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Introduction
Abstract
This research is based on systematic quantitative and qualitative data
concerning Egyptian university students’ image of the United States, their
reactions to its public diplomacy messages, and why they hold those
opinions. The data was collected almost ten months before Egypt’s January
25th revolution. Face-to-face survey and focus group discussions were used
to probe the thorny questions and perceptions of these Egyptians vis-à-vis
the United States. While top American officials welcomed President Hosni
Mubarak’s decision to step down on 11 February 2011 and urged all sides
in the rapidly unfolding political drama to ensure a peaceful transition to
democracy, such an undertaking will pose new challenges to American
diplomacy in the region.

A

s a concept, American public diplomacy toward Arab and Muslim countries is a concept
much used but seldom subjected to any rigorous empirical analysis. Public diplomacy has
shifted from the language of prestige and international status to that of a state’s soft power,
smart power, and approval rating. This very broad concept also refers to several initiatives,
activities, and symbolic gestures. One of its most important components is the messages
directed by American public officials to foreign audiences in their own language. This paper
use the Arabic-language material located on the websites of the U.S. Department of State
(http://www.america.gov/ar/) and of American embassies in Arab states as the stimuli to
examine how they impact Egyptian university students’ perceptions of the United States after
reading them. These public diplomacy messages include the speeches of and interviews with
the American president and top officials stories and reports on American society, and Muslim
life in this country.

“The people of
Egypt have spoken.
Their voices have
been heard, and
Egypt will never
be the same.”
- President Barack
Obama, February 11,
2011

Despite the growing number of direct and technological messages to Arabs and Muslims, most
American experts are not sure how they can do to win the hearts and minds of the targeted
audiences. In other words, if this information is not creating a more sympathetic and supportive
attitude among the targeted audiences despite all of the resources being poured in, what is
to be done? Surveys and public opinion polls have shown that Muslims’ attitudes toward the
United States do fluctuate but never explained why they fluctuate.
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This study focused on Egyptian university students because Egypt is considered strategically
important and because it is one of this effort’s most targeted countries. University students,
the most vibrant cohort of any society, also make up two-thirds of Egypt’s population.
Pew surveys show that Egyptians’ favorability rating of the United States ranged from 20 to
30 percent during the past decade (Pew Global Attitudes Project, 23 July 09). A Gallup survey
shows even lower numbers (Sitte and Mogahed, 2 June 2009). Obama’s image had a relatively
positive effect in general, as will be discussed later. Yet we have been unable to identify those
people who have these positive attitudes and why they hold them. In order for the two countries
to have healthy relations and a strategic partnership, one needs to go beyond the “what” and
“how” questions to the “why” and “what can be done” questions. This project seeks to do that.
The experimental approach employed in this survey moves from the telescopic reading of
the United States’ image among Egyptians to a microscopic one that adds more nuance and
details to the big picture. Such a reading was especially important when President Obama
stated that he wanted to “speak directly” to the Arab street and persuade its members of
America’s “straightforward manner”. Then at the margins, both they and their leadership are
more inclined and able to work with us” (Friedman 2009).
As for this survey’s relevance to American policy making, one needs to refer to two trends of
thought among commentators and policymakers. Some belittle the value of any public diplomacy
campaign in these countries: “A Muslim has no nationality except his belief according to the
intellectual godfather of the Islamists, [the] Egyptian Sayyid Qutb … [thus,] this is a long twilight
war, the struggle against radical Islamism. We can't wish it away. No strategy of winning ‘hearts
and minds,’ no great outreach, will bring this struggle to an end. America can't conciliate these
furies” (Ajami 2010). Others, such as Secretary of Defense Robert Gates argue that “much of
our national security strategy depends upon securing the cooperation of other nations, which
will depend heavily on the extent to which our efforts abroad are viewed as legitimate by their
publics.” The key, he says, is “the steady accumulation of actions and results that build trust
and credibility over time”(Gates 2010).
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Given this debate (Cull 2009), this study empirically examines both if and how public diplomacy
really works through a quasi-experimental survey research when faced with two related
questions: (1) How influential is American public diplomacy among its targeted audiences
(mainly educated Egyptian youth)? and (2) What are the demographic, cognitive, and attitudinal
characteristics of those individuals who are most likely to be influenced by these messages?
A research design based on survey experiments was developed to answer these questions.
Data collection was conducted in March 2010 by surveying 772 participants from Cairo
University, Alexandria University, Suez Canal University, and Assiut University.1 After first
responding to the survey, they were asked to read Arabic-language excerpts from the U.S.
Department of State’s Arabic-language website about American society, policy toward Muslim
and Arab countries, and quotes from presidential speeches. They then had to answer the
survey questions again, after which any change in their attitudes was analyzed. The resulting
percentages were plotted on a ten-point scale to determine the degree of change. When done,
forty students volunteered to participate in focus group discussions to discuss how and why
they had reacted to the survey questions.
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Findings and Discussion

T

his paper presents the survey research findings to four questions: (1) What issues do
Egyptian university students consider to be the most vital for the Egyptian-American
relationship? (2) What do they know about American foreign policy as regards Arab and Muslim
societies? (3) How effective are the United States public diplomacy messages at winning their
hearts and minds? and (4) Assuming that these messages actually have some impact, what
are the characteristics of those who are influenced by them?

First: The Issues of Most Concern to Egyptian Students
This project, in part, seeks to discern the participants’ most important concerns in regards to
American foreign policy. Question 28 (appendix 2) 2 asks them to identify the one topic they
would raise with President Obama if they were given the opportunity to meet with him.

This project, in part,
seeks to discern
the participants’
most important
concerns in regards
to American
foreign policy.

As shown in table 1 (next page), the most vital issue for them is to ask the Obama administration
to help the Palestinians establish their own state.
How should we understand this response? Two complementary explanations can be given:
a public opinion and a political culture one. The first explanation focuses on the survey’s
timing: During March 2010, many Egyptians were criticizing “their own regime because of
the blockade of the Gaza strip and building a steel wall on the border with Gaza,” as Ahmad
(Assiut University) 3 put it during a focus group discussion. Yet there is a more “cultural and
theological explanation,” one that has been traditionally used by Islamists and pan-Arabists.
Part of this commitment stems from a religious obligation, as Counselor Tariq al-Bishri explains:
“In the Muslim mind, issues of personal freedom come second to the issues of [the] ummah’s
freedom” (Fattah 2006, 101). Yet the failure to liberate the Muslim ummah has changed the
priorities. It has become increasingly apparent that liberating Egyptians from autocracy can
be the first step toward liberating all Muslim ummah from its occupiers.
Omneya (Cairo University) blamed American funds, military aid, and diplomatic support for
Israel. “There is no way that we will have good relations with the United States as long as
Palestine is occupied,” asserted Hussein (Cairo University). Several participants agreed on
the grounds that it was their personal obligation to defend the Palestinians as long as there
is, according to Hanan (Suez Canal University), a “world conspiracy against them.”
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Table 1: Most Vital Issues in Egyptian-American Relations (as chosen by participants)

