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ABSTRACT

IZA DP No. 12618 SEPTEMBER 2019

Analyzing the Perceptions of Egyptian 
Youth about the Arab Spring

Egyptian youth played a central role in the Arab Spring (AS) uprisings, yearning for 

changes in the political system and for better economic conditions. This paper investigates 

the perceptions of young Egyptians about the AS. The empirical analysis uses a bivariate 

ordered probit model to examine the factors influencing these perceptions through proxies 

that cover political, social, and economic conditions. The results reveal that social values 

and ideological characteristics matter more than the standard socio-economic attributes 

in understanding the perceptions of young Egyptians. They indicate that individuals with 

secularist, non-traditionalist, and gender equality inclinations formed more favourable 

perceptions about the AS. Also, they suggest that the AS has led to unfavourable perceived 

circumstances for the Arab Nationalism and pan-Islamism ideologies, and propitious 

perceived conditions for further connection with the global system. These findings signal 

that the AS may have set a path toward a significant transformation in the Egyptian society.
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1. Introduction 

Self-immolating is not a common incident in the Arab World where the dominant religion is Islam, 

which prohibits any act of suicide (Lesch & Haas, 2016). This situation drastically changed in 2010, 

when a young Tunisian vendor, Mohamed Bouazizi, immolated himself after Tunisian police 

confiscated the few goods he had been selling. The police justified their action by curbing illegal 

practices in the country (Anderson, 2011). This incident was the catalyst of massive protests that 

erupted across the country, leading to the deposition of the long-standing dictator, Zine El-Abidine Ben 

Ali. The 2010’s Tunisian revolution turned out to be the sparkle of what has been later known as the 

Arab Spring (AS).1 The AS waves reached Egypt where massive protests broke out in January 2011, 

paving the way for Egypt’s first revolution in decades and eventually deposing its de facto dictator 

Hosni Mubarak.  

Egypt has had a rough transition from deposing Mubarak to democratically electing its first 

post-revolution president, Mohammad Morsi, who belongs to the conservative Muslim Brotherhood, 

in 2010 (Marfleet, 2016).2, 3 Empowered by their expanding influence, the Muslim Brotherhood sought 

to expand their power by invoking the Sharia Law in the articles of the new constitution (Marfleet, 

2016). Massive protests erupted against the Muslim Brotherhood rule in 2013. Eventually, the Egyptian 

army deposed Mohamed Morsi, and announced a new transitional period of twelve months. Abdel 

                                                           
1 The AS is a set of uprisings across the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) region. The “Spring” terminology is 
an allusion to the “Spring of Nations”, which characterizes a series of political upheavals that stroke Europe in 1848. 
These upheavals stemmed from waves of democracy movements that were often liberal in nature.  
2 The Muslim Brotherhood is a transnational Islamism organization founded by Muslim scholars in Egypt in 1928 for 
the primary goal of promoting political activism under Islamic ideology. It is worth noting that Muslim Brotherhood’s 
activities are strictly prohibited in several MENA countries.  
3 The Muslim Brotherhood managed to gain a simple majority in the Egyptian parliamentary elections, making the 
Muslim Brotherhood the most powerful political party that controls both the legislative and executive powers of the 
state.  



2 

Fattah El-Sisi, the president of the Military Council became a front runner, ultimately winning the 

Egyptian presidential election in 2014.4  

Egypt was susceptible to AS movements due to an alarming unemployment level (particularly 

among young Egyptians), increasing dissatisfaction with the long-standing political regime, and 

unprecedented rises in food and energy prices (Acar & Dogruel, 2012; Winckler, 2013; Rougier, 2016). 

In spite of having an average Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth rate of around 5%, Egypt has 

constantly suffered from aggravated economic discrepancies, and rampant political oppression.5 

Costello et al. (2015) indicate that state terror, besides demands for bread, justice, and political 

opportunities, significantly contributed in igniting the AS uprisings in Egypt and in other MENA 

countries. Egypt’s susceptibility to AS movements was also fueled by the dismal job that the 

government has been doing in serving the population, especially young people (Winckler, 2013; Verme 

et al., 2014). Devarajan & Ianchovichina (2018) shed light on the increasing pre-AS dissatisfaction 

with the quality of public services, the shortage of formal‐sector jobs, and corruption. They underline 

that the old social contract was already broken on the eve of the AS.6  

The youth of Egypt played a vital role through the AS event (LaGraffe, 2012; Paciello & Pioppi, 

2016; UNDP, 2016). Hoffman & Jamal (2012) describe the AS event as a youth rebellion against the 

political status quo and unemployment. They indicate that the participating young Egyptians in the AS 

uprisings are often characterized as being less religious and more likely to be unemployed, but they 

may not necessarily hold secularist inclinations and dissatisfaction with the old authoritarian regime. 

Bayat (2013) finds that the participants in the AS uprisings came from different ideological and 

                                                           
4 The contemporary history of Egypt is full of turning points (see El-Samman, 2012). Also, see Frisch (2013) and 
Hamid (2014) for an overview of Egypt’s politics and political structure.  
5 Hassine (2015) notes that there is a considerable variation in income level and income inequality across the AS 
countries, with Egypt standing at a comparatively low-income low-inequality position. It is therefore difficult to 
determine whether there exists a causal effect of income inequality on the occurrence of AS uprisings.  
6 Glasius & Pleyers (2013) note that contemporary waves of uprisings, including the AS movements, are often 
characterized by demands for democracy, social justice, and dignity.  
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political backgrounds, including pious Muslims, secularists, and nationalists.7 He also underlines that 

many young participants displayed religious rituals through the uprisings, without the intention to 

Islamize the revolution. Sayed (2013) characterizes the young Egyptians who enthusiastically 

participated in the revolution, as being less likely to join liberal political parties. This is because these 

parties are often perceived to be non-transparent and lacking a clear political mandate. Acemoglu et al. 

(2017) indicate that the AS protests were primarily organized by middle-class young Egyptians,8 and 

that the AS event led to a redistribution of political power and eventually mattered for the economic 

outcome as expressed through the curtailment of politically-connected firms in Egypt.  

Campante & Chor (2012) link the AS event to the “youth bulge”,9 which accompanied increases 

in educated individuals and diploma-holders facing low economic opportunities.10 They note that 

inadequate opportunities for well-educated youth tend to accelerate political incidents, such as regime 

instability and political change.11 Mulderig (2013) indicates that young Egyptians harboured 

frustrations due to significant obstacles in fulfilling the social contract of adulthood (e.g., education, 

employment, and marriage/family formation), eventually motivating them to get engaged in 

resentment-driven protests. Also, Rougier (2016) implies that the AS uprisings were motivated by the 

growing wedge between youth’s aspirations to climb the social ladder and the narrow economic 

opportunities that resulted from a slow structural change in the economy and from the inadequate 

                                                           
7 Abdelrahman (2009) points out the pre-AS collaboration between various political groups with differing political 
ideologies in forming an opposition front vis-à-vis Mubarak’s regime.  
8 Kuhn (2012) mentions that urban young Egyptians aptly used social media, promoting the collective action through 
the AS uprisings.  
9 Also, Singerman (2013) notes that the “youth bulge”, which came about with high unemployment levels and 
obstacles facing marriage, has forced young individuals to express their frustrations through the AS protests. Costello 
et al. (2015) do not find, however, a statistically significant evidence that the “youth bulge” per se is a key factor in 
stirring the AS uprisings.  
10 Karshenas et al. (2014) underline the prevalence of skills mismatch as a contributing factor to high unemployment 
levels and, hence, to the AS uprisings.  
11 In this context, Kuhn (2012) underlines the role of human development factor in reshaping the relationship between 
citizens and state, and in catalyzing the AS event.  
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performance of MENA governments in terms of development policies.12 Ghanem (2018) notes that the 

general exclusion-feeling among young Egyptians in the decision-making processes that affect their 

well-being was a supplementary factor in motivating them to participate in the AS protests.13  

Being active participants in the AS event, young Egyptians expressed their goals and aspirations 

through the AS protests, yearning for significant economic and political reforms and occasionally for 

drastic social changes. Naturally, they formed perceptions about government, public institutions, and 

political life through the pre-AS and post-AS periods.14 Several studies underline the role of socio-

economic elements and the significance of cultural and ideological factors in defining and formulating 

the perceptions of individuals about various political and social events and issues. For instance, Nogee 

& Levin (1958) inspect the determinants of political perceptions among college youth in Boston, and 

find that political attitudes and perceptions are contingent on several factors including age, religious 

affiliation, socio-economic status, parents’ political views, and political ideology. Conover (1984, 

1988) finds that group identifications15 play a significant role in formulating the perceptions of 

individuals on politics in the United States, and she explains that people identified with different groups 

tend to evaluate political issues and events from different perspectives. Granberg (1985) indicates that 

education, gender, religious association, party preference, and political ideology are important 

determinants of individuals’ perceptions on the abortion issue in the United States prior to the 1980 

presidential election. Caprara et al. (1999) examine the relationships between the characteristics of 

                                                           
12 Beck & Hüser (2012) note that education, rentier economy, economic affluence, economic liberalization, and media 
tend to substantially influence political perception and political stability, particularly among youth.  
13 Assaad & Barsoum (2007) highlight the restrictions imposed on political discourse and student activities by the 
security apparatus in Egypt over the last decades.  
14 Anderson (2011) indicates that the AS event generated a post-AS wave of political optimism among the Arab youth. 
Refaei (2015) discusses that Egyptians place more credence in voting and political participation than in violently 
changing the status quo, and that the majority of Egyptians consider political participation as being necessary to 
maintain a functional political system. He also implies that Egyptians tend to be low-spirited when it comes to the 
post-AS political system and to the prospect of any possible improvement.  
15 Conover (1984, p. 761) notes that “Most treatments of the concept of group identification incorporate the idea of a 
psychological tie to some social stratum or more formal group”.  
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Italian voters and their political party preferences, and they find that personality traits rather than the 

standard socio-economic factors (e.g., gender, age, and education) are the main predictors of political 

preferences. Also, Vecchione & Caprara (2009) find that personality traits and socio-demographic 

factors have important implications for political efficacy and political participation in Italy. Schoon & 

Cheng (2011) notice that political perceptions in the United Kingdom are often shaped by individuals’ 

family background, school motivation, cognitive ability at early age, and schooling and professional 

life in adulthood.  

