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ABSTRACT 

 

 

 What is the structure of democratic citizenship in the Middle East? What are the 

determinants of democratic attitudes and behaviors of the ordinary citizens under 

authoritarian regimes? Do these factors vary across gender? Now more than ever, with the 

eruption of the popular uprisings in many Arab countries, from Egypt and Tunisia to Syria, 

Libya, and Yemen- it is imperative to understand the nature as well as the limitations of 

democratic citizenship in this part of the world. Understanding the nature of democratic 

citizenship in these countries is essential not just for understanding the prospects for genuine 

democratic transition for the countries in the analysis, but most importantly, to be able to 

determine the likelihood of success of these countries to actually consolidate and sustain their 

new fragile democracies (i.e. Yemen, Libya, Egypt and Tunisia).  

 The findings of this research on democratic citizenship in the Middle East 

significantly contribute to existing literature on democratization, political behavior, and 

gender studies in the Arab world in several ways.  

 First, this study offers one of the first systematic efforts to uncover the underlying 

structure of attitudes and behaviors in one of the most understudied regions in the world. It 

explores the interrelationship between attitudinal versus behavioral dimensions of democratic 

citizenship in seven Middle Eastern countries. It focuses on investigating determinants of 

mass attitudes and behaviors in the region and on redefining what kind of democracy people 

in the Middle East support, and whether mass support for democracy is based on a procedural 

or economic basis.  



	   5	  

 Second, this study contributes to the literature on gender politics by offering a 

comprehensive understanding of the roots of gender gap in politics in the Arab world. By 

systematically testing and analyzing existing survey data in seven Middle Eastern countries, 

this study provides specific policy prescriptions regarding what really works in the context of 

the Arab world.  

 Finally, this research contributes to the literature by including context as one of the 

main explanatory variables in the study of mass democratic norms and behaviors in the 

region. Contrary to previous theories on the democratic deficit in the Middle East that have 

specifically focused attention on either cultural or structural explanations, this study offers 

different sets of explanations to explain the origin of democracy deficit. These explanations 

take into account the context as well as the peculiarities of the region.  
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Introduction 

 

 

 What is the structure of democratic citizenship in the Middle East? What are the 

determinants of democratic attitudes and behaviors of ordinary citizens under authoritarian 

regimes? Do these factors vary across gender?  

Despite housing some of the most resilient authoritarian regimes in the world, the 

Middle East has shown responses to public opinion surveys that repeatedly indicate an 

almost identical pattern of soaring levels of support for democratic government when 

compared to any other region in the world. For example, those who expressed preference for 

a democratic form of government were as much as 90 percent in the Middle East, compared 

to 56 percent of those interviewed in the latest wave of surveys of the Global Barometer1. 

The rejection of different forms of authoritarian rule in seven Middle Eastern countries was 

the highest among countries included in the latest wave of World Values surveys.    

 However, when we move our attention to mass democratic behavior and participatory 

norms in the Middle East, we find out that the region has one of the lowest rates of 

participation in almost all facets of political life. For instance, only 40 percent of 

respondents have expressed interest in politics compared to 73 percent of respondents in 

Latin America. Merely 54 percent of respondents in the Middle East reported voting in the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Please refer to: http://www.globalbarometers.org/index.htm for methodological details about the Global 
Barometer surveys.	  
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last election in their countries compared to 82 percent in Asia, for instance. This same 

pattern of political apathy is noticeable in the region when it comes to contacting 

government officials or even being members of voluntary associations. This contradiction in 

political attitudes and behaviors is fascinating and puzzling at the same time. This 

dichotomy is exactly what I aimed to study and investigate throughout this analysis. Many 

possible explanations may account for this contradiction between political attitudes and 

behaviors in the Middle East.  

First, one might argue that Arab citizens are unaware of the real meaning of 

democracy and that they are not real democrats. Thus, these citizens might simply be 

expressing support for democracy as a better form of government either because of its social 

desirability or because there is no risk related with expressing strong support for democratic 

practices. Especially given the fact that these citizens have no experience with democratic 

rule. This argument has been refuted in the Arab context, according to the latest findings of 

a number of time-series surveys showing that not only do Arabs know what democracy 

means, but they are also fully aware of its characteristics and main attributes. According to 

the “Annual State of Democracy” surveys conducted by the Center for Strategic Studies 

between 1999-2008, respondents have shown deep understanding of democracy. Over 

two-thirds of respondents defined democracy in terms of civil and political liberties versus 

security and fulfilling economic needs (Braizat 2010). 

 Another possible explanation for the disparity between political attitudes and 

behaviors in the region could be attributed to the varying nature of democratic citizenship in 

the Arab context compared to the other regions of the world. In spite of the plethora of 

studies on democratic citizenship in democratic countries, very little is known on the nature 
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of democratic citizenship in non-democratic settings, such as the Middle East. This can be 

attributed to the fact that researchers have assumed that democratic citizenship is less likely 

to exist under authoritarian rule, i.e., before the existence of a democratic state in the first 

place. In addition, previous research has mainly focused on the study of political attitudes 

and behaviors on the macro-level but very little is known about the determinants or structure 

of these mass attitudes and behaviors on the micro-level and their impact on the process of 

democratization, especially in the context of the Middle East. 

 Another possible explanation for the observed discrepancy between political attitudes 

and behavior in the Middle East might be inadequacy of the measurement and the 

operationalization of central concepts employed in previous research on the region. 

Researchers may not have used the right questions or employed adequate variables to 

measure the latent concept of democratic citizenship. This problem calls for new 

methodology and novel measures that take into account not only the peculiarities of the 

region but, more importantly, the impact of political as well as societal contexts on shaping 

mass political attitudes and behaviors, a dimension that has been consistently overlooked in 

previous studies on the democratic deficit in the region. 

 Now more than ever, with the eruption of popular uprisings in many Arab countries—

from Egypt and Tunisia to Syria, Libya, and Yemen—it is imperative to understand the 

nature as well as the limitations of democratic citizenship in this part of the world. 

Understanding the nature of democratic citizenship in these countries is essential not just for 

understanding prospects for genuine democratic transition for countries in the analysis but, 

most importantly, to be able to determine the likelihood of success in these countries to 
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actually consolidate and sustain their new fragile democracies (i.e., Yemen, Libya, Egypt, 

and Tunisia).  

 While this study provides insights on the nature of democratic citizenship a few years 

prior to Yemen’s democratic transition that took place in 2012, there are six additional 

countries in the analysis (i.e., countries that are included in the current dataset of the Arab 

Barometer)2 that have not yet witnessed any political change (Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, 

Palestine, Kuwait, and Jordan). Three of these countries are classified as Not Free (i.e., 

Jordan, Palestine, and Algeria), while three countries in this analysis are classified as Partly 

Free (Lebanon, Kuwait, and Morocco) (Freedom House 2012)3. 

  The primary objectives of this research are to address the following important 

questions:  

• To what extent does democratic citizenship exist in authoritarian regimes? 

• What is the nature of democratic citizenship in the Middle East?  

• What is the contribution of related orientations and values to the current state of 

democracy or non-democracy in these countries?  

A secondary objective of this study is to explore the gender-related variations in 

democratic citizenship in the Arab region.  

 The main significance of this research is that it sheds light on the values and 

democratic orientations of Arab citizens by using public opinion surveys conducted in 

authoritarian regimes. For many reasons, it is imperative now more than ever to understand 

the value structures of these citizens. This understanding will enable us to gauge the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Full methodological details about the World Values Surveys and the Arab Barometer, including the 
questionnaires, sampling procedures, fieldwork procedures, principle investigators, and organization can be 
found at: www.worldvaluessurvey.org.http://arabbarometer.org/	  
3	  Please refer to: http://www.freedomhouse.org.  for methodological details about classification of  political 
regimes  and detailed country reports. 	  
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potential for genuine democratic reforms in the Arab world and the possibility of sustainable 

democracies there in the light of the sweeping “Arab Spring” currently taking place in 

different parts of the Middle East. 

 

What is Democratic Citizenship? 

 

 The notion of democratic citizenship is one of the most ancient concepts in the study of 

political behavior. Since Aristotle, the meaning as well as the significance of active 

citizenship has been a contentious concept in the study of politics. Prior to crystallization of 

the concept, which has actually only taken place during the last few decades, studies about 

democratic citizenship wavered between liberal and communitarian interpretations of the 

concept of citizenship (i.e., equal political rights and the rule of law versus inherent civic 

virtues required to sustain democracy).  

 Throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, enlightenment and liberal political 

theories have contributed to the rebirth and development of the notion of democratic 

citizenship. According to Almond and Verba (1989), democratic citizenship was revived and 

acquired new meaning and significance owing to the work of political anthropology and 

social psychology as well as to the work of prominent liberal European scholars (1989, p. 16) 

throughout these two centuries. 

 According to the cultural approach in political analysis, there is a strong causal 

mechanism that explains the relationship between mass democratic attitudes and behaviors in 

society and the type of political system in which they exist. According to Almond (1970), 
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political culture consists of “cognitive, affective, and evaluative orientations to political 

phenomena, distributed in national populations or in subgroups” (1970, p. 35). 

 Meanwhile, Almond and Verba (1963, 1989) have offered one of the most 

comprehensive frameworks on application of the cultural approach in studying politics. In 

their seminal work, they offered classification of citizens in different societies of their study 

based on three dimensions: cognitive, affective, and evaluative. According to the authors, 

these classifications lead in turn to three main types of political cultures: parochial, subject, 

and participant (1989, p. 24). Out of these three types of cultures, it is the participant type of 

political culture that the authors primarily observed among established democracies, and that 

they believed to be key to stability and flourishing of these democracies. However, the 

authors argue that these rationality-activism elements should be combined with some 

opposite elements (such as some degree of government mistrust, passivity, and some degree 

of delegation) for a complete participant culture to exist.   

 Building on Almond and Verba’s (1989) cultural framework in the study of political 

phenomena, and on the rational-activist model of political behavior, many studies have 

subsequently emerged investigating these notions. Multiple studies have investigated from 

the viewpoint that democratic citizenship involves not only a mass public supportive of 

democratic practices with high levels of interpersonal trust, but a public that is rational, 

participates in politics, and possesses enough information to positively affect political 

processes in their respective countries. Scholars of political culture have measured the notion 

of democratic citizenship in developed democracies by exploring its different facets such as: 

social capital (Brehm and Rahn 1997; Putnam 2000), organizational memberships (Cliabourn 
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and Martin 2007), political capital (Uslaner 2002), interpersonal trust (Newton 2001), and 

civic engagement (Foley and Edwards 1999).   

Moving from the macro-level to the micro-level of analysis with more focus on the 

notion of democratic citizenship with both its dimensions (i.e. attitudinal and behavioral) in 

the American context, Shklar (1991) provided one of the most comprehensive definitions for 

the concept of democratic citizenship in her book, where she lists qualities as well as 

behaviors associated with active democratic citizenship: 

 

The good democratic citizen is a political agent who takes part regularly in politics 

locally and nationally, not just on primary and election day. Active citizens keep 

informed and speak out against public measures that they regard as unjust, unwise, or 

just too expensive. They also openly support politics that they regard as just and 

prudent. Although they don’t refrain from pursuing their own and their reference 

group’s interests, they try to weigh the claims of other people impartially and listen to 

their arguments. They are public meeting-goers and joiners of voluntary organizations 

who discuss and deliberate with others about the politics that will affect them all, and 

who serve their country not only as taxpayers and occasional soldiers, but by having a 

considered notion of the public good that they genuinely take to heart. The good 

citizen is a patriot (1991, p. 5). 

 

In spite of the fact that Shklar’s description seems considerably idealistic, and 

simplistic to a great extent, it is noticeable that it attempts to reconcile two main conflicting 

views on the nature of democratic citizenship: the civic virtues that citizens should possess 
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through pursuing the common good to sustain self-government versus more liberal 

interpretations of the concept including the focus on citizens’ rights and liberties under the 

rule of law.  

 It is noteworthy that this definition distinguishes between two dimensions of 

democratic citizenship. The first dimension focuses on attitudes such as feelings of affinity, 

trust, staying informed about politics, and attitudes toward the political system as a whole. 

The second dimension focuses on mass behaviors including interaction of the individual with 

his/her society and political institutions represented in many forms such as voting, 

organizational membership, interest in politics, and political trust. This dichotomy brings us 

back to Almond and Verba’s (1963) dimensions for classifying citizens in different societies 

(i.e., cognitive versus affective and evaluative). 

In addition to Shklar’s (1991) theoretical work on democratic citizenship, there has 

been a plethora of studies on the structure of mass democratic attitudes and behaviors in the 

context of developed democracies. The focus of research has varied among studying the 

impact of factual political knowledge on attitudes and behaviors (Delli, Carpini, and Keeter 

1996; Converse 2000; Zaller 1992), the relationship between popular legitimacy for the 

system and political attitudes and behaviors (Lagos et al. 2008), support for democratic 

institutions and experience with democracy (Bratton 2010; Dalton et al. 2007; Bratton et al. 

2004), and the effect of a country’s modernization and religious traditions on the nature of 

citizens’ political attitudes and behaviors (Huntington 1996; Inglehart 2000; Inglehart and 

Welzel 2003). 

 In spite of the wealth of behavioral studies geared toward understanding the 

determinants and essence of democratic norms and behaviors in developed democracies and 
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many developing democracies (Bratton 2003, 2008; Diamond et al. 1999; Almond and Verba 

1963), still very little is known about mass democratic attitudes and behaviors in non-

democratic contexts, including the Middle East. There are number of studies that have shed 

light on the mass attitudes and behaviors in the region but their focus was much narrower 

compared to what I am attempting to do in this study. For instance, (Tessler 2008, 2005, 

2003, 2002; Jamal 2002) have attempted to measure the impact of Islam on democratic 

attitudes in the region. This research confirmed that Islam has no impact on shaping mass 

democratic attitudes in the Middle East, however, they failed to offer alternative explanations 

for mass attitudes and behaviors in the region. In order to overcome the shortcomings of 

previous research and to fill the gap in the literature on democratic citizenship in the Arab 

context, this current research will focus on probing the structure of democratic citizenship in 

seven Middle Eastern countries.  

 

Why does it Matter?  

Democratic Citizenship and Democratization in the Middle East 

 

The study of political culture in general, and democratic citizenship in particular, 

draws attention to a number of the most important questions that have dominated the field of 

political science and democratization studies for decades: What are the main catalysts for 

political change? What is the role of mass political culture in determining the success and 

durability of democratic transitions? Do institutions and social structure actually shape 

political culture or is it vice versa? What factors shape and determine beliefs and values? Is 
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it a uniform/static process or an ever-changing dynamic process that varies across both time 

and contexts?  

Now more than ever, with the winds of change sweeping different parts of the Middle 

East, it is becoming crucial for scholars to understand the nature of democratic citizenship in 

the region in order to be able to assess and predict prospects for a democratic Middle East. 

 Previous research on the relationship between the political system and democratic 

citizenship in developed democracies has predominantly focused on the intersection of 

political participation and civic virtues for the functioning of a healthy democracy. 

Tocqueville’s (1976) work on the American democracy is one of the oldest and most cited 

scholarly works on the intersection of politics and democratic citizenship. The renaissance 

of the cultural approach in studying politics in general, and political behavior in particular 

following the end of the cold war, was brought about by increasing levels of citizen apathy 

toward politics and politicians in many developed democracies, along with deteriorating 

levels of interpersonal and political trust. This apathy, coupled with the failure of previous 

structural, rational choice, and institutional approaches to account for regression of many 

new democracies to authoritarianism, has given rise to a plethora of studies re-exploring the 

impact of political culture on shaping prospects for both political change and regime 

consolidation, as well as on democratic stability in established democracies.  

In this context, scholars of political culture have been divided on whether to treat 

political culture as an explanatory factor or as an outcome of a complex process, or whether 

to treat the concept as uniform or dynamic across different contexts. The majority of these 

studies have treated cultural factors as explanatory variables in their analyses (Almond and 

Verba 1963, 1989; Wildavsky 1988; Inglehart 1990; Fukuyama 1995, 1995; Putnam 1993; 
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Diamond 1995; Huntington 1996; Putnam 2000). Other studies focused on these factors as 

dependent variables (i.e., an effect rather than a cause) determined by institutions (Shklar 

2001), demand and supply for democracy (Mattes and Bratton 2007), socio-historical 

experiences (Booth and Bayer 1996), levels of interpersonal trust (Seligman 1997; Newton 

2007), or experiences with democracy (Muller and Seligson 1994; Seligson 2002). 

When it comes to developing democracies, democratization studies have focused on 

the role played by cultural factors, not only in the success of democratic transitions but, more 

importantly, in the consolidation and survival of these new fragile democracies. Triggered by 

the collapse of many new democracies in the 1990s and their reversion to authoritarianism, 

scholars re-evaluated what they knew about the cultural and social prerequisites of 

democracies in dissimilar contexts. Building on the theoretical foundation of the cultural 

approach proposed by Almond and Verba (1963) and Pye (1965) and further elaborated by 

Inglehart (1988, 1990), Diamond (1999, 2010, 2012), and Mainwaring (1999), scholars have 

concluded that viability of democratic institutions, especially during periods of transition, is 

largely determined by such citizen attitudes as belief in one’s ability to influence political 

decisions, feelings of positive affect for the political system in addition to the basic rejection 

of authoritarian forms of government. Put another way, scholars have argued that countries 

with higher levels of civic attitudes are more likely to adopt and sustain democracy over time 

compared to countries with lower levels of these attitudes, regardless of socio-economic 

factors such as level of economic development. This point was confirmed by Lipset (1995), 

who argued that a democracy without a democratic political culture is extremely fragile, and 

is susceptible to ‘reverse waves’ bringing the country back to authoritarianism.  
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 In a similar vein, Robert Dahl stated: “Unless a substantial majority of citizens prefer 

democracy and its political institutions to any nondemocratic alternative and support political 

leaders who uphold democratic practices, democracy is unlikely to survive its inevitable 

crises” (Dahl 1998, p. 158). Another group of scholars (Diamond et al. 1999; Jackman and 

Miller 1996a, 1996b, 1998) have argued that the acceptance by the citizenry and political 

elites of the principles of freedom of speech, religion, media, human rights, tolerance for 

diverse groups, and freedom of expression is essential not only to allow a democracy to 

emerge, but also to withstand the tests of time, political conflict, and crises.  

Most recently, empirical evidence from cross-national evaluations of the correlates of 

democracy in developing democracies has shown that cultural factors appear more important 

than economic factors for survival and sustainability of developing democracies. Thus, as 

summarized by Inglehart (2000), “Democracy is not attained simply by making institutional 

changes or through elite level maneuvering. Its survival depends also on the values and 

beliefs of ordinary citizens” (2000, p. 7). 

Despite the immediate relationship between democratic citizenship and political 

change, very few studies have explored the role of democratic citizenship in the 

democratization processes of non-democratic settings. In authoritarian contexts such as the 

Middle East, scholars used to believe that citizens in these undemocratic regimes were not 

interested in politics; that they were submissive citizens used to oppressive rule and 

practices who did not care much about democratic institutions.  

Now more than ever, with a new wave of democratization sweeping the Arab region, 

political culture studies are flourishing in an attempt to offer explanations for the so-called 

‘Arab Spring.’ In contrast to previous regional studies that have focused attention on the 
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presence of different facets of democratic citizenship in the region by looking at aggregate 

levels such as the presence of vibrant civil society, political capital, organizational 

memberships, and patterns civic engagement in the region, current regional studies have 

started to shift attention to mass political attitudes and behavior in order to understand how 

and why this shift is taking place and to predict the prospects of genuine democratic 

transition in the region.    

When it comes to understanding cultural norms and orientations in the context of the 

Middle East, the formation as well as the structure of political attitudes and behaviors in the 

region is not straightforward. This context calls attention to the need for rigorous studies 

investigating existing mass political orientations in the region. The need becomes even more 

important now, especially given the fact that many of the countries in this analysis (i.e., the 

public opinion surveys used in this study) have not experienced any democratizing 

movements so far (except for Yemen, however the prospect for a genuine democratic system 

in that country is still vague). 

 

Main Contribution of the Study 

 

 The findings of this research on democratic citizenship in the Middle East 

significantly contribute to existing literature on democratization, political behavior, and 

gender studies in the Arab world in several ways.  

 First, this study offers one of the first systematic efforts to uncover the underlying 

structure of attitudes and behaviors in one of the most understudied regions in the world. It 

explores the interrelationship between attitudinal versus behavioral dimensions of 
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democratic citizenship in seven Middle Eastern countries. It focuses on investigating 

determinants of mass attitudes and behaviors in the region and on redefining what kind of 

democracy people in the Middle East support, and whether mass support for democracy is 

based on a procedural or economic basis. In order to achieve this, I combined different 

measures for gauging support for democracy in the specific context of the Middle East that 

move beyond the individual levels of attitudinal support for democratic institutions, or what 

is referred to as a minimalist definition of democracy. 