The Issues

%

Help Palestinians establish their own state

36

Give more economic aid and help Egypt develop itself

26

Press Egypt for more democracy and respect for human rights

25

Stop the “war on terrorism” and withdraw American
troops from Iraq and Afghanistan

9

Other

4

Total

100

Actually, the Palestinian issue has become the major factor in determining the most
popular names for new-born Arab infants: Hezbollah Secretary General Hassan Nasrallah,
Rajab Tayib Erdogan of Turkey, Khaled Mash’al of Hamas, and Ahmadinejad of Iran. All
of these figures have two characteristics in common in the minds of most participants:
“first they are highly admired” and even described as “role models for Arab leaders,” and
second they all “have taken stanch attitudes against Israel’s roughness” states Khaled
(Alexandria University). In general, the focus group discussions gave strong credibility to
General David Petraeus’ concerns that the Arab-Israeli conflict “hurts America’s ability to
advance its interests in the Middle East, fomenting anti-American sentiment and limiting
America’s strategic partnerships with Arab governments.” (Jerusalem Post, March 18, 2010).
About one-quarter of those surveyed cited increased American economic aid and help for Egypt
to develop as their top demand, while another one-quarter mentioned putting official American
pressure on the Egyptian government to allow more democracy and respect for human rights.
These results suggest that democracy is a top priority and that public demonstrations in support
of the Palestinian cause are expected after the domestic concerns settle down. Perhaps the
listing of economic aid is not so surprising since according to some estimates 25 percent of
Egyptians live under the poverty line and 15 percent of youth are unemployed (Al-Shorouk,
April 17, 2010). More surprising is that nearly the same number would cite U.S. democracy
promotion as their top demand. Some prominent government-affiliated intellectuals have almost
seemed to celebrate the fact that most polls conducted by the Egyptian government or the
ruling party agencies indicate that Egyptians care more about poverty, unemployment, and
services than democracy and human rights (Sa’id 2010; Kamal 2010). But if this were true for
older Egyptians, it seems to be different with university students. “We want to have the right
to choose our government and vote it out as all countries of the world do,” asserted Ahmad
(Cairo University). Sami (Alexandria University) added, “Even Iraq has free elections… why
not us?” Hoda, a member of the April 6 Youth movement (formed during the spring of 2008
to support workers in the industrial town of El-Mahalla El-Kubra who were planning to strike
on April 6), made an interesting point regarding this generational difference: the government’s
traditional monopoly on information has been broken by the media, the Internet, and satellite
dishs. Khaled added another dimension: the aging president and his associates “have been
in office for too long. … We want a new generation with new ideas and new worldview.”
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Actually there was a sense of longing for a new era, even if it were associated with the death
of some of “the traditional politicians who have been in office for the last 30 years” according
to Sarah (Assiut University). Saleh, (Suez Canal University) and others referred to the role
of religious reformers who now talk about how “democracy is an extension or a modern
application of the Islamic concept of shura [consultation].” According to him, “I used to think
that democracy is like secularism and thus should be rejected. But I now know from reading
many books that democracy can be Islamic if it is applied in an Islamic society.”
This generational change is also related to the cultural and structural shifts within Egyptian
society. The three factors mentioned by the participants (viz., the power of technology, biology,
and theology) are impacting the ideologies held by young educated Egyptians. This change
was evident when Karim (Cairo University) and other participants talked about how “Egypt
is not doing well under the current regime … We do not trust the U.S. that much, but we do
not know what to do. As youth, we do not want to be like our fathers and mothers. We want
to turn the page and start afresh.”
When asked why economic aid was almost as important as democracy, many respondents
mentioned corruption. “We do not benefit from the foreign aid or the investments. … They all
go to the rich businessmen who control the National Democratic Party (NDP). Thus, I personally
wish that America would stop giving us this aid. It aids the people who do not need aid: the
rich,” said Mahmoud (Cairo University). Salama (Assiut University) used the phrase, “a bribe to
the rulers to control the masses” to describe what he thinks about this American aid. In their
response to Question 21, “American financial aid to Egypt must continue because it helps the
Egyptian economy,” only half of the respondents agreed with this statement. This might be
explained by the existing level of corruption and/or the participants’ not fully understanding
how important it is for the Egyptian economy (if it is really that important.)
This brings us to the next section, which examines the public diplomacy messages’ hypothesized
effectiveness and the characteristics of those who might be influenced by them. Assessing
their influence was measured by the change of respondents’ attitudes in the post-messages
survey, as explained in appendix 1.
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Second: The Impact of the United States’ Public Diplomacy Messages
This section consists of an examination of some of the United States’ public diplomacy
messages to discern the cognitive, attitudinal, and demographic characteristics of those who
might be influenced by them and thus change their attitudes.
Three groups of dependent variables are examined: (a) American policies toward the IsraeliPalestinian conflict and support for democracy and human rights in the Arab world, (b) the
“war on terrorism” and the “clash of civilizations” thesis, and (c) American society itself and
how much participants admired or despised it. Multiple regression techniques were used to
examine why they would change their attitudes after reading the messages. Table 2 summarizes
these factors (appendix 3).
Attitudes toward American Foreign Policy & the Arab-Israeli Conflict
Participants were asked “The United States is serious about finding a just solution for the
Palestinian problem” (Question 14) both before and after reading the relevant messages. The
difference in their attitudes was then attributed to the messages. The messages selected
came from the Department of State’s Arabic-language website, which presents a detailed
account of the various American administrations’ efforts to solve this ongoing conflict.4 The
first message given to the participants featured a detailed list of the meetings, proposals,
initiatives, and financial aid given to Arab countries and the Palestinians.
The second message came from President Obama’s 4 June 2009 speech at Cairo University,
in which he said:
It is also undeniable that the Palestinian people — Muslims and Christians
— have suffered in pursuit of a homeland. For more than 60 years they've
endured the pain of dislocation. Many wait in refugee camps in the West
Bank, Gaza, and neighboring lands for a life of peace and security that they
have never been able to lead. They endure the daily humiliations — large
and small — that come with occupation. So let there be no doubt: The
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situation for the Palestinian people is intolerable. And America will not turn
our backs on the legitimate Palestinian aspiration for dignity, opportunity,
and a state of their own…The only resolution is for the aspirations of both
sides to be met through two states, where Israelis and Palestinians each
live in peace and security. 5
By looking at table 2, which displays the multiple regression results, one finds that the average
agreement about this stated undertaking earned a relatively low 3.2 ranking. One might
anticipate that this average would rise after the participants were exposed to the messages
detailing the American effort and Obama’s commitment to the two-state solution. Surprisingly,
it rose to only 3.3, a change rate (.1) that is statistically insignificant. In relative terms, however,
a few respondents were influenced. The question thus becomes: What are the characteristics
of those students who were influenced?
The influenced students shared the following three characteristics to one degree or another:
they were women, affiliated with the NDP, or were politically apathetic. This might indicate
that the female participants were less committed to their previous attitudes and more ready to
change them if they heard a counterargument. It is easier to interpret why those affiliated with
the ruling party were more ready than others to react favorably: the NDP’s constant position
has been that, as President Sadat once said, “America holds 99 percent of the cards in the
[Middle East] game." Former president Mubarak has constantly emphasized that there is “no
military solution to the Arab Israeli conflict … we need the help of the Americans, Europeans,
and the international community to solve this problem.” The politically apathetic participants
apparently agreed to what they heard, especially if their apathy was due to political ignorance
rather than cynicism or skepticism. The focus group discussions help to explain why most
respondents did not change their attitudes after reading the messages.
Three broad lines of thinking were apparent. First, a few of them believed that Israel and its
Washington lobby (AIPAC) control American politics. “Americans are fools. They just follow
what the media tells them. If they knew what Israel does to the innocent people in Palestine
(Muslims and Christians alike), they would never support Israel,” stated Ahmad (Suez Canal
University). Second, an almost equal number of respondents argued that “America is not
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being used by Israel. America is using Israel to defeat Arabs and Muslims. America is the
real enemy, and Israel is just its ‘office boy’ who follows the orders,” according to Tamer, a
Nasserist student (Alexandria University). Some respondents were dubious about the United
States sincerity toward the Palestinians. “Americans have to act as if they are serious about
solving [this conflict], but actually do everything that will keep Palestine occupied, including
funding and arming Israel,” said Sameh, a Muslim Brotherhood (MB) student (Cairo University).
Naglaa (Cairo University) added that “the U.S., Israel, and Arab rulers fake these negotiations
to give us the impression that a solution is coming soon. But this is actually like a mother
who has no food for the kids and pretends that she is cooking until they all fall asleep. We
are the kids whom they are trying to appease.” Most respondents had a third line of thinking:
President Obama does not have the power to change American policy in the Middle East.
“He might have good intentions. I personally believed him. But he cannot do it alone. I lived
around D.C. with my family for three years. I can tell that the president is not like a captain
steering a ship. He is like a train driver. He can stop and slow the train down but he cannot
change its direction,” argued Saif (Cairo University). Actually, a good number of the participants
really liked Obama and said that he is doing his best to bridge the gap between the United
States and the Arab and Muslim worlds. The majority of them believed his statement that “he
wanted a freeze on the Israeli settlements in the occupied territories, and wanted an end to
Iran's nuclear program peacefully and to end occupation in Iraq. Most respondents trusted
him as a person, but felt that his power of imagination and capacity to promise was much
larger than his capacity to deliver.
In sum, there was strong support for Ahlam’s (Cairo University) argument: “Israel and America
are one thing. Without America, Israel would not have won any of its wars against the Arabs.
Who is using whom is not important; what is important is that we are always the losers.”
Given the importance of this issue, I asked: “What specific actions or policies would make you
trust the United States’ foreign policy toward the Palestinians?” All of the suggestions made
revolved pressuring Israel to give up occupied land, reducing American funding and aid to
Israel, and ending the use of its veto power at the United Nations to protect Israel. “If Israel is
left without the U.S. veto in the Security Council, it will know that it is subject to international
law and will be punished for what it does to us. … The Americans act as a bully defending a
thief,” according to Mohamad (Assiut University).
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Attitudes toward Democratization & Human Rights
Following the same protocol, students were surveyed before and after reading the public
diplomacy messages. They were asked specifically about how seriously the United States
is about pressing for democratization and respect for human rights in the Arab and Muslim
world (Question 16). The average of the participants’ belief in this regard was 2.1, the lowest
average for any question.
Participants were given two public diplomacy messages from the Department of State’s
Arabic-language website to read. The first was an excerpt from President George W. Bush’s
remarks to the National Endowment for Democracy on 6 November 6 2003: 6
Our commitment to democracy is also tested in the Middle East, which is
my focus today, and must be a focus of American policy for decades to
come. In many nations of the Middle East — countries of great strategic
importance — democracy has not yet taken root. And the questions arise:
Are the peoples of the Middle East somehow beyond the reach of liberty?
… I, for one, do not believe it. I believe every person has the ability and the
right to be free. … It should be clear to all that Islam — the faith of one-fifth
of humanity — is consistent with democratic rule.
The second message came from an interview with Senator Obama (The Washington Post,
March 2, 2008) before he was elected president: 7
[The U.S.] benefits from the expansion of democracy: Democracies are our
best trading partners, our most valuable allies and the nations with which
we share our deepest values. Our greatest tool in advancing democracy is
our own example. That's why I will end torture, end extraordinary rendition
and indefinite detentions; restore habeas corpus; and close the detention
facility at Guantanamo Bay.
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These clear messages, one would argue, suggest a strong American commitment to convince
or even pressure Arab and Muslim rulers to become more democratic and respect their own
people’s basic human rights. The participants’ reaction, however, was relatively ambivalent:
only a statistically insignificant 9 percent changed their view.
Focus group participants were asked: “Why are these policy assertions by President Bush
and President Obama apparently not credible to most Egyptian university students?” Three
complementary lines of reasoning emerged. First, the United States benefits greatly from the
current regime, even at the expense of its friendship with the Egyptian people. As Hossam
(Suez Canal) put it, “America made its choice by becoming the regime’s friend and people’s
foe.” He was more explicit when describing why real democracy would work against American
interests. To paraphrase his position, the United States’ current Arab allies do their best to
keep Americans in, keep Israelis up, keep Islamists down, and keep Iranians out. “America
talks about more democracy in Iran because the current regime is against its interests, yet
America will never talk about democracy in Saudi Arabia because it is an American ally. This
is what I call hypocrisy,” said Khaled (Suez Canal) to support Hossam’s argument.
Several students contextualized the discussion by asserting that the current
Egyptian regime has full control over what political researchers call “the public
agenda.” Since most Egyptians are apathetic, its real concern is American and
European pressure. Talat (Assiut University) remarked: “The constitutional amendment in
2005 did not happen because the Egyptian people or political opposition wanted it; rather,
it was because the Egyptian regime wanted to shun the pressure coming from Bush.” In
other words, most respondents argued that autocracy serves American interests more than
democracy does in Egypt and its neighboring countries. Thus, the United States will never
support real democratization.
A second line of thinking emerged when I pointed out that American officials know all of this
and yet still call for democracy. According to Kamal (Suez Canal University) this is done “to look
good,” for the United States resembles the “drug dealer who wants to look good by growing
a beard and mentioning Allah excessively to wash away any allegations or doubts against his
integrity.” Mahmoud agreed, “American politicians should gain the support of their own people
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Source: (Fattah et al. 2007)