This paper aims at providing novel empirical insights on the factors influencing the perceptions 

of Egyptians about the AS, by focusing on the youth population. We use a unique dataset extracted 

from the SAHWA Youth Survey, which was carried out in 2016. The perceptions of the Egyptian youth 

about the AS are depicted using various proxies, covering freedom of speech, political participation, 

political influence of citizens, corruption control, non-fear of arrest, rule of law, and economic 

performance. The dependent variables distinctively consist of pre-AS and post-AS perception 

variables. The explanatory variables are classified into two main sets. The first set includes youth’s 

socio-economic attributes, while the second set covers youth’s value-based characteristics. The 

empirical analysis is carried out using a bivariate ordered probit model, which allows to jointly examine 

the determinants of the youth’s perceptions before and after the AS event. The remainder of this paper 

is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the data and variables used through the empirical analysis. 

Section 3 displays the empirical model and discusses the econometric methodology. Section 4 presents 

and discusses the empirical results, and Section 5 provides concluding remarks and policy 

recommendations.  

 
2. Data and Variables 

We use a micro-level dataset extracted from the SAHWA Youth Survey that was carried out in 2016. 

This is a unique and rich multi-country survey conducted by the SAHWA Project, covering five major 
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MENA countries.16 The empirical analysis is implemented for a random sample of 1,970 young 

Egyptian respondents. This sample is statistically formed to be nationally representative of Egyptian 

youth aged between 15 and 29 years old. The survey is designed to randomly select a young respondent 

from each targeted household, and the analysis is carried out at the individual level.17  

The questionnaire covers a variety of themes on youth perceptions including: (1) Freedom of 

Speech (FS), which measures the level of individual and collective freedom in regards to publically 

expressing ideas, opinions, and thoughts; (2) Political Participation (PP), which reflects the extent of 

Egyptian youth participation in different types of political activities, such as elections (municipal, 

parliamentary, and presidential), and any sort of active participation in the political sphere; (3) Political 

Influence of Citizens (PI), which signifies to what extent the youth can influence the political sphere in 

Egypt through political parties (and their respective political ideologies), organizations, and 

institutions, inter alia; (4) Corruption Control (CC), which reflects the perceived control level of public 

institutions’ graft rampant, including nepotism, favouritism, and bribery; (5) Non-Fear of Arrest (NFA), 

which inversely encompasses the extent of fear of being arrested or prosecuted on political/non-

criminal grounds; (6) Rule of Law (RL), which designates the amount of confidence that the youth 

places in the efficiency of implementing the rule of law (primarily covering the prevention of crime 

and the maintenance of order) in Egypt; and (7) Economic Performance (EP), which covers the 

perception of the youth about the economic situation and about the relevant economic challenges and 

opportunities. The empirical investigation is implemented through a bivariate ordered probit model 

(discussed in the next section) to estimate the determinants of the Egyptian youth’s perceptions about 

                                                           
16 The SAHWA Project (www.sahwa.eu) is an interdisciplinary cooperative research project led by the Barcelona 
Centre for International Affairs (CIDOB) and funded by the European Commission. It brought together fifteen 
partners from Europe and Southern and Eastern Mediterranean countries to research youth prospects and perspectives 
in a context of multiple social, economic, and political transitions in five Arab countries (Algeria, Egypt, Lebanon, 
Morocco, and Tunisia).  
17 It is worth mentioning that missing data is coded as “not applicable” without distinguishing between the categories 
of “refusals”, “no answer”, and “don’t know”.  
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the AS. The aforementioned seven proxies that capture the perceptions of Egyptian youth are depicted 

as ordinal dependent variables with three discrete categories (1, 2, and 3), where a higher value reflects 

a more favourable perception.  

The explanatory variables used in the regressions are classified into two main sets. The first set 

includes basic socio-economic attributes of the respondents. It covers gender (Male), which is a binary 

variable that equals one for the corresponding respondent and that equals zero otherwise, Age that is 

defined in years, and Income that is defined in terms of the monthly salary in US dollars. This set also 

covers education, which is captured through three binary variables: i) No Education, that equals one if 

the respondent did not receive any sort of formal education and that equals zero otherwise (this is set 

as the reference education variable in the empirical model), ii) School, that equals one if the respondent 

has a pre-school, primary, or secondary education and that equals zero otherwise, and iii) University, 

that equals one if the respondent has a university degree and that equals zero otherwise. Marital status 

is introduced through the binary variable Married. The employment status of the respondent is 

controlled through the binary variable Employed. The first set of variables also comprises the binary 

variable Urban Residence, which takes into account whether the respondent resides in an urban area or 

a rural area.  

The second set of the explanatory variables contains value-based characteristics of the 

respondents, covering ideologically-driven tendencies, and cultural and social values. This set includes 

the ordinal variable Secularist with three discrete categories (0, 1, and 2), where a higher value indicates 

a more favourable perception about separating religion/religious institutions and state/governmental 

institutions, and that public activities and decisions, especially political ones, should not be influenced 

by religious beliefs or practices. The ordinal variable Gender Equality Proponent with three discrete 

categories (0, 1, and 2) reflects the tendency to place credence in gender equality, taking a higher value 

when the respondent favours equality between men and women in the society. Non-Traditionalist is a 
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binary variable that reflects beliefs in the applicability of modern values against more traditional social 

norms and rules. It equals one if the respondent indicates that tradition (in terms of following the norms 

and rules established by society and religion) is not important, and it equals zero otherwise.  

The second set also covers cultural self-identity perceptions of the respondents. The following 

binary variables of self-identity perceptions are included in the empirical model: Global when the 

respondent claims to culturally belong to the global/international community), Arab when the 

respondent claims to culturally belong to the Arab world, and Islamic when the respondent claims to 

culturally belong to the Islamic Ummah (i.e., Islamic community). These self-identity perception 

variables are not mutually exclusive (for example, the respondent can be simultaneously self-identified 

as culturally belonging to the Arab world and to the Islamic Ummah). The reference individual is the 

Egyptian respondent who is not self-identified by either of these categories. Finally, the ordinal variable 

Ambitious with four discrete ordinal categories (0, 1, 2, and 3) characterizes the respondents’ 

aspirations in terms of the importance of being innovative and prosperous in the society, and it could 

coarsely overlap with the entrepreneurial tendencies of the respondents.  

Table 1 presents descriptive statistics of the dependent variables before and after the AS. These 

statistics show that the majority of the respondents have generally reported unfavourable perceptions 

through the pre-AS period. They also reveal some improvements in the perceptions of the Egyptian 

youth in the post-AS period, particularly through the variables Freedom of Speech, Political 

Participation, and Rule of Law, where 45%, 44%, and 48% of the surveyed individuals reported highly 

favourable perceptions (i.e., category 3), respectively. Meanwhile, the statistics generally reflect less 

favourable perceptions about Political Influence of Citizens, Non-Fear of Arrest, and Economic 

Performance through the post-AS period.  

Table 2 shows descriptive statistics of the explanatory variables used in the empirical model. 

The means of the ordinal variables Secularist and Gender Equality Proponent are above one (on a 
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discrete scale of 0 to 2), indicating relatively higher tendencies for respondents to be proponents of 

secularism and gender equality in the sample. Also, the descriptive statistics indicate that only 9.1% of 

the surveyed Egyptian youth claim to be non-traditionalist. The statistics on self-identity show that 

7.0% of youth perceive themselves to be global citizens, while 11.5% and 10.1% perceive themselves 

to culturally belong to the Arab world and to the Islamic Ummah, respectively. The mean of the ordinal 

variable Ambitious stands at 2.1 (on a discrete scale of 0 to 3). The descriptive statistics on the socio-

economic factors show that around half of the respondents in the sample are males, and that the average 

age is around 22 years. The mean of the monthly income is relatively low partly because it covers 

several responses of zero income (e.g., respondents who are unemployed or not participating in the 

labour market). Also, the statistics on education show that 4.9% of the respondents do not have any 

sort of formal education, while 70.5% of them have a pre-school, primary, or secondary education, and 

24.6% of them have a university education.  

 
3. Econometric Methodology 

Given the ordered nature of the dependent AS perception variables, the empirical analysis relies on the 

ordered probit model to estimate the equations. The perceptions of the surveyed individuals about the 

pre-AS and post-AS situations are expected to exhibit correlation and, therefore, the corresponding 

equations are jointly estimated using the bivariate ordered probit model, which is an extension of the 

standard bivariate probit model where the dependent categories are more than two. Let *pre
iy  and *post

iy  

depict the corresponding pre-AS and post-AS latent variables, respectively. Also, let iv  represent a 

vector that includes subjective value-based characteristics (e.g., political views/ideology, cultural 

identity, gender equality), and let is  represent a vector containing socio-economic characteristics of 

the surveyed individuals (e.g., marital status, income, education), respectively. Then, we get:  
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(1) 
* ' '

* ' '

pre pre pre pre pre pre pre
i i i i i i
post post post post post post post

i i i i i i

y v s z
y v s z

α β γ ε ε

α β γ ε ε

 = + + + = +


= + + + = +
   

where preβ , postβ , preγ ,  and postγ  are the vectors of parameters, and where pre
iε  and post

iε  follow a 

bivariate standard normal distribution. The latent variables are converted into observable categorical 

variables pre
iy  and post

iy  with discrete ordinal values of 1, 2, and 3. Letting the threshold levels in the 

pre-AS equation be denoted by 1
preζ  and 2

preζ , and letting those in the post-AS equation be denoted by 

1
postζ  and 2

postζ , we get:  

(2) 

*
1

*
1 2

*
2

1
2
3

pre pre
i

pre pre pre pre
i i

pre pre
i
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y if y
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ζ ζ
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post post
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post post post post
i i

post post
i
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ζ

ζ ζ

ζ
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Let ( )2Φ ⋅  depict the bivariate standard normal distribution function, and let ρ  represent the 

correlation between pre
iε  and post

iε . The univariate probabilities of pre
iy a=  (with 1, 2,3a = ) and 

post
iy b=  (with 1,2,3b = ) are respectively given by:  

(3) ( ) ( ) ( )1Pr pre pre pre pre pre
i a i a iy a z zζ ζ −= = Φ − −Φ − , and 

(4) ( ) ( ) ( )1Pr post post post post post
i b i b iy b z zζ ζ −= = Φ − −Φ −  

The joint probability of pre
iy a=  and post

iy b=  is determined as:  

(5) 
( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( )
2 2 1

2 1 2 1 1

Pr , , , , ,

, , , ,

pre post pre pre post post pre pre post post
i i a i b i a i b i

pre pre post post pre pre post post
a i b i a i b i

y a y b z z z z

z z z z

ζ ζ ρ ζ ζ ρ

ζ ζ ρ ζ ζ ρ

−

− − −

= = = Φ − − −Φ − −

−Φ − − +Φ − −
 

The following log-likelihood function is maximized to estimate the parameters, including the 

thresholds and ρ  (Sajaia, 2008; Greene & Hensher, 2010; Greene, 2012):  

