

  sustainability-11-05947




sustainability-11-05947







Sustainability 2019, 11(21), 5947; doi:10.3390/su11215947




Article



Evaluating the Sustainability of Microfinance Institutions Considering Macro-Environmental Factors: A Cross-Country Study



Wei Xu 1, Hongyong Fu 2,* and Huanpeng Liu 3





1



School of Business, Jiangnan University, Wuxi 214122, China






2



China Research Institute of Enterprise Governed by Law, Southwest University of Political Science and Law, Chongqing 401120, China






3



School of Economic, Qufu Normal University, Rizhao 276825, China









*



Correspondence: fuhongyong@swupl.edu.cn







Citation: Xu, W.; Fu, H.; Liu, H. Evaluating the Sustainability of Microfinance Institutions Considering Macro-Environmental Factors: A Cross-Country Study. Sustainability 2019, 11, 5947. https://doi.org/10.3390/su11215947



Received: 27 August 2019 / Accepted: 23 October 2019 / Published: 25 October 2019



Abstract


Microfinance institutions (MFIs) have attracted great attention, due to their significant role in poverty reduction. Given the features of MFIs, this paper proposes a novel hybrid model of soft set theory, and an improved order preference by similarity to ideal solution (HMSIT) to evaluate the sustainability of MFIs, considering accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors, from a cross-country perspective. This setting enables the examination of the role of macro-environmental factors in the sustainability of MFIs. For this purpose, soft set theory is adopted to select optimal criteria. An improved order preference by similarity to ideal solution method, in which the weight of each criterion is determined by soft set theory, is proposed to rank the sustainability of MFIs. This algorithm enables HMSIT to make full use of various types of information. The case study uses cross-country samples. Results indicate that macro-environmental factors are significant in evaluating the sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective. Particularly, they can play a key role in distinguishing MFIs with low sustainability. The results also indicate that HMSIT has strong robustness. Ranked results, produced from the proposed HMSIT are reliable enough to provide some managerial suggestions for MFIs and help stakeholders make decisions.
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1. Introduction


According to the recent disclosure of the World Bank, the total volume of people who are still struggling to meet basic needs was 3.4 billion in 2018, which is almost half the world’s population. This demonstrates the magnitude of the challenge of worldwide poverty reduction and the significance of work in this field [1,2]. Various strategies and tools have been proposed to address this severe and serious issue [3]. Among these strategies and tools, the microfinance institution (MFI), which distinguishes itself from traditional financial institutions, such as the commercial bank, by operating small loans to “unbankable poor people and small businesses” [4], is not only considered an effective way for the poor to manage their finances and take advantage of economic opportunities while managing risks, but also an important way to promote economic development, employment and growth, through the financial support of small businesses. The MFI has attracted tremendous interest from both practitioners and academic researchers for its significant role in poverty reduction, by bridging the gap between formal financial institutions and low-income groups or individuals [5].



In order to make full use of MFIs in poverty reduction, various MFIs have been set up all over the world since the 1970s, especially in developing countries and regions. To date, in terms of amount of customers served, the MFI is poised to become the largest banking market in the world [6]. At the same time, MFIs are also suffering from fierce competition and rapid changes in the business environment. It is hard to sustain their success into the future in an increasingly complex business climate [7,8]. Given the significant role of MFIs in poverty reduction, it is important to operate MFIs effectively and efficiently to achieve sustainable financial development. It is generally believed that it is better not to have any MFIs than to have unsustainable ones [9]. Therefore, it is important to scientifically evaluate the sustainability of MFIs in the complex business environment.



Generally, sustainability is the ability to meet the needs of the present without compromising future generations [10]. It is composed of three pillars: environmental, economic, and social [11]. However, given the features of MFIs [7,8], the definition of sustainability is a little different in the early related literature [1]. The sustainability definition of MFIs has focused on two pillars [4,5]. One is financial (economic) sustainability. This emphasizes the financial self-sufficiency of MFIs, and a reduction in reliance on donor funds [6,12]. The other is social sustainability, which focuses on social outreach. In recent years, in addition to social and financial sustainability, more and more studies have paid attention to the environmental sustainability of MFIs [13,14], analyzing the green environment performance of MFIs. A financially sustainable MFI is required, in order to achieve social and environmental sustainability [15]. Therefore, this paper focuses on evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs. In other words, we attempt to evaluate the financial self-sufficiency of MFIs.



To evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs, previous studies have adopted accounting ratios and corporate governance factors as criteria [16,17,18]. However, as well as the traditional financial system, MFIs are also a part of the social economy system [19,20], shown in Figure 1. More and more research has recognized that the performance of MFIs is not only influenced by internal factors, but also impacted by their external macro-environment, including the finance sector environment, macro-economic environment, and information technology environment [21,22,23]. Meanwhile, given the negative influence of failed MFIs, some mathematical models have been proposed for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs, such as the order preference by similarity to ideal solution (TOPSIS), and the data envelopment analysis operating frontiers model (DEA-OF), [16,24]. Prior studies have established a solid foundation for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs [25].



However, to the best of our knowledge, the majority of prior studies evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs adopted accounting ratios and corporate governance factors as criteria, in the context of one country. Macro-environmental factors have received little attention to date. There has been no study evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs integrating this many factors as criteria, especially ones accounting for the interaction between MFIs and their external operating environment. In practical terms, this interaction includes the externality of MFIs to their environment and the influence of uncontrollable environmental factors on the financial sustainability of MFIs. It should be noted that neglect of macro-environmental factors may lead to an overestimation of the financial sustainability score of MFIs, and have implications for managerial decision making, which should contribute to effective MFI performance.



Here, we intend to fill this gap. Given the above context, it is challenging to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs while considering so many factors. Most evaluating models assume that criteria are independent [25]. This assumption is too great to be applicable to real situations. This paper aims to investigate the potential of constructing a cross-country financial sustainability evaluation model for MFIs. Such an analysis expands on previous studies evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs, adding the new perspective of cross-country evaluation. We adopt a broad approach, covering more influencing factors of the financial sustainability of MFIs. Incorporating this information into the evaluation provides novel insight into how macro-environmental factors may influence the financial sustainability of MFIs. A case study is based on the cross-country samples from the microfinance information exchange market database (MIX).



Consequently, in this paper, the research questions can be summarized as follows: (1) How to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective (2) Technically, how to select optimal criteria from accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors (3) given the different features of selected criteria, how to construct a proper evaluating model from a comprehensive and applicable perspective (4) according to the case study, how to identify the operational deficiencies of MFIs and propose feasible managerial implementations in order to improve the performance of MFIs. In sum, this paper focuses on evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs more comprehensively and applicably, from a cross-country perspective.



The remainder of this paper is arranged as follows: Section 2 reviews the pertinent literature evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs; Section 3 provides the data, the new proposed hybrid model, and the case study, in detail; and, in Section 4, the case study results, as well as some useful discussions, are reported. Concluding remarks and possible future works are expounded on in Section 5.




