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 How Similar are Arab Countries and What are Their 
Characteristics?   

 

Aljaz Kuncic1 
 
Summary: 
 
This paper analyzes Arab countries and the wider region with hierarchical cluster analysis, using the 
most recent available data. It shows what the possible intra Arab clustering solutions are depending on 
economic, institutional and social characteristics of the society. It also provides an overall clustering 
solution, which takes into account all the dimensions. We show that country groupings used for 
aggregation of any data should change depending on the topic at hand. Secondly, countries that might 
be in the best (worst) group on one area of field, may not be in the best (worst) group on another, 
further implying that different groupings should be used for different purposes. Thirdly, Gulf 
Cooperation Council appears to be the most homogenous group on all dimensions, but even this group 
excludes Oman (and includes Jordan) on institutions, and loses Saudi Arabia on the social characteristics. 
Lastly, we show that even within the Arab region, there are outliers which deviate from their Arab 
neighbours in the cluster, most notably – Somalia. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Looking at some recent numbers shows, that the Arab region as defined by the League of Arab States 
(LAS), with around 2.9 trillion USD of combined GDP represents 3.7% of world GDP. It’s 377 million 
people represent a larger, 5.2% share of world population. In terms of land area, 13.6 million of square 
kilometers represent 10.5% of total surface area (World Bank 2015). It also has half (50%) of the world’s 
known reserves of crude oil, with additional 13.1% in Iran (OPEC 2015).  Arab region’s GNI per capita has 
increased from 2131 current USD in 1995 to 7582 current USD in 2013, similarly, life expectancy at birth 
went from 66 to 70, and primary completion rate, total (% of relevant age group) from 73% to 87%. It 
includes a country that has the highest GDP per capita in purchase power parity or third highest at 
93397 in current USD –Qatar, and countries at the bottom of the GDP per capita list – Comoros at 860 
current USD (World Bank 2015). There are approximately 315 million Muslims in the region, or about 
20% of the world’s total Muslim population, and in addition, 74 million or 4.7% percents more in Iran 
(which has almost 40% of all Shia in the world). Also, more than half of the countries in the Arab region 
have populations that are 95% Muslim or greater (Pew Research Center 2009). 
 
Figure 1: Brief look at the Arab region  

 
Source: World Bank (2015), Authors’ calculations. 
Note: The boundaries and names shown and the designations used on this map do not imply official 
endorsement or acceptance by the United Nations. 
 
Figure 1 shows that if countries are roughly grouped on the basis of the sizes of their economies, that 
would place the largest two economies among the Arab countries, Saudi Arabia with 711, and UAE with 
372 billion USD, in the top group, followed by a stretched group of five countries with economies’ sizes 
between 174 (Kuwait) and 263 (Egypt) billion. The other three groups are more homogenous, with the 
third one from the top, consisting of four countries, starting at 74 (Syria) to 96 (Morocco) billion, the 
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fourth one, consisting of six countries, from 31 (Bahrain) to 59 (Sudan) billion, and finally the poorest 
group with five countries, starting at only 0.6 billion USD in Comoros, to 10 billion USD in Palestine.  
 
The groupings in terms of population size would again be different, as Egypt with more than 80 million 
people is by far the largest, followed by seven countries between just over 20 million (Syria) up to 
almost 40 million (Algeria), Tunisia, Somalia and UAE having populations around 10 million, and the 
other eleven countries having populations from around 6 million (Jordan and Libya), down to less than 1 
million (Djibouti, Comoros). 
 
However and as seen from above, within the Arab region there are not only huge discrepancies in terms 
of population and sizes of their economies, but also huge discrepancies in terms of GDP per capita. The 
classification World Bank uses for the world is based on GDP per capita, and in this region, there are low 
income countries such as Djibouti, Somalia and Sudan, low and higher middle income countries such as 
Egypt, Tunisia or Morocco, and high income countries such as the countries in the Gulf Cooperation 
Council (GCC) (World Bank 2015). Moreover, in terms of human development, Arab countries can also 
be found in all four groups UNDP uses to classify countries – very high (Saudi Arabia, UAE, Kuwait, 
Qatar), high (e.g. Jordan, Algeria, Tunisia), medium (e.g. Morocco and Egypt) and low human 
development (e.g. Mauritania, Sudan, Yemen) (UNDP 2014).  
 
Another very prevalent classification of Arab countries is into those who are rich in natural resources 
(mainly oil), and those who are not (for e.g. in earlier Joint Arab Economic Reports especially, but also in 
the latest (Arab Monetary Fund et. al 2013)). The oil rich are mainly considered the countries in the GCC 
with occasionally additional one or two countries (Libya), while most are not rich in oil. Cammet et al. 
(2015) in their leading textbook on the economy of the Middle East classify countries in three groups on 
the basis of resource rents per capita (using a wider definition of the MENA region but leaving some low 
income Arab countries out). With the average oil rent per capita of 56USD, the group called Resource-
poor labor-abundant (RPLA) countries consists of Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, Palestine and 
Tunisia. The Resource-rich labor abundant (RRLA) countries have a higher average oil rent per capita at 
260USD and include Algeria, Iran, Iraq, Sudan, Syria and Yemen. Finally, the Resource-rich labor poor 
(RRLP) countries have an average per capita oil rent of more than 9000USD and consist of the GCC and 
Libya. 
 
Countries can also be classified geographically or according to their economic diversification. 
Geographically, the countries can be grouped in GCC (Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and 
UAE), Mashriq (Jordan, Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, Palestine, including sometimes Egypt); Maghreb (Morocco, 
Algeria, Tunisia, and Libya) and Southern (Yemen, Djibouti, Somalia, Comoros, Sudan and Mauritania). 
On economic diversification, countries can be Mixed Oil Economies (Algeria and Libya); Oil Economies, 
which include the countries of the GCC (Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and UAE);  
Diversified Economies (Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Morocco, Syria, and Tunisia); and Primary Export 
Economies (Comoros, Djibouti, Mauritania, Sudan, and Yemen). 
  
A more nuanced scientific approach was taken for instance by Amrouch and Wadie (1987), who have 
used 58 economic and social indicators and have grouped Arab countries into six groups mainly on the 
basis of reliance on oil, economic structure, level of income, population densities and sizes, school 
enrolment rates, urbanization rate, mortality rate, life expectancy, etc. Similarly, Limam (1998) also 
employs grouping approaches using over-all as well as sector-specific country characteristics. His 
findings  “point to the fact that the criterion of “oil-versus-non-oil” gives the most stable and regular 



4 
 

classification of Arab countries. These classifications were stable not only over time but also under 
different classification methods and distance measures” (Limam 1998, p.33). 
 
