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Abstract

This study introduces the Composite Index of Systemic Competitiveness (CISC), a new framework to quantify national com-
petitive potential by the examination of three interdependent pillars: governance efficiency, economic mass, and competitive-
ness drag. A focus on Saudi Arabia and Egypt from 2020 to 2023, this research examines how institutional performance,
economic diversification strategies, and structural constraints affect development pathways in alignment with the United
Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), especially SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth) and SDG 10
(Reduced Inequalities). Cross-national, quantitative case study is the research design. The CISC combines internationally
aggregated measurements of indicators from only 2020 to 2023 for Egypt and KSA from institutions such as the World Bank,
IMF, and Transparency International, for example, economic resilience variables, governance norms, non-oil GDP growth, and
measures to mitigate inequality. Sensitivity tests ensure index reliability through tests of robustness. As a limitation for the
study, data used in the study is a 4years data for both Egypt and KSA from 2020 to 2023. Saudi Arabia exhibits remarkable
CISC developments, fueled by governance reform and economy diversification in line with Vision 2030, speeding up to SDG
8. Conversely, Egypt is hindered by budget constraints, institutional fragility, and persisting inequalities, restraining SDG 10
ambitions. The implications show that balance synergism among macroeconomic policy, institutional responsibility, and distri-
butive policies are essential to unlock sustainable development. The CISC presents a revolutionary way of measuring sys-
temic competitiveness in the form of direct ratio correlation with SDG standards. The instrument provides policymakers
with a diagnostic tool that can help them determine reform priorities to reconcile economic growth and social cohesiveness
and long-term sustainability. The CISC facilitates the realignment of efforts with systemic competitiveness drivers, allowing
evidence-based policy-making for maximizing national development results and global economic positioning. Governments
and institutions can utilize this framework to navigate structural risks while following inclusive growth agendas.
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(Transparency International, 2024) have been effective in
measuring economic productivity, regulatory efficiency,
and integrity. Yet, these instruments have a tendency to
examine competitiveness from standalone lenses, without
accounting for its systemic and interdependent character
(Rodrik, 2013). Competitiveness is not economic perfor-
mance or business efficiencys; it is inextricably linked with
institutional resilience, governance arrangements, and
geostrategy (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2012; North, 1990).
Empirical studies emphasize that countries with open
institutions, secure regulatory environments, and sound
systems of governance are rewarded with more investment
flows, growth through innovation, and long-term stability
(Fukuyama, 2013; Kaufmann et al., 2010).

While the governance function as a basis of competi-
tiveness is increasingly acknowledged today, current fra-
meworks do not fully incorporate its multi-dimensional
role. They also do not address systemic problems like
corruption, inequality, sovereign debt, and institutional
weakness that undermine national progress (Collier,
2007; Reinhart & Rogoft, 2010). Argentina and Turkey,
for example, with all their economic promise, stagnate
due to governance failures and fiscal volatility
(Acemoglu et al., 2014). Likewise, resource-rich econo-
mies such as Nigeria also suffer from the “resource
curse” because institutional vulnerabilities and policy
uncertainty constrain development (Collier, 2007).

To complete these gaps, this study proposes the
Composite Index of Systemic Competitiveness (CISC),
one model of national competitiveness based on three
interconnected pillars:

1. Governance Efficacy (G): Government effective-
ness, rule of law, regulatory quality, voice &
accountability, and political stability (Kaufmann
et al., 2010).

2.  Economic Mass (M): Trade-to-GDP ratio, non-
oil GDP growth, GDP-per-capita, and nominal
GDP (Rodrik, 2013).

3. Competitiveness Drag (O): Corruption
Perception Index, debt-to-GDP ratio, and fragile
state index (Reinhart & Rogoff, 2010; World
Bank, 2024).

Inspired by the Schwarzschild-radius analogy, the
Composite Index of Systemic Competitiveness (CISC)
defines competitiveness as a function of a system’s
“mass,” which includes economic mass (M) and govern-
ance efficacy (G), compared to the “drag” forces that
undermine it (C). The squared drag term is seen as a
guide rather than a strict physical law. Systemic frictions
often create non-linear effects, meaning that small
increases in corruption, weak institutions, or high debt
can lead to much larger losses in competitiveness

(Acemoglu & Robinson, 2012; Rodrik, 2008). Non-linear
penalty structures are commonly used in creating com-
posite indices to show these imbalances (Nardo et al.,
2005). Thus, the CISC is presented here as a tentative
diagnostic:

CISC = 2GM/C"2

This formula highlights the increased, opposite effect of
structural drag on systemic competitiveness. It positions
the index as a tool driven by policy that combines eco-
nomic and institutional factors without favoring eco-
nomic indicators over governance and structural
challenges.

The CISC framework is applied to Saudi Arabia and
Egypt using global indicators from 2020 to 2023. It
assesses how governance effectiveness and structural lim-
itations together influence competitiveness paths. Saudi
Arabia’s institutional and economic reforms under
Vision 2030 differ sharply from Egypt’s decline due to
rising debt and weak institutions. This comparison sheds
light on the relationship between growth drivers and sys-
temic risks. The index’s components align with interna-
tional policy objectives: Economic Mass (M) indicators,
like non-oil GDP growth, connect to SDG 8 (Decent
Work and Economic Growth). Governance Efficacy (G)
and Competitiveness Drag (C) measures, such as corrup-
tion perceptions and debt-to-GDP ratios, relate to SDG
10 (Reduced Inequalities) by highlighting institutional
and fiscal gaps.

Traditional competitiveness indices often focus on
productive drivers like technology, infrastructure, and
innovation, while neglecting structural weaknesses such
as income inequality, government debt, and fragile insti-
tutions, which can undo economic progress (Reinhart &
Rogoff, 2010). Real-world examples show this limitation.
Argentina and Turkey suffer from long-term stagnation
tied to governance failures, fiscal mismanagement, and
financial instability, despite having economic potential
(Acemoglu et al., 2014). Resource-rich Nigeria illustrates
how weak institutions can hinder natural resources from
leading to widespread prosperity (Collier, 2007). These
cases suggest that partial economic reforms are not
enough when systemic barriers remain.

Furthermore, traditional indices often fail to accu-
rately assess governance such as the rule of law, account-
ability, and institutional performance in shaping
competitiveness. The Global Competitiveness Index
(GCI), for instance, emphasizes innovation but does not
fully reflect how weak legal systems or unclear regula-
tions can deter foreign direct investment and entrepre-
neurship (Porter, 1990). By incorporating institutional
quality as a primary factor, the CISC clarifies how gov-
ernance builds investor trust, lowers transaction costs,
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and enhances public sector performance (Fukuyama,
2013; Kaufmann et al., 2010; Kaufmann & Kraay,
2024). Regions with strong legal frameworks, like
Denmark, tend to attract more foreign investment (La
Porta et al., 1998). Therefore, the CISC brings together
governance, economic capacity, and structural challenges
into a single, policy-focused framework that connects
institutional and economic analysis while stressing the
importance of reform.

Debate surrounding composite competitiveness
indices is ongoing. Supporters of these indices argue that
combining different measures reveals systemic links that
are valuable for policymakers and investors (Porter,
1990; Schwab, 2019). Critics argue that merging non-
comparable variables can hide causal relationships and
create misleading rankings (Lall, 2001; Saisana & Saltelli,
2011). Some perspectives prioritize structural change and
innovation dynamics over composite scores (Aiginger,
2006). Evidence is mixed: while studies often connect
good governance with competitiveness (Kaufmann et al.,
2010), some fast-growing economies succeed despite low
institutional scores, showing that there are various paths
to competitiveness (Rodrik, 2008). Similarly, while fiscal
vulnerability is typically seen as a systemic drag, exam-
ples exist where high short-term debt matches growth
under specific policy conditions (Reinhart & Rogoff,
2010). These varying results suggest that systemic compe-
titiveness cannot be explained by one theoretical
framework.

Within this complex landscape, the CISC is proposed
as an exploratory, policy-driven tool rather than a deci-
sive solution to theoretical debates. It provides a clear,
testable way to combine governance, economic mass,
and drag forces into one diagnostic tool while remaining
methodologically careful. Future research should focus
on testing the CISC’s reliability, trying out different func-
tional forms, and examining it across more countries to
see if its three-pillar structure supports or contradicts
other views.

Literature Review

Composite Index of Systemic Competitiveness (CISC)
Buidling: Main Variables and Sub-Variables

The CISC is theory-driven: Governance Efficacy (G)
and Economic Mass (M) are treated as complementary
enablers, while Competitiveness Drag (C) operationalizes
systemic constraints that reduce the effectiveness of those
enablers. The multiplicative aggregation of G and M
captures theoretical complementarity (i.e., governance
conditions the returns to economic scale) as discussed in
institutional and development literature (Acemoglu &
Robinson, 2012; Rodrik, 2007). Placing C in the

denominator operationalizes the dilutive effect of struc-
tural drags on effective competitiveness.