2. Literature Reviews


In recent decades, many researchers have evaluated the financial sustainability of MFIs [2,19]. Various criteria and mathematical models for doing so have been proposed in prior studies. According to the previous literature, there are three key points involved in evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs: the sustainability definition of MFIs, the criteria, and the evaluating method, as shown in Figure 2.



2.1. The Sustainability Definition of MFIs


Sustainability, which is a complex, expansive and significant topic, is usually defined as the ability to exist constantly [26]. Specifically, it refers to the capacity for human civilization and the biosphere to coexist [27]. For many working in the field, sustainability is considered an objective which can strike a balance between socioeconomic activities and environmental concerns [19]. In fact, the definition of sustainability includes the following interconnected domains or pillars: environmental protection, economic development, and social development, as shown in Figure 3. This concept has been taken into consideration when evaluating socioeconomic activities from different perspectives. For example, Fu et al. [28] studied the risk–reward contract for the agri-food supply chain from the holistic sustainability perspective. The above suggests that a multifaceted perspective is needed to define sustainability.



However, some researchers have highlighted that there can be “tension” between human activity, economic development, and protection of the natural environment. This tension can be analyzed through two perspectives: strong sustainability and weak sustainability [29]. The strong sustainability definition suggests that the substitutability of natural capital should be severely limited, whereas the weak sustainability believes that natural capital can be fully substituted. However, the concept of sustainability has slightly different meanings for different objectives [27].



Given the character of MFIs, in early studies, the sustainability definition regarding MFIs differs from the one mentioned above [1,4]. For example, Navajas et al. [30] defined the sustainability of MFIs as the permanence of ongoing financial services to “unbankable poor and small businesses”. Cull et al. [31] demonstrated that sustainable MFIs could concurrently maintain profitability and outreach. The sustainability definitions of MFIs above have focused their attention on two pillars: financial sustainability and social sustainability [4,5]. The former emphasizes the financial self-sufficiency of MFIs and the importance of reduced reliance on donor funds [6,12], the latter the social outreach of MFIs.



In recent years, in addition to social and financial sustainability, more and more studies have paid attention to the environmental sustainability of MFIs [13,14], focusing on green environment performance [32]. For example, Garcia-Perez et al. [4] analyzed the sustainability definition of MFIs from economic, social, and environmental perspectives. However, a financially sustainable MFI is required in order to realize its social and environmental sustainability [15]. Therefore, this paper focuses on evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs. In other words, we attempt to evaluate the financial self-sufficiency of MFIs in the complex business environment.




2.2. The Sustainability Evaluation of MFIs


Through the effective sustainability evaluation, which is a tool to distinguish normal MFIs from unsustainable ones, managers and stakeholders of MFIs can obtain timely warnings of their survival risk. It has been a subject of great interest to researchers and practitioners in recent decades. Various criteria, mainly including accounting ratios and corporate governance factors, have been proposed to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs [16,17,18]. Little attention has been paid to macro-environmental factors when evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs.



However, more and more researchers have recognized that the performance of MFIs is not only influenced by internal factors, but also impacted by their external macro-environment [33,34,35]. For example, Goodspeed [21] studied the impact of macro-environmental shocks on the sustainability of MFIs. Churchill [36] found that MFIs depend on a poor economy to thrive, given their informal nature. Ahlin et al. [20] also confirmed the influence of macro-economic and institutional factors on the sustainability of MFIs. Besides the macro-economic factors mentioned above, Sainz-Fernandez et al. [22] found that the development of the financial sector influences the activity of MFIs. Kauffman and Riggins [23] verified the impact of information and communication technology on the sustainability of MFIs. Zegarra and Wilson [37] found that increases in the size of MFIs can effectively promote their growth. In addition, there are many other factors, such as institution [38], capital structure [39], choice of loan methods [40], age [41], cost [42], efficiency [24], financial inclusion [43], and information technology [23].



This paper intends to fill this gap. Evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs, considering accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors from a cross-country perspective, is challenging. As mentioned, evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs is complicated. To address this issue, given the character of MFIs, many models have been proposed. Bhanot and Bapat [16] applied the TOPSIS method to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs in India, with three accounting ratios as the criteria. The weights of the three criteria were determined by the equal weight method (EWM), or assigned subjectively, according to their order of importance. Piot-Lepetit and Nzongang [24] proposed a new data envelopment analysis operating frontiers model (DEA-OF) to evaluate the performance of MFIs. Prior studies have established a solid foundation for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs [25].



Although these evaluation models above are not difficult to implement, they have several shortcomings. For example, the majority of prior studies evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs focus on adopting accounting ratios and corporate governance factors as criteria, usually in the context of one country. They do not take macro-environmental factors into consideration. It should be noted that negligence of macro-environmental factors may result in overestimating the evaluation score, and no study has addressed this issue. In addition, these models assume that selected criteria are independent [25] and ignore a comprehensive derivation of weight for each criterion, in order to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs. This assumption is too great to be applicable in practice, especially when considering macro-environmental factors. Therefore, this paper aims to propose a novel hybrid model of the soft set theory, and an improved TOPSIS (HMSIT), to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective, using accounting ratios, corporate governance factors and macro-environmental factors as criteria. HMSIT is applied to 20 MFIs from different countries.



Compared with prior studies, the main contributions of this paper can be summarized as follows. First, this work is the pioneering study evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective by considering accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors simultaneously. Second, from the applicable perspective, this paper provides a novel mathematical model (HMSIT) to help the stakeholders of MFIs evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs in a more comprehensive manner. HMSIT can make full use of accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs. To date, there has been no literature reporting the proposed evaluation approach. Third, some feasible managerial implementations have been proposed, based on the cross-county case study, to improve the financial sustainability of MFIs. This paper also contributes to soft set theory, introducing a new application field.





3. Materials and Methods


3.1. Sample and Data


A case study is provided in this paper to illustrate the influence of macro-environmental factors on the financial sustainability of MFIs. The data, adopted for the case study, are mainly collected from the microfinance information exchange market database (MIX) (https://www.themix.org/mixmarket). MIX, founded in June 2002, is an important, non-political private organization, with the goal of providing the exchange information of MFIs. To date, the MIX database has collected data from about 4577 microfinance institutions around the world. The geographic distribution of MFIs is presented in Table 1. Some macro-environmental data are also used here. They are collected from the World Development Indicators of the World Bank (WB) (https://data.worldbank.org) and the Heritage Foundation (https://www.heritage.org/).



For the case study in this paper, we needed to select some real MFIs as samples randomly. At first, we discounted MFIs according to the following principles.




	
To ensure quality of data, MFIs that have not been marked with four or five stars in the MIX database are removed.



	
If MFI data concerning the required criteria are not available, they are deleted.