In the current situation in the Arab region, with armed conflict, civil wars and terrorism being rampant, a 
very relevant classification is offered by Arab Development Outlook: Vision 2030 (UN ESCWA 2015b), 
which puts countries into three groups depending on their involvement and vulnerability in conflict: 
conflict countries (and LDCs), which are Mauritania, Djibouti, Comoros, State of Palestine, Syria, Libya, 
Somalia, Sudan, Iraq, and Yemen; vulnerable countries, which are Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon and Tunisia; 
and relatively stable countries, which are Algeria, Bahrain, Kuwait, Morocco, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, 
and UAE.  
 
Moreover, other international organizations and in fact UN bodies do not subscribe to the western Asia 
as comprising of either only the Arab countries as defined by LAS, or UN ESCWA member countries. The 
World Bank uses the definition Middle East and North Africa, which apart from the LAS member 
countries includes also Iran, Israel and Malta (and instead of States of Palestine uses the name West 
Bank and Gaza), but misses on other countries. This and similar definitions are also used by think tanks, 
researchers and authors around the globe (see for instance Cammet et al. (2015)). 
 
Not thinking of the current conflict situation as a status quo, the aim of this paper is to examine the Arab 
region with a clustering approach using contemporary socio-economic-institutional characteristics of the 
Arab countries, which will tend to stay with them in the future. On this basis we can offer different 
country groupings depending on the society subsystem-specific variables, or overall country 
characteristics. These results can then be used to correctly determine the country groupings that should 
be used in a general analysis of the Arab region, depending on the question at hand/field of interest.  
 
With that in mind, Section 2 explains the theory of the methods used to reach the answers to our 
questions. Section 3 selects the relevant variables for the analysis and argues for their inclusion. Section 
4 empirically examines the clustering solutions for Arab countries based on three facets: economic, 
political and social, as well as altogether. Section 5 draws on the analysis in previous sections to provide 
conclusions and implications. 
   

2. Methodological framework 
 
Grouping countries together for the purpose of forming homogenous groups with shared characteristics 
is a natural activity all social scientists do. Instead of relying on only one or another particular 
characteristic, cluster analysis can be employed. 
 
Cluster analysis forms homogenous groups out of units or variables or both – block clustering. We 
employ unit clustering, where the units under inspection are countries. Apart from partitioning and 
graphical methods, hierarchical clustering is one of the workhorse methods of clustering, which we 
follow. Based on chosen number of variables, hierarchical clustering calculates and sums up measures of 
distance between clusters to come to several clustering solutions (possibilities of number of clusters). 
The objective being maximized is maximum homogeneity of units within cluster, and maximum 
heterogeneity between clusters. 
 
More precisely, for the calculation of distances between two units and/or clusters, a particular metric 
must be used. For a function to be a metric, the following properties for any x,y and z in our space, must 
hold, where d stands for a distance measure: non-negativity d(x, y) ≥ 0, identity of indiscernibles d(x, y) = 
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0 iff x = y, symmetry d(x, y) = d(y, x) and triangle inequality d(x, z) ≤ d(x, y) + d(y, z). A commonly used 
and flexible metric, expressed in general terms, that measures the distance between two units or 
clusters i and j for arbitrary number of variables k, is the Minkowski metric, as seen from Equation (1). 
When r is set to 1, the equation yields the Manhattan metric (sum of absolute distances of Cartesian 
coordinates between two units or clusters), while setting r to 2 yields the more frequently used 
Euclidean metric, which is the sum of the shortest distances (but on account of squaring and taking 
square root of the sum, not scale invariant so variables need to be standardized before in order to have 
equal weights to start off, which is the case in general also whenever the variables have different 
scales). 
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The next issue, after deciding on the metric, is to select one of the possibilities for calculating distance 
between clusters, which can range from measuring distance between two nearest neighbours from the 
two clusters (single linkage method), the opposite which is two furthest neighbours from the two 
clusters (complete linkage method) or Ward’s error sum of squares (Ward's minimum variance 
criterion), which minimizes the total within-cluster variance and minimizes the loss of information 
because of clustering units. Since the single linkage and the complete linkage methods yield opposite 
results in terms of our desire to have both high inter cluster homogeneity and high inter cluster 
heterogeneity (Ferligoj 1989), we opt for Ward’s error sum of squares. 
 
The clustering approach with the hierarchical method begins at individual units’ level. The two closest 
units are added together in the same cluster. Then, the next either two closest units form another 
cluster, or a unit is added to the first cluster, etc. This continues until all the units are in one group. The 
advantage of this approach is that it is not necessary to know ex ante how many clusters are in the data, 
and the appropriate number of clusters can be selected on the basis of a similarity measure between 
clusters, as shown later. On the other hand, since hierarchical clustering is a local optimization 
procedure, the optimal solutions at lower (starting) levels can lead to suboptimal solutions at higher 
levels – greedy heuristics. 
 

3. Selection of variables 
 
We concentrate on three dimensions in particular, which encompass three important facets of the 
society: institutional, economic and social. For each of the three dimensions, variables are chosen on the 
basis of the following criteria: 

- Relevance of the variable for the chosen field and the region 
- Proven track record in the literature 
- Availability of data (country coverage) 

 
In order to avoid the “everything but the kitchen sink” approach, and to have equal importance of all 
three dimensions in the clustering exercise on all variables, we limit the chosen variables to 12 per 
dimension. Additionally, on account of poor data availability for some Arab countries, and the volatility 
of some variables, the average from 2010 to latest data point is taken for each variable for each country. 
 



6 
 

In the process, if half or more of the Arab countries are missing data for the last five years, that indicator 
is dropped. Also, if a specific country has data for less than half of the indicators; the country is dropped 
rather than imputing more than half of the values. 
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3.1 Institutional 
 
Theoretically, we define institutions according to Douglas North, who says institutions are all rules of the 
game, and demarcates formal from informal rules of the game, and also includes their enforcement 
characteristics (North, 1990, 1993, 2005). Organizations in North’s (1993) definition are thus not 
institutions, but can be one of the players of the game, which is considered to be any social interaction. 
The selection of institutional variables can be seen in Table 1. 
 