(6) ( ) ( )ln , ln Pr ,pre post pre post
i i i ii a b

L y a y b y a y bκ= = = × = =∑ ∑ ∑   



11 

where ( ),pre post
i iy a y bκ = =  equals one if the surveyed individual i  responded by pre

iy a=  and by

post
iy b= , and it equals zero otherwise. The estimation procedure uses the derivative of the log-

likelihood function with respect to each coefficient. The Likelihood Ratio (LR) test is implemented to 

examine the null hypothesis of independent equations (i.e., 0ρ = ) versus the alternative hypothesis of 

correlated equations (i.e., 0ρ ≠ ).18 To simplify the mathematical representation, let ( )1 221ϖ ρ= − , 

,
pre pre pre

a i i azζ δ− = , 1 , 1
pre pre pre

a i i azζ δ− −− = , ,
post post post

b i i bzζ δ− = , and 1 , 1
post post post

b i i bzζ δ− −− = . The joint marginal 

effects of a given variable in the pre-AS equation ( pre
iv ) and the post-AS equation ( post

iv ) are 

respectively determined as (Greene & Hensher, 2010; Greene, 2012):  

(7) 
( ) ( )

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( ) ( )

, , , , 1
, 2 , 1 2

, 1 , 1, 1 ,
, 2 , 1 2

Pr ,
pre

post pre post pre
i b i a i b i apre pre

i a i apre post
i i

pre v post prepost prei i b i ai b i apre pre
i a i a

y a y b
v

δ ρδ δ ρδ
φ δ φ δ

ϖ ϖ
β

δ ρδδ ρδ
φ δ φ δ

ϖ ϖ

−
−

− −−
−

    − −
   Φ − Φ
   ∂ = =    = −

∂    − −
 − Φ + Φ          
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i b i bpre post
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When the same variable appears in both equations, the two components are simply added. 

Finally, the conditional marginal effects are presented as (Greene & Hensher, 2010; Greene, 2012):  

                                                           
18 Other tests can be also used, including the Wald test and the GMM-based test of Butler & Chatterjee (1995). If the 
error terms pre

iε  and post
iε  are independent and normally distributed, the pre-AS and post-AS equations can be 

estimated using the univariate ordered probit estimator.  
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(9) 
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pre post post
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=

  

where ( ) ( ) ( ), , 1Pr pre pre pre
i i a i ay a δ δ −= = Φ −Φ . Again, the two components are added when the same 

variable appears in both equations.  

 
4. Empirical Results 

Table 3 through Table 9 show the estimated coefficients of the pre-AS and post-AS perception 

equations from the bivariate ordered probit model, and present the corresponding unconditional 

marginal effects. One notable feature of these tables is that the estimated coefficients on the variables 

associated with individuals’ socio-economic characteristics are mostly non-statistically significant with 

few exceptions. In contrast, the estimated coefficients on the value-based variables more frequently 

exhibit statistical significance in the pre-AS and post-AS equations. These results suggest that the 

perceptions of the surveyed young Egyptians are principally driven by their values and ideological 

backgrounds rather than by their standard socio-economic characteristics. Accordingly, the following 

discussion of the empirical results focuses on the value-based variables. Also, Table A1 through Table 

A4 of the Appendix display the corresponding joint marginal effects. Given that the estimated 

coefficients on the socio-economic variables are mostly non-statistically significant, these 

supplementary tables exclusively display the joint marginal effects of the value-based variables.   
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4.1. Secularists 

The estimated coefficients on the Secularist variable are positive and statistically significant in some 

pre-AS equations, and they are positive and statistically significant in all post-AS equations. These 

results imply that the perceptions of individuals who hold inclinations toward secularism on the proxied 

political and economic issues had been in some cases more favourable before the AS period compared 

to the reference less-secularist individuals. The more favourable perceptions of more secularist 

individuals are strengthened following the AS event, and prevail through all the proxies. The 

unconditional marginal effects indicate that the farthest secularist individuals (i.e., Secularist=2) and 

the least secularist (or non-secularist) individuals (i.e., Secularist=0) have equivalent perceptions on 

political participation, freedom of speech, and rule of law in the pre-AS period, ceteris paribus. In 

comparison, secularist individuals developed more favourable perceptions vis-à-vis non-secularist 

individuals in the post-AS period through these proxies. For instance, the unconditional probabilities 

of PP=3, FS=3, and RL=3 are higher by 2×5.1=10.2, 2×4.9=9.8, and 2×3.8=7.6 percentage points for 

the farthest secularist individuals compared to the least secularist individuals, respectively, ceteris 

paribus.  

Also, the unconditional marginal effects indicate that individuals with secularist inclinations 

have more favourable perceptions on political influence of citizens, non-fear of arrest, and corruption 

control in the pre-AS period, which become moderately strengthened in the post-AS period. For 

example, in the cases of the unconditional marginal effects for PI=3, FA=3, and CC=3, the results 

suggest that the perceptions of the farthest secularist individuals compared to those of the least 

secularist individuals are more favourable by 4.0, 5.1, and 4.8 percentage points in the pre-AS period, 

which increase to 7.8, 10.6, and 12.0 percentage points in the post-AS period, respectively, ceteris 

paribus. The perception of secularist individuals on the economic performance is also more favourable 

compared to less secularist individuals. For instance, the unconditional marginal effect of the farthest 
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secularist individuals on EC=3 stands at 5.6 percentage points in the pre-AS period, increasing to 9.4 

percentage points in the post-AS period.  

 
4.2. Gender Equality Proponents 

The estimated coefficients on the Gender Equality Proponent variable show that the corresponding 

individuals have experienced improvements in some of their perceptions on gender equality status in 

Egypt following the AS event. For instance, the unconditional marginal effects of the gender equality 

variable on political participation and political influence of citizens do not exhibit statistical 

significance in the pre-AS period, indicating statistically equivalent perceptions of gender equality 

proponents and those of other individuals with lower inclinations toward gender equality. In contrast, 

these marginal effects become positive and statistically significant in the post-AS period. The 

unconditional probabilities of PP=3 and PI=3 for individuals expressing the strongest adherence to the 

gender equality principle (i.e., Gender Equality Proponent=2) are higher by 2×8.0=16.0 and 2×2.8=5.6 

percentage points compared to individuals expressing the weakest adherence to the gender equality 

principle (i.e., Gender Equality Proponent=0), respectively, ceteris paribus.19  

The estimated coefficients in both the pre-AS and the post-AS equations are not statistically 

significant in the cases of freedom of speech, rule of law, corruption control, and economic 

performance. These results indicate that the perceptions of individuals belonging to the different 

categories of gender equality adherence levels are statistically equivalent in both the pre-AS and the 

post-AS periods. The results also indicate that individuals who are adherent to the gender equality 

principle tend to fear less political/non-criminal arrest compared to those that are less adherent to this 

                                                           
19 Al-Ali (2012) underlines the significant role of women in the AS uprisings, which naturally tends to stimulate 
moves toward gender equality. Our results highlighting improvements in the perceptions of gender equality 
proponents in the post-AS period are arguably consistent with these initial observations. Also, Moghadam (2013, 
2014) concludes that genuine AS-related social transformations and democratization in the MENA region is not 
feasible without effective participation of women in the economy and in politics.  
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principle. For instance, the unconditional marginal effect for NFA=3 indicates that individuals 

expressing the strongest adherence to the gender equality principle have more favourable perceptions 

by 4.6 percentage points in the pre-AS period, that increase to 8.8 percentage points in the post-AS 

period, ceteris paribus.  

 
4.3. Non-Traditionalists 

The estimated coefficients on the Non-Traditionalist variable are found to be negative and statistically 

significant at the 1% level across all the pre-AS equations. Meanwhile, those in the post-AS equations 

are found to be positive and statistically significance at the 1% level, except in the case of rule of law 

and corruption control where the corresponding estimates are not statistically significant. These results 

are consistent with the occurrence of structural changes in the traditional Egyptian society following 

the AS event. They reveal significant improvements in the perceptions of individuals who are less 

adherent (or not adherent) to Egypt’s conventional social norms and traditions (i.e., Non-

Traditionalist=1) vis-à-vis those that are more adherent to them (i.e., Non-Traditionalist=0). In the pre-

AS period, the unconditional marginal effects for PP=3, PI=3, FS=3, and NFA=3 are negative and 

statistically significant. They indicate that non-traditionalist individuals have less favourable 

perceptions on political participation, political influence of citizens, freedom of speech, and living 

without fear of political/non-criminal arrest compared to traditionalist individuals by 9.5, 5.7, 11.4, and 

7.0 percentage points, respectively, ceteris paribus. In the post-AS period, the corresponding marginal 

effects become positive and statistically significant, revealing that non-traditionalists have more 

favourable assessments compared to traditionalists by 6.5 9.5, 11.3, and 7.7 percentage points, 

respectively, ceteris paribus.20  

                                                           
20 In this context, Al-Ali (2012) indicates that militarized masculinity, which characterized the pre-AS Egypt, tends 
to undermine women and non-normative men. Hence, the AS uprisings, which appear to moderately reduce the 
intensity of this pre-AS feature, would arguably promote the post-AS perceptions of women and non-traditionalist 
individuals.  



16 

The unconditional marginal effects for RL=3 and CR=3 are negative and statistically significant 

in the pre-AS period, showing less favourable perceptions of non-traditionalists on rule of law and 

corruption control compared to traditionalists by 15.8 and 8.4 percentage points, respectively, ceteris 

paribus. While these marginal effects are not statistically significant in the post-AS period, they suggest 

nonetheless relative improvements in the perceptions of non-traditionalists following the AS event.  

In contrast, the perceptions of non-traditionalists on the economy are found to be less favourable 

compared to the perceptions of traditionalists in both the pre-AS and post-AS periods. The 

corresponding unconditional marginal effects are negative and statistically significant, standing at -9.9 

and -6.6 percentage points, respectively, ceteris paribus.  

