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  i 

Abstract  
 

 

In ethnic violence research, scholars tend to lump together different forms of ethnic violence. 

Prominent scholars have argued that this strategy is insufficient to understand the causes of 

violence, thus calling for disaggregation. Extending the argument, I argue that we also need to 

disaggregate violence in order to understand its implications. Drawing on survey data from 

the Arab Barometer and sectarian events data, this thesis investigates the effect of events of 

anti-Christian violence in Egypt on trust in state- and societal institutions. Disaggregating 

sectarian events into beatings, bombings, and burnings based on level of arms used and target 

of the attack, I find that beatings lead to decreased trust in courts and legal system, 

parliament, and religious leaders; bombings lead to increased trust in the army and courts and 

legal system; and that burnings lead to decreased trust in courts and legal system. 

Surprisingly, Christians appear to be positively affected by violence in particular cases. As 

discovered in this thesis, different types of sectarian violence arguably shape Egyptian 

citizens’ trust in state- and societal institutions, thus supporting the disaggregation argument. I 

therefore propose that other scholars should apply this disaggregation approach when 

investigating the effects of ethnic violence on political attitudes.  
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1   INTRODUCTION 
 

 

1.1 VIOLENCE AND TRUST IN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS 

 

An extensive amount of research focusing on the effects of violence on trust in state- and 

societal institutions has been conducted, but little attention has been brought to the effects of 

different types of violence. In general, research on violence - more specifically ethnic 

violence - tends to lump together different forms of violence (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 

2020, p. 2). For instance, unarmed violence such as assaults and kidnappings are commonly 

placed in the same category as armed violence such as terrorist attacks, although these attacks 

are very different both in form and scale.  

Scholars, such as Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley (2020), have disaggregated different 

types of sectarian violence in order to understand their logics and drivers. This approach has 

been put forward by Brubaker and Laitin (1998, p. 447) who in their “plea for disaggregation” 

highlighted that disaggregation in both data collection and theory building is necessary to 

“identify, analyse and explain the composite and heterogenous processes and mechanisms 

involved in generating the varied instances of what is commonly lump together as ‘ethnic 

violence’”. Extending this argument and their “plea for disaggregation”, I argue that as 

different types of violence maintain different drivers and logics, they also have different 

effects. In this thesis, I investigate the effects of different types of sectarian violence on trust 

in state- and societal institutions.  

As mentioned initially, many scholars have explored the phenomena of violence and 

its implications for trust. However, their findings are somewhat conflicting. While some 

researchers have found that violence decreases trust in institutions, others argue that violence 

in fact increases trust, thus justifies state repression as a tool for gaining public support. 

Disaggregating violence into different categories can contribute to reconcile some of these 

competing findings in existing literature.  

 It is also worth to note that the majority of previous research has focused less on the 

specific subcategories of ethnic violence such as sectarian violence. Exploring different forms 

of sectarian violence will provide more in-depth knowledge about this subgroup of ethnic 

violence.  
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1.2 SECTARIAN VIOLENCE IN THE EGYPTIAN CASE   

 

To investigate the effect of disaggregated types of sectarian violence on trust in state- and 

societal institutions, I draw on evidence from Egypt. In particular, it is interesting to conduct 

such research in the Egyptian case as there has not been conducted research on the effect of 

ethnic violence on trust in state- and societal institutions in the MENA-region prior to this 

study.  

With increasing incidents of sectarian violence, it is worth to have a closer look at how 

trust in state- and societal institutions are patterned by these attacks. In particular, Christians – 

perceived as a minority in Egypt – have been the main target of these attacks. Hence, 

Christians are presumably affected differently by these attacks than the rest of the population. 

Therefore, I will investigate the effect of sectarian violence on trust in state- and societal 

institutions among Egyptian citizens as individuals, and Christians as a minority group.   

In the aftermath of the Egyptian Revolution and President Mubarak’s resignation on 

February 11th 2011, Egypt experienced an increase in sectarian violence. In the time period 

2013-2018, Egypt experienced a return of military authoritarianism and the rise of militant 

Islamism (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 31). In response to the Rab’a massacre 

conducted by the military-led government in August 2013, “local Muslim Brotherhood 

branches and allied Islamist attacked several Christian communities, whose members they 

blamed for backing the coup, thus enabling the massacre of their supporters” (Barrie, Clarke 

& Ketchley, 2020, p. 13). Following these anti-Christian attacks in 2013, there has been a 

number of attacks targeting Christian communities, especially in the more heavily Christian 

governorates of Upper Egypt including Minya, Asyut and Bani Suef (Barrie, Clarke & 

Ketchley, 2020, p. 14).  

In this thesis, I investigate how these events of sectarian violence have shaped 

Egyptian citizens’ trust in state- and societal institutions. Analysing a dataset of recent events 

of anti-Christian violence in Egypt and a survey conducted by the Arab Barometer, I aim to 

explain how the occurrence of violence in a district shape trust in institutions among the 

citizens in those districts experiencing violence. In short, I argue that beatings as a cause of 

failed mediation will result in decreased trust in institutions that typically serve as mediators, 

bombings as a cause of the security apparatus’ failure to prevent attacks will result in 

decreased trust in the security forces, and that burnings as a result of political actions will 

result in decreased trust in national political actors. I also expect that Christians, being the 
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targeted group, will develop hostile relations to institutions associated with the out-group, and 

that they will be negatively affected by the attacks to a greater extent than the general public.  

The dataset of recent anti-Christian violence in Egypt comprises 413 sectarian events 

from July 2013 to December 2018, and the data is collected from local Arabic- and English-

language websites, newspapers, human rights reports and posts on social media. The survey 

dataset consists of data collected by the Arab Barometer in the time period 15th April 2016 to 

23rd April 2016 in a total of 1200 interviews. The analysis period in this thesis if therefore set 

from July 2013 to 14th April 2016 to examine how sectarian violence prior to the conduction 

of the Arab Barometer survey may have had an effect on the survey respondents’ answers to 

questions regarding trust in state- and societal institutions. This thesis will thus investigate 

trust in state- and societal institutions in the context of sectarian attacks targeting the Christian 

community. I ask,  

 

How have incidents of different types of sectarian violence post-military coup d’état in 

2013 shaped Egyptian citizens’ trust in state- and societal institutions? 

 

1.3 TRUST IN STATE- AND SOCIETAL INSTITUTIONS PATTERNED BY SECTARIAN 

VIOLENCE IN EGYPT  

 

First and foremost, this thesis has illustrated the importance of disaggregating violence. Using 

this approach to study the effect of sectarian violence on trust in state- and societal institutions 

in Egypt, I find that different types of violence – beatings, bombings, burnings – have 

different effects on different institutions. 

Beatings (unarmed attacks against individuals) appear to have a negative effect on 

trust in courts and legal system, the parliament and religious leaders. These effects are as 

anticipated and can be explained by failed mediation. On the contrary, bombings (armed 

attacks against both individuals and properties) have a positive effect on trust in courts and 

legal system, and in the armed forces. For Christians in particular, bombings actually have a 

positive effect on trust in both the government and the parliament, while the effect on trust in 

religious leaders is negative. Regarding both the effect of bombings on the general public, and 

on Christians in particular, the findings are ambiguous and should be investigated further. 

Last, I find that burnings have a negative effect on trust in courts and legal system. This 

finding is as anticipated. Yet, I did not find significant effects on other national political 
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actors as expected. All of the aforementioned findings are statistically significant and passed 

several robustness checks.  

The overall finding is thus that disaggregation of violence is meaningful in order to 

not just understand its drivers and logics, but also its effects. As illustrated in this thesis, 

different types of sectarian violence clearly have different effects on trust in distinct state- and 

societal institutions. In previous ethnic violence research, there has been a tendency that 

scholars often lump different forms of ethnic violence together. I propose that this strategy is 

not sufficient enough to understand violence, and that meaningful disaggregation is necessary. 

The findings of this thesis substantiate this argument.  

This disaggregation approach can help to reconcile some of the conflicting findings in 

the ethnic violence literature. I therefore suggest that other scholars should use this 

disaggregation approach in ethnic violence research in order to understand the effects of 

ethnic violence to a greater extent. Insofar the findings discovered in the Egyptian case are 

applicable to other cases, this thesis contributes to the field of research on what shapes trust in 

state- and societal institutions as well as the field of research on sectarianism and ethnic 

violence in the Middle East.  

 

1.4 THESIS OUTLINE  

 

This thesis is structured as follows: The second section presents the theoretical framework. 

Previous research on the effects of violence on trust in public institutions is presented in 

addition to why violence should be disaggregated into different forms. The hypotheses that 

will be tested in this thesis are presented at the end of this section.  

The third section serves as a background section that provides historical context as 

well as more specific context for Egypt in the analysis period. The aim with this section is to 

provide contextual information that is important to attain a proper understanding of how and 

why sectarian violence is a particular issue in Egypt. This section also describes trends of 

sectarian violence in the last decade as well as attitudes towards public institutions among the 

Egyptian citizens.  

In the fourth section, the methods and data that have been used to conduct this 

research are presented. First, the empirical material, including the Arab Barometer IV survey 

and the Sectarian Events dataset, are examined. Furthermore, the dependent- and the 
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independent variables are presented and examined along with the interaction variables and 

controls. Last, the model used to conduct the analysis is presented. 

In the fifth section, the results from the statistical analysis are presented. The size of 

the associations of the beta coefficient and the statistical significance as well as the robustness 

of the results are accounted for. 

In the following sixth section, the findings from the analysis are further discussed in 

terms of how the findings are interpreted, their significance and how they contribute to 

existing literature on the topic. Moreover, a critical assessment of the findings is conducted 

where potential implications or problems are addressed and discussed.  

The seventh section summarises and concludes the research conducted in this thesis. 

Some potential suggestions and encouragements for future research within this field are also 

addressed. Finally, the bibliography is presented in the eight section.  
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2   THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
 

This section begins with a presentation of existing research on the effects of violence on trust 

in public institutions. Thereafter, issues within ethnic violence research are addressed and 

discussed in view of several scholars’ proposals that violence should be disaggregated. This 

lays the foundation for what I aim to investigate in this thesis: how do different types of 

sectarian violence shape trust in state- and societal institutions. I conclude this chapter with a 

presentation of the hypotheses that will be tested in this thesis.  

 

2.1 THE EFFECT OF VIOLENCE ON TRUST IN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS  
 

Within the study of political attitudes, emphasis has been put on what shapes political trust. 

These “variations in trust are explained in terms of people's satisfaction with specific public 

services (i.e., specific support), which is contrasted with the relevance of political-cultural 

factors and demographic factors for trust-factors more associated with diffuse or general 

support” (Christensen & Lægreid, 2005, p. 488).  

Similar to Easton (1975, p. 437), Norris (2011) distinguishes between specific and 

diffuse support. In line with Norris’ (2011) categories of trust within the range from diffuse to 

specific, “trust in public institutions” is considered as specific support. This is illustrated in 

the figure below. Arguably, institutional trust and confidence in existing political institutions 

is considered important to the development of democracy and political stability. This is 

highlighted by Easton (1975) who argues that a political system needs legitimacy through the 

public support (in terms of confidence and trust) of the system’s institutions to function.  
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1: Indicators of systems support (Norris, 2011) 

 

The effect of violence on trust in public institutions has therefore been a subject for many 

scholars’ research that have analysed how fear or exposure to particular forms of large-scale 

violence, threats and coercion shapes attitudes towards voting, political participation, 

willingness to protest, and political and social trust (Davenport, Nygård, Fjelde & Armstrong, 

2019, p. 370). Yet, some of these findings are conflicting. While some scholars argue that 

violence decreases trust, some scholars argue that violence in fact increases trust in public 

institutions.  

Using data from 32 Afro Barometer surveys, Hutchison and Johnson (2011, p. 749) 

found a negative relationship between internal violence and political trust, in which 

“individuals are less likely to place trust in government if their country has recently 

experienced an outbreak in internal violence”. They also control for the effect of previous 

conflicts to ensure that the relationship is not spurious to prior conflict levels, where they 

found that accounting for prior conflict does not alter the substantive relationship. Similarly, 

De Juan and Pierskalla (2016) found that “the more people are exposed to violence, the more 

probable are lower levels of trust in the government when the war ends” (De Juan & 

Pierskalla, 2016, p. 85). De Juan and Pierskalla (2016, p. 85) also highlight that “the more 
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people experience the material and human costs of violence, the more negatively they will 

evaluate the government’s failure to curb rebellion, as well as the consequences of violent 

government action itself”. This is also the main finding of Hoglund’s (2008) research where 

she argues that excessive levels of political and criminal violence will markedly challenge the 

legitimacy of the governing institutions, leading to a decrease in people’s trust in state 

institutions and democracy.  

In addition to research on the effect of internal violence and conflict, there has also 

been conducted research on the effect of violence in terms of crime. In the Mexican context, 

Blanco (2013) studied the effect of violent crime on trust in institutions. She found that the 

occurrence of violent crimes has led to perceptions of insecurity, in which have a negative 

effect on trust in institutions and democratic support (Blanco, 2013, p. 53). Especially 

institutions responsible for dealing with crime – the judicial and legal institutions – 

experience a large negative effect in terms of lack of trust (Blanco, 2013, p. 53).  

Following her research in the Mexican context, Blanco investigated the impact of crime and 

insecurity on trust in democracy and institutions in the Columbian context. Here, Blanco and 

Ruiz (2013) found that being a victim of violence or exposed to armed conflict reduces trust 

in institutions including political institutions, national government, congress and the armed 

forces. They also found that trust in the police and the judicial system is notably reduced as a 

cause of violence and crime.  

Although many scholars have paid attention to how violence affect the general public, 

some have emphasised how separate groups are affected differently. In their research on the 

effect of local exposure to conflict in Burundi, Voors and Bulte (2014) found that exposure to 

violence decreases trust and appreciation of state-level institutions – including the police, the 

justice system, and the army – in addition to local political leaders. However, they found that 

this effect seems to be conditional on whether the institution is associated with the in-group or 

the out-group, where the negative effect is stronger on institutions associated with the out-

group (Voors & Bulte, 2014, p. 367). It is likely that this effect is tied to that the fact that the 

majority of the violence during the conflict was perpetrated by the out-group (Voors & Bulte, 

2014, p. 357). This finding is similar to the findings of Salma Mousa’s (2018) research on 

how incidents of sectarian violence shape political and religious preferences in Iraq. 

Leveraging the Al-Qaeda attacks against Shi’a Muslims in Iraq in 2013, she examined how 

these attacks shaped political and religious preferences among Shi’a- and Sunni Muslims. 

Using a difference-in-difference design, she examined the change in trust by comparing two 

Arab Barometer surveys where one is conducted ahead of the Al-Qaeda attacks, and the other 
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is conducted after the attacks. In regard to trust in public institutions, Mousa (2018) found that 

while trust in public institutions and support for democracy increased among Sunnis, it 

decreased among Shi’as following the attacks. In addition to highlighting that violence in 

general have a negative effect on trust in public institutions, the findings of Voors and Bulte 

(2014) and Mousa (2018) also illustrate how the group being targeted by violence is affected 

differently than the group not being targeted. Presumably, the group being targeted is likely to 

be negatively affected by violence to a greater extent than the other group(s).  

By contrast, some scholars have found that violence in fact increases trust in public 

institutions. Among these scholars, Garcia-Ponce and Pasquale (2013) found that civilians are 

more likely to report trust in public institutions shortly following the occurrence of violent 

events. Based on a dataset of more than 10,000 violent events and more than 65,000 

household survey responses, they found that exposure to political violence increases civilian 

support for government- leaders and institutions, in which “provide a logic for why leaders 

pursue strategies of violence both against opposition groups as well as against civilians” 

(Garcia-Ponce & Pasquale, 2013, p. 24).  

There is also an argument that not just government institutions, but also local 

institutions in particular achieve increased trust as a consequence of violence. Bellows and 

Miguel (2006) found that the violence which occurred during the Sierra Leone Civil War led 

to increased trust in local institutions, thus leading to greater participation in political- and 

community organisation.  

Interestingly, some scholars argue that violence has no effect on trust in public 

institutions, thus stressing that violence neither increases nor decreases trust in public 

institutions. Examining the impact of criminal violence on interpersonal- and institutional 

trust in the Mexican context, Ishiyama, Higareda, Pulido and Almaraz (2018) found, contrary 

to much of previous research on this topic, that the level of violence did not have an effect on 

social trust and trust in public institutions. Moreover, they found that if people perceive 

violence to be a great problem, regardless of whether they have experienced violence, they 

will have less social- and institutional trust (Ishiyama et al., 2018, p. 16). This indicates that 

there are more factors than just violence itself that determines its effect on trust.  

It is apparent that previous findings on the effects of violence on trust in public 

institutions are conflicting. The majority of research has concluded that violence has a 

negative effect on people’s trust in public institutions, and that people in societies that 

experience violence in general have less trust in public institutions than others. By contrast, 

some research has also concluded with the opposite, thus arguing that violence in fact has a 
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positive effect on people’s trust in public institutions, meaning that trust increases with 

experience of violence. This argument contributes to explain why regimes choose to repress 

their citizens, as there seems to be a positive gain in terms of increased regime trust when 

using repressive strategies.  

 

2.3 THE EFFECT OF SECTARIAN VIOLENCE ON TRUST IN PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS  

 

Despite the extensive research on the effect of violence on trust in public institutions, little 

attention has been paid to sectarian violence with Mousa’s (2018) research being the 

exception. It is fair to assume that sectarian violence as a subgroup of ethnic violence also has 

an effect – especially on specific subgroups.  

In general, sectarianism is recognised by a strong support to a specific group that one is a 

member of, which in turn can cause hostile relations towards different groups in terms of 

discrimination, hatred or prejudice. The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 

(2008, p. 45) highlights that “traditionally, sectarian violence implies a symmetrical 

confrontation between two or more non-state actors representing different population groups”. 