Half of the institutional variables come from the World Bank’s Worldwide governance indicators (WB 
WGI) whose established measures of governance cover a “set of traditions and institutions by which 
authority in a country is exercised.  This includes (1) the process by which governments are selected, 
monitored and replaced, (2) the capacity of the government to effectively formulate and implement 
sound policies, and (3) the respect of citizens and the state for the institutions that govern economic and 
social interactions among them.”. Two of the indicators cover each of the processes, voice and 
accountability; and political stability (for the first process); government effectiveness; and regularity 
quality (for the second process); rule of law; and control of corruption for the third process (Kaufmann 
et al., 2015). 
 
The other half of institutional indicators consist of firstly two indicators on the state of the political 
system. The first one, Polity2 score, is computed by subtracting a country’s autocracy score from its 
democracy score, yielding  a unified polity scale ranging from +10 (strongly democratic) to -10 (strongly 
autocratic) (Marshall et al. 2015). The second one, Checks and balances from the World Bank’s Database 
of Political Institutions (Beck et al. 2001), is an incremental variable which gets increased by one for 
every additional check on the executive of legislation branch of the government. The next institutional 
variable is Transparency International’s Corruption perception index, which predominantly measures 
opinion based corruption in the public sector (Transparency International 2015). The final three 
variables are capturing human rights abuses. The first one comes from The Political Terror Scale (PTS) 
project, and is a combination of their quantification of human rights infringements as reported by three 
sources: Amnesty International, U.S. State Department and Human Rights Watch (Gibney et al. 2015). 
The last two come from Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) Human Rights Database. They are firstly capturing 
Torture, Extrajudicial Killing, Political Imprisonment, Disappearance (Physical Integrity Rights Index) and 
possibility of Foreign Movement, Domestic Movement, Freedom of Speech, Freedom of Assembly & 
Association, Workers’ Rights, Electoral Self- Determination, and Freedom of Religion indicators 
(Empowerment Rights Index). Secondly, they are also capturing women’s economic and political rights 
(Cingranelli et al. 2014). 
  
Table 1: The selection of institutional variables with sources 

  Institutional Source 

1 Voice and Accountability WB WGI 

2 Political Stability and Absence of Violence WB WGI 

3 Government Effectiveness WB WGI 

4 Regulatory Quality WB WGI 

5 Rule of Law WB WGI 

6 Control of Corruption WB WGI 

7 Polity2 Polity IV 

8 Checks and balances WB DPI 

9 Corruption perceptions index Transparency international 
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10 
Political terror scale (mean of Amnesty, State Department and HRW 
scores) Political terror scale 

11 Physical Integrity Rights Index + Empowerment Rights Index 
Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) Human Rights Data 
Project 

12 Women’s Economic Rights + Women’s Political Rights 
Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) Human Rights Data 
Project 

Source: Various, as stated 
Notes: Because of the break of the series on account of a change in methodology, only CPI scores starting in 2012 are taken into 
account. In the CIRI dataset, Palestine is missing. Political terror scale is inverse, a higher number implies lower quality. 

 
3.2 Economic 
 
Choosing economic variables is tricky as there are many different facets of an economy that are 
pertinent when thinking about how an economy works, grows, what is important for it etc. Several 
characteristics of the economy are trying to be captured by our selection of variables here, where our 
thinking was guided by the endogenous and exogenous theories of economic growth, resource curse, 
export-led vs. state-led growth, global value chains and FDI spillovers, and importance of financial 
intermediaries for the functioning of real economy. 
 
Clearly the sheer size of the economy matters, which is captured by the Total labor force and GDP. How 
successful the combination of capital and labor is has a lot to do with the level of technology, which is 
proxied firstly by Patent applications per capita, and partly by GDP per capita, which is also a catch-it-all 
developmental variable. Specifically for the region, the reliance of the economy on natural resources is 
already one of the major determinants of other classifications, and thus is included in the form of Total 
natural resource rents as a share of GDP. If the reliance on oil or alternatively, general under 
development of the economy is large, is captured by the (small) share of Industry in the total value 
added. How heavy a hand the government is keeping on the economy is proxied by General government 
final consumption expenditure as a share of GDP. The potential for, the development of and importance 
of international activities of the economy is captured by Logistics performance index (which also serves 
to capture the availability of infrastructure in the economy), Medium and high tech exports as % of total 
exports, and Exports and imports of goods and services as a share of GDP. Finally, the depth and 
development of the financial sector in the economy is captured by CPIA financial sector rating and 
Domestic credit to private sector as a share of GDP. All the variables come directly or indirectly from the 
World Bank World Development Indicators (World Bank 2015), and one variable comes from UNCTAD’s 
Data Center (2015). 
 
Table 2: The selection of economic variables with sources 

  Economic Source 

1 Total Labor Force WB WDI 

2 GDP (current USD) WB WDI 

3 Technology - Patent applications, total per capita WB WDI 

4 GDP per capita, (constant 2005 USD) WB WDI 

5 Total natural resources rents (% of GDP) WB WDI 

6 Industry, value added (% of GDP) WB WDI 

7 General government final consumption expenditure (% of GDP) WB WDI 

8 Logistics performance index: Overall (1=low to 5=high) WB WDI 

9 Medium and high tech exports as % of total exports UNCTAD 

10 Openness - Exports and imports of goods and services (% of GDP) WB WDI 
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11 CPIA financial sector rating (1=low to 6=high) WB WDI 

12 Domestic credit to private sector (% of GDP) WB WDI 

Source: Various, as stated 
Notes: Some variables deviate from their raw forms by being expressed in per capita terms as noted, or added together and 
expressed as a share. 

 
3.3 Social 
 
Choosing the social variables has to take the specifics of the societies in the region into account, and has 
to cover dimensions such as health, education, inequality, demographics, and finally, religion, and 
fractionalization and polarization (on account of either language, religion or ethnicity). Education is 
proxied with Mean years of schooling (of adults) (years) (UNDP 2015), and health with Life expectancy at 
birth, total (years), and Mortality rate, under-5 (per 1,000 live births). Inequality on the labor market is 
captured with the Difference between male and female Labor force participation rate (% of population 
ages 15-64), and the demographic bulge with the Population ages 0-14 (% of total); all of the 
aforementioned variables come from World Development indicators (World Bank 2015). Next two 
variables, capturing the very salient religious divide between Sunni and Shia Islam in the region, which is 
often at least pretext (if not one of the direct, albeit abused, motivations) for conflict, are the 
percentage of people belonging to each of those two denominations (Pew Research Center 2009). 
Similarly, these tensions in the society are further captured by the Index of religious polarization and 
Index of ethnolinguistic polarization from Montalvo and Reynal-Querol (2005). 
 