 
4.4. Cultural Self-Identity 

There are three cultural self-identity variables in the empirical model, where surveyed individuals 

identify themselves by the following potential identities: (i) Arab identity (in terms of cultural 

belonging to the Arab world), which is consistent with the Arab Nationalism ideology and inclinations, 

and which is expressed through the ideology of some political parties such as, the Arab Democratic 

Nasserist Party (al-Hizb al-'Arabi al-Dimuqrati al-Nasseri) and, to some extent, by Hosni Mubarak’s 

dissolved National Democratic Party (Al-Ḥizb Al-Waṭanī Ad-Dīmūqrāṭī); (ii) Islamic identity (in terms 

of cultural belonging to the Islamic Ummah), which coarsely encompasses political Islamic 

inclinations, and which is expressed through the ideology of some prominent political parties such as, 

the Muslim Brotherhood (al-Ikhwān al-Muslimūn) and Salafist groups including the Party of the Light 

(Ḥizb al-Nūr);21 and (iii) Global identity (in terms of cultural belonging to the global/international 

community), which is typically consistent with favourable views on international integration, 

liberalism, and cultural and trade openness, and which is in conformity with the basic ideology and 

                                                           
21 Islamist parties and groups assumed varying political positions following the AS event. See Al-Anani (2012), Al-
Anani & Malik (2013), and Volpi & Stein (2015) for a review.  



17 

inclinations of some political parties such as, the Constitution Party (Ḥizb el-Dostour) founded by 

Mohamed El-Baradei, the Nobel Peace Prize Laureate.  

The estimated coefficients on Self-Identity: Arab in the pre-AS equations are found to be mostly 

positive and statistically significant at the 1% level, except in the case of non-fear of arrest (non-

statistically significant coefficient). These results indicate more favourable perceptions on Egypt’s 

political and socio-economic situations in the pre-AS period. However, the estimates reveal that these 

favourable perceptions have relatively decreased in the post-AS period. For instance, the unconditional 

marginal effects show that individuals who are self-recognized by their cultural Arab identity have 

more favourable views in the pre-AS equations on political participation for PP=3 and on freedom of 

speech for FS=3 by 14.5 and 14.8 percentage points, respectively, compared to the reference 

individuals, ceteris paribus. However, they experience a decline in the post-AS equations. These 

transformations could be driven by the post-AS political, social, and cultural changes, which could 

have relatively lessened the strength of the cultural Arab identity and/or the status of the Arab 

Nationalism ideology vis-à-vis other composite identities of Egyptians.  

The estimated coefficients on Self-Identity: Islamic in the pre-AS equations are mostly not 

statistically significant, and become negative and statistically significant in the post-AS period. These 

results could be indicative of moderate shifts that are brought about by the AS against political power 

and social values of individuals who are particularly adherent to the religion and religious principles. 

A notable illustration can be depicted through the quick rise of the Muslim Brotherhood to power 

shortly after ousting Mubarak, and by its quick and significant decline after the massive protests that 

led to the ousting of Mohamed Morsi in 2013. For instance, the unconditional marginal effects indicate 

that individuals who are culturally self-recognized by their religion and the corresponding reference 

individuals have statistically equivalent perceptions on political influence of citizens for PI=3 and rule 

of law for RL=3 in the pre-AS period. The unconditional marginal effects of the first group experience 
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relative decreases in the post-AS period, becoming negative and statistically significant at the 1% level 

and standing at -10.0 and -18.4 percentage points, respectively, ceteris paribus.22  

The estimated coefficients on Self-Identity: Global in the pre-AS equations are found to be 

mostly non-statistically significant, but they become positive and statistically significant across all post 

AS-equations. These results suggest that the AS event has relatively improved the perceptions of the 

young Egyptians who are characterized by the tendency to be associated with the global community 

and, thus, who are typically considered to be supportive of international integration of the Egyptian 

society. The unconditional marginal effects indicate that individuals who are self-recognized by their 

global association and the corresponding reference individuals have statistically equivalent perceptions 

on political participation for PP=3, political influence of citizens for PI=3, and freedom of speech for 

FS=3 in the pre-AS period. These unconditional marginal effects of globalist individuals become 

positive and statistically significant at the 1% level in the post AS-period, standing at 12.0, 9.4, and 

17.0 percentage points, respectively, ceteris paribus. Also, the perceptions of these self-identified 

globalist individuals on corruption control and economic performance experience favourable changes 

in the post-AS period as depicted through the unconditional marginal effects of 15.6 and 13.2 

percentage points for CR=3 and EC=3, respectively, ceteris paribus.  

 
4.5. Ambitious 

In the empirical model, the variable Ambitious captures the importance for the surveyed young 

Egyptians to be innovative and prosperous in the society. While this variable is not a precise measure 

of entrepreneurship, it coarsely proxies for the extent of entrepreneurial orientation. The latter normally 

prevails in a free economy, and it is often argued to be one important catalyst of economic growth 

                                                           
22 The results underlining favourable perceptions of individuals with secularist inclinations and unfavourable 
perceptions of individuals with self-recognized Islamic identity are arguably not consistent with the proposition that 
the AS turned out to be a mere transformation toward Islamism. See Totten et al. (2012) for discussion of different 
views.  
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(Wennekers & Thurik, 1999; Acs, 2006; Audretsch et al., 2006). The estimated coefficients on this 

variable indicate that ambition-oriented individuals (as defined through the empirical model) have more 

favourable perceptions vis-à-vis the reference category in the pre-AS period. However, the perceptions 

of these individuals experience a relative decline in the post-AS period, becoming equivalently 

favourable or less favourable than the perceptions of the corresponding reference group. For example, 

the unconditional marginal effects indicate that farthest ambition-oriented individuals with 

Ambitious=3 have relatively more favourable perceptions on the rule of law for RL=3 and on the 

economic performance for EC=3 in the pre-AS period by 3×5.0=15.0 and 3×7.0=21.0 percentage 

points, respectively, ceteris paribus. However, they become statistically non-significant in the post-AS 

period. Also, the relatively favourable perceptions of these individuals on freedom of speech for FS=3 

stands at 3×5.2=15.6 percentage points in the pre-AS period, but it sternly becomes negative and 

statistically significant at 3×(-4.6)=-13.8 percentage points in the post-AS period, ceteris paribus. 

These results could signify economic and political uncertainties that face entrepreneurship, and they 

could be indicative of important implications for economic growth and for the business performance 

of the private sector.23   

 
5. Conclusion  

Egypt navigated through the waves of the AS event, which generated significant political and social 

changes. Young Egyptians, who come from different socio-economic backgrounds and socio-political 

affiliations, had a vital role in the AS uprisings. As such, they naturally yearned for changes in the 

political system that allow for more political freedom and for effective participation in political life, 

                                                           
23 The empirical findings derived from the unconditional marginal effects are naturally emphasized through the joint 
marginal effects (see the Appendix). For example, in the case of favourable changes in perceptions, the joint marginal 
effects exhibit positive (or stronger positive) outcomes for the joint lower pre-AS and higher post-AS categories. 
Meanwhile, in the case of unfavourable changes, they tend to reveal negative outcomes for the joint lower pre-AS 
and higher post-AS categories.  
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and they aspired for a growing economy that suffers less from corruption. This paper aims at analyzing 

the perceptions of young Egyptians about the AS using a unique dataset extracted from the SAHWA 

Youth Survey. It lays out the research objective based on initial evidence that highlights the role of 

socio-economic elements and the significance of cultural and ideological factors in defining and 

formulating the perceptions of individuals about various political and social events and issues.  

This empirical analysis examines the pre-AS and post-AS perceptions of young Egyptians about 

the AS using various proxies that cover freedom of speech, political participation, political influence 

of citizens, corruption control, non-fear of arrest, rule of law, and economic performance. The 

explanatory variables are classified into socio-economic attributes, and value-based characteristics. 

The empirical analysis is carried out using a bivariate ordered probit model, which allows to jointly 

examine the determinants of the Egyptian youth’s perceptions before and after the AS uprisings.  

We find that social values and ideological characteristics matter substantially more than the 

standard socio-economic attributes in understanding the perceptions of young Egyptians about the AS. 

Specifically, individuals with secularist and non-traditionalist tendencies have formed more favourable 

perceptions about the changes that are brought about by the AS event compared to individuals who 

favour the involvement of religion/religious institutions in state/governmental institutions and to those 

who are adherent to the conventional Egyptian traditions and norms, respectively. Also, proponents of 

gender equality have generally formed better perceptions about the AS-related changes. The 

perceptions of individuals who are culturally self-recognized through the Arab and Islamic identities 

have mostly experienced unfavourable decline following the AS event. Meanwhile, the perceptions of 

young Egyptians who are self-recognized to be associated with the global community and, thus, who 

are typically expected to be supportive of international integration of the Egyptian society, have 

improved following the AS event. Finally, the perceptions of individuals who place importance on 



21 

being innovative and prosperous in the society have undergone a relative unfavourable decline in the 

post-AS period.  

Our empirical findings suggest significant structural changes in the Egyptian society following 

the AS event, as reflected through the relative confidence and enthusiasm of more secularist, less-

traditionalist, and more gender-proponent individuals. As such, it seems that the AS has laid down the 

basis for a (perhaps slow) social and socio-political move towards this set of values. Furthermore, based 

on the perceptions of Egyptian youth, it appears that the AS has generated unfavourable circumstances 

for the Arab Nationalism and pan-Islamism ideologies, and propitious socio-economic and socio-

political conditions for further connection with the global system. There remain significant challenges 

in the post-AS Egypt, and the outcomes from the AS-related changes could take a relatively long period 

of time to prevail. Nevertheless, the results signal that the AS may have set a path toward a significant 

transformation in the Egyptian society. Lastly, it is worth noting that the post-AS transition could be 

facilitated by easing the concerns of those young Egyptians who hold unfavourable perceptions about 

the changes that are brought about by the AS event and, thus, by promoting democracy, human rights, 

and social inclusiveness.  
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Table 1. Summary Statistics – Ordinal Dependent Variables  
 
 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) 
 Pre-Arab Spring (in %) Post-Arab Spring (in %) 
 ODV=1 ODV=2 ODV=3 ODV=1 ODV=2 ODV=3 
Political Participation 68.48 13.10 18.43 36.80 19.19 44.01 
Political Influence of Citizens 84.01 7.56 8.43 59.09 18.73 22.18 
Freedom of Speech 69.70 11.93 18.38 34.97 20.00 45.03 
Non-Fear of Arrest 76.29 12.13 11.57 53.10 20.00 26.90 
Rule of Law 57.66 17.92 24.42 30.05 21.98 47.97 
Corruption Control 77.92 10.96 11.12 48.88 18.98 32.13 
Economic Performance 69.39 12.69 17.92 50.05 22.54 27.41 

Notes: ODV denotes Ordinal Dependent Variable.  
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Table 2. Summary Statistics – Explanatory Variables  
 