Governance Efficacy. Governance Efficacy is a complex
concept at the frontier of institutional performance and
collective well-being measurement. This report synthe-
sizes earlier studies into its five constitutive elements:
Rule of Law, Voice & Accountability, Political Stability
& Absence of Violence, Regulatory Quality, and
Government Effectiveness.

Governance Efficacy is measured through five related
variables Rule of Law, Voice & Accountability, Political
Stability & Absence of Violence, Regulatory Quality,
and Government Effectiveness because they all manifest
the institutional, participatory, and operational needs for
effective governance (Fukuyama, 2013). Rule of Law
sets up justice and predictability in legal institutions by
preventing corruption and forging institutional trust
(Kaufmann et al., 2010; North, 1990; Thamrin et al.,
2024). Voice & Accountability facilitates citizen partici-
pation to ensure government openness for the sake of
democratic legitimacy (Bloom, 2024; Dahl, 1971; Sen,
1999). Political Stability prevents development halts
instigated by conflict or instability, allowing long-term
planning (Fearon & Laitin, 2003). Regulatory Quality
balances social welfare and market efficiency, stimulat-
ing innovation without system breakdowns (Djankov
et al., 2002). Finally, Government Effectiveness sum-
marizes bureaucratic ability to implement policies and
provide public services effectively (Rauch & Evans,
2000). These variables exhibit interdependence: account-
ability mechanisms strengthen stability, for example,
while competent institutions reinforce legal frameworks.
Collectively, they address governance complexity by uni-
fying legal, political, and operational facets, ensuring sys-
tems remain adaptive, equitable, and conducive to
sustained societal progress (Fukuyama, 2013; Grindle,
2004).

Rule of Law. The rule of law mandates the consistent
application of legal frameworks, cultivating institutional
trust and diminishing discretionary power in governance
(Thamrin et al., 2024). Kaufmann and Kraay (2024)
underscore its significance in mitigating corruption and
advancing economic progress, as evidenced by the World
Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGI). North
(1990) posits that institutions anchoring the rule of law
are critical for sustained economic expansion, as they
lower transactional barriers and stimulate investment
incentives. Empirical analyses, including those by the
World Justice Project (2021), demonstrate linkages
between resilient legal architectures and elevated societal
trust. Nevertheless, obstacles endure in developing
economies, where informal governance mechanisms
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frequently supersede formal legal systems (Helmke &
Levitsky, 2004; Thamrin et al., 2024).

Voice & Accountability. Voice and accountability is the
extent to which citizens participate in governance and
keep leaders responsible. Bloom (2024) noted that demo-
cratic accountability is crucial for legitimizing authority,
while Sen (1999) relates participatory governance to
equitable development outcomes. Kaufmann and Kraay
(2024) measure this dimension through public engage-
ment in elections and civil liberties. Norris (2012) identi-
fies a “democratic deficit” in nations where marginalized
groups lack representation, exacerbating inequality.
Recent studies stress the role of digital platforms in
amplifying citizen voices, though they also warn of mis-
information risks (Bloom, 2024; Bovaird & Loffler,
2009).

Political Stability & Absence of Violence. Political stability
minimizes disruptions caused by conflicts, fostering
environments conducive to growth (Ozbozkurt &
Satrovic, 2024). Fearon and Laitin (2003) attribute
instability to weak institutions and economic disparities,
while Collier (2007) underscores its devastating economic
impacts, particularly in resource-dependent regions.
Kaufmann and Kraay (2024) link stability to investor
confidence and social cohesion. Acemoglu and Robinson
(2012) argue that extractive institutions heighten risks of
violence, whereas inclusive systems promote resilience.
Helmke and Levitsky (2004) and Feng (2001) emphasize
the cyclical relationship between governance quality and
conflict prevention.

Regulatory Quality. Effective regulation balances public
welfare with economic freedom (Handoyo & Anas,
2024). Djankov et al. (2002) demonstrate that overly
burdensome regulations stifle entrepreneurship, whereas
streamlined frameworks enhance competitiveness. The
World Bank’s Doing Business Report (2020) highlights
regulatory quality as a determinant of foreign invest-
ment. La Porta et al. (1998) link legal origins to regula-
tory outcomes, noting common law systems’
adaptability. Stigler’s (1971) theory of regulatory capture
warns of industry dominance in policy-making, advocat-
ing for transparent oversight mechanisms (Handoyo &
Anas, 2024).

Government  Effectiveness. Government effectiveness
pertains to the capacity to implement policies and deliver
public services (Handoyo & Anas, 2024). Kaufmann and
Kraay (2024) associate it with meritocratic bureaucracies
and efficient resource allocation. Rauch and Evans
(2000) find that professionalized civil services improve
outcomes, while Handoyo and Anas (2024) stresse the

need for state capacity to address complex challenges like
climate change. Tanzi and Schuknecht (2000) persua-
sively, argue, that until the 1960s the rise in spending
seems to have brought a big increase in public welfare.
Rotberg (2014) notes that ineffective governments in
developing nations struggle with legitimacy, perpetuating
cycles of underdevelopment.

Economic Mass (M). Economic Mass (M) serves as a com-
posite indicator of a nation’s economic scale, diversifica-
tion, and integration into global markets. This review
examines the four constituent variables Nominal GDP,
Non-Oil GDP Growth, GDP per Capita, and Trade-to-
GDP Ratio and their collective role in shaping Economic
Mass, emphasizing their interdependencies and relevance
to macroeconomic resilience.

Nominal GDP. Nominal GDP quantifies the total mon-
etary value of goods and services produced within a
country, reflecting its economic size (Nduokafor et al,
2024). Barro (1997) identifies GDP as a critical determi-
nant of national influence, enabling investments in infra-
structure, education, and innovation. However, nominal
GDP can also conceal structural imbalance, such as
over-reliance on boom-bust industries (Rodrik, 2007).
Resource-based economies, such as Nigeria, have high
nominal GDP but remain vulnerable to commodity price
shocks (Sachs & Warner, 2001; Nduokafor et al, 2024).
The World Bank (2022) points to the application of
GDP in cross-country comparison but cautions against
the omission of purchasing power parity (PPP) adjust-
ments in welfare measurement.

Non-Oil GDP Growth. Growth of non-oil GDP is a mea-
sure of economic growth excluding earnings from oil sec-
tor, indicating growth in diversification efforts. Sachs
and Warner (2001) link over dependence on oil to the
“resource curse,” in which non-oil sectors are affected by
impacts attributed to Dutch disease. Conversely, nations
like Norway have invested in the development of renew-
able energy and technology advancement using earnings
from oil, such that long-term economic stability exists
(Mehlum et al., 2006; Nduokafor et al., 2024).

GDP per Capita. Per capita GDP reflects average
incomes and living standards approximating economic
well-being (Afonso & Blanco-Arana, 2024). Acemoglu
and Robinson (2012) relate greater per GDP per capita
to inclusive institutions that promote human accumula-
tion of capital. Kuznets (1955) cautions that greater per
capita GDP may create inequality because growth might
happen in elite or urban economies only. A critique by
the OECD (2021), points out its inability to quantify
non-monetary  values such as  environmental
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sustainability or work-life balance, therefore, the need
for complementary indicators like the Human
Development Index (Afonso & Blanco-Arana, 2024).

Trade-to-GDP Ratio. Trade-to-GDP ratio captures and
measures a nation’s openness to global markets, indicat-
ing integration into international supply chains (Yaqub
et al, 2024). Frankel and Romer (1999) explain that
higher trade ratios correlate with faster growth, driven by
technology transfer and competitive pressures. However,
excessive reliance on trade exposes economies to external
shocks, as seen during the 2008 financial crisis and
COVID-19 pandemic (Baldwin & Tomiura, 2020; Yaqub
et al, 2024). Rodrik (2011) advocates for fair trade poli-
cies placing emphasis on native industrial capacity to off-
set vulnerabilities.

Economic Mass (M) integrates these measures to
reflect a complete picture of economic size, stability, and
sustainability. Growth in non-oil GDP is a minimum
measure of economic size, and nominal GDP is also used
to reflect possible diversification opportunity, reducing
vulnerability to sectoral shocks (Hausmann et al., 2008).
GDP per capita puts economic growth into a welfare
context to ensure growth translates into benefits to soci-
ety (Stiglitz et al., 2009). The trade-to-GDP ratio, on the
other hand, measures international integration, which is
sensitive to growth opportunities but requires strong
domestic institutions to counter concomitant risks
(Rodrik, 2007; Yaqub et al., 2024). As a whole, these
indicators harness quantitative scale and qualitative resi-
lience in economic development, allowing policymakers
to balance system robustness and economic growth.