Table 3: The selection of social variables with sources 

  Social Source 

1 Mean years of schooling (of adults) (years) UNDP 

2 Life expectancy at birth, total (years) WDI 

3 Mortality rate, under-5 (per 1,000 live births) WDI 

4 Malnutrition prevalence, height for age (% of children under 5) WDI 

5 Poverty headcount ratio at $2 a day (PPP) (% of population) WDI 

6 GINI index (World Bank estimate) WDI 

7 
Difference between male and female Labor force participation rate (% of population ages 
15-64) (modeled ILO estimate) WDI 

8 Population ages 0-14 (% of total) WDI 

9 % of Sunni in total population 
Pew Research Center 
(2009) 

10 % of Shia in total population 
Pew Research Center 
(2009) 

11 Index of religious polarization 
Montalvo and Reynal-
Querol (2005) 

12 Index of ethnolinguistic polarization 
Montalvo and Reynal-
Querol (2005) 

Source: Various, as stated 
Note: The variables from Pew Research Center (2009) and from the Montalvo and Reynal-Querol (2005) are older that 2010 – 
2015, but since they are not such that change frequently, they suffice for this cross sectional examination. 
 

4. Empirical results 
 
We firstly calculate and describe the possible cluster solutions on each dimension, and then continue 
with a clustering exercise on all the dimensions together. In each case, countries are tested for fitness 
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after the clustering exercise, that is, a measure of how well they fit within an assigned cluster is 
calculated. 
 
In the first step, all variables are standardized before clustering, not to be dependent on the scale. The 
missing values on particular variables for particular countries (for e.g. often Somalia and Palestine) are 
substituted by sample averages, so as not to affect the clustering solution but still keeping those 
countries in the analysis. In the absence of one clear clustering solutions, the best two options are 
explored and described.  
 
Under the best Arab clustering solution, for each cluster separately, a simple Similarity score is 

calculated for each Arab country, according to the Euclidean metric in Equation 1, where ikX  is the 

value of i-th country of the k-th variable, and 
jkX  is the value of the j-th centroid (mean of a variable in 

the j-th cluster) of the k-th variable. Put otherwise, the summation of distances of all variables from the 
cluster’s centroid is calculated cluster by cluster for all member countries. This then empirically yields a 
measure of how well each Arab country fits it within the assigned country grouping. 
 
4.1 Institutional 
 
There are 5 values missing for Palestine, 3 for Somalia and 1 for Yemen, which are replaced by Arab 
countries sample averages. The possible clustering solutions are presented in Figure 2, where the crucial 
dissimilarity measure is shown as the length of the line before two units or clusters are placed in the 
same group: the longer the line, the more dissimilar the two units/clusters are. It is immediately clear 
that one, albeit not that interesting solution is in two large clusters, which divide the Arab countries into 
two halves. The other possibility is to cut the clustering tree in such a way, to get four clusters. 
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Figure 2: Possible clustering solutions for institutional clustering 

 
Source: Authors calculations. 

 
Table 4 shows the number of countries, their shares and clustering solutions for the institutional 
dimension. The standardized centroids for each variable show the mean values, and the arbitrary cut off 
standard deviation of around 0.5 is selected for considering a deviation large or small, which then yields 
the description of the cluster as seen in the table. 
 
For a 2 – cluster solution, the first cluster of countries corresponds to the lower half of the dendrogram 
in Figure 1, and the second cluster to the upper half. The first cluster, which we dub “Good governance 
but politically restrictive”, is doing quite well on all WGI but Voice and Accountability and is up to about 
a half of standard deviation worse than the average in the quality of democracy as proxied by Polity2 
and Checks and Balances. On the other hand, the second cluster, named simply “Poor Governance”, is 
doing badly on most WGIs, but also on corruption and human rights violations (PTS). 
 
In the 4 – cluster solution, both of the clusters are divided further into two sub specific clusters – out of 
the first cluster in the 2 – cluster solution, clusters 1 and 2, and out of the second cluster in the two 
cluster solution, clusters 3 and 4. In the new clustering solution, cluster 1 simply strengthens its 
institutional WGI strong points, worsens the quality of democracy, and gets an additional characteristic 
– poor record on women’s rights, which is why the cluster is named “Good but politically restrictive and 
high gender inequality”. The countries of this cluster are UAE, Qatar, Bahrain, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and 
Kuwait. Cluster 2, composed of Djibouti, Mauritania, Morocco, Tunisa and Oman, is dubbed “Average 
but with more stability and better rights”, as the average quality of most institutional measures is close 
to sample mean, with a much better performance on political stability and absence of violence, and 
much better performance in terms of the three indicators of human rights, implying personal freedom 
and relatively little repression. Cluster 3 scores lower on most WGIs and suffers from higher corruption, 
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but it does have a significantly more than average quality of democracy/participatory political system, 
thus, the cluster is called “Emerging democracies”. Those countries managed to progress towards a 
democracy or higher participatory system, but did not finish the journey and ended up with poor quality 
of state institutions and corruption problems. It is composed out of Comoros, Algeria, Egypt, Palestine, 
Lebanon, Iraq and Yemen. Finally, cluster 4, named “Poor governance all across”, is a mix of everything 
that should be avoided. Poor quality of state institutions, no political freedom, lack of rule of law, poor 
quality of political system, corruption and large violations of human rights is what marks the countries in 
this cluster: Somalia, Sudan, Syria and Libya. 
 