 (i) (ii) 
 Mean Standard Deviation 
Value-Based Characteristics   
Secularist 1.381 0.710 
Gender Equality Proponent 1.537 0.425 
Non-Traditionalist 0.091 0.287 
Self-Identity: Global 0.070 0.254 
Self-Identity: Arab 0.115 0.319 
Self-Identity: Islamic 0.101 0.301 
Ambitious 2.104 0.980 
Socio-Economic Characteristics   
Male 0.497 0.500 
Age 22.290 3.779 
Income 19.825 44.259 
No education 0.049 0.215 
School 0.705 0.456 
University 0.246 0.431 
Married 0.642 0.479 
Employed 0.338 0.473 
Urban Residence 0.383 0.486 
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Table 3. Determinants of the Perceptions on Political Participation (PP) in the Pre-Arab Spring and Post-Arab Spring Periods (Bivariate 
Ordered Probit Model, Estimated Coefficients and Unconditional Marginal Effects) 
 
 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii) (viii) 
 Estimated Coefficients Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Pre-Arab Spring) 
Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Post-Arab Spring) 
 Pre-Arab 

Spring 
Post-Arab 

Spring 
PP=1 PP=2 PP=3 PP=1 PP=2 PP=3 

Value-Based Characteristics         
Secularist 0.040 0.128a -0.014 0.004 0.010 -0.048a -0.003b 0.051a 
 (0.042) (0.038) (0.015) (0.004) (0.011) (0.014) (0.001) (0.015) 
Gender Equality Proponent 0.060 0.202a -0.021 0.006 0.016 -0.076a -0.004a 0.080a 
 (0.041) (0.038) (0.014) (0.004) (0.011) (0.014) (0.001) (0.015) 
Non-Traditionalist -0.444a 0.163b 0.140a -0.044a -0.095a -0.059b -0.005 0.065b 
 (0.124) (0.081) (0.034) (0.013) (0.021) (0.029) (0.004) (0.032) 
Self-Identity: Global  0.039 0.303a -0.014 0.004 0.010 -0.107a -0.013c 0.120a 
 (0.113) (0.109) (0.041) (0.010) (0.030) (0.036) (0.007) (0.043) 
Self-Identity: Arab 0.483a 0.203b -0.182a 0.036a 0.145a -0.073b -0.007 0.081b 
 (0.099) (0.099) (0.039) (0.006) (0.034) (0.034) (0.005) (0.039) 
Self-Identity: Islamic -0.016 0.025 0.006 -0.002 -0.004 -0.009 -0.001 0.010 
 (0.105) (0.101) (0.037) (0.010) (0.027) (0.038) (0.002) (0.040) 
Ambitious 0.152a -0.126a -0.054a 0.014a 0.039a 0.047a 0.003a -0.050a 
 (0.032) (0.029) (0.011) (0.003) (0.008) (0.011) (0.001) (0.012) 
Socio-Economic Characteristics         
Male -0.004 0.024 0.001 -0.000 -0.001 -0.009 -0.000 0.010 
 (0.074) (0.069) (0.026) (0.007) (0.019) (0.026) (0.001) (0.027) 
Age 0.010 -0.009 -0.004 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.000 -0.004 
 (0.010) (0.009) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.000) (0.004) 
Income 0.099 0.026 -0.035 0.009 0.026 -0.010 -0.001 0.010 
 (0.071) (0.057) (0.025) (0.007) (0.018) (0.021) (0.001) (0.023) 
School -0.098 0.050 0.035 -0.009 -0.026 -0.019 -0.001 0.020 
 (0.145) (0.132) (0.052) (0.013) (0.039) (0.050) (0.002) (0.052) 
University -0.186 0.216 0.064 -0.018 -0.046 -0.079 -0.007 0.086 
 (0.155) (0.142) (0.052) (0.015) (0.037) (0.051) (0.006) (0.056) 
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Married 0.163b 0.001 -0.057b 0.015b 0.041b -0.001 -0.000 0.001 
 (0.081) (0.073) (0.028) (0.008) (0.020) (0.027) (0.001) (0.029) 
Employed -0.363 -0.031 0.123 -0.035 -0.088 0.012 0.001 -0.012 
 (0.286) (0.229) (0.093) (0.028) (0.065) (0.086) (0.004) (0.090) 
Urban Residence -0.051 0.036 0.018 -0.005 -0.013 -0.013 -0.001 0.014 
 (0.061) (0.057) (0.021) (0.006) (0.016) (0.021) (0.001) (0.022) 
Number of Observations 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 

Notes: Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The letters “a”, “b”, and “c” denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 
levels, respectively.  
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Table 4. Determinants of the Perceptions on Political Influence of Citizens (PI) in the Pre-Arab Spring and Post-Arab Spring Periods (Bivariate 
Ordered Probit Model, Estimated Coefficients and Unconditional Marginal Effects) 
 

 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii) (viii) 
 Estimated Coefficients Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Pre-Arab Spring) 
Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Post-Arab Spring) 
 Pre-Arab 

Spring 
Post-Arab 

Spring 
PI=1 PI=2 PI=3 PI=1 PI=2 PI=3 

Value-Based Characteristics         
Secularist 0.140a 0.132a -0.032a 0.012a 0.020a -0.051a 0.013a 0.039a 
 (0.053) (0.040) (0.012) (0.005) (0.007) (0.015) (0.004) (0.012) 
Gender Equality Proponent -0.059 0.096b 0.014 -0.005 -0.008 -0.037b 0.009b 0.028b 
 (0.048) (0.040) (0.011) (0.004) (0.007) (0.016) (0.004) (0.012) 
Non-Traditionalist -0.567a 0.298a 0.100a -0.043a -0.057a -0.118a 0.023a 0.095a 
 (0.157) (0.087) (0.020) (0.010) (0.011) (0.035) (0.005) (0.030) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.142 0.295a 0.031 -0.012 -0.018 -0.116a 0.022a 0.094a 
 (0.137) (0.104) (0.027) (0.011) (0.016) (0.041) (0.006) (0.036) 
Self-Identity: Arab 0.305a 0.145 -0.079b 0.028b 0.051b -0.057 0.013 0.044 
 (0.115) (0.099) (0.033) (0.011) (0.023) (0.039) (0.008) (0.031) 
Self-Identity: Islamic -0.148 -0.393a 0.032 -0.013 -0.019 0.144a -0.044a -0.100a 
 (0.127) (0.108) (0.026) (0.010) (0.015) (0.037) (0.014) (0.023) 
Ambitious 0.181a -0.047 -0.041a 0.016a 0.026a 0.018 -0.004 -0.014 
 (0.040) (0.029) (0.009) (0.004) (0.005) (0.011) (0.003) (0.008) 
Socio-Economic Characteristics         
Male 0.020 -0.056 -0.005 0.002 0.003 0.022 -0.005 -0.016 
 (0.088) (0.070) (0.020) (0.008) (0.013) (0.027) (0.007) (0.020) 
Age 0.015 -0.011 -0.004 0.001 0.002 0.004 -0.001 -0.003 
 (0.011) (0.009) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.001) (0.003) 
Income -0.033 0.081 0.008 -0.003 -0.005 -0.031 0.008 0.024 
 (0.070) (0.064) (0.016) (0.006) (0.010) (0.025) (0.006) (0.019) 
School -0.156 0.024 0.037 -0.014 -0.023 -0.009 0.002 0.007 
 (0.172) (0.135) (0.042) (0.015) (0.027) (0.052) (0.013) (0.039) 
University -0.410b 0.088 0.084b -0.034b -0.050b -0.034 0.008 0.026 
 (0.187) (0.144) (0.034) (0.014) (0.020) (0.056) (0.013) (0.044) 



31 

Married 0.060 -0.055 -0.014 0.005 0.008 0.021 -0.005 -0.016 
 (0.093) (0.074) (0.021) (0.008) (0.013) (0.029) (0.007) (0.022) 
Employed -0.090 -0.343 0.020 -0.008 -0.012 0.130 -0.035 -0.095 
 (0.282) (0.254) (0.063) (0.024) (0.038) (0.094) (0.027) (0.067) 
Urban Residence -0.071 0.039 0.016 -0.006 -0.010 -0.015 0.004 0.011 
 (0.072) (0.057) (0.016) (0.006) (0.010) (0.022) (0.005) (0.017) 
Number of Observations 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 

Notes: Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The letters “a”, “b”, and “c” denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 
levels, respectively.  
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Table 5. Determinants of the Perceptions on Freedom of Speech (FS) in the Pre-Arab Spring and Post-Arab Spring Periods (Bivariate Ordered 
Probit Model, Estimated Coefficients and Unconditional Marginal Effects) 
 
 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii) (viii) 
 Estimated Coefficients Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Pre-Arab Spring) 
Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Post-Arab Spring) 
 Pre-Arab 

Spring 
Post-Arab 

Spring 
FS=1 FS=2 FS=3 FS=1 FS=2 FS=3 

Value-Based Characteristics         
Secularist 0.033 0.125a -0.011 0.003 0.008 -0.046a -0.003a 0.049a 
 (0.044) (0.038) (0.015) (0.004) (0.011) (0.014) (0.001) (0.015) 
Gender Equality Proponent 0.000 0.032 -0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.012 -0.001 0.013 
 (0.041) (0.038) (0.014) (0.004) (0.010) (0.014) (0.001) (0.015) 
Non-Traditionalist -0.584a 0.283a 0.169a -0.054a -0.114a -0.099a -0.014b 0.113a 
 (0.129) (0.086) (0.030) (0.012) (0.019) (0.028) (0.006) (0.034) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.006 0.430a 0.002 -0.001 -0.002 -0.144a -0.026b 0.170a 
 (0.113) (0.109) (0.039) (0.010) (0.028) (0.032) (0.010) (0.042) 
Self-Identity: Arab 0.501a 0.137 -0.185a 0.037a 0.148a -0.050 -0.005 0.055 
 (0.100) (0.094) (0.039) (0.006) (0.034) (0.033) (0.004) (0.037) 
Self-Identity: Islamic -0.172 -0.149c 0.056c -0.016 -0.040c 0.056c 0.002b -0.058c 
 (0.108) (0.085) (0.034) (0.010) (0.024) (0.033) (0.001) (0.033) 
Ambitious 0.207a -0.116a -0.071a 0.018a 0.052a 0.043a 0.003a -0.046a 
 (0.033) (0.028) (0.011) (0.003) (0.008) (0.011) (0.001) (0.011) 
Socio-Economic Characteristics         
Male -0.012 0.069 0.004 -0.001 -0.003 -0.026 -0.002 0.027 
 (0.077) (0.068) (0.026) (0.007) (0.019) (0.025) (0.002) (0.027) 
Age 0.007 -0.016c -0.002 0.001 0.002 0.006c 0.000c -0.006c 
 (0.010) (0.009) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.000) (0.004) 
Income 0.020 0.089 -0.007 0.002 0.005 -0.033 -0.002 0.035 
 (0.072) (0.062) (0.025) (0.006) (0.018) (0.023) (0.002) (0.024) 
School 0.017 0.036 -0.006 0.002 0.004 -0.013 -0.001 0.014 
 (0.145) (0.137) (0.049) (0.013) (0.036) (0.051) (0.003) (0.054) 
University -0.215 0.159 0.071 -0.020 -0.051 -0.058 -0.005 0.063 
 (0.157) (0.146) (0.050) (0.015) (0.035) (0.052) (0.006) (0.058) 
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Married 0.144c -0.147b -0.049c 0.013c 0.036c 0.054b 0.004c -0.058b 
 (0.080) (0.072) (0.027) (0.007) (0.019) (0.026) (0.003) (0.029) 
Employed -0.192 -0.299 0.064 -0.017 -0.047 0.112 0.005b -0.117 
 (0.293) (0.247) (0.096) (0.027) (0.069) (0.094) (0.002) (0.095) 
Urban Residence -0.062 -0.005 0.021 -0.006 -0.015 0.002 0.000 -0.002 
 (0.063) (0.056) (0.021) (0.006) (0.016) (0.021) (0.001) (0.022) 
Number of Observations 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 