Competitiveness Drag (C). Competitiveness Drag (C) refers
to institutional obstacles that limit the productivity,
development potential, and market positioning of a
country in the international economy. This research
assesses three indicators Corruption Perceptions Index
(CPI), Debt-to-GDP Ratio, and Fragile States Index
(FSI) as drivers of prime importance for the calculation
of Competitiveness Drag, highlighting their interdepen-
dence dynamics and significance to sustainable develop-
ment. These indicators together specify structural
weaknesses, including governance shortcomings, fiscal
disequilibrium, and institutional fragility, that limit com-
petitiveness by skewing the distribution of resources, dis-
couraging investment, and exposing systemic risk.

Corruption Perceptions Index (CPl). Annual CPI scores by
Transparency International, captures perceived public
sector corruption which erodes institutional trust and
economic efficiency. Corruption increases transaction
costs, deters foreign investment, and distorts resource
allocation (Mauro, 1995; Shleifer & Vishny ,1993). For

instance, nations with low CPI scores, such as Venezuela,
face capital flight and stagnated productivity (Index,
2022). Conversely, countries like Denmark, with high
CPI scores, benefit from transparent governance, foster-
ing innovation and investor confidence (Sereide, 2014).
However, critics argue that the CPI’s reliance on expert
surveys may overlook grassroots realities (Heywood &
Rose, 2014).

Debt-to-GDP Ratio. The Debt-to-GDP Ratio reflects fis-
cal sustainability, with elevated levels signaling macroe-
conomic vulnerability (Yovchev et al, 2024). Reinhart
and Rogoff (2010) identify a threshold (90% of GDP)
beyond which debt stifles growth by crowding out public
investment and increasing borrowing costs. For example,
Greece’s debt crisis (180% of GDP in 2018) led to aus-
terity measures, reduced social spending, and prolonged
recession (IMF, 2022). However, moderate debt can sti-
mulate growth if channeled into productive infrastruc-
ture (Eberhardt & Presbitero, 2015). The ratio’s impact
also depends on debt structure foreign-denominated debt
poses higher risks than domestic borrowing (Cecchetti
et al., 2011; Panizza et al., 2009).

Fragile States Index (FSI). The FSI, developed by the
Fund for Peace, assesses state fragility across 12 indica-
tors, including security, governance, and economic pres-
sures. Fragile states, such as Somalia or Yemen, exhibit
weak institutions, civil unrest, and poor service delivery,
deterring investment and destabilizing markets (Fund for
Peace, 2023). Fearon and Laitin (2003) link state fragility
to prolonged conflict, which destroys infrastructure and
human capital. Even moderately fragile states, like
Pakistan, face challenges in attracting FDI due to per-
ceived instability (Collier, 2007). The FSI also highlights
spillover effects, such as refugee crises, which strain
neighboring economies (Ghobarah et al., 2004).

The interdependencies of those variables amplify
Competitiveness Drag. For example, corruption (low
CPI) often exacerbates inequality by enabling elite cap-
ture of resources (You, 2015), while fragile states (high
FSI) struggle to manage debt (Panizza et al., 2009).
Similarly, austerity measures to reduce debt can deepen
inequality, fueling instability (Stiglitz, 2012). Together,
these variables provide a holistic framework to diagnose
and address systemic barriers to competitiveness.

Methodology
Research Type and Scope

This study is an applied research with an explanatory
design, aiming to test the CISC framework’s utility in
diagnosing systemic competitiveness. It employs a com-
parative case study approach, focusing on Saudi Arabia
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and Egypt to contrast policy environments and institu-
tional capacities. By integrating quantitative data analy-
sis with theoretical frameworks from economics (Rodrik,
2013) and governance (Kaufmann et al., 2010) the
research bridges disciplinary gaps in competitiveness
measurement. The methodology emphasizes reproduci-
bility, enabling future applications of the CISC model to
other nations or regions. Of course generalizing the
results will require applying the CISC to additional
countries in future studies (Hausmann et al., 2005;
Rodrik, 2007). While a two-country sample is limited in
scope, this choice follows established practice in com-
parative case-study research (Gerring, 2007), where in-
depth analysis of a few cases can yield robust insights.

This research adopts a quantitative, applied approach
to construct and analyze the Composite Index of
Systemic Competitiveness (CISC), combining compara-
tive case study design with time-series data analysis. The
methodology is structured into four sequential phases:
data collection, normalization, index formulation, and
analytical testing.

Data, Data Collection, and Variable Selection

Each sub-indicator maps to a specific, theoretically sup-
ported channel affecting systemic competitiveness: WGI
governance dimensions (rule of law, voice & accountabil-
ity, political stability, regulatory quality, government
effectiveness) capture institutional enablers (Kaufmann
et al., 2010); Nominal GDP, GDP per capita, non-oil
GDP growth and trade/GDP capture economic mass
and diversification capacity (Hausmann et al.,, 2005;
Rodrik, 2013); CPI, Debt/GDP and Fragile States Index
capture corruption, fiscal vulnerability and state fragility
that empirically reduce growth potential (Collier, 2007;
Mauro, 1995; Reinhart & Rogoff, 2010).

The study utilizes secondary data from 2020 to 2023
for Saudi Arabia and Egypt, sourced from internation-
ally recognized institutions to ensure validity:

e Governance Efficacy (G): Sub-variables (Rule of
Law, Voice & Accountability, Political Stability,
Regulatory Quality, Government Effectiveness)
are drawn from the World Bank’s Worldwide
Governance Indicators (Kaufmann et al., 2010).

e Economic Mass (M): Metrics include Nominal,
GDP per Capita and Trade-to-GDP Ratio were
collected from World Bank for all variables. Only
Non-Oil GDP Growth was collected from Federal
Reserve Bank of St. Louis for Egypt and from
Trading Economics for Saudi Arabia.

e Competitiveness Drag (C): Includes Corruption
Perceptions Index (Transparency International,

2024), Debt-to-GDP Ratio (World Economics),
Fragile States Index (Fund for Peace).

A 4Years Data for KSA & Egypt (2020-2023) was col-
lected from different well-known sources as illustrated in
the following tables below to cover the needed data for
each variable included in the research. This corresponds
with both data availability and coverage. First, part of
the indicators utilized in the construction of the CISC pil-
lars (particularly non-oil GDP growth, adjusted Fragile
States Index scores, and harmonized trade-to-GDP
ratios) only become available on a regular basis for
Egypt and Saudi Arabia starting from the year 2020 and
thus limit the possible analysis starting point. Second, the
2020 to 2023 period is relevant to study: it is the period
of the COVID-19 shock and initial recovery period when
governance effectiveness, macroeconomic resilience, and
competitiveness drags were subjected to unprecedented
stress. Targeting this period thus imposes a close chal-
lenge to the capacity of the CISC framework to identify
real-time systemic tensions. Although a longer time series
would be preferable, during the first application the inter-
val of 2020 to 2023 is a good balance between complete-
ness of data and usefulness for analysis. Future research
may be expanded to pre-2020years as backfilling and
harmonization of the concerned indicators become
feasible

Egypt Data Tables. The following is the data of the main
variables for Egypt Governance Effectiveness for

4 years indicators, along with the sources of the data
(Tables 1-6).

Saudi Arabia (KSA) Data Tables. The following is the data
of the main variables for Saudi Arabia Governance
Effectiveness for 4 years indicators, along with the
sources of the data.

Index Formulation. The CISC equation will integrate the
four dimensions as follows: CISC =2 X G X M [C"2.
Here, G, and G aggregated normalized scores for

Table I. Egypt Governance Efficacy.

Rule  Voice & Political Regulatory Government
Year  of law accountability stability quality effectiveness
2020 -—-0.32 —1.48 -12 -057 —045
2021  —026 —1.5I -1 —0.52 —0.46
2022 —-027 —145 -1 —0.71 —0.45
2023 -0.18 —1.38 -09 —0.67 —0.24

Source. World Bank, Governance Indicators (2025b). https://databank.
worldbank.org/reports.aspx?!Report_Name=WGlI-Table&ld=ceea4d8b.
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Table 2. Egypt Economic Mass (M). Table 6. Saudi Arabia Competitiveness Drag (C).
Nominal GDP per Year CPI Debt-to-GDP ratio (%) FSI
GDP (USD  Non-Oil GDP  capita Trade-to-GDP
Year  Billion) growth (%) (USD) ratio (%) 2020 53 31 68.8
2021 53 28.6 69.7
2020 384 3.72 3,511 32.13 2022 51 239 67.5
2021 425 3.62 3,827 29.86 2023 52 26.2 65.3
2022 477 6.83 4,233 36.98
2023 396 4.50 3.457 40.44

Source. World Bank, Governance Indicators (2025a). https://data.
worldbank.org/country/egypt-arab-rep. World Bank, Governance
Indicators (2025c). https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NE.TRD.GNFS.
ZS?ocations=EG. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis (2025). https:/fred.
stlouisfed.org/seriessEGYNGDPXORPCHPT.

Table 3. Egypt Competitiveness Drag (C).