and of the people of other countries … so they secretly work with the autocrats and publicly
condemn them.” Thus, they pay lip service to democracy and democratization, but make sure
that nothing actually changes. A second answer came from Islam (Alexandria University):
the United States uses the issue of democracy to force Arab rulers to make concessions on
other issues, such as “help in fighting what the U.S. calls terrorism, or to lower the prices of
oil and so on.” To prove his point, he mentioned that “the Turkish government could say no to
America, but not the Egyptian, Kuwaiti, or Saudi governments … [because] they all owe their
positions to America’s support against their own people.”
A third opinion focused on Bush’s democracy agenda. Here the level of suspicion was at its
highest. “If you want to rob a bank and justify your crime, you do not say I’m robbing it because
I am a bad person. You need to find a moral justification, like I’m taking the money from the
rich to help the poor,” according to Galal (Cairo University). “The Bush administration wanted
to rob us without any resistance on our part. That is why they said: ‘We are here to help you.’
But when they encountered resistance in Iraq and saw the Islamists win elections in Arab
countries, they changed course,” stressed Hassan (Alexandria University).
Actually, this perception is not fiction. Text mining techniques8 allowed us to count the number
of times top Bush administration figures and their spokespersons mentioned democracy,
democratization, freedom, liberty, and human rights in Arab/Muslim countries during their
terms in office. The above graph tells an interesting story.
The graph displays the Bush administration’s fluctuating verbal commitment, especially after
the Islamists’ clear gains in the Egyptian and Palestinian elections of late 2005 and early
2006, respectively. This opportunistic approach has been described as a commitment to the
“democracy of outcome” and not the “democracy of opportunity,” as it is supposed to be.
Clearly, the Bush administration’s opportunism hurt the credibility of its stated commitment.
Despite the participants’ personal affection for Obama, some do not think that he will be
much different. Akram asked, “What would Obama do when he knows of all the human rights
violations that happen in Egypt? Nothing.”
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One can note how Hillary Clinton avoided the “D” for democracy while mentioning the three
Ds’ of defense, diplomacy, and development during her Senate confirmation hearing on 13
January 2009. Some observers have noted that Obama, in his inaugural address, did not
say democracy even once – the first president not to do so since Ronald Reagan in 1981.9
Expectedly, his administration cut funds to promote democracy in Egypt in half as reported
by the Associated Press (18 April 2010).
The participants’ mistrust of the United States commitment to democracy in the Arab word
is, at least partially, supported by previous evidence. Thus it comes as no surprise that most
respondents do not believe the public diplomacy messages’ claim that it is the beacon of
democracy promotion in Arab states. However, roughly 11 percent of the participants changed
their attitudes after reading the messages: in general, women and people who had visited the
United States became more positive, whereas MB supporters and affiliates actually became
more suspicious. As Ehab, an MB student (Suez Canal University) remarked, “if democracy
is coming from the U.S., we do not want it … It is going to be poisoned … look at what they
did in Iraq. They democratize it to be another Lebanon.”
Question 26, asked if the participants would agree with: “I wish the United States would
pressure the Egyptian government for genuine democratization by using all peaceful means.”
Surprisingly, the answers tell us a different, but complementary, story: Most participants would
not really mind if American pressure led to democracy; however, they are frustrated that the
United States does not truly consider democracy and human rights to be matters of principle.
During the revolution of the Egyptian people on January 25th, the Egyptian police’s (expired)
tear gas and rubber bullets, and the Egyptian army’s tanks and choppers, were all made in
U.S.A. This fact created negative sentiments, reminding the Egyptians of the United State’s
close friendship with the Mubarak regime. The average support for the previous statement was
6.4, one of the highest levels of approval recorded. Two words were extremely important in
how the question was formed: genuine and peaceful. The general impression is that the United
States, as perceived through the prism of these university students, can use, misuse, or abuse
the cause of democracy to such an extent that it can use force against other countries under
the banner of democratization. Thus even if the United States is ready to press for genuine
democracy in a peaceful way, most participants would approve of it.
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Who might disagree with this? After reading the selected messages, an interesting point of
agreement was found among the NDP and MB supporters, as well as the country’s Christians:
their distaste for any American role in the quest for genuine democratization (table 2). NDP
supporters benefit from the status quo, and it is the regime’s official position to reject all
external pressure and infringement of Egypt’s sovereignty. MB supporters doubt that the
Americans want democracy any more than they do. As Sanna, an MB student (Cairo University),
remarked, “If the United States ever really starts to care about democracy in Egypt, it will not
be for Egypt’s sake. They will do it because their own interests require them to do so. Thus
we don’t want them to intervene at all. Look at what they did to Hamas.”
Christians fear democracy as well. “Islamist fundamentalists would win democratic elections,”
as Edward (Cairo University) stated. He advocates maintaining the status quo, for even though
it might not be entirely democratic, it is at least liberal (i.e., tolerant) enough to respect some
rights for non-Muslims. In his words, “Islamist fundamentalists would win any free and fair
elections, which will create tension and render Christians second-class citizens.” I paraphrased
his position as: “A liberal non-democratic regime under Mubarak is better than an illiberal
democracy under MB.” He agreed.
Sanaa sharply disagreed, stating that “MB is not fundamentalist or radical.” She even emphasized
the MB’s respect for the rights of Copts. Although the three arguments featured different
reasoning, their adherents were less enthused with the idea that the United States would
press Egypt for genuine democratization either because they fear it or they fear democracy.
However women, students in the natural and applied sciences, those who had visited the United
States, and those with relatively high incomes welcomed the idea of American pressure after
reading the messages. Students who had visited the United States and those whose income
is relatively satisfactory might be good embodiments of modernization theory’s assertions:
middle-class citizens would value democracy after they satisfy their material needs and would
want more of it after they experience some of it.
The focus group discussions touched upon what the Obama administration must do to become
credible on this important issue. The answer was rather obvious to most participants, given