Table 4: Clustering solutions for institutional dimension 

  2 - cluster solution   4 - cluster solution 

  

1 - Good 
governance 
but 
politically 
restrictive 

2 – Bad 
governance   

1 - Great but 
politically 
restrictive and 
gender unequal 

2 - Average but 
with more 
stability and 
better rights 

3 – 
Emerging 
democracies 

4 - Poor 
governance 
all across 

Number of countries 11 11   6 5 7 4 

Percent of all 50% 50%   27% 23% 32% 18% 

                

Voice and Accountability 0.13 -0.26   0.06 0.21 0.25 -1.16 

Political Stability and Absence of 
Violence 0.85 -0.79   1.01 0.67 -0.62 -1.10 

Government Effectiveness 0.57 -0.72   0.95 0.12 -0.49 -1.14 

Regulatory Quality 0.60 -0.57   0.89 0.26 -0.21 -1.19 

Rule of Law 0.68 -0.73   1.07 0.21 -0.50 -1.14 

Control of Corruption 0.71 -0.83   1.15 0.19 -0.57 -1.28 

Polity2 -0.53 0.30   -0.86 -0.13 0.71 -0.42 

Checks and balances -0.47 0.31   -0.59 -0.32 0.83 -0.59 

Corruption perceptions index 0.68 -0.76   1.12 0.15 -0.46 -1.27 

Political terror scale (PTS) -0.70 0.49   -0.72 -0.67 -0.03 1.40 

Physical Integrity Rights Index + 
Empowerment Rights Index 0.31 -0.03   0.02 0.66 0.28 -0.57 

Women’s Economic Rights + 
Women’s Political Rights 0.06 -0.08   -0.62 0.87 -0.38 0.43 

Source: Authors calculations. 
Notes: Political terror scale is inverse, a higher number implies lower quality. 

 
We continue to examine how well the Arab countries fit in their respective institutional clusters in the 
more interesting 4 - cluster solution, by examining the calculated Similarity scores for all countries, 
reported in Table 5. What can be seen is that Cluster 1 is very homogenous, as countries do not deviate 
much from one another and the cluster average score, similarly in Cluster 2. In Cluster 3 however, 
Comoros is an outlier, with a similarity score of 12.83, greatly exceeding the average score of the cluster 
as well as being alone in that. Finally, in cluster 4, Somalia is an outlier as well at the score of 5.32, 
exceeding the preceding country by more than the value of the cluster average. 
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Table 5: Similarity measures on the institutional dimension 

  

Similarity 
score  
for Cluster 1   

Similarity 
score  
for Cluster 2   

Similarity 
score  
for Cluster 3   

Similarity 
score  
for Cluster 4 

Bahrain 1.51 Morocco 0.46 
Egypt, Arab 
Rep. 2.75 Sudan 0.71 

Jordan 2.03 Tunisia 2.15 Palestine 3.79 
Syrian Arab 
Republic 2.28 

Kuwait 4.32 Mauritania 2.57 Iraq 5.14 Libya 2.36 

United Arab  
Emirates 4.53 Djibouti 3.51 Lebanon 5.61 Somalia 5.32 

Qatar 5.35 Oman 4.15 Yemen, Rep. 5.70     

Saudi Arabia 5.75     Algeria 6.71     

        Comoros 12.83     

Source: Authors calculations. 

 
4.2 Economic 
 
Continuing with the economic dimension, two indicators, Technology - Patent applications, total per 
capita; and CPIA financial sector rating (1=low to 6=high), are dropped from the start as half or more 
values for the Arab countries are not available. Additionally and very unfortunately, both Somalia and 
Syria have to be dropped, as they only have values for three out of the ten remaining indicators. 
  
Further, there is 1 value missing for Bahrain, Iraq and Qatar, and 2 for Djibouti, Libya, Palestine, and 
Yemen, which are replaced by Arab country sample averages. The possible clustering solutions are 
presented in Figure 3, where the crucial dissimilarity measure is again shown as the length of the line 
before two units or clusters are placed in the same group: the longer the line, the more dissimilar the 
two units/clusters are. The solution most sensible, to avoid having small groups comprising of only two 
or three countries, is to cluster the countries into three groups. 
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Figure 3: Possible clustering solutions for economic clustering 

 
Source: Authors calculations. 

 
Table 6 shows the number of countries, their shares and clustering solutions for the economic 
dimension. The standardized centroids for each variable again show the mean values, and the arbitrary 
cut off standard deviation of around 0.5 is selected for considering a deviation large or small, which then 
yields the description of the cluster as seen in the table. 
 
The first cluster of countries corresponds to the lower third of the dendrogram in Figure 4, the second 
cluster to the middle third, and the third cluster to the upper third of the figure. The first cluster is 
composed out of the GCC countries, which is thus named “Oil rich and industrial GCC”, and is 
characterized by a very high GDP per capita, very high natural resource rents, and also relatively high 
share of industry in the economy, quality of logistics, openness and a lower government final 
consumption expenditure, as compared to the rest of the Arab countries. The second cluster comprises 
of four countries only: Lebanon, Morocco, Tunisia, and Jordan. Their economies are smaller than the 
average Arab economy, they do not derive a significant share of their revenues from natural resources, 
have a below than average share of industry in their total value added but are quite open and have 
relatively high tech exports. In additional, they are the countries where the domestic credit to the 
private sector is highest, implying the strongest banking sectors. Finally, the third cluster consists of half 
of the Arab countries, and has in fact three subgroups, one being characterized by underdeveloped 
economies (Djibouti, Palestine, Comoros), one having considerable albeit not abundant natural 
resources and related problems (Mauritania, Libya, Yemen, Iraq, Algeria), and two that are similar in 
several characteristics of the economy (Sudan and Egypt). As a group though, the third cluster has a 
lower GDP per capita than the sample, poor quality of logistics, low technological content of exports and 
relatively less developed banking sector. Apart from sheer sizes of some countries in the third cluster 
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and the fact that some enjoy (for the better or for worse) some natural resource rents, there is little that 
this cluster has going for it economically. 
 
Table 6: Clustering solutions for the economic dimension 

  3 - cluster solution 

  
1 - Oil rich and 
industrial GCC  

2 - Oil poor, non 
industrial, open and 
financially developed 

3 - Poor, developing, 
closed and financially 
undeveloped 

Number of countries  6 4  10  

Percent of all  30%  20%  50% 

        

Total Labor Force -0.40 -0.27 0.02 

GDP (current USD) 0.36 -0.54 -0.40 

GDP per capita, (constant 2005 USD) 1.25 -0.41 -0.57 

Total natural resources rents (% of GDP) 0.89 -0.96 0.05 

Industry, value added (% of GDP) 0.93 -0.62 -0.22 

General government final consumption expenditure (% 
of GDP) -0.50 0.03 0.13 

Logistics performance index: Overall 1.00 0.35 -0.56 

Medium and high tech exports as % of total exports -0.36 1.48 -0.58 

Openness - Exports and imports of goods and services (% 
of GDP) 0.69 0.52 -0.28 

Domestic credit to private sector (% of GDP) 0.40 1.26 -0.93 

Source: Authors calculations. 