Year CPI Debt-to-GDP ratio (%) FSI
2020 33 86.2 86
2021 33 89.9 85
2022 30 88.5 83.6
2023 35 95.9 81.6

Source. Transparency International (2025a). https://www.transparency.org/
en/cpi/2024/index/egy. World Economics (2025a). https://www.worldecon
omics.com/GrossDomesticProduct/Debt-to-GDP-Ratio/Egypt.aspx. Fragile
States Index (2025a). https:/fragilestatesindex.org/country-data/.

Table 4. Saudi Arabia Governance Efficacy.

Rule  Voice & Political Regulatory Government
Year  of law accountability stability quality effectiveness

2020 022 -—1.6l —-0.7 025 0.11
2021 021 —1.60 —-06 032 0.46
2022 029 —148 —04 042 0.58
2023 041 -142 —-02 0.2 0.80

Source. World Bank, Governance Indicators (2025b). https://databank.
worldbank.org/reports.aspx!Report_Name=WGI-Table&ld=ceea4d8b.

Table 5. Saudi Arabia Economic Mass (M).

Nominal
GDP (USD  Non-Oil GDP

GDP per

capita Trade-to-GDP

Year  Billion) growth (%) (USD) ratio (%)
2020 734 —0.66 23.27 50
2021 833.5 4.32 28.39 57
2022 1,108.1 4.0 34.45 64
2023  1,067.6 53 32.09 62

Source. World Bank, Governance Indicators (2025d). https://data.
worldbank.org/indicator/NE.TRD.GNFS.ZS?|ocations=KSA-SA. Trading
Economics (2025). https://tradingeconomics.com/saudi-arabia/gdp-growth-
non-oil-sector.

Source. Transparency International (2025b). https://www.transparency.org/
en/cpi/2024/index/sau. World Economics (2025b). https://www.worldecon
omics.com/GrossDomesticProduct/Debt-to-GDP-Ratio/Saudi%20Arabia.
aspx. Fragile States Index. (2025b). https://fragilestatesindex.org/country-
data/.

Governance Efficacy, Economic Mass, while C"2
(Competitiveness Drag) is squared to reflect its exponen-
tial inhibitory effect on systemic competitiveness.

Andlytical Framework. The analysis will employ two

techniques:

e Comparative Time-Series Analysis: Trends in
Saudi Arabia and Egypt’s CISC scores will be
evaluated annually (2020-2023) to identify pat-
terns in governance, economic diversification and
barriers.

e Sensitivity Testing: Each variable (G, M, C) will
be adjusted by = 10% to assess its marginal
impact on CISC scores, isolating key leverage
points for policy design.

Data and Analysis

Research Data

A 4 Years Data for KSA & Egypt (2020, 2021, 2022, and
2023) was collected from different well-known sources as
illustrated in the following Table 7 to cover the needed
data for each variable included in the research.

Normalization Process of Data. The normalization process
is a key step in preparing the data for calculating the
CISC. It ensures that all variables Governance Efficacy
(G), Economic Mass (M), and Competitiveness Drag (C)
are on a comparable scale, preventing any single variable
from dominating the analysis due to differences in mea-
surement units (e.g., percentages, monetary values, or
indices).

Each sub-variable contributing to G, M, and C is
scaled to a range between 0 and 1, where:

e 0 represents the minimum observed value across
both countries and years (2020-2023).


https://data.worldbank.org/country/egypt-arab-rep
https://data.worldbank.org/country/egypt-arab-rep
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NE.TRD.GNFS.ZS?locations=EG
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NE.TRD.GNFS.ZS?locations=EG
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/EGYNGDPXORPCHPT
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/EGYNGDPXORPCHPT
https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2024/index/egy
https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2024/index/egy
https://www.worldeconomics.com/GrossDomesticProduct/Debt-to-GDP-Ratio/Egypt.aspx
https://www.worldeconomics.com/GrossDomesticProduct/Debt-to-GDP-Ratio/Egypt.aspx
https://fragilestatesindex.org/country-data/
https://databank.worldbank.org/reports.aspx?Report_Name=WGI-Table&Id=ceea4d8b
https://databank.worldbank.org/reports.aspx?Report_Name=WGI-Table&Id=ceea4d8b
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NE.TRD.GNFS.ZS?locations=KSA-SA
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NE.TRD.GNFS.ZS?locations=KSA-SA
https://tradingeconomics.com/saudi-arabia/gdp-growth-non-oil-sector
https://tradingeconomics.com/saudi-arabia/gdp-growth-non-oil-sector
https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2024/index/sau
https://www.transparency.org/en/cpi/2024/index/sau
https://www.worldeconomics.com/GrossDomesticProduct/Debt-to-GDP-Ratio/Saudi%20Arabia.aspx
https://www.worldeconomics.com/GrossDomesticProduct/Debt-to-GDP-Ratio/Saudi%20Arabia.aspx
https://www.worldeconomics.com/GrossDomesticProduct/Debt-to-GDP-Ratio/Saudi%20Arabia.aspx
https://fragilestatesindex.org/country-data/
https://fragilestatesindex.org/country-data/
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Table 7. Data Sources.

Dimension (Abbreviation) Indicator

Data Source(s)

Rule of Law
Voice & Accountability

Governance Efficacy
Governance Efficacy
Governance Efficacy
Governance Efficacy
Economic Mass (M)
Economic Mass (M)
Economic Mass (M)
Economic Mass (M)
Competitiveness Drag (C)
Competitiveness Drag (C)
Competitiveness Drag (C)

Regulatory Quality
Nominal GDP
Non-Oil GDP Growth
GDP per Capita
Trade-to-GDP Ratio

Debt-to-GDP Ratio
Fragile States Index

Political Stability & Absence of Violence

Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI)

World Bank WGI

World Bank WGI

World Bank WGI

World Bank WGI

World Bank, IMF

Trading Economics & Federal Reserve Bank of St.Louis.
World Bank

World Bank

Transparency International
World Economics

Fund for Peace

Source. Developed by the researchers.

e | represents the maximum observed value across
the same dataset.

The normalization formula depends on whether higher
or lower values are desirable:

®  For variables where higher values are better (e.g.,
Rule of Law, Nominal GDP): Normalized
Value =x—min (X) / max (x)—min (X)

®  For variables where lower values are better (e.g.,
Debt-to-GDP Ratio): Normalized Value=max
(x)—x / max (x)—min (x).

For Competitiveness Drag (C), which represents barriers
to competitiveness, sub-variables like the Corruption
Perceptions Index (CPI) are inverted for both countries
(higher CPI is better), while others like Debt-to-GDP
Ratio are normalized directly (higher values are worse).

In this section, we present the CISC values and their
underlying variables for Saudi Arabia and Egypt over
the period from 2020 to 2023. The data is organized into
three tables: one for each country’s CISC and main vari-
ables, followed by a comparative table of CISC values.
Each table is accompanied by a comment highlighting
key observations.

The following are the tables of data after normaliza-
tion process for the two countries:

In Table 8, the normalized governance scores reveal
two distinct trajectories. Egypt’s composite Governance
Efficacy rises modestly from 0.1374 in 2020 to 0.3398 in
2023, reflecting incremental gains in Voice &
Accountability (from 0.5652 to 1.0000) and Political
Stability (from 0.0000 to 0.3000), but persistent weak-
nesses in Rule of Law and Regulatory Quality. In con-
trast, Saudi Arabia’s composite G grows from 0.4945 to
0.9652 over the same period, driven by uniformly strong
performance across all five dimensions most notably,

perfect scores in 2023 for Rule of Law, Regulatory
Quality, and Government Effectiveness.

Egypt’s trajectory suggests that recent reforms and
anti-corruption efforts have begun to bolster citizen par-
ticipation and political calm, yet institutional founda-
tions remain fragile. The Rule of Law _norm barely
improves above 0.19 by 2023, indicating that legal pre-
dictability and judicial independence continue to lag
behind regional peers. Similarly, Egypt’s Regulatory
Quality_norm declines in 2022 before a marginal recov-
ery, signaling inconsistent advancements in regulatory
simplification and business climate reforms.

In contrast, Saudi Arabia’s governance improvements
correlate with its Vision 2030 strategic blueprint, which
prioritizes institutional efficiency, transparency, and
accountability. The near-maximum scores in Regulatory
Quality_norm (1.0000) and Government
Effectiveness_norm (1.0000) by 2023 reflect transforma-
tive administrative reforms and nationwide digital trans-
formation programs implemented under Vision 2030’s
execution phase. The incremental rise in Voice &
Accountability_norm (from 0.0000 to 0.8261) further
indicates gradual enhancements in participatory govern-
ance mechanisms, albeit within a context of limited polit-
ical liberalization.

These contrasting trajectories highlight the utility of a
composite governance index: it quantifies both the scope
of institutional modernization (via disaggregated sub-
indicators) and the magnitude of systemic transforma-
tion (through the aggregated G score). For policymakers,
Egypt’s stagnation underscores the necessity of harmo-
nizing legal and regulatory reforms, while Saudi Arabia’s
progress demonstrates how centralized, high-priority pol-
icy agendas can simultaneously elevate multiple govern-
ance dimensions.