 Second, this study contributes to the literature on gender politics by offering a 

comprehensive understanding of the roots of gender gap in politics in the Arab world. By 

systematically testing and analyzing existing survey data in seven Middle Eastern countries, 

this study provides specific policy prescriptions regarding what really works in the context of 

the Arab world. It offers insights into how to close the gap in gender inequality in the Arab 

world, specifically in the field of political behavior and democratic citizenship.  

 Finally, this research contributes to the literature by including context as one of the 

main explanatory variables in the study of mass democratic norms and behaviors in the 

region. Contrary to previous theories on the democratic deficit in the Middle East that have 

specifically focused attention on either cultural or structural explanations, this study offers 

different sets of explanations to explain the origin of democracy deficit. These explanations 

take into account the context as well as the peculiarities of the region.  

This project investigates not only the means by which citizens form their attitudes 

toward democracy, but also the impact of these democratic attitudes and expectations on the 

way citizens actually engage and participate in politics, with the ultimate goal of better 

understanding and promoting the notion of democratic citizenship in the Middle East.  
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Plan of the Study 

 

 To answer the proposed research questions, this dissertation is divided into three 

separate essays investigating the structure of democratic citizenship in the region. The first 

empirical chapter deals with the attitudinal aspect of democratic citizenship in the Middle 

East (i.e., support for democracy). It investigates determinants of democratic attitudes and 

norms, both on the micro-level and macro-level of analysis, with a special emphasis on the 

role played by mass perceptions of corruption on shaping these attitudes.  The first empirical 

chapter aims primarily at testing the competing institutional, cultural, and structural theories 

about the determinants of democratic norms in the region. The findings of this chapter 

suggest that citizens’ levels of political knowledge combined with mass perceptions of 

corruption toward their systems are the most significant determinants of democratic values in 

the Arab world. Analysis demonstrates that individual characteristics seem to outweigh the 

role of institutional and contextual factors when it comes to shaping mass democratic 

attitudes in the region. 

 The second empirical chapter of this study focuses on the behavioral aspect of 

democratic citizenship in the context of the Middle East. The chapter complements the first 

empirical chapter of the analysis in drawing a comprehensive picture of the structure of 

democratic citizenship in the region. This chapter tests the applicability of institutional and 

socio-cultural theoretical frameworks commonly used in democratic political systems for 

explaining political behavior in the Arab region. It also investigates of the impact of the 

macro-political system (i.e., regime type: presidential versus monarchical systems in the 

region) in shaping mass participatory behaviors.  
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 The findings of this second empirical chapter demonstrate that there are clear 

variations in the modes of political participation on the mass level across different regime 

types in the region. Additionally, this chapter shows that citizens’ perceptions of corruption 

in their systems are negatively related to their participation in different political processes in 

their countries, and that citizens in efficient autocracies (i.e., with controlled corruption, 

strong rule of law, and accountable channels of representation) tend to follow the western 

model of political behavior when it comes to voting and rallying for campaigns. 

 The third empirical chapter offers a more detailed analysis of gender-related 

variations in democratic attitudes and behaviors. Even after controlling for socio-economic 

status—operationalized in terms of level of education—females still seem to lag behind in 

different facets of political life. Very little is known about the causes of this political reality. 

This study aims at solving the puzzle of gender gap when it comes to democratic citizenship 

in the region. In order to achieve this goal, analyses utilize latent variable and structural 

equation group comparison models, including several socio-economic, political, and cultural 

factors on different levels of analysis.  

 The findings of this empirical chapter demonstrate that there are clear variations 

across gender in the seven Middle Eastern countries in this study. These differences are even 

more evident when it comes to political behavior. While Arab females are likely to 

participate in low-cost political activities (i.e., supporting democratic forms of government, 

voting), they are less likely to participate in high-cost political activities such as protesting 

and political campaigning.	  
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Chapter One 

 

Institutional Context, Quality of Governance, and Democratic 
Orientations in the Arab World  

 
 

 
Abstract 

 
 

 
 On what basis do ordinary people in the Arab world form their democratic 

orientations? In spite of the fact that the Middle East stands out as one of the most 

persistently authoritarian regions in the world, levels of support for democratic norms and 

practices are remarkably high compared to any other region. Using public opinion survey 

data from seven Middle Eastern countries, this paper aims to explain the determinants of 

citizens’ democratic orientations in the Middle East. This study also offers one of the first 

efforts to include contextual factors to understand the impact of context on political attitudes 

in this part of the world. Findings of this research demonstrate that citizens’ levels of political 

knowledge, combined with mass perceptions of corruption in their political systems, stand 

out as the most significant determinants of attitudes and democratic norms in the Arab world. 

Finally, individual characteristics seem to outweigh the role of institutional and contextual 

factors when it comes to shaping mass attitudes toward democracy. 
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Introduction 
 

 

 The ongoing surge of democratic transitions in the Arab world following decades of 

political and social stagnation has recently attracted much attention. The current state of 

affairs in the region underscores the need to understand the factors that shape democratic 

norms and behaviors of people in this part of the world, not only to gauge the region’s 

prospects for democratization, but most importantly to determine the likelihood of 

democratic success for these Arab countries in transition (i.e., Egypt, Libya and Tunisia). 

Mattes & Bratton (2007) asserted in the African context that “a sustainable democracy 

requires citizens who demand democracy” (p.192). The extent of this mass “demand” for 

democracy in the Arab context will be crucial in determining the likelihood of survival and 

regime consolidation of these fragile developing democracies.  

 During the last few decades, research on the Arab region has been divided between two 

main schools of thought. On the one hand, a plethora of studies has focused on the structural 

and institutional factors contributing to the democratic deficit in the Arab world, both on the 

aggregate and individual level, such as the relationship between regime persistence and oil 

(Ross 2001), the mastery of coercive tools (Bellin 2004), the absence of a single democracy 

in the region (Carothers 2009), economic patronage (King 2009), the lack of taxation (Wright 

2008), and the impact of colonization on the countries in the region (Elbadawi & Makdisi  

2011).  

 On the other hand, a different stream of thought has attempted to explain the low 

levels of “demand” for democracy in the region by focusing on cultural and societal 
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traditions (Huntington 1993, Diamond 1999) as the main impediments to establishing 

genuine democratic systems in the region. According to this view, Islam is the main 

influence that fosters non-democratic attitudes and values among Muslim populations 

(Kazancigil 1991; Fukuyama 1995; Stepan & Robertson 2010). Scholars argue that these 

conditions have led to the absence of an informed middle class and a vibrant civil society in 

the region that is essential for a liberal democracy (Gellner 1991). Other scholars even 

disputed the presence of a credible Arab population that demands or even values democratic 

rule the way citizens in other regions of the world do (Diamond and Plattner 2008; Kedourie 

1992). 

  Despite the contribution of these different schools of thought in partially explaining 

Arab political circumstances, very little is known about the determinants of democratic 

attitudes and orientations of ordinary citizens in these countries. Previous research falls short 

of fully explaining this paradox of high levels of support for democracy and persistent levels 

of authoritarianism in the region. Especially given the fact that most recent public opinion 

surveys show that the appreciation for democratic forms of rules and the civil forms of 

engagement in the Arab region has been exceptionally strong compared to any other region 

in the world (i.e., WVS 2002, Arab Barometer Data 2007).4 Even after the recent demise of 

a number of autocratic regimes, the majority of countries in the region remain untouched by 

any form of democratic transition, and uncertainty still surrounds the future of those 

countries already in transition (i.e., Egypt, Libya and Yemen). 

 The contribution of this analysis to the study of the relationship between culture and 

politics in the Arab world can be summarized in three important areas. First, this research 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4	  Full methodological details about the World Values Surveys and the Arab Barometer, including the 
questionnaires, sampling procedures, fieldwork procedures, principle investigators, and organization can be 
found at: www.worldvaluessurvey.org.http://arabbarometer.org/	  
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offers one of the first comprehensive studies of the determinants of democratic attitudes at 

the individual level using survey data from seven different Arab countries. Second, this 

research offers a unique perspective on the relationship between context and political 

attitudes in the Arab world. Scholars have repeatedly confirmed the impact of contextual 

factors—either structural or institutional—on political attitudes and behaviors in the region. 

However, this relationship has not been empirically tested in a model that simultaneously 

accounts for both individual and contextual factors. Finally, this paper aims to shed light on 

the relationship between citizens’ perceptions of corruption in their own countries and their 

level of support for democratic norms and practices. Citizens’ evaluations of their country’s 

political system, along with their relatively high levels of political knowledge, offer two of 

the most compelling explanations for support of a democratic culture in the Arab world. 

 This paper will be organized as follows. The next section outlines the main competing 

theoretical frameworks commonly referred to in the literature for explaining democratic 

attitudes and values in the Arab world.5 The third section focuses on alternative explanations 

for mass democratic attitudes in the region, such as mass perceptions of corruption and their 

hypothesized impact on democratic attitudes and behaviors, and the impact of interpersonal 

trust and associational membership on democratic attitudes and norms. Section four deals 

with issues of measurement and data analysis. The last section of this paper lays out the 

results of the statistical model as well as research implications and future areas for research. 

 

 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  For	  the	  purpose	  of	  this	  research,	  the	  terms	  “mass	  democratic	  attitudes,”	  “democratic	  orientations,”	  
“support	  for	  democracy”	  and	  “democratic	  norms”	  will	  be	  used	  interchangeably.	  
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COMPETING THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS EXPLAINING THE 

DETERMINANTS OF MASS DEMOCRATIC ATTITUDES IN THE ARAB WORLD 

 
 The study of the relationship between culture and politics has dominated the field of 

comparative politics for decades, especially in the context of established democracies 

(Tocqueville 1976, Almond & Verba 1963, 1989; Inglehart 1990, 1997; Fukuyama 1991; 

1995; Putnam 1994, 2000; Diamond 1994; Huntington 1996). Moreover, many 

democratization studies reiterate the crucial role played by mass attitudes and behaviors in 

the process of regime change, as maintained by Inglehart (1990): “Democracy is not attained 

simply by making institutional changes or through elite level maneuvering. Its survival 

depends also on the values and beliefs of ordinary citizens.” (p.7).  

 Despite the emphasis on political culture in democratization theories, research 

predominantly focuses on investigating the presence or absence of specific structural and 

institutional prerequisites (Lipset 1960, Diamond 1999, Przeworski 2002) necessary for 

regime transition and consolidation while paying little attention to the contribution of mass 

democratic attitudes and behaviors to the process. As a result, very little is known about the 

political culture of citizens under authoritarian regimes, including those in the Middle East.  

 Throughout the last few decades, three main schools of thought have dominated the 

study of mass attitudes and behaviors in the Middle East: Institutional, macro-

societal/structural and cultural frameworks. This study will focus on testing the impact of 

each of these explanations on democratic attitudes and norms in the Middle East, both on the 

micro and the macro level. Also, two alternative explanations will be presented and tested in 

this study to shed more light on these orientations. 
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Institutional Determinants of Democratic Orientations in the Middle East 

 
  Rose and Mishler (2001) draw an important distinction between the micro and macro 

institutional theories when it comes to understanding the impact of political institutions on 

shaping mass attitudes and behavior. While micro-institutional theories deal with citizens’ 

subjective evaluations of the performance of their own political institutions and the impact of 

government actions and policies on their everyday lives, macro–institutional theories focus 

on the aggregate impact of institutional structures (i.e., institutional mechanisms, economic 

performance, etc.) on mass attitudes and behaviors.  

 In line with the micro-institutional school of thought, scholars argue that political 

institutions play a crucial role in shaping mass democratic attitudes and behaviors. According 

to civic culture scholars, higher levels of trust are positively associated with higher levels of 

support for democratic forms of government (Ingelhart 1990, Putnam 1994, Brehm & Rahn 

1997, Uslaner 2005). However, scholars continue to disagree on both the direction of the 

relationship between institutional design and democratic attitudes, and on the applicability of 

this explanation in non-democratic settings. In an attempt to solve this puzzle, Jamal and 

Nourradin (2010) claim in their study that levels of trust and confidence in political 

institutions are linked to higher levels of support for democracy in established democracies 

and to less support for democracy in non-democratic settings, with a special emphasis on the 

role of political institutions in the causal chain.  

 When it comes to the macro-institutional theories in explaining mass attitudes, Rose 

and Mishler (2001) argue: “the outputs of institutions are assumed to determine individual 

responses” (p. 32). In line with this conceptualization, scholars argue that the coercive nature 

of the institutional arrangements in these authoritarian countries—in addition to the absence 
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of representative opposition parties—have virtually suppressed any prospects for change on 

the mass level, producing a dominant political culture that is apathetic to genuine democratic 

change (Bellin 2004, Jamal 2007, Ottaway & Hamzawy 2010). Furthermore, Bellin (2004) 

stresses the fact that: “A robust coercive apparatus in these states. The will and capacity of 

the state’s coercive apparatus to suppress democratic initiative have extinguished the 

possibility of transition” (p.143). Besides, the absence of a single democracy in the region 

that would pave the way for the establishment of further democracies has considerably 

contributed to the region’s exceptionalism (Diamond 1999). 

 

Structural Determinants of Democratic Orientations in the Middle East 

 
 For decades, democratization scholars focused their attention on probing the impact 

of economic factors and higher standards of living on shaping political attitudes and behavior 

(Lerner 1958; Lipset 1959, 1995; Przeworski et al, 2000). According to the modernization 

theory, higher levels of socio-economic conditions are expected to contribute to the 

emergence of a coherent, better educated middle class that is strong enough to push for 

political reforms (Rueschemeyer et al. 1992). Also, according to this view, economic 

conditions are crucial for promoting citizens’ acceptance of progressive attitudes (Pye 1990).   

 However, a closer examination of the current economic and societal conditions in the 

region shows that the modernization and the social prerequisites theories have largely failed 

to explain the persistence of democratic apathy in the region on the micro-level. Although 

most of the Arab societies experienced considerable levels of economic development during 

the last few decades, these gains did not come with tangible improvements in Arab citizens’ 
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political rights or civil liberties. This is especially true when we focus our attention on the 

oil-rich Gulf countries.  

 In this context, oil is the most cited structural factor explaining the lack of demand for 

democratic representative government in the region (Crystal 1990; Ross 2001; Diamond 

2010). Scholars argue that oil-rich countries have lower prospects for transition to democracy 

because “These rentier states depend heavily on oil and gas rents to keep their states afloat” 

(Diamond 2010: 97). This “resource curse” also negatively impacts the formation of a 

democratic state due to the lack of taxation, as maintained by Huntington (1991): “Oil 

revenues accrue to the state: they therefore increase the power of the state bureaucracy and, 

because they reduce or eliminate the need for taxation, they also reduce the need for the 

government to solicit the acquiescence of its subjects to taxation. The lower the level of 

taxation, the less reason for publics to demand representation. ‘No taxation without 

representation’ was a political demand; ‘no representation without taxation” is a political 

reality’ (p.65).  

 

Cultural Determinants of Democratic Orientations in the Middle East 

 
 Macro-cultural explanations for mass attitudes and behaviors in the region have 

dominated the democratization literature on the Middle East for decades. However, very few 

studies have systematically investigated the determinants and the nature of mass democratic 

attitudes on the micro-level (Tessler 2003; Fattah 2006; Braizat 2010). Islam is frequently 

referred to in the literature as the main impediment to democratic rule in the Middle East 

(Zakaria 2003, Volpi 2004). According to this line of research, Islam is incompatible with 

democracy due to the absence of the idea of individualism in the Islamic tradition. Scholars 
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mostly deem this specific dimension as one of the main foundations for the establishment of 

a liberal democratic state based on the separation between state and church (Huntington 

1996). Others consider Islam to be an illiberal doctrine that gives no space for liberal 

democracies to flourish (Fukuyama 2005). Attitudes such as intolerance, low levels of social 

trust, lack of religious freedom (Rowley & Smith 2008) and the subordination of women in 

the Middle East (Fish 2002), are referred to by scholars as the main cultural impediments for 

the establishment of a fully democratic Middle East. 

 On the other hand, when we shift our attention to the study of the impact of micro-

cultural factors on mass democratic attitudes, we realize that very little is known about the 

nature of these orientations in the context of the Middle East. For instance, Fattah’s (2006) 

study offers one of the first systematic explanations for micro-level variations in Muslims’ 

support of democratic norms and of political institutions in a number of Muslim-majority 

countries. In spite of the usefulness of this study, the author relies solely on factor analysis to 

explore the underlying factors affecting attitudes and behaviors such as demographics, 

impact of Islam and experience with democracy, without paying much attention to the 

interaction between these factors across the different levels of analysis or to the impact of 

context on these attitudes and behaviors.  

 Another study exploring attitudes and behaviors in the Arab World is Jamal and 

Tessler’s (2008). The authors attempt to measure the impact of these attitudes on political 

participation and on how respondents understand democracy and think about the 

democratization prospects in their countries. The main focus of the authors was to measure 

the impact of Islam on democratic attitudes and behaviors. They concluded that, in contrast 

to conventional wisdom, Islam is indeed not the reason why authoritarianism has persisted in 
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the region. In spite of the value of this study in shedding light on variations in mass 

democratic attitudes in five Middle Eastern countries, however, this research does not offer 

any alternative explanations for these variations or identify the determinants of these attitudes 

across the five Arab countries. 

 

ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS 

 In addition to the previously mentioned theoretical frameworks, I propose two 

alternative explanations that may be particularly useful for understanding mass political 

attitudes in the Arab world: the impact of mass perceptions of corruption, and levels of social 

trust and civic engagement on democratic orientations.  

 First, the “democratic learning” school of thought that has dominated the 

democratization literature during the last few decades emphasizes the notion of “Lifetime 

learning model” (Mishler & Rose 1997). According to this line of research, most of the 

attitudes and beliefs that citizens possess are mainly acquired early in individuals’ life can be 

continuously updated and even altered by subsequent experiences and influences. 

Accordingly, the impact of an individual’s perceptions of current economic conditions, 

assessment of governmental competence, and experiences with governmental authority can 

affect orientations such as support for democracy (Dalton 1994; Bratton 2004, 2007).  

 This research is specifically interested in probing the impact of perceptions of 

corruption6 on citizens’ support for democracy. Previous research on the impact of 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6	  Mass perceptions of corruption are operationalized in this study to capture the impact of citizens’ evaluations 
of their own system when it comes to corruptive practices in their societies. However, this measure is  
subjective and entirely based on the individual’s own experiences. I have avoided the use of the available 
corruption indices on the governmental level (i.e., Kaufmann Corruption Indices) for two main reasons. First, I 
am more interested in studying mass attitudes and behaviors and how they are related to democratization in the 
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perceptions of corruption on the emergence and survival of democratic systems has yielded 

mixed results. For instance, in the context of established democracies, research shows a 

negative relationship between high levels of perceptions of corruption and support for 

political systems (Dahl 1971; Anderson and Tverdova 2003) as well as with the legitimacy of 

the democratic institutions (Lipset 2000). In the case of developing democracies, research in 

the Latin American context shows that there is a strong relationship between higher levels of 

corruption and diminishing acceptance of democratic forms of government (Rose et al. 1998, 

2001). In other words, those who are personally affected by corruption are more likely to 

prefer non-democratic alternatives, a fact that is considered to be a real threat to the existence 

of a healthy democratic culture in these fragile democracies (Seligson and Booth 2009).  

 So far, in the context of the Middle East, very little is known about the relationship 

between the widespread practices of corruption in the region and mass democratic attitudes.  

The current research aims to offer insights about the impact of this relationship on shaping 

the prospects for democratic change in the emerging democracies in the region.  

 Another important concept in this analysis, besides mass perceptions of corruption, is 

the citizens’ level of political knowledge. Based on the premise that people actually learn 

from their own political experiences and assessments of the whole system, the citizens’ level 

of political knowledge stands out as one of the critical factors for gauging these mass 

attitudes and behaviors. Previous research about established democracies shows a systematic 

relationship between factual knowledge and democratic attitudes and behaviors (Delli, 

Carpini and Keeter 1993, 1996). Informed citizens are more prone to accepting democratic 

norms and orientations (Marcus et al. 1995), more likely to participate in politics in a variety 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
region. Second, due to issues of multi-collinearity, I have chosen to use solely the subjective measure rather 
than the institutional one. 
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of ways (Verba, Schlozman and Brady 1996) and also more likely to view democracy in 

procedural rather than in instrumental terms (Moreno 2002). However, when it comes to 

authoritarian regimes, very little is known about the role played by levels of political 

knowledge in shaping the democratic culture of citizens.  

 Second, previous research in established democracies on the relationship between 

trust, especially social trust, and attitudes toward democracy underscores the role played by 

these orientations not only in shaping a strong democratic political culture (Ingelhart 1997; 

Seligson 2002), but also for promoting transitions to democracy (Almond and Verba 1989; 

Diamond 1999; Zmerli and Newton 2008). In spite of the fact that many recent studies show 

little evidence of the interrelationship between social and political trust (Ulsaner 2005; 

Mishler and Rose 2005; Newton 2007), both in developed and developing democracies, 

scholars agree that, in both developed and developing democracies, higher levels of social or 

interpersonal trust are indeed associated with higher levels of democratic civic culture and 

effective democratic institutions (Almond and Verba 1963, 1989; Putnam 1993, 1995). 