 
We continue to examine how well the Arab countries fit in their respective clusters on the economic 
dimension, by examining the calculated Similarity scores for all countries, reported in Table 7. Now 
although the GCC countries still get clustered together, they are split into two groups, Kuwait, Oman and 
Bahrain on one side, and UAE, Qatar and Saudi Arabia on the other, but no country is an outlier. The 
most homogenous cluster is Cluster 2, with high similarity for all the countries, while Cluster 3 has one 
outlier – Egypt at 11.26, exceeding the Similarity score of the preceding country by more than the 
cluster average.  
 
Table 7: Similarity measures on the economic dimension 

  

Similarity 
score  
for Cluster 1   

Similarity 
score  
for Cluster 2   

Similarity 
score  
for Cluster 3 

Kuwait 2.07 Tunisia 0.11 Yemen, Rep. 0.74 

Oman 3.36 Jordan 0.94 Algeria 1.88 

Bahrain 3.41 Morocco 1.49 Iraq 2.20 

United Arab 
Emirates 7.00 Lebanon 1.63 Djibouti 3.15 

Qatar 7.45     Libya 4.06 

Saudi Arabia 8.17     Mauritania 4.68 

        Comoros 5.50 

        Palestine 6.34 

        Sudan 6.54 

        Egypt, Arab 11.26 
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Rep. 

Source: Authors calculations. 

 
4.3 Social 
 
In the last – social – dimension, three indicators, Malnutrition prevalence, height for age (% of children 
under 5), Poverty headcount ratio at $2 a day (PPP) (% of population) and GINI index (World Bank 
estimate), must be dropped from the start as half or more values for the Arab countries are not 
available. Additionally Djibouti, Lebanon, Libya, Palestine and Qatar are all missing values for the 
polarization variable, and Somalia is missing a value for mean years of education. These values are 
replaced by Arab country sample averages.  
 
The possible clustering solutions are presented in Figure 4, where the crucial dissimilarity measure is 
again shown as the length of the line before two units or clusters are placed in the same group: the 
longer the line, the more dissimilar the two units/clusters are. Although we generally try to avoid having 
small groups comprising of only two or three countries, in this case the difference between the first two 
cluster in the upper third of the dendrogram seems too big, relative to the other cluster differences, so 
we cluster the countries into four groups. 
 
Figure 4: Possible clustering solutions for social clustering 

 
Source: Authors calculations. 

 
Table 8 shows the number of countries, their shares and clustering solutions for the economic 
dimension. The standardized centroids for each variable show the mean values, and the arbitrary cut off 
standard deviation of around 0.5 is selected for considering a deviation large or small, which then yields 
the description of the cluster as seen in the table. 
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The first cluster of countries corresponds to the lower third of the dendrogram in Figure 6, the second 
cluster to the middle largest part, and the third cluster to the upper less than a third of the figure. The 
first cluster is composed out of the Lebanon, Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar and the United Arab Emirates. This 
group is “Developed, older, religiously mixed and polarized”, meaning they are doing relatively well on 
education and health, and do not have a youth bulge, additionally, they are religiously mixed with large 
percentages of populations being both Sunni and Shia resulting in religious tensions. Second cluster is 
the largest cluster as it includes 10 countries (Algeria, Egypt, Jordan, Libya, Morocco, Oman, Palestine, 
Saudi Arabia, Syria, Tunisia) and is called “Gender unequal and overwhelmingly Sunni”, as their 
distinctive characteristic is the huge gender gap in labor participation (around 50 percentage points), 
and the fact, that they are overwhelmingly Sunni (with smaller Shia minorities in Syria, Saudi Arabia and 
Oman). Similarly, cluster three is called “Developing, young and completely Sunni”, but is very much 
developing and suffers from educational and health problems, is completely Sunni and has a huge youth 
bulge. These are the LDCs of the Arab region: Comoros, Djibouti, Somalia, Mauritania and Sudan. Finally, 
the smallest and fourth cluster is composed only of two countries – Iraq and Yemen – which share most 
of development problems with the previous cluster, but its additional characteristics are, that it is 
religiously mixes and polarized, even more so than the first cluster.  
 
Table 8: Clustering solutions for the social dimension 

  3 - cluster solution 

  

1 - Developed, 
older,  
religously mixed 
and polarized 

2 - Gender 
unequal and 
overwhelmingl
y Sunni 

3 - Developing, 
young and 
completely 
Sunni 

4 - Developing, 
young, 
religiously mixed 
and polarized 

Number of countries 5 10 5 2 

Percent of all 23% 45% 23% 9% 

          

Mean years of schooling (of adults) (years) 0.69 0.23 -1.08 -1.05 

Life expectancy at birth, total (years) 0.88 0.36 -1.56 -0.70 

Mortality rate, under-5 (per 1,000 live births) -0.74 -0.43 1.73 0.29 

Difference between male and female Labor force 
participation rate (% of population ages 15-64) 
(modeled ILO estimate) -0.07 0.60 -0.31 0.46 

Population ages 0-14 (% of total) -1.31 -0.06 1.10 1.06 

% of Sunni in total population -0.66 0.66 0.66 -0.87 

% of Shia in total population 0.43 -0.44 -0.57 1.58 

Index of religious polarization 0.79 -0.40 -0.45 1.59 

Index of ethnolinguistic polarization 0.48 -0.09 -0.02 -0.56 

Source: Authors calculations. 
 

Continuing with our measure of fitness of Arab countries within their respective clusters, we report the 
results in Table 9. They imply that in Cluster 1, Bahrain is a little bit of an outlier, Cluster 2 is very 
homogenous, in Cluster 3 Somalia is an outlier and Cluster 4 is again homogenous. 
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Table 9: Similarity measures on the social dimension 

Source: Authors calculations. 