Then, a total of 20 cross-country MFIs were randomly adopted as samples from retained MFIs for the year 2016, according to the percentage of real distribution, and marked as    m  i      (  i = 1 , 2 , ⋯ , 20  )   . Table 2 provides the detailed information of MFIs employed in this work. No MFIs from the “Oceania” region and the “Unspecified” region have been selected as samples.




3.2. Criteria


The selection of criteria always plays a significant role in the process of evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs [44]. The previous literature usually adopted accounting ratios and corporate governance factors as criteria, especially accounting ratios, such as the operational self-sufficiency ratio, average loan per borrower, and cost per borrower [16,18,37]. However, the performance of MFIs may be different if the operational environment has changed. Some studies have also confirmed that the financial sustainability of MFIs is influenced by macro-environmental factors, such as macro-economics, population, institutions, and information technique [2]. These factors, proposed in the recent literature [8,21,22,36,45,46,47], are briefly listed in Table 3.    e 1  −  e 9    are accounting ratios,    e  10   −  e  15     are corporate governance factors.     e  16     is the institution factor,    e  17     and    e  18     are information technique factors,    e  19   −  e  23     are macro-economic conditions, and    e  24   −  e  26     are financial sector conditions. Those factors are adopted as the original criteria for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective in this study.




3.3. A Novel Hybrid Model for Evaluating the Sustainability of MFIs


As mentioned above, it is a major challenge to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs whilst considering accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors from a cross-country perspective. To address this issue, we introduce a novel hybrid model of soft set theory and an improved TOPSIS (HMSIT), to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs in detail. Assume that there are  i  MFIs (   m i  ,   1 ≤ i ≤ I  ), used as case study samples, and  j  factors (   c j  ,   1 ≤ j ≤ J  ), adopted as alternative criteria. To eliminate the redundant criteria, soft set theory (SS) is adopted, to select optimal criteria from alternative criteria. Subsequently, an improved TOPSIS is proposed, to rank the financial sustainability of MFIs. For the improved TOPSIS, the weight of each criterion is determined by soft set theory. The framework of HMSIT is shown in Figure 4. Details of each step are presented in the following work.



3.3.1. Optimal Criteria Selection Using the Soft Set Theory


Soft set theory, originated by Molodtsov [48], is a new, non-parameter mathematical approach to deal with uncertain and high-dimensional data. It has been theoretically proven to be an excellent mathematical tool for decision making and dimension reduction [49,50]. Here, we first briefly review the soft set theory, then give details about the classical reduction method of soft set theory.



In this paper, let  U  be a non-empty universe of objects (MFIs), and  E  be a set of parameters (criteria) to objects. A soft set over  U  can be defined as a pair   S =  (  F , A  )   , where   A ⊆ E  , and  F  is the approximate function of soft set  S ,   F : A → P  ( U )   .   P  ( U )    is the power set of  U . In other words, soft set  S  is a parameterized family of subsets of the original universe  U .



Based on the above definition, many parameter reduction methods of soft set theory have been proposed to select optimal parameters under the uncertainty environment [51]. Each parameter reduction method of soft set theory has advantages and disadvantages [49]. Here, given the features of financial sustainability evaluation of MFIs, we adopt the parameter reduction method of soft set theory to select the optimal criteria from the original criteria. It can be briefly presented as follows; for details please refer to the literature of Kong et al. [51].



Specifically, suppose the universe   U =  {   m 1  ,  m 2  , ⋯ ,  m I   }   , and the original parameter set   E =  {   e 1  ,  e 2  , ⋯ ,  e J   }   . The soft set   S =  (  F , E  )    can be represented by a table   {  v  i j   }  , shown as Table 4. The soft set is represented as   S S =  (  F , A  )   ,   A ⊆ E  , the    F A   (   m i   )  =   ∑   j :  C  j ∈ A      v  i j    . Obviously,    F E   (   m i   )  =   ∑   j = 1  J   v  i j    . The universe  U  can be partitioned to    D E  =  {   M   F 1    ,  M   F 2    , ⋯ ,  M   F s     }    according to the values of    F E   , where    F 1  ≥  F 2  ≥ ⋯ ≥  F s   , and any    m i  ∈  M   F j      if, and only if,    F E   (   m i   )  =  F j   . In this way, objects of  U  with the value of    F E   ( · )    are divided into the same subset for the parameter set   B ⊆ E  , if    D B  =  { U }   , which means  B  has no effect on partition  U . In other words, the parameter set  B  is dispensable and can be abandoned.  B  is a normal reduction of   E ,   if  B  is dispensable, and the set   E − B   is indispensable. The parameter set   E − B   is the optimal parameter set that we need.



It is best to conduct parameter reduction as a jackknife (leaving one out). The algorithm of this parameter reduction method of soft set theory, shown above, can be presented as follows:




	
Input the universe  U  and the parameter set  E  of soft set    (  F , E  )   .



	
Calculate the importance degree    r j    of parameter    c j   . We can measure the importance degree of    c j    by measuring the change between    D E    and    D  E −  c j     ,    D  E −  c j    =  {   M   F  E −  c 1      ,  M   F  E −  c 2      , ⋯ ,  M   F  E −  c j       }   . The    r j    can be computed using Formula (1):


   r j  =  1   | U |      ∑   k = 1  s   α  k , j   ,  



(1)




where    | · |    is the cardinality of a set and    α  k , j   =  {       |   M  k −    M   F  E −  c j       |  ,     i f    F  E −  c j    =  F K  ,   f o r   1 ≤ k ≤ s ;        |   M k   |      o t h e r w i s e .        



	
Find the maximal subset  A  in  E , whose sum of    r j    is a nonnegative integer.



	
Verify if  A  is dispensable or not. If it is, the set   E − A   is the normal parameter reduction.  A  can be saved to the feasible parameter reduction set.



	
Search for the set  A  with the maximum cardinality in the feasible parameter reduction set.



	
Calculate the set   E − A   as the optimal parameter reduction.









3.3.2. Evaluating the Financial Sustainability of MFIs Using an Improved TOPSIS


Since accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors should be adopted as criteria to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective, the evaluation can be regarded as typical a multi-criteria decision making (MCDM) problem [16]. Many mathematical methods have been proposed for MCDM, such as weighted sum model, weighted product model, analytic hierarchy process method (AHP), revised AHP, elimination et choice translating reality method, and TOPSIS [52]. These models are suitable for handling MCDM problems. However, TOPSIS is one of the most well-known decision-making models, due to its advantages regarding sample size, and data distribution, etc. [53]. Therefore, given the character of MFIs, this paper proposes a novel, improved TOPSIS, by integrating soft set theory and TOPSIS to rank the financial sustainability of MFIs.



