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COMPLICATING PATRIARCHY 

Gender Beliefs of Muslim Facebook Users in 
the Middle East, North Africa, and South Asia

Maria Charles
Roger Friedland
Janet Afary
Rujun Yang
University of California – Santa Barbara, USA

Western stereotypes often characterize gender relations in Muslim-majority societies as 
uniformly traditional and patriarchal. Underlying this imagery is a unidimensional under-
standing of gender ideology as moving along a single traditional-to-egalitarian contin-
uum. In this study, we interrogate these assumptions by exploring variability across and 
within Middle Eastern, North African, and South Asian (MENASA) societies in beliefs 
related to two regionally salient gender principles: women’s chastity and marital patriar-
chy. Data from a new online survey of Muslim Facebook users show substantial heteroge-
neity across and within six MENASA societies in support for these principles. These data 
also reveal a multidimensional structure, in that societies show different configurations of 
chastity and marital patriarchy beliefs, and each of these gender principles is influenced 
by respondents’ religious beliefs and gender status in different ways. Although religious 

Authors’ note: We thank Jahan Ahmed, Sarp Kurgan, Eric Massie, Mesadet Sozmen, 
and Leila Zanouzi for country studies, Paolo Gardinali for support with online surveys, 
Maximilian Stiefel for assistance with data management and Facebook sample weighting, 
and anonymous Gender & Society reviewers for excellent comments and suggestions. 
Funding was provided by the Carsey-Wolf Center, the Collaborative Research Initiative 
Grant Program, and Mellichamp Chair funds at the University of California – Santa 
Barbara. Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Maria Charles, 
University of California – Santa Barbara, Santa Barbara, CA 93106-9010, USA; e-mail: 
mcharles@soc.ucsb.edu. Roger Friedland, University of California – Santa Barbara, Santa 
Barbara, CA 93106-9010, USA; e-mail: friedland@ucsb.edu. Janet Afary, University of 
California – Santa Barbara, Santa Barbara, CA 93106-9010, USA; e-mail: jafary@ucsb.
edu. Rujun Yang, University of California – Santa Barbara, Santa Barbara, CA 93106-
9010, USA; e-mail: rujunyang@ucsb.edu.

1137909 GASXXX10.1177/08912432221137909GENDER & SOCIETY / MonthCharles et al. / 
research-article2022

https://doi.org/10.1177/08912432221137909
https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/journals-permissions
mailto:mcharles@soc.ucsb.edu
mailto:friedland@ucsb.edu
mailto:jafary@ucsb.edu
mailto:jafary@ucsb.edu
mailto:rujunyang@ucsb.edu
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1177%2F08912432221137909&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2022-11-29


92   GENDER & SOCIETY/February 2023

absolutism predicts agreement with both gender principles, piety is associated with sup-
port for chastity but not for marital patriarchy. Results also show a clear gender divide in 
attitudes toward hierarchy in marriage but not with respect to chastity. Findings compli-
cate broad-brush depictions of patriarchy in the region and corroborate previous research 
on the multidimensionality of gender beliefs and the multifaceted attitudinal influences of 
gender and religious beliefs.

Keywords:	 gender; global/transnational; demography; religion; attitudes

Western stereotypes often contrast a conservative patriarchal 
“Islamland” against a progressive egalitarian West, a binary oppo-

sition long contested by feminist scholars of the region (Abu-Lughod 
2015; Afary 2009; Badran 2009; Charrad 2011; Moghadam 2013). 
Reflected in this imagery is both an undifferentiated view of gender rela-
tions in Muslim-majority societies and a unidimensional understanding of 
gender ideology as something that advances along a single traditional-to-
egalitarian continuum as economies modernize or as self-expressive value 
systems diffuse (Inglehart and Norris 2003; Jackson 1998).

In this study, we interrogate these assumptions based on a new online 
survey of Muslim men and women in six Middle Eastern, North African, 
and South Asian (MENASA) societies. Exploring the independent varia-
tion of two distinct ideological tenets—women’s chastity and marital 
patriarchy—allows us to go beyond unidimensional understandings of a 
single Islamic patriarchy while extending the global scope of research on 
the multidimensionality of gender beliefs. Although a growing body of 
comparative and historical scholarship theorizes gender ideology in mul-
tidimensional terms, the supporting empirical analyses have focused pri-
marily on Western industrial societies (Charles and Grusky 2004; Cotter, 
Hermsen, and Vanneman 2011; Grunow, Begall, and Buchler 2018; 
Knight and Brinton 2017; Scarborough, Sin, and Risman 2019).