 
4.4 All dimensions together 
 
We proceed with the exercise which to a certain degree directly opposes our initial idea that the country 
groupings should be different depending on the nature of the question we are examining. However, we 
realize that quite often, the policy maker, researcher or student will have neither the time, nor the 
patience to construct specific groups for each question examined. Thus, we offer the results below, 
where we cluster on all available variables at the same time, albeit with a grain of salt. 
 
As before, with institutional variables, there are 5 values missing for Palestine, 3 for Somalia and 1 for 
Yemen, which are replaced by Arab country sample averages. With economic variables, two indicators, 
Technology - Patent applications, total per capita; and CPIA financial sector rating (1=low to 6=high), are 
dropped from the start as half or more values for the Arab countries are not available. However, Somalia 
and Syria, although they only have values for three out of the ten remaining indicators, are not dropped 
anymore, as they have plenty more indicators with their own values in the institutional and social 
dimension, thus their values for the missing indicators on the economic dimension are replaced by Arab 
country sample averages, the same as the missing values for Bahrain, Iraq and Qatar (1), and for 
Djibouti, Libya, Palestine, and Yemen (2). Three social indicators, Malnutrition prevalence, height for age 
(% of children under 5), Poverty headcount ratio at $2 a day (PPP) (% of population) and GINI index are 
also dropped as half or more values for the Arab countries are not available. Additionally Djibouti, 
Lebanon, Libya, Palestine and Qatar are all missing values for the polarization variables, and Somalia is 
missing a value for mean years of education, all of which are replaced by Arab country sample averages.  
 
The possible clustering solutions are presented in Figure 5. We can see that out of all the dendrograms, 
this one seems to be forcing countries together the most, as even from the start, we have large jumps in 
dissimilarity to overcome when for instance Lebanon or Saudi Arabia or Comoros are joined with others, 
or when some of the other clusters are grouped together. We can thus foretell that in any case, several 
concessions will have to be made or unusual combination of characteristics will be seen in the clusters. 
The solutions apparent are into 3 or 5 clusters. For the ease of explaining the region, fewer groups are 
preferred, so we decide on a 3 – cluster solution.  
 

  
Similarity score  
for Cluster 1   

Similarity score  
for Cluster 2   

Similarity score  
for Cluster 3   

Similarity score  
for Cluster 4 

United Arab 
Emirates 1.31 Egypt, Arab Rep. 0.41 Comoros 0.87 Yemen, Rep. 1.41 

Kuwait 1.66 Libya 0.55 Mauritania 0.90 Iraq 1.41 

Lebanon 1.67 Saudi Arabia 0.77 Djibouti 1.97     

Qatar 1.82 Oman 0.83 Sudan 2.75     

Bahrain 3.53 Algeria 0.89 Somalia 5.07     

    Tunisia 1.36         

    Jordan 1.36         

    
Syrian Arab 
Republic 1.51         

    Palestine 1.86         

    Morocco 1.98         
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Figure 5: Possible clustering solutions for clustering on all dimensions 

 
Source: Authors calculations. 

 
Table 10 shows the number of countries, their shares and clustering solution all dimensions. The 
clustering variables are not homogenous at all, and almost half of the Arab countries, 10, are grouped in 
one general cluster, implying that this cluster will in any case determine the average and will not have 
many sizeable deviations from it (on account of high number of countries with different characteristics, 
averaging them out) . The standardized centroids for each variable show the mean values, and the 
arbitrary cut off standard deviation of around 0.5 is selected for considering a deviation large or small, 
which then yields the description of the cluster as seen in the table. 
 
The first cluster is the one at the bottom of the dendrogram and consists of the GCC less Saudi Arabia, 
and can generally be considered relatively good. Institutionally, it is similar to what was called “Great 
but politically restrictive and gender unequal” in the institutional classification, but since it lost Saudi 
Arabia and Jordan, and gained Oman, it also lost a lot of its relative gender unequal distinction to others 
and stopped having the characteristic of doing very poor on women’s rights. Economically, the first 
cluster is the same as it was in economic clustering, called “Oil rich and industrial GCC”, but again 
without Saudi Arabia. Socially, this first cluster is most similar to what was in social clustering called 
“Developed, older, religiously mixed and polarized”, but without Lebanon and with the addition of 
Oman. 
 
The second cluster is quite the opposite of the first cluster, as it does poorly on the majority of 
indicators, and can generally be considered bad. Institutionally, although relatively more democratic, it 
is doing poorly on everything else, and it’s got two countries from the institutional classification group 
“Average but with more stability and better rights” (Mauritania and Djibouti), three from “Emerging 
democracies” (Comoros, Iraq and Yemen), and two from “Poor governance all across” (Sudan and 
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Somalia). Economically, this cluster is also doing bad, as it is a smaller version of the group “Poor, 
developing, closed and financially undeveloped”, most of the countries being underdeveloped 
economies and some of them having just enough natural resources to reap all the problems and fall 
victim to resource curse. Finally, in terms of social clustering, it is doing relatively worse than the sample 
average on almost half of the indicators. From the social classification, it has received all the countries 
from the group “Developing, young and completely Sunni” and both of the countries from “Developing, 
young, religiously mixed and polarized”. 
 
Finally, the third cluster, is very mixed and heterogeneous, as it contains countries which are quite 
different on some dimensions and quite homogenous on others, yielding thus the case where the cluster 
does not deviate from the sample average by more than 0.5 standard deviation on any variable, with the 
exception of the variable Difference between male and female Labor force participation rate, which is 
above average. Institutionally, this cluster plays host to two countries from “Great but politically 
restrictive and gender unequal” (Saudi Arabia and Jordan), two from “Average but with more stability 
and better rights” (Morocco and Tunisia), four from “Emerging democracies” (Algeria, Lebanon, Egypt, 
Palestine) and two from “Poor governance all across” (Sudan and Syria). On economic side, this cluster 
receives one country from ““Oil rich and industrial GCC” (Saudi Arabia), all four countries from “Oil poor, 
non industrial, open and financially developed” (Lebanon, Morocco, Tunisia, and Jordan), and the other 
five from “Poor, developing, closed and financially undeveloped” (developing Palestine, some natural 
resources rich countries Libya, Syria, Algeria, and finally Egypt). Finally, in terms of social classification, 
this cluster is composed out of the following countries: one country from “Developed, older, religiously 
mixed and polarized” (Lebanon), and all the countries (apart from Oman) from “Gender unequal and 
overwhelmingly Sunni” (Algeria, Egypt, Jordan, Libya, Morocco, Palestine, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Tunisia). 
 