TOPSIS, developed by Ching-Lai Hwang and Yoon, in 1981, is a method of aggregation that evaluates a set of alternatives by determining the weight of each criterion, normalizing the score of each criterion and identifying the geometric distance between each alternative and the ideal alternative, which is the best score in each criterion [53]. In the traditional TOPSIS, the weight of each criterion is determined by the expert system method [54]. The expert system method relies heavily on expert knowledge and the ability to be widely employed [44,55]. To overcome the disadvantages of traditional TOPSIS, we implement a new TOPSIS approach by integrating soft set theory and traditional TOPSIS. For the new, improved TOPSIS, the expert system method is replaced by soft set theory to calculate the weight of each selected criterion. The algorithm of the improved TOPSIS approach can be carried out as follows:




	
Input the universe  U  and the parameter set  B  of soft set    (  F , B  )   .   B =  {   c 1  ,  c 2  , ⋯ ,  c L   }    is the set of the selected criteria, with new labels.



	
Calculate the importance degree    r l    of parameter    e l    using the Formula (1).



	
Create the evaluation matrix      (   v  i l    )    I × L     based on the table of soft set    (  F , B  )   .


     (   v  i l    )    I × L   =  (       v  11      ⋯     v  1 L        ⋮   ⋱   ⋮       v  I 1      ⋯     v  I L        )   



(2)







	
Create the weighted evaluation matrix      (   v  i l   ⋅  w l   )    I × L    , where    w l  =  r l  /   ∑   l = 1  L   r l    so that     ∑   l = 1  L   w l  = 1  .


     (   v  i l    )    I × L   =  (       v  11   ·  w 1     ⋯     v  1 L   ·  w L       ⋮   ⋱   ⋮       v  I 1   ·  w 1     ⋯     v  I L   ·  w L       )   



(3)







	
Determine the best alternative    m b    and the worst alternative    m w   :


   m b  =  {  〈 min  (   v  i l   | i = 1 , 2 , ⋯ , I  )  |  c l  ∈  C −  〉 , 〈 max  (   v  i l   | i = 1 , 2 , ⋯ , I  )  |  c l  ∈  C +  〉  }  = {  v  b l   | l = 1 , 2 , ⋯ , L } ,  



(4)






   m w  =  {  〈 max  (   v  i l   | i = 1 , 2 , ⋯ , I  )  |  c l  ∈  C −  〉 , 〈 min  (   v  i l   | i = 1 , 2 , ⋯ , I  )  |  c l  ∈  C +  〉  }  = {  v  w l   | l = 1 , 2 , ⋯ , L } ,  



(5)




where    C +  =  {   c 1  ,  c 2  , ⋯ ,  c L   }    is associated with criteria having positive impact, and    C −  =  {   c 1  ,  c 2  , ⋯ ,  c L   }    is associated with criteria having negative impact.



	
Calculate the distance    d  i b     between the alternative    m i    and the best alternative    m b   :


   d  i b   =     ∑   l = 1  L     (   v  i l   −  v  b l    )   2    ,  



(6)




and the distance    d  i w     between the alternative    m i    and the best alternative    m w   :


   d  i w   =     ∑   l = 1  L     (   v  i l   −  v  w l    )   2    .  



(7)







	
Calculate the similarity    s  i w     of the alternative    m i    to the worst condition:


   s  i w   =  d  i w   /  (   d  i w   +  d  i b    )  ,  



(8)




where,   0 ≤  s  i w   ≤ 1  .    s  i w     being closer to 1 means the alternative    m i    is better, and    s  i w     being closer to 0 means the alternative    m i    is worse.



	
Rank alternatives    m i    according to the similarity    s  i w    .









3.3.3. The Algorithm of HMSIT


Based on the description of soft set theory and the improved TOPSIS, shown above, the algorithm of HMSIT, which is a key contribution to this work, is illustrated in Figure 5.




	
Collect influencing factors of the financial sustainability of MFIs through a review of the literature. These factors, covering accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors, are adopted as original criteria in this paper.



	
Raw data are discretized to be 0 or 1. Because soft set is developed based on the set theory, it is not suitable for continuous data. In this paper, we employ the entropy-based discretization technique (EBDT) to discretize the raw data. EBDT is one of the discretization methods using information entropy measure. Specifically, entropy is employed to evaluate the candidate cut points, which are treated as boundaries for discretization. For details, please refer to the literature [56].



	
Select the optimal criteria from the original criteria, using the parameter reduction method of soft set theory.



	
Recalculate the importance degree of each selected criterion (   r l   ) using the Formula (1). Here, we can obtain the weight of each selected criterion    w l   .



	
Calculate the similarity score of alternatives to the worst condition, using the improved TOPSIS method, with the weights determined by soft set.



	
Rank MFIs according to the similarity, calculated using the Formula (8).








In this way, HMSIT integrates soft set theory and the improved TOPSIS, and inherits the advantages, and avoids the disadvantages, of two methods simultaneously. We hope for an excellent HMSIT performance when evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective.





3.4. Framework of the Case Study


To investigate the efficiency of the proposed HMSIT, when evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective, a case study with 20 MFIs is conducted. The framework of the case study is shown in Figure 6. Details are illustrated in the following.




	
Discretization of raw data using EBDT. Then, the raw sample and data can be converted to the tabular presentation of soft set.



	
Criteria selection and reduction for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs, using the parameter reduction method of soft set theory from accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors.



	
Determination of the weight of each criterion, using soft set. This is the key innovation of the improved TOPSIS approach.



	
Calculations of the similarity of MFIs, using the improved TOPSIS.



	
Ranking of MFIs according to the similarity.



	
Comparison analysis. To investigate the influence of macro-environmental criteria on evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs, we make a comparison between the ranked results with all criteria, and the ranked results, without the external criteria.



	
Sensitivity analysis. The sensitivity analysis is conducted to verify the stability of the novel HMSIT.










4. Results and Discussion


In this section, we display the case study results, as well as some useful discussions. In accordance with the two important issues that are addressed, this section is divided into two subsections. In the first subsection, we present the case study results, followed by some discussion, and the marginal implications on the results of comparison and sensitivity analysis. This work is executed with the Matlab software (2016b).



4.1. Results


4.1.1. Results with All Selected Criteria


Since accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors are adopted as criteria when evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective, the number of criteria is too huge to evaluate efficiently. We adopt the parameter reduction approach of soft set theory to select the optimal criteria, from influencing factors of the MFIs listed in Table 3. At last, seven factors, marked as    c l     (  l = 1 , 2 , ⋯ , 7  )   , are selected as the optimal criteria for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs, shown in Table 5.



Then, based on Table 5, using the Formulas (1) and (3), we can obtain the importance degree ( r ), and also get the weight ( w ) of each selected criteria for evaluation of the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective. The importance degree and weights are listed in Table 6.



Using the improved TOPSIS, the similarity ( s ) of the financial sustainability of MFIs are calculated through Formula (8). The ranked results, determined by the similarity scores, are shown in Table 7. According to the final case study result, we can clearly observe the similarity scores of each MFI, and their ranking.