 In a similar vein, studies also show a close relationship between interpersonal trust 

and the propensity for associational membership (Coleman 1990, Putnam 1993). Brehm and 

Rahn (1997) argue that the revived interest in social capital theories can be mainly attributed 

to the fact that societies with higher levels of civic engagement are found to be more capable 

of solving their collective action problems compared to societies with lower levels of social 

capital (p. 1000).  

 However, in the context of the Middle East, this relationship seems to be far more 

intricate compared to other regions of the world. On the one hand, recent research shows that 

higher levels of interpersonal trust are strongly associated with higher levels of support for 
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existing authoritarian regimes in the region (Jamal 2007, Jamal & Nourradin 2010). On the 

other hand, Jamal (2007a) argues that low levels of interpersonal trust in the Palestinian 

context are common not only among regular associational members, but also among citizens 

with strong democratic orientations. This trend can be directly attributed to the ubiquitous 

practices of corruption and clientelism in the region that bear a close resemblance to the 

Latin American context, producing almost identical attitudinal and behavioral patterns 

(Fukayama 2001). I am specifically interested in probing the relationship between 

interpersonal trust and support for democratic norms in the seven countries in this study. I am 

also interested in investigating whether the relationship between associational membership 

and democratic citizenship exists in non-democratic settings or not. 

 

DATA AND MEASUREMENT 

 
 The goal of this study is to measure the impact of these competing theoretical 

frameworks (i.e., macro- and micro-institutional, cultural and structural) and citizens’ 

perceptions of corruption on mass support for democracy in the Middle East. In order to 

achieve this goal, I test the above hypotheses using data from the Arab Barometer, conducted 

between 2005 and 2007. For this period, data from the Arab Barometer is available for seven 

Middle Eastern countries: Jordan, Algeria, Yemen, Morocco, Palestine, Lebanon, and 

Kuwait.7 

  In spite the fact that these surveys were conducted prior to the Arab Spring, the data 

in these surveys are particularly important for understanding current mass attitudes in the 

region for two main reasons. First, most of the countries in this analysis are still authoritarian 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
7	  For	  a	  complete	  description	  of	  variations	  in	  regime	  type	  across	  the	  seven	  countries,	  Freedom	  House	  
rating	  and	  other	  contextual	  variables	  used	  in	  the	  analysis,	  please	  refer	  to	  Table	  1	  in	  Appendix	  A.	  	  
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regimes, with the exception of Yemen, whose future is still unclear. These surveys are 

specifically valuable for expounding the depth of Arab citizens’ support for procedural 

democracy. Second, a closer look at the current political conditions in the Middle East—even 

after the surge of the Arab Spring in a number of Arab countries—lends evidence that there 

are a number of cultural and societal requirements that have to be present for establishing 

genuine democratic systems in the region. Sorensen (1998) argues that revolutions do trigger 

inclusiveness and stir up mass mobilization; however, these effects tend to be short-lived, 

waning quickly in the post-revolution period. Thus, I do believe that a strong demand for 

democratic systems and an enduring political culture are the only ways out of this vicious 

circle of authoritarianism. It is also worth mentioning that this data set contains a variety of 

authoritarian political systems (i.e. monarchies, presidential and partial democracies). 

 

[Table 1 About Here] 

 

MEASURING SUPPORT FOR DEMOCRACY IN THE ARAB WORLD 

 
 The main dependent variable for this study is the respondent’s level of support for 

democratic norms. One problem with many previous conceptualizations of support of 

democracy is that scholars did not pay much attention to disentangling the evaluative 

attitudes toward democracy—especially those related to economic performance and 

expectations—and those attitudes that measure the true level of citizens’ appreciation for 

democratic norms and orientations (Bratton 2001; Norris 2011). In this context, Bratton and 

Mattes (2001, 2007) refer to these previous conceptualizations of mass support for 

democracy as “instrumental versus intrinsic.” While instrumental support deals with citizens’ 
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democratic orientations as being directly associated with the delivery of sufficient economic 

and materialistic goods by their governments, intrinsic “procedural” support for democracy is 

contingent on the guarantee of basic civil and political rights as well as the fairness of the 

whole political system. Bratton and Mattes (2001) argue that in spite of the importance of the 

instrumental support for democracy, it is not enough for the survival and consolidation of 

new fragile democracies (i.e., the African context). In contrast, intrinsic support for 

democracy shows “commitment to democracy for better or worse; as such, it has the 

potential to sustain fragile political regimes even in the face of economic downturn” (p. 448).  

 In order to overcome this gap in the literature—especially when it comes to 

understanding mass attitudes in non-democratic settings- the conceptualization of the 

dependent variable in this study focuses on the “intrinsic” aspect of support for democracy 

(i.e., citizens’ ability to understand the essence of democracy).  

 This dimension aims to discern between citizens who view democracy as the best 

form of government based on economic and materialistic goods, versus those citizens who 

are “true democratic citizens” who view democracy in terms of political and civil freedoms. 

Figure 1 graphs the main dependent variable (i.e., intrinsic support for democracy) across the 

seven Middle Eastern countries in the analysis. 
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Figure 1. Support for Democracy Across Arab Countries 

 

 
 

 

 In order to operationalize this concept, I have coded responses to the following 

question: “Citizens should have the power to influence the policies and activities of the 

government.”8 (1=disagree, 4=strongly agree). A strong majority (60 percent) of the 

respondents stated that: “Citizens should have more power to influence the policies and the 

activities of the government”, while less than 40 percent fell in the least supporting 

categories. Therefore, I collapsed all of the responses supporting citizens’ empowerment into 

one single category and all other responses into another single category in order to create a 

dichotomous dependent variable. In this case, 1 represents the value for respondents who 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8	  Please refer to Appendix B for more information on the coding of the variables, as well as for 
details on the additive scales and the measurement models. 
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strongly believe that citizens should have the most impact on the government’s policies and 

activities, and zero as the value for those who want minimal citizens’ involvement.  

 

Independent Variables 

 
 The independent variables in this analysis are grouped according to whether they 

measure individual or macro-level/contextual aspects. The first set of independent variables 

tests the political learning hypothesis (i.e., perceptions of corruption and levels of political 

knowledge). First, the impact of citizens’ perceptions of corruption on democratic attitudes is 

measured using a single-item question (4 point scale) asking respondents about their attitudes 

toward the widespread corruption practices in their societies. Citizens’ perceptions of 

corruption are expected to have a strong effect on democratic attitudes in the context of the 

Middle East due to the very high levels of corruption that are exercised by the authoritarian 

regimes in these countries.  

 Second, a measure for political knowledge gauging citizens’ level of factual 

knowledge about politics (refer to Appendix A for details) was also created (2-point scale) in 

order to measure the effect of political sophistication on democratic attitudes and orientations 

in non-democratic settings on the individual level. In spite of skepticism in public opinion 

research about the relationship between levels of citizens’ political awareness and their 

political attitudes towards their system (Converse 1964; Zaller 1992), prior research suggests 

that political knowledge is consistently associated with higher support for democratic forms 

of government, higher levels of civic engagement and associational membership (Brady et el. 

1995; Norris 2000). However, this relationship has remained unexplored in the context of the 

Middle East. 
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 In order to measure the social capital theory, first a dichotomous measure for 

interpersonal trust is operationalized to measure the relationship between social trust and 

support for democracy using a single item asking respondents whether or not most people 

can be trusted. Previous research shows that higher levels of interpersonal trust in developed 

democracies are generally associated with higher levels of support for democracy and with 

more strength of democratic regimes (Inglehart 1990). However, very little is known about 

the effect of interpersonal trust on democratic attitudes in non-democratic settings such as the 

Middle East. Also, a closely related concept to interpersonal trust is citizens’ associational 

membership. Due to the fact that the Arab Barometer data does not provide detailed 

information on the type of associations, a dichotomous variable was created to test the impact 

of the respondent’s associational membership on his/her attitudes toward democracy. 

 The micro-cultural hypothesis is tested in the model by including a measure of 

religiosity on the individual level. Previous studies on the region focused on the role of Islam 

as being one of the main impediments to the establishment of democratic states in the Middle 

East (Huntington 1996; Volpi 2004). According to this line of thought, support for 

democracy should be significantly lower among more religious men and women. Thus, I 

have included a predictor that measures the individual’s religious orientation. My measure 

follows Jamal and Tessler (2008), who argue that the frequency of Quran reading is a valid 

and reliable measure of religiosity.  

 I have also included a number of independent variables in the analysis. According to 

modernization theory, higher levels of education are expected to be associated with higher 

levels of civic awareness as well as higher levels of political knowledge (Dalton 2007, 2009), 

which would eventually lead to increasing support for democracy over authoritarian 
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alternatives. Education was included as a continuous variable ranging from 1 to 7, 1 indicates 

that the respondent received primary education and 7 indicates a BA degree or higher. Other 

demographic controls were also included such as age and gender.  

 Age, in the context of established democracies, is always positively correlated with 

democratic attitudes and behaviors (Inglehart 1990; Norris 2004). Older citizens are more 

likely to be politically interested and engaged in politics compared to their younger 

counterparts. However, very little is known about the relationship between age and 

democratic attitudes in the Middle East. Also, females in the Middle East are often portrayed 

as submissive, taking no part in politics and being deprived of most of their social and 

political rights. Most recent research in the region has also shown that females are less likely 

to be supportive of democratic norms and institutions compared to their male counterparts 

(Jamal 2007). Descriptive statistics for the variables in the analysis can be found in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Summary Statistics for the Selected Countries 

Variable  Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
Support of Procedural Democracy .599 .489 0.00 1.00 
Perceptions of Corruption 1.64 0.830 1.00 3.00 
Political Knowledge 1.56 0.716 0.00 2.00 
Female 0.49 0.500 0.00 1.00 
Education 4.00 1.6 1.00 7.00 
Age 30.73 17.196 18.00 99.00 
Religiosity 2.29 1.275 1.00 4.00 
Social Trust 0.28 0.448 0.00 1.00 
Associational Member 0.18 0.388 0.00 1.00 
Rule of Law 2006 -0.27 0.584 -2.53 2.03 
Freedom House 2006 (Reversed) 4.68 0.606 1.00 7.00 
Human Development Index 2006 0.73 0.111 0.34 0.97 
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 Contextual variables for this analysis are selected to test for the impact of macro-

institutional and structural factors on democratic attitudes. In this analysis, political context is 

expected to play an important role in explaining variations in attitudes across countries in the 

Middle East, a dimension that has always been overlooked in the studies of democratic 

orientations dealing with this part of the world. A summary of the contextual factors used in 

the study can be found in Table 2. The first country-level variable is the country’s human 

development index (HDI). This measure deals with the impact of a country’s level of 

modernization based on three main criteria: life expectancy, death-at-birth rates, and income 

level. According to modernization theory, higher socioeconomic conditions in a country are 

expected to correlate with higher levels of support for democratic norms and behaviors.  

 The second country-level variable is the country’s Freedom House score (2006). This 

index, composed of a seven-point scale, has two main components, each of which ranks 

countries on two main dimensions: political freedoms and civil liberties. The political 

freedoms dimension measures the ability of citizens to participate freely in the political 

processes in their countries (i.e., voting, party affiliation, rallying, etc.). The civil liberties 

dimension focuses mainly on human rights when it comes to freedom of expression, belief, 

and personal and economic rights. Countries with scores in the range of 1 to 2.5 are 

considered “free”; countries with a score between 2.5 and 5.5 are considered “partly free”; 

and countries with scores from 5.5 to 7 are considered “not free.” I have reversed the scale 

for a more intuitive interpretation of the results, with most democratic countries having a 

score of 7 and the least democratic having a score of 1. The Freedom House measure is one 

of the most used indices in the democratization literature as it classifies countries in a 

systematic manner that allows for comparability across countries over time. 
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 The third country-level variable is the country’s 2006 Good Governance Indicator. 

This measure is conducted by the World Bank to measure a country’s macro-policy 

environment using four main dimensions: government effectiveness, control of corruption, 

voice and accountability and the rule of law. I am specifically interested in the index’s 

measure of the rule of law in these seven Middle Eastern countries, as it is closely related to 

my theory in this analysis on the impact of corruption combined with the institutional context 

on democratic attitudes and behaviors. 

 

Table 2. Socioeconomic and Political Indicators for the Seven Countries in the Analysis 

 

Country 

GDP 
2005 

(in US 
dollars) 

HDI 
(2005) 

Oil 
Rentier  
State 

Freedom 
House 
Overall  

Democracy 
Score 

  
 

Regime Type 

   

Algeria 5,254 0.698 Yes Not Free  Presidential    

Jordan 5,300 0.698 No Not Free  Monarchy    

Kuwait 40,700 0.760 Yes Partly Free  Monarchy    

Lebanon 13,100 0.739 No Partly Free  Parliamentary/Presidential     

Morocco 5,052 0.582 No Partly Free  Monarchy    

Palestine 1,269 0.641 No Partly Free  Presidential    

Yemen 2,500 0.462 No Not Free  Presidential    

 
Source: World Bank (2005), Freedom House Index (2007-2008), CIA Factbook (2007), PCBS for Palestine 
data: Housing and Housing Conditions Statistics, and Population, Housing, and Establishment Census 2007) 
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MODEL AND RESULTS 

 
 In this paper, I aim at explaining cross-national variations in democratic attitudes in 

the context of the Middle East. To achieve this goal, I will be testing the effect of contending 

institutional and cultural hypotheses on shaping democratic attitudes in the region, beside an 

array of theoretically driven predictors. Competing explanations for the determinants of 

democratic orientations in the Arab World — both on the micro and the macro level — were 

operationalized using measurement and factor analysis models and empirically tested. Thus, 

a multi-level logit model is selected for both theoretical and statistical reasons.  

 From a theoretical standpoint, pooling multilevel data structures into one large dataset 

increases the likelihood of committing Type 1 Error (Jusko and Shivley 2005) and may also 

lead to ecological fallacies (i.e., the assumption that the relationship observed on the 

aggregate level can be applied to the individual level) (Freedman 1999). Multi-level models 

are specifically useful in determining casual heterogeneity across different levels of analysis 

(Western 1998). Moreover, multi-level modeling allows the researcher to draw 

generalizations from his/her findings (Przeworski and Teune 1970; Steenbergen and Jones 

2002). 

 On the statistical level, the advantages of hierarchical models can be summarized in 

three main points. First, these models are specifically useful for estimating a dependent 

variable of interest based on the values of a set of covariates on the different levels of 

analysis simultaneously (Luke 2004). Second, these models produce more efficient results 

when it comes to the estimation of standard errors (Duncan et al. 1998). Finally, hierarchical 

models are also superior to pooled data analysis when it comes to accounting for macro-level 

variance (Steenbergen and Jones 2002). 
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 Prior to estimating the hierarchical model, statistical tests (i.e., ANOVA) were 

performed to test variation across the seven countries in the dependent variable. Also, I have 

regressed the dependent variable (i.e., support for democracy) on the individual-level 

predictors using a multivariate regression analysis (Level 1) (Luke 2004). The results are 

presented in Table 4.  

 Table 3 shows the results of the hierarchical linear model for the determinants of 

democratic norms across the seven countries in the Middle East; the model includes both 

individual level covariates as well as the contextual variables of interest. The variance 

components (i.e., the residual variance after accounting for the included variables) are 

presented at the last three rows of Table 3. Comparison of variance components across the 

three models are used to find out whether the addition of these context-level variables 

improves the explanatory power of the model when it comes to explaining cross-national 

variations in democratic orientations or not. Generally, these results show that Model 3 

performs the best when it comes to explaining variations in mass political attitudes and 

behaviors. 

 Model 1 includes only the individual level variables and serves as a baseline model 

for assessing the degree to which adding contextual variables improves the fit of the model. 

Model 1 has a variance component of .42 with a chi-square of about 97.6. The significant 

chi-square value suggests that there is a considerable unexplained variance in democratic 

norms across nations even after accounting for the micro-level predictors. Thus, even after 

controlling for individual level variables, support for democratic norms continues to vary 

systematically across nations.  
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Table 3. Multi-level Logit Model of Support for Democracy 
 
    

  Model 1   Model 2   Model 3   

Predictors Micro-Level 
Predictors   

Model 1 + 
Contextual 
Variables 

  

Random 
Intercept & 

Random 
Coefficient 

  

Perceptions of Corruption -0.236 *** -0.251 *** -0.253***  
  (0.050)   (0.058)   (0.064)   
Political Knowledge 0.180 *** 0.129 *** 0.133**  
  (0.059)   (0.078)   (0.783)   
Associational Member 0.218  ** 0.336 ** 0.329**   
  (0.088)   (0.102)   (0.102)   
Social Trust -0.127   -0.091   -0.097   
  (0.080)   (0.096)   (0.097)   
Religious 0.036   0.002   0.003   
  (0.032)   (0.036)   (0.036)   
Education 0.024   0.007   0.006   
  (0.026)   (0.029)   (0.029)   
Female 0.088   0.125   0.126  
  (0.076)   (0.086)   (0.086)  
Age -0.015 *** -0.016 ** -0.016 * 
  (0.002)   (0.003)   (0.003)   
HDI    0.320  0.396  
     (.062)   (1.34)   
Rule of Law    0.193  -0.072  
     (0.288)   (0.610)   
Freedom House Rating    -0.432 ** -1.089**  
     (0.207)   (0.717)   
Constant 1.173 *** 3.694 ** 5.426   
  (0.305)   (1.164)   (3.467)   
Random Effects            
Variance Components 0.422   0.111   0.040   
DF 6.00   6.000   6.00   
Chi-square 97.6   44.57   46.40   
Probability 0.000   0.01   0.000   
Perceptions of Corruption               .061   
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 This model also shows that the respondents’ perceptions of corruption and their levels 

of political knowledge have the largest substantive effects on support for democracy. Higher 

levels of mass perceived corruption decrease the likelihood of support for procedural 

democracy. A finding that is consistent with previous research in the Latin American context 

and other developing democracies (Moreno 2002; Anderson and Tverdova 2003). However, 

political knowledge is strongly associated with higher levels of democratic orientations and 

norms. A finding that has been confirmed in previous research in developed democracies 

asserting a positive relationship between political knowledge (i.e. political awareness, and 

political sophistication) and democratic attitudes and behaviors (Brady et el. 1995; Norris 

2000). Interpersonal trust is negatively associated with support for democracy; however, it 

fails to achieve statistical significance.  

 In contrast to the conventional wisdom among scholars that established democracies 

assert a positive relationship between generalized trust and support for democracy (Coleman 

1990; Putnam 1993; Brehm and Rahn 1997), this finding is consistent with previous research 

on the non-relationship between social trust, and political culture in non-democratic settings 

(Seligson and Brooth 2009; Jamal 2007, 2010). However, associational membership seems to 

have a strong effect on shaping mass democratic attitudes in the context of the Arab world. 

Results show that being a member of an association in the region increases the likelihood of 

support for procedural democracy.  

 Furthermore, age seems to be negatively related to support for democracy. Younger 

generations are more likely to express higher levels of support towards democracy compared 

to older age groups. This finding is consistent with the fact that the most recent uprisings in 

the region were carried out mostly by the dissatisfied youth in these countries (i.e. Egypt, 
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Libya, Tunisia and Yemen). One last finding in this model is that respondents’ level of 

religiosity does not explain their attitudes towards democracy. Despite the positive sign 

related to the religiosity variable, it fails to achieve statistical significance in this particular 

analysis. 

 Model 2 (random intercept model with contextual variables) presents the results for 

the effect of contextual variables on support for democracy. Our individual level results still 

hold even after the inclusion of institutional and socioeconomic context-level variables. 

Perceptions of corruption, political knowledge, associational membership, and respondents’ 

age are still statistically significant.   

 On the national level, current levels of democracy (measured by Freedom House 

scores) are negatively associated with support for democracy, a finding that is consistent with 

previous democratic learning studies that have shown a strong association between the age of 

a democracy and levels of support for democratic norms (Rohrschneider and Peffley 2003). 

Given the context of the Middle East, these results are consistent with prior research showing 

a negative relationship between age of democracy and democratic orientations in non-

democratic regimes due to the fact that these countries have had no experience with 

democratic governance for centuries. 

 In contrast, the second institutional variable — the rule of law — has yielded mixed 

results in both the random intercept and the random slope models. However, it fails to 

achieve statistical significance in the model as shown in the results in Table 3. I expected that 

lower levels of perceived rule of law would be associated with higher levels of support for 

democratic ideals, but this expectation was not supported in the data. 
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 Human Development Index (HDI) is statistically insignificant, implying that a 

nation’s socio-economic infrastructure does not have a direct impact on shaping individuals’ 

democratic attitudes. This finding seems to be exceptionally relevant in the context of the 

Middle East. As I have argued in the beginning of this study, modernization theory has 

considerably failed to explain the persistence of democratic apathy in the region, especially 

on the micro-level. As shown in Table 2, there are clear variations in the level of socio-

economic development in the region. Most of the Arab countries with highest levels of 

economic and societal development did not work on improving the political and civil rights 

of their own citizens.  