In light of the relatively generally good characteristics of Cluster 1, relatively generally bad 
characteristics of Cluster 2, and generally mixed characteristics of Cluster 3, the clusters are given names 
as in Table 10 and Figure 6. 
 
Table 10 also features the similarity scores for the countries. We can see that Cluster 1 is the most 
homogenous out of all three, with no outliers. Cluster 2, on the other hand, is much less homogenous, 
but two groups of deviations from the cluster mean can be seen (and there is a two group structure 
visible from the dendrogram as well). Finally, Cluster 3 is heterogenous as well, with three sets of 
deviations from the cluster mean. The first one having a similarity score of around 10, the second 
around the range 14-16 and finally the last two of more than 23. 
 
Table 10: Clustering solutions for all dimensions and Similarity Scores: The good, the bad and the mixed 

  3 - cluster solution 

  1- The Good 
Similarity  
Score 2 - The Bad 

Similarity  
Score 3 - The Mixed 

Similarity  
Score 

Number of 
countries 5   7   10   

Percent of all 23%   32%   45%   

              

  United Arab Emirates 10.00 Mauritania 10.89 Tunisia 10.03 

  Oman 10.06 Djibouti 13.20 Morocco 10.42 

  Bahrain 10.50 
Yemen, 
Rep. 13.73 Syrian Arab Republic 10.68 

  Kuwait 10.63 Sudan 14.26 Egypt, Arab Rep. 11.24 
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  Qatar 11.20 Iraq 21.15 Palestine 11.62 

      Somalia 24.22 Jordan 13.97 

      Comoros 24.49 Libya 16.15 

          Algeria 16.34 

          Lebanon 23.04 

          Saudi Arabia 23.49 

Source: Authors calculations. 

 
Figure 6: Arab clustering on all dimensions: The good, the bad and the mixed 

 
Source: Authors calculations. 

Note: The boundaries and names shown and the designations used on this map do not imply official 
endorsement or acceptance by the United Nations. 
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5. Conclusion 
 
This paper sets out to examine how the countries in the Arab region should be grouped together, 
depending on the nature of the question at hand. On account of various definition of the region used by 
either the UN, WB, IMF, researchers and policy makers, this paper examines the question empirically 
and concentrates on three major areas from which variables for cluster analysis are drawn. It then 
uncovers what the country groupings should be depending on whether the topic is institutional/political, 
economic or social. Moreover, the paper examines how well the Arab countries fit in the groupings 
created by a cluster algorithm.  

The data utilized are crossectional averages of variables capturing each respective dimension 
(institutional, economic, social) in the period 2010 – 2015, and thus the analysis to a large degree 
abstracts itself from the conflict that is wrecking havoc in several Arab countries now (which is a way in 
its own right of classifying countries), and concentrates on the long term structural characteristics. 

On the institutional front, four distinctive groups are found: “Great but politically restrictive and gender 
unequal” (UAE, Qatar, Bahrain, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait); “Average but with more stability and 
better rights” (Djibouti, Mauritania, Morocco, Tunisa and Oman); “Emerging democracies” (Comoros, 
Algeria, Egypt, Palestine, Lebanon, Iraq and Yemen) and “Poor governance all across” (Somalia, Sudan, 
Syria and Libya). On the economic front, three groups are detected: “Oil rich and industrial GCC” (UAE, 
Qatar, Bahrain, Oman, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait); “Oil poor, non industrial, open and financially 
developed” (Lebanon, Morocco, Tunisia, and Jordan); and “Poor, developing, closed and financially 
undeveloped” (one subcluster: Djibouti, Palestine, Comoros; second subcluster: Mauritania, Libya, 
Yemen, Iraq, Algeria; third subcluster: Sudan and Egypt). Finally, clustering on social outcomes and social 
factors, the four groups uncovered are “Developed, older, religiously mixed and polarized” (Lebanon, 
Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar and the United Arab Emirates); “Gender unequal and overwhelmingly Sunni” 
(Algeria, Egypt, Jordan, Libya, Morocco, Oman, Palestine, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Tunisia);  “Developing, 
young and completely Sunni” (Comoros, Djibouti, Somalia, Mauritania and Sudan); and “Developing, 
young, religiously mixed and polarized” (Iraq and Yemen). In the later one, the term developing or 
developed is capturing the quality of health and education in the society. 
 
We also check how well the Arab countries fit within each of their respective clusters on all three 
dimensions, in search for outliers. We find that Comoros and Somalia are outliers in terms of their 
quality of institutions (including political system), Egypt is an outlier in terms of the economy, and 
Bahrain and Somalia are outliers in terms of their social characteristics. This does not imply the outlying 
characteristics on any of the dimensions are either good or bad, but simply that they do not fit well with 
their neighbours in the cluster. 
 
Finally, if all the dimensions are analyzed together, two specific groups are formed, one predominantly 
good on all dimensions, one predominantly bad on all dimensions, and one which is very mixed. “The 
Good” are composed of the GCC without Saudi Arabia (United Arab Emirates, Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, 
Qatar); “The Bad” of the LDCs and borderline countries (Comoros, Djibouti, Iraq, Mauritania, Sudan, 
Somalia, Yemen); and “The Mixed” of a variety of countries similar in some dimensions yet very different 
in others (Algeria, Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Palestine, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Tunisia). 
 
Several findings arise from these results. Firstly, groupings should depend on the topic at hand which 
can bring countries together in groups, or takes them apart, in various numbers. Secondly, countries 
that might be in the best (worst) group on one dimension, may not be in the best (worst) group on 
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another, especially in the groupings which do not have a clear ordinal ranking but rather specificities. 
Thirdly, the GCC appears to be the most homogenous group on all dimensions, but even they lose Oman 
(and gain Jordan) on institutions, and loose Saudi Arabia on the social factors and outcomes. Last but 
not least, depending on the dimensions examined, there are also outliers within the Arab region, most 
notably Somalia, which deviates on both the institutional and social dimension from comparable Arab 
countries. 
 
This paper serves as a guiding tool on how to look at the region in analysis and policy making, and tries 
to clearly show that different groups should be used for aggregation when different questions are 
tackled, going above and beyond the old geographical classification of GCC, Mashreq and Mashriq, and 
above and beyond the economic oil rich vs. non oil rich classification.  
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