If gender attitudes cannot be characterized on a single continuum, it is 
especially important that researchers attend to attitudinal tenets that are 
culturally salient. Due to data limitations, most previous comparative 
studies of MENASA societies have been based on survey items developed 
to explore attitudinal variation in Europe and North America. While 
women’s rights to education, employment, and politics represent impor-
tant attitudinal cleavages in Muslim-majority societies (Glas et al. 2019; 
Glas, Spierings, and Scheepers 2018; Price 2015), gender attitudes are 
also manifested in more culturally specific ways. In the present study, we 
draw upon new online data on more than 6,000 Muslim Facebook users 
in Algeria, Egypt, Pakistan, Tunisia, Turkey, and Palestine to explore 
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beliefs about women’s chastity and marital patriarchy—two gender prin-
ciples that are highly salient in the region but have received relatively 
little analytical attention. Because this survey also includes multiple indi-
cators of religious piety and religious absolutism, it allows for a more 
nuanced analysis of how Muslim beliefs and practices relate to specific 
gender beliefs than is often possible with survey data.

Rather than a patriarchal monolith, MENASA societies are quite 
heterogeneous in the structure of their gender beliefs, just as they are 
heterogeneous in their gender structures more generally. We find evi-
dence of multidimensionality in the independent variation of marital 
patriarchy and chastity beliefs across MENASA societies and in the 
distinct logics underlying these two attitudinal tenets, including how 
they are influenced by respondents’ gender status and religious beliefs. 
Multidimensionality is confirmed by latent class analysis, which identi-
fies three cultural groups characterized by different configurations of 
chastity and marital patriarchy attitudes. Results complicate broad-
brush depictions of patriarchy in the region and corroborate previous 
research on the multifaceted nature of gender beliefs and the complex 
attitudinal influences of gender status and Muslim faith.

Gender and religion in multidimensional  
perspective

Patterns of gender inequality vary widely across MENASA societies. 
This complexity is shown in Table 1, which presents some commonly 
referenced indicators of gender equality in education, employment, polit-
ical life, and law, as well as measures of national economic development, 
for the six countries considered. These country profiles support two gen-
eral observations. First, except for Tunisia and Pakistan (which rank high 
and low, respectively, on most measures), indicators of gender equality 
covary only modestly; countries that rank high on some measures rank 
low on others. Turkey, for example, shows by far the highest level of 
women’s employment, but the lowest percentage of women in local gov-
ernment. And although Egyptian women have essentially closed the gen-
der gap in educational attainment, they show the weakest representation 
in parliament. This unevenness is consistent with previous research on the 
different forces driving gender (in)equality across institutional domains in 
Europe and North America (Charles and Grusky 2004; England 2010; 
Pettit and Hook 2009).
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Second, these country scores provide mixed support for theories link-
ing socioeconomic modernization to gender-egalitarian change (Inglehart 
and Norris 2003; Jackson 1998). Table 1 shows that economic develop-
ment is positively related to some, but not all, indicators of gender equity. 
Turkey and Pakistan, for example, are high and low outliers on economic 
development and rank high and low, respectively, on many of the gender 
equality measures considered here. But Turkey ranks below the less eco-
nomically developed Tunisia on most indicators, and below the least 
economically developed Pakistan on women’s representation in politics. 
And as documented elsewhere, gender equality in prestigious science, 
technology, engineering, and math (STEM) fields is poorly predicted by 
economic development; most affluent Turkey here ranks near the bottom 
in women’s share of engineering degrees, and two of the three North 
African countries show more than twice the United States’ (approximately 
20 percent) share of women among engineering graduates (Bello et  al. 
2021; see also Chow and Charles 2020; Dajani, Dhawan, and Awad 2020).