In Table 9, the normalized Economic Mass scores
reveal contrasting patterns of growth and diversification
in Egypt and Saudi Arabia over 2020 to 2023. Egypt’s
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Table 8. Egypt and Saudi Arabia Governance Efficacy.

Rule of Voice & Political Regulatory Government
Year Country law_norm accountability_norm stability_norm quality_norm effectiveness_norm G_composite
2020 Egypt 0.0000 0.5652 0.0000 0.1138 0.0079 0.1374
2021 Egypt 0.0822 0.4348 0.2000 0.1545 0.0000 0.1743
2022 Egypt 0.0685 0.6957 0.2000 0.0000 0.0079 0.1944
2023 Egypt 0.1918 1.0000 0.3000 0.0325 0.1746 0.3398
2020 KSA 0.7397 0.0000 0.5000 0.7805 0.4524 0.4945
2021 KSA 0.7260 0.0435 0.6000 0.8374 0.7302 0.5874
2022 KSA 0.8356 0.5652 0.8000 0.9187 0.8254 0.7890
2023 KSA 1.0000 0.8261 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 0.9652
Table 9. Egypt and Saudi Arabia Economic Mass (M).
Nominal Non-Oil GDP GDP per Trade-to-GDP

Year Country GDP_norm growth_norm capita_norm ratio_norm M_composite
2020 Egypt 0.0000 0.5848 0.8285 0.0665 0.3699
2021 Egypt 0.0566 0.5714 0.9036 0.0000 0.3829
2022 Egypt 0.1284 1.0000 1.0000 0.2086 0.5842
2023 Egypt 0.0166 0.6889 0.8157 0.3099 0.4578
2020 KSA 0.4834 0.0000 0.0000 0.5899 0.2683
2021 KSA 0.6208 0.6649 0.0012 0.7950 0.5205
2022 KSA 1.0000 0.6222 0.0027 1.0000 0.6562
2023 KSA 0.9441 0.7957 0.0021 0.9414 0.6708

composite M rises modestly from 0.3699 in 2020 to
0.3829 in 2021, then jumps to 0.5842 in 2022 before eas-
ing back to 0.4578 in 2023. This 2022 peak is driven by
exceptionally strong non-oil GDP growth (norm =
1.0000) and GDP per capita (norm = 1.0000), reflecting
concerted diversification efforts that echo the literature
on capability-driven expansion beyond oil sector.
However, the subsequent decline underscores the volati-
lity inherent in trade-exposed economies: Egypt’s trade-
to-GDP ratio (norm = 0.2086 in 2022, 0.3099 in 2023)
was insufficient to fully offset slower nominal GDP
growth, illustrating how openness can amplify external
shocks.

In contrast, Saudi Arabia’s Economic Mass climbs
steadily from 0.2683 in 2020 to 0.6708 in 2023, under-
pinned by its sheer economic scale and sustained integra-
tion into global markets. Its nominal GDP attains the
maximum normalized value of 1.0000 in 2022, and
trade-to-GDP remains robust (norm ~ 0.94 in 2022-
2023). Yet the kingdom’s non-oil GDP growth (norm =
0.6222 in 2022) and per-capita income (norm = 0.0027
in 2022) lag behind Egypt’s, highlighting the challenges
of shifting away from oil dependence despite Vision 2030
reforms. Together, these trajectories illustrate the trade-
off between rapid, policy-induced diversification in emer-
ging markets and the stabilizing effects of large-scale,
resource-anchored economies

In Table 10, the Competitiveness Drag (C) composite
index illustrates significant disparities between Egypt
and Saudi Arabia in terms of macroeconomic and insti-
tutional constraints. Egypt’s consistently high scores
across all 4 years rising from 0.9116 in 2020 to a peak of
0.9271 in 2022 before declining slightly to 0.8567 in
2023 signal persistent structural vulnerabilities. These
are primarily driven by elevated public debt levels (with
a normalized Debt-to-GDP ratio reaching 1.0000 in
2023), coupled with ongoing political and security risks
as captured by the Fragile States Index (FSI) and the
inverted Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI). These
findings align with prior research emphasizing that fis-
cal imbalances and governance-related frictions can
substantially inhibit competitiveness and investment cli-
mate stability (Ramey & Ramey, 1995; World Bank,
2023).

Saudi Arabia demonstrates markedly lower drag
throughout the period, with its composite score declining
steadily from 0.0892 in 2020 to just 0.0251 in 2023. This
is a testimonial to the effectiveness of public finance
management, particularly reductions in debt burden and
an enhanced institutional setting by Vision 2030 projects
(IMF, 2023; Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, 2016). The
decline to near zero levels of FSI and negative CPI by
2023 also predict increasing political stability and decline
in corruption perception, respectively, which all together
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Table 10. Egypt and Saudi Arabia Competitiveness Drag (C).

Year Country CPL_inv_norm Debt-to-GDP ratio_norm FSI_norm C_composite
2020 Egypt 0.8696 0.8653 1.0000 09116
2021 Egypt 0.8696 09167 0.9517 0.9126
2022 Egypt 1.0000 0.8972 0.8841 0.9271
2023 Egypt 0.7826 1.0000 0.7874 0.8567
2020 KSA 0.0000 0.0986 0.1691 0.0892
2021 KSA 0.0000 0.0653 0.2126 0.0926
2022 KSA 0.0870 0.0000 0.1063 0.0644
2023 KSA 0.0435 0.0319 0.0000 0.0251

Note. CPI has been inverted so that higher =more drag.

present a more favorable platform for private-sector
development.

By and large, this comparative evaluation of
Competitiveness Drag suggests that although Egypt con-
tinues to be saddled with entrenched structural problems,
Saudi Arabia has managed to buffer considerable institu-
tional and macroeconomic frictions and hence has more
capability to support long-term economic transformation.

Calculating CISC for Both Countries Using the
Equation (CISC=2GM [ C"2)

Table 11 shows Egypt’s Governance Efficacy, Economic
Mass (M) and Competitiveness Drag (C) indicators that
indicate modest and incremental growth over the 4-year
period. Governance indicators improved from 0.1374 in
2020 to 0.3398 through 2023, indicating incremental
enhancement in institutional quality, rule of law, and
political stability. The Economic Mass indicator also
showed steady growth, at 0.5842 in 2022, before a slight
decline in 2023. This indicates middling growth in trade
performance and GDP numbers, but not even overall
growth. However, Egypt’s Competitiveness Drag
remained considerably high throughout the period, with
scores hovering above 0.85 indicative of persistent struc-
tural constraints such as high public debt, institutional
fragility, and governance inefficiencies. Consequently,
Egypt’s CISC (Composite Index of Systemic
Competitiveness) remained low, reaching only 0.4357 by
2023, signaling limited overall systemic Competitiveness

Table 11. CISC and Main Variables for Egypt (2020-2023).

to transform economic and institutional environments at
scale.

As for Saudi Arabia, Table 12 demonstrates a mark-
edly different trajectory. Governance Effectiveness
showed a robust and continuous improvement, growing
from 0.4945 in 2020 to an impressive 0.9652 by 2023.
This progression reflects significant strides in political
stability, regulatory quality, and government effective-
ness, likely driven by strategic reforms under Vision
2030. Similarly, the Economic Mass component
improved consistently, with notable growth in non-oil
GDP and trade ratios, reaching 0.6708 by 2023.
Crucially, Saudi Arabia’s Competitiveness Drag dimin-
ished sharply over time from 0.0892 in 2020 to just
0.0251 in 2023 highlighting successful efforts to reduce
corruption perceptions, enhance institutional resilience,
and maintain fiscal discipline. The combined impact of
these events is realized by the exponential jump in the
CISC score from 33.3493 in 2020 to a stunning 2055.3838
in 2023, as a sign of stupendous progress in national sys-
temic Competitiveness.

The Saudi Arabia-Egypt comparison is enlightening.
Egypt experienced modest gains in economic mass and
governance but high competitiveness drags, which over-
powered systemic improvement, resulted in flat CISC
scores. Conversely, the strategic economic and institu-
tional modernization effort of Saudi Arabia’s Vision
2030 has brought significant change across all dimen-
sions in particular governance effectiveness and competi-
tiveness barrier reduction leading to a staggering
improvement in its CISC performance. This difference

Table 12. CISC and Main Variables for Saudi Arabia (2020-2023).