 Importantly, there is a substantial reduction (.30) in the variance components of this 

model compared to the individual-level model (model 1). This indicates that the combination 

of context-level variables with the individual level provides a much better fit for the data 

compared to a model that has only individual level variables. 

 Model 3 is a random intercept/random coefficient model that measures the effect of 

respondent’s perceptions of corruption across the seven Middle Eastern countries. This 

model is used as a robustness check for the superiority of the multilevel modeling in this 

specific context compared to other methodologies. Again, this model presents a better fit for 

the data with a substantial reduction in variance components of the model (.04). Meanwhile, 

citizens’ perceptions of corruption, political information and age are still the main 

determinants of attitudes towards democracy on the individual level. However, accounting 

for cross-national variations in perceptions of corruption has also shown a modest impact of 

the degree of democracy in one’s country on perceptions of corruption across-nationally in 

contrast to the previous random intercept model. 
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CONCLUSION AND FURTHER RESEARCH 

 
 The most recent developments in the Middle East sparked by the revolutions in 

Egypt, Libya, Yemen and Tunisia, followed by the collapse of one authoritarian regime after 

another show that Arab citizens’ dissatisfaction with their regimes and their desire for 

genuine political change in their countries. It is notable that, the demands of these 

revolutions, especially in Egypt and Tunisia, were essentially political ones. The eradication 

of widespread corruption, the promotion of social equality and the guarantee of freedoms 

were among the principal demands of the revolution in these countries (Moghadam and 

Decker 2014). Furthermore, the fact that citizens’ demands focused on the delivery of the 

political versus the economic goods were among the leading reasons for the considerable 

success of these revolutions in these countries.   

 In fact, the findings of this paper yield no evidence for the exceptionalism hypothesis 

recurrently attributed to the politics of the Middle East. Evidence shows that citizens in the 

seven countries in the analysis are not different from their counterparts in other developing 

democracies in Africa and Latin America in their demand and practice of democratic 

citizenship. Similar to the Latin American case, widespread practices of corruption and social 

inequalities led to powerful mass dissatisfaction which eventually ended long-lasting 

autocratic regimes.  

 Furthermore, this paper shows that political contexts do matter, especially when it 

comes to shaping democratic orientations. It also highlights the fact that previous studies 

focusing solely on individual attitudes and behaviors in this part of the world haves been 

missing an important dimension for understanding how politics work in these countries. In 

addition, this study provides further evidence that higher levels of interpersonal trust in non-
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democratic settings are not actually conducive to higher levels of support for democracy in 

contrast to established democracies where higher levels of trust are always associated with 

higher levels of civic engagement and support for democracy.  

 This paper clearly shows that the citizens’ evaluations of the performance of their 

institutions contribute to a great extent in shaping mass democratic attitudes and behaviors. 

Among the basic principles of democratic governance that have been remarkably absent in 

the politics of the Middle East during the last few decades are: the rule of law, accountability 

of these governments to their citizens and the guarantee of individual and group liberties and 

basic freedoms. The findings of this paper illustrate that Arab governments should secure the 

rule of law, combat corruption and protect individual and political freedoms or otherwise 

they will have to suffer the dissatisfaction of their own citizens and even further, the total 

collapse of their regimes, such as the case in Egypt and Tunisia. As many international 

organizations such as the World Bank, IMF and many other democracy promotion agencies 

in the Middle East have often pressured for the fulfillment of these basic requirements for 

good governance to be fulfilled, these changes are also very critical for the ordinary 

individuals in the Arab region.  

 Finally, this paper yields further evidence about the crucial role of politically 

sophisticated citizens for the functioning and deepening of democracy in developing 

democracies. Similar to developed democracies, politically sophisticated citizens are more 

likely to uphold and demonstrate higher levels of democratic norms and to push for a genuine 

realization of a procedural form of democracy in their countries (i.e., focusing on civil 

liberties and freedoms).  
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 In spite of the widespread practices of corruption, coercion and social inequalities in 

the region for the last few decades that produced more than half of the population with no 

interest in politics and similar proportion with very low levels of political information, this 

study shows that politically sophisticated citizens are more likely to possess higher levels of 

democratic norms and to be more critical of their political context, even after controlling for 

the effect of higher levels of formal education. For this particular reason, the efforts of 

politicians, educators, independent media outlets and civil society organizations in the region 

should be geared towards increasing citizens’ levels of political information. This will lead to 

deeper commitment for democracy, and will prepare a new generation capable of fulfilling 

the dreams and the goals of these social revolutions. 
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Appendix A. 

 
 

Table 1. Coding of the Variables in the Analysis:  
 
 

I- Individual Level Variables: 
 

Main Dependent Variable 

 
 Support for Democracy.   Citizens should have the power to influence the policies 
      and activities of the government (1=disagree,  
      4=strongly agree) coded as a dichotomous variable  
      (0=no citizens’ influence on government, 1= highest 
      support for citizens’ involvement in the political  
      processes in their countries) 
 
 
 Covariates/Key Independent Variables 
 

Interpersonal Trust.   Index Variable — Generally speaking, would you say 
     most people can be trusted? (1=most people trusted, 
     0=must be very careful). 
 
Religiosity.     Index Variable — How often do you read the Quran? 
     (1=everyday or almost everyday, 5=I don’t read)  
 
Political Knowledge.   Additive Scale  — Can you remember the name of the 
     speaker of the parliament? Can you remember  
     the name of foreign minister? (1=Low political  
     knowledge, 3=high levels of Political knowledge). 
 
Group Membership.   Dichotomous Variable — Are you a member of any 
     organization or formal groups? (1=yes, 0=No). 
 
Perceived Corruption.   Index variable — Here are some statements that  
     describe how widespread corruption and bribe taking 
     are in all sectors in your country. Which of the  
     following statements reflects your own opinion the  
     best? (1=Hardly anyone involved, 4=almost everyone  
     is corrupt). 
 
Age.     Age in years. 
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Gender.    Female = 1, Male=0 
 
Education    7= Bachelor degree or higher, 1= No formal education 
     (illiterate). 
 
 

II- Macro/Aggregate Level Variables: 
 
Primary interest is to test the ability of institutional factors to increase/decrease levels for 
support of democracy and to explain cross-national variations in levels of support for 
democracy, even after controlling for the effects of individual level characteristics. 
 
Human Development Indicator This index measures a country’s level of socioeconomic 
     infrastructure. It captures a country’s level of  
     modernity by incorporating information about life  
     expectancy, death at birthrates, and income (Source: 
     UNDP 2006). 
 
Freedom House Index.  7-point Freedom House Index (1=Lowest, 7=Highest). 
     This index measures a country’s level of civil and  
     political liberties (Source: Freedom House 2006). 
 
Rule of Law    This good governance measure focuses on a country’s 
     macro-policy environment using three other  
     dimensions: government effectiveness, control of  
     corruption, and voice and accountability (Source:  
     World Bank 2006). 
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Chapter Two 

 

Determinants of Political Participation in the Middle East: A 
Rational Choice Approach Towards Understanding modes of 

Political Behavior in the Arab World 
 

Abstract 

 

 

Why do citizens choose to participate in politics in authoritarian contexts such as the Middle 

East? How does this relationship vary across the different forms of authoritarianism in the 

region? According to the rational choice approach, the benefit of voting must outweigh the 

cost to incentivize citizens to actively participate in the political processes in their respective 

countries. This is not, however, the case across the Middle East. Rather, the Arab World 

suffers from a considerable absence of the rule of law and widespread practices of tribalism 

and nepotism in most parts of the region. Using public opinion survey data across seven 

Middle Eastern countries, this study attempts to offer an explanation for the determinants of 

citizens’ political behavior in the region while taking into account variations in the structure 

of these countries’ political systems. The findings of this study will contribute to our 

understanding of the impact of macro and the micro institutional as well as socio-cultural 

factors on shaping mass political behavior in the region. This study also attempts to integrate 

theories of rational choice to the study of political behavior in the Middle East. 
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1. Introduction 
 

 

 Why do citizens choose to participate in the political processes in nondemocratic 

settings such as the Middle East? In spite of the plethora of studies examining the 

determinants of different modes of political participation in established democracies, very 

little is still known about the incentives for participation in authoritarian regimes. More 

importantly, few studies explain how and why this relationship varies across different forms 

of authoritarian regime types in the region (i.e. monarchies versus presidential autocracies)?  

 Previous studies on the determinants of political behavior- mostly in the context of 

established democracies- can be generally classified into two main schools of thought: 

institutional (both on the macro- and the micro-level) and socio-cultural. On the one hand, 

the institutional school of thought argues that various regime types and institutional 

arrangements can produce different modes of mass political participation (Powell 1982; 

Jackman 1987; Lijphart 1996b; Dalton and Anderson 2011). According to this line of 

research, scholars should differentiate between the impact of “the political-institutional” 

factors (Norris 2004; Freitag 2010) on mass political behavior, such as regime type and 

government structure, and “organizational factors” that involve different electoral laws, 

voting rules and polling mechanisms (Blais 2006; Hayes and McKee 2009). 

 On the other hand, the socio-cultural school of thought focuses on the impact of 

cultural norms and socioeconomic factors in shaping mass political behavior (Verba and Nie 

1972; Verba et al. 1995). These studies give much weight to the impact of the processes of 

political socialization and partisan attachments (Campbell 1960, 2006; Sears 1975; 
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Jenning 2006), modernization effects (Inglehart 1990; Norris 2002), and socioeconomic 

status (Verba et al. 1978, 1995; Brady et al. 1993) on shaping political behavior.  

 However, when it comes to the Middle East, very little is known about how or 

whether political behavior varies across dissimilar regime types in the region. Some scholars 

that have studied electoral behavior in the Middle East have focused on the micro-

institutional mechanisms in the region by investigating the consequences of the widespread 

practices of clientelism (Lust 2006, 2009; Jamal 2007), nepotism (Sater 2009), and patronage 

(Blaydes 2006; Blaydes and Tarouty 2009) on voting behavior in a number of Middle 

Eastern countries. Most of these studies, however, have paid little attention to the role of 

cultural and macro-societal factors in shaping political attitudes and behaviors in the region. 

 A different strand of research on political behavior in the Middle East has 

predominantly focused on “organizational factors” (Lust and Jamal 2002; Posusney 2002; 

Hamazawy and Ottawy 2009; King 2009; Menaldo 2012) as well as the structural 

determinants of political behavior (Blaydes and Tarouty 2009; Blaydes 2006; Bellin 2004). 

Conversely, these studies have paid little attention to the impact of regime type in shaping 

political attitudes and behaviors in the region (i.e. the macro-institutional mechanisms).  

 This shortcoming in the study of electoral behavior in the Middle East comes to the 

surface when we consider the latest waves of uprisings and mass protests in the region. Based 

on the most recent evidence in the Middle Eastern context post the Arab Spring, it becomes 

increasingly obvious that the patterns of mass political behavior in Arab monarchies differ 

from that in Arab presidencies - an interesting political phenomenon that has remained 

unexplored in the electoral behavior literature in the Middle East for decades. 
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 Keeping this in mind, this study aims to test the existing theories on the determinants 

of mass political behavior in seven Arab political regimes using public opinion data to 

discern the impact of dissimilar macro-institutional mechanisms on shaping mass political 

participation in the region. This study will also focus on the micro-institutional and socio-

cultural explanations for mass political behavior in the region. 

 To achieve this goal, this analysis is divided into four main sections. The first section 

lays out a brief overview of the theories on the determinants of political behavior in 

democratic political systems. The second section sheds light on the competing explanations 

for political behavior in the Middle East. This section focuses on the different macro- and 

micro- institutional explanations for political behavior in the region as well as the socio-

cultural ones. The third section of this analysis presents the research methodology for the 

study. This section highlights the usefulness of the rational choice approach when it comes to 

understanding mass political behavior in the region compared to alternative approaches. The 

data, the measurement issues, and the modeling technique will be presented in the fourth 

section. The last section of this paper describes the results and research implications.  

 

2. PREVIOUS THEORIES ON DETERMINANTS OF POLITICAL BEHAVIOR IN 

DEMOCRACTIC POLITICAL SYSTEMS 

 
 The study of political behavior in democratic political systems has dominated 

political science research for decades. However, research in this area has been, and still is, 

one of the most controversial and inconclusive areas of study, both on the individual and 

cross-national levels. On the one hand, theories of institutional determinants focus on the 

impact of electoral rules (Lijphart 1997, 1999; Norris 2002; Gimpel and Schucknecht 2003; 
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Franklin 2004), the structure of the electoral and party system (Duverger 1954; Downs 1957; 

Rae 1971; Powell 1982, 1986; Jackman 1987; Klingmemann and Wessels 2009; Freitag 

2010) as well as an emerging line of research concentrating on the impact of the level of the 

electoral system competitiveness and macro-political context on shaping political behavior 

and varying levels of turnout (Campell 2006; Dalton and Anderson 2011). 

 A second school of thought investigating political behavior in democratic political 

systems focuses on the cultural and social determinants of political participation. This is 

one of the most flourishing areas of research in electoral studies. Scholars of the socio-

cultural school of thought have given much attention to the impact of socioeconomic, cultural 

and psychological factors for explaining the varying levels and patterns of political 

participation. For instance, the SES (i.e. socioeconomic status) strand of research claims that 

the individuals’ economic resources and social status are considered among the strongest 

predictors of their political behavior (Verba et al. 1972, 1989, 1995; Inglehart 1990; Norris 

2004).  

 Scholars have also differentiated between the intertwined dimensions of political 

behavior on the mass level (Verba and Nie 1972). The authors have specified three main 

areas when it comes to understanding political behavior: scope of outcome, initiative, and 

degree of conflict (p.51-53). These dimensions, alongside the previously mentioned socio-

cultural determinants of mass political behavior, are of special interest for the purpose of this 

study.  

 In this study, I am particularly interested in testing the resource-based models of 

political participation frequently used in the context of democratic political systems, while 

taking into account the previously mentioned dimensions of political behavior. I am 
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specifically interested in investigating the impact of the level of education, subjective well 

being, and age on the likelihood of citizens’ participation in different modes of political 

activities in the context of the Middle East.  

 

3. DETERMINANTS OF MASS POLITICAL BEHAVIOR IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

 
MACRO-INSTITUTIONAL EXPLANATIONS OF POLITICAL BEHAVIOR IN THE ARAB WORLD 

 
 Dalton and Anderson (2011) argue that one of the main shortcomings of political 

behavior research in established democracies is that scholars have consistently treated voters 

as “autonomous political actors” (Anderson 2009) and that research has consistently 

overlooked the impact of the macro-political and societal factors on the decision making 

process when it comes to political attitudes and behavior. However, this knowledge gap is 

not unique to the study of political behavior in developed democracies; rather, it also applies 

to other contexts such as the Middle East. As shown later in detail, past studies on the region 

have focused on the impact of the micro-institutional mechanisms and corruptive practices 

on shaping political behavior without paying much attention to variations in the macro-

political context (i.e. regime type and macro-institutional arrangements).  

 Upon close examination of the current political scene in the region after the Arab 

Spring, it becomes increasingly obvious that mass modes/forms of political behavior do 

differ across political systems in the Middle East. In spite the fact that there were sporadic 

unrests and protesting in these monarchial political systems during the last few years, the 

goal was not to topple regimes (Brumberg 2011; Herb 2012; Yom and Gausse 2012), but to 
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demand additional political reforms and freedoms, in contrast to their presidential 

counterparts.  

 Most recently, scholars attempting to offer explanations for these variations in 

political behavior across political regimes can be classified in two main schools of thought. 

Supporters of the theory of “monarchial exceptionalism” offered a variety of answers to this 

puzzle ranging from the presence of oil and foreign patronage (Yom and Gausse 2012), to the 

practice of protection racket policies (Brumberg 2011), to the high levels of political stability 

and steady economic growth in Arab monarchies (Menaldo 2012), and the better ability of 

the monarchs to promise political reforms compared to their presidential counterparts in the 

region (Herb 2009).  

 Other scholars entirely refuted the idea of the “monarchial exceptionalism” as well as 

the view that monarchs rule with undisputed legitimacy. These scholars asserted that it is just 

a matter of time before these regimes collapse and these countries transform to fully 

democratic states (Lynch 2012).  

 The goal of this study is to test these competing hypotheses and to discern the impact 

of the macro-political context from other mitigating factors/variables that might be affecting 

this political phenomenon. In other words, this study acknowledges that there are clear 

variations between citizens’ political behavior in monarchial versus presidential political 

systems in the Arab world, but this analysis attempts to go beyond the superficial 

exceptionalism of the Arab monarchial systems and dig deeper to discover the underlying 

cause of their political stability amid one of the most socially and politically turbulent times 

in the Arab World. 
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MICRO-INSTITUTIONAL EXPLANATIONS 

 
 In the context of the Middle East, previous studies investigating the micro-

institutional determinants of political behavior focused on three main explanations: 

Tribalism, Clientelism, and Competition over State Resources (i.e.Wasta). 

 To start, a clear distinction should be drawn between clientelism and its different 

forms, as these terms have been widely used interchangeably in the literature on electoral 

behavior in the region. Roniger (2004) defines clientelism as a process by which “those in 

control provide selective access to goods and opportunities and place themselves and their 

supporters in positions from which they can divert resources and services in their favor” (p. 

353-4).  

 Research analyzing elections in Arab electoral autocracies has given much attention 

to the role played by these clientelistic relationships in the region for many reasons. First, 

clientelism plays a major role in elections in the Arab world due the absence of genuine 

competition when it comes to party platforms and meaningful ideological positions 

(Hamzawy & Ottaway 2009). Second, the absence of tangible policy outputs due to the fact 

that candidates in these authoritarian settings are least likely to challenge or oppose those in 

power has also led to the flourishing of such practices in the electoral arena (Lust 2009).  

 Similarly, patronage is just another facet of clientelism in the region conceptualized 

as “an exchange relationship where public employees receive benefits in return for political 

support” (Calvo & Murillo 2004). Patronage implies more materialistic gains and incentives 

being openly offered to the constituents in exchange for their votes. For instance, in the 

Jordanian case, Lust Okar (2006) found that “the fact that elections are primarily an arena of 

patronage distribution has a significant impact on voting behavior” (p.460).  
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 While these clientelistic networks are widely prominent and even accepted in many 

Arab countries with deteriorating levels of rule of law and soaring levels of corruption (i.e. 

Yemen, Palestine, Lebanon), the picture looks relatively different when we turn our attention 

to the Arab monarchies in the region (i.e. Saudi Arabia, Morocco, Kuwait). (Refer to table 1, 

Appendix A). The three monarchial political systems in the analysis score significantly better 

when it comes the quality of governance and the control of perceived corruption on the mass 

level. In other words, the Arab monarchies can be safely described as efficient autocracies. 

 In spite of the relatively better conditions in Arab monarchies when it comes to the 

respect of rule of law and controlled corruption, nepotism and tribalism are common 

practices where the monarch’s relatives and the tribes’ elite members dominate the political 

arena. Not only do these figures benefit from their closeness to the regime and family/tribe 

labels to marshal mass political support, but more importantly, they also act as a safety net 

for the regime against the emergence of a true opposition fronts that would advocate for 

genuine political reforms (Bellin 2004).  

 In a similar vein, Menaldo (2012) argues that: “A monarchial political culture has 

promoted cohesion among regime insiders, such as ruling families and other political elites, 

and bolstered their stake in the regime” (p.6). As previously mentioned, candidates 

competing for parliamentary seats in these countries have used their family and tribal labels 

to mobilize as much constituents as they possible can. 

 

 SOCIO-CULTURAL EXPLANATIONS 

 
 In spite of the wealth of qualitative research investigating the determinants of political 

behavior in the Arab World on the macro-level (Zaki 1995, Herb 1999, El Sayyid 2003, Sater 
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2009), Blaydes (2006) offers one of the first efforts in the region to empirically investigate 

the relationship between voting behavior and institutional arrangements, on the one hand and 

socio-economic status, on the other hand.  

 Using district-level voter turnout data of Egypt’s Parliamentary and Presidential 

elections (2004-2005), Blaydes argues that there is a strong relationship between voter 

turnout and poverty (p.2). Her model clearly demonstrates that lower levels of education and 

income are strongly associated with vote buying and clientelism in the region. In fact, the 

value of this research lies in the fact that it attempts to bridge the gap between the 

institutional and socio-cultural schools of thought as related to Middle Eastern cases. 

Although these findings on political behavior in the Middle Eastern context share some 

resemblance to those in Latin America, however, these findings run contradictory to 

traditional voting behavior models in established democracies where socioeconomic status 

plays a major role in increasing the likelihood of voting.  