In the religious context, some examples of sectarianism include the disputes between Shi’a- 

and Sunni Muslims, the Protestants and Catholics, and also the dispute between Christians 

and Muslims.  

As pointed out, sectarianism can cause hostile relations, which in turn can result in 

violent actions. Those subgroups being targeted will presumably be shaped by their 

experiences of violence. The Egyptian Initiative for Personal Rights (EIPR), an Egyptian 

independent human rights organisation, defines sectarian violence as:   

 

Any use of violence, regardless of degree or type, by an individual or group affiliated with 

one religion against an individual or group not affiliated with that religion, or against their 

property or houses of worship, if religious affiliation was one of the motives of violence 

or a factor in the escalation of violence, or if such violence included attacks on religious 

practices, places of worship or religious symbols (The Egyptian Initiative for Personal 

Rights, 2010, p. 4). 

 

As sectarian violence is increasing in several regions across the world, it is interesting to 

investigate how this type of violence shapes trust in state- and societal institutions.  
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Conducting research on the effect of sectarian violence on trust in institutions using 

the approach of traditional ethnic violence research might not provide us the necessary 

knowledge and insight. In general, research on ethnic violence tends to lump together 

different forms of violence. Commonly, ethnic violence is defined as “any violence in which 

animosities based on differences in ethnic identity are a primary motivation for action” 

(Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 8). Studying violence in this aggregate way has led to 

conflicting findings, and important details are thus missed out on. Disaggregation of violence 

is therefore presented as a possible solution to both reconcile some of these conflicting 

findings, and to achieve more in-depth knowledge about the effects of violence.   

 

2.3.1 CALL FOR DISAGGREGATION  

 

With conflicting findings in the literature on ethnic violence, many prominent scholars have 

proposed that ethnic violence and its subgroups, including sectarian violence, should be 

studied as disaggregated phenomenon. In their “plea for disaggregation”, Brubaker and Laitin 

(1998) argue that ethnic- and nationalist violence are large, composite and casually 

heterogenous, and cannot be understood or explained through a single theoretical lens. 

Instead, they propose a research strategy “firmly committed to disaggregation in both data 

collection and theory building “to identify, analyse and explain the composite and 

heterogenous processes and mechanisms involved in generating the varied instances of what 

is commonly lump together as ‘ethnic violence’” (Brubaker & Laitin, 1998, p. 447). 

Turning to the literature on civil war, scholars such as Kalyvas (2006) and Balcells 

(2017) have used disaggregating approaches by distinguishing between discriminate and 

indiscriminate violence and parsing of direct versus indirect violence.  

Although a call for disaggregation in ethnic violence research has been aired by 

scholars such as Brubaker and Laitin (1998), it has yet to find its way into empirical work 

(Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley, 2020, p. 7). On the contrary, diverse forms of violence are 

commonly lump together in the same study. For instance, in her studies of “ethnic collective 

action” Olzak (1994, p. 6) defines this as “a public action of two or more persons that 

articulates a distinctly ethnic (or racial) claim, expresses a grievance, or attacks members of 

another ethnic group (or their property)”. Here, she does not distinguish between the target of 

the attack – individuals and properties – or level of arms used. Similarly, neither Varshney 

(2003) or Wilkinson (2004) distinguish between the target of the attacks and level of arms 
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used in their research on ethnic riots in India. Using this approach makes it difficult to 

account for and fully understand and analyse complex and heterogenous processes such as in 

ethnic violence. Horowitz (2001, p. 27-28) have pointed out that it “will not be possible to 

know which conditions are common and which are distinctive if we begin with a dependent 

variable based on merged phenomena”. I argue that this argument also applies to when the 

independent variable is based on merged phenomena.  

Similar to Brubaker and Latin (1998) and Horowitz (2001), Barrie, Clarke and 

Ketchley (2020) propose that ethnic violence should be disaggregated into different forms so 

that scholars can better analyse its diverse logics and thus reconcile some of the competing 

findings in ethnic violence literature. As sectarian violence is considered a subgroup of ethnic 

violence, this proposal also applies to the research on sectarian violence. 

 Indeed different kinds of sectarian violence have different dynamics and should 

therefore be expected to have different effects as well. In this thesis, the effects of different 

types of sectarian violence on trust in state- and societal institutions are investigated. For this 

purpose, Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley’s (2020) typology of ethnic violence is applied to the 

sectarian attacks in Egypt. This three-part categorisation of ethnic violence distinguishes 

between the target of the attack and the level of arms used (Barrie, Clark & Ketchley, 2020, p. 

11). This typology is illustrated in the figure below.  

 

Level of  
Target 

  

Violence Individual Property 

Unarmed   Beatings  Burnings 

Armed Bombings 

 

2: Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley’s (2020) typology of ethnic violence 

 

As illustrated in the figure, there are two types of targets – individual and property – and two 

levels of violence – armed and unarmed – put forward in the typology. Barrie, Clarke and 

Ketchley (2020) argue that these criteria are selected for two reasons: “1) they are 

substantively meaningful, i.e., they capture important differences in the forms and functions 

of violence, including the aims of that violence and its level of organization; and 2) they are 
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tractable, i.e., they are easy to apply based on even cursory or limited information about an 

event.” (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 8). 

Drawing on Tilly’s (2003) work on collective violence, Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley 

(2020, p. 9) “distinguish between armed ethnic violence, which inflicts damage on an ethnic 

group using firearms or explosives, and unarmed violence, which inflicts harm using 

improvised weapons (e.g. clubs, knives, or fists)”. Thus, beatings are defined as unarmed 

violence targeting individuals, burnings as unarmed violence targeting properties, and 

bombings as armed violence targeting both individuals and properties. Beatings typically 

comprise of assaults or kidnappings, burnings of arsons and lootings, and bombings of armed 

attacks using bombs and guns such as shootings or assassinations (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 

2020, p. 8).  

An important note is that they have chosen to not subdivide armed violence according 

to the target of the attack as done with unarmed violence as they believe that the distinction 

between attacking individuals and properties is no longer meaningful when advanced 

weapons are involved (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 10). “Attacks involving such 

weapons are almost always aimed at inflicting maximum civilian casualties and terrorizing an 

entire community. It is rare to involve advanced weapons in attacks aimed at individual 

punishment for a specific act” (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 10). Therefore, this 

category is kept merged.  

Extending the “call for disaggregation”-argument put forward by several scholars (e.g. 

Brubaker & Laitin (1998); Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley (2020)), I argue that ethnic violence 

needs to be disaggregated not just to understand its drivers and logics, but also its implications 

and consequences. Following this argument, I expect to find support for the following 

hypothesis:   

 

H1: Different forms of sectarian violence maintain different drivers and logics and 

will thus have differential effects on trust in state- and societal institutions.  

 

Events of unarmed violence, most commonly perpetrated by normal citizens, can emerge 

spontaneously since the perpetrators use weapons that are at their immediate disposal such as 

stones, knives, fists and clubs (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 10). Hence the 

spontaneous nature of these low-scale attacks, planning ahead of an attack is not necessary. 

Subsequently, these attacks cannot be predicted, thus not prevented in the same way as attacks 

that require some level of planning (like a terrorist attack). A common feature of these attacks 



  

 - 14 -  
 

is that they unfold as parochial violence that target individuals (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 

2020, p. 30). In fact, Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley (2020) concluded that religious factors as 

well as economic factors seemed to affect the occurrence of beatings.  

In order to prevent beatings, mediation between the two conflicting parties is 

necessary. In this particular case, potential mediators are local religious leaders, political 

leaders, courts and also political institutions such as the parliament. Therefore, beatings may 

be interpreted as a consequence of local mediators’ failure to mediate the conflict between the 

Coptic Christians and the Muslims in Egypt. This will presumably result in decreased trust in 

these mediators as they have failed to mediate and thus not prevented the attacks. In line with 

this argument, it is expected that the following hypothesis is true:  

 

H2A: Beatings have a negative effect on trust in local religious authorities, political 

leaders, courts and political institutions.   

 

In opposition to unarmed violence, armed violence requires some type of sponsoring 

organisation to furnish the arms and weapons (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 10). Such 

organisation could be a vigilante group, a terrorist organisation, or a branch of the state’s 

coercive apparatus (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 10). As weapons need to be funded 

and thus distributed, planning is absolutely necessary. Therefore, armed violence does not 

happen spontaneously in contrast to unarmed violence. As bombings do not happen 

spontaneously, the security apparatus is provided the opportunity to detect and thus prevent 

these attacks from happening. These forms of attacks are not impossible to prevent in contrast 

to more spontaneous attacks such as assaults and kidnappings. Bombings can therefore be 

considered as a consequence of the security apparatus’ (including the police and the army) 

failure to stop insurgents and threats, thus “allowed” terrorist attacks and bombings to occur. 

Inevitably, people will lose faith and trust in these institutions’ capabilities to protect them. I 

therefore expect the following hypothesis to be true:  

 

H2B: Bombings have a negative effect on trust in the security forces. 

 

Similar to beatings, burnings do not demand extensive planning due their spontaneous nature 

and can thus not be predicted nor prevented by the authorities. Being a form of sectarian 

violence, burnings “seek to collectively punish an ethnic community by targeting one of their 

symbolically important sites” (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 3). In the Egyptian case 
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with the dispute between the Muslim majority and the Christian minority, where the latter is 

the supressed party, such symbolically important sites include churches and other places of 

worship.  

In their research on the dynamics and logics of burnings, Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley 

(2020, p. 30) found that political factors shaped the occurrence of burnings, thus underline 

“the importance of political mobilisation and political entrepreneurs for this type of violence, 

[they] found that… burnings were much more likely in districts where the Muslim 

Brotherhood had recently organized a long-term sit-in… [and that] many burnings during the 

Rab’a week were instigated by Morsi supporters marching from sit-ins in central city 

squares”. In addition, measures of state capacity (e.g. number of police strikes and 

government repression) provides an explanation for the occurrence of burnings (Barrie, 

Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 32).  

As discovered by Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley (2020), burnings have traditionally been 

politically motivated. Therefore, burnings will presumably have a negative effect on trust in 

national political actors as a consequence of the political nature of the attacks. The following 

hypothesis is therefore expected to be true:  

 

H2C: Burnings have a negative effect on trust in national political actors. 

 

As aforementioned in this section, previous research has found that the in-groups (the target 

group) develop scepticism and distrust against the out-groups (often the group conducting 

violence) and institutions associated with it as a cause of violence (Voors & Bulte, 2014, p. 

367). In the Egyptian context, Christians are perceived as a minority and have thus been a 

target group of sectarian violence due to ethnic cleavages in terms of religion. In this context, 

Christians are considered as members of the in-group, while the out-group consists of the 

Muslim majority. In line with findings from previous research on in-group-out-group 

relations, Christians will presumably have less trust in public institutions than Muslims as a 

consequence of the sectarian attacks. Undoubtedly, it is expected that all citizens will be 

negatively affected by violence in terms of trust in particular institutions (depending on the 

type of attack), but the effect is expected to be stronger on Christians than the general public 

as a whole. It is plausible to assume that as these attacks relate to violence against religious 

symbols, holy properties and other sacred objects, Christians will be particularly affected as 

they perceive these things to be especially important to them.  
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In line with these arguments, I expect to find support for the following two 

hypotheses:  

 

H3A: Following being targeted by sectarian violence, Christians (the in-group) 

develop hostile relations towards the out-group (Muslims) and institutions associated 

with it. 

 

H3B: Being a Christian in a district experiencing sectarian attacks will have a 

stronger negative effect on trust in state- and societal institutions than the general 

effect of experiencing sectarian attacks.  
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3 THE CASE OF SECTARIAN VIOLENCE IN EGYPT  
 
 

In this section, I present a brief overview of the historical context and why sectarian violence 

is a particular issue in Egypt. The aim of this section is to highlight the dynamics and causes 

of sectarian violence, thus enabling the possibility of understanding how sectarian violence 

may have an effect on trust in state- and societal institutions.  

 

3.1 SECTARIAN VIOLENCE IN EGYPT BEFORE THE 2013 MILITARY COUP 

D’ÉTAT 
 

Like in other countries in the Middle East such as Syria, Bahrain and Yemen, sectarianism is 

a prominent issue in Egypt and has been so for decades. As Brownlee (2013) notes:  

 

The Egyptian Orthodox Christian community—the Copts—has been the target of 

violence and discrimination since the 1970s and especially following the revolution 

that overthrew Hosni Mubarak. The Egyptian state has done little to remedy the 

situation and has at times enabled the conflict between Muslims and Christians 

(Brownlee, 2013, p. 1).  

 

Under the leadership of President Sadat in the 1970s, the Egyptian regime turned towards 

Islam, thus causing the regime-church relations to deteriorate (Brownlee, 2013, p. 6). This 

embracement of Islam resulted in an exclusion of Egyptian Christians, as they no longer were 

treated equal to the Egyptian Muslims. Brownlee (2013, p. 4) argues that “anti-Coptic 

violence during the past forty years emerged from the intersection of religious discourse and 

authoritarian control. Sadat promoted Islam in public life and rebuilt the Nasserist police state 

as a means of shoring up his political position”. Thus, the problem of sectarianism has 

persisted for decades. 

In a study conducted from 2008 to 2010, the Egyptian Initiative for Personal Rights 

(2010) found that acts of collective retribution for affronts to the dignity or honour of 

Muslims is one of the two most common types of sectarian violence. The other most common 

type of attack is prompted by Christians holding prayers in a home or in a building as this is 

considered prohibited worship (Egyptian Initiative for Personal Rights, 2010, p. 12). To a 

minor extent than the two aforementioned forms of attacks, attacks targeting houses of 
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worship and premediated murder, where the victims are chosen based on their religious 

identity, were also among the most common types of sectarian violence (Egyptian Initiative 

for Personal Rights, 2010, p. 15). The Egyptian Initiative for Personal Rights (2010) also 

found that despite growing sectarian tensions and violence across the country, the authorities 

seem to neither address nor confront this issue.  

During the uprisings in 2011, Egypt saw a decrease in sectarian violence as everyone 

came together - regardless of religious affiliation - to demonstrate against the Mubarak regime 

(Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 12). But this sense of national unity did not last long. 

Malsin and El-Fekki (2019) point out that the overthrow of President Mubarak in 2011 led to 

a collapse in state control in several parts of the country which in turn led to an increase in 

violent attacks as there were no authorities to prevent or control these. In line with Muslim 

Brotherhood candidate Morsi being elected for President in mid-2012, concerns about the 

growing power of domestic Islamic forces emerged among the Coptic community (Barrie, 

Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 12). The Egyptian Copts feared the emergence of a permanent 

Islamist hegemony. Due to these concerns, elites from the Coptic community were therefore 

active in the counterrevolutionary movement that paved the way for Sisi’s military coup in 

2013 (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 12). 

 

3.2 INCREASING SECTARIAN VIOLENCE POST-2013 MILITARY COUP D’ÉTAT  
 

As previously stated, the Coptic Christians have been a target of violence and discrimination 

since the 1970s when President Anwar Sadat turned the state towards Islam which caused 

damage to the civil relations between the state and the church (Malsin & El-Fekki, 2019). 

Almost half a century later, violent attacks targeting the Copts represent a great challenge for 

President Sisi. President Sisi came to power during a military coup in 2013 which led to the 

removal of President Morsi, the first civilian elected president in Egypt (Human Rights 

Watch, 2014a). Even though President Sisi has vowed to defend the Christian minority and 

has promoted religious pluralism, Coptic leaders say they still remain under siege (Malsin & 

El-Fekki, 2019).  

Among the Egyptian citizens, this growing sectarian division is considered a great 

concern. The figure below illustrates to what extent the respondents to the Arab Barometer IV 

survey are concerned about growing sectarian divisions across the region when asked the 

question “How concerned are you that sectarian division is growing across the region?”.  
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Evidently, most Egyptians are concerned about growing sectarian divisions1. 

 

 

3: Concerns about growing sectarian divisions among Egyptians 

 

After the overthrow of President Morsi in 2013, Egypt has experienced an increase in 

sectarian attacks. The following two months after the military coup, the Muslim Brotherhood 

arranged two large sit-ins – the Rab’a and Nahda sit-ins - in addition to smaller protests across 

Egypt to denounce the military coup and demand the reinstatement of President Morsi 

(Human Rights Watch, 2014a). In response to these sit-ins and protests, the Egyptian police 

and army opened fire on the demonstrators. This brutal crackdown of protests resulted in the 

killing of approximately 1,150 people in what is one of the most vicious acts of state 

repression witnessed anywhere since the Cold War (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 13).  

In response to the regime’s brutal response, local Muslim Brotherhood branches went on the 

attack targeting Christian communities (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 13-14). These 

attacks on Cristian churches and other institutions came after weeks of statements from pro-

Morsi supporters who blamed Christians for the overthrow of President Morsi, thus enabling 

the bloody massacres (Human Rights Watch 2014a; Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley 2020, p. 14).  

 
1 This question does not clarify ‘sectarian divisions’ as a division between Christians and 

Muslims. Some respondents could potentially understand ‘sectarian divisions’ as a division 

between Muslims sects such as Shia and Sunni. 
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The figure below illustrates the rapid increase in sectarian attacks following the Rab’a 

and al-Nahda massacres on August 14th.  

 

4: Sectarian attacks following the Rab’a massacre 

 

In the “All According to the Plan” report from 2014, Human Rights Watch (2014a) highlights 

the extensiveness of these attacks in several governorates in Egypt:  

 

Immediately following the dispersals of the Rab’a and al-Nahda sit-ins, crowds of men 

attacked at least 42 churches, burning or damaging 37, as well as dozens of other 

Christian religious institutions in the governorates of Minya, Asyut, Fayoum, Giza, Suez, 

Sohag, Bani Suef, and North Sinai (Human Rights Watch, 2014a).  