Year  G_composite M_composite C_composite  CISC Year  G_composite M_composite C_composite CISC

2020 0.1374 0.3699 09116 0.1116 2020  0.4945 0.2683 0.0892 33.3493
2021  0.1743 0.3829 0.9126 0.1603 2021  0.5874 0.5205 0.0926 71.3120
2022 0.1944 0.5842 0.9271 0.2704 2022  0.7890 0.6562 0.0644 249.6729
2023  0.3398 0.4578 0.8567 0.4357 2023  0.9652 0.6708 0.0251 2,055.3838
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emphasizes the importance of coordinated, high-leverage
reforms that take place concurrently to build institu-
tional resilience, economic responsiveness, and fiscal bal-
ance. The Saudi example illustrates how ideologically
guided policy plans, like Vision 2030, can lead to the
construction of statehood once they are implemented
with finesse and ongoing political commitment.

The using of C"2 (Competitiveness Drag squared)
into the CISC equation and its noticed huge impact on
the results as in Saudi Arabia and Egypt case is rooted in
economic theories that recognize the non-linear, com-
pounding consequences of structural weaknesses.
Institutional economics highlights how systemic risks like
corruption or institutional fragility do not just hinder
growth linearly but create self-reinforcing cycles of ineffi-
ciency as corruption erodes trust, stifles innovation, and
deters investment, disproportionately amplifying eco-
nomic harm over time (Acemoglu & Robinson, 2012;
Mauro, 1995). Similarly, fiscal theories emphasize
threshold effects, where high debt-to-GDP ratios trigger
accelerating declines in growth as borrowing costs crowd
out critical investments (Reinhart & Rogoff, 2010). By
squaring C, the model captures these accelerating
dynamics, reflecting how interconnected risks (e.g., weak
governance, debt., etc.) compound to constrain competi-
tiveness. This design aligns with empirical evidence
showing that structural failures often escalate multiplica-
tively, necessitating urgent policy interventions to miti-
gate their outsized impact on development trajectories.

Sensitivity Analysis. Sensitivity analysis determines the
impact of varying the core variables (G, M, C) on the
Composite Index of Systemic Competitiveness (CISC),
indicating the resilience of the framework and relative
weights of each component. In order to approximate it,
each core variable was shocked by =*10% for Saudi
Arabia and Egypt with the remaining variables fixed,
and then calculation of the ensuing percentage change in
CISC.

The =+ 10% proportionate shock across all indicators
is not intended to predict historical volatilities observed
but instead to be an open-ended stress test. With a pro-
portionate shock of the same proportion for variable het-
erogeneity, the exercise is similar and shows the response
of the CISC in the same direction when all pillars are dif-
ferent. This method is in alignment with index construc-
tion best practice, using simple symmetric shocks in
preliminary sensitivity analyses prior to the use of more
sophisticated scenario-specific calibrations (Saltelli et al.,
2008).

Egypt’s sensitivity analysis for the years 2020 to 2023,
(see Table A1), provides initial observations regarding the
sensitivity of CISC to incremental variations in its compo-
sition factors: Governance Efficacy (G), Economic Mass

(M), and Competitiveness Drag (C). Observations reflect
an even pattern throughout the study period: a *= 10%
change in G or M results in a similar * 10% change in
CISC. This balance suggests linear interdependence
among these variables and Egypt’s strategic potential,
which underscores their pivotal centrality in defining
developmental returns.

There is a sharp asymmetry in the impact of
Competitiveness Drag (C). A 10% increase in C leads to
a 17.4% decrease in CISC, while a 10% decrease in C
leads to a 23.5% rise in the index. This asymmetrical
impact captures the nonlinear, destabilizing character of
structural drags in shaping systemic competitiveness.

This non-linear sensitivity indicates that efforts to
alleviate structural bottlenecks such as lowering corrup-
tion, debt burdens, or fragility indicators can yield dis-
proportionately  positive outcomes for systemic
Competitiveness. Consequently, the analysis reinforces
the strategic imperative for Egypt to prioritize reforms
that target the sources of competitiveness drag, as such
interventions appear to offer the highest leverage for
boosting national competitiveness and resilience over
time.

The sensitivity analysis for Saudi Arabia (see Table
A2) reveals a high degree of responsiveness in the
Composite Index of Systemic Competitiveness (CISC) to
shifts in its three core dimensions: Governance Efficacy
(G), Economic Mass (M), and Competitiveness Drag
(C). A consistent pattern emerges throughout the 2020
to 2023 period, where a 10% increase or decrease in
either Governance or Economic Mass leads to an exact
10% change in CISC. This proportional relationship
underscores the linear impact these components have on
the country’s systemic Competitiveness, reflecting the
structural strength and increasing institutional maturity
that underpins Saudi Arabia’s development trajectory.

More notably, the impact of Competitiveness Drag on
CISC is highly asymmetric and nonlinear. An increase of
10% in the drag factor consistently leads to a significant
decrease in CISC by approximately 17.4%, while a 10%
reduction in drag results in a sharp increase in CISC by
about 23.5%. This sensitivity is particularly pronounced
in 2023, where a minor reduction in competitiveness drag
yields an extraordinary spike in CISC from 2,055.38 to
2,537.51. Such a response indicates that minimizing con-
straints related to corruption, fiscal fragility, or institu-
tional inefficiencies can amplify national competitiveness
dramatically. Therefore, maintaining a low drag environ-
ment appears essential to sustaining Saudi Arabia’s stra-
tegic momentum and its ability to convert economic and
governance inputs into tangible strategic power.

From the previous analysis and finding, Table 13 pre-
sents a summarized SWOT for both countries based on
the CISC analysis and results and its integrated variables:
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Table 13. SWOT of Saudi Arabia and Egypt Based on CISC Analysis and Results.

Category Saudi Arabia Egypt

Strengths - Exceptional Governance Efficacy (G): Increased - Advancements in Governance Efficacy (G): Rose from
from 0.4945 to 0.9652, with near-perfect scores in 0.1374 to 0.3398, with improvements in Voice &

Rule of Law, Regulatory Quality, and Government Accountability and Political Stability.

Effectiveness by 2023, driven by Vision 2030 - Economic Growth Spurts (M): Peaked at 0.5842 in

reforms. 2022, driven by strong non-oil GDP growth and GDP
- Robust Economic Mass (M): Rose from 0.2683 to per capita.

0.6708, fueled by large-scale economic output and

trade integration.
- Minimal Competitiveness Drag (C): Decreased from

0.0892 to 0.0251, indicating reduced corruption,

lower debt levels, and enhanced institutional

resilience.

Weaknesses - Oil Dependency: Challenges persist with lower non- - High Competitiveness Drag (C): Remained above 0.85,
oil GDP growth and per-capita income, vulnerable with Debt-to-GDP ratio at 1.0000 in 2023, reflecting
to oil market fluctuations. issues with public debt, institutional fragility, and

- Comparative Economic Indicators: Lingering governance inefficiencies.
vulnerabilities in non-oil sectors suggest a need for - Stagnant CISC Scores: Overall competitiveness remains
further diversification. low, hindering progress toward SDGs, particularly SDG
10.

Opportunities - Vision 2030 Continuation: Opportunities to deepen - Reducing Competitiveness Drag: A 10% reduction in C
economic diversification and global market could increase CISC by 23.5% through reforms in
integration. corruption control, debt management, and institutional

- Leveraging Low Competitiveness Drag: Small strengthening.
reductions in C could yield exponential CISC - Adopting Successful Models: Benchmarking against
increases. Saudi Arabia’s Vision 2030 to enhance G and reduce C.
Threats - External Economic Shocks: Risks from oil price - Fiscal and Institutional Challenges: Ongoing constraints

volatility and geopolitical instability.

- Implementation Risks: Challenges if governance or -

fiscal discipline weakens.

and volatility could exacerbate stagnation.
External and Internal Instabilities: Vulnerability to global
economic shocks and domestic political unrest.

Managerial and Practical Implications

Managerial and Practical Implications for Policy
Makers

The managerial and practical implications presented in
this section are derived from an exploratory application
of the newly constructed Composite Index of Systemic
Competitiveness (CISC) to a limited comparative case
study of Saudi Arabia and Egypt over the 2020 to
2023 period. Given the small sample size and 4 years
data, these insights should be viewed as a starting point
for the index rather than definitive causal inferences or
far-reaching policy prescriptions. Instead, they highlight
potential patterns and leverage points such as the inter-
play between governance enhancements, economic diver-
sification efforts, and reductions in structural drags that
may inform future research and policy deliberations. By
reframing the discussion in this tentative manner, the
study underscores the CISC’s value as a diagnostic
framework for generating hypotheses about systemic
competitiveness, encouraging broader validation through
expanded samples and longitudinal analyses to
strengthen its applicability in diverse contexts.