 Moreover, Shafiq (2012) found that higher levels of education are also strongly 

associated with higher likelihood of protesting in three Middle Eastern countries (i.e. Algeria, 

Jordan and Yemen), especially if associated with high unemployment levels. He argues that 

the cost of protesting among unemployed and part-time employed citizens is lower than those 

with full time employment, therefore, they tend to participate more in these high cost 

political actions (p.23).  
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4. ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS FOR POLITICAL BEHAVIOR IN THE 

MIDDLE EAST 

 
 In addition to testing the previously mentioned explanations of variations of mass 

political behavior in the context of the Middle East, both on the institutional and the socio-

cultural level, I propose two additional explanations for understanding different patterns of 

political participation in the region. First, the policy congruence between the candidate and 

the voter (i.e. agreement on policy positions) and how it affects their decision to participate. 

Second, the way citizens perceive corruption and their degree of confidence in the role of 

legislature in their countries.  

 First, previous research on the region has paid little attention to the impact of the 

ideological positions of voters when it comes to casting votes for their preferred candidate. 

Blaydes & Tarouty (2009) offer one of the first individual- level evidence in the Egyptian 

context that voters do cast their votes based on ideological preferences, especially when it 

comes to the Islamist parties in the region. Based on empirical analysis of Egypt’s 2005 

parliamentary elections, the authors argue that ideology as well the anticipation of 

materialistic reward as a result of voting for a specific candidate are among the most 

powerful explanations for voting behavior in the region. This relationship becomes even 

more evident among females voters compared to their male counterparts, both in terms of 

mobilization and recruitment (p.365).  

 I attempt in this study to measure the impact of policy congruence on the likelihood 

of voting using public opinion data. I expect that citizens who agree with the candidate’s 

policy positions are more likely to vote for the specific candidate, regardless of the 

respondent’s socioeconomic or educational background. It would have been very useful to 
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the purpose of this study to know the specific party that the respondents voted for, but 

unfortunately this dataset does not include a question about the specific party choice of the 

voter.  

 The second explanation that I propose in this study is that the mass perceived level of 

corruption and the level of confidence in legislatures play a major role not only in 

determining the likelihood of participation, but more importantly, in shaping the citizens’ 

choice to either participate in a low cost political action (i.e. voting) or in higher cost actions 

(i.e. rallying and protesting) to achieve the desired political outcomes.  

 As shown in Table 1, the countries in the analysis vary to a great extent when it 

comes to their level of corruption and governance scores. While the presidential systems in 

the analysis are marked by soaring levels of corruption and poor governance scores, their 

Arab monarchial counterparts score much better in these areas. This is why I believe that the 

ability of Arab monarchies to control corruption, combined with a better distribution of 

income and good governance practices, has contributed to their considerable political 

stability and durability in the face of the blowing winds of the Arab Spring. These factors 

also offer additional explanation for their “exceptionalism”.   

 

5. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

RATIONAL CHOICE FRAMEWORK AND MASS POLITICAL BEHAVIOR 

 
 The rational choice framework offers one of the most comprehensive and universal 

frameworks for understanding mass political behavior in very diverse contexts. Initially 

developed by Downs (1957) and later revised by Riker & Ordeshook (1968) and Aldrich 
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(1993), the original rational choice framework simply suggested that an individual’s decision 

to participate in a given election (i.e. by abstaining or voting) is mainly determined by the 

expected utility of the political action (R = PB – C > 0), where R is the citizen’s reward of 

participation in a given election; while P is the probability that an individual vote would be 

influential to achieve a specific political outcome; B is the citizen’s benefit for participating 

in a specific election; C is the cost of undertaking a specific political action (i.e. voting).  

 Riker and Ordeshook’s (1968) extension of the original model addresses one of the 

main shortcomings of the Downsian model, which is that it overestimates the impact of the 

individual vote on the election’s outcome (i.e. P in most cases is almost close to zero). To 

overcome this conceptual dilemma, Riker and Ordeshook (1968) reformulated the original 

equation to include a D component (R = PB – C + D), where D is broadly defined as the 

psychological and civic benefit acquired by the individuals for participating in the political 

processes. Despite the fact that Riker et al.’s revised model was developed to account 

primarily for individuals’ voting behavior, different interpretations of their model were 

developed to include other forms of political participation, not just turnout (Blais et al. 2011).  

 In this study, I will utilize the rational choice framework to investigate why and in 

what ways individuals participate in low versus high cost political actions across the different 

types of authoritarian regimes in the region. In this study, voting in a specific election is 

classified as a low cost political action (Aldrich 1993, Tullock 2000), while rallying for a 

specific candidate or party is a relatively high cost political action. I argue that the cost 

dimension largely determines the individual’s perception on the expected utility of a specific 

political action. This utility, in turn, shapes the individual’s decision to undertake a specific 
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political action or not. To capture this effect across different political regimes, I constructed 

two different models to capture mass variations in mass political behavior.  

 

Graph 1. High versus Low Cost Political Actions in the Middle East 

 
 

 

DATA, MEASUREMENT AND METHODS 

 
 This study aims to investigate and explain variations in mass political behavior across 

different regime types in the Arab world. In spite of the plethora of studies that deal with this 

specific question in established democracies, very little is still known about how these 

different modes of participation vary across political regimes in the Middle East. 

Furthermore, I am specifically interested in understanding how citizens’ mass perceptions of 

corruption and the extent to which they trust their legislatures impact their choice to 
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politically participate in their respective countries. To this end, I specifically take into 

consideration recurrent explanations for mass political behavior in the Arab context (i.e. 

tribalism, socioeconomic level, patronage). 

 In order to achieve this goal, I test these hypotheses using data from the Arab 

Barometer, conducted between 2005-2007. Currently, data from the Arab Barometer is 

available for seven Middle Eastern countries: Jordan, Algeria, Yemen, Morocco, Palestine, 

Lebanon, and Kuwait. It is also worth mentioning that this dataset contains a variety of 

authoritarian political systems (i.e. monarchies, presidential and partial democracies)9. 

  In spite of the fact that these surveys were conducted prior to the Arab Spring, these 

surveys are particularly important for understanding mass political behavior in the region for 

two main reasons. First, most of the countries in this analysis are still authoritarian regimes, 

with the exception of Yemen whose democratic future is still considerably unclear. Second, a 

closer look at the political conditions in the Middle East at the present- even after the surge 

of the Awakening in few Arab countries- lends evidence that there are a number of cultural 

and societal requirements that have to be present for establishing genuine democratic systems 

in the region. Such a look also shows that the route to fully democratic states is not expected 

to be an easy one. 

  

Dependent Variables 

 
 The main dependent variables of this study capture the low cost versus high cost 

modes of political behavior as specified by the rational choice theory (i.e. voting versus 

rallying). The first dependent variable is the likelihood of voting across the different 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9	  For a complete description of variations in regime type across the seven countries, Freedom House rating and 
other contextual variables used in the analysis, please refer to table 2 in appendix A  
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countries in the analysis. This variable is a dichotomous variable ranging from 0 to 1 and is 

coded according to the respondent’s answer whether he/she has voted in the most recent 

election in their country. This dependent variable aims at capturing the low cost dimension of 

mass political behavior (refer to Table 3).  

 To capture the high cost dimension of political behavior in the Middle East, I have 

used the respondent’s likelihood of rallying for his/her preferred candidate. Again, this is 

simply a dichotomous variable that is coded 0 to 1 using the respondent’s answer to the 

question: “During the last national election in (country name), did you attend a campaign 

meeting or rally?” (refer to Appendix B, Table 1 for details). Table 3 presents the descriptive 

statistics of all the variables. 

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Variables 

Variable Mean S.D Min Max 

Vote .427 .494 0 1 

Rally .259 .438 0 1 

Candidate Family    1.53 1.261          0 3 

Perceived Corruption 2.562 .807 1 4 

Candidate Party 1.56               1.228           0 3 

Candidate Ideology 2.245 .977 0 3 

Impact of Legislature 1.642 1.048 0 3 

Subjective Economic 
Evaluation 

1.561 .775 0 3 

Age 35.928 13.328 18 99 

Education .928 .257 0 1 

Female .486 .499 0 1 
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Independent Variables 

 
 In order to account for the impact of the macro-institutional context on political 

behavior in the Arab world, I have constructed two different models for the two main types 

of political systems across the region. Model 1 displays results for the monarchial political 

systems in the analysis (i.e. Jordan, Kuwait and Morocco), while Model 2 deals with the 

presidential systems in the analysis (i.e. Lebanon, Algeria, Palestine and Yemen). Based on 

the previous discussion on the impact of regime type on mass political behavior, I expect 

that:  

 H1. Modes of mass political participation vary across different political regimes in 

 the Arab World based on the cost of political actions. 

 

 The first set of independent variables in the study are intended to measure the impact 

of the micro-institutional factors on shaping mass political behavior in the Arab world. 

First, to test the tribalism hypothesis, I have operationalized a question in the survey data 

that directly probes the respondent’s vote choice when it comes to a specific candidate. This 

variable “Candidate family” is an index variable coded from 0 to 3, the maximum value for 

this variable means that the respondent gives the highest weight to the candidate’s family 

while making his/her vote choice. According to previous work on the impact of tribalism on 

political behavior in the Middle East, I hypothesize that: 

 

 H2. Citizens who highly value the candidates’ family/tribal affiliation are more likely 

 to vote and rally in the Middle East. 
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 Given the difficulty of finding a direct question to gauge the effect of clientelism and 

patronage in determining the individual’s political actions, I operationalized a question in the 

dataset that measures the respondent’s mass perception of corruption as a proxy for testing 

the clientelism hypothesis in the Arab region (refer to Appendix B, Table 1). This variable 

“Perceived Corruption” is an index variable coded from 1 to 4, the maximum value for this 

variable means that the respondent believes that the corruptive practices are widespread in 

his/her political system, while the lowest values mean that individuals believe that their 

system is free of corruption. Based on the current situation in these countries and on previous 

research on political behavior the region, I expect that: 

 

 H3.A. Levels of perceived corruption are more likely to affect citizens’ political 

 behavior in Arab political systems, especially in the highly corrupt ones. 

 

 Based on the most recent evidence from the region, it becomes clear that citizens’ 

modes of political participation vary widely from one regime to another. However, I argue 

that there are intervening factors that might be driving this pattern, most important of which 

include the way citizens’ perceive corruption in their system and how fair is the political 

process in their countries as a whole. Based on this, I hypothesize that: 

 

 H3.B. Citizens with high levels of perceived corruption are less likely to participate 

 in the political processes in their countries. 

 

 The next set of independent variables focus on the socio-cultural determinants of 

political behavior. In order to test the previously mentioned socio-cultural hypotheses, I have 
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included a variable “Subjective Economic Evaluation” that captures the individual’s 

assessment of his/her family economic status. Higher levels of this variable denote the 

respondent’s highest satisfaction with his current economic situation. Based on previous 

research in the region on the relationship between poverty and political behavior, I 

hypothesize that: 

 

 H4. Citizens with lower incomes levels are more likely to be politically active, 

 regardless of their party affiliation or ideological positions. 

 

 I have also included a set of control variables to capture the effect of education10, age 

and gender on mass political behavior. 

 The last set of explanatory variables focuses on the two main alternative explanations 

(i.e. role of legislatures and policy congruence) that I have proposed in the study. The first 

covariate is the individuals’ policy agreement with the candidate or the candidate’s party. I 

have used the variables “Candidate Party” and “Candidate Ideology” to test the policy 

congruence hypothesis (Refer to table 1, Appendix B for rules of operationalization and 

measurement). Based on this hypothesis, I expect that: 

 

 H5. Citizens with strong ideological and party preferences are more likely to vote 

 and to rally in electoral authoritarian regimes. 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10	   In order to measure the impact of education on shaping political behavior, I have used the dichotomous 
variable literate/illiterate. The reason why I have used this specific operationallization is that previous literature 
on determinants of political behavior in the region has commonly used this specific variable (Blaydes 2006, 
2009) as a proxy for both education and income levels. The idea is that citizens with no formal education are 
more likely to have lower income levels and to be targeted by political parties. These citizens are expected to be 
more willing to sell their votes in exchange for material rewards. 
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 The second alternative explanation focuses on how citizens’ perceptions of the role of 

legislatures in their political system affect their decision to participate in the political 

processes and it what ways. The more widespread the respect for the rule of law and weight 

given to legislatures in a specific political context, the less likely citizens would engage in 

high cost political actions such as protesting and rallying to achieve political outcomes; thus I 

hypothesize that:   

 

 H6. Arab Citizens with high levels of confidence in the role played by legislatures in 

 are more likely to vote and rally in elections. 

 

 Since both of the dependent variables for this analysis are binary variables (coded 0 to 

1), I will be using probit modeling technique to capture the effect of the different covariates 

on shaping mass political behavior in the Middle East. Due to the fact that we are dealing 

with dichotomous dependent variables, it is mathematically incorrect to use OLS (Ordinary 

least square) as the assumption of linearity will lead to least square estimates which have an 

unknown distributional properties and are sensitive to the range of the data.  

 This issue will also understate the magnitude of the true effects, and systematically 

yield probability predictions outside the range of 0 and 1 (Aldrich and Nelson 1984:30). In 

order to remedy this problem, probit models (Non linear models in general) use the 

maximum likelihood estimation method. An ML estimate is defined as “the value of the 

parameter that makes the observed data most likely” (Gould et al. 2006:25). Thus, I will be 

presenting estimates using mainly these two equations:  
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 Pr (Voting) = δ0 + δ1 (candidate family) + δ2 (clientelism) + δ3 (subjective economic 

evaluation) + δ4 (candidate party) + δ5 (candidate ideology) + δ6 (role of legislature) + 

CiXi   (1) 

 

 Pr (Rallying) = δ0 + δ1 (candidate family) + δ2 (clientelism) + δ3 (subjective economic 

evaluation) + δ4 (candidate party) + δ5 (candidate ideology) + δ6 (role of legislature) + 

CiXi  (2) 

 

 where δ1 through δ6 are the parameters of interest for the purpose of this study while 

X is the vector for the control variables and C is the vector for the coefficients for the 

controls in both equations.  

 

6. RESULTS  

 

 Results from equations 1 and 2 are presented in Tables 4 and 5 respectively. First, 

Table 4 presents the results for the determinants of voting behavior in the seven countries in 

the analysis while Table 5 presents the results for the determinants of rallying11. At first 

glance at both models, it becomes evident that there are clear variations in patterns of mass 

political behavior in Arab monarchies compared to their presidential counterpart. These 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11	  I have also run an alternative model (please refer to Appendix C: Table 1) with a combined measure of all 
forms of political participation (Verb et al. 1972, 1978) across the seven Arab countries with alternative set of 
independent variables (i.e. political knowledge, religiosity, and associational membership). Results can be 
found in Table 1. I have also tested for the impact of contextual factors (i.e. HDI, oil, and Freedom House 
ratings) in a multilevel model but contextual effects failed to achieve statistical significance. In other words, 
determinants of political participation in the Arab world are strictly endogenous to the system, while context 
have no impact in shaping their political behavior. 
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variations lend support to H1, that the macro-institutional context (in this case, the regime 

type) plays a major role in determining mass political behavior.  

 Turning our attention to the micro-institutional hypotheses in the study, it becomes 

evident from Table 4 that there is no statistical evidence to support the tribalism hypothesis 

(H2) in the case of Arab presidencies. However, in the case of Arab monarchies, tribalism is 

negatively related to voting behavior, and is statistically significant. In other words, citizens 

in monarchial systems are less likely to base their vote choice based on the candidate’s 

family. This finding challenges previous literature on the study of political behavior in the 

region that has overestimated the impact of tribalism in shaping citizens’ attitudes and 

behaviors in the region. However, in case of Arab presidential systems, these results can be 

also attributed to the fact that most of the presidential countries in the analysis have minimal 

presence of tribalism on the political arena (excluding Yemen). 

 As previously mentioned, to measure the clientelism hypothesis, I have 

operationalized a question on the individuals’ levels of perceived corruption to be able to 

show how citizens’ perceptions of corruption in their political system affect their decision to 

participate in politics. The results lend support to the clientelism hypothesis (H3.A.) in the 

context of Arab presidencies. Levels of perceived corruption are significantly higher in the 

Arab presidential systems and are considerably shaping the individuals’ decisions to 

participate or not in the political processes in their countries.  

 When it comes to testing the socio-cultural hypotheses, there are clear variations 

across the Arab political systems in the analysis. In contrast to previous studies on the Middle 

East that have shown strong relationships between poverty and turnout in the region (Blaydes 

2006, 2009), this study shows that there is no relationship between economic status and  
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Table 4. The Likelihood of Voting across Different Political Systems in the Arab World 

 

PREDICTORS 
MODEL 1 

 
MONARCHIAL SYSTEMS 

MODEL 2 
PRESIDENTIAL 

SYSTEMS 
Candidate Family -.071* 

(.030) 

.018 

(.017) 

Perceived Corruption .0671   

 (.044)   

.129*** 

(.029) 

Candidate Party .129*** 

(.029) 

-.138*** 

(.018) 

Candidate Ideology .006) 

(.038) 

.053* 

(.022) 

Impact of Legislatures  .094** 

(.035) 

-.109*** 

(.021) 

Subjective Economic 

Evaluation 

.351*** 

(.048) 

-.008 

(.029) 

Age  -.018*** 

(.003) 

-.016*** 

(.001) 

Education -.158 

(.152) 

-.162 

(.107) 

Female  .175** 

(.067) 

.122** 

(.044) 

Constant -.041 

(.247) 

.183 

(.185) 

 
N 

 
1541 

 
3624 

Likelihood Ratio X2 191.51*** 221.08*** 

Pseudo R2 0.09 0.05 

 
 
Note: ***is significant at p <0.001; ** is significant at p <0.010; * is significant at p <0.050.   
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voting behavior in the Arab presidential systems of Lebanon, Algeria, Palestine, and Yemen 

(H4). However, when it comes to the monarchial systems in the study, individuals who are 

better off are actually more likely to participate and vote. This pattern follows to a great 

extent the voting model (resource-based models of political behavior) in the context of  

democratic systems that states that individuals with better resources are more likely to be 

politically active.  

 Additionally, I have included some control variables to further test the socio-cultural 

hypothesis such as age, gender, and education. In both political contexts, younger ages are 

more likely to participate in politics and more likely to vote. There is also a strong positive 

relationship between gender and voting; Arab females are more likely to vote compared to 

their male counterparts. Education has failed to achieve statistical significance in both 

contexts, showing no relationship between turnout and literacy12.  

 Results for the proposed alternative hypotheses are also found in Tables 4 and 5. 

First, the results for the ‘candidate ideology’ hypothesis show that there are wide variations 

across the different Arab regime types when it comes to voting based on the candidate’s 

ideology and/or party affiliation. In case of Arab monarchies, the candidate’s ideology has no 

role in shaping the individuals’ voting behavior. However, the candidate’s party 

affiliation/label play a major role in shaping the individuals’ decision to vote or to abstain in 

the monarchial systems. As previously mentioned, additional data on the specific individuals’ 

party affiliation/label would be very valuable to the purpose of this study, but unfortunately 

such data is currently unavailable. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12	  I have also tested for the impact of religiosity on the likelihood of voting and rallying across political regimes 
in the region. Results show no relationship between religiosity and political behavior in Arab presidential 
systems. However, religiosity was negatively related with the likelihood of voting and rallying in the context of 
monarchial systems. An interesting finding that is worth further investigation in future research. 
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 On the other hand, when we shift our attention to the presidential systems in the 

region, the results show partial evidence for supporting H5. The candidate’s ideology and 

party affiliation do play an important role in determining the individuals’ propensity to 

participate in a specific election. As shown in Table 4, the political candidate’s ideology 

affects the voters’ decision to participate or not in the elections. Also shown in Table 4, party 

affiliation is strongly negatively associated with the likelihood of voting in Presidential 

systems. These results lend modest evidence that voters give some weight to the candidate’s 

ideology when they are casting their votes. However, the results on the negative relationship 

between party affiliation and voting behavior in Arab presidential systems are not surprising 

given the soaring levels of corruption that is tainting the whole electoral process. Moreover, 

these results are not surprising given the weakness and fragmentation of the opposition 

parties in the region – a factor that becomes more evident in systems with high levels of 

clientelism and absence of the rule of law. 