19

their polarized attitudes. Those who do not want the United States to impose democracy
upon Egypt, simply stated “Ask them to stay away from us,” as Wael (Assiut University) put
it. Those who want the United States to put pressure on the Egyptian government used the
following analogy, provided by Mokhtar (Alexandria University): “You cannot straighten the
shadow if the bush is not straight. The United States should implement what it preaches.
…. Tell the Mubarak regime loud and clear that elections should be free, detainees should
be freed, the press should be free … If they do that, the Egyptian people will be indebted to
America for a long time.”
Attitudes toward the “War on Terror” & the “Clash of Civilizations"
Some voices in the Arab/Muslim countries and in the United States emphasize the traditional
and sharp insolvable disputes between Islam/Muslims and the West. How true is this in the
minds of Egyptian university students? Question 27 explicitly asks: “How would you describe
the relationship between the United States and Muslims in general?” Three options were given:
(a) existential enmity, (b) peaceful coexistence, and (c) strategic partnership.
A clear majority, 82 percent, picked “peaceful coexistence”; 12 percent chose “strategic
partnership”; and 6 percent chose “existential enmity.” The focus group discussions were
very illuminating in explaining this diversity of opinions.
Those who chose “existential enmity” based their choice mainly upon religion. “The United
States is a Christian country that works hard to be the strongest country in the world against
the rest. Who is its enemy? Mainly Muslims.” Sanaa, an MB member (Cairo University) then
quoted Qur’an verse 2:120: “Never will the Jews nor the Christians be pleased with you (O
Muhammad) till you follow their religion.” Tamer a pan-Arabist, concurred with Sanaa’s choice
but for non-religious reasons. “The U.S. works hard to partition Arab countries that were
originally divided by the British and French colonialists,” he said. Tamer believed that Israel
and the United States are the main reasons for the lack of Arab unity and that they try to entice
minorities to ask for self-determination, citing what it did to Iraq, Lebanon, southern Sudan,
and others. He even went on to suggest that the United States uses “Islamic movements to
create more schisms inside Arab societies … Israel and the U.S. wanted Hamas to win so as
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to divide the Palestinians amongst themselves.” Ahmad (Assiut University), a self-described
Salafi Islamist with no specific commitment to any Islamic group, referred to Qur’an verse 5:51
to support the same attitude; “O you who believe! Take not the Jews and the Christians as
awliya' (friends, protectors, helpers), they are but awliya' of one another. And if any amongst
you takes them (as awliya'), then surely he is one of them.” Whether religious or not, 6 percent
of the participants made these arguments. The great majority of participants, regardless
of whether they were religious or not, sharply disagreed. Khaled, a religiously observant
MB supporter, stated that “the verses that warn the Prophet and the Muslims against the
Jews and Christians are specific to those who were actually fighting the Muslims and were
generally revealed when Muslims were about to engage in warfare.” He then quoted verses
that call Muslims to be kind to and peaceful with those Christians and Jews who do not fight
the Muslims, such as: “Allah does not forbid you to deal justly and kindly with those who
fought not against you on account of religion and did not drive you out of your homes. Verily,
Allah loves those who deal with equity.”(Qur’an 60:8). This is why, according to Khaled, the
Muslim’s relationship with non-Muslims is one of “conditional coexistence.” But he says,
“this coexistence is conditional upon peace … If the U.S. wants peace, we want peace too.
If it wants war, we will fight back.” Most participants accepted this logic and stated that they
enjoy American food, music, movies, and technology. “We are not against America. We are
against aggression,” according to Sameh (Alexandria University).
Two questions were designed to gauge the public diplomacy messages’ impact on the
participants: “The American-led ‘war on terrorism’ is not a war on Islam or Muslims” (Question
22) and “Nothing can justify the 9/11 attacks” (Question 23). Though one initially anticipated
that these two questions were proxies for the same idea, the participants’ attitudes revealed
an unexpected result. The average agreement with the former was 4.8 while the latter received
an 8.3 ranking. In other words, participants split over the validity of the first statement but
clearly supported that of the second statement. They mostly rejected the 9/11 attack and
were skeptical over the claim that the “war on terrorism” does not target Islam and Muslims
in particular. These two questions got the focus group discussants to debate who should be
blamed for 9/11.
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Four general trends were clear. First, some firmly believed that the “Americans did it to
themselves.” Sherif (Alexandria University) asked me “Osama Bin Laden did nothing … don’t
you know about the Jews who were told not to go to the Two Towers on that day?” When I
asked why they would do that, he answered that it was “a pretext to do what they did to Arabs
and Muslims in Iraq and Afghanistan. And there were plans to attack more countries, [which
would have occurred] but for the resistance they met in these two countries.” A second line
of thought asserted that Allah was punishing the United States for the “mischief Americans
do to the world … Allah is sending them a warning. If they do not repent and change their
course of actions, more punishments will be sent down to them as happened to the tyrants
throughout history.” A third opinion focused “on the mis-planning and shortsightedness on the
part of Americans who funded the Mujahideen’s fight against the Soviet Union’s occupation of
Afghanistan; they did not expect these allies to fight them when the United States put troops
in Saudi Arabia,” Mohamad (Assiut University) remarked. Wael (Assiut University) argued that
“al-Qa’eda is like a snake that the United States funded and fed in order to scare others. Now
the snake [has] started to eat the hand that initially fed it.” A fourth line of thought accused
Arabs and Muslims of “being emotional and in denial … because they know that their religion is
one of peace, tolerance, and understanding. They still do not think that a Muslim person might
do something that despicable in the name of Islam,” as Karim (Cairo University) explained.
To examine the public diplomacy messages’ impact, two statements were selected from the
U.S. Department of State’s Arabic-language website.
The first message is a quote from President Bush’s remarks at Washington’s Islamic Center
(17 September 2001):
The face of terror is not the true faith of Islam. That's not what Islam is all
about. Islam is peace. These terrorists don't represent peace. They represent
evil and war. When we think of Islam we think of a faith that brings comfort to
a billion people around the world. Billions of people find comfort and solace
and peace. And that's made brothers and sisters out of every race — out of
every race. America counts millions of Muslims amongst our citizens, and
Muslims make an incredibly valuable contribution to our country.
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The second passage is a translated version of President Obama’s remarks in Turkey (6 April 2009).
Let me say this as clearly as I can: the United States is not and will never be
at war and with Islam … In fact, our partnership with the Muslim world is
critical in rolling back a fringe ideology that people of all faiths reject … We
seek broad engagement based upon mutual interests and mutual respect.
We will listen carefully, bridge misunderstanding, and seek common ground.
We will be respectful, even when we do not agree.
The participants’ reaction to both questions was positive. The average approval level to both
questions significantly increased from 8.3 to 9.2 with a change rate of 11 percent for “the 9/11
attacks cannot be justified.” This means that some of the participants became convinced of this
statement’s truth. Female participants and those who had visited the United States, Christians
(more than Muslims), participants who watch American movies and listen to American music,
and the politically apathetic were more apt to be influenced by the messages.
Several participants were really surprised to hear these messages, especially the one by
President Bush. “Then why did he wage a war against innocent Muslims in Afghanistan and
Iraq?” Mahmoud (Suez Canal University) asked. “He did not mean to kill the innocent. He
might have wanted to get rid of the dictators and terrorists,” Rasha (Suez Canal University)
replied. While this does not negate the fact that several other participants did not change
their attitudes, it indicates that some of the public diplomacy messages do not really reach
their targeted groups. The messages also had a positive effect on the participants’ attitudes
that “United States ‘war on terror’ is not a war against Islam and Muslims.” The participants’
average of support increased from 4.8 to 5.7, a 19 percent change rate.
Sanaa, the skeptical MB member, quoted another verse: “But if they incline to peace, you also
incline to it, and (put your) trust in Allah. Verily, He is the All-Hearer, the All-Knower” (Qu’ran
8:61). Yet, she added the following caveat, “It is not a matter of talk; it is a matter of inclining to
peace by action. They have to withdraw their troops from Muslim land and help the Palestinians
to get their country back.”
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One important reason why these messages were so influential was Obama’s Cairo speech and
his promises to withdraw American troops from Iraq and press Israel to stop building more
settlements. “Even if he might not be able to do what he promised, we feel that he is sincere.
He knows how to show his respect to us by quoting the Qur’an and mentioning that he came
from a Muslim family,” said Ehab (Cairo University).
Although it might not have changed the participants’ overall attitude toward the United States,
this speech did present a new image of the country, one that managed to quell anti-American
sentiments in the region, several of them noted.
Attitudes toward the American Society
During his 11 October 2001 press conference, President Bush addressed the issue of why so
many people hate the United States. He rhetorically posed and then answered the following
question: How do I respond when I see that in some Islamic countries there is vitriolic hatred for
America? I'll tell you how I respond: I'm amazed. I'm amazed that there's such misunderstanding
of what our country is about that people would hate us. I am — like most Americans, I just
can't believe it because I know how good we are.
Thus it was logical for his administration to seek to “educate” Muslims and Arabs about
“how good we are” based on the underlying assumption that they are simply uninformed or
misinformed about Americans and American society. This section examines this claim by
asking the participants to responding to the following questions: “The United States respects
the human rights of minorities” (Question 18), “One should make a clear distinction between
the wrongdoings of the United States’ government and the American people” (Question 19),
and “American Muslims have more political and social freedoms than the Muslims in their
countries of origin” (Question 20).
Most participants actually have a positive attitude of American society, apart from its policies. The
approval rates were 5.8, 6.3, and 6.3 respectively. Clearly, they distinguish between the United
States as a society and its people, as well as between its politics and its policies. This result
might cast some doubt on President Bush’s assertions that there is “such misunderstanding
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of what our country is about.” This study suggests there is relatively high support for the three
assertions made above.
It came as no surprise, then, that the misunderstanding was partly due to the Bush administration.
Ari Fleischer denied that American policies were responsible for anti-American feelings. When
asked about the possibility of “any reexamination of our policy going on right now,” he replied
that “the policies of the government remain the same, and it’s important to communicate those
policies to the people around the world.”10 President Bush’s argument is partly right, however, for
there is a lack of communication as well. The country’s negative aspects are focused on more
than the positive. The same thing can be said about how the American media and academia
portray Islam and Muslims. This gives some empirical support to Edward Said’s argument that
the “clash of civilizations” is really a “clash of ignorance” and that demonization occurs on both
sides. This process then becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy (Said 2004). Several Egyptians in the
United States who supported the January 25th revolution lamented how some American media
outlets (such as Fox News) focused on the fear of Islamists taking over and Mubarak being a
key United States ally despite the profound damage he has inflicted upon Egyptian politics.
Participants were exposed to the Arabic-language public diplomacy messages of how Muslims
enjoy their freedoms and rights in the United States11 via photos depicting them fasting during
Ramadan12 and celebrating their holidays, the growing number of Islamic centers in the country,
American Christians defending the Muslims’ right to fully practice Islam here, and how the
United States is the land of opportunity for all citizens and legal residents. After viewing this
material, a clear and significant shift was noticed in their approval of the three mentioned
statements: 24, 25 and 20 percent, respectively.
Some of the participants first verified with me if such information about these rights was
accurate. I replied that based on my experience, most of what they read was true, even if
there are cases of Islamophobic attitudes every now and then. As for the right of Muslims
to practice Islam in the United States, Kamel (Cairo University) lamented that, “Where I live,
we are not allowed to stay for more than five minutes after the prayer. If the mosque servant
[appointed by the government] do not order us to leave, the police will question him.” Ali (Cairo
University) mentioned that she knows some MB members would migrate to the United States
to avoid being detained in Egypt.
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The issue of distinguishing between American policies and the American people was a topic
of hot debate. Ahmad (Assiut University) refused to make such a distinction, since the United
States is a democracy in which people “elect the government. So they are to be blamed for
any wrongdoing done by their politicians.” Mariam (Assiut University) disagreed. “Americans
vote to serve domestic politics. They do not vote to serve us in the Arab and Muslim world.
However, we need to educate them about what their government is doing to us.”
Several other participants admired American society, democracy, and opportunities. As table
2 suggests, women participants who regularly read and surf the Internet, those who desire to
migrate to the United States, and those who are politically apathetic clearly tend to be more
receptive to public diplomacy messages than the other participants. Given the fact that MB
members have been usually persecuted and detained in Egypt, they accepted the statement
that American Muslims enjoy more rights than they would in their own countries.
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Conclusion and Recommendations