To validate the Composite Index of Systemic
Competitiveness (CISC) and assess its added explanatory

value, we compare its trends for Saudi Arabia and Egypt
(2020-2023) against established benchmarks, including
the World Economic Forum’s Global Competitiveness
Index (GCI) and a composite of the Worldwide
Governance Indicators (WGI). Although the GCI report
was discontinued after 2019 (with Saudi Arabia scoring
70.0, ranking 36th, and Egypt 54.5, ranking 93rd), subse-
quent IMD World Competitiveness Rankings (a similar
metric) show Saudi Arabia improving dramatically from
24th in 2020 to 16th in 2024, aligning with CISC’s expo-
nential rise from 33.35 to 2055.38, driven by governance
reforms and reduced drag factors. Egypt, conversely,
ranked around 34th to 35th in IMD (2023-2024), mir-
roring CISC’s modest gains from 0.11 to 0.44, con-
strained by persistent institutional fragilities. For WGI,
we compute a composite average of the five indicators
used in CISC’s Governance Effectiveness pillar (Rule of
Law, Voice & Accountability, Political Stability,
Regulatory Quality, Government Effectiveness). Saudi
Arabia’s WGI composite improves from —0.346 to
0.022, correlating strongly (r =~ .98) with CISC’s surge,
while Egypt’s shifts from —0.804 to —0.674 (r ~ .95 with
CISC). Unlike GCI/WGI, which emphasize enablers
without penalizing drags nonlinearly, CISC’s inclusion
of Competitiveness Drag squared amplifies the
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inhibitory effects of corruption, debt, and fragility, pro-
viding greater predictive sensitivity for example, explain-
ing Saudi Arabia’s outsized gains under Vision 2030 and
Egypt’s stagnation despite partial improvements thus
offering policymakers a more diagnostic tool for sys-
temic risks and SDG alignment.

The comparative analysis between Egypt and Saudi
Arabia, combined with the sensitivity evaluations, pro-
vides critical insights for policymakers, strategists, and
institutional leaders seeking to enhance national capacity
and long-term competitiveness. The findings reveal sev-
eral implications that should inform future decision-
making and resource allocation.

Enhancing Governance Quality: Saudi Arabia’s consis-
tently higher Governance Efficacy scores, coupled with
the significant impact of governance on the Composite
Index of Systemic Competitiveness (CISC), emphasize
the role of institutional strength in building national sys-
temic Competitiveness. Managers in public administra-
tion should prioritize reforms aimed at improving
regulatory quality, government effectiveness, and the
rule of law. For Egypt, the gradual improvement in gov-
ernance indicators especially between 2022 and 2023
demonstrates that targeted institutional enhancements
can yield measurable gains in strategic positioning.
Strengthening transparency, accountability, and public
sector performance should remain a core focus.

Strengthening Economic Fundamentals: The results
highlight the growing contribution of Economic Mass
(M) to national competitiveness. In Saudi Arabia, the
steady rise in normalized GDP and trade-to-GDP ratios
reflects successful diversification efforts under Vision
2030. For Egypt, non-oil GDP growth shows promise,
but remains vulnerable to volatility in trade integration
and per capita income. Economic managers should prior-
itize investments in high-value sectors, infrastructure,
and innovation ecosystems to sustain and expand eco-
nomic output. Additionally, enhancing international
trade linkages could provide a stronger economic base
and improve Egypt’s overall resilience.

Reducing Institutional and Fiscal Barriers: Both
nations’ sensitivity analyses underscore the dispropor-
tionate influence of the Competitiveness Drag (C)
dimension. Even marginal increases in institutional
frictions or fiscal instability can significantly erode
national competitiveness. For instance, a 10% increase
in Competitiveness Drag (C) triggered over 17%
declines in CISC scores for both Egypt and Saudi
Arabia. This result underscores the significance of pre-
emptive responses to corruption, unleashing the pres-
sures of sovereign debt, and enhancing fiscal resiliency.
Institutional leaders and monetary policymakers need

to integrate risk mitigation frameworks and govern-
ance bulwarks in order to limit drag effects and develop
long-term competitive capabilities.

Strategic Planning through Simulation and Sensitivity
Tools: The sensitivity analysis shows the way simulation
models can enrich evidence-based policy-making.
Scenario projections with marginal adjustments of strate-
gic measures like Governance Efficacy or Economic
Mass (M) are among the most critical instruments used
for optimizing national development plans. Ministry
strategy departments, economic councils, and planning
boards should provide such analysis tools with a formal
framework to gauge the system effects of policy plans or
external shocks. For instance, by estimating the way even
small increases in Competitiveness Drag (C) may dispro-
portionately add to national capability, policymakers
will be able to allocate resources more effectively.

Benchmarking and Cross-Learning: The two diver-
gent paths of Egypt and Saudi Arabia at CISC highlight
the importance of comparative analysis. Saudi Arabia’s
2020 to 2023 systematic competitiveness enhancement,
sparked by developments in governance effectiveness
and economic diversification, is a workable plan. Egypt
can borrow reformed strategies such as going digital with
public services, simplifying investor rules, and debt sus-
tainability frameworks following Saudi reforms.
Regional networks for knowledge sharing and multilat-
eral alliances could speed up the adoption of good gov-
ernance and economic blueprints.

Policy Cohesion and Synchronization: The cross-
linkages between Governance Efficacy (G), Economic
Mass (M), and Competitiveness Drag (C) emphasize the
need for synchronized policymaking. Advances in one
arena will be matched by setback or decline in others.
Therefore, a balanced, multi-pronged policy approach is
the way to go. National strategy institutions need to
ensure that fiscal, institutional, and development agen-
das are not only visionary in design but synchronized in
application for maximum cumulative strategic gains.

Practical Implications for Investors: The Strategic Role
of CISC Index

The Composite Index of Systemic Competitiveness
(CISC) provides rich practical wisdom for foreign and
domestic investors moving through turbulent, dynamic
markets. As investment policies progress deeper into
optimizing political-economic stability, institutional
dependability, and minimizing systemic risk, the CISC
provides an anticipatory measure reflecting consider-
ation of capital allocation strategies in accordance with
structural economics and foundations of governance.
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One of the CISC’s greatest contributions is its capac-
ity to gauge a country’s direction of strategy through an
integrated framework, as opposed to such short-run indi-
cators as GDP growth or stock market performance over
quarters. Through combining effectiveness of govern-
ance, economic mass, and structural constraint, the
CISC isolates systemic weaknesses and strengths that
traditional financial analysis cannot capture (Fukuyama,
2013). For example, a country with GDP growth and
deteriorating regulatory quality and governance levels
may seem attractive to investors on the surface, but the
CISC reveals underlying risks in such a situation.

The governance element of the index is particularly
relevant to institutional predictability and legality-
founded respect for institutions preconditions to entice
long-term investment. Higher ratings of governance
among nations result in higher regulatory openness, con-
tracted-enforceability, and less corruption, and conse-
quently lower transaction risk and legal ambiguity
(Acemoglu & Robinson, 2012). These findings support
evidence by World Bank and OECD, which time and
again attribute high foreign direct investment to well-
functioning governance systems (World Bank, 2020).

Similarly, the economic mass component quantifies
productive abilities and scalability within the market, not
just capturing economic scale, but diversification and
globalization as well. Such measures help investors gauge
whether an economy is able to absorb capital flows with-
out becoming a victim of inflationary threats or depen-
dency on debt (Hausmann et al., 2014). Economies with
higher economic mass scores usually have more diversi-
fied sectoral possibilities, thus making portfolio stability
more favorable.

The competitiveness drag factor, which is negatively
made up of corruption, fiscal pressure, and institutional
weakness, allows investors to make more precise esti-
mates of risk-adjusted returns. Sensitivity analyses indi-
cate that marginal decreases in drag factors can
disproportionately erode strategic visions, and hence the
necessity to track structural barriers that erode invest-
ment viability in the long term (Rodrik, 2007).

Besides, the CISC’s responsiveness to policy change
makes it a forecasting instrument for investors. Trends in
the index can indicate impending reform directions or
institutional deterioration, guiding strategic timing for
market entry or exit. An upward CISC on a regular basis
indicates improved national competitiveness and strategic
strength, while a downtrend can predict systemic risk even
under seemingly stable macroeconomic environments.

Briefly, the CISC presents investors with a three-
dimensional risk-opportunity measurement model. With
the connection between macroeconomic analysis and

institutional diagnostics, it informs more effective, strate-
gically linked investment choices during a period of inte-
grated global challenges.

Future Research Directions

To further enhance the flexibility and resilience of the
Composite Index of Systemic Competitiveness (CISC),
future research should explore additional weighting
approaches and aggregation models to analyze their
impact on the index results. This includes experimenting
with non-compensatory models, which may provide dif-
ferent analytical insights from standard linear aggrega-
tion models, larger number of countries and more
number of years for time series analysis.

The Composite Index of Systemic Competitiveness
(CISC) developed in this study is the starting point for
applying internationally accepted indicators to continue
further expanding the analysis of national economies.
This methodological innovation aims to refine economic
performance and strategic capability analysis while
allowing for deeper economic assessment at a national
level similar to SWOT (Strengths, Weaknesses,
Opportunities, and Threats) analysis. By aggregating sys-
tematically international indicators into a composite
framework, the CISC presents a multi-dimensional view
of governance effectiveness, economic dynamism, and
systemic competitiveness.