 

In their documentation of 42 attacks on religious institutions, Human Rights Watch (2014a) 

documented that neither the police nor the military were present at the start of or during the 

attacks. Brownlee (2013) calls attention to that the army and police frequently do not 

intervene to ensure public safety when Copts are physically attacked, thus enabling the spread 

of attacks and assaults. In April 2013, the police failed to intervene to halt clashes that broke 

out after a funeral at the main Coptic cathedral in Cairo, and at times they even shot at 

Christian protesters inside church grounds themselves (Human Rights Watch, 2014b). 
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Data collected by Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley (2020) from July 2013- December 2018 

shows that the occurrence of violence increased rapidly in April following the Rab’a 

massacre, and to what extent the attacks occurred in the following years. The occurrence of 

sectarian violence following the Rab’a massacre is displayed in the figure below that displays 

anti-Christian attacks from July 2013- April 2016. This figure also displays how the 

occurrence of attacks decreased throughout the following couple of years.  

 

 

5: Sectarian attacks in Egypt between July 2013-April 2016 

 

These data also illustrate that governorates in Upper Egypt - e.g. Minya, Asyut, Bani Suef and 

Sohag - particularly have been affected by sectarian attacks. As opposed to other districts, 

these districts have been targets of sectarian violence due to their large Christian population 

since the emerging sectarianism in the 1970s. The Christians are considered a minority in 

Egypt, but the majority of them lives in the governorates of Upper Egypt (Barrie, Clarke & 

Ketchley, 2020, p. 14). The map below, which displays the governorate distribution of 

incidents of anti-Christian attacks between July 2013 and mid-April 2016, illustrates that the 

governorates in Upper Egypt are the ones that have had the most incidents of sectarian 

violence.  
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6: Governorate distribution of sectarian events (log-transformed) 

 

The following map displays how most of the attacks are concentrated in the districts along the 

Nile River in the governorate of Minya. The districts of Markz Samalut, Markz Mallawi and 

Markz Abu Qurqas are among those districts that have had most incidents of sectarian attacks.  

 

 

7: District distribution of sectarian events (log-transformed) 
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As stated by EIPR (2010), sectarian violence is defined as sectarian attacks targeting 

groups not affiliated with a specific religion, their properties, houses of worship and religious 

symbols and practices. In the Egyptian case, these types of attacks are prominent according to 

data collected by Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley (2020). Most of the attacks conducted between 

July 2013- mid-April 2016 were targeting either individuals, houses of worship, or personal 

properties. The attackers used a variety of methods – both armed and unarmed – when 

conducting the attacks including destruction of property, assault, shooting, abduction, arson, 

looting and bombings.  

In regard to findings from previous research on the effects of violence, increasing 

attacks and incidents of violence is likely to have repercussions for those affected directly or 

indirectly as citizens of a district targeted. But, in what way have these incidents affected 

Egyptians’ attitudes towards state- and societal institutions?  

  

3.3 ATTITUDES TOWARDS STATE- AND SOCIETAL INSTITUTIONS IN EGYPT  
 

The Arab Barometer IV survey conducted in 2016 addresses Egyptian citizens’ attitudes 

towards different state- and societal institutions. Their findings are illustrated in the following 

figures where the scale of trust ranges from “no trust at all”, “not very much trust”, “quite a 

lot of trust” to “a great amount of trust”.  

Based on the results from the Arab Barometer IV survey, it appears to be a broad 

variation in levels of trust across a range of institutions in Egypt, and the attitudes differ 

between Christians and Muslims. A clear majority express trust in the police and the army, 

while the government and courts and legal system also receive decent support.  
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8: Egyptian citizens’ trust in the government 

 

 
9: Egyptian citizens’ trust in courts and legal system 

 

Although the government receives a decent amount of support – especially among 

Christians -, many replied that they feel unequally treated by the government when they were 

asked about to what extent they felt equally treated by the government in comparison with 

other Egyptian citizens. This is illustrated in the figure below which also displays that 

Muslims to a greater extent than Christians feel unequally treated.    
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10: Two what extent Egyptian citizens feel equally treated by the government in comparison 

with other Egyptian citizens 

 

Compared to the aforementioned institutions, the parliament and religious leaders 

maintain a lower support percentage. These two institutions are particularly interesting to 

examine. To some extent, religious leaders and the parliament serve as mediators between the 

people and the state. Thus, these institutions provide the people an opportunity to “interact” 

with the state and the authorities despite the hierarchical structures. Therefore, it is interesting 

to see how Egyptians put their trust in these institutions as this to some extent will reflect their 

belief in their own capabilities and possibilities to be heard and “influence” as well as to what 

extent they put trust in these institutions to mediate conflict. These mediating institutions are 

presumably especially important for Christians being a marginalised and repressed minority 

often in the centre of conflict where mediation and dialogue is necessary.  

The figures below illustrate that the Egyptians put less trust in the parliament and 

religious leaders than in the government and courts and legal system. In fact, it appears that 

Egyptians are rather divided when it comes to trust in the parliament and religious leaders, 

and that Christians on average put more trust in these institutions than Muslims.  
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11: Egyptian citizens’ trust in the parliament  

 

 
12: Egyptian citizens’ trust in religious leaders  

 

Concerning political parties, very few Egyptians put trust in these with almost 50% of 

both Christians and Muslims answering that they have “no trust at all” in political parties. 

These findings illustrate a clear tendency where “non-political” institutions maintain higher 

levels of support from the Egyptian citizens compared to the “political” institutions.  
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13: Egyptian citizens’ trust in political parties 

 

What is noteworthy is the general high trust in the security forces - the army and the 

police – among both Christians and Muslims. As illustrated in the figures below, a clear 

majority of the citizens trust the armed forces and the police. However, these high scores on 

trust may be artificial support rather than genuine support.  

 

 

14: Egyptian citizens’ trust in the army  
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15: Egyptian citizens’ trust in the police  

 

Pointed out by Tannenberg (2017), “respondents subjected to autocratic rule may practice 

“preference falsification” to align their answers with the perceived wishes of the regime” and 

“can therefore be expected to appease the regime with their responses out of fear that failure 

to do so may result in repression, physical or otherwise”. As Egypt witnessed a return to 

military authoritarianism following the 2013 military coup, it is plausible that Egyptians to 

some extent will show their trust in the army and the police due to fear rather than their honest 

opinion.  

Due to these potential measurement errors, namely reporting bias, in respondents 

answers to sensitive survey questions such as attitudes towards the authorities, the survey 

results will be interpreted with caution. This applies to the army and the police in particular.  

The mass uprisings in 2011 and the removal of President Mubarak gave tremendous 

hope that a new era of democratic politics could be built in Egypt and the rest of the Arab 

world. However, with the unsuccessful transition to democracy and the military coup in 2013, 

Egypt has experienced a growing distrust of political authorities, and most Egyptians have 

lost faith in democracy (Brown, 2013, p. 53). In this context, it also noteworthy that the Arab 

Barometer III (2014) survey found Egyptians to be among the least likely people in the Arab 

world to call their country “democratic” or to find democracy suitable for their country 

(Robbins, 2015, p. 86). Spierings (2017) argues that Egypt in fact had relatively high levels of 

trust concerning political-institutional trust in the immediate aftermath of the uprisings in 
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2011, but that these levels rapidly decreased during 2012-2013. This is also illustrated in the 

previously discussed figures.  
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4   DATA AND METHOD 
 

 

This section presents the empirical material and research design applied in this thesis. First, I 

present the data used to test the hypotheses, followed by a discussion of reliability and 

validity of both datasets. Further, I present and discuss the dependent- and independent 

variables, in addition to the interaction variables and controls. Finally, I present and discuss 

the model I have used to analyse the data.  

 

4.1 EMPIRICAL MATERIAL  
 

I use two datasets that serve as the foundation for the empirical material used to conduct this 

study: The Sectarian Events dataset and the Arab Barometer IV dataset. In the following 

paragraphs, these datasets are accounted for.  

 

 

4.1.1 THE SECTARIAN EVENTS DATASET  

 

The Sectarian Events dataset covers anti-Christian events in Egypt over the period 2013-2018. 

This dataset is based on the Esshad-catalogue of anti-Christian events that draws on more than 

fifty Arabic- and English-language news sources (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 18). 

For the purpose of their research, Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley (2020) expanded the dataset by 

adding 54 events yielded from human rights reports compiled by Human Rights Watch and 

the Egyptian Initiative for Personal Rights. They also removed some events from the original 

Esshad-catalogue as some of these did not fulfil the requirements for their operationalisation 

of sectarian violence. 

For each event included in the dataset, the date of the event’s occurrence, location 

including governorate and district, the number of killed and injured as well as main narrative 

details, such as type of incident, are recorded. The narrative details contribute to provide in-

depth understanding of sectarian events in Egypt. The events are also assigned to three 

different disaggregated categories of ethnic violence based on a typology created by Barrie, 

Clarke and Ketchley (2020) consisting of “beatings”, “bombings” and “burnings”. This 

typology is accounted for in the ‘Theoretical Framework’-section. “Beatings” are defined as 

unarmed violence targeting individuals, “burnings” as unarmed violence targeting properties, 
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and “bombings” as armed violence targeting both individuals and properties (Barrie, Clarke & 

Ketchley, 2020, p. 2).  

The original Sectarian Events dataset includes 413 sectarian events in total, but a 

number of these have been removed for the purpose of this thesis. The events that occurred 

after 15th April 2016 have been removed from the dataset because these occurred during the 

conduction of the Arab Barometer survey or after it was conducted. These events will 

therefore not pay any contribution to the purpose of this thesis. Additionally, I have added a 

variable that accounts for the distribution of Christians in the districts. These data have been 

retrieved from the 2006 Egyptian census and are available through IPUMS International. 

 

4.1.1.2 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY IN THE SECTARIAN EVENTS DATASET 

 

Following the rapid technological development over the past decades, machine-learning 

techniques and automatization efforts have paid important contributions to ease the workload 

of scientists that develop events datasets. A common pitfall of this development is lack of 

nuance and details that requires human interpretation. However, as the Sectarian Events 

dataset includes narrative details about each of the events included, I argue that the authors 

have delt with this possible pitfall in a satisfactory way. By including these narrative details, 

the data thus maintain the nuance and human interpreted details that are often excluded from 

events datasets. This contributes to strengthen both the internal validity and reliability of the 

data.  

 As it is based on the Esshad-catalogue of anti-Christian events that draws on more 

than fifty Arabic- and English-language news sources, the Sectarian Events dataset draws on 

news sources like many other events datasets. Drawing on news sources and media reports 

pose some potential challenges. This induces problems concerning selective reporting, 

measurement error and bias (Weidmann, 2015, p. 207). Chenoweth, Perkoski and Kang 

(2017, p. 1956) highlights four types of biases that can be present in media-based data: 1) an 

urban bias, 2) a violence bias, 3) an English-language bias, and 4) a state-centric bias. As 

newspapers and news media seek to report sensational and newsworthy cases rather than 

conducting research, the chances of selection bias and measurement error in the independent 

variable increase, thus causing biased estimates. This may in turn increase the risk of Type-II 

errors as the estimates are more uncertain (Weidmann, 2015, p. 208).  

 To deal with and address such issues as those framed by Chenoweth et al. (2017), it is 

recommended to incorporate supplementary sources in addition to the news sources data. This 
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is one of the strengths of the Sectarian Events dataset. As a supplement to data from the 

Esshad-catalogue, the Sectarian Events dataset has relied on data yielded from human rights 

reports compiled by the Human Rights Watch and the Egyptian Initiative for Personal Rights, 

thus reducing the risk of reporting bias. In addition, the authors also removed some events 

from the original Esshad-catalogue “either because the details of their occurrence were 

difficult to verify (e.g., accounts of events shared on Facebook) or because they did not meet 

the criteria for a sectarian attack” (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 18). This indicates that 

the measurements are consistent as the operationalisation of a sectarian attack is both precise 

and unambiguous, thus increasing the reliability of the dataset.  

 

4.1.2 THE ARAB BAROMETER WAVE IV DATASET 

 
The Arab Barometer Wave IV (from now on referred to as ‘ABIV’) dataset is based on the 

Arab Barometer survey that was in the field from 15th April- 23rd April 2016. The Arab 

Barometer survey is conducted face-to-face in Arabic. For this survey, 1,200 respondents 

were randomly selected from stratified sampling blocks. The 2006 Egyptian Census was used 

as sampling frame, and the target population for the survey was citizens aged 18 and above. In 

total, the respondents came from 22 of Egypt’s 27 governorates. The governorates Matruh, 

New Valley, North Sinai, Red Sea and South Sinai were excluded due to low population 

sizes. The ABIV dataset displays the answers retrieved from the respondents in Egypt using 

Interviewer Administered Paper and Pencil Interviewing as method of data collection. In the 

process of selecting households for interviewing, the Arab Barometer conducted systematic 

skip interval of households with random starting point followed by selection of respondents 

within households using the kish grid method (Arab Barometer, 2017b). In total, the response 

rate of this survey is 66%. The dataset is retrieved from the Arab Barometer’s official 

website.  

This dataset is well suited for the purpose of this thesis as it includes a variety of 

questions related to trust in public institutions. The dataset also accounts for other important 

measures such as religious affiliation, education level, location and whether the respondent 

lives in a rural or an urban area.  

In the original ABIV dataset retrieved from the Arab Barometer, the respondents are 

assigned to the governorates and the sub-districts in Egypt. For the purpose of this thesis and 

to be able to merge this dataset and the Sectarian Events dataset, the sub-districts have been 

matched to a list of districts so that the survey respondents have been assigned to the districts 
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in Egypt. To conduct this re-assignment, a dataset including administration boundaries in 

Egypt was applied.  

 

4.1.2.2 RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY IN THE ABIV DATASET 

 

One of the great advantages of survey-research and structured interviewing is that they are 

easy to replicate. On average, these types of surveys consist of standardised and closed-ended 

questions in fixed order. This is also the case in the Arab Barometer survey. This 

standardisation and clear structure make it possible for others to conduct the same survey and 

achieve the same answers as the original one (Bryman, 2016, p. 263). 

Although the Arab Barometer survey consists of standardised and closed-ended 

questions, the data collection is conducted through interviewer administered paper and pencil 

interviewing. Using this method of data collection provides the opportunity for the 

interviewer to explain questions to the participants if any questions are misunderstood. This 

will thus contribute to increase the validity of the survey research. The opportunity to clarify 

and explain questions does not exist when survey forms are sent out for participants to fill out 

by themselves.  

However, there are certain features that might affect the internal validity in this 

survey. Using closed-ended questions, the Arab Barometer has chosen to include “I don’t 

know” and “Decline to answer” as answer options. Providing respondents the opportunity of 

answering “I don’t know” may reduce the proportion offering options, thus increase the 

proportion of non-attitudes (Schaeffer & Presser, 2003, p. 79). However, not including these 

answer options may lead people to offer constructed opinions that they do not actually 

maintain (Schaeffer & Presser, 2003, p. 80). The question is therefore whether one wants to 

elicit fewer true attitudes or fewer non-attitudes. The way that the Arab Barometer has chosen 

to deal with this issue is to include these answer options, but not read them out loud to the 

interviewees, thus not pushing them in either way.  

Finally, the potential issue of reporting bias is worth noting. As previously noted, 

measuring values and attitudes in autocratic regimes is a difficult task. With reference to 

Kalinin’s (2016, p. 194) research on electoral ratings in Russia, another autocratic regime, 

reporting bias is prominent “when an individual feels unsafe about expressing ideas contrary 

to official policy or fears isolation, she will most likely hide her private preferences and 

display public preferences”. This is prominent in autocratic regimes such as Egypt. Therefore, 

and especially in public opinion research conducted in autocratic regimes, one cannot be 
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completely certain that the answers given on “sensitive questions” are honest and not affected 

by reporting bias (Tannenberg, 2017, p. 3). Therefore, one needs take these answers with a 

pinch of salt and be cautious when interpreting.  

 
 

4.2 DEPENDENT VARIABLES 

 
To assess how different types of sectarian violence shape trust in state- and societal 

institutions, the latter will serve as the dependent variable y while the unit of analysis is 

survey respondents located in districts in governorates in Egypt. The dependent variable – 

trust in state- and societal institutions – is further divided into seven, measuring trust in the 

following institutions: the government, the parliament, the army, the police, religious leaders, 

political parties, and courts and legal system. These dependent variables capture the survey 

respondents’ answers in the Arab Barometer IV questionnaire concerning trust in public 

institutions.  

All of the trust variables are measured identically and maintain the same measurement 

scale. The original scale retrieved from the Arab Barometer (2017c) includes six answer 

options: 1) a great deal of trust; 2) quite a lot of trust; 3) not very much trust; 4) no trust at all; 

5) I don’t know and 6) declined to answer, where the last two options were not read out loud 

to the participants. In this thesis, “I don’t know” and “declined to answer” are coded as NA’s. 

For the remaining options, “a great deal of trust” is coded as 4, “quite a lot of trust” as 3, “not 

very much trust” as 2 and “no trust at all” as 1. Summarised, this thesis operates with a scale 

ranging from 1-4 for all of the seven trust variables.  

Another way to investigate trust in state- and societal institutions would have been to 

merge the disaggregated trust variables measuring trust in multiple institutions into one index 

variable. However, for the purpose of this thesis, these trust variables are kept separate as it is 

of interest to examine if any institutions are affected differently than others. Hence the 

possibility that some trust variables may be affected by reporting bias and thus display 

artificial support to institutions - such as the army and the police - the trust variables are kept 

separate since an index variable might would have given a wrong and biased picture of 

Egyptian citizens’ trust in state- and societal institutions. Additionally, an index variable 

would also provide less detailed information compared to separate variables which provide 

information about each of the institutions.  
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  The dependent variables are analysed using Ordinary Least Square (OLS) modelling 

with fixed effects, where trust in state- and societal institutions is predicted as:  

 

Y𝑖dg = 𝛽0 + BkXkid + αg + ϵidg 
 

 

Where Xkid is a vector of independent variables measured at the individual- and district levels 

and αg are governorate fixed effects.  