Notes: Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The letters “a”, “b”, and “c” denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 
levels, respectively.  
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Table 6. Determinants of the Perceptions on Non-Fear of Arrest (NFA) in the Pre-Arab Spring and Post-Arab Spring Periods (Bivariate 
Ordered Probit Model, Estimated Coefficients and Unconditional Marginal Effects) 
 

 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii) (viii) 
 Estimated Coefficients Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Pre-Arab Spring) 
Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Post-Arab Spring) 
 Pre-Arab 

Spring 
Post-Arab 

Spring 
NFA=1 NFA=2 NFA=3 NFA=1 NFA=2 NFA=3 

Value-Based Characteristics         
Secularist 0.144a 0.163a -0.043a 0.017a 0.026a -0.065a 0.012a 0.053a 
 (0.046) (0.039) (0.014) (0.006) (0.008) (0.015) (0.003) (0.013) 
Gender Equality Proponent 0.129a 0.136a -0.039a 0.015a 0.023a -0.054a 0.010a 0.044a 
 (0.045) (0.040) (0.013) (0.006) (0.008) (0.016) (0.003) (0.013) 
Non-Traditionalist -0.508a 0.225a 0.128a -0.058a -0.070a -0.090a 0.012a 0.077b 
 (0.141) (0.086) (0.028) (0.015) (0.014) (0.034) (0.004) (0.031) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.215 0.335a 0.060c -0.026 -0.034c -0.133a 0.015a 0.118a 
 (0.133) (0.099) (0.034) (0.016) (0.019) (0.039) (0.003) (0.037) 
Self-Identity: Arab 0.176 -0.187c -0.056 0.021 0.035 0.073b -0.015c -0.058b 
 (0.111) (0.096) (0.037) (0.013) (0.024) (0.037) (0.009) (0.028) 
Self-Identity: Islamic 0.182c -0.009 -0.058 0.022c 0.036 0.003 -0.001 -0.003 
 (0.108) (0.091) (0.036) (0.013) (0.023) (0.036) (0.007) (0.030) 
Ambitious 0.138a -0.029 -0.041a 0.017a 0.025a 0.012 -0.002 -0.010 
 (0.033) (0.028) (0.010) (0.004) (0.006) (0.011) (0.002) (0.009) 
Socio-Economic Characteristics         
Male -0.038 -0.048 0.011 -0.005 -0.007 0.019 -0.003 -0.016 
 (0.079) (0.069) (0.024) (0.010) (0.014) (0.028) (0.005) (0.023) 
Age 0.006 -0.018c -0.002 0.001 0.001 0.007c -0.001c -0.006c 
 (0.010) (0.009) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.001) (0.003) 
Income -0.004 0.058 0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.023 0.004 0.019 
 (0.068) (0.063) (0.020) (0.008) (0.012) (0.025) (0.004) (0.021) 
School 0.125 0.006 -0.037 0.015 0.022 -0.003 0.000 0.002 
 (0.156) (0.136) (0.045) (0.019) (0.026) (0.054) (0.010) (0.044) 
University -0.105 0.007 0.031 -0.013 -0.018 -0.003 0.000 0.002 
 (0.170) (0.146) (0.049) (0.020) (0.029) (0.058) (0.010) (0.048) 
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Married 0.113 -0.088 -0.034 0.014 0.020 0.035 -0.006 -0.029 
 (0.084) (0.073) (0.025) (0.010) (0.015) (0.029) (0.005) (0.024) 
Employed -0.012 -0.127 0.004 -0.001 -0.002 0.050 -0.009 -0.041 
 (0.268) (0.251) (0.080) (0.032) (0.048) (0.099) (0.020) (0.079) 
Urban Residence -0.071 0.121b 0.021 -0.009 -0.013 -0.048b 0.008b 0.040b 
 (0.066) (0.057) (0.019) (0.008) (0.012) (0.023) (0.004) (0.019) 
Number of Observations 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 

Notes: Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The letters “a”, “b”, and “c” denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 
levels, respectively.  
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Table 7. Determinants of the Perceptions on Rule of Law (RL) in the Pre-Arab Spring and Post-Arab Spring Periods (Bivariate Ordered Probit 
Model, Estimated Coefficients and Unconditional Marginal Effects) 
 

 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii) (viii) 
 Estimated Coefficients Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Pre-Arab Spring) 
Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Post-Arab Spring) 
 Pre-Arab 

Spring 
Post-Arab 

Spring 
RL=1 RL=2 RL=3 RL=1 RL=2 RL=3 

Value-Based Characteristics         
Secularist 0.036 0.095b -0.014 0.003 0.011 -0.033b -0.005b 0.038b 
 (0.040) (0.038) (0.016) (0.003) (0.012) (0.013) (0.002) (0.015) 
Gender Equality Proponent 0.061 -0.019 -0.024 0.005 0.019 0.006 0.001 -0.007 
 (0.039) (0.037) (0.015) (0.003) (0.012) (0.013) (0.002) (0.015) 
Non-Traditionalist -0.653a -0.143 0.229a -0.072a -0.158a 0.051 0.006b -0.057 
 (0.120) (0.088) (0.036) (0.015) (0.021) (0.032) (0.003) (0.035) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.125 0.194c 0.048 -0.012 -0.037 -0.064c -0.013 0.077c 
 (0.107) (0.107) (0.041) (0.011) (0.030) (0.033) (0.009) (0.042) 
Self-Identity: Arab 0.480a 0.312a -0.189a 0.026a 0.164a -0.100a -0.023b 0.124a 
 (0.096) (0.101) (0.037) (0.003) (0.036) (0.030) (0.010) (0.039) 
Self-Identity: Islamic -0.007 -0.478a 0.003 -0.001 -0.002 0.179a 0.005 -0.184a 
 (0.096) (0.106) (0.038) (0.008) (0.029) (0.042) (0.004) (0.038) 
Ambitious 0.164a 0.010 -0.064a 0.014a 0.050a -0.004 -0.001 0.004 
 (0.030) (0.028) (0.012) (0.003) (0.009) (0.010) (0.001) (0.011) 
Socio-Economic Characteristics         
Male -0.032 -0.068 0.013 -0.003 -0.010 0.024 0.004 -0.027 
 (0.071) (0.066) (0.028) (0.006) (0.022) (0.023) (0.003) (0.026) 
Age -0.009 -0.011 0.003 -0.001 -0.003 0.004 0.001 -0.005 
 (0.009) (0.009) (0.004) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.000) (0.004) 
Income -0.018 0.045 0.007 -0.002 -0.006 -0.016 -0.002 0.018 
 (0.063) (0.061) (0.025) (0.005) (0.019) (0.021) (0.003) (0.024) 
School -0.099 0.105 0.039 -0.008 -0.031 -0.037 -0.005 0.042 
 (0.142) (0.133) (0.056) (0.011) (0.044) (0.047) (0.006) (0.053) 
University -0.092 0.167 0.036 -0.008 -0.028 -0.056 -0.010 0.067 
 (0.151) (0.143) (0.058) (0.014) (0.044) (0.047) (0.010) (0.057) 
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Married 0.072 -0.013 -0.028 0.006 0.022 0.005 0.001 -0.005 
 (0.074) (0.072) (0.029) (0.007) (0.022) (0.025) (0.004) (0.029) 
Employed 0.208 -0.020 -0.082 0.017 0.065 0.007 0.001 -0.008 
 (0.255) (0.241) (0.100) (0.019) (0.082) (0.084) (0.012) (0.096) 
Urban Residence -0.127b 0.032 0.049b -0.011b -0.038b -0.011 -0.002 0.013 
 (0.058) (0.056) (0.023) (0.005) (0.017) (0.019) (0.003) (0.022) 
Number of Observations 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 

Notes: Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The letters “a”, “b”, and “c” denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 
levels, respectively.  
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Table 8. Determinants of the Perceptions on Corruption Control (CC) in the Pre-Arab Spring and Post-Arab Spring Periods (Bivariate Ordered 
Probit Model, Estimated Coefficients and Unconditional Marginal Effects) 
 
 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii) (viii) 
 Estimated Coefficients Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Pre-Arab Spring) 
Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Post-Arab Spring) 
 Pre-Arab 