Subsequent studies can build on this framework by
introducing additional variables and improving metho-
dological sophistication to render the CISC useful for
different economic systems and global transitions. As a
strategic resource, such a tool can help governments, pol-
icymakers, and investors in managing complex issues.
Such research can investigate whether or not CISC is
able to forecast economic resilience, reveal early tenden-
cies masked by conventional indicators. To confirm the
index, comparison study can connect test outcomes
through the CISC to actual economic and political
trends. Chosen sector uses of CISC within sectors like
energy, technology, or green environment could also
explain its sector applicability.

The addition of emergent global challenges, such as
climate volatility and geopolitical tension, would add
even greater depth and relevance to the index. By includ-
ing these issues of the moment in its framework, the
CISC could be a dynamic instrument offering timely,
actionable intelligence to global decision-makers.
Ongoing refinements to the index can result in more
sophisticated, anticipatory approaches to strengthen the
economic and strategic strengths of nations in an inter-
dependent world.
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Limitations

There are a few limitations of this research that need to
be stated. In the first place, the empirical inquiry is lim-
ited to two nations and the comparatively short 4-year
period (2020-2023), limiting the external validity of the
findings. Secondly, although the Composite Index of
Systemic Competitiveness (CISC) provides an organized
framework, its development entails methodological
choices on indicator selection, normalization, and
weighting involving methodological assumptions so it
should be handled precisely. These constraints highlight
that the current analysis must be read as a starting point
for the index and that future research is necessary to
expand the dataset, test alternative specifications, and
test robustness of the CISC in more varied settings.

Conclusion

The Composite Index of Systematic Competitiveness
(CISC) in this research is a new and combined method
of measuring the capacity of a country to implement and
maintain long-term development goals. In contrast to
traditional indices that concentrate on single dimensions
like economic growth or institutional quality, the CISC
includes three significant and interrelated dimensions:
Governance Efficacy, Economic Mass (M), and
Competitiveness Drag (C). This triadic methodology
reflects the multi-dimensionality of national capability,
and the CISC subsequently becomes as much a planning
report as it is a diagnostic tool.

The value of the CISC is that it can create a dynamic
picture of how different structural and policy-driven vari-
ables combine to determine a nation’s direction of strat-
egy. By measuring both enablers (G and M) and drags
(C), the index provides a more balanced and sophisti-
cated picture of national performance. Conventional
analysis disregards the negative spillovers or institutional
inefficiencies that negatively impact strategic projects. By
contrast, the CISC incorporates such drags in a systema-
tic way in the calculation so that the figure thus obtained
is an approximation of the actual capability, which is
more realistic and policy-relevant (Acemoglu &
Robinson, 2012; Rodrik, 2007).

One of the key benefits of the CISC is its sensitivity to
marginal changes. As demonstrated in the sensitivity
analyses, even a 10% improvement in governance or €co-
nomic fundamentals leads to measurable increases in sys-
temic  Competitiveness,  while  deterioration in
institutional constraints (such as rising corruption or
debt burdens) has a disproportionately adverse effect.
This property enhances its practical utility for policy-
makers by making it a powerful tool for scenario plan-
ning and impact assessment. It enables national decision-
makers to identify which reforms or investments are

likely to yield the highest returns in strategic resilience
(Hausmann et al., 2014).

Furthermore, the exclusivity of the CISC comes from
its structure composition and approach. Inverting the
Competitiveness Drag score so that it is a decaying fac-
tor, the index recognizes the reality that everything about
national performance is not cumulative. The approach of
the present study separates the CISC from other stan-
dard composite indexes like the Human Development
Index or Global Competitiveness Index, which have a
tendency to sum up favorable factors without subtracting
offsetting factors (World Economic Forum, 2020). This
adjustment makes the index more realistically usable in
the sense that it measures real-world limitations on pol-
icymaking where advances in governance or economic
bulk can be negated by institutional weaknesses or fiscal
volatility.

Besides, CISC is a flexible and context-dependent sys-
tem. It is also unencumbered by exact geographic or eco-
nomic classifications and can be tailored using region-
level metrics. Its malleability makes it possible for gov-
ernments, multilateral organizations, and development
agencies to tailor the index to specific local policy envir-
onments, maximizing its use for cross-country compari-
sons as well as for context-specific strategic plans
(Fukuyama, 2013).

Briefly, the Composite Index of Systematic
Competitiveness fills a significant gap in the measure-
ment of national performance. It presents a balanced,
multidimensional, and actionable model appropriate to
the complexities of modern governance and developmen-
tal challenges. As countries increasingly look to reconcile
tensions between institutional modernization, financial
stability, and inclusive growth, models such as the CISC
will be extremely valuable in pursuing sustainable, long-
term strategic results.
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Maree et al.

Appendix A

Table Al. Sensitivity Analysis Results for Egypt.

Year Variable Change (%) Adjusted value New CISC % Change in CISC
2020 G +10 0.1374 X 1.10=0.1511 0.1346 +10.0
2020 G —-10 0.1374 X 0.90=0.1237 o.riol -10.0
2020 M +10 0.3699 X 1.10=0.4069 0.1346 +10.0
2020 M -10 0.3699 X 0.90=0.3329 o.riol —10.0
2020 C +10 09116 X 1.10=1.0028 o.1011 —17.4
2020 C —10 0.9116 X 0.90=0.8204 0.1510 +23.5
2021 G +10 0.1743 X 1.10=0.1917 0.1763 +10.0
2021 G —-10 0.1743 X 0.90=0.1569 0.1442 —10.0
2021 M +10 0.3829 X 1.10=0.4212 0.1763 +10.0
2021 M —-10 0.3829 X 0.90 = 0.3446 0.1442 —10.0
2021 C +10 0.9126 X 1.10=1.0039 0.1325 —17.4
2021 C —10 0.9126 X 0.90=0.8213 0.1979 +23.5
2022 G +10 0.1944 X 1.10=0.2138 0.2907 +10.0
2022 G —-10 0.1944 X 0.90=0.1750 0.2378 —10.0
2022 M +10 0.5842 X 1.10=0.6426 0.2907 +10.0
2022 M —10 0.5842 X 0.90=0.5258 0.2378 —10.0
2022 C +10 0.9271 X 1.10=1.0198 0.2184 —17.4
2022 C —10 0.9271 X 0.90=0.8344 0.3262 +23.5
2023 G +10 0.3398 X 1.10=0.3738 0.4663 +10.0
2023 G —-10 0.3398 X 0.90=0.3058 0.3815 —10.0
2023 M +10 0.4578 X 1.10=0.5036 0.4663 +10.0
2023 M —10 0.4578 X 0.90=0.4120 0.3815 —10.0
2023 C +10 0.8567 X 1.10=0.9424 0.3503 —17.4
2023 C —10 0.8567 X 0.90=0.7710 0.5233 +23.5
Table A2. Sensitivity Analysis Results for Saudi Arabia.

Year Variable Change (%) Adjusted value New CISC % Change in CISC
2020 G +10 0.4945 X 1.10=0.5440 36.6843 +10.0
2020 G —-10 0.4945 X 0.90 = 0.4450 30.0144 —10.0
2020 M +10 0.2683 X 1.10=0.2951 36.6843 +10.0
2020 M —10 0.2683 X 0.90=0.2415 30.0144 -10.0
2020 C +10 0.0892 X 1.10=0.0981 27.5614 -17.4
2020 C —10 0.0892 X 0.90=0.0803 41.1720 +23.5
2021 G +10 0.5874 X 1.10=0.6461 78.4432 +10.0
2021 G —-10 0.5874 X 0.90=0.5287 64.1808 —10.0
2021 M +10 0.5205 X 1.10=0.5726 78.4432 +10.0
2021 M —10 0.5205 X 0.90 = 0.4684 64.1808 —10.0
2021 C +10 0.0926 X 1.10=0.1019 58.9355 —17.4
2021 C —10 0.0926 X 0.90=0.0833 88.0395 +23.5
2022 G +10 0.7890 X 1.10=0.8679 274.6402 +10.0
2022 G —10 0.7890 X 0.90=0.7101 224.7057 —10.0
2022 M +10 0.6562 X 1.10=0.7218 274.6402 +10.0
2022 M —10 0.6562 < 0.90=0.5906 224.7057 —10.0
2022 C +10 0.0644 X 1.10=0.0708 206.3413 —17.4
2022 C —10 0.0644 < 0.90=0.0580 308.2382 +23.5
2023 G +10 0.9652 X 1.10=1.0617 2,260.9221 +10.0
2023 G —-10 0.9652 X 0.90=0.8687 1,849.8454 —10.0
2023 M +10 0.6708 X 1.10=0.7379 2,260.9221 +10.0
2023 M —10 0.6708 X 0.90=0.6037 1,849.8454 —10.0
2023 C +10 0.0251 X 1.10=0.0276 1,698.6643 —17.4
2023 C —10 0.0251 X 0.90=0.0226 2,537.5108 +23.5