 As for the second alternative hypothesis proposed in the study, I have tested the 

impact of the individuals’ level of confidence in legislatures (i.e. role of parliaments) on their 

choice to participate in elections across the countries in the study. In effect, the results have 

shown mixed evidence for H6. For instance, in the case of monarchial systems, higher levels 

of confidence in the role of legislatures are strongly associated with increased propensity for 

voting. In contrast, citizens in presidential systems tend to participate in elections even with 

deteriorating levels of trust in the legislatures as a whole. This is an interesting and counter 

intuitive finding that is worth further research and investigation in the context of the 

presidential authoritarian regimes in the region. 
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Table 5. The Likelihood of Rallying across Different Political Systems in the Arab 
World 
 
 

PREDICTORS 
MODEL 1 

 
MONARCHIAL SYSTEMS 

MODEL 2 
PRESIDENTIAL 

SYSTEMS 
Candidate Family -.039 

(.031) 

-.014 

(.018) 

Perceived Corruption -.077 

(.047) 

-.136*** 

(.028) 

Candidate Party .054* 

(.032) 

.210*** 

(.019) 

Candidate Ideology .100* 

(.004) 

-0.91*** 

(.022) 

Impact of Legislatures  .099* 

(.038) 

.028 

(.021) 

Subjective Economic 

Evaluation 

-.019 

(.051) 

.062* 

(.030) 

Age  .002 

(.001) 

-.002 

(.001) 

Education -.141 

(.166) 

.014 

(.112) 

Female  -.827*** 

(.075) 

-.340*** 

(.046) 

Constant -.361 

(.288) 

-.223 

(.188) 

 
N 

 
1473 

 
3655 

Likelihood Ratio X2 155.35*** 243.02*** 

Pseudo R2 0.09 0.05 

 

 
Note: ***is significant at p <0.001; ** is significant at p <0.010; * is significant at p <0.050.   
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 Results for the determinants of mass rallying in the context of the Middle East are 

presented in Table 5. Again, there are considerable variations across the Arab political 

systems in the region. Generally, the candidate’s party label plays a major role in determining 

the likelihood of rallying for this specific candidate across both models while the candidate 

family has no effect in both models. However, in both cases, females are less likely to rally 

for a specific political candidate. Age and education fail to achieve statistical significance in 

both models when it comes to explaining rallying behavior in the region.  

 As for monarchial systems in the region, the propensity of rallying is very much 

contingent on the citizens’ level of trust in their legislatures, and less by their economic status 

and the level of perceived corruption. The candidate’s political ideology also plays a 

considerable role in shaping this specific mode of political behavior in the context of Arab 

monarchies. 

 When we shift our attention to the Arab presidential systems, it becomes increasingly 

clear that the propensity of rallying is mainly determined by the individuals’ economic status 

and by their perceptions of corruption in their own political systems. The candidate’s 

political ideology has a negative impact on shaping mass rallying behavior in the Arab 

presidencies, while rallying for the candidate’s party is statistically insignificant. 

 

7. CONCLUSIONS 

 
 In conclusion, the findings of this study shed light on three important aspects when it 

comes to understanding mass political behavior in the Middle East. First, previous research 

on the region has consistently overlooked the structure of mass electoral behavior in the 
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region due to the widespread belief of the futility of these elections under the authoritarian 

regimes and the conviction that Arab political regimes use these elections to strengthen their 

authoritarian grip in these countries (Dillman 2000; Posusney 2002; Levitsky and Way 

2002). Others have constantly perceived citizens in the region as totally passive and largely 

disinterested politics. Despite the partial validity of these claims, the fact is that very little is 

currently known about the determinants of mass behavior in these contexts. These conditions 

have created a substantial gap in the literature that became apparent with the upsurge of the 

Arab Spring in the region - an unexpected event that has shocked not only the Arab rulers 

and those in power, but also academics and scholars.  

 As shown in the study, the patterns and determinants of political behavior vary 

significantly across the different Arab political regimes. For instance, previous theories on 

the significance role played by tribalism and clientalism in the region did not hold across the 

countries in the analysis. While tribalism has negative impact on participation in monarchial 

systems, tribalism had no impact on political behavior in Arab presidential systems. In 

addition, results suggest that voters in Arab countries pay attention to the candidate’s party 

affiliation when they are casting their votes, in both presidential and monarchial systems in 

the region. Finally, it is also worth mentioning that there is considerable evidence for the 

validity of the resource-based models of political participation in the region. The analysis 

shows that citizens with better socio- economic resources (in monarchial systems) are more 

likely to participate in politics, especially in low-cost political actions, compared to their 

counterparts in presidential systems. Gender also plays a significant role in determining not 

only the likelihood of participation, but also the mode of participation. While females are 
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more likely to vote in both monarchial and presidential systems, females are less likely to 

participate in high-cost political actions (i.e. rallying) in both contexts.  

 Second, this study suggests that it is conceptually incorrect to deal with the different 

regimes in the Middle East as one entity. There are clear variations not only on the macro and 

micro-institutional levels, but more importantly, on the socio-political level. For instance, as 

shown in the models, citizens in the Arab monarchies with low levels of perceived corruption 

and with more confidence levels in legislatures tend to follow the established democracies’ 

voting models. In other words, mass political behavior in efficient autocracies tends to follow 

the established democracies’ model and tend to be more politically stable. Citizens would not 

demand change and rush into participating in high cost actions, such as protesting and 

demanding the toppling of a regime, unless they had very strong reasons for doing so. In the 

case of the Arab presidential systems, the main catalyst for demanding major changes were 

the soaring levels of political corruption coupled with considerable absence of the rule of law 

and an unfair distribution of income in these countries.  

 Finally, trust in institutions, and in the government as a whole, is a key issue that will 

determine not only the future of the faltering Arab countries currently in transition, but also 

the durability and stability of the Arab monarchies. As shown in the study, mass perceptions 

of corruption and confidence in the legislative institutions were key when it came to shaping 

mass political behavior in the region. In my view, one of the most serious mistakes of the 

newly elected governments in these countries in transition (i.e. Egypt, Lybia and Tunisia) is 

that they failed to restore the people’s confidence in the democratic institutions and to 

speedily uproot all facets of corruption and injustices that their citizens had suffered from for 

decades.  
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Appendix A 
 

 
Table 1. Corruption and Governance Index Scores Across Countries in the Study 
 
 

Percentile 
Rank 

Governance 
Score 

Country Year 

(0-100) (-2.5 to +2.5) 

    
2008 34.5 -0.56 
2007 36.4 -0.51 
2006 38 -0.48 

ALGERIA 

2004 28.3 -0.63 
2008 69.4 0.4 
2007 68.4 0.31 
2006 65.9 0.3 

JORDAN 

2004 66.8 0.34 
2008 72.8 0.53 
2007 70.9 0.49 
2006 72.2 0.54 

KUWAIT 

2004 82.4 0.96 
2008 19.9 -0.85 
2007 19.9 -0.89 
2006 17.6 -0.94 

LEBANON 

2004 29.8 -0.6 
2008 43.7 -0.38 
2007 47.6 -0.31 
2006 41.5 -0.39 

MOROCCO 

2004 55.1 -0.08 
2008 8.3 -1.15 
2007 21.4 -0.81 
2006 10.2 -1.1 

Palestine 

2004 42.4 -0.42 
2008 27.7 -0.69 
2007 26.7 -0.7 
2006 26.8 -0.69 

YEMEN, REP. 

2004 14.6 -1.01 
 
 
Source: Kaufmann, Daniel, Kraay, Aart and Mastruzzi, Massimo, The Worldwide Governance Indicators: 

Methodology and Analytical Issues (September 2010). http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.asp 



	   102	  

 

Table 2. Socioeconomic and Political Indicators For the Seven Countries in the Analysis 

 

Country 

GDP 
2005 

(in US 
dollars) 

HDI 
(2005) 

Oil 
Rentier  
State 

Freedom 
House 
Overall  

Democracy 
Score 

  
 

Regime Type 

   

Algeria 5,254 0.698 Yes Not Free  Presidential    

Jordan 5,300 0.698 No Not Free  Monarchy    

Kuwait 40,700 0.760 Yes Partly Free  Monarchy    

Lebanon 13,100 0.739 No Partly Free  Parliamentary/Presidential     

Morocco 5,052 0.582 No Partly Free  Monarchy    

Palestine 1,269 0.641 No Partly Free  Presidential    

Yemen 2,500 0.462 No Not Free  Presidential    

 
Source: World Bank (2005), Freedom House Index (2007-2008), CIA Factbook (2007), PCBS for Palestine 
data: Housing and Housing Conditions Statistics, and Population, Housing, and Establishment Census 200 
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Appendix B 
 
Table 1. Coding of the Variables in the Analysis:  
 

Main Dependent Variables 

Vote  Dichotomous Variable (Did 
you participate in the 
elections on (country 
name)? 1=yes, 0=No). 

 
Rally Dichotomous Variable 

(During the last national 
election in (country name), 
did you attend a campaign 
meeting or rally? 1=yes, 
0=No). 

 

 Covariates/Key Independent Variables 

 
Subjective Economic Evaluation  Index variable (How would 

you rate the economic 
situation of your family 
today? (1= very bad, 4= 
very good). 

 
Perceived Corruption Index variable (Here are 

some statements that 
describe how widespread 
corruption and bribe taking 
are in all sectors in your 
country. Which of the 
following statements 
reflects your own opinion 
the best? (1= Hardly anyone 
involved, 4= almost 
everyone is corrupt). 

 
Rule of Law Index Variable (In your 

opinion, how much power 
does the legislature have in 
determining the course of 
political development in 
your country (1= no power 
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at all, 4= lots of power). 
 
Candidate Selection Index variable What factors 

would you consider when 
voting for candidates in an 
election for political office? 

 
Ideology Index variable (Agrees with 

you on important issues 
(0=not important at all, 3= 
very important) 

 
Family Index variable(Family/tribe, 

0=not important at all, 3= 
very important) 

 
Party Index variable (Party or 

faction affiliation, 0=not 
important at all, 3= very 
important). 

 
Regime Type  Dichotomous variable 

(Monarchy/Presidential). 
 
Age     Age in years. 
 
Gender                Female= 1, Male= 0. 
 
Literate    1= Literate, 0= illiterate. 
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Appendix C: Alternative Model Specifications 
 
Table 1. Determinants of Political Participation in the Middle 
East: Ordinary Least squares model: 
    

Individual Level Variables Coefficient SE  
Perceptions of Corruption -0.2208666*** 0.0543839  
Political knowledge 0.4828469*** 0.0647641  
Religious -0.0337459 0.0380201  
Associational Membership 1.2954500*** 0.0982712  
Law 0.3366195*** 0.0909215  
Female -0.4300326*** 0.0879574  
Education 0.2951530** 0.0901410  
Age 0.0182493*** 0.0035667  
Constant 3.7276080 0.2152885  
    
    
R-square= .122; Standard Error of the Estimate= 2.246; df =2911; F= 51.56. 
a No contextual effects were detected for determinants of political engagement, 
so this regression analysis is an OLS model containing only individual-level variables. 

 
* p<0.05 
** p<0.01 
*** p<0.001 

 
 
The main dependent variable in this analysis is political participation. I created a multi-

dimensional measure of political engagement based on previous work focusing on political 

activism as a multi-dimensional concept (Verba et al. 1971, Booth & Seligson 1978, Norris 

2002, 2011). In order to identify and measure the dimensions or the ‘modes’ of the political 

engagement, I employ factor analysis to guide the creation of this multi-item index. I created 

an additive scale ranging from 0 (no political participation) to 10 (Highest levels of 

participation). Five main criteria are used to construct this index for this analysis: voting, 

interest in politics, demonstrating, signing a petition, and discuss politics.  
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Chapter Three 
 

Bridging the Gender Gap in the Middle East: A Structural 
Equation Modeling Approach towards Understanding Gender-

Related Variations in Democratic Citizenship. 
 

Abstract 

 

 Most recent studies have repeatedly shown the Middle East as a region that still lags 

behind with the lowest levels of gender equality compared to any other region in the World. 

These soaring levels of gender inequality have also been associated with a wide gender gap 

that re-surfaces in many facets of political life. Moreover, findings of the latest waves of 

mass opinion surveys in the region have confirmed the existence of these gender-related 

differences in political behavior but little is known about the causes or the determinants of 

these predispositions. Even after controlling for the level of education across gender, females 

in the Middle East continue to demonstrate the lowest levels of support for democracy and 

political engagement compared to any other region in the world. Using structural equation 

modeling group comparison, this paper aims at exploring and explaining gender-related 

variations in political attitudes and behavior in the Arab World. A MIMIC model is employed 

to evaluate the effect of cross-national contextual covariates on the hypothesized three-factor 

model of the determinants of democratic citizenship in seven Middle Eastern countries. The 

findings of this research would contribute to the existing research on democratization, 

political behavior and gender politics in the Arab World.  
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1. Introduction  

 

 Building on Huntington’s ‘clash of civilization’ thesis on the incompatibility of Islam 

and democracy, Norris and Inglehart (2003a; 2003b) argue that the core clash between the 

West and the Muslim world is over the issues of gender. This claim appears to be even more 

relevant in the case of the Middle East as the Arab Muslim countries have demonstrated even 

lower levels of support for women’s rights and for gender equality compared to non-Arab 

Muslim countries (Rizzo et al. 2007, p.1151).  

 Furthermore, the most recent report of the Global Gender Gap Index (GGGI)13- a 

standard benchmarking tool that provides ranking for countries on gender equality by 

measuring gaps in the levels of gender equality- has shown further evidence for the 

increasing gender gap and gender-related inequalities in the Arab World. The Index has re-

emphasized the fact that the Arab World still lags behind with the lowest scores on gender 

equality in almost every aspect of social life ranging from economic participation, health and 

survival, educational attainment, to political empowerment.  

 Of particular interest for this research, the gender gap is clearly evident not only in 

the political sphere in the Arab world, but also in mass political attitudes and behavior. Many 

Arab countries have made considerable efforts to close this gap by introducing an array of 

institutional mechanisms, such as increasing the descriptive representation of women in 

parliaments or in leadership positions. Theoretically, these changes were expected to lead to 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13	  Ricardo Hausmann, Laura D. Tyson and Saadi Zahidi, The Global Gender Gap Report 2010, (Geneva: The 
World Economic Forum 2010), http://www.weforum.org/pdf/gendergap/report2010.pdf   
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increased female representation and visibility in the public sphere. Also, empowering women 

on the elite-level was expected lead to greater political engagement among their fellow 

female citizens (Wolbrecht and Cambell 2007; Matland 2006; Mansbridge 2005). However, 

since the introduction of these institutional and structural mechanisms, very little is still 

known about the effectiveness or the utility of these measures in essentially narrowing the 

gender gap in the region. 

 Also, notwithstanding the role of institutions and institutional mechanisms in shaping 

mass political behavior, I argue that the key for managing the gender gap in the Arab World 

is to understand the causes and the determinants of the gender-related variations in political 

attitudes and behaviors in the region prior to enforcing institutional/structural changes from 

the top. Female political empowerment in the region should start from the grassroots.  

 As demonstrated in the next section of this paper, there is a considerable gender gap 

in political behavior in the region that continues to resurface, even after controlling for the 

level of education across gender. This finding challenges the conventional wisdom that 

socio-economic development along with higher levels of education would promote gender 

equality and inclusiveness (Lipset 1960, Przeworski 2002). 

 In order to bridge this gap in the literature, this paper proceeds as follows. The first 

section of this paper highlights previous research in the study of gender and politics in 

established democracies and briefly lays the groundwork for the study of gender and politics 

in the context of the Middle East. The second part of this paper introduces the idea of 

democratic citizenship in the Arab World and further investigates previous work on 

determinants of democratic citizenship in the region. The third section of this paper presents 

the research methodology, the data and the statistical method. The last section of this paper 
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presents the results of the statistical model as well the conclusions and further research on the 

topic. 

 

2. Literature Review 

 
 The study of women in politics has gained much momentum during the last few 

decades. The literature on gender and politics is wide-ranging, addressing gender differences 

on the institutional level, in electoral behavior as well as on the micro-level. The term 

“gender gap” has been widely used to refer not only to the gender-related variations in the 

electoral arena, but also to the different aspects of political behavior such as political and 

civic attitudes as well as partisanship and gender-specific ideological differences (Norris & 

Inglehart 2000). 

 On the institutional level, the study of women and political institutions has 

dominated the field of gender studies for the last two decades. Particularly in the context of 

established democracies, studies have focused on women’s representation on the institutional 

level as well as the impact of different institutional mechanisms on women’s levels of 

political activism (Krook 2009; Dahlrup 2006a; Dahlrup et al. 2005; Childs 2004; Burns et 

al. 2001; Warring et al. 2000; Carroll 1994). These studies also focused on shedding the light 

on the different means to overcome the numerous ‘cultural’ as well as the ‘structural’ barriers 

to women’s participation and representation in politics (Henderson et al. 2007).  

 In the field of electoral behavior, research on gender differences in voting behavior 

in established democracies has remained one of the most vibrant and prolific fields of study 

in political science, both regionally and cross-nationally (Norris 2000). Gender has been 

consistently deemed as one of the strongest predictors of vote choice in these countries. 
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These studies have also included a number of structural and socio-cultural controls such as 

age, religiosity, education and labor force participation, in an attempt to account for the 

impact of context and cultural factors in shaping females’ political behavior (DeVaus & 

McAllister 1989).  

 Moreover, on the micro level, gender-related studies have focused on gender 

differences in public opinion towards issues of government spending, public services, 

pacifism in the use of military force and other post-materialistic values (Klein 1984; Gilens 

1988; Page & Shapiro 1993). Other studies, also in the western context, have documented 

gender differences in political efficacy, political tolerance, political interest and knowledge 

and policy attitudes (Shapiro 1983; Erikson et al. 1991) as well as variations in level of trust 

in government (Hooghe & Stolle 2004). 

 When it comes to the Middle East, the institutional context is very diverse and varies 

to a great extent on the level and limit of females’ political rights. While many countries have 

guaranteed voting rights and participation in different elections (e.g. Egypt, Bahrain, Jordan 

and Morocco), there are still countries (e.g. Saudi Arabia, Bahrain) that have not even 

extended the voting rights to females so far.  

 In general, there have been very few studies focusing on gender and politics in the 

Middle East. For instance, on the macro-level (i.e. institutional and structural levels), 

regional studies have attributed the current underrepresentation of women in the Arab World 

to oil (Ross 2001). Ross argues that oil production affects gender relations by reducing the 

presence of women in the labor force, a matter that has political consequences as well. Other 

studies focused on the underrepresentation of women in legislative bodies and in leadership 
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positions (El-Sayyid 2003). Another strand of research has also focused on the mechanisms 

of females’ recruitment and mobilization in elections (Blaydes 2009). 

 On the socio-cultural level, scholars have examined the impact of religious traditions 

and social barriers on gender relations in the Arab World (Singerman 1995, Fish 2000, Sater 

2007). According to this line of research, Arab women seem to lag in politics as a result of 

their higher fertility rates, lower levels of educational attainment, lack of women political 

participation and political rights (Fish 2000, Moghadam 2003, Rizzo 2007). Furthermore, 

other scholars have argued that Islam has relegated women to second-class status citizens, a 

matter that had a detrimental impact on democratization and democratic norms of women in 

Muslim World (Ahmed 1992; Meyer et al. 1998; Karatnycky 2002; Rowley and Smith 

2009). 

 For the most part, Islam has been one of the oldest and the most frequent explanations 

for gender-related differences in the region, including variations in political attitudes and 

behavior. However, recent evidence using public opinion survey data has found little support 

for the relationship between Islam and mass political attitudes and behavior in the Muslim 

world (Tessler 2002; Tessler and Jamal 2008). These scholars argue that Islam has no effect 

when it comes to explaining the current conditions in the region and that scholars need to go 

beyond the impact of Islam and to find the true causes of the gender gap in the region. 

 

3. Democratic Citizenship and Democratization in the Middle East 

 
 Political culture studies in general, and democratic citizenship in particular, have 

placed much emphasis on the impact of attitudes, predispositions and behavior patterns of 

ordinary citizens in both established and developing democracies on the processes of political 
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change (Huntington 1993; Diamond 1999; Inglehart 2000; Tessler 2002a, 2002b, 2008). In 

the context of established democracies, scholars focused on the intersection of political 

activism, political trust and civic virtues for the functioning of a healthy democracy. In 

contrast, studies examining the relationship between cultural predispositions and political 

change in developing democracies have focused on understanding the structure and 

determinants of these predispositions, and on how these predispositions vary across different 

contexts (Bratton 2003, 2007). This group of scholars has asserted that, at the very least, the 

presence of these democratic norms is essential for the consolidation and survival of these 

new fragile democracies (Inglehart 2000). These orientations should also include both 

generalized support for a democratic system as well as the embrace of certain democratic 

values such as tolerance of diverse groups and interpersonal trust (Rose et al.1998: 98).  

 On the other hand, scholars have viewed democratic norms and behaviors as the 

outcome of democratic transitions rather than a precondition for democratization (Rose 

1997). Additionally, this school of thought has stressed the fact that democratic transitions 

have to be elite-driven involving the reform of political institutions and procedures and that 

the likelihood of success of these new democracies depend to a great extent on the form of 

their political system prior to the transition (Karl & Schmitter 1993).  

 However, empirical evidence from Latin America as well as the latest wave of 

democratic transition in the Arab world in Egypt, Tunisia and Libya lends little evidence to 

this stream of thought. These latest transitions to democracy show that democratic transition 

and consolidation require all the political actors, mostly on the mass level, to believe that 

democracy is the best form of government and that change has to take effect (Harik 1994; 

Kubba 2000). Thus, this research embraces the first point of view that successful 
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democratization demands a strong democratic culture that would not only contribute to a 

successful transition to democracy, but most importantly, to the consolidation and 

sustainability of these new democracies.  