4.1.2. Results without Macro-Environmental Criteria


To verify the influence of macro-environmental factors when evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective, according to the prior literature [16,24], we conduct the case study again, but with the accounting ratios and corporate governance factors only. First, we use the parameter reduction method of soft set theory to select optimal criteria   c ′   for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from    e 1  −  e  15   ,   listed in Table 3. Their weights are allocated by soft set theory, through Formulas (1) and (3). Both are shown in Table 8.



Then, the ranked results of the financial sustainability of MFIs are listed in Table 9, according to the similarity score of the improved TOPSIS.




4.1.3. Comparison Analysis Results


In order to observe the influence of macro-environmental factors on the financial sustainability of MFIs, we conduct a comparison analysis between the ranked results with all selected criteria and the ranked results without macro-environmental factors. Based on Table 7 and Table 9, a radar chart is employed to clearly present the changes in evaluation results when macro-environmental factors are included as criteria.



In Figure 7, the red line and the black line does not overlap. This means that the ranked results of MFIs are different when macro-environmental factors are excluded from the proposed criteria. In other words, macro-environmental factors can provide extra information when evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective. It can be treated as a complement to traditional accounting ratios and corporate governance factors. Incorporating such macro-environmental information into the evaluation, especially the interaction between the externality of MFIs and the external environment, and the influence of uncontrollable environmental factors on the financial sustainability of MFIs, provides much more comprehensive information for evaluating the sustainability of MFIs.




4.1.4. Sensitivity Analysis Results


To verify the stability of HMSIT when evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective, a number of sensitivity analyses are conducted in this subsection. According to Wang et al. [57], the modified weight of each criterion can be calculated through:


   w l N  =  (  1 ±  β l   )  ·  w l  ,  



(9)




where    w l N    is the new weight of    e l   ,    β l    (    ∑   l = 1  7   β l  = 0  ) is the changing ratio of the original weight    w l   . Six scenarios are presented in Table 10.



Then, with the improved TOPSIS, the similarity of MFIs can be calculated. The similarity and ranked results are listed in Table 11. It is easy to find out that the proposed HMSIT model is stable when evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective. The HMSIT can be widely adopted, to make decisions in many different fields.





4.2. Discussions


4.2.1. Analyses of the Optimal Criteria


As mentioned above, choice of criteria plays a significant role in evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs. From Table 6, it is easy to find out that weight of the criterion    c 1   (   e 1   )    (operational self-sufficiency ratio) is the biggest, 0.203. In other words, the criterion    c 1    has the most information for determining the financial sustainability of MFIs. This is why the prior literature used to adopt this criterion to measure the financial sustainability of MFIs [2,19].    c 3  (  e  10   )   (profit orientation) has the second biggest weight value, 0.176. This explains why an increasing number of profit-oriented MFIs have been developed in recent years. The weight of the criterion    c 5  (  e  16   )   (regulate state) is the third biggest, 0.162. This means that effective regulation of MFIs by the government or other authorities is beneficial in improving their financial sustainability. This result is of great significance for the future development of MFIs. The Chinese practice has also clearly demonstrated that an under-regulated MFI can play a more significant role in poverty reduction.



Besides,    c 2   (   e 9   )   ,    c 6  (  e  22   )  ,    c 7  (  e  25   )   and    c 4  (  e  12   )   also play a significant role in measuring the financial sustainability of MFIs. The criterion    c 2    (portfolio at risk), which is the load structure of MFIs, decides the quality of assets. Many previous studies have presented the negative relationship between    c 2    and the financial sustainability of MFIs [47].    c 6    (index of economic freedom) not only impacts the financial innovation and business of MFIs, but also influences the development of their clients. Generally, high economic freedom is beneficial to the financial sustainability of MFIs. The bigger the criterion    c 7    (depth of credit information index), the greater the financial sustainability of MFIs. For most financial institutions, assessing the default probability of their clients is key when reducing their non-performing assets. For MFIs, if available credit information is greater, the probability of suffering loss is smaller. However, it is noticeable that the criterion    c 4    (scale) ranked at the bottom. This demonstrates a big difference between MFIs and the traditional commercial bank [16].




4.2.2. Comments on the Comparison Results


From the results displayed in Table 7 and Table 9, it can be concluded that macro-environmental factors are useful in evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective. The ranking of MFIs is quite different when macro-environmental factors are excluded from the proposed criteria, as shown in Figure 7. Therefore, it can be concluded that not only accounting ratios and corporate governance factors, but also macro-environmental factors, should be considered as criteria when the financial sustainability of MFIs is evaluated. In fact, macro-environmental factors can provide information that the accounting ratios and corporate governance factors do not have, especially taking into account the interaction between MFIs and their external operating environment. It should be noted that MFIs may change when their operational environment is different. This becomes particularly important when evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs in a cross-country context.



Specifically, from Table 7 and Table 9, and Figure 7, it is clear that the ranked results, excepting the top three, are different if macro-environmental factors are not taken into consideration. This demonstrates that macro-environmental factors play a significant role in distinguishing the MFIs with low financial sustainability. This is because the management of MFIs with low financial sustainability do not always have an advantage when coping with changes in the complex business environment. In other words, those MFIs are not good at making full use of environmental opportunities and dealing with environmental threats. Meanwhile the macro-environmental factors are useless in distinguishing MFIs with high financial sustainability. This conclusion coincides with our comparison results, which suggests that, whether or not macro-environmental factors are adopted for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs, the three highest ranked results are always    M 3       M  10    , and    M  13    . This is normal, because MFIs with high financial sustainability usually have excellent operational teams. Their managers and other employers can respond effectively to changes in the complex business environment.



In summary, prior studies mainly emphasized adopting accounting ratios and corporate governance factors as criteria when evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs [16,17,18]. This may be suitable in the context of one country, because the business environment is almost the same for all the MFIs included. However, this is not the case when we evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective. The business environment is different for MFIs in different countries or regions. To complement to the previous literature, this paper finds that the macro-environmental factors of MFIs should be considered as a significant component of the criteria for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective, especially when the operational level and management level of MFIs are different. Furthermore, in practice, MFIs should pay close attention to improving the ability of their operation teams. It is important to realize the positive impact of MFIs on poverty reduction and social development.




4.2.3. Discussions on the Sensitive Analysis


To verify the stability of HMSIT, the sensitivity analysis is adopted. In order to give readers a clear visual sense of the change in ranked results, with respect to small changes in the criteria, we plot Figure 8, based on the data of Table 11. Scenario 0 is the first column of Table 11, scenario 1 is the second column of Table 11, scenario 2 is the third column of Table 11, and so on.