 

4.3 INDEPENDENT VARIABLES  

 

The literature on the effect of violence on trust in public institutions highlights that there is a 

decrease in trust in areas that experience violence, and that the targeted group commonly is 

the most affected one. Although the majority of researchers seems to agree on that the effect 

of violence in general is negatively associated with trust, some argue that violence in fact 

increases trust in public institutions, thus legitimises states’ use of repressive violence against 

its citizens. It is therefore interesting to see if these findings also relate to different types of 

sectarian violence in the Egyptian case.  

First and foremost, the Egyptian Initiative for Personal Rights’ (EIPR) definition 

presented initially in this thesis serves as the foundation for the operationalisation of 

“sectarian violence”. However, in previous research where ethnic violence has served as the 

dependent variable, several scholars such as Horowitz (2001), Brubaker and Laitin (1998) and 

Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley (2020) have put forward that lumping together different forms of 

violence is insufficient, thus arguing that we should rather disaggregate violence. In order to 

investigate the causes of violence, different types of violence cannot be lumped together in 

one category and treated as such. With conflicting findings in ethnic violence literature, 

approaching ethnic violence by disaggregation can thus contribute to reconcile these findings. 

Although these arguments were made when ethnic violence served as the dependent 

variable, the same arguments apply to this case where ethnic violence serve as the 

independent variable. Therefore, I have chosen to extend this argument and thus argue that as 

different types of violence maintain different drivers, they also have different effects. In line 

with my hypotheses discussed previously in this thesis, I expect different forms of sectarian 

violence to have different effects on different institutions.   
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As I am extending the disaggregation argument and my goal being to investigate how 

different types of sectarian violence shape trust in state- and societal institutions, 

disaggregated measures of sectarian violence in terms of beatings, bombings and burnings are 

entered.  

 

 

1: Independent variables 
 

These disaggregated measures of sectarian violence are operationalised in line with the 

operationalisation framed by Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley (2020). Their three-part 

categorisation of ethnic violence is based on distinguishing between the target of the attack 

and the level of arms used (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 11). Following this typology, 

beatings are operationalised as unarmed violence in which improvised weapons were used 

targeting individuals, burnings as unarmed violence in which improvised weapons were used 

targeting properties, and bombings as armed violence in which firearms or explosives were 

used targeting both individuals and properties (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 18).  

Out of the total 352 events of sectarian attacks, 133 attacks are coded as beatings, 177 

as burnings, and 42 as bombings. The disaggregated forms of sectarian events have further 

been assigned to each district in Egypt in order to investigate the occurrence of each event in 

a district and thus compare citizens in districts.  

The sectarian attacks are highly concentrated in certain district with a higher 

percentage of the population being Christians, and there are therefore many districts that have 

not experienced any sectarian attacks during the analysis period. As the number of 0s – no 

Variable Description Operationalisation 

Beatings 

(logged +1) 

Log-transformed count of 

beatings assigned to 

district 

Unarmed violence in which improvised 

weapons  

were used targeting individuals 

Bombings 

(logged + 1) 

Log-transformed count of 

bombings assigned to 

district 

Armed violence in which firearms or 

explosives  

were used targeting both individuals and 

properties  

Burnings 

(logged + 1)  

Log-transformed count of 

burnings assigned to 

district 

Unarmed violence in which improvised 

weapons  

were used to targeting properties 
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sectarian attacks – is very high and some districts stand out with very high numbers of 

sectarian attacks, I have log-transformed and added 1 to the independent variables. This 

action is taken to avoid the problem of skewness by accounting for the large number of 0s in 

addition to stabilising very large numbers. If this is not accounted for it could potentially 

influence the end results. Log-transforming the variables also implies that the effect of each 

additional sectarian attack is weakened as the number of attacks in the district increases.  

 

4.4 INTERACTION VARIABLES AND CONTROLS   

 

With one of the aims of this thesis being to investigate how Christians are affected by 

violence in comparison to the general public, interaction variables measuring the effect of 

being a Christian in a district that experience either beatings, bombings or burnings are 

entered. These interaction variables constitute of three interaction variables measuring the 

effect of being a Christian in a district with incidents of bombings, being a Christian in a 

district with incidents of burnings and being a Christian in a district with incidents of 

beatings. These interaction variables are created by combining two variables – being a 

Christian and the event counts for each of the event types – together and thus creating a 

variable measuring the interaction effect between these. Similar to the main independent 

variables, the interaction variables are also log-transformed.  

By adding these interaction variables to the models, the effect of being a Christian in a 

district that experiences different types of sectarian violence is accounted for. It is highly 

plausible that a Christian - thus directly or indirectly being a part of the Christian community 

targeted - in a district that experience sectarian violence will be differently affected in terms 

of trust compared to someone who is not a Christian. Considering research conducted by 

Voors and Bulte (2014) in the Burundi case about in-group-out-group relations, it is plausible 

to expect that Christians will put less trust in institutions due to their position as the targeted 

group. As well as enabling the investigation of the general effect of different types of 

sectarian violence on trust by accounting for being a Christian in a district experiencing 

violence, these interaction variables also provide the opportunity to see how Christians in 

particular are affected by experiencing violence in their districts of residence in terms of trust 

in state- and societal institutions.  

In addition to the dependent-, the independent- and the interaction variables, various 

controls are included to account for plausible confounding. These controls are retrieved from 
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the ABIV dataset and constitute of demographic characteristics, in case any of these 

demographic measures have an effect on trust in state- and societal institutions (e.g. education 

level might have an effect on trust in the parliament and the government). These 

characteristics include level of education, work - whether the respondent works or not -, level 

of income, religiousness, being a Christian, age, gender, and whether the district of residence 

is in an urban or rural area. It is fair to assume that any of these variables could serve as 

confounders for level of trust. As well as possibly serving as confounders for level of trust, 

work, level of education and income will also effectively have an impact on where a person 

lives, thus effect the likelihood of experiencing an attack. I also add a variable accounting for 

whether the citizens live in an urban or rural area in case this has an effect on trust. In 

addition, this could also have an effect on a district’s likelihood of experiencing incidents of 

sectarian violence. There has also been included a variable where “age” is squared in order to 

investigate where the effect of age is weakened and where it is stronger. Last, I have added a 

variable accounting for the distribution of Christians in a district. As these sectarian attacks 

are targeting the Christian community, it is likely that those living in districts with a large 

distribution of Christians are more likely to experience violence. The same argument applies 

to the “Christian” control variable. I have also added “religious” as a control since religious 

people might be more prone to display trust in religious leaders for instance. 

 

Variable Description 

Interaction variables 
  

Christian*Beatings 
Log-transformed variable accounting for being a Christian in a 

district with incidents of beatings 

Christian*Bombings 
Log-transformed variable accounting for being a Christian in a 

district with incidents of bombings 

Christian*Burnings 
Log-transformed variable accounting for being a Christian in a 

district with incidents of burnings 

Controls   

Urban/Rural  
Dichotomous variable accounting for whether the person lives in an 

urban or rural area 

Level of Education Level of education ranging from "Illiterate" to "MA and above" 

Monthly income in 

household 

Monthly income in household ranging from less than "LE 2,625" to 

"LE "2,625 or more" 

Age Age 
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Age Squared  Age squared 

Gender Dichotomous variable Male/ Female 

Work Dichotomous variable measuring if the person works or not 

Christian 
Dichotomous variable measuring if the person is a Christian or not 

(Muslim if not) 

Religious Measuring religiousness ranging from "not religious" to "religious"  

Christian distribution in 

district 
Distribution of Christians in the districts 

 

2: Interaction variables and controls 

 

4.5 MODEL CHOICE: ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES REGRESSION WITH FIXED 

EFFECTS   
 

The data collected for my analysis consist of both event data from the Sectarian Events 

dataset, and survey data from the ABIV dataset. As I am interested in the relationship 

between the occurrence of different types of sectarian attacks and trust in state- and societal 

institutions, disaggregated types of sectarian violence serve as the independent variables, 

while different institutions serve as the dependent variables. 

To conduct the analysis and test my hypotheses concerning the effects of different 

types of sectarian violence on trust in different state- and societal institutions, I am using 

Ordinary Least Squares Regression models with governorate fixed intercepts and standard 

errors clustered on districts. Ordinary Least Squares Regression is a very commonly used 

regression analysis in social sciences that aims to both predict and explain linear relationships 

between a continuous variable and one or more explanatory variables (Hutcheson, 1999, p. 2). 

However, Hutcheson (1999, p. 63) highlights that “although a continuous scale is assumed, 

OLS regression is often used to model ordered categorical data when there are a relatively 

large number of levels and an underlying continuous distribution can be assumed”. 

Additionally, even though the explanatory variables are required to be continuous, OLS-

modelling also allows for these variables to be dichotomous (Hutcheson, 1999, p. 2). By this 

means, I find this modelling strategy suitable for the purpose of this thesis.  

An important note on regression models is that the assumption of no perfect 

multicollinearity - meaning that the independent variables are not highly correlated with each 

other - needs to be met (Christophersen, 2018, p. 76). High multicollinearity can lead to 
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incorrect significance values, great variance and insufficient estimates, thus making it difficult 

to detect significant effects (Christophersen, 2018, p. 76). To test for multicollinearity, I have 

used Variance Inflation Factor (VIF), and the results suggest that the assumption of no perfect 

multicollinearity is met in all models. The results of the VIF-tests are displayed in the 

appendix.  

As the main independent variables of interest – beatings, bombings, burnings – are not 

randomly assigned, using a fixed-effects model is suggested (Alex Miller, 2017). Therefore, I 

have added governorate fixed intercepts to the OLS-models. This governorate fixed effect 

confines attention to variation across respondents within the same governorate, thus 

controlling for unobserved differences between the governorates (Worrall, 2010, p. 187). This 

implies that the “fixed effects estimation ignores the possibility that unit-to-unit variation 

sheds light on the relationship between x and y» (Worrall, 2010, p. 185). Fixed effects are 

often applied to control for variables that are difficult to operationalise and often deal with 

culture, traditions and history (Christophersen, 2018, p. 171).  

As previously argued, using fixed effects is the most useful strategy in my case. 

Although my models are less efficient compared to models with random effects as less 

information is used, they have a reduced chance of Type I errors as fixed effects can reduce 

some of the bias caused by omitted variable bias. That means, the likelihood of finding an 

effect that is only caused by false positives resulting from noise is decreased (Lieberman & 

Cunningham, 2009, p. 423). Yet, the likelihood of conducting Type II errors is increased, 

which refers to when we fail to recognise a true effect, thus fail to reject a false null 

hypothesis (Christophersen, 2018, p. 32). However, Type I errors are often considered to be 

more fatal than Type II errors as this implies that we acknowledge an effect that does not 

exists.  

As argued by Abadie, Athey, Imbens and Wooldridge (2017), clustering of standard 

errors is justified when the assignment mechanism is clustered and varies systematically with 

groups in the sample. In my case, the assignment is not randomly distributed, thus varies with 

groups in the sample. Therefore, I have clustered the standard errors on districts as incidents 

of different types of violence in districts is the treatment that the individual survey 

respondents are exposed to in order to find the effect of sectarian violence on trust in state- 

and societal institutions. 

In total, I argue that the model of choice is the most suitable for my purpose. 
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5   RESULTS 
 

 

In this section, the results from the statistical analysis are presented. First, the regression 

outputs for the models with an aggregate measure of sectarian violence are presented in Table 

3 before I move on to display the regression outputs for the models with disaggregated 

measures of sectarian violence. For the models with disaggregated measures, there are three 

regression outputs displayed where Table 4 displays the regression output for the baseline 

models, Table 5 displays the regression output for the models including interaction variables 

and Table 6 displays the regression output for the full models including both interaction 

variables and controls. Following the regression output tables, the marginal effects are 

presented before an interpretation of the beta coefficients is provided. Finally, some 

robustness checks will be conducted to test the robustness of the results. 

 

5.1 REGRESSION OUTPUT  

 

First and foremost, I ran models where the disaggregated types of violence are merged 

together into one aggregate named “sectarian attacks”. As I argue that violence should be 

disaggregated rather than merged together into one concept, I conduct this “test” in order to 

see if this claim is worthwhile. In these models I have also included the interaction variable 

Christian*Sectarian attacks.  
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Sectarian attacks aggregate 

 Dependent variable: 

 

Trust in 

courts and 

legal 

system 

Trust in 

government 

Trust in 

the army 

Trust in the 

parliament 

Trust in 

the police 

Trust in 

political 

parties 

Trust in 

religious 

leaders 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Sectarian attacks -0.038 -0.020 -0.006 -0.146** -0.031 0.008 -0.087* 
 (0.060) (0.062) (0.047) (0.057) (0.055) (0.062) (0.052) 

Christian*Sectarian 

attacks 
0.099 0.063 0.046 0.290*** 0.050 0.081 0.047 

 (0.089) (0.084) (0.067) (0.083) (0.084) (0.103) (0.095) 

Urban/Rural -0.098 -0.046 -0.111 -0.065 -0.091 0.004 -0.039 
 (0.081) (0.095) (0.071) (0.069) (0.082) (0.065) (0.066) 

Level of education -0.016 -0.036* 0.022 -0.045** -0.005 0.025 -0.004 
 (0.019) (0.020) (0.016) (0.021) (0.019) (0.022) (0.022) 

Monthly income in 

household 
0.074 -0.031 -0.100 0.033 0.021 -0.031 -0.219*** 

 (0.066) (0.070) (0.069) (0.079) (0.074) (0.073) (0.082) 

Age 0.020 0.020 -0.007 0.010 -0.002 0.012 0.015 
 (0.015) (0.012) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.016) (0.015) 

Age Squared -0.0002 -0.0001 0.0001 -0.00002 0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 
 (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Gender 0.116 0.069 0.106 0.050 -0.038 -0.023 0.001 
 (0.085) (0.073) (0.071) (0.076) (0.086) (0.087) (0.085) 

Work -0.080 -0.005 -0.071 -0.084 -0.001 -0.079 0.016 
 (0.093) (0.077) (0.073) (0.090) (0.080) (0.100) (0.089) 

Christian 0.152 0.358** 0.112 0.126 0.250** 0.212 -0.030 
 (0.180) (0.171) (0.077) (0.172) (0.110) (0.224) (0.152) 

Religious 0.087 0.042 0.113** -0.010 0.114* 0.057 0.175** 
 (0.068) (0.064) (0.054) (0.068) (0.064) (0.060) (0.073) 

Christian distribution 

in district 
0.0001 -0.003 -0.004 -0.001 -0.007 0.010* 0.003 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007) 

Constant 2.399*** 2.153*** 3.557*** 2.145*** 2.618*** 0.984*** 2.345*** 
 (0.351) (0.337) (0.312) (0.333) (0.344) (0.335) (0.351) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 1,111 1,123 1,148 1,077 1,145 1,002 1,111 

R2 0.097 0.123 0.084 0.115 0.109 0.060 0.102 

Adjusted R2 0.069 0.097 0.057 0.087 0.082 0.028 0.075 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 District-clustered robust standard errors in parentheses. The variables 'Sectarian 

attacks' and 'Christian*Sectarian attacks' are log-transformed. 
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3: Regression output for models with sectarian violence aggregate 

 

When running models with sectarian violence as an aggregate instead of disaggregated types 

of sectarian violence, I find that sectarian violence appears to have a negative effect on all 

institutions. It is also worth noting that only the effect of sectarian attacks on trust in 

parliament and religious leaders, and the effect of Christian*Sectarian Attacks on trust in 

parliament are statistically significant.  

 

5.1.1 BASELINE MODELS   

 

Following the results presented in the previous section, it is interesting to examine how the 

results changes when disaggregating into three types of sectarian violence: beatings, 

bombings and burnings. The table below presents the regression output for the models 

measuring the effect of the disaggregated types of sectarian violence on trust in various state- 

and societal institutions.  

Baseline Models 

 Dependent variable: 

 
Trust in 

courts and 

legal system 

Trust in 

government 

Trust in 

the army 

Trust in the 

parliament 

Trust in 

the police 

Trust in 

political 

parties 

Trust in 

religious 

leaders 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Beatings -0.056 0.011 -0.021 -0.047 -0.032 -0.007 -0.280*** 
 (0.046) (0.053) (0.054) (0.046) (0.046) (0.065) (0.062) 

Bombings 0.224*** -0.052 0.150* -0.053 0.131* 0.035 -0.076 
 (0.076) (0.101) (0.086) (0.101) (0.077) (0.114) (0.082) 

Burnings -0.144** -0.021 -0.062 -0.150** -0.090 0.005 0.035 
 (0.057) (0.068) (0.058) (0.071) (0.067) (0.070) (0.051) 

Constant 2.946*** 2.733*** 3.609*** 2.265*** 2.835*** 1.589*** 2.990*** 
 (0.073) (0.083) (0.036) (0.085) (0.086) (0.081) (0.087) 

Governorate 

fixed effects 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 1,138 1,149 1,174 1,103 1,172 1,027 1,137 

R2 0.083 0.077 0.072 0.079 0.082 0.043 0.094 

Adjusted R2 0.063 0.058 0.052 0.059 0.062 0.020 0.074 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 District-clustered robust standard errors in parentheses.  

All independent variables are log-transformed. 

4: Regression output for baseline models 
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5.1.2 MODELS INCLUDING INTERACTION VARIABLES  

 

The table below presents the regression output for the models measuring the effect of the 

disaggregated types of sectarian violence – beatings, bombings, burnings – on trust in various 

state- and societal institutions when interaction variables are included. 