Spring 
Post-Arab 

Spring 
CC=1 CC=2 CC=3 CC=1 CC=2 CC=3 

Value-Based Characteristics         
Secularist 0.142a 0.168a -0.040a 0.016a 0.024a -0.067a 0.007a 0.060a 
 (0.047) (0.039) (0.013) (0.005) (0.008) (0.016) (0.002) (0.014) 
Gender Equality Proponent -0.019 -0.009 0.005 -0.002 -0.003 0.003 -0.000 -0.003 
 (0.044) (0.037) (0.013) (0.005) (0.008) (0.015) (0.002) (0.013) 
Non-Traditionalist -0.718a -0.021 0.154a -0.070a -0.084a 0.009 -0.001 -0.008 
 (0.156) (0.090) (0.023) (0.013) (0.011) (0.036) (0.004) (0.032) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.085 0.413a 0.023 -0.009 -0.014 -0.160a 0.004 0.156a 
 (0.129) (0.108) (0.034) (0.014) (0.020) (0.040) (0.003) (0.043) 
Self-Identity: Arab 0.423a 0.334a -0.135a 0.046a 0.089a -0.131a 0.006a 0.125a 
 (0.100) (0.095) (0.035) (0.011) (0.025) (0.036) (0.002) (0.037) 
Self-Identity: Islamic 0.041 -0.397a -0.012 0.005 0.007 0.156a -0.027a -0.129a 
 (0.107) (0.102) (0.031) (0.012) (0.019) (0.039) (0.010) (0.029) 
Ambitious 0.131a -0.015 -0.037a 0.015a 0.023a 0.006 -0.001 -0.005 
 (0.035) (0.028) (0.010) (0.004) (0.006) (0.011) (0.001) (0.010) 
Socio-Economic Characteristics         
Male 0.083 -0.072 -0.023 0.009 0.014 0.029 -0.003 -0.025 
 (0.080) (0.067) (0.023) (0.009) (0.014) (0.027) (0.003) (0.024) 
Age 0.011 -0.009 -0.003 0.001 0.002 0.003 -0.000 -0.003 
 (0.011) (0.009) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.000) (0.003) 
Income 0.063 0.057 -0.018 0.007 0.011 -0.023 0.002 0.020 
 (0.074) (0.063) (0.021) (0.008) (0.013) (0.025) (0.003) (0.022) 
School 0.348c 0.025 -0.093b 0.038b 0.055b -0.010 0.001 0.009 
 (0.179) (0.141) (0.045) (0.019) (0.026) (0.056) (0.006) (0.050) 
University 0.168 -0.032 -0.049 0.019 0.031 0.013 -0.001 -0.011 
 (0.190) (0.151) (0.058) (0.021) (0.036) (0.060) (0.007) (0.053) 
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Married -0.008 -0.068 0.002 -0.001 -0.001 0.027 -0.003 -0.024 
 (0.086) (0.072) (0.024) (0.010) (0.015) (0.029) (0.003) (0.026) 
Employed -0.410 -0.136 0.109 -0.045 -0.065 0.054 -0.006 -0.048 
 (0.296) (0.254) (0.074) (0.031) (0.043) (0.101) (0.013) (0.088) 
Urban Residence -0.144b 0.158a 0.040b -0.016b -0.024b -0.063a 0.006a 0.057a 
 (0.068) (0.057) (0.019) (0.008) (0.011) (0.023) (0.002) (0.021) 
Number of Observations 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 

Notes: Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The letters “a”, “b”, and “c” denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 
levels, respectively.  
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Table 9. Determinants of the Perceptions on Economic Performance (EP) in the Pre-Arab Spring and Post-Arab Spring Periods (Bivariate 
Ordered Probit Model, Estimated Coefficients and Unconditional Marginal Effects) 
 
 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii) (viii) 
 Estimated Coefficients Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Pre-Arab Spring) 
Unconditional Marginal Effects  

(Post-Arab Spring) 
 Pre-Arab 

Spring 
Post-Arab 

Spring 
EP=1 EP=2 EP=3 EP=1 EP=2 EP=3 

Value-Based Characteristics         
Secularist 0.117a 0.142a -0.040a 0.012b 0.028a -0.057a 0.010a 0.047a 
 (0.045) (0.040) (0.015) (0.005) (0.011) (0.016) (0.003) (0.013) 
Gender Equality Proponent -0.027 -0.053 0.009 -0.003 -0.006 0.021 -0.004 -0.018 
 (0.041) (0.037) (0.014) (0.004) (0.010) (0.015) (0.003) (0.012) 
Non-Traditionalist -0.518a -0.212b 0.153a -0.054a -0.098a 0.084b -0.018c -0.066b 
 (0.130) (0.093) (0.031) (0.014) (0.019) (0.037) (0.009) (0.027) 
Self-Identity: Global  0.107 0.368a -0.038 0.011 0.027 -0.144a 0.012a 0.132a 
 (0.112) (0.094) (0.040) (0.011) (0.029) (0.036) (0.002) (0.036) 
Self-Identity: Arab 0.683a 0.083 -0.256a 0.052a 0.205a -0.033 0.005 0.028 
 (0.103) (0.099) (0.040) (0.006) (0.036) (0.039) (0.005) (0.034) 
Self-Identity: Islamic -0.157 -0.295a 0.052 -0.016 -0.035 0.117a -0.027b -0.090a 
 (0.117) (0.109) (0.037) (0.012) (0.024) (0.042) (0.012) (0.030) 
Ambitious 0.291a -0.006 -0.099a 0.029a 0.070a 0.002 -0.000 -0.002 
 (0.033) (0.029) (0.011) (0.004) (0.008) (0.011) (0.002) (0.009) 
Socio-Economic Characteristics         
Male -0.072 -0.078 0.025 -0.007 -0.017 0.031 -0.005 -0.026 
 (0.076) (0.067) (0.026) (0.008) (0.018) (0.027) (0.005) (0.022) 
Age 0.003 -0.015c -0.001 0.000 0.001 0.006c -0.001c -0.005c 
 (0.010) (0.009) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.001) (0.003) 
Income -0.065 -0.022 0.022 -0.007 -0.015 0.009 -0.002 -0.007 
 (0.063) (0.063) (0.022) (0.006) (0.015) (0.025) (0.004) (0.021) 
School -0.062 0.016 0.021 -0.006 -0.015 -0.006 0.001 0.005 
 (0.153) (0.139) (0.053) (0.015) (0.038) (0.055) (0.010) (0.046) 
University -0.156 0.003 0.052 -0.016 -0.036 -0.001 0.000 0.001 
 (0.165) (0.149) (0.054) (0.017) (0.036) (0.060) (0.010) (0.049) 
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Married 0.128 -0.035 -0.043 0.013 0.030 0.014 -0.002 -0.011 
 (0.081) (0.072) (0.027) (0.008) (0.019) (0.029) (0.005) (0.024) 
Employed 0.218 0.139 -0.076 0.022 0.054 -0.056 0.009 0.047 
 (0.254) (0.256) (0.090) (0.024) (0.065) (0.102) (0.015) (0.087) 
Urban Residence -0.274a 0.041 0.092a -0.028a -0.064a -0.016 0.003 0.013 
 (0.064) (0.056) (0.021) (0.007) (0.014) (0.022) (0.004) (0.019) 
Number of Observations 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 1,910 

Notes: Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The letters “a”, “b”, and “c” denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 
levels, respectively.  
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Appendix 
 
Table A1. Determinants of the Perceptions on Political Participation (PP) and Political Influence of Citizens (PI) in the Pre-Arab Spring and 
Post-Arab Spring Periods (Bivariate Ordered Probit Model, Joint Marginal Effects) 
 
  (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii) (viii) (ix) 
Perceptions on Political 
Participation (PP) 

(PP=1; 
PP=1) 

(PP=1; 
PP=2) 

(PP=1; 
PP=3) 

(PP=2; 
PP=1) 

(PP=2; 
PP=2) 

(PP=2; 
PP=3) 

(PP=3; 
PP=1) 

(PP=3; 
PP=2) 

(PP=3; 
PP=3) 

Secularist -0.039a -0.003 0.028b -0.005b 0.000 0.008a -0.005 0.001 0.014b 
 (0.012) (0.003) (0.012) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.006) 
Gender Equality Proponent -0.061a -0.005c 0.045a -0.008a 0.000 0.013a -0.007c 0.001 0.022a 
 (0.012) (0.003) (0.012) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.006) 
Non-Traditionalist -0.003 0.024a 0.118a -0.022a -0.010a -0.013c -0.035a -0.020a -0.041a 
 (0.026) (0.007) (0.030) (0.005) (0.003) (0.007) (0.006) (0.004) (0.013) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.080a -0.009 0.076c -0.013b -0.002 0.018b -0.015 -0.002 0.027 
 (0.026) (0.008) (0.040) (0.006) (0.002) (0.007) (0.010) (0.006) (0.019) 
Self-Identity: Arab -0.105a -0.038a -0.039 0.004 0.006a 0.027a 0.028b 0.025a 0.093a 
 (0.024) (0.008) (0.028) (0.006) (0.001) (0.007) (0.012) (0.007) (0.023) 
Self-Identity: Islamic -0.005 0.001 0.009 -0.002 -0.000 0.001 -0.003 -0.001 -0.000 
 (0.030) (0.007) (0.032) (0.006) (0.002) (0.007) (0.010) (0.005) (0.015) 
Ambitious 0.015c -0.010a -0.059a 0.012a 0.004a -0.001 0.020a 0.009a 0.010b 
 (0.009) (0.002) (0.009) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.005) 
Perceptions on Political Influence 
of Citizens (PI) 

(PI=1; 
PI=1) 

(PI=1; 
PI=2) 

(PI=1; 
PI=3) 

(PI=2; 
PI=1) 

(PI=2; 
PI=2) 

(PI=2; 
PI=3) 

(PI=3; 
PI=1) 

(PI=3; 
PI=2) 

(PI=3; 
PI=3) 

Secularist -0.060a 0.005 0.023b 0.003 0.003a 0.006a 0.006 0.005a 0.010a 
 (0.015) (0.004) (0.010) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.003) 
Gender Equality Proponent -0.024 0.011a 0.027a -0.006b -0.001 0.001 -0.007b -0.002 0.000 
 (0.015) (0.004) (0.009) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) 
Non-Traditionalist -0.060c 0.044a 0.116a -0.028a -0.009a -0.007c -0.030a -0.012a -0.014a 
 (0.034) (0.007) (0.028) (0.005) (0.002) (0.004) (0.005) (0.002) (0.005) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.087b 0.028a 0.089a -0.014a -0.002 0.004 -0.016b -0.004 0.001 
 (0.040) (0.008) (0.031) (0.005) (0.002) (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.007) 
Self-Identity: Arab -0.086b -0.005 0.012 0.011c 0.006a 0.011b 0.018c 0.011b 0.021b 
 (0.037) (0.009) (0.024) (0.006) (0.002) (0.005) (0.010) (0.005) (0.009) 
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Self-Identity: Islamic 0.141a -0.034a -0.075a 0.003 -0.005b -0.011a 0.000 -0.005c -0.014a 
 (0.039) (0.012) (0.019) (0.007) (0.002) (0.003) (0.009) (0.003) (0.004) 
Ambitious -0.006 -0.013a -0.023a 0.010a 0.003a 0.003b 0.014a 0.005a 0.006a 
 (0.011) (0.003) (0.007) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) 

Notes: Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The letters “a”, “b”, and “c” denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 
levels, respectively.  
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Appendix 
 
Table A2. Determinants of the Perceptions on Freedom of Speech (FS) and Non-Fear of Arrest (NFA) in the Pre-Arab Spring and Post-Arab 
Spring Periods (Bivariate Ordered Probit Model, Joint Marginal Effects) 
 