W

ashington is becoming increasingly aware of the importance of its image abroad:
“Governments inclined to support U.S. policies will back away if their populations do
not trust us” (McHale 2009). If one takes the previous statements seriously, then there are
many important lessons to be learned from this research.
First, Washington’s public diplomacy messages were more convincing on two issues: American
society and its respect for the rights of minorities (including Muslims), and the rejection of
an existential and inevitable “clash of civilizations” and war on Islam. It was clearly less
convincing, however, on the country’s professed impartiality and seriousness in helping the
Palestinians and supporting a genuine democratization in Arab and Muslim countries. Some
comments made on social networking sites refer to American hypocrisy. For example, the
Obama administration declared its support for the Iranian people’s right to freedom but then
used its first United Nations veto on 18 February 2011 to overrule a resolution condemning
Israeli settlements in the West Bank and East Jerusalem as “illegal,” although all of the other
fourteen Security Council members had voted for it. This veto only increases the United States’
negative image at a time when Arabs are rallying for freedom and democracy.

Some comments
made on social
networking sites
refer to American
hypocrisy.

Second, the shift in position toward Egypt’s January 25th revolution created even more suspicion.
On 27 January, Joe Biden was asked if he would characterize Mubarak as a dictator. Biden
responded: “Mubarak has been an ally of ours in a number of things. And he’s been very
responsible on, relative to geopolitical interest in the region, the Middle East peace efforts;
the actions Egypt has taken relative to normalizing relationship – with Israel. … I would not
refer to him as a dictator.” President Obama and other officials later tried to be more evenhanded. But it looked like another case of too little, too late. As a result, many Egyptians saw
the United States as willing to support a dictator only as long as he was “successful.” Had
Mubarak managed to suppress the demonstrations, therefore, Washington’s support would
have remained undiminished.
In response to the Obama’s administration attempt to press Mubarak to step down, a Facebook
Egyptian activist stated: “To USA “Obama”: keep the help to YOURSELF. Egyptians ask you
to Shut UP!!” The message reads: “MR :- Obama , i don't know if my words will be delivered
to you or not, but i have to say and have to tell you that, it will be stupidity if you tried to play
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a dirty game here in Middle East, i know and lots of us know that you and your Government
has a hand in what Happens in Tunisia and what is happening now in Egypt, you Must know
that we are not Iraq to be easy to attack, or Lebanon to put roots of Civil war, and we are not
Sudan to separate it to parts, we are that kind of country that if goes down, she takes lots
deep down in hell, we are 80 Million Egyptian Hard to be a gift for you, Mr. Obama be wise
and be careful when you play here in that area.” This message, signed by a political activist
named Mohamed Shouman, was “liked” (i.e., clicked on Facebook page that they liked this
statement) by some 45,000 people within eighteen hours of its posting on 7 February (four
days before Mubarak stepped down).
Another note from the group of Khaled Saied on Facebook (run in part by activist and Google
executive Wael Ghoneim, who was detained for twelve days after the revolution started) stated
that: “A message to all Western governments: You do not care about our dignity or our right to
a decent life. You seek your own interests. Your interests led you to support our oppression
and robbing. Do not intervene in the affairs of Egypt and Egyptians. Our revolution is purely
Egyptian.” Around 450,000 people “liked” this statement within three days of its posting on
13 February (two days after Mubarak stepped down).
These statements indicate just how large and deep the gulf is between the United States and
the aspirations of Egypt’s youth.
Third, table 2 reveals that some factors are more influential than others. According to the first
column, these are being a woman, having visited the Unites States, being politically apathetic,
being a Christian, desiring to migrate to the United States, surfing the Internet, and reading more
material (holding other variables constant). This result, by itself, indicates that certain actions
can improve the United States’ image. For example, facilitating youth visits to this country,
as well as helping them read and surf the Internet (as a proxy to become global citizens), can
help create a pro-American attitude among Egypt’s young men and women.
Related to this conclusion, one would qualify the traditional assertion that a “country’s soft
power rests on its resources of culture, values, and policies” (Nye 2008). Apparently, there
was more relevance for the “policies” part than for the “culture and values” components. In
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other words, just because Egyptians watch American movies or listen to American music
does not mean that they will end up liking American policies in Iraq or Palestine. The policies
and credibility of American politicians matter more than the traditional cultural and normative
claims of commitment to liberty, democracy, and world peace.
Fourth, the Arab-Israeli conflict remains the dominant attitude-shaping issue among most
of the participants. This study is not unique in this result. Pew surveys have consistently
shown a similar tendency among Arabs and Muslims to paint the United States’ image with a
Palestinian brush. “For Muslims, it has become an article of faith that the U.S. unfairly sides
with Israel in its conflict with the Palestinians” (Kohut 2003). Thus the centerpiece of these
young Egyptians’ grievances remains the longstanding Israeli-Palestinian conflict, which is
exacerbated by Israel’s continued construction of settlements on Palestinian lands, a sign
that its calls for peace are not reflected in its actions.
Fifth, there is little support for the claims of a zero-sum “clash of civilizations” or “constant
existential enmity” among the participants. Actually their attitudes fluctuate from topic to
topic and, as we know, from time to time. As the Gallup survey showed, the approval rating
of American leadership shifted from 7 percent (2008) to 25 percent (March 2009), 37 percent
(August 2009), and to 19 percent (March 2010) – a drop of 18 points in Egypt (Mogahed 2010).
Sixth, Obama’s speech to the Muslim world was very useful in challenging the idea that all
Americans think alike when it comes to Arab and Muslim countries. Yet this event should be
seen as a beginning, not as an end. One positive result has been the reports that some American
consulates and embassies held roundtables for months after the Cairo speech and forwarded
the resulting input through the State Department. In addition to all of this, it might be a good
idea for President Obama to capitalize on this speech by talking to the Muslim masses again
toward the end of his first term. In that speech, however, he would need to be transparent
and upfront regarding what his administration did and did not achieve. He might even need
to visit the country and apologize to them for the United States’ decades of support of the
dictatorship. He needs to debunk the prevailing image that Egypt was just a thug protecting
the gas stations in the Gulf as this would enable the United States to start a new chapter – one
that would recognize Egypt’s right to make the policy choices that its people prefer. By doing
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so he would reinforce the positive image that he once had vis-à-vis those who think that his
speech was just hype and a rhetorical olive branch.
Last but not least, the United States is not alone in its attempt to win the Egyptians’ hearts
and minds. Egyptian university students, as illustrated by this study, are not uniformly antiAmerican. They listen to its messages, appreciate the sincerity of its leaders when they show
it, and expect them to deliver on their promises.
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Appendix 1: Data and Methods
To empirically answer the survey’s questions, one had to resort to its experimental research
design. Several methodological journals have recently indicated that “survey experiments have
overturned of the conventional wisdom on the nature of public opinion” (Barbaas and Jerit 2010,
226). Another researcher proclaimed that “survey experiments that integrate representative
samples with the experimental control of questions represent the most valuable tool for gaining
access to the process that underlies opinion formation” (Lavine 2002, 242)
Thus, we can say that this research design is common and widely used to discern how the
