is how MCDM can contribute to the strategic management field, as 
discussed in this study.  

MABA analysis is still a common strategic planning tool and has been 
taught to under-graduate and post-graduate students worldwide. MABA, 
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itself has a quantitative perspective in evaluating and positioning the mar-
kets. This general approach has a similarity to the classic form of MCDM 
methods. This issue was the main research gap of this study. The authors 
showed how MCDM methods could be applied in the MABA analysis to 
prepare a better evaluation and analysis form. There is no similar study to 
the proposition given in the current article. This is the first time a mathe-
matical method (quantitative form) is adding to the qualitative form of 
MABA analysis.  

Hence, by applying a new-common MCDM method, EDAS, MABA 
can experience a new aliveness again as a sample. Although MABA analy-
sis is still a common teaching tool, few new studies on the classic platform 
are a strategic planning tool. It means MABA, anymore, is a limited tool 
that didn't have enough potential for evaluating markets. On the other hand, 
MCDM methods themselves won't evaluate markets without any specific 
platform on a specialized strategic planning tool. This new hybrid model 
can contribute to the strategic planning, marketing, and MCDM fields. 
Eventually, plotting different strategic market positioning based on MABA 
and in a quantitative form will increase strategic decisions' accuracy and 
outputs.   

 
 
Conclusions 
 
Large food supplier companies have faced several challenges through se-
lecting the most profitable and suitable market for their food products. 
Market selection problem is considered one of the important parts of supply 
chain management where final products will be transmitted through distri-
bution centers to outside markets to purchase their food demands. GE Ma-
trix has been developed for several years in order to make an evaluation 
framework for assessing market alternatives in terms of market attractive-
ness factors and business attractiveness factors.  

In this study, as our main contribution, we proposed a novel integrated 
decision-making model that can be considered a reliable decision-making 
tool for market analysis problems. In the proposed decision-making model, 
the EDAS method is used within GE Matrix to calculate each market alter-
native's score more systematically to increase the obtained results' reliabil-
ity. To show how efficient the proposed model can work, we considered 
a market selection problem for a large food supplier company in the Middle 
East.  

The main limitation of market studies in such countries in the Middle 
East is the instability of the markets, especially the currencies' international 
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rate. Sometimes companies need to consider different scenarios in their 
market studies. Meanwhile, changes are usually helpful for export to other 
countries that is not necessarily a disadvantage.     

For future works, this study can be extended in several ways. One may 
use another method instead of EDAS for the calculation of scores. The 
proposed model can be applied for other market analysis problems in other 
industries with different factors. In another way, one may consider a sys-
tematic weight determination process for the importance of market and 
business attractiveness factors. An uncertain situation may consider the 
evaluation and corresponding scores in uncertain numbers such as fuzzy 
numbers.   
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Annex 
 
 
Table 1. Weight values of factors 
 

MA Criteria C1-1 C1-2 C1-3 C1-4 C1-5 

Weight 0.35 0.20 0.10 0.20 0.15 
      

BA Criteria C2-1 C2-2 C2-3 C2-4 C2-5 

Weight 0.15 0.25 0.20 0.30 0.10 

 
 
Table 2. Initial matrix for market attractiveness 
 

Market/Criteria C1-1 C1-2 C1-3 C1-4 C1-5 

Market 1 45 50 35 80 65 
Market 2 30 30 85 70 95 
Market 3 95 100 25 45 50 
Market 4 45 80 65 60 45 
Market 5 85 95 75 60 55 
Market 6 35 65 55 40 60 

 
 
Table 3. Initial matrix for business attractiveness 
 

Market/Criteria C2-1 C2-2 C2-3 C2-4 C2-5 

Market 1 25 20 35 85 75 
Market 2 80 65 55 70 95 
Market 3 55 25 75 95 60 
Market 4 45 95 90 100 45 
Market 5 15 30 30 50 65 
Market 6 35 30 85 80 50 

 
 
Table 4. EDAS values for market attractiveness 
 

 NSP NSN ASi 

Market 1 0.237 0.409 0.323 

Market 2 0.506 0.000 0.253 

Market 3 1.000 0.522 0.761 

Market 4 0.139 0.607 0.373 

Market 5 0.874 0.941 0.908 

Market 6 0.000 0.216 0.108 
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Table 5. EDAS values for business attractiveness 
 

 NSP NSN ASi 

Market 1 0.074 0.274 0.174 

Market 2 0.640 0.849 0.744 

Market 3 0.310 0.704 0.507 

Market 4 1.000 0.922 0.961 

Market 5 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Market 6 0.163 0.669 0.416 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Figure 1. GE Matrix/MABA analysis 

 
Figure 2. GE Matrix plot 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Figure 3. Weight scenarios for market attractiveness criteria 
 

 
 
Figure 4. Weight scenarios for business attractiveness criteria 
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