 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii) (viii) (ix) 
Perceptions on Freedom of 
Speech (FS) 

(FS=1; 
FS=1) 

(FS=1; 
FS=2) 

(FS=1; 
FS=3) 

(FS=2; 
FS=1) 

(FS=2; 
FS=2) 

(FS=2; 
FS=3) 

(FS=3; 
FS=1) 

(FS=3; 
FS=2) 

(FS=3; 
FS=3) 

Secularist -0.036a -0.005 0.030b -0.005b 0.000 0.007a -0.005 0.001 0.012b 
 (0.011) (0.003) (0.013) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.005) (0.002) (0.005) 
Gender Equality Proponent -0.008 -0.001 0.009 -0.001 -0.000 0.002 -0.002 -0.000 0.002 
 (0.011) (0.003) (0.013) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.005) (0.002) (0.005) 
Non-Traditionalist -0.022 0.022a 0.169a -0.026a -0.012a -0.016b -0.050a -0.024a -0.040a 
 (0.026) (0.008) (0.032) (0.004) (0.002) (0.007) (0.007) (0.004) (0.010) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.101a -0.019c 0.122a -0.018a -0.003 0.020b -0.026a -0.004 0.028 
 (0.024) (0.010) (0.037) (0.005) (0.002) (0.008) (0.009) (0.006) (0.018) 
Self-Identity: Arab -0.093a -0.041a -0.051c 0.005 0.007a 0.025a 0.039a 0.029a 0.080a 
 (0.022) (0.009) (0.028) (0.005) (0.001) (0.007) (0.014) (0.007) (0.020) 
Self-Identity: Islamic 0.062b 0.014c -0.020 0.001 -0.003 -0.013b -0.007 -0.008c -0.025b 
 (0.031) (0.007) (0.026) (0.005) (0.002) (0.006) (0.010) (0.005) (0.011) 
Ambitious 0.005 -0.012a -0.064a 0.011a 0.004a 0.003 0.026a 0.011a 0.015a 
 (0.008) (0.002) (0.010) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) 
Perceptions on Non-Fear of 
Arrest (NFA) 

(NFA=1; 
NFA=1) 

(NFA=1; 
NFA=2) 

(NFA=1; 
NFA=3) 

(NFA=2; 
NFA=1) 

(NFA=2; 
NFA=2) 

(NFA=2; 
NFA=3) 

(NFA=3; 
NFA=1) 

(NFA=3; 
NFA=2) 

(NFA=3; 
NFA=3) 

Secularist -0.070a 0.002 0.024b 0.001 0.004a 0.012a 0.004 0.005a 0.017a 
 (0.014) (0.004) (0.010) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) 
Gender Equality Proponent -0.059a 0.001 0.020c 0.002 0.004a 0.010a 0.004 0.005a 0.015a 
 (0.014) (0.004) (0.010) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) 
Non-Traditionalist -0.024 0.042a 0.111a -0.035a -0.013a -0.010 -0.030a -0.016a -0.024a 
 (0.033) (0.007) (0.028) (0.006) (0.003) (0.007) (0.005) (0.003) (0.007) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.085b 0.030a 0.115a -0.026a -0.006c 0.007 -0.022a -0.009b -0.003 
 (0.035) (0.008) (0.034) (0.007) (0.004) (0.007) (0.006) (0.004) (0.010) 
Self-Identity: Arab 0.028 -0.027a -0.057a 0.022b 0.003 -0.005 0.024b 0.008 0.003 
 (0.036) (0.010) (0.019) (0.009) (0.003) (0.006) (0.011) (0.005) (0.010) 
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Self-Identity: Islamic -0.024 -0.013 -0.020 0.013 0.005 0.005 0.015 0.008 0.013 
 (0.034) (0.009) (0.021) (0.008) (0.003) (0.006) (0.010) (0.005) (0.011) 
Ambitious -0.010 -0.011a -0.021a 0.010a 0.004a 0.003 0.011a 0.006a 0.008a 
 (0.011) (0.003) (0.007) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) 

Notes: Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The letters “a”, “b”, and “c” denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 
levels, respectively.  
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Appendix 
 
Table A3. Determinants of the Perceptions on Rule of Law (RL) and Corruption Control (CC) in the Pre-Arab Spring and Post-Arab Spring 
Periods (Bivariate Ordered Probit Model, Joint Marginal Effects) 
 
 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii) (viii) (ix) 
Perceptions on Rule of Law (RL) (RL=1; 

RL=1) 
(RL=1; 
RL=2) 

(RL=1; 
RL=3) 

(RL=2; 
RL=1) 

(RL=2; 
RL=2) 

(RL=2; 
RL=3) 

(RL=3; 
RL=1) 

(RL=3; 
RL=2) 

(RL=3; 
RL=3) 

Secularist -0.025b -0.003 0.015 -0.004c -0.001 0.008b -0.003 -0.001 0.015c 
 (0.011) (0.004) (0.010) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.009) 
Gender Equality Proponent -0.002 -0.006 -0.016 0.004 0.002c -0.000 0.005c 0.005c 0.009 
 (0.010) (0.004) (0.010) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.008) 
Non-Traditionalist 0.095a 0.053a 0.082a -0.020a -0.017a -0.035a -0.024a -0.030a -0.104a 
 (0.029) (0.008) (0.030) (0.005) (0.004) (0.009) (0.004) (0.005) (0.015) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.034 0.008 0.074b -0.015a -0.008b 0.011 -0.015a -0.014b -0.008 
 (0.027) (0.010) (0.034) (0.006) (0.004) (0.009) (0.006) (0.006) (0.022) 
Self-Identity: Arab -0.107a -0.046a -0.036 -0.003 0.003 0.027a 0.009 0.021b 0.134a 
 (0.020) (0.009) (0.025) (0.006) (0.003) (0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.028) 
Self-Identity: Islamic 0.115a -0.012 -0.100a 0.032a 0.005b -0.037a 0.032a 0.012c -0.046b 
 (0.033) (0.010) (0.022) (0.009) (0.002) (0.008) (0.011) (0.007) (0.018) 
Ambitious -0.019b -0.015a -0.030a 0.006a 0.004a 0.004 0.009a 0.010a 0.030a 
 (0.008) (0.003) (0.007) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.007) 
Perceptions on Corruption 
Control (CC) 

(CC=1; 
CC=1) 

(CC=1; 
CC=2) 

(CC=1; 
CC=3) 

(CC=2; 
CC=1) 

(CC=2; 
CC=2) 

(CC=2; 
CC=3) 

(CC=3; 
CC=1) 

(CC=3; 
CC=2) 

(CC=3; 
CC=3) 

Secularist -0.070a 0.000 0.029a 0.000 0.003a 0.012a 0.002 0.004b 0.018a 
 (0.015) (0.003) (0.011) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) 
Gender Equality Proponent 0.005 0.001 -0.000 -0.001 -0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002 
 (0.014) (0.003) (0.011) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) 
Non-Traditionalist 0.064c 0.031a 0.059b -0.029a -0.015a -0.026a -0.026a -0.017a -0.041a 
 (0.035) (0.007) (0.030) (0.005) (0.003) (0.006) (0.004) (0.002) (0.007) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.126a 0.014b 0.135a -0.019a -0.004 0.014 -0.016a -0.006c 0.008 
 (0.038) (0.007) (0.035) (0.005) (0.003) (0.009) (0.004) (0.004) (0.014) 
Self-Identity: Arab -0.149a -0.017b 0.031 0.005 0.008a 0.032a 0.013c 0.015a 0.062a 
 (0.031) (0.007) (0.027) (0.006) (0.002) (0.007) (0.008) (0.005) (0.016) 
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Self-Identity: Islamic 0.118a -0.030a -0.100a 0.020b 0.000 -0.016a 0.018c 0.002 -0.013c 
 (0.036) (0.010) (0.022) (0.008) (0.002) (0.005) (0.009) (0.004) (0.008) 
Ambitious -0.010 -0.009a -0.019b 0.008a 0.003a 0.004b 0.008a 0.005a 0.010a 
 (0.011) (0.002) (0.008) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) 

Notes: Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The letters “a”, “b”, and “c” denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 
levels, respectively.  
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Appendix 
 
Table A4. Determinants of the Perceptions on Economic Performance (EP) in the Pre-Arab Spring and Post-Arab Spring Periods (Bivariate 
Ordered Probit Model, Joint Marginal Effects) 
 
 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi) (vii) (viii) (ix) 
Perceptions on Economic 
Performance (EP) 

(EP=1; 
EP=1) 

(EP=1; 
EP=2) 

(EP=1; 
EP=3) 

(EP=2; 
EP=1) 

(EP=2; 
EP=2) 

(EP=2; 
EP=3) 

(EP=3; 
EP=1) 

(EP=3; 
EP=2) 

(EP=3; 
EP=3) 

Secularist -0.059a -0.001 0.020b -0.001 0.003a 0.010a 0.003 0.007a 0.018a 
 (0.014) (0.004) (0.009) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.005) (0.003) (0.005) 
Gender Equality Proponent 0.019 -0.001 -0.009 0.001 -0.001 -0.003 0.001 -0.002 -0.005 
 (0.013) (0.004) (0.009) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) 
Non-Traditionalist 0.138a 0.020c -0.005 -0.020b -0.014a -0.021a -0.034a -0.024a -0.040a 
 (0.035) (0.011) (0.023) (0.008) (0.003) (0.004) (0.009) (0.005) (0.007) 
Self-Identity: Global  -0.117a 0.005 0.075a -0.014b 0.003 0.022a -0.013 0.005 0.035b 
 (0.030) (0.010) (0.028) (0.006) (0.003) (0.007) (0.010) (0.007) (0.016) 
Self-Identity: Arab -0.139a -0.057a -0.060a 0.026a 0.012a 0.014b 0.081a 0.050a 0.074a 
 (0.029) (0.011) (0.019) (0.008) (0.002) (0.006) (0.020) (0.009) (0.017) 
Self-Identity: Islamic 0.111a -0.011 -0.048b 0.006 -0.006c -0.016a 0.000 -0.010 -0.026a 
 (0.039) (0.012) (0.022) (0.009) (0.003) (0.005) (0.013) (0.006) (0.009) 
Ambitious -0.043a -0.024a -0.031a 0.016a 0.007a 0.006a 0.030a 0.017a 0.023a 
 (0.010) (0.003) (0.007) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.003) 

Notes: Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The letters “a”, “b”, and “c” denote statistical significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% 
levels, respectively.  