 

Interaction models 

 Dependent variable: 

 

Trust in 

courts and 

legal 

system 

Trust in 

government 

Trust in 

the army 

Trust in the 

parliament 

Trust in 

the police 

Trust in 

political 

parties 

Trust in 

religious 

leaders 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Beatings -0.086* -0.019 -0.035 -0.084* -0.064 -0.016 -0.294*** 
 (0.049) (0.054) (0.059) (0.051) (0.049) (0.074) (0.063) 

Christian*Beatings 0.267 0.089 0.044 -0.233 0.411 -0.381 -0.003 
 (0.185) (0.298) (0.170) (0.401) (0.302) (0.485) (0.379) 

Bombings 0.245*** -0.066 0.155* -0.078 0.144* 0.035 -0.050 
 (0.075) (0.098) (0.092) (0.084) (0.081) (0.102) (0.083) 

Christian*Bombings -0.173 0.466 -0.007 0.698** -0.030 0.074 -0.353* 
 (0.166) (0.300) (0.172) (0.323) (0.195) (0.258) (0.185) 

Burnings -0.143** -0.022 -0.062 -0.155** -0.088 0.001 0.035 
 (0.058) (0.068) (0.058) (0.071) (0.068) (0.070) (0.051) 

Christian*Burnings 0.006 0.105 0.097 0.572 -0.222 0.631 0.228 
 (0.231) (0.398) (0.207) (0.502) (0.388) (0.625) (0.486) 

Constant 2.946*** 2.727*** 3.608*** 2.251*** 2.836*** 1.581*** 2.990*** 
 (0.073) (0.083) (0.036) (0.081) (0.087) (0.079) (0.087) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 1,138 1,149 1,174 1,103 1,172 1,027 1,137 

R2 0.086 0.082 0.073 0.089 0.084 0.045 0.095 

Adjusted R2 0.064 0.060 0.051 0.066 0.062 0.020 0.073 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 District-clustered robust standard errors in parentheses.  

All independent variables are log-transformed. 

 

5: Regression output for models including interaction variables 

 
 
 
 



  

 - 45 -  
 

5.1.3 MODELS INCLUDING INTERACTION VARIABLES AND CONTROLS 

 

In the following regression table presented, interaction variables and controls accounting for 

demographic features and other auxiliaries are included in the models.  

 

Full models 

 Dependent variable: 

 

Trust in 

courts and 

legal 

system 

Trust in 

government 

Trust in 

the army 

Trust in the 

parliament 

Trust in 

the police 

Trust in 

political 

parties 

Trust in 

religious 

leaders 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Beatings -0.089* -0.036 -0.025 -0.115** -0.065 -0.038 -0.291*** 
 (0.051) (0.064) (0.056) (0.058) (0.050) (0.077) (0.063) 

Christian*Beatings 0.248 0.003 0.150 -0.346 0.384 -0.253 0.101 
 (0.172) (0.272) (0.189) (0.348) (0.295) (0.461) (0.353) 

Bombings 0.255*** -0.081 0.169* -0.098 0.133 0.010 -0.001 
 (0.080) (0.103) (0.100) (0.094) (0.092) (0.107) (0.086) 

Christian*Bombings -0.082 0.504* 0.064 0.813*** 0.034 0.050 -0.364** 
 (0.169) (0.297) (0.175) (0.296) (0.187) (0.303) (0.175) 

Burnings -0.160** 0.002 -0.076 -0.144 -0.074 0.008 0.052 
 (0.069) (0.088) (0.065) (0.091) (0.082) (0.076) (0.057) 

Christian*Burnings -0.094 -0.054 -0.094 0.578 -0.371 0.393 0.091 
 (0.245) (0.376) (0.229) (0.481) (0.380) (0.599) (0.465) 

Urban/Rural -0.123 -0.046 -0.127* -0.067 -0.104 0.006 -0.015 
 (0.087) (0.099) (0.076) (0.075) (0.088) (0.069) (0.066) 

Level of education -0.018 -0.035* 0.021 -0.043** -0.006 0.025 -0.005 
 (0.019) (0.020) (0.016) (0.021) (0.019) (0.022) (0.022) 

Monthly income in 

household 
0.067 -0.030 -0.104 0.033 0.015 -0.030 -0.225*** 

 (0.065) (0.070) (0.070) (0.079) (0.074) (0.072) (0.083) 

Age 0.021 0.020 -0.007 0.010 -0.002 0.013 0.016 
 (0.015) (0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.016) (0.015) 

Age Squared -0.0002 -0.0001 0.0001 -0.00002 0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0002 
 (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Gender 0.116 0.071 0.106 0.050 -0.037 -0.025 -0.002 
 (0.084) (0.073) (0.071) (0.076) (0.086) (0.087) (0.084) 

Work -0.076 -0.007 -0.067 -0.081 0.001 -0.077 0.016 
 (0.093) (0.078) (0.074) (0.090) (0.080) (0.100) (0.089) 

Christian 0.146 0.346** 0.096 0.107 0.259** 0.210 0.009 
 (0.180) (0.168) (0.076) (0.167) (0.111) (0.220) (0.151) 

Religious 0.090 0.042 0.117** -0.008 0.117* 0.055 0.170** 
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 (0.067) (0.064) (0.054) (0.068) (0.064) (0.060) (0.073) 

Christian distribution 

in district 
0.003 -0.003 -0.002 0.0001 -0.005 0.010* 0.001 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) 

Constant 2.346*** 2.152*** 3.524*** 2.098*** 2.597*** 0.968*** 2.332*** 
 (0.349) (0.333) (0.303) (0.325) (0.341) (0.332) (0.356) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 1,111 1,123 1,148 1,077 1,145 1,002 1,111 

R2 0.103 0.124 0.088 0.117 0.111 0.060 0.109 

Adjusted R2 0.072 0.095 0.058 0.086 0.081 0.024 0.078 

Note: *p**p***p<0.01 

 

District-clustered robust standard errors in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed.  

      .  

  

 

6: Regression output for full models 
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5.2 MARGINAL EFFECTS 

 

The following figures report the marginal effects for the main independent- and interaction 

variables that are statistically significant at p<0.1 or higher.  

 

  
 

M(a): Marginal effects of beatings in the ‘Trust in courts and legal system’-model 

M(b): Marginal effects of bombings in the ‘Trust in courts and legal system’-model 

 
 

M(c): Marginal effects of burnings in the ‘Trust in courts and legal system’-model 
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M(d): Marginal effects of Christian*Bombings in the ‘Trust in government’-model   

M(e): Marginal effects of bombings in ‘Trust in the army’-model 

 

 

 
 

 

M(f): Marginal effects of beatings in ‘Trust in the parliament’-models     

M(g): Marginal effects of Christian*Bombings in ‘Trust in the parliament’-models 
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M(h): Marginal effects of beatings in ‘Trust in religious leaders’-model  

M(i): Marginal effects of Christian*Bombings in ‘Trust in religious leaders’-model  

  

5.3 INTERPRETATION OF THE BETA COEFFICIENTS  

 
The baseline models ran with only beatings, bombings and burnings as predictors of trust 

illustrate some interesting findings. It appears that beatings have a negative effect on trust in 

religious leaders which is statistically significant at p<0.01. Furthermore, beatings have a 

negative effect on trust in all institutions except from the government where the effect is 

slightly positive, and the effect on trust in political parties which is practically zero. However, 

none of these effects are statistically significant.  

Bombings appear to have a positive effect on trust in courts and legal system which is 

significant at p<0.01. Bombings also have a positive effect on trust in the security forces, 

including the army and the police, that is significant at p<0.1. Although the effects on the 

remaining institutions are insignificant, bombings are reported to have a positive effect on 

trust in the political parties and a negative effect on trust in the government, parliament and 

religious leaders. 

Turning to the effect of burnings, they seem to have a negative effect on trust in both 

courts and legal system and the parliament significant at p<0.05. Burnings appear to have a 

negative effect on trust in all of the institutions except for religious leaders and political 

parties where the effects are close to zero.  

When interaction variables measuring the effect of being a Christian experiencing 

sectarian violence are entered, the results change slightly. Beatings still have a negative and 

significant effect at p<0.01 on trust in religious leaders. However, when accounting for 
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Christians experiencing attacks, the negative effect of beatings on trust in both the parliament 

and courts and legal system turn significant at p<0.1. The effect of beatings on trust is 

negative for all institutions when including the interaction variables in the models.  

The inclusion of interaction variables also provides the ability to investigate the effect 

on Christians at the group-level. Although none of the effects of Christian*Beatings are 

statistically significant, being a Christian in a district experiencing beatings seems to have 

different effects on trust in comparison to the general effect of beatings. Surprisingly, beatings 

actually appear to have a positive (but not significant) effect on trust in several institutions 

among Christians.  

Similar to in the baseline models, bombings have a positive and significant effect on 

trust in courts and legal system, at p<0.01, and on trust in both the police and the army 

significant at p<0.1. Furthermore, these effects are slightly stronger than in the baseline 

models. Concerning the interaction variable Christian*Bombings, this appears to have a 

strong positive effect on trust in the parliament, significant at p<0.05, and a negative effect on 

trust in religious leaders significant at p<0.1. In comparison to the general effect of bombings, 

being a Christian in a district with incidents of bombings have effects in the opposite direction 

than the general effects for almost all of the institutions. This illustrates that Christians are 

differently affected than the general public. Yet, it is surprising that they appear to be 

positively affected in terms of trust.  

Moving on to burnings, these attacks seem to have a negative effect on both trust in 

courts and legal system and on trust in the parliament significant at p<0.05. In fact, burnings 

have a negative effect on trust in all institutions except from religious leaders and political 

parties, where the effect is close to zero. For the interaction variable Christian*Burnings, there 

are no statistically significant effects on either of the institutions. However, the directions of 

the (not significant) effects illustrate that Christians are differently affected of burnings than 

the general public as it appears that Christians in some cases are positively affected by 

incidents of sectarian violence in contrast to the general public. Again, it is surprising that 

Christians appear to be positively affected by sectarian violence as this is not as anticipated. 

In the last models displayed in table 6, both interaction variables and controls are 

included. Accounting for interaction effects and demographic features clearly have an effect 

on the end results. Looking at the general effect of beatings, they have a negative effect on 

trust in all of the institutions investigated. The negative effects on trust in religious leaders, 

parliament and courts and legal system are particularly of interest as these are statistically 

significant. The effect of beatings on trust in courts and legal system is significant at p<0.1, 
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the effect on trust in parliament is significant at p<0.05, and the effect on trust in religious 

leaders is significant at p<0.01. In total, these findings indicate support for hypothesis H2A as I 

find that beatings have significant negative effects on trust in religious authorities, courts and 

the parliament.  

Turning to the Christian*Beatings variable, beatings seem to have a positive effect on 

trust in courts and legal system, government (close to zero effect), army, police and religious 

leaders among Christians. This illustrates that Christians as the targeted minority group is 

quite differently affected by beatings compared to the general public as previously discovered 

in the interaction models. Surprisingly, Christians appear to be positively affected by beatings 

which is not as anticipated. Yet, none of these coefficients are significant.  

In terms of bombings, they have a positive effect on trust in courts and legal system, 

and in the army. The effect on trust in courts and legal system is significant at p<0.01, while 

the effect on trust in the army is significant at p<0.1. Bombings also appear to have a 

negative, but not significant, effect on trust in the remaining institutions except from the 

police and political parties. Based on these findings, I do not find support for hypothesis H2B 

as I expected that incidents of bombings would result in decreased trust in the security forces. 

On the contrary, I find that bombings have a positive effect.  

In opposition to the general effect of bombings, being a Christian living in a district 

experiencing bombings have a positive effect on trust in the government significant at p<0.1, 

parliament significant at p<0.01, and a negative effect on trust in religious leaders significant 

at p<0.05. Again, it is not as expected that Christians’ trust is positively associated with 

incidents of sectarian violence. Only the negative effect on trust in religious leaders and the 

insignificant negative effect on trust in courts and legal system are as anticipated. Although 

the null hypothesis of no associations between the remaining coefficients and trust cannot be 

rejected, they illustrate that Christians in general are positively affected by bombings in terms 

of trust in state- and societal institutions.  

Accounting for demographic features and interaction terms, burnings appear to have a 

negative effect on trust in all of the institutions except from religious leaders and political 

parties (almost zero effect). However, only the effect on trust in courts and legal system is 

significant (at p<0.05). This alludes that hypothesis H2C is partly supported as I expected to 

find more significant associations between burnings and trust in institutions.   

With the exception of trust in the army and the parliament, Christians seem to be 

affected similar to the general public by experiencing burnings in their district. It appears that 

Christians’ trust in courts and legal system, government, army and the police are negatively 
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affected by burnings as proposed by hypothesis H3A. With the exception of trust in courts and 

legal system, Christians also appear to be negatively affected by burnings to a greater extent 

than the general public as put forward in hypothesis H3B. However, I do not find support for 

hypothesis H3A in regard to trust in political parties, religious leaders and parliament as 

burnings seem to have a positive effect on trust in these. Yet, I cannot reject the null 

hypothesis of no association at p<0.1.  

Summarised, the main finding uncovered based on these results is that different types 

of sectarian violence have different effects on different institutions. I thus argue that using an 

aggregate version of sectarian violence rather than disaggregated measures causes a loss of 

important details and displays false correlations between the independent- and the dependent 

variables. These results thus indicate support for hypothesis H1 as I find that beatings, 

bombings and burnings clearly have different effects. So far, the aforementioned findings 

highlight the importance of disaggregating violence as different types appear to have different 

effects as well. However, I only find partly support for hypothesis H3A and H3B. Based on my 

results, Christians are not negatively affected in terms of trust in several of the institutions as 

opposed to findings from previous research on the effect of violence on in-group-out-group 

relations. In fact, it appears that different types of violence have a positive effect on trust in 

institutions such as the parliament and the government. It also appears that Christians were 

not negatively affected by sectarian violence to a greater extent than the general public as 

initially anticipated, with the exception of burnings. These findings are both surprising and 

interesting to investigate further.  
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5.4 ROBUSTNESS CHECKS  
 

In this section I report a number of robustness checks to investigate the internal validity of the 

results by investigating the fit of the full models where both interaction variables and controls 

are included. The strength of the associations, implying that they are not affected by other 

systematic factors, determines the internal validity of the results (Lund, 2002, p. 116). In 

order to investigate the internal validity, I run additional models with different techniques to 

see if the results changes. According to Adcock and Collier (2001, p. 529), “measurement 

validity is specifically concerned with whether operationalization and the scoring of cases 

adequately reflect the concept the researcher seeks to measure”. I therefore conduct these 

checks to ensure that I have measured what I intended to measure in the models, thus confirm 

that my results are valid (Bryman, 2016, p. 158).  

First, I ran OLS-models with random intercepts. The results are reported in table A1 in 

the appendix. In the original full models, the intercepts are fixed on governorates to confine 

attention to variation across respondents within the same governorate (Worrall, 2010, p. 187). 

For instance, a highly populated governorate such as Cairo is likely to have a greater variation 

across respondents in comparison to other less populated governorates.   

I find that random intercepts do not alter the results to any great extent as the 

coefficients remain similar to the ones reported in the models with fixed intercepts. The main 

changes, in regard to the main independent- and the interaction variables, are that only the 

negative effect of beatings on trust in religious leaders (p<0.01), the positive effect of 

bombings on trust in courts and legal system, (p<0.05) and the army (p<0.1), and the positive 

effect of Christian*Bombings on trust in the parliament (p<0.1) are statistically significant in 

the random intercepts models. However, as stated in the ‘Methods and data’-section, using 

random effects is not suitable for the purpose of this thesis as the treatment is not randomly 

assigned, thus calling for fixed effects (Alex Miller, 2017).   

Second, I ran OLS-models identical to the main models but with weights for each 

observation included. These models are characterised as Weighted Ordinary Least Square 

models with fixed intercepts. It is common that population surveys are based on complex 

designs where “sampling units frequently have different probabilities of being selected” 

(Whinship & Radbill, 1994, p. 230). Therefore, sampling weights are used. By adding these 

weights to the regression I confine attention to the underrepresentation of Christians in the 

dataset as weights are included. The results are presented in table A2 in the appendix.  
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I find that including weights in the models does not have any notable impact on the 

results although some of the results are slightly changed. The main difference is that a number 

of coefficients turn statistically significant when including weights. The negative effect of 

beatings on trust in the police is now significant, and the positive effect of bombings on trust 

in the police is also significant. Also the interaction variable Christian*Burnings’ effect on 

trust in parliament turns statistically significant. On the contrary, certain coefficients also turn 

insignificant. This applies to Christian*Bombings’ positive effect on trust in the government, 

and its negative effect on trust in religious leaders.  Although adding weights may improve 

certain models, this does not apply to my models. As I am investigating a series of anti-

Christian attacks where the target is not randomly selected, my sample is not representative at 

district level. Neither am I aiming to find causal inference as the treatment is not randomly 

assigned. Therefore, weights are not relevant for the purpose of this thesis and thus do not pay 

any contribution to my models.  

Additionally, I ran models with two-way clustered standard errors on district and 

governorate. Originally, the models have one-way clustered standard errors where standard 

errors are clustered on district. This approach does not alter the results notably either as 

displayed in table A3 in the appendix.  

The main differences are that the coefficients for beatings’ effect on trust courts and 

legal system, and parliament lose their significance, while the effect of Christian*Beatings on 

trust in parliament (p<0.05) turn significant in the two-way clustered models. The effect of 

bombings on trust in the army also lose its significance. Additionally, the Christian*Burnings’ 

effect on trust in parliament turn significant (p<0.1) when clustering two-ways. 

Next, I computed a stepwise backward regression on the full models in order to find 

the best subset of predictors based on their p-values (R Core Team, 2021). This function 

allows me to build a regression model by removing predictors based on their p-values in a 

stepwise manner until there is no variable left to remove anymore (R Core Team, 2021). The 

final outcome of the stepwise backward regression is displayed in the appendix.  