From Table 11 and Figure 8, it is obvious that the ranked results of MFIs are dominated by the original ranking sequence (Scenario 0). The ranked results remain the same, unless the value of each criterion in one scenario changes significantly. The sensitive analysis results suggest that the proposed HMSIT approach is sufficient for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective.    M 3       M  10    , and    M  13     are always in the top three MFIs. HMSIT is stable enough to provide some managerial implementations for MFIs and help stakeholders make decisions. Differing from prior related studies, HMSIT can evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective, by integrating accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors simultaneously. Hence, in practice, the HMSIT can not only be applied to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs in a complex environment, but can also be widely adopted to drive decision making in many different fields.




4.2.4. Managerial Implementations


According to the above case study results, we suggest some specific managerial implementations to improve the financial sustainability of MFIs, as follows.



First, MFIs can learn their weaknesses, strengths, opportunities, and threats through the financial sustainability evaluation, and can also recognize the gap between themselves and the best MFIs. Therefore, they should establish or optimize the financial sustainability management system for MFIs. Relevant departments of MFIs need to be improved, and the rules need to be clarified. Moreover, the rules should be executed with especial supervision, and should be improved in a timely manner. MFIs can also improve their financial sustainability by improving the abilities of their operation teams. By doing this, MFIs can make use of environmental opportunities and better resolve environmental threats. The case study results also demonstrated that financial sustainability could be improved if the MFI focuses on its operational self-sufficiency ratio and becomes a profit-orientated organization. Furthermore, the MFI can improve its financial sustainability through other methods, such as the human resource revolution, and application of the big data technique.



Second, governmental administrative departments need to establish a special organization to regulate MFIs and regularly evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs. In this way, the government can know recent developments regarding MFIs, and adopt efficient measures to promote the financial sustainability of MFIs. For example, the government can provide preferential treatment for MFIs with high financial sustainability, such as financial subsidies or rewards, while the government should uncover the reasons for, and weaknesses and threats of, MFIs with low financial sustainability, so that pertinent preventive measures can be adopted, such as special education and supervision. The government should focus on developing economic freedom, particularly by promoting the financial innovation of MFIs and encouraging self-employment of impoverished people. Moreover, the government can also promote the financial sustainability of MFIs by constructing a sound credit system.



Third, for donators to and stockholders of MFIs worldwide, the ranking of MFIs, according to the similarity score of HMSIT, is important in order to discover which MFIs are most suitable to donate to and cooperate with. In this way, more impoverished people and small businesses can obtain help with depletable resources.






5. Conclusion and Future Research


The significant role of MFIs in poverty reduction has led to extensive research on their financial sustainability. Prior studies have focused on the adoption of accounting ratios and corporate governance factors as criteria to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs. However, as an economic subject, the financial sustainability of MFIs is not only influenced by internal factors, but also by their operational environment. It should be noted that the neglect of macro-environmental factors may lead to an overestimation of the financial sustainability of MFIs, and result in misleading managerial implementations, which should contribute to the performance of MFIs. Given the above context, it is appropriate to evaluate the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective. To the best of our knowledge, there has been no study to date which evaluates the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective, by integrating accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors as criteria, especially focusing on the interaction between MFIs and the exogenous environment.



Using this framework, the main aim of this paper is to investigate the potential to construct a financial sustainability evaluation model for MFIs from a cross-country perspective. Such an analysis extends prior studies evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs, adding a new cross-country perspective. Furthermore, it adopts a broad approach, covering many influencing factors on the financial sustainability of MFIs, instead of focusing only on accounting ratios and corporate governance factors. The cross-country focus enables the examination of the role of macro-environmental factors. Incorporating such information into the evaluation provides novel insights on how macro-environmental factors may influence the financial sustainability of MFIs. To address this issue, we also extend the research on MFIs by proposing a novel hybrid model of soft set theory and an improved TOPSIS (HMSIT). Soft set theory is adopted to select optimal criteria. The improved TOPSIS is proposed to evaluate and rank MFIs. For the improved TOPSIS, the weight of each criterion is allocated by soft set theory. This algorithm enables HMSIT to make full use of accounting ratios, corporate governance factors, and macro-environmental factors. The case study is based on the cross-country samples of 20 MFIs from the MIX.



Case study results indicate that macro-environmental factors are significant when evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs from a cross-country perspective. Notably, macro-environmental factors can play a key role in distinguishing MFIs with low financial sustainability. The results also indicate that the proposed HMSIT has a strong robustness. The ranked results produced from the proposed HMSIT are reliable enough to provide managerial suggestions for MFIs and help stakeholders make decisions.



Though the case study result is satisfactory, future work is needed to improve the financial sustainability of MFIs. First, as a key point for evaluation, the considered criteria should be more comprehensive. For example, the character and behavioral factors of MFI leaders should also be included, whereas, due to the data being unavailable, we do not adopt it as criteria in this paper. Second, for the success of HMSIT, a more efficient parameter reduction method should be studied, considering its complexity and cost. Third, this paper is limited to a case study evaluating financial sustainability, based on data from a one-year cross-section of 20 MFIs. A bigger sample size should be considered in future works, for a more comprehensive analysis. Also, future works could focus on predicting financial sustainability.
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Figure 1. MFIs and the social economic system. 
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Figure 2. The process of evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs. 
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Figure 3. The three interconnected domains or pillars of the sustainability definition. 
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Figure 4. The framework of the proposed HMSIT. 
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Figure 5. The algorithm of HMSIT for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs. 
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Figure 6. The framework of the case study. 
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Figure 7. Results of the comparison analysis. 
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Figure 8. Results of the sensitive analysis. 
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Table 1. The distribution of MFIs collected from the MIX database.
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	Region
	Number
	Percentage





	Africa
	1309
	28.60%



	East Asia and the Pacific (EAP)
	623
	13.61%



	Eastern Europe and Central Asia (EECA)
	672
	14.68%



	Latin America and Caribbean (LAC)
	828
	18.09%



	Middle East and North Africa (MENA)
	125
	2.73%



	North American (NA)
	148
	3.23%



	Oceania
	3
	0.07%



	South Asia (SA)
	653
	14.27%



	Unspecified
	23
	0.50%



	Western Europe (WE)
	193
	4.22%



	Total
	4577
	100%







Source: the MIX database.