 In order to analyze this relationship across gender in the Arab World, the concept of 

democratic citizenship is employed in this study to measure mass attitudes towards 

democracy as well as political behavior and it is treated as a bi-dimensional concept 

(Hadenius 2001). Democratic citizenship involves not only a mass public that is highly 

supportive of democratic practices with high levels of interpersonal trust, but more 

importantly, a public that is rational who participates in politics and who possesses enough 

information to positively affect political processes in their respective countries.  

 The attitudinal dimension of democratic citizenship focuses on the democratic 

norms and the predispositions that citizens need to possess to be deemed as democratic 

citizens. This dimension is captured in this research by the level of support for democracy 

along three separate sub-dimensions: (1) democracy as an idea, being the best form of 

government (Dalton 1999; Lagos 2001), (2) disapproval of nondemocratic alternatives 

(Bratton & Mattes 2007) and (3) essence/characteristics of democracy (Norris 2010).  

 The behavioral dimension of democratic citizenship gauges the individual level of 

political activism and actual political behavior. Most recently, scholars have argued that 

political activism is very complex and multi-dimensional phenomenon (Norris & Inglehart 

2003a; Verba et al.1978) and that it should be assessed using a variety of measure. Thus, I 

have measured political activism along two separate sub-dimensions: (1) political 

involvement (discuss politics, interest in politics), (2) political participation (voting, 

demonstrating). See appendix for questions (Table 2). I have also tested for the impact of 
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income on the structure of democratic citizenship by measuring the impact of subjective 

levels of income on democratic norms and participatory behavior.  

 

4. Gender Differences in Democratic Citizenship in the Middle East  

 
 As aforementioned, this research aims at understanding the structure of democratic 

citizenship across gender in the Arab World. I believe that it is crucial to understand why the 

gender gap persists, even after controlling for the most recurrent explanation for this 

variation- the level of education. Scholars maintained that education is one of the strongest 

predictors of individual attitudes and behaviors (Semali 1995). Accordingly, as women get 

more educated, their views towards their political system should become more liberal on 

many issues and they become more involved and politically engaged (Carroll 1988; Clark 

1993). Furthermore, it is suggested that for highly educated people, the cost associated with 

acquiring information about how democracy works in other countries is low, and as a result 

they exhibit more support for democracy (Fattah 2006). In contrast, lower levels of education 

have been deemed as a real threat to democracy in the face of hardships and crises (Lipset 

1983).   

 A preliminary analysis of the Arab barometer data in seven Arab countries (Jordan, 

Algeria, Yemen, Morocco, Palestine, Lebanon, and Kuwait) shows wide gender-related 

variations in political attitudes such as interest in politics and in political behavior such 

voting in elections. The Arab Barometer has a question that directly measures the degree of 

the respondent’s interest in politics (How often do you follow news about politics and 

government (1=very often, 4=never).  
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Using an ordered probit model, Figure 1 shows that even after controlling for the 

respondent’s educational level (1=illiterate, 8=MA or higher), there still exists substantial 

variations in females’ interest in politics compared to males. 

 

Figure 1. The Effect of Gender on Interest in Politics controlling for Educational Level 
 

 
 

 

Despite the fact that higher levels of education are associated with increased interest 

in politics, especially in the case of males (about 15 percent increase in being interested in 

politics) it contributes less than 10 percent in the case of females. Even with no education, 

males tend to be more interested in politics compared to females (about 6 percent). 

Furthermore, with highest level of education, males tend to be more interested in politics 

(about 11 percent) compared to females. 
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 In addition, the Arab Barometer also has a number of questions that measure certain 

aspects of the respondent’s political behavior such as voting (Did you participate in the last 

election? (1=yes, 0=no). I have generated Figure 2 using a logit model with voting as the 

main dependent variable while controlling for the level of education as well.  

 

Figure 2. The Effect of gender on the Probability of Voting controlling for the Level of 
Education 
 

 
 

 

 As shown in Figure 3, males are again more likely to vote in elections compared to 

females, even after controlling for the level of education. With no education, men are 10 

percent more likely to vote compared to females. Moreover, higher levels of females’ 

education do not increase their probability of voting, so even with higher education there still 

persists a considerable gap in voting between males and females in these seven Middle 

Eastern countries in spite the fact that females have equal voting rights across the countries in 

the analysis. 
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 In spite the fact that there has been a plethora of studies seeking explanations for 

gender gap in politics in the western context, however, there is not a single study that has 

explored this relationship in the Arab context. There are many potential explanations that 

may account for the gender gap in democratic citizenship in the Arab region but this research 

focuses on developing models based on previous studies, mostly in western contexts, of 

determinants of democratic norms and behaviors. These explanations are also used to test 

their applicability in the Arab World while other hypotheses are informed by insights about 

politics in the Arab world and other non-democratic settings. The most important of these 

are: cultural orientations (Religiosity), respondents’ socioeconomic status (education, age), 

citizens’ attitudes towards their own societal structure (social trust), citizens’ evaluations of 

the performance of their own political system (mass perceptions of corruption), as well as 

their level of political knowledge. 

 
Cultural Orientations. In the western context, religion has always been considered as the 

main cause for the occurrence of the traditional gender gap in political attitudes and is clearly 

demonstrated in females voting behavior (Stokes & Butler 1974). For instance during the 

1970s, women were usually assumed to hold more conservative political attitudes and values 

that has also affected their party preferences (Blondel 1970). However, the last two decades 

have witnessed a transformation in the traditional gender gap as being replaced by a ‘modern 

gender gap’ with females leaning more to the left in many western societies with no direct 

impact of religion on vote choices, especially in the American context (Klein 1984). 

 In the context of the Middle East, the incompatibility of Islam and democracy has 

been one of the most recurrent themes in western discourse in explaining the persistence of 

authoritarian regimes in the region (Huntington 1996; Esposito et al. 1996; Fukayama 1992). 
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In most of these studies, special emphasis has been on religious beliefs and practices and 

their relationship towards views about governance and democratization (Tessler 2002, 1999). 

In most instances, these studies have associated the Muslim citizens’ religious attachments 

and orientations with the creation of a climate that is hostile to democracy (Tessler 2008). In 

spite the fact that few studies have emerged to refute the argument that Islam stifles 

democracy (Jamal 2006; Tessler & Gao 2007; Tessler 2003), there are rarely any studies that 

have examined this relationship across gender.  

 I aim in this study to test for the relationship between gender and political attitudes 

and behaviors. Due to the centrality of the concept to this study, I have created a survey 

question to capture the degree of religiosity of the respondent (see the appendix for the 

questions used).  

 

Citizens’ Perceptions of Corruption. Anderson and Tverdova argue in their study (2003) 

that: “Corruption systematically undermines democratic principles and, as a result, 

diminishes people’s faith in the political process” (p.91). In a similar vein, Moreno (2002) 

found a strong negative relationship between high levels of corruption and support for 

democratic norms and practices in 64 countries around the globe (p.496). This same pattern 

had also been demonstrated in previous literature in the Latin American (Seligson 2002) as 

well as the Eastern European contexts (Mishler & Rose 1998). 

 Even though corruption has been constantly assumed in the comparative literature to 

have negative consequences for a country’s economic, social and political life (Dahl 1971), 

very few studies have measured the systematic effect of mass perceptions of corruption on 

democratic norms and participatory behaviors in non-democratic contexts- such as the 
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Middle East. More specifically, very little is known on how this relationship varies across the 

different gender groups or how it affects their democratic principles. 

 

Citizens’ Attitudes Towards Their Society (Social Trust). According to the proponents of the 

civic culture literature, the existence of democratic citizens with strong democratic 

orientations is essential for the functioning of a democracy. According to this stream of 

thought, only ‘participant cultures’ can provide a psychological basis for democratization 

(Almond & Verba 1989). Since Tocqueville (1976) and even before the introduction of the 

notion of social capital in the study of politics, scholars maintained that citizens’ involvement 

in social organizations is one of the ultimate sources of democratic citizenship and a crucial 

feature of civic culture. According to this argument, social trust is also deemed to be essential 

for the survival of democracy as it provides the basis for cooperation among the members of 

the society (Ciftci 2010).  

 Later on, with the introduction of the notion of social capital, social trust has been 

considered critical for the promotion of associational activities as well as different patterns of 

associational membership and reciprocity among citizens (Putnam 1993). In the context of 

the Middle East, there are few studies that have investigated the relationship between the 

citizens’ support of democracy and their levels of generalized trust  (Jamal & Noorruddin 

2006; Jamal 2007a). These studies have concluded that in authoritarian regimes (e.g. the 

Middle East) a negative relationship between trust and support for democracy can be 

expected given the nature of the political system and that researchers should be cautious 

before proposing a positive relationship between trust and support for democracy (2006; p.6). 
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Political Knowledge. Scholars have paid much attention on the role played by citizens’ levels 

of factual political knowledge on shaping their political attitudes and behaviors (Delli Carpini 

& Keeter 1993). Higher levels of political knowledge are also associated with higher levels 

of political awareness and expertise due to exposure to different political messages (Zaller 

1990). In the domain of democratic citizenship, research has shown that higher levels of 

political knowledge are not only crucial for making electoral choices (Moon 1990) but more 

importantly, higher levels of political knowledge have been associated with higher levels of 

democratic attitudes and participatory norms that are crucial for democratic citizenry (Delli 

Carpinni & Keeter 1993). 

 In the context of the Middle East and for the purposes of this research, higher levels 

of political knowledge should generally enhance citizens’ support for democracy by 

increasing their awareness about how their governments work. Realizing that individuals’ 

level of education is not enough on its own to predict their democratic norms and behavior, 

this research also incorporates other measures for measuring individuals’ political knowledge 

(See appendix for exact questions and the scale). Levels of political knowledge can be 

measured in a variety of ways (Delli Carpinni 1991). Typically, questions measuring factual 

knowledge about governments and politics are employed to measure the respondent level of 

political knowledge. These methods for measuring political knowledge will be used for the 

purpose of this study. 

Socioeconomic Status/Demographics. Research in western contexts has shown that 

education plays a critical role in shaping an individual’s attitudes and behavior, especially 

towards democratization (Fattah 2006; Verba et al. 1996). According to the developmental 

theory, the process of societal and economic modernization should lead to a sharp 
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transformation in the sex roles due to increased female labor force participation and 

increased educational opportunities (Lipset 1993; Nanda 2000). According to this view, 

economic growth is viewed as the best cure to most of the problems facing women nowadays 

such as: poverty, segregation in workforce and would also lead to increased female 

participation and representation in the political arena. 

 Looking at the current situation in the Middle East, it becomes evident that despite 

the fact that many Middle East countries have witnessed soaring levels of economic growth 

and modernization by the end of the 20th century (e.g. Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and Qatar), these 

conditions have not improved women’s chances in these countries, either on the political and 

the societal levels. Females are still not allowed to vote in some countries, not allowed to 

hold political offices and are unable to compete with their male counterparts in the labor 

force markets (Baker & Inglehart 2000). In this research, I have used the respondent’s 

educational level as a proxy for socioeconomic status  as previously established in research 

on democratic political systems (Lipset 1983; Diamond et al. 2003). As previously 

mentioned, the level of education is expected to be associated with higher levels of 

democratic citizenship. 

 Also, according to Inglehart  (2000), age is one of the strongest predictors of political 

attitudes and political behaviors in modern societies. They argue that younger generations in 

western societies are more likely to hold more liberal and egalitarian views compared to 

older generations and they also tend to be more enthusiastic about political change (Inglehart 

1997). However, in the context in the Middle East, there is little or no support for this claim. 

Recent studies have shown that young Arabs are increasingly more religious and hostile to 

western values compared to older generations in the Arab World (Al Alffifi 2002). 
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Meanwhile, other studies have found mixed results about the impact of age on democratic 

norms (Fattah 2006). In this study, I will be testing for the impact of age on democratic 

attitudes and behaviors, based on previous research in the region (Tessler and Altinoglu 

2004), I expect that younger respondents will be more supportive to democracy and more 

politically engaged compared to older respondents. 

 

Table 1. Summary Statistics. 

 
Variable  Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Attitudinal Dimension of Democratic Citizenship: 

Democracy Best Form of Government. 2.65905 .9475809 1.0000 4.0000 
Citizens’ Power. 3.145296 .7626775 1.0000 4.0000 
Rejection of Strong Leader. 3.341539 .7599479 1.0000 4.0000 
Behavioral Dimension of Democratic Citizenship: 

Political Interest 1.781141 .7560207 1.0000 3.0000 
Vote .469468 .5891219 0.0000 1.0000 
Discuss Politics 1.949082  .7673204   1.0000 3.0000 
Demonstrate .3758459 .4844667 0.0000 1.0000 
Covariates: 

Perceptions of Corruption 1.6441 0.8304 0.0000 3.0000 
Political knowledge 1.5696 0.7160 0.0000 2.0000 
Interpersonal Trust 0.2786 0.4483 0.0000 1.0000 
Female 0.4927 0.5000 0.0000 1.0000 
Education level 4.0074 1.61460 1.0000 7.0000 
Age 30.734 17.1969 18.000 99.000 
Religiosity 2.2955 1.2750 0.0000 4.0000 
Income (log income)  9.56129     3.286841           0.0000 17.216 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



	   129	  

5. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

DATA 

 This paper analyzes survey data collected by the Arab Barometer project. The Arab 

Democracy Barometer is one of the most reliable and context-relevant surveys, established in 

2005 by the Institute for Social Research of the University of Michigan in collaboration with 

institutions and scholars in the Arab world. This dataset, collected between 2005-2008, has 

data for on approximately 7000 men and women from seven countries: Algeria, Jordan, 

Morocco, Kuwait, Lebanon, Palestine and Yemen. Researchers’ efforts were made to ensure 

nationally representative sample from the seven countries.  

 These countries share many common political, cultural and linguistic characteristics. 

In addition, these seven countries are classified as undemocratic/authoritarian regimes 

according to the latest Freedom House Report (2011). However, theses countries share a 

considerable amount of variation in their economic conditions, ranging from Kuwait being 

one of the richest oil-rentier countries in the region to Yemen and Palestine having the lowest 

levels of Per Capita income, according to the World’s Development Report 2010.  

 
STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELING FOR LATENT VARIABLES (MIMIC MODELS) 

 Kaplan (2009) defines structural equation modeling as “A class of methodologies that 

seeks to represent hypotheses about summary statistics derived from empirical measurements 

in terms of a smaller number of ‘structural’ parameters defined by a hypothesized underlying 

model” (p.1). In fact, SEM are superior to traditional statistical models when the researcher is 

interested in measuring the magnitude as well as the direction of the relationship between the 
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latent variable(s) of interest (i.e. democratic citizenship) and a set of observed variables. As 

maintained by Hoyle & Smith (1994), structural equation models are among the most 

comprehensive and flexible approaches to modeling relations among variables (p. 429). 

Unlike ANCOVA or multivariate regression, SEM models co-variances within a framework 

of a statistical model that is based on a solid theory rather than modeling individual 

relationships (Bollen 1989). 

 The general structural equations model consists of two main components: the 

measurement model and the structural model. The measurement model is concerned with 

the relationship between observed and latent variables, of which confirmatory factor analysis 

is an example (Hoyle 1994, p.430-434). The structural model is concerned with the relations 

between sets of dependent and independent variables, either observed or latent. Structural 

equation models are also sometimes referred to as path analysis models when they are 

concerned with measuring observed variables. 

 Another advantage of structural equation models lies in the fact that they are capable 

of testing relationships and comparing the determinants of democratic citizenship across 

multiple groups (i.e. males versus females) using latent variables. Hence, the evaluation of 

the across-group equivalence reflects both the measurement (measurement invariance of 

indicators) as well as the structural parameters of the model (the evaluation of the latent 

variables themselves) to test for group population heterogeneity (Kaplan 2009). There are 

mainly two methods to evaluate these parameters across different groups: 1) Multiple-Group 

CFA; and 2) MIMIC Modeling.  

 In spite the fact that the tests of equality of latent means are analogous to the 

comparison of observed group means via t-test or ANOVA, the major strength of the CFA-
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based approach is that such comparisons are made in the context of a latent variable 

measurement model. This model is capable of adjusting for measurement errors as well as for 

correlated residuals (Brown 2006).  

 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analyses were conducted in STATA 12. I have 

used the ML estimator that is considered the best estimator given the nature of the normally 

distributed variables in the analysis. I have also used the new feature introduced in STATA 

12 (group comparisons) that enables the researcher to fit models in which path coefficients 

and co-variances differ across groups of the data, such as males versus females. 

 

A. MEASUREMENT MODELS 

 Unlike exploratory/common factor analysis and ANOVA, Confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA) models are built on solid theoretical foundations (Russell 2002). CFA models 

are the most commonly used tool of choice for “developing and refining measurement 

instruments, assessing construct validity, identifying method effects and evaluating factor 

invariance across groups and time” (Brown 2006, p.51).  

 Measurement models are also normally employed as a precursor to structural 

equation modeling. These measurement models are employed to specify the number of 

factors, how the various indicators are related to the latent variable as well as the 

relationships among indicator errors (i.e. CFA Model) (Hoyle 1995). Within the 

measurement models, there should be at least two latent variables and each of these latent 

variables should by described by at least two observed variables.  

 For instance, in this research, the latent variables refer to the two dimensions of 

democratic citizenship (behavioral and attitudinal) that measure the citizens’ attitudes as well 
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as behaviors towards democracy in their respective countries, and each of these latent 

variables were described by three/four observed variables (i.e. democracy as best system of 

government, strong leader…etc). Firstly, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was 

performed on the Arab Barometer dataset to establish a theoretically sound model prior to the 

addition of covariates in the structural model. 

 Figure 3 shows the measurement model (i.e. CFA) that is employed in this analysis to 

study the structure of democratic citizenship in the Middle East. A full description of the 

questionnaire items and exact question wordings can be found in the appendix. 

 

B. THE STRUCTURAL MODEL (MIMIC MODEL) 

 MIMIC (Multiple Indicators Multiple Causes) models are: “a broad class of structural 

equation models where exogenous observed variables influence latent variables that in turn 

have multiple indicators” (Bollen & Davis 2009, p.524) (Refer to the appendix for more 

details and notations).  

 The major advantage of MIMIC models compared to other statistical models is their 

ability to describe and account for heterogeneity in the data (Muthen 1989). In factor analyses 

models, the assumption that data come from completely homogenous populations and that all 

the individuals in a dataset have the same parameter values sounds quite unrealistic, 

especially while dealing with modeling human behavior. To overcome this shortcoming, the 

MIMIC models usually supplements the measurement model with additional important 

information to enable the researcher to test for the validity and robustness of his/her model.  
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6. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS/MEASUREMENT MODEL  

 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was applied to the data using a two-factor 

measurement model capturing the latent variable of democratic citizenship as a function of 

bi-dimensional concepts (Political Attitudes (X) and Political Behavior (Y)) as a starting 

point. This categorization of the concept of democratic citizenship is guided by theory as 

maintained by previous studies on the structure of democratic norms in comparative contexts 

(Almond & Verba 1963; Sidney & Verba 1978; Hadenius, 2001). 

 The first dimension of democratic citizenship focuses on the attitudinal dimension of 

the concept. This latent variable is measured by three observed indicators in the dataset, 

which are the belief that democracy is the best form of government (Democracy), the belief 

that citizens should have the power to choose their own government and change policies 

(Citizens) and finally by the rejection of alternative authoritarian form of government 

(Strong). In this model, the indicator of (Democracy) is the marker variable as being one of 

the most commonly used indicators in the comparative democratization literature. 

 As for the behavioral dimension of democratic citizenship, I have employed four 

indicators in the dataset to measure political behavior. As stated in previous political 

behavior studies, citizens’ political participation should be treated as a multi-faceted concept 

(Norris 2002). The first indicator of this latent variable reflects the most common measure 

for political behavior, which is voting (vote). This indicator is also the marker variable for 

this factor. The second indicator is the respondent’s level of political interest (Pol Interest). 

The third indicator is the observed variable measuring whether the respondent has actually 

participated in a protest or a demonstration (Protest). Finally, the last indicator for the 
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political behavior factor is the respondent’s frequency of discussing politics (Discuss). A 

complete description of question wording and the coding of the variable are presented in the 

appendix. 

 

Figure 3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis on Structure of Democratic citizenship in the 

Middle East 

 

 

 

  

 CFA has verified the hypothesized factor structure, with some suggested 

modifications. Three error co-variances were drawn between the two indicators of Political 

attitudes (Belief that Democracy is the best form of government and the Rejection of 

Alternative Authoritarian Rule), as well as between the two indicators (political discussion 
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and political interest) and finally between voting and political discussion. All of the 

additional paths suggested by the modification indices would not affect the theoretical 

foundation of the model or change any of the hypothesized relationships. Overall, the final 

model had a good fit (χ2 = 34.33, df = 10, p = 0.0002, RMSEA = 0.041, CFI = 0.976). 

Medium/high negative correlations between the two latent factors were observed, also as 

predicted by theory. All the observed indicators that were employed to measure the two 

latent factors (both dimensions of democratic citizenship) have achieved statistical 

significance (p=0.000), reflecting strong relationship between the latent construct and its 

hypothesized indicators. 