I find that using this modelling strategy does not alter the results from my main 

models to a great extent. Beatings still have a significant effect on trust in religious leaders. 

The beatings variable is also included in several of the final stepwise regression models but 

does not have any statistically satisfying p-values. Bombings still have a significant effect on 

trust in the army, and courts and legal system. Burnings are included in several models, but 

only have a significant effect on trust in the parliament and courts and legal system. When it 

comes to the interaction-variables, only Christian*Bombings seem to have a statistically 
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significant effect. This is similar to the findings of the main full models. Although the 

Christian*Bombings variable is included in several of the final stepwise backward regression 

models, it seems to only have a significant effect on trust in the parliament based on its p-

value. Interestingly, the coefficient for the effect of burnings on trust in the parliament is 

significant in the stepwise backward regression model, but not in the main models.  

In order to account for possible suppressive variables that may influence the results, I 

ran some additional models with different controls included. “Suppression effect” is defined 

as control-variable-induced increases in estimated effect sizes (Lenz & Sahn, 2020, p. 2). This 

means that I by including one control variable find effects that I would not have found if that 

particular control variable was not included in the model. Therefore, I created three new 

versions of each model where I excluded several controls. These models are displayed in the 

appendix. 

First and foremost, I find that excluding certain controls did not alter the results from 

the main models to any great extent as most of the significant coefficients in the main models 

remain significant also when relevant controls are excluded. However, the beatings 

coefficient in the “trust in courts and legal system”-model is no longer significant when more 

than one control is excluded. The same applies to the bombings coefficient in the “trust in 

parliament”-model. An important note is that neither of these coefficients were strongly 

correlated with the dependent variables in the main models.  

In addition, I find that one coefficient became significant when I excluded certain 

controls. This applies to the effect of Christian*Beatings on trust in the parliament. This 

means that if I had not included these controls in the main models, I would have found an 

additional significant effect. However, this effect would have relied on “omitted variable 

bias” where the effects reported would be a result of exclusion of relevant variables (Clarke, 

2005, p. 342).  

The overall findings reported in the robustness checks illustrate that the results remain 

quite similar to the results reported in the main models. I find that beatings have a significant 

effect on trust in religious leaders in all of the models, and a significant effect on trust in 

courts and legal system, and in the parliament in the main models, the WLS-models and the 

models excluding controls. Bombings have a significant effect on trust in courts and legal 

system in all of the models, and on trust in the army in the main models, the WLS-models, the 

stepwise backward regression models, and the random intercepts models. The interaction 

variable Christian*Bombings has a significant effect on trust in the parliament in all models 

except for the random intercepts model. This variable also has a significant effect on trust in 
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the government and religious leaders in the main model, in the two-way clustered standard 

errors model and in the models excluding controls. Burnings have a significant effect on trust 

in courts and legal system in all models except for the random intercepts model.  

As the findings from the robustness checks illustrate that the results remain relatively 

similar to the main models, I do not find any reasons for major concerns in regard to the main 

models’ robustness and abilities to produce reliable and valid results. I thus argue that I have 

measured what I intended to measure, and that my results are valid.  
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6   DISCUSSION 
 

 

In the following section, the results presented are discussed in light of the theoretical 

framework presented initially in this thesis in addition to the robustness checks.  

 

6.1 LIMITATIONS  
 

First and foremost, I acknowledge that my findings have limitations, and these will therefore 

be discussed before I move on to interpret and discuss the findings’ implications. 

The first limitation to this study is that the ABIV survey includes a very small number 

of Christians. As a consequence, the effects of the interaction variables are based on a small 

number of Christians that might not be representative to the whole Christian population in 

Egypt. Thus, the results might not be applicable to the Christian community. A 

counterargument to this limitation is that the small number of Christians included in the ABIV 

survey in fact portray the Christians as a minority in the Egyptian society. That means, the 

sample is representative of the population from which it was selected (Bryman, 2016, p. 164). 

In terms of measuring the general effect of different types of sectarian violence on the public, 

the distribution of Christians is therefore not to be considered as skewed for this purpose.  

A common desire among quantitative researchers is to generalise their findings to 

similar cases (Bryman, 2016, p. 164). This concern is often “so deeply ingrained that the 

limits to the generalisability of findings are frequently forgotten or sidestepped (Bryman, 

2016, p. 164). In line with Bryman’s (2016, p. 164) proposal that “we should not make 

inferences beyond the population from which the sample was selected”, my goal is not to 

generalise to other cases beyond the Egyptian case as this might be a unique case on its own. 

Although some may argue that not being able to generalise to similar cases beyond the case 

studied is a limitation, I do not perceive this to be a limitation to this study.   

A second possible limitation is that the treatment – different types of sectarian 

violence – is not randomly assigned to districts. As I investigate a number of anti-Christian 

attacks, it naturally follows that Christians are the target of violence. This implies that districts 

with a higher population of Christians, for instance Assuit, Markz Mallawi and Markz 

Samalut in Upper Egypt, are more likely to experience attacks than other districts. Thus, 

different types of sectarian violence are not randomly distributed among district. An 

implication is thus that there is no causal inference in my findings as this would imply that the 
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treatment was randomly assigned and that no district was more or less prone to receive the 

treatment. In this case, the distribution of Christians will confound in the relationship between 

sectarian violence and trust in state- and societal institutions as those living in districts with a 

larger distribution of Christians are more likely to experience sectarian attacks. 

 A third possible limitation also concerns the ABIV survey. As discussed in the ‘The 

Case of Sectarian Violence in Egypt’- and ‘Data and Method’-sections, there is possibly some 

reporting bias in the ABIV survey.  In fear of prosecution and other fatal consequences 

following their responses to the survey, some might report higher levels of trust in specific 

institutions than they actually inhabit (Tannenberg, 2017, p. 3). This especially applies to the 

interviewees’ responds to questions regarding trust in the security apparatus including the 

army and the police. As Egypt is considered a police state that since the military coup d’état 

in 2013 has experienced a return of military authoritarianism, reporting bias concerning trust 

in the security apparatus induced by fear is highly plausible.  

 However, in certain cases, anger may counter-act fear. People experiencing repression 

or violence may be eager to report their anti-regime attitudes in surveys. In Egypt in 

particular, the army and the police frequently do not intervene when Copts (Egyptian 

Christians) are physically attacked, thus enabling the spread of attacks and assaults 

(Brownlee, 2013, p. 1). This lack of intervention might result in a growing feeling of anger 

and hatred among those affected by violence, which in turn may make them eager to report 

these attitudes in surveys. If this is the case – that anger counter-act fear - reporting bias may 

not be an issue in this study after all. But it is important to note that this vary from country to 

country, and it may not be the case in an authoritarian state such as Egypt where the 

consequences of reporting mistrust towards the security apparatus may be fatal. However, 

since there is no data stating that we will have under-reporting of negative opinions due to 

fear in all cases, I choose to address the possibility of fear counter-acted by anger as a 

possibility as well rather than concluding with the issue of reporting bias by default. 
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6.2 INTERPRETATION OF THE FINDINGS IN LIGHT OF THE THEORY  
 

In opposition to previous research on the effects of violence on trust in public institutions that 

has focused on violence as one aggregate concept, I have investigated the effects of different 

types of violence by disaggregating sectarian violence into beatings, bombings and burnings. 

Some of my results reinforce findings from previous research on violence, while some 

findings were not as expected. Most importantly, I have found that different types of sectarian 

violence have different effects on trust in different state- and societal institutions in Egypt. 

Thus, the findings in this thesis support Brubaker and Laitin’s (1998) “plea for 

disaggregation” in ethnic violence research and my own claim that disaggregation is 

necessary in order to understand the implications of violence to a greater extent.  

Regarding the effect of beatings, I find that these attacks in general have a significant 

negative effect on trust in religious leaders, parliament, and courts and legal system among 

the Egyptian citizens. As stated in the ‘Theoretical framework’, beatings occur spontaneously 

and more often in areas where Christians are numerous (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 

3). Due to the nature of the anti-minority violence in Egypt as a consequence of religious 

ethnic cleavage, mediators are necessary to mediate between the two disputing parties (Barrie, 

Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 11). Beatings are thus perceived as a consequence of local 

mediators’ failure to mediate conflict between the Christian minority and the Muslim 

majority. In this particular context, local religious authorities, political leaders, courts and 

political institutions serve as mediators.  

It is not surprising that these attacks have caused reduced trust in those “mediator” 

institutions. Presumably, this reduction in trust is a result of that the citizens have lost faith in 

the institutions’ abilities to mediate and prevent the attacks. As most citizens do not want 

attacks to happen in their districts, all parties – both the Muslim majority and the Christian 

minority – are served with well-functioning institutions that are capable of mediating the 

conflict. When these institutions fail to do so, reduced trust among the public is therefore 

anticipated.  

Additionally, this finding is also in line with findings in research on the effects of 

violence as an overarching concept (not disaggregated as in this thesis) that have put forward 

that violence have a negative effect on trust in political institutions, national government and 

parliament (Hutchison & Johnson, 2011; De Juan & Pierskalla, 2016; Blanco & Ruiz, 2013). 

As put forward by De Juan and Pierskalla (2016, p. 85), “the more people experience the 

material and human costs of violence, the more negatively they will evaluate the 
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government’s failure to curb rebellion, as well as the consequences of violent government 

action itself”. 

In addition to the significant effects, I find that beatings in fact have a negative effect 

on all institutions investigated. This clearly illustrate that this form of sectarian violence has a 

general negative effect on trust in state- and societal institutions among Egyptian citizens.  

By contrast, regarding the effect of bombings, my results were not as expected. As 

mentioned in the ‘Theoretical framework’-section, bombings require some type of sponsoring 

organisation to furnish the arms and weapons and thus distribute them (Barrie, Clarke & 

Ketchley, 2020, p. 10). Since bombings are not be considered as “spontaneous” actions due to 

the required planning ahead of an attack – where an organising party is necessary - it should 

be possible for the security forces to detect and thus prevent these incidents (Barrie, Clarke & 

Ketchley, 2020, p. 10). Therefore, one can argue that terrorist attacks and bombings are 

enabled as a result of the security apparatus’ failure to stop insurgents and threats.  

In line with this argument, I anticipated that bombings would have a negative effect on trust 

in institutions within the security apparatus – respectively the army and the police. Yet, I find 

that bombings in fact have a significant positive effect on trust in the army, and in courts and 

legal system among Egyptian citizens. I also find that bombings have a positive effect on trust 

in the police, but this association is not statistically significant. 

Although I expected bombings to be significantly associated with trust in these 

institutions, it is striking that the association is positive. One possible explanation is that the 

results are affected by reporting bias as discussed in the previous ‘Limitations’-section. It may 

be that people have reported higher levels of trust in the security apparatus due to fear of 

potential consequences if they do not. However, it could also be that this is not the case at all 

and that the findings are not affected by reporting bias but in fact reflect the true effects of 

bombings on trust in institutions. If so, this follows Garcia-Ponce and Pasquale’s (2013) 

argument that exposure to political violence increases civilian support for government- 

leaders and institutions.  

I thus argue that these findings are ambiguous and will not make an attempt in 

interpreting these results as I do not maintain the necessary information to do so in a correct 

and sophisticated manner. Therefore, I propose that these findings should be investigated in 

future research. Anyhow, these findings clearly illustrate the need for disaggregation of 

violence as the findings appear to be quite different than expected based on previous research. 

Contrary to the positive effect of bombings on trust in courts and legal system, I find 

that burnings have a general significant negative effect on trust in courts and legal system 
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among Egyptian citizens. This finding is partly as expected. As highlighted by Barrie, Clarke 

and Ketchley (2020), burnings are commonly driven by more political dynamics and “occur 

more frequently in districts where Islamist political organisations [(such as the Muslim 

Brotherhood)] are mobilising, and following episodes of government repression” (Barrie, 

Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 3). Therefore, I expected to find a negative association between 

burnings and trust in political parties and other national political actors. Yet, I only find a 

significant negative association between burnings and trust in courts and legal system. Thus, I 

did not find any significant effects on trust in political parties, parliament and government as 

anticipated. In fact, it appears that burnings have close to zero effect on trust in both political 

parties and the government, while the effect on trust in the parliament is negative. Again, 

none of these associations are statistically significant. 

Finally, my results reveal that different forms of sectarian violence have different 

effects on the targeted population as opposed to the general public as a whole. For instance, 

the coefficients for the effect of bombings on trust in parliament and government (although 

these effects are not significant) reveal negative associations in contrast to the 

Christian*Bombings coefficients. I find that being a Christian in a district where bombings 

have occurred in fact have a significant positive effect on trust in the parliament and the 

government. By contrast, being a Christian in a district experiencing bombings have a 

negative effect on trust in religious leaders. These findings are quite surprising. With the 

exception of the negative effect on trust in religious leaders, these findings are not as 

anticipated as previous research on out-group-in-group relations has found that the targeted 

in-group will develop hostile relations and less trust in institutions associated with the out-

group (Voors & Bulte, 2014, p. 367). By contrast, these findings present that the in-group 

evolve greater trust in institutions – particularly the government and the parliament - 

associated with the out-group. This is also the opposite of Mousa’s (2018) findings. By 

contrast, she found that following a series of sectarian attacks, trust in public institutions 

increased among Sunnis (the attacking group) while it decreased among Shi’as (the targeted 

group) (Mousa, 2018, p. 17). Additionally, I find that bombings have a positive, but not 

statistically significant, effect on trust in the security apparatus among Christians. This 

implies that I did not find that Christians were negatively affected by violence to a greater 

extent than the general public as I expected.  

Similar to the general effect of bombings, these findings are quite ambiguous. As 

discussed in the ‘Limitations’-section, reporting bias could be prominent in this case. In fear 

of prosecutions and other consequences, Christian respondents – being a part of the targeted 
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minority - may have reported high levels of trust to satisfy the regime rather than displaying 

their true attitudes. However, as this is not possible to determine based on my current results, 

I conclude that these findings are ambiguous and should be explored further in future research 

along with the general effect of bombings.  

Concerning the effects of being a Christian in a district with incidents of beatings and 

in a district with incidents of burnings, none of these effects turned out to be statistically 

significant. However, the Christian*Beatings coefficient display a negative association 

between attacks and trust in political institutions, but a positive association with religious 

leaders, the courts and legal system, and in the security apparatus. By contrast, the 

Christian*Burnings coefficient display a positive association between attacks and trust in 

political institutions (parliament and political parties) and religious leaders, but a negative 

association with parliament, security forces and courts. In addition to highlighting the 

importance of disaggregation of violence, these findings also unveil that increasing incidents 

of sectarian violence clearly have effects on how Egyptian citizens perceive and put their trust 

in state- and societal institutions.  

Being one of the first studies on the effect of exposure to disaggregated types of ethnic 

violence on trust in institutions in the MENA-region with an original measure of treatment, 

this thesis has provided some meaningful insights. It is apparent that different types of 

sectarian violence have different effects on different state- and societal institutions. For 

instance, unarmed violence like beatings and burnings have a negative effect on trust in courts 

and legal system, while armed violence like bombings by contrast have a positive effect. I 

therefore propose that future research also should focus on disaggregated measures of 

violence not just to understand its drivers and logics (violence being the dependent variable), 

but also in order to understand its effects (violence being the independent variable). 

Hopefully, this approach can be helpful to reconcile some of the previous conflicting findings 

in literature on violence and ethnic violence.  
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7   CONCLUSION 
 
 

With an increasingly growing literature on the effect of violence on political attitudes, an 

extensive amount of research has been conducted on the effects of violence on trust in public 

institutions. However, most research tends to lump together different forms of violence into 

one concept (Barrie, Clarke & Ketchley, 2020, p. 2). As initially put forward by Brubaker and 

Laitin (1998), we need to disaggregate violence in order to understand its causes. Following 

this argument, Barrie, Clarke and Ketchley (2020) have discovered that different types of 

ethnic violence maintain different drivers and logics. Extending this argument, I have 

investigated how different types of ethnic violence also have different implications. In this 

thesis, I have thus aimed to shed a light on how different types of sectarian violence have 

shaped trust in state- and societal institutions among Egyptian citizens in the aftermath of the 

military coup d’état in 2013. In order to do so, I have drawn on data from two datasets – the 

Arab Barometer IV dataset and the Sectarian Events dataset. Both of these datasets have 

served as extremely valuable sources of data.  

Relying on data from these datasets, I have analysed how sectarian violence in terms 

of beatings, bombings and burnings have shaped Egyptian citizens’ trust in state- and societal 

institutions in the period from July 2013-April 2016. The results suggest that different forms 

of sectarian violence have different effects on different state- and societal institutions, thus 

supporting the disaggregation argument. I find that beatings have a negative effect on trust in 

institutions that were supposed to mediate the conflict between Christians and Muslims, 

including courts and legal system, parliament, and religious leaders. Similarly, burnings, often 

following political mobilisation or government repression, also have a negative effect on trust 

in courts and legal system. By contrast, bombings, a consequence of the security apparatus 

failure to detect and prevent attacks, appear to have a positive effect on trust in the army and 

courts and legal system. As previously stated, these effects are surprising. In addition, 

bombings have a negative effect on trust in religious leaders.   