 





Table 2. The abbreviated information of the 20 selected MFIs.
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	No. (Number)
	MFIs
	Type
	Country
	Region





	    m 1    
	AMC
	NBFI
	Jordan
	MENA



	    m 2    
	SOMALI
	NBFI
	Ethiopia
	Africa



	    m 3    
	CONSORZIO ETIMOS
	CU/CC
	Italy
	WE



	    m 4    
	CARECANADA
	CU/CC
	Canada
	NA



	    m 5    
	RADUGA
	CU/CC
	Russia
	EECA



	    m 6    
	FIRST MACRO BANK
	Rural Bank
	Philippines
	EAP



	    m 7    
	GRAMEEN BANK
	Bank
	Bangladesh
	SA



	    m 8    
	CBB
	Rural Bank
	Nepal
	SA



	    m 9    
	CARE GTM
	NGO
	Guatemala
	LAC



	    m  10     
	AB MFB
	Bank
	Nigeria
	Africa



	    m  11     
	EDESA
	NBFI
	Costa Rica
	LAC



	    m  12     
	YRYS
	NBFI
	Kazakhstan
	EECA



	    m  13     
	ABC CAPITAL
	Bank
	Mexico
	LAC



	    m  14     
	CECAP
	CU/CC
	Senegal
	Africa



	    m  15     
	MI CASITA
	NBFI
	Peru
	LAC



	    m  16     
	SEKER BANK
	Bank
	Turkey
	EECA



	    m  17     
	BADUMAN RB
	Rural Bank
	Ghana
	Africa



	    m  18     
	YEHU
	NGO
	Kenya
	Africa



	    m  19     
	AID
	NGO
	India
	SA



	    m  20     
	M7 STU
	NGO
	Vietnam
	EAP







Source: the MIX database.













 





Table 3. The main criteria and factors adopted in prior literatures.






Table 3. The main criteria and factors adopted in prior literatures.





	No.
	Criterion
	Definition
	Unit
	Property





	    e 1    
	Operational Self-Sufficiency Ratio
	Financial revenue/(financial expense + impairment loss + operating expense)
	%
	Positive



	    e 2    
	Return on Asset
	(Net operating income, less taxes)/total assets
	%
	Positive



	    e 3    
	Leverage
	Total liabilities/total equity
	%
	Negative



	    e 4    
	Operating Revenues
	Current revenues (current transfers, grants, services revenues, tax revenues)
	USD
	Positive



	    e 5    
	Debt ratio
	(Total liabilities—financial assets)/total assets
	%
	Negative



	    e 6    
	Cost per Borrower
	Operating expense/number of active borrowers, average
	USD
	Negative



	    e 7    
	Loan Loss Ratio
	(Write-off value of loans recovered)/loan portfolio, gross, average
	%
	Negative



	    e 8    
	Portfolio Yield
	[(Interest, fees, and commissions on loan portfolio/average gross loan portfolio)—inflation rate]/(1 + inflation rate)
	%
	Positive



	    e 9    
	Portfolio at Risk
	Value of loans at risk N 30 days/average gross loan portfolio
	USD
	Negative



	    e  10     
	Profit Orientation
	1 if the MFI is for profit, otherwise 0
	–
	Positive



	    e  11     
	Load to Women
	1 if the MFI loads to women, otherwise = 0
	%
	Negative



	    e  12     
	Scale
	The scale is based on the number of active borrowers
	1000
	Positive



	    e  13     
	Age
	The operation years of a MFI
	YEAR
	Positive



	    e  14     
	Financial Intermediation
	1 if the MFI uses significant deposits (N 20% of total asset) to finance its assets, otherwise 0
	–
	Negative



	    e  15     
	Borrowers per Loan Officer
	Borrowers/loan officer
	–
	Positive



	    e  16     
	Regulate State
	1 if the entity is submitted to some regulatory authority, otherwise = 0
	–
	Positive



	    e  17     
	Website Accessibility
	Website accessibility measures whether the MFI has a website or not, and the languages used to disclose information
	–
	Positive



	    e  18     
	Internet Penetration
	The number of people who have access to the Internet per 100 people in a country
	%
	Positive



	    e  19     
	GDP Growth
	GDP growth rate
	%
	Positive



	    e  20     
	Rural Population
	Proportion of people living in rural areas in a country
	%
	Negative



	    e  21     
	Corruption
	The scores of corruption range from 0 (no corruption)–100 (highly corrupt)
	–
	Negative



	    e  22     
	Index of Economic Freedom
	EF, which is graded on a scale of 0 to 100, is used to reflect the economic freedom and the level of government regulation of a country
	–
	Positive



	    e  23     
	Ease of Doing Business Index
	The scores of ease of doing business index ranging from 1 (high) to 190 (low)
	–
	Positive



	    e  24     
	Financial Development
	Private credit/total GDP
	%
	Positive



	    e  25     
	Depth of Credit Information Index
	The scores of depth of credit information index, ranging from 0 (low) to 8 (high)
	–
	Positive



	    e  26     
	Getting Credit
	Graded on a scale of 0 to 100
	–
	Positive










 





Table 4. The tabular representation of soft set.






Table 4. The tabular representation of soft set.












	Objects
	     e 1     
	     e 2     
	   ⋯   
	     e J     





	    m 1    
	    v  11     
	    v  12     
	
	    v  1 j     



	    m 2      
	    v  21     
	    v  22     
	
	    v  2 j     



	  ⋯  
	
	
	
	



	    m i    
	    v  i 1     
	    v  i 2     
	
	    v  i j     







Note:    v  i j   =  {      1 ,      m i  ∈ F  (   e j   )        0 ,      m i  ∉ F  (   e j   )         .













 





Table 5. Optimal criteria for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs.






Table 5. Optimal criteria for evaluating the financial sustainability of MFIs.











	No.
	Criterion
	No.
	Criterion





	    c 1   (   e 1   )    
	Operational self-sufficiency ratio
	    c 2   (   e 9   )    
	Portfolio at risk



	    c 3  (  e  10   )   
	Profit orientation
	    c 4  (  e  12   )   
	Scale



	    c 5  (  e  16   )   
	Regulate state
	    c 6  (  e  22   )   
	Index of economic freedom



	    c 7  (  e  25   )   
	Depth of credit information index
	
	










 





Table 6. The importance degree and weight of selected criteria.






Table 6. The importance degree and weight of selected criteria.





	Weight
	     c 1     
	     c 2     
	     c 3     
	     c 4     
	     c 5     
	     c 6     
	     c 7     





	  r  
	0.750
	0.550
	0.650
	0.300
	0.600
	0.500
	0.350



	  w  
	0.203
	0.149
	0.176
	0.081
	0.162
	0.135
	0.095










 





Table 7. The similarity scores and the ranked results of MFIs.






Table 7. The similarity scores and the ranked results of MFIs.





	No.
	Similarity
	Rank
	No.
	Similarity
	Rank





	    m 1    
	0.375
	19
	    m  11     
	0.509
	12



	    m 2    
	0.450
	14
	    m  12     
	0.399
	17



	    m 3    
	0.733
	3
	    m  13     
	0.838
	1



	    m 4    
	0.683
	5
	    m  14     
	0.405
	16



	    m 5    
	0.505
	13
	    m  15     
	0.652
	6



	    m 6    
	0.623
	9
	    m  16     
	0.646
	7



	    m 7    
	0.717
	4
	    m  17     
	0.630
	8



	    m 8    
	0.378
	18
	    m  18     
	0.522
	11



	    m 9    
	0.422
	15
	    m  19     
	0.570
	10



	    m  10     
	0.767
	2
	    m  20     
	0.352
	20










 





Table 8. The new importance degree and weight of selected criteria, without macro-environmental factors.