presentation of new information alters people’s beliefs and opinions (Turgeon 2009). To apply
this research design, the following protocol was adopted: First, four Egyptian public universities
were selected to represent the diverse Egyptian student population: Cairo University, Alexandria
University, Suez Canal University (its schools are divided among the Suez Canal governorates
of Port Said, Suez & Ismailia), and Assiut University (located in Assiut City, 375 km south of
Cairo).13 Second, the first draft was sent to thirty Egyptian professors and journalists for review
and to examine the policy statements used to “win the minds and hearts” of the region’s people.
The statements selected from the U.S. Department of State’s Arabic-language website were
used as stimulus messages to ascertain their impact upon Egyptian university students. The
thirty judges were asked to comment on the clarity and reliability of the survey questions and
stimulus messages. The suggestions of the seventeen judges and reviewers who responded in
a timely fashion were then taken into consideration. Third, upon pre-testing the survey with a
group of Cairo University students, some changes were incorporated to further clarify matters.
Fourth, during the period from 5-19 March 2010, the semi-experimental design proceeded
according to the following steps:
A. In each of the mentioned universities, four colleges were selected to represent
educated Egyptian youth over eighteen years of age. To diversify the sample and examine
the impact of the field of study, students from the humanities and social sciences were
sampled and represented in two colleges, while students from the natural sciences were
represented in two colleges of each of the four universities.
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B. Selected policy statements and public diplomacy messages were chosen to be the
stimulus messages that would gauge the students’ change in attitude after reading them.
C. Each student was handed two envelopes. The first one contained a survey designed
to examine four types of questions:
a.) Demographic and personal experience questions (e.g., gender, age, religion,
satisfaction with income, personal religiosity, and visiting the United States).
b.) Attitudinal questions (e.g., mainly political affiliations and political religiosity).
c.) Cognitive questions (e.g., use of the computer and the Internet, level of education,
field of study, and reading habits).
d.) The United States’ image (e.g., the American people, government, President
Obama, and positions on key regional issues). These questions were the dependent
variables of this study.
D. After answering the questions, the surveys were collected. Students were given the stimulus
messages and asked to read them thoroughly. I answered all of the participants’ questions
and clarified the meanings, when requested to do so, without using tendentious language.
E. After they finished reading the stimulus messages, they were asked to open the second
envelope, which contained the same questions about the United States’ image (but not the
entire original survey). Each survey was given a number so the researchers would realize that
each pre-stimulus and post-stimulus survey was coming from the same student.
F. After the surveys were collected, I conducted focus group discussions with some of the
students (group size ranged from eight to fourteen) to discern the reasons for their answers.
The research assistants took notes. These discussions served three purposes: first, they
humanized the statistical results by adding “flesh to the bones” by explaining the participants’
cognitive processes and choices; second, they contextualized the answers and brought up
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structural factors that might not be that transparent in the quantitative analysis; and third, they
brought up local debates and lines of thinking among this group of “alert elite” people who
come from different personal, political, and socioeconomic backgrounds (Al-Mashat 1983).
G. The total number of surveys completed successfully was 772; the total number of
participants in the focus group discussions was forty.
Two methodological notes should be mentioned clearly. Anonymity and confidentiality were
promised. Thus some participants referred to themselves by their first names only, whereas
others chose pseudonyms. Their choices were respected. In addition, the respondents’
original terms and expressions were translated as-is to add authenticity and genuineness to
the discussions.
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Appendix II: The Survey
Greetings. This series of questions is designed to find out what the majority of Egyptian
citizens who go to colleges think of American foreign policy and society. Please answer the
following questions. This should take less than eight minutes. Your answers will not be used
for any purposes that might harm you. Please do not include any information that will reveal
your identity. Thank you.
1. Gender: (a) Female (b) Male
2. Have you ever lived in the United States? (a) no (b) yes (less than one year) (c) yes (more
than one year).
3. On average, how many hours do you spend every day surfing the Internet? _____ Hours.
4. On average, how many hours do you spend every week reading books and newspapers
(including online) _____ hours.
5. Do you think that the level your family income is: (1) fully adequate (2) somewhat sufficient
(3) barely sufficient (4) or insufficient for your family needs?
6. Do you like to watch and listen to American movies and music?
7. Religion: ___________
8. With regard to prayer, I
(a) do not pray (b) pray sometimes (c) pray regularly.
9. Regarding reading and listening to the Qur'an (for Muslims), the Bible (for Christians), and
religious sermons in general:
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(a) I do not read or listen to them (b) I read and listen to them sometimes (c) I read and listen
to them regularly.
10. I consider myself to be closer to the Muslim Brotherhood’s political ideology and positions:
(a) strongly disagree (b) disagree (c) neutral (d) agree (e) strongly agree
11. I believe that religion should play bigger role in running the affairs of the government.
(a) strongly disagree (b) disagree (c) neutral (d) agree (e) strongly agree
12. I consider myself to be closer to the National Democratic Party’s political ideology and
positions:
(a) strongly disagree (b) disagree (c) neutral (d) agree (e) strongly agree
13. I do not see the benefit of engaging in political life or to belong to a political party:
(a) strongly disagree (b) disagree (c) neutral (d) agree (e) strongly agree
On a scale of 1 to 10, indicate your support for each of the following statements: 10 (fully
support, 5 (neutral), and 1 (fully reject).
14. The United States is serious about finding a just solution for the Palestinian problem.
15. The United States is serious about withdrawing from Iraq soon.
16. The United States is serious about pressuring Arab governments for a genuine democratic
transition and respect of human rights.
17. The United States is serious about spreading the values of peace and democracy and
helping poor Arab countries achieve economic and social development.
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18. The United States is a country that respects the human rights of minorities.
19. One should make a clear distinction between the wrongdoings of the United States
government and the American people.
20. American Muslims have more political and social freedoms than the Muslims in their
countries of origin.
21. American financial aid to Egypt must continue because it helps the Egyptian economy.
22. The American-led war on terrorism is not a war against Islam or Muslims.
23. Nothing that can justify the 9/11 attacks.
24. If young Egyptians have the opportunity to work and live in the United States, they should
take it.
25. I wish that Egypt would have a president like Obama.
26. I wish that the United States would pressure the Egyptian government for genuine
democratization by using all peaceful means.
27. How would you describe the relationship between the United States and Muslims in general?
(a) existential enmity (b) peaceful coexistence (c) strategic partnership
28. If you were given the opportunity to meet President Obama, what topic would you discuss
with him? Choose one of the following or write your own: The United States should (a) help the
Palestinians establish their own state (b) press Egypt for more democratization and respect for
human rights (c) give Egypt more economic aid and investments (d) stop its “war on terrorism”
and withdraw its troops from Iraq and Afghanistan (e) other
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Appendix III: Table 2
*** The related variable has a statistical significance at 0.01, ** at 0.05. and *at 0.1.
Ind. Variables
Relative
weight
of ind.
variables