 Contrary to previous research on in-group-out-group relations, I find that Christians – 

being the targeted group – neither develop particularly distrust in institutions associated with 

the out-group, nor are negatively affected to a greater extent than the general public. With the 

exception of trust in religious leaders, Christians seem to develop greater trust in both the 

government and the parliament following incidents of bombings. Like the general effect of 

bombings, these findings are ambiguous and should be further investigated.  
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In total, some of my results reinforce previous findings on the effects of violence, 

while some calls for further research. Most importantly, I have found that disaggregation of 

violence is worthwhile and necessary in order to understand the effects of violence. Different 

types of violence have different effects and should therefore be studied individually. I 

therefore propose that future research also should use this approach when the aim is to not just 

understand the drivers and logics of different types of violence, but also to understand its 

implications. As I now have conducted this research on sectarian violence in the Egyptian 

context, I strongly encourage others to use this approach and apply it to other contexts as well.  
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A   APPENDIX 

 
 

 

A1: Random intercepts models 
 

 Dependent variable: 

 

Trust in 

courts and 

legal 

system 

Trust in 

government 

Trust in 

the army 

Trust in the 

parliament 

Trust in 

the police 

Trust in 

political 

parties 

Trust in 

religious 

leaders 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Beatings -0.020 0.020 -0.003 -0.025 -0.006 -0.079 -0.242*** 
 (0.081) (0.080) (0.067) (0.085) (0.081) (0.082) (0.091) 

Christian*Beatings 0.235 0.010 0.138 -0.352 0.386 -0.209 0.061 
 (0.497) (0.496) (0.409) (0.524) (0.499) (0.487) (0.545) 

Bombings 0.223** -0.083 0.155* -0.092 0.130 0.002 0.024 
 (0.110) (0.110) (0.090) (0.117) (0.110) (0.112) (0.121) 
        

Christian*Bombings -0.117 0.480 0.040 0.761* -0.004 0.033 -0.379 
 (0.432) (0.432) (0.355) (0.456) (0.434) (0.424) (0.473) 

Burnings -0.112 0.016 -0.062 -0.087 -0.050 -0.004 0.063 
 (0.077) (0.077) (0.063) (0.081) (0.077) (0.076) (0.084) 

Christian*Burnings -0.112 -0.086 -0.110 0.588 -0.399 0.307 0.129 
 (0.606) (0.605) (0.499) (0.639) (0.609) (0.594) (0.665) 

Urban/Rural -0.126* -0.064 -0.107* -0.082 -0.112 0.014 -0.046 
 (0.070) (0.069) (0.056) (0.075) (0.069) (0.070) (0.076) 

Level of education -0.024 -0.041** 0.017 -0.052** -0.013 0.019 -0.009 
 (0.020) (0.020) (0.016) (0.021) (0.020) (0.021) (0.022) 

Monthly income in 

household 
0.054 -0.047 -0.116* 0.009 0.002 -0.043 -0.230*** 

 (0.075) (0.075) (0.061) (0.081) (0.075) (0.075) (0.082) 

Age 0.020 0.020 -0.006 0.010 -0.002 0.013 0.016 
 (0.015) (0.015) (0.012) (0.016) (0.015) (0.015) (0.017) 

Age Squared -0.0002 -0.0001 0.0001 -0.00002 0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 
 (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Gender 0.119 0.079 0.109* 0.053 -0.032 -0.010 -0.005 
 (0.080) (0.079) (0.065) (0.087) (0.080) (0.082) (0.089) 

Work -0.065 0.004 -0.068 -0.068 0.014 -0.076 0.034 
 (0.083) (0.082) (0.068) (0.089) (0.083) (0.085) (0.092) 

Christian 0.206 0.380** 0.147 0.117 0.309* 0.247 0.023 
 (0.170) (0.169) (0.140) (0.179) (0.171) (0.173) (0.190) 

Religious 0.104* 0.062 0.116** 0.007 0.132** 0.059 0.176*** 
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 (0.057) (0.057) (0.046) (0.061) (0.056) (0.059) (0.062) 

Christian distribution 

in district 
0.008 0.003 0.001 0.006 -0.001 0.005 0.008 

 (0.007) (0.007) (0.005) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) 

Constant 2.403*** 2.287*** 3.354*** 2.444*** 2.801*** 1.355*** 1.970*** 
 (0.334) (0.328) (0.269) (0.354) (0.329) (0.336) (0.365) 

Observations 1,111 1,123 1,148 1,077 1,145 1,002 1,111 

Log Likelihood -1,554.845 -1,569.581 
-

1,386.460 
-1,563.728 

-

1,608.194 
-1,377.731 -1,654.355 

Akaike Inf. Crit. 3,147.690 3,177.162 2,810.919 3,165.456 3,254.388 2,793.462 3,346.709 

Bayesian Inf. Crit. 3,242.938 3,272.613 2,906.789 3,260.113 3,350.208 2,886.747 3,441.956 

Note:  

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 

 

 

District-clustered robust standard errors in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed. 
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A2: Weighted Least Square models (WLS) 
 Dependent variable: 

 

Trust in 

courts and 

legal 

system 

Trust in 

government 

Trust in 

the army 

Trust in the 

parliament 

Trust in 

the police 

Trust in 

political 

parties 

Trust in 

religious 

leaders 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Beatings -0.108* -0.033 -0.032 -0.116* -0.125** -0.017 -0.292*** 
 (0.056) (0.074) (0.058) (0.061) (0.054) (0.068) (0.064) 

Christian*Beatings 0.184 -0.155 0.176 -0.504 0.259 -0.675 -0.070 
 (0.236) (0.307) (0.176) (0.323) (0.359) (0.494) (0.381) 

Bombings 0.241*** -0.046 0.215** -0.090 0.155* 0.048 -0.063 
 (0.084) (0.106) (0.107) (0.098) (0.089) (0.103) (0.087) 

Christian*Bombings -0.112 0.378 -0.005 0.750*** -0.064 -0.130 -0.274 
 (0.185) (0.298) (0.168) (0.263) (0.216) (0.303) (0.210) 

Burnings -0.189*** -0.014 -0.072 -0.128 -0.071 -0.018 0.018 
 (0.067) (0.081) (0.068) (0.092) (0.072) (0.078) (0.060) 

Christian*Burnings 0.032 0.245 -0.059 0.820* -0.164 1.028 0.430 
 (0.325) (0.394) (0.227) (0.462) (0.463) (0.637) (0.524) 

Urban/Rural -0.168* -0.067 -0.131 -0.089 -0.107 0.004 -0.023 
 (0.091) (0.099) (0.080) (0.079) (0.094) (0.074) (0.074) 

Level of education -0.018 -0.027 0.020 -0.031 -0.010 0.033 0.011 
 (0.022) (0.021) (0.018) (0.024) (0.022) (0.022) (0.024) 

Monthly income in 

household 
0.043 -0.022 -0.108 0.024 -0.010 -0.037 -0.211** 

 (0.073) (0.071) (0.075) (0.088) (0.080) (0.073) (0.093) 

Age 0.017 0.018 -0.008 0.016 -0.005 0.016 0.021 
 (0.016) (0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.016) (0.015) (0.016) 

Age Squared -0.0002 -0.0001 0.0001 -0.0001 0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002 
 (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Gender 0.151 0.074 0.153* 0.066 -0.041 -0.010 0.030 
 (0.092) (0.079) (0.079) (0.080) (0.096) (0.093) (0.088) 

Work -0.085 0.001 -0.098 -0.120 0.020 -0.109 -0.050 
 (0.104) (0.090) (0.076) (0.093) (0.091) (0.101) (0.093) 

Christian 0.129 0.266 0.086 0.082 0.267** 0.157 -0.128 
 (0.195) (0.180) (0.083) (0.180) (0.126) (0.199) (0.176) 

Religious 0.130* 0.090 0.100* 0.0005 0.142** 0.061 0.129* 
 (0.071) (0.067) (0.054) (0.077) (0.071) (0.059) (0.071) 

Christian distribution 

in district 
0.003 -0.004 -0.001 0.002 -0.005 0.007 0.004 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.007) 

Constant 2.407*** 2.093*** 3.598*** 1.914*** 2.596*** 0.875*** 2.149*** 
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 (0.351) (0.338) (0.316) (0.325) (0.368) (0.336) (0.391) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 1,111 1,123 1,148 1,077 1,145 1,002 1,111 

R2 0.105 0.135 0.089 0.119 0.115 0.071 0.102 

Adjusted R2 0.074 0.105 0.059 0.087 0.085 0.035 0.071 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
District-clustered robust standard errors in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed. 
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A3: Two-way clustered standard errors models 
 Dependent variable: 

 

Trust in 

courts and 

legal 

system 

Trust in 

government 

Trust in 

the army 

Trust in the 

parliament 

Trust in 

the police 

Trust in 

political 

parties 

Trust in 

religious 

leaders 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 

Beatings -0.089 -0.036 -0.025 -0.115 -0.065 -0.038 -0.291*** 
 (0.067) (0.094) (0.071) (0.073) (0.043) (0.100) (0.055) 

Christian*Beatings 0.248* 0.003 0.150 -0.346** 0.384 -0.253 0.101 
 (0.147) (0.282) (0.228) (0.165) (0.369) (0.290) (0.242) 

Bombings 0.255*** -0.081 0.169 -0.098 0.133 0.010 -0.001 
 (0.077) (0.099) (0.149) (0.083) (0.109) (0.088) (0.089) 

Christian*Bombings -0.082 0.504* 0.064 0.813** 0.034 0.050 -0.364** 
 (0.150) (0.275) (0.189) (0.405) (0.139) (0.262) (0.170) 

Burnings -0.160** 0.002 -0.076 -0.144 -0.074 0.008 0.052 
 (0.065) (0.116) (0.080) (0.095) (0.097) (0.058) (0.054) 

Christian*Burnings -0.094 -0.054 -0.094 0.578* -0.371 0.393 0.091 
 (0.216) (0.470) (0.228) (0.295) (0.476) (0.403) (0.256) 

Urban/Rural -0.123 -0.046 -0.127 -0.067 -0.104 0.006 -0.015 
 (0.104) (0.131) (0.080) (0.075) (0.078) (0.065) (0.065) 

Level of education -0.018 -0.035* 0.021 -0.043** -0.006 0.025 -0.005 
 (0.017) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.023) (0.024) (0.016) 

Monthly income in 

household 
0.067 -0.030 -0.104 0.033 0.015 -0.030 -0.225*** 

 (0.055) (0.071) (0.087) (0.087) (0.048) (0.070) (0.084) 

Age 0.021 0.020* -0.007 0.010 -0.002 0.013 0.016 
 (0.014) (0.012) (0.016) (0.012) (0.015) (0.014) (0.017) 

Age Squared -0.0002 -0.0001 0.0001 -0.00002 0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0002 
 (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Gender 0.116 0.071 0.106 0.050 -0.037 -0.025 -0.002 
 (0.097) (0.081) (0.103) (0.089) (0.069) (0.072) (0.057) 

Work -0.076 -0.007 -0.067 -0.081 0.001 -0.077 0.016 
 (0.089) (0.092) (0.098) (0.086) (0.081) (0.112) (0.087) 

Christian 0.146 0.346* 0.096 0.107 0.259*** 0.210 0.009 
 (0.187) (0.208) (0.078) (0.148) (0.098) (0.290) (0.121) 

Religious 0.090 0.042 0.117* -0.008 0.117 0.055 0.170** 
 (0.058) (0.055) (0.062) (0.058) (0.075) (0.066) (0.087) 

Christian distribution 

in district 
0.003 -0.003 -0.002 0.0001 -0.005 0.010 0.001 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) 

Constant 2.346*** 2.152*** 3.524*** 2.098*** 2.597*** 0.968*** 2.332*** 
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 (0.282) (0.309) (0.352) (0.262) (0.351) (0.290) (0.399) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 1,111 1,123 1,148 1,077 1,145 1,002 1,111 

R2 0.103 0.124 0.088 0.117 0.111 0.060 0.109 

Adjusted R2 0.072 0.095 0.058 0.086 0.081 0.024 0.078 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
Two-way clustered standard errors on district and governorate. The independent 

variables 'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 

'Burnings' and 'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed.  
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A4: Stepwise backward regression models 

 

I computed stepwise backward regression models using the “ols_step_backward_p” function 

in R. The following tables display the final models suggested by using this method compared 

to my original full models. R-scripts to view the whole process of stepwise backward 

regression can be provided upon request.  

 

 

A4a: Trust in courts and legal system 

 Dependent variable: 

 Trust in courts and legal system 
 (1) (2) 

Beatings -0.089*  

 (0.051)  

Christian*Beatings 0.248  

 (0.172)  

Bombings 0.255*** 0.222*** 
 (0.080) (0.077) 

Christian*Bombings -0.082  

 (0.169)  

Burnings -0.160** -0.159** 
 (0.069) (0.064) 

Christian*Burnings -0.094  

 (0.245)  

Urban/Rural -0.123 -0.111 
 (0.087) (0.077) 

Level of education -0.018  

 (0.019)  

Monthly income in 

household 
0.067  

 (0.065)  

Age 0.021 0.006** 
 (0.015) (0.003) 

Age Squared -0.0002  

 (0.0002)  

Gender 0.116  

 (0.084)  

Work -0.076  

 (0.093)  
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Christian 0.146 0.243* 
 (0.180) (0.134) 

Religious 0.090 0.070 
 (0.067) (0.065) 

Christian distribution in 

district 
0.003  

 (0.005)  

Constant 2.346*** 2.612*** 
 (0.349) (0.207) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes 

Observations 1,111 1,138 

R2 0.103 0.097 

Adjusted R2 0.072 0.075 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
Clustered standard errors on district in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed. 

 

 

A4b: Trust in the government 

 Dependent variable: 

 Trust in the government 
 (1) (2) 

Beatings -0.036  

 (0.064)  

Christian*Beatings 0.003  

 (0.272)  

Bombings -0.081  

 (0.103)  

Christian*Bombings 0.504*  

 (0.297)  

Burnings 0.002  

 (0.088)  

Christian*Burnings -0.054  

 (0.376)  

Urban/Rural -0.046  

 (0.099)  

Level of education -0.035* -0.033* 
 (0.020) (0.017) 
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Monthly income in 

household 
-0.030  

 (0.070)  

Age 0.020 0.012*** 
 (0.013) (0.002) 

Age Squared -0.0001  

 (0.0001)  

Gender 0.071  

 (0.073)  

Work -0.007  

 (0.078)  

Christian 0.346** 0.407*** 
 (0.168) (0.123) 

Religious 0.042  

 (0.064)  

Christian distribution in 

district 
-0.003  

 (0.006)  

Constant 2.152*** 2.316*** 
 (0.333) (0.142) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes 

Observations 1,123 1,149 

R2 0.124 0.116 

Adjusted R2 0.095 0.097 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
Clustered standard errors on district in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed.   
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A4c: Trust in the army 

 Dependent variable: 

 Trust in the army 
 (1) (2) 

Beatings -0.025  

 (0.056)  

Christian*Beatings 0.150  

 (0.189)  

Bombings 0.169* 0.171* 
 (0.100) (0.091) 

Christian*Bombings 0.064  

 (0.175)  

Burnings -0.076 -0.080 
 (0.065) (0.062) 

Christian*Burnings -0.094  

 (0.229)  

Urban/Rural -0.127* -0.122* 
 (0.076) (0.073) 

Level of education 0.021 0.017 
 (0.016) (0.016) 

Monthly income in 

household 
-0.104 -0.104 

 (0.070) (0.069) 

Age -0.007  

 (0.014)  

Age Squared 0.0001  

 (0.0002)  

Gender 0.106 0.122** 
 (0.071) (0.061) 

Work -0.067 -0.081 
 (0.074) (0.064) 

Christian 0.096 0.137** 
 (0.076) (0.068) 

Religious 0.117** 0.122** 
 (0.054) (0.051) 

Christian distribution in 

district 
-0.002  

 (0.004)  

Constant 3.524*** 3.387*** 
 (0.303) (0.169) 
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Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes 

Observations 1,148 1,148 

R2 0.088 0.087 

Adjusted R2 0.058 0.062 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
Clustered standard errors on district in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed.   

 

 

A4d: Trust in the parliament 

 Dependent variable: 

 Trust in the parliament 
 (1) (2) 

Beatings -0.115** -0.108* 
 (0.058) (0.060) 

Christian*Beatings -0.346  

 (0.348)  

Bombings -0.098  

 (0.094)  

Christian*Bombings 0.813*** 0.844*** 
 (0.296) (0.251) 

Burnings -0.144 -0.153** 
 (0.091) (0.069) 

Christian*Burnings 0.578  

 (0.481)  

Urban/Rural -0.067  

 (0.075)  

Level of education -0.043** -0.041** 
 (0.021) (0.018) 

Monthly income in 

household 
0.033  

 (0.079)  

Age 0.010 0.009*** 
 (0.014) (0.003) 

Age Squared -0.00002  

 (0.0002)  

Gender 0.050  

 (0.076)  

Work -0.081  
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 (0.090)  

Christian 0.107 0.243 
 (0.167) (0.164) 

Religious -0.008  

 (0.068)  

Christian distribution in 

district 
0.0001  

 (0.006)  

Constant 2.098*** 2.024*** 
 (0.325) (0.165) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes 

Observations 1,077 1,103 

R2 0.117 0.108 

Adjusted R2 0.086 0.085 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
Clustered standard errors on district in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed.  