Table 8. The new importance degree and weight of selected criteria, without macro-environmental factors.





	Weight
	     c 1 ′  (  e 1  )    
	     c 2 ′  (  e 3  )    
	     c 3 ′   (   e 7   )     
	     c 4 ′   (   e  10    )     
	     c 5 ′   (   e  14    )     





	   r ′   
	0.800
	0.550
	0.700
	0.650
	0.600



	   w ′   
	0.242
	0.167
	0.212
	0.197
	0.182










 





Table 9. New similarity scores and the ranked results of MFIs, without macro-environmental factors.






Table 9. New similarity scores and the ranked results of MFIs, without macro-environmental factors.





	No.
	Similarity
	Rank
	No.
	Similarity
	Rank





	    m 1    
	0.466
	16
	    m  11     
	0.642
	8



	    m 2    
	0.502
	14
	    m  12     
	0.423
	17



	    m 3    
	0.740
	3
	    m  13     
	0.747
	2



	    m 4    
	0.548
	12
	    m  14     
	0.617
	9



	    m 5    
	0.358
	19
	    m  15     
	0.709
	5



	    m 6    
	0.686
	6
	    m  16     
	0.599
	10



	    m 7    
	0.671
	7
	    m  17     
	0.732
	4



	    m 8    
	0.511
	13
	    m  18     
	0.554
	11



	    m 9    
	0.327
	20
	    m  19     
	0.473
	15



	    m  10     
	0.814
	1
	    m  20     
	0.397
	18










 





Table 10. Six scenarios of the weights.






Table 10. Six scenarios of the weights.





	No.
	Origin
	Scenario 1
	Scenario 2
	Scenario 3
	Scenario 4
	Scenario 5
	Scenario 6





	    e 1    
	0.203
	0.261
	0.225
	0.198
	0.204
	0.184
	0.215



	    e 9    
	0.149
	0.202
	0.197
	0.192
	0.173
	0.182
	0.112



	    e  10     
	0.176
	0.116
	0.186
	0.145
	0.147
	0.108
	0.223



	    e  12     
	0.081
	0.091
	0.092
	0.092
	0.093
	0.117
	0.092



	    e  16     
	0.162
	0.107
	0.105
	0.109
	0.171
	0.165
	0.165



	    e  22     
	0.135
	0.119
	0.121
	0.122
	0.119
	0.140
	0.121



	    e  25     
	0.095
	0.104
	0.074
	0.142
	0.093
	0.105
	0.073










 





Table 11. The similarity and ranked results of MFIs for six scenarios.






Table 11. The similarity and ranked results of MFIs for six scenarios.





	
MFIs

	
Origin

	
Scenario 1

	
Scenario 2

	
Scenario 3

	
Scenario 4

	
Scenario 5

	
Scenario 6




	
Similarity

(Rank)

	
Similarity

(Rank)

	
Similarity

(Rank)

	
Similarity

(Rank)

	
Similarity

(Rank)

	
Similarity

(Rank)

	
Similarity

(Rank)






	
    m 1    

	
0.375

(19)

	
0.325

(18)

	
0.346

(18)

	
0.361

(18)

	
0.355

(19)

	
0.312

(19)

	
0.396

(18)




	
    m 2    

	
0.450

(14)

	
0.487

(13)

	
0.480

(14)

	
0.439

(14)

	
0.459

(14)

	
0.415

(14)

	
0.462

(14)




	
    m 3    

	
0.733

(3)

	
0.752

(3)

	
0.718

(3)

	
0.752

(2)

	
0.742

(3)

	
0.745

(2)

	
0.761

(3)




	
    m 4    

	
0.683

(5)

	
0.725

(5)

	
0.662

(7)

	
0.729

(5)

	
0.691

(5)

	
0.703

(5)

	
0.702

(5)




	
    m 5    

	
0.505

(13)

	
0.475

(14)

	
0.481

(13)

	
0.481

(13)

	
0.511

(13)

	
0.472

(13)

	
0.526

(13)




	
    m 6    

	
0.623

(9)

	
0.635

(9)

	
0.652

(9)

	
0.612

(9)

	
0.636

(9)

	
0.597

(9)

	
0.648

(7)




	
    m 7    

	
0.717

(4)

	
0.738

(4)

	
0.709

(4)

	
0.736

(4)

	
0.721

(4)

	
0.729

(3)

	
0.716

(4)




	
    m 8    

	
0.378

(18)

	
0.298

(20)

	
0.308

(20)

	
0.342

(19)

	
0.378

(18)

	
0.322

(18)

	
0.315

(20)




	
    m 9    

	
0.422

(15)

	
0.462

(15)

	
0.459

(15)

	
0.411

(15)

	
0.418

(15)

	
0.390

(15)

	
0.447

(15)




	
    m  10     

	
0.767

(2)

	
0.816

(2)

	
0.801

(2)

	
0.751

(3)

	
0.788

(2)

	
0.726

(4)

	
0.799

(2)




	
    m  11     

	
0.509

(12)

	
0.543

(12)

	
0.534

(12)

	
0.4994

(12)

	
0.512

(12)

	
0.479

(12)

	
0.5294

(12)




	
    m  12     

	
0.399

(17)

	
0.437

(16)

	
0.428

(16)

	
0.378

(17)

	
0.385

(17)

	
0.364

(17)

	
0.412

(17)




	
    m  13     

	
0.838

(1)

	
0.872

(1)

	
0.854

(1)

	
0.813

(1)

	
0.842

(1)

	
0.805

(1)

	
0.842

(1)




	
    m  14     

	
0.405

(16)

	
0.413

(17)

	
0.412

(17)

	
0.392

(16)

	
0.402

(16)

	
0.378

(16)

	
0.432

(16)




	
    m  15     

	
0.652

(6)

	
0.714

(6)

	
0.681

(6)

	
0.621

(7)

	
0.668

(6)

	
0.623

(6)

	
0.678

(6)




	
    m  16     

	
0.646

(7)

	
0.709

(7)

	
0.685

(5)

	
0.635

(6)

	
0.6558

(7)

	
0.615

(7)

	
0.637

(9)




	
    m  17     

	
0.630

(8)

	
0.662

(8)

	
0.659

(8)

	
0.619

(8)

	
0.636

(8)

	
0.599

(8)

	
0.642

(8)




	
    m  18     

	
0.522

(11)

	
0.565

(11)

	
0.551

(11)

	
0.507

(11)

	
0.530

(11)

	
0.491

(11)

	
0.543

(11)




	
    m  19     

	
0.570

(10)

	
0.603

(10)

	
0.596

(10)

	
0.556

(10)

	
0.571

(10)

	
0.539

(10)

	
0.586

(10)




	
    m  20     

	
0.352

(20)

	
0.302

(19)

	
0.316

(19)

	
0.321

(20)

	
0.342

(20)

	
0.306

(20)

	
0.320

(19)
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