 

MIMIC/STRUCTURAL MODEL 

 As shown in figure 4, MIMIC modeling was used in order to assess the effect of 

covariates on the factor structure across gender groups. Mass perceptions of corruption 

(corruption), Level of Religiosity (religious), level of Social Trust (social trust), level of 

Political Knowledge (pol_know), Level of Education (Education) and the effect of Age 

(Age) were used as covariates. (Refer to appendix A for full description of the model and 

question wording as well as the estimates for the full model). 

 The results of the structural parameters of the MIMIC model (i.e. Behavioral and 

Attitudinal Dimensions) are statistically significant in both cases (except in female and 

political behavior that I will explain later). Statistical significance in this case- that is 

invariant across the gender groups- suggests that that there is a factor mean difference 

between the groups. This finding is important as it confirms that variations across groups are 

not just attributed to selection effects (Kaplan 2009).  
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Figure 4. MIMIC Model: Relationship of Political Attitudes and Political Behavior to 

Democratic Citizenship, controlling for covariates (Mass Perceptions of Corruption, 

Level of Religiosity, level of Social Trust, level of Political Knowledge, Level of 

Education and the effect of Age). All paths drawn indicate significant associations (p < 

0.05).  

 

 The first part of the structural model demonstrates that there are gender-related 

differences in democratic citizenship when it comes to the attitudinal dimension (Factor X). 

The model also demonstrates that there are variations in the factor mean when it comes to 
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political behavior (Factor Y). According to this measure, the model suggests that there is a 

negative relationship between political behavior and the latent concept of democratic 

citizenship among males, however this relationship is not statistically significant among 

females. In other words, higher levels of political behavior among males are not necessarily 

linked to higher levels of democratic citizenship in this specific group. 

 The MIMIC model shows that there are gender-related differences in the factor mean 

when it comes to perceptions of corruption. The impact is positive and highly statistically 

significant, suggesting a strong relationship between higher levels of democratic citizenship 

and widespread perceptions of corruption. The model also demonstrates that there are 

gender-related variations in religiosity. Females are generally more religious compared to 

their male counterparts. However, females’ level of religiosity has no direct impact on 

shaping their democratic attitudes and political behavior. 

 The relationship between social trust and democratic citizenship was also tested 

across gender in this research. The results show that higher levels of social trust are evident 

among males in the study but not females. The presence of social trust has a considerable 

impact on democratic citizenship among males in the region, but not among females. This 

finding may contribute to explain the mixed results on the relationship between social trust 

and democratic citizenship depicted in previous research in the region.   

 The structural model also tested for the relationship between political knowledge and 

democratic citizenship across gender groups. Once again, the results demonstrate that there 

are statistically significant gender-related mean differences in levels of political knowledge. 

Specifically, results show that females in the region score significantly lower in political 

knowledge (about .7 mean difference) compared to their male counterparts. Results of this 
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study lend further evidence on the strong relationship between high levels of political 

knowledge and democratic citizenship as demonstrated in the first empirical chapter of this 

study.  

 Finally, I have introduced demographic variables in the analysis such as education 

and age. As expected, increasing levels of education have positive effect on democratic 

citizenship, especially among males. Higher levels of education also have a moderate impact 

on shaping females’ democratic orientations compared to males in their societies. However, I 

have found no effect for age across gender on democratic citizenship.  

 

7. CONCLUSION AND FURTHER RESEARCH  

 

 This research offers one of the first systematic efforts to understand the dynamics of 

the gender gap in politics in the Middle East through shedding light on gender-related 

variations in mass political attitudes and behavior. For decades, the Arab world has remained 

one of the most understudied regions, with scholars dealing with the region as a subject sui 

generis or as an outlier to their own theories. Even regional studies have failed to a big extent 

to capture the subtle and complex nature of Middle Eastern political processes (Bill 1996). It 

was not till recently with the surge of the popular uprisings in the region that more scholars 

have started to turn their attention for a more systematic study on the politics of the region.  

  The findings of this research shed light on many important aspects that have been 

overlooked in the study of political behavior in the Middle East. As shown in the model, 

there are clear variations in democratic citizenship across gender that have rarely been 

explained, or even discussed in the region. This study shows that there are substantive 
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gender-related variations when it comes to both democratic attitudes and political behavior in 

the Arab World. For instance, females demonstrate relatively lower levels of perceptions of 

corruption in their system as well as lower levels of political knowledge. Moreover, females 

are significantly more religious and less generally trusting compared to their male 

counterparts. Education also plays different impact on shaping mass political attitudes and 

behaviors across gender groups in the region.  

 This research aims to draw attention on how females in the region differ from their 

male counterparts in the structure of their democratic attitudes and political behavior. This 

research also has a broader impact as it contributes to the literature on political culture, 

political behavior, and gender politics. The results lend support that the widespread 

perceptions of corruption and distrust of the whole system, not Islam, are the real hurdles to 

overcome for democratization to be complete and unbiased in the region. However, future 

research should dig deeper in the structure and the determinants of the gender-related 

variations in political behavior across the region. More topic-specific public opinion data and 

focus groups are especially needed to determine the causes and the consequences of these 

variations across gender. In order to realize gender equality in the region, these mechanisms 

need to be very well understood and accounted, by both scholars and policy-makers.  

 Finally, now more than ever, realizing gender equality surfaces to be one of the most 

pressing issues facing the Middle East post the Arab spring. During the course of the 

uprisings and the protests in the region, Arab females were in the front lines fighting and 

rallying not only to topple their authoritarian regimes, but most importantly, to obtain their 

long-denied political and social rights. Women in the region realize that now is the time to 

gain their social status and to be treated with parity with males in their societies. Right now, 
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most of these Arab countries in transition are re-formulating their own rules and re-writing 

their constitutions, so women have to be very aware of their political, legal, and social rights. 

However, this goal will be very difficult without not only a full understanding of the structure 

of women’s political attitudes and behaviors in the region, but also of the obstacles facing 

them in the region. 
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Appendix A 

 

Figure 5. A basic Path Diagram of a multiple-indicator multiple-indicator cause 
(MIMIC) model. Source: (Joreskog and Sorbom, 1993).  
 
   
η1(N)= ΓX+ζ1, Γ= (γ11+γ21+γ31+γ41+δ1+δ2+δ3+δ4). 

η2(X)= β11+η1+ζ2. 

η3(Y)=β21+η1+ζ3. 

Y1 =λ11η2+η1+ε1. 

Y2 =λ21η2+η1+ε2. 

Y3 =λ31η2+η1+ε3. 

Y4 =λ41η3+η1+ε4. 

Y5 =λ51η3+η1+ε5. 

Y6 =λ61η3+η1+ε6. 

X1, X2, X3,X4 = ξ (latent exogenous “x is perfect measure of ξ” by assumption in MIMIC 
Models). 
 
 
MIMIC Rule: 
η1= ΓX+ζ1. 

Y=Λy η1+ ε. 
X= ξ. 
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Figure 2.  Path diagram of a walking dog model in four observables and two latent variables. 
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Table 2. Dimensions of Democratic Citizenship: Item Wording 
 

Main Dependent Variable 

 

 Support for Democracy   Democracy may have its own problems but better 
 (Attitudinal Dimension)  form of government (1=disagree, 4=strongly agree).  
 
      Citizens should have the power to influence the policies 
      and activities of the government (1=disagree,  
      4=strongly agree). 
 
       Best form of political system as a way of governing 
      own country: strong non-democratic leader that does 
      not bother with elections and parliament (1=very good, 
      4=very bad). 
 
Political Engagement 
(Behavioral Dimension  How interested are you in politics (3=very interested, 
     1=not at all interested). 
 
     Did you participate in the last election? (1=yes, 0=no). 

 
     Attend a protest march or a demonstration/join together 
     to draw attention to an issue or sign a petition (2=more 
     than once, 1=yes, 0=no). 
 
      

      How often do you discuss politics (3=very  often,  

                                                             1=rarely) 

 

Covariates/ 

 

Perceived Corruption   Index variable (Here are some statements that  
     describe how widespread corruption and bribe taking 
     are in all sectors in your country. Which of the  
     following statements reflects your own opinion the  
     best?) (0=Hardly anyone involved, 3=almost everyone  
     is corrupt). 
 
Political Knowledge   Additive Scale (Can you remember the name of the  
     speaker of the parliament? Can you remember  
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     the name of foreign minister?) (0=Low political  
     knowledge, 2=high levels of Political knowledge). 
 
Interpersonal Trust   Index Variable (Generally speaking, would you say  
     most people can be trusted? (1=most people trusted, 
     0=must be very careful). 
 
Gender     Female = 1, Male=0 
 
Education    7= Bachelor degree or higher, 1= No formal education 
     (illiterate). 
 
Age     Age in years. 
 
Religiosity     Index Variable (How often do you read the Quran?  
     (4=everyday or almost everyday, 0=I don’t read)  
 
Income     log of Subjective Income across the seven countries. 
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Table 3. SEM Group Comparison Estimates 

Coefficient        Std. Err. 

Structural Parameters 

Attitudinal Dimension (X)  

Democratic Citizenship (N) 

Male      .0749006***   .0151498 

Female   .0655594***   .0133665 

Behavioral Dimension (Y) 

Democratic Citizenship (N) 

Male    -.0139194**   .0055655 

Female    .0057272   .0060854 

Democratic Citizenship (N) 

Perceptions of Corruption  

Male      1.588527***   .1559293 

Female    1.139667***    .230283 

Religious      

Male    -.6477473***   .1041742 

Female    -.1926384   .1510769 

 
Social Trust 

Male      .80244**   .2610533 
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Female     .7452852   .4615674 

Political knowledge  
Male     1.175132***   .2131375 
Female   1.843533***   .3242884 

 
Education 

 
   Male     .1634277***   .0148565 

Female   .0810592*   .0347195 
 

 
Measurement  Model      
 
Democracy Best Form of Government (Democracy) 
    X              

   .2440285   .1614353 
 
Citizens’ Power (Citizens) 
    X              

          .7894712***   .1790629 
 
Authoritarian Alternative (Strong)  
    X              

 1  (constrained) 
 

 Vote last Election (Vote) 
    Y            

1  (constrained) 
 
Political Interest  
    Y              

      -1.836773***   .4915045 
 
Demonstrate  
    Y              

   1.009455***   .2502177 
  
Discuss Politics 
    Y              

  -1.790377***   .4269588 
  
  lincome 
    N              
                                                             1  (constrained) 
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Variance          

e.Democracy          
Male   .8890572   .0538138                       

 Female  .8412983   .0828058                       
e.Citizen Power           

Male  .4658045   .0339345                      
 Female .4025173     .04887                       

e.Strong         
Male  .4020752   .0370196                       

  Female .3607637   .0564245                        
e.Vote         

Male  .2210174   .0158322                       
 Female .2410688   .0284175                       

e.pol_interest   
Male .4428003   .0372668                       

   Female .4417539   .0688845                       
e.demonstrate    

Male .1650165   .0132351                       
    Female  .2082667   .0252963                       

e.pol_discuss    
Male  .3375582   .0321012 

  Female .3394235   .0569829 
e.lincome        

Male  1.604588    1.34879 
 Female   4.5428    2.27717 

e.X  (Attitudinal Dimension)            
Male  .0550678   .0275378 

  Female .0770977   .0413672 
e.Y (Behavioral Dimension)             

Male  .0209956   .0086027 
  Female  .0404973    .017042 

e.N              
Male 6.498449   1.383001 

  Female 3.033754   2.251236 
      
 
Covariance     
 
e.Vote   
e.pol_discuss  

Male -.0358007**    .013067 
Female  -.0185579   .0199271 

 
e.pol_interest  | 
e.pol_discuss  

Male   .2086015***   .0279407 
 Female  .2361958 ***  .0544914 
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Conclusion 

 

 

DEMOCRATIC CITIZENSHIP AND THE FUTURE OF THE MIDDLE EAST 

 
 This dissertation focused on the notion of democratic citizenship in the Middle East, 

its goal was to shed light on this multi-dimensional concept from different perspectives. 

While the first part of this dissertation focused on the attitudinal component of democratic 

citizenship in seven Arab countries, the second part of this study focused on the behavioral 

dimension of democratic citizenship. The third and last part of this study focused on the 

gender related variations in democratic citizenship across the seven countries in the study. 

The goal of this analysis was to provide the reader with a comprehensive sketch of the state 

of mass democratic norms and behavior in the region prior to the onset of the Arab spring. 

This analysis offers a valuable examination not only of how ordinary people in these 

societies used to think about politics in their own countries. It also offers insights on the 

determinants of their different patterns of mass political behavior while controlling for the 

impact of the sociopolitical and structural context.  

 At the time I was launching this project in 2010, the majority of scholars (i.e. both on 

the regional and the international levels) renounced the idea of a democratic Middle East. At 

that point, most of these scholars had a strong belief that the prospects for democratization in 
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this part of the world were almost non-existent. The majority of scholars studying the Middle 

East agreed to some extent that the region was in the process of ‘liberalization’ but they were 

overly reluctant to use the term ‘democratization’ while referring to the state of affairs in the 

region. In spite the fact that the Arab rulers since the 1990s were taking considerable steps 

towards political and constitutional reforms in their countries as they started to feel the 

impending threats to their powers, these reforms were often received with skepticism, both 

on the national and international levels. Skeptics believed that these reforms were actually 

meant to tighten the grasp of those in power and to further weaken, and to eventually 

eliminate, the opposition. 

 With the first spark of revolution in Tunisia, everyone realized that the Middle East 

was witnessing one of the most critical phases in its entire history. One revolution after 

another changed not just Egypt’s, Libya’s or Tunisia’s face, but the whole Arab world. These 

revolutions have demolished the barriers of fear and the masses are not willing any more to 

revert to the old ways of governance and repression. Everyone in the region realized that it 

was about time for genuine change. 

 In spite the fact that these events came as a surprise both to the international 

community and to most of the people in the region, however, looking at the findings of this 

study, these events do not seem surprising or unexpected. For instance, in the first empirical 

chapter of this study, testing for the determinants of mass democratic attitudes and norms in 

the region, the results show that the citizens’ perceptions of corruption in their own system 

and the level of respect for the rule of law in their countries are the most significant factors in 

shaping their attitudes towards democracy. The results also show that younger people were 

generally more likely to support democratic forms of government, a more inclusive political 
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system, and to reject the rule of an authoritarian leader who governs unilaterally. In fact, 

these aspects were, and still, are among the most pressing demands for the people in these 

countries that are currently in transition. 

 When it comes to understanding the determinants of political behavior in the Middle 

East, the results of the statistical model in the second empirical chapter show that the Arab 

citizens are aspiring for a more fair and just political system in their own countries. In 

contrast to previous literature focusing on the micro-institutional determinants of mass 

political behavior in the region, this study shows that tribalism and patronage are not the only 

factors influencing citizens’ decisions to participate in the political processes in these 

countries. Other factors such as the individuals’ socioeconomic status, ideology, and trust in 

government are also crucial when it comes to shaping mass political behavior, even under 

undemocratic regimes. Also, the results of this empirical chapter show that there are clear 

variations among different political systems in the region when it comes to understanding the 

different modes of mass political participation. This section clearly demonstrates that it is 

conceptually inaccurate to treat all the Arab countries in the region as one entity, as each of 

these political systems has its own peculiarities and specific political and structural features. 

 Finally, gender equality and female empowerment are among the most pressing issues 

facing the Middle East at this moment. Acknowledging the centrality of this issue, I have 

built a statistical model in the third empirical chapter to highlight variations in mass attitudes 

and behavior across different gender groups in the region. I do believe that is essential to 

understand the roots of the existing gender inequalities/gap in the region before even thinking 

about the different solutions to address this problem. In this model, I found that the 

respondents’ level of political knowledge in addition to their level of perceived corruption 
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are among the most powerful factors shaping citizens’ democratic norms and behavior in the 

region. 

 In sum, citizens’ perceptions of corruption coupled with their level of confidence in 

their own legislatures appear to be the most powerful factors shaping mass political behavior 

in the region. Arab countries already in transition must be aware of these concerns and their 

very first goals should be to reinstate people’s trust in the government institutions, and 

eradicate all forms of corruption. However, these efforts should take place immediately after 

transitions when the window of opportunity is still open to erase all the reminiscences of the 

old regimes. 

 

DEMOCRATIC CITIZENSHIP AND FUTURE RESEARCH PLANS 

 

 My future research will focus on two main areas. First, in the domain of democratic 

citizenship, my research will focus on obtaining and analyzing the most recent public opinion 

data from Arab countries that are currently undergoing transition (i.e. Yemen, Tunisia and 

Egypt), and comparing the findings to this existing research. This comparative analysis will 

enable researchers to track changes in mass attitudes and behavior before and after the 

transition in the Arab world, not only when it comes to changes that have already taken place 

in their own political sphere, but most importantly, to determine the likelihood of similar 

changes in other countries in the region. This analysis would also be very useful for shedding 

light on the kind/form of democracy that ordinary people in the Arab World desire for their 

countries. 
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 I am also specifically interested in obtaining and analyzing data from the Arab 

monarchies in the region. These political systems represent a very intriguing political 

phenomenon. As previously mentioned in the second empirical chapter in this study, the 

resilience of these political regimes in the face of the blowing winds of change in the region 

has puzzled many scholars. While a group of scholars believe in the “monarchial 

exceptionalism” of these systems due to the advantage of oil, foreign assistance, and the 

geopolitics of the region, other group of scholars maintained that it is just a matter of time 

and the rulers of these systems will face the same fate as their Arab presidential counterparts. 

So far, there is no available data measuring the mass political attitudes and behaviors in this 

part of the region. For this reason, I believe that comparative public opinion data would be 

very beneficial for the purpose of this study. 

 Second, in the domain of gender and politics, my future research endeavors will focus 

on investigating the impact of institutional arrangements on shaping females’ mass political 

attitudes and behaviors. I am specifically interested in conducting a comparative analysis on 

the impact of females’ presence (i.e. both numerically and substantively) in Arab legislative 

bodies on shaping their patterns of political engagement. These mechanisms were introduced 

in the first place to raise attention to women’s issues in policy-making processes, and to 

improve policy outcomes for these marginal groups. Increasing female representation was 

expected to spur women’s political engagement and participation. However, very little is still 

known about the effectiveness or the adequacy of these mechanisms in the context of the 

Middle East.  

 In spite the surge of affirmative action policies in the past two decades to include 

more women in both elected and appointed office- either by constitutional/legislative means 
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or through the introduction of gender quotas - there are still wide variations in the percentage 

of legislative seats occupied by women as well as the types of policies adopted across the 

region. While some Arab countries have significantly increased the percentage of females’ 

presence in their legislative bodies (i.e. 28% in Tunisia, 22% in UAE), there are still some 

Arab countries that has literally zero presence for women in their legislative bodies (i.e. 

Oman, Bahrain and Qatar). In spite of the availability of single case studies investigating this 

issue in very few Arab countries, there is a considerable gap in the literature when it comes to 

comparative and multi-level studies. 

 I plan to initiate this project in three Arab countries with dissimilar political systems 

and institutional arrangements. In later phases of the project, I will extend the findings of this 

study to include different parts of the Middle East of relevance to my research question. The 

findings of this project are expected to inform wider policy debates regarding the relationship 

between the role of women in parliaments as role models and future leaders, and women’s 

political empowerment in the Arab World. Moreover, this research aims at bridging the gap 

between the institutional and the behavioral aspects of politics by investigating how different 

forms of electoral laws can actually have the impact to alter not only mass political behavior 

but also political attitudes.  

 Finally, I believe these two issues (i.e. democratic citizenship and gender equality) 

are among the most important areas of research in the Arab World at the present. Many 

countries in the region are in the process of either writing or re-formulating their own 

institutional and electoral laws post the Arab Spring. This process should be guided by a deep 

understanding for both the needs, and the political and societal realities of the Arab context. 
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This becomes even more relevant when it involves granting equal citizenship for women in 

these new constitutions and electoral laws.  

 Even after the democratic surge in the region, there is still uncertainty on how and 

whether the Arab Awakening will bring more equality and safeguarding of human rights, 

especially when it comes to women’s issues. Whereas the Arab Awakening has paved the 

way for real change in the region on the regime level, it has also brought about a whole set of 

challenges. Given the rise of the Islamist governments in Egypt, Libya, and Tunisia, very 

little is still known about the genuine commitment of these two pivotal countries to 

advancing genuine democratic reforms, and safeguarding women’s rights.  

 Right now the region is torn between two competing forces of changes. The first 

force is on the regime-level (i.e. Islamist elites and radical political institutions) that is 

striving to enforce its own interpretation of change on the region. The other force is the voice 

of the majority of the people, whose dreams and aspirations are much simpler than those in 

power. These masses desire social equality, better economic conditions, and civil liberties, 

within the guidelines of moderate Islamism. I strongly believe that the only way out of this 

power struggle is the active presence of democratic citizens who are aware of their rights, 

with a strong desire and understanding for democratic ideals and active citizenship.  

 

 