 

 

A4e: Trust in police 

 Dependent variable: 

 Trust in the police 
 (1) (2) 

Beatings -0.065  

 (0.050)  

Christian*Beatings 0.384  

 (0.295)  

Bombings 0.133 0.130 
 (0.092) (0.083) 

Christian*Bombings 0.034  

 (0.187)  

Burnings -0.074 -0.098 
 (0.082) (0.071) 

Christian*Burnings -0.371  

 (0.380)  

Urban/Rural -0.104 -0.105 
 (0.088) (0.081) 

Level of education -0.006  

 (0.019)  
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Monthly income in 

household 
0.015  

 (0.074)  

Age -0.002  

 (0.014)  

Age Squared 0.0001 0.0001*** 
 (0.0002) (0.00003) 

Gender -0.037  

 (0.086)  

Work 0.001  

 (0.080)  

Christian 0.259** 0.269*** 
 (0.111) (0.085) 

Religious 0.117* 0.126** 
 (0.064) (0.060) 

Christian distribution in 

district 
-0.005  

 (0.005)  

Constant 2.597*** 2.427*** 
 (0.341) (0.193) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes 

Observations 1,145 1,172 

R2 0.111 0.108 

Adjusted R2 0.081 0.087 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
Clustered standard errors on district in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed. 
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A4f: Trust in political parties 

 Dependent variable: 

 Trust in the police 
 (1) (2) 

Beatings -0.038  

 (0.077)  

Christian*Beatings -0.253  

 (0.461)  

Bombings 0.010  

 (0.107)  

Christian*Bombings 0.050  

 (0.303)  

Burnings 0.008  

 (0.076)  

Christian*Burnings 0.393  

 (0.599)  

Urban/Rural 0.006  

 (0.069)  

Level of education 0.025 0.023 
 (0.022) (0.021) 

Monthly income in 

household 
-0.030  

 (0.072)  

Age 0.013 0.003 
 (0.016) (0.002) 

Age Squared -0.0001  

 (0.0002)  

Gender -0.025  

 (0.087)  

Work -0.077 -0.073 
 (0.100) (0.068) 

Christian 0.210 0.251 
 (0.220) (0.162) 

Religious 0.055 0.062 
 (0.060) (0.056) 

Christian distribution in 

district 
0.010*  

 (0.005)  

Constant 0.968*** 1.257*** 
 (0.332) (0.206) 
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Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes 

Observations 1,002 1,027 

R2 0.060 0.051 

Adjusted R2 0.024 0.026 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
Clustered standard errors on district in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed.  

 

 

A4g: Trust in religious leaders 

 Dependent variable: 

 Trust in religious leaders 
 (1) (2) 

Beatings -0.291*** -0.275*** 
 (0.063) (0.068) 

Christian*Beatings 0.101  

 (0.353)  

Bombings -0.001  

 (0.086)  

Christian*Bombings -0.364**  

 (0.175)  

Burnings 0.052  

 (0.057)  

Christian*Burnings 0.091  

 (0.465)  

Urban/Rural -0.015  

 (0.066)  

Level of education -0.005  

 (0.022)  

Monthly income in 

household 
-0.225*** -0.227*** 

 (0.083) (0.081) 

Age 0.016 0.004 
 (0.015) (0.003) 

Age Squared -0.0002  

 (0.0002)  

Gender -0.002  

 (0.084)  

Work 0.016  
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 (0.089)  

Christian 0.009  

 (0.151)  

Religious 0.170** 0.172** 
 (0.073) (0.071) 

Christian distribution in 

district 
0.001  

 (0.006)  

Constant 2.332*** 2.531*** 
 (0.356) (0.199) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes 

Observations 1,111 1,111 

R2 0.109 0.107 

Adjusted R2 0.078 0.087 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
Clustered standard errors on district in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed. 
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A5: Models excluding controls 

 

A5a: Trust in courts and legal system and trust in the government 

 Dependent variable: 

 Trust in courts and legal system Trust in government 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Beatings -0.087* -0.084 -0.082 -0.034 -0.033 -0.035 
 (0.051) (0.051) (0.053) (0.065) (0.065) (0.064) 

Christian*Beatings 0.237 0.193 0.164 -0.017 -0.037 -0.046 
 (0.171) (0.151) (0.154) (0.274) (0.269) (0.271) 

Bombings 0.251*** 0.238*** 0.242*** -0.093 -0.099 -0.102 
 (0.080) (0.081) (0.081) (0.102) (0.099) (0.099) 

Christian*Bombings -0.072 -0.123 -0.127 0.528* 0.504* 0.494* 
 (0.171) (0.164) (0.167) (0.300) (0.301) (0.298) 

Burnings -0.161** -0.133** -0.132** -0.001 0.012 0.011 
 (0.070) (0.062) (0.062) (0.088) (0.076) (0.076) 

Christian*Burnings -0.077 -0.050 -0.022 -0.020 -0.008 0.007 
 (0.242) (0.223) (0.233) (0.382) (0.377) (0.379) 

Urban/Rural -0.129   -0.058   

 (0.087)   (0.100)   

Level of education 0.050 0.044 0.037 -0.065 -0.068 -0.068 
 (0.065) (0.065) (0.063) (0.066) (0.066) (0.066) 

Monthly income in 

household 
0.021 0.022 0.017 0.022* 0.022* 0.023* 

 (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.012) (0.012) 

Age -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 
 (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) 

Age Squared 0.111 0.112 0.057 0.062 0.062 0.055 
 (0.085) (0.086) (0.055) (0.074) (0.074) (0.074) 

Gender -0.084 -0.085  -0.025 -0.025 -0.025 
 (0.091) (0.091)  (0.076) (0.076) (0.076) 

Work 0.130 0.174 0.169 0.313* 0.333** 0.329** 
 (0.176) (0.168) (0.171) (0.167) (0.161) (0.162) 

Christian 0.087 0.093 0.093 0.037 0.039  

 (0.067) (0.067) (0.066) (0.065) (0.064)  

Religious 0.003 0.0003 0.0002 -0.003 -0.004 -0.004 
 (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Christian distribution 

in district 
2.273*** 2.145*** 2.236*** 2.014*** 1.959*** 2.026*** 

 (0.333) (0.326) (0.316) (0.325) (0.292) (0.279) 



  

 - 88 -  
 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 1,111 1,111 1,111 1,123 1,123 1,123 

R2 0.103 0.100 0.099 0.122 0.121 0.121 

Adjusted R2 0.073 0.071 0.071 0.093 0.093 0.094 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
District-clustered robust standard errors in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed. 

 

 

A5b: Trust in the army and trust in the parliament 

 Dependent variable: 

 Trust in army Trust in parliament 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Beatings -0.032 -0.030 -0.032 -0.112* -0.108* -0.107* 
 (0.057) (0.058) (0.056) (0.058) (0.059) (0.060) 

Christian*Beatings 0.125 0.080 0.064 -0.374 -0.408 -0.437 
 (0.200) (0.190) (0.180) (0.352) (0.351) (0.340) 

Bombings 0.158 0.145 0.135 -0.112 -0.107 -0.115 
 (0.102) (0.094) (0.093) (0.092) (0.093) (0.088) 

Christian*Bombings 0.040 -0.017 -0.017 0.842*** 0.837*** 0.804*** 
 (0.176) (0.178) (0.177) (0.301) (0.301) (0.304) 

Burnings -0.081 -0.051 -0.051 -0.148 -0.147 -0.129 
 (0.065) (0.058) (0.058) (0.092) (0.093) (0.082) 

Christian*Burnings -0.048 -0.022 -0.009 0.623 0.657 0.675 
 (0.240) (0.228) (0.222) (0.491) (0.489) (0.479) 

Urban/Rural -0.136*   -0.081 -0.083  

 (0.074)   (0.078) (0.079)  

Level of education 0.024 0.020 0.014    

 (0.016) (0.016) (0.016)    

Monthly income in 

household 
-0.104 -0.107  -0.009 -0.017 -0.019 

 (0.070) (0.070)  (0.074) (0.074) (0.074) 

Age -0.004 -0.004 -0.003 0.012 0.005 0.005 
 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.012) (0.012) 

Age Squared 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 -0.00002 0.0001 0.0001 
 (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001) 

Gender 0.086 0.085 0.095 0.038 -0.031 -0.031 
 (0.073) (0.074) (0.072) (0.075) (0.057) (0.058) 

Work -0.071 -0.069 -0.069 -0.103   
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 (0.075) (0.075) (0.074) (0.087)   

Christian 0.080 0.128* 0.149* 0.066 0.060 0.088 
 (0.076) (0.076) (0.078) (0.170) (0.172) (0.166) 

Religious    -0.016 -0.016 -0.012 
    (0.068) (0.068) (0.068) 

Christian distribution 

in district 
-0.002 -0.004 -0.006 -0.0004 -0.0003 -0.002 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Constant 3.717*** 3.613*** 3.615*** 1.928*** 2.037*** 1.958*** 
 (0.296) (0.297) (0.297) (0.310) (0.299) (0.285) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 1,148 1,148 1,174 1,077 1,077 1,077 

R2 0.083 0.078 0.078 0.114 0.113 0.112 

Adjusted R2 0.053 0.049 0.051 0.083 0.083 0.083 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
District-clustered robust standard errors in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed  

 

 

A5c: Trust in the police and trust in political parties 

 Dependent variable: 

 Trust in the police Trust in political parties 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Beatings -0.073 -0.071 -0.070 -0.039 -0.039 -0.039 
 (0.051) (0.052) (0.052) (0.076) (0.078) (0.077) 

Christian*Beatings 0.358 0.320 0.316 -0.238 -0.259 -0.254 
 (0.316) (0.299) (0.299) (0.458) (0.458) (0.457) 

Bombings 0.123 0.113 0.111 0.020 0.025 0.026 
 (0.092) (0.092) (0.092) (0.106) (0.107) (0.106) 

Christian*Bombings 0.009 -0.038 -0.035 0.032 0.028 0.033 
 (0.191) (0.185) (0.184) (0.299) (0.296) (0.294) 

Burnings -0.079 -0.055 -0.055 0.009 0.010 0.007 
 (0.083) (0.076) (0.076) (0.076) (0.077) (0.071) 

Christian*Burnings -0.324 -0.303 -0.296 0.365 0.389 0.386 
 (0.405) (0.384) (0.383) (0.595) (0.595) (0.596) 

Urban/Rural -0.113   0.013 0.012  

 (0.089)   (0.069) (0.069)  

Level of education -0.003 -0.006     
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 (0.019) (0.019)     

Monthly income in 

household 
0.016 0.013 0.007 -0.007 -0.011 -0.011 

 (0.075) (0.074) (0.073) (0.068) (0.069) (0.069) 

Age 0.0005 0.001 0.001 0.012 0.008 0.008 
 (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014) 

Age Squared 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 -0.0001 
 (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Gender -0.059 -0.059 -0.061 -0.019 -0.060 -0.060 
 (0.084) (0.085) (0.084) (0.088) (0.066) (0.066) 

Work -0.001 -0.0001 -0.003 -0.064   

 (0.080) (0.081) (0.080) (0.097)   

Christian 0.243** 0.283*** 0.277*** 0.233 0.228 0.224 
 (0.114) (0.107) (0.107) (0.221) (0.222) (0.220) 

Religious    0.060 0.060 0.060 
    (0.059) (0.059) (0.059) 

Christian distribution 

in district 
-0.005 -0.007 -0.007 0.010* 0.010* 0.010* 

 (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Constant 2.792*** 2.706*** 2.676*** 1.068*** 1.135*** 1.148*** 
 (0.337) (0.322) (0.315) (0.305) (0.285) (0.279) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 1,145 1,145 1,145 1,002 1,002 1,002 

R2 0.107 0.105 0.105 0.059 0.058 0.058 

Adjusted R2 0.078 0.077 0.077 0.023 0.024 0.025 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
District-clustered robust standard errors in parentheses. The independent variables 

'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 'Burnings' and 

'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed. 
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A5d: Trust in religious leaders 

 Dependent variable: 

 Trust in religious leaders 
 (1) (2) (3) 

Beatings -0.302*** -0.302*** -0.302*** 
 (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) 

Christian*Beatings 0.066 0.065 0.056 
 (0.386) (0.387) (0.380) 

Bombings -0.018 -0.018 -0.021 
 (0.087) (0.087) (0.087) 

Christian*Bombings -0.398** -0.397** -0.409** 
 (0.181) (0.181) (0.178) 

Burnings 0.045 0.045 0.051 
 (0.058) (0.058) (0.054) 

Christian*Burnings 0.152 0.154 0.160 
 (0.502) (0.503) (0.497) 

Urban/Rural -0.027 -0.028  

 (0.066) (0.065)  

Level of education -0.002   

 (0.022)   

Monthly income in 

household 
-0.225*** -0.227*** -0.228*** 

 (0.082) (0.081) (0.082) 

Age 0.019 0.019 0.020 
 (0.016) (0.015) (0.016) 

Age Squared -0.0002 -0.0002 -0.0002 
 (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) 

Gender -0.031 -0.032 -0.032 
 (0.083) (0.083) (0.083) 

Work 0.012 0.011 0.012 
 (0.090) (0.091) (0.091) 

Christian -0.013 -0.014 -0.005 
 (0.156) (0.153) (0.151) 

Religious 0.002 0.002 0.001 
 (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Christian distribution in 

district 
2.624*** 2.616*** 2.592*** 

 (0.339) (0.328) (0.329) 

Governorate fixed 

effects 
Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 1,111 1,111 1,111 
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R2 0.103 0.103 0.103 

Adjusted R2 0.073 0.074 0.074 

Note: *p<0.1;**p<0.05;***p<0.01 

 
District-clustered robust standard errors in parentheses. The independent 

variables 'Beatings', 'Christian*Beatings', 'Bombings', Christian*Bombings', 

'Burnings' and 'Christian*Burnings are log-transformed 
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A6: VIF Tests 

 

A6a: VIF trust in courts and legal system  

 GVIF Df GVIFDf)) 

log(beatings + 1) 3.443 1 1.856 

log(bombings + 1) 1.634 1 1.278 

log(burnings + 1) 3.328 1 1.824 

urban_rural 1.573 1 1.254 

education_level 1.391 1 1.179 

monthly_income_household 1.194 1 1.093 

age 1.256 1 1.121 

gender 1.857 1 1.363 

work 1.853 1 1.361 

christian 1.202 1 1.096 

religious 1.152 1 1.073 

christian_2006_pct 3.002 1 1.733 

as.factor(gov_ID) 26.184 21 1.081 

Interaction variables and age-squared excluded. Governorate fixed effects included. 

 

A6b: VIF trust in the government  

 GVIF Df GVIFDf)) 

log(beatings + 1) 3.488 1 1.868 

log(bombings + 1) 1.647 1 1.283 

log(burnings + 1) 3.380 1 1.838 

urban_rural 1.583 1 1.258 

education_level 1.406 1 1.186 

monthly_income_household 1.185 1 1.089 

age 1.260 1 1.123 

gender 1.860 1 1.364 

work 1.867 1 1.366 

christian 1.201 1 1.096 

religious 1.152 1 1.073 

christian_2006_pct 3.051 1 1.747 

as.factor(gov_ID) 27.108 21 1.082 

Interaction variables and age-squared excluded. Governorate fixed effects included. 
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A6c: VIF trust in the army  

 GVIF Df GVIFDf)) 

log(beatings + 1) 3.392 1 1.842 

log(bombings + 1) 1.615 1 1.271 

log(burnings + 1) 3.291 1 1.814 

urban_rural 1.577 1 1.256 

education_level 1.394 1 1.181 

monthly_income_household 1.189 1 1.090 

age 1.260 1 1.123 

gender 1.893 1 1.376 

work 1.888 1 1.374 

christian 1.203 1 1.097 

religious 1.152 1 1.073 

christian_2006_pct 3.045 1 1.745 

as.factor(gov_ID) 25.996 21 1.081 

Interaction variables and age-squared excluded. Governorate fixed effects included. 

 

A6d: VIF trust in the parliament 

 GVIF Df GVIFDf)) 

log(beatings + 1) 3.452 1 1.858 

log(bombings + 1) 1.617 1 1.272 

log(burnings + 1) 3.352 1 1.831 

urban_rural 1.608 1 1.268 

education_level 1.418 1 1.191 

monthly_income_household 1.190 1 1.091 

age 1.278 1 1.131 

gender 1.888 1 1.374 

work 1.885 1 1.373 

christian 1.203 1 1.097 

religious 1.161 1 1.078 

christian_2006_pct 3.029 1 1.740 

as.factor(gov_ID) 27.161 21 1.082 

Interaction variables and age-squared excluded. Governorate fixed effects included. 
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A6e: VIF trust in the police  

 GVIF Df GVIFDf)) 

log(beatings + 1) 3.435 1 1.853 

log(bombings + 1) 1.626 1 1.275 

log(burnings + 1) 3.313 1 1.820 

urban_rural 1.580 1 1.257 

education_level 1.396 1 1.181 

monthly_income_household 1.186 1 1.089 

age 1.258 1 1.122 

gender 1.898 1 1.378 

work 1.892 1 1.375 

christian 1.202 1 1.096 

religious 1.151 1 1.073 

christian_2006_pct 3.050 1 1.746 

as.factor(gov_ID) 26.327 21 1.081 

Interaction variables and age-squared excluded. Governorate fixed effects included. 

 

A6f: VIF trust in political parties  

 GVIF Df GVIFDf)) 

log(beatings + 1) 3.462 1 1.861 

log(bombings + 1) 1.635 1 1.279 

log(burnings + 1) 3.154 1 1.776 

urban_rural 1.597 1 1.264 

education_level 1.384 1 1.177 

monthly_income_household 1.193 1 1.092 

age 1.265 1 1.125 

gender 1.836 1 1.355 

work 1.839 1 1.356 

christian 1.203 1 1.097 

religious 1.147 1 1.071 

christian_2006_pct 2.907 1 1.705 

as.factor(gov_ID) 26.039 21 1.081 

Interaction variables and age-squared excluded. Governorate fixed effects included. 
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A6g: VIF trust in religious leaders  

 GVIF Df GVIFDf)) 

log(beatings + 1) 3.264 1 1.807 

log(bombings + 1) 1.631 1 1.277 

log(burnings + 1) 3.191 1 1.786 

urban_rural 1.573 1 1.254 

education_level 1.388 1 1.178 

monthly_income_household 1.181 1 1.087 

age 1.253 1 1.119 

gender 1.895 1 1.377 

work 1.887 1 1.374 

christian 1.198 1 1.094 

religious 1.152 1 1.073 

christian_2006_pct 2.961 1 1.721 

as.factor(gov_ID) 24.718 21 1.079 

Interaction variables and age-squared excluded. Governorate fixed effects included. 
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