1

Gender
(female)

U.S. serious about:

War on Islam

Image of U.S. Society

Finding a just
solution for
the Palestinian
problem

Democratizing
Arab
polities

Wish the U.S.
would pressure
Egypt peacefully
for genuine
democratization

Sept 11th
Attacks
cannot be
justified

U.S. “war
on terror”
is not a
war on
Islam

U.S. respect
human rights
to minorities

*

*

**

*

**

***

*

Applied field

American Muslims
U.S. enjoy more
rights in the U.S.
than in their home
countries

*
*
**

Rural area

6

Surfing the
Internet and
reading

2

Visited the U.S.

5

Desire to migrate
to U.S.

4

Christian

Distinction
between the U.S.
government and
the people

*
*

*

*
***

*
-**

U.S. movies
Income
satisfaction

*
*

*

*

*

**

**

*

***

***

*

***

*

*

*

-*
-**

**

Relig. Rituals

-*

Brotherhood
NDP

3

Pol. Apathy

*
*

**

*

*
**

**

***

Pre-Average

3.2

2.1

6.4

8.3

4.8

5.8

6.3

6.3

Post Average

3.3

2.3

8.9

9.2

5.7

7.2

8.4

7.9

% of change

3

9

28

11

19

24

25

20

R2

14.8

16.7

17.4

19.4

18.1

20.8

19.1

27.4

Dependent variable: Holding negative attitudes toward democracy. Only statistically significant independent variables are reported. The model
has been tested for multicollinearity and corrected for heteroskedasticity using robust standard errors. OLS regression using STATA 10.
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Endnotes
1. For a full description of the research design, refer to appendix 1.
2. The survey is available on-line at: Appendix II.
3. For more information about each university, refer to appendix 1.
4. Subsection of www.america.gov/ar/middleastpeace.html.
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9. Francis Fukuyama, “What Became of the ‘Freedom Agenda’?” Wall Street Journal, 10
February 2010.
10. This event was held on 12 October 2001. Available online at www.whitehouse.gov/news/
releases/2001/10/20011012-15.html.
11. Available online at www.america.gov/st/diversity-arabic/2009/July/20090715120812bsib
hew0.562298.html.
12. Available online at www.america.gov/ar/ramadan10.html
13. For more information about Egypt’s public universities, refer to www.scu.eun.eg/.
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