Previous research has documented a similar multidimensionality in 
attitudes about gender. For example, male primacy (support for institu-
tionalized male dominance) and gender essentialism (belief in hardwired 
differences between women and men) have followed distinct trajectories 
in the industrial world, with the rise of liberal individualist principles 
associated with erosion of the former but not the latter (Breda et al. 2020; 
Charles and Bradley 2009; Charles and Grusky 2004). Knight and Brinton 
(2017) have likewise identified “varieties” of European egalitarianism, 
characterized by different combinations of traditional, essentialist, and 
liberal gender beliefs (see also Grunow, Begall, and Buchler 2018; 
Scarborough, Sin, and Risman 2019). Most survey analyses of gender in 
the Muslim world have considered variability on summary attitudinal 
scales or focused on specific attitudinal dimensions (Glas, Spierings, and 
Scheepers 2018; Price 2015; Read 2003; Rizzo, Meyer, and Ali 2002), 
although some recent work shows that different factors predict support for 
equality in different public-sphere domains (i.e., education vs. politics) 
and for different feminisms (Glas and Alexander 2020; Glas et al. 2019). 
Our study builds upon these disaggregated analyses.

A multidimensional conceptualization raises the stakes as to which 
attitudinal indicators to study. Comparative research on gender attitudes 
of Muslim-majority populations has been limited mostly to items included 
in large international surveys that were developed to interrogate gender 
issues salient in the West: household divisions of labor, maternal employ-
ment, and women’s rights in education, employment, and politics (e.g., 
Abdelhadi and England 2019; Glas et al. 2019; Inglehart and Norris 2003; 
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Rizzo, Meyer, and Ali 2002). The “Private Lives–Public Politics” (PLPP) 
data, collected by authors Afary and Friedland, allow us to build on this 
research by exploring two additional ideological tenets central to MENASA 
gender relations.

The first, women’s chastity, relates to the social control of women’s bod-
ies, including practices aimed at safeguarding young women’s marriagea-
bility. Although chastity may also be normative for unmarried Muslim men, 
young women are subject to much more intense social sanctioning. Norms 
of female chastity are highly salient in societies where women’s modesty is 
understood as a marker of Muslim cultural authenticity and where perceived 
impurity can be subject to severe social sanctions (L. Ahmed 2011; Charrad 
2011; Ilkkaracan 2000; Mernissi 1987). Chastity and modesty practices are 
supported by essentialist beliefs in gender difference, specifically the idea 
that men possess a naturally aggressive sexuality, and that women have 
power to control men’s sexual access to their bodies, thus protecting their 
marriage prospects, the family honor, and the interests of the broader com-
munity (Eşsizoğlu et al. 2011; Shalhoub-Kevorkian 2005; Wild et al. 2015; 
Wynn 2016). While no current state laws explicitly mandate veiling or vir-
ginity in the six countries considered, girls and women are often closely 
monitored by family and community. Chastity norms are also enforced 
through state complicity or indifference to family control—for example, a 
groom’s family might use a government-required premarital “health check” 
as a pretense for confirming bridal virginity. Table 1 includes a summary 
measure of state-sanctioned chastity practices.1

The second gender principle, marital patriarchy, pertains to male pri-
macy within marriage, specifically beliefs about women’s subordinate 
position. Married women who are no longer under the guardianship of 
their family of origin are often subject to the power of their husbands—for 
example, through physical dominance and religiously authorized control 
of their employment, finances, and travel (S. Ahmed 2020; Goudarzi-
Gereke 2018; Zaman 2020; see Table 1). Marital patriarchy, especially 
when sanctioned by state law or violence, is predicated upon the unequal 
status and unequal rights of husbands and wives in marriage. It thus rests 
upon the same blatantly anti-liberal understanding of gender relations that 
supports principles of public-sphere patriarchy, including the beliefs about 
men’s greater rights to employment, education, and political power that 
are well documented through Western surveys.

The principles of marital patriarchy and women’s chastity differ in the 
explicitness of their hierarchical logics. Whereas men’s rights to beat their 
wives and control their wives’ employment implies an undeniable hierar-
chy of social standing within marriage, norms of feminine modesty may be 
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more plausibly interpreted through a “different but equal” lens, legitimized 
on the basis of essentialist beliefs about men’s and women’s different bod-
ies and sexual essences—for example, men’s natural sexual aggression. 
This is an important distinction because forms of gender inequality that 
openly violate the liberal egalitarian ideals propagated by major world 
society institutions are often met with more significant opposition (Charles 
2020; Pierotti 2013; Snyder 2006), whereas essentialist-based inequalities 
can exist quite comfortably alongside liberal principles, at least in the West 
(Breda et  al. 2020; Charles and Grusky 2004; Cotter, Hermsen, and 
Vanneman 2011; Knight and Brinton 2017; Levanon and Grusky 2016).

Conceptualizing gender ideology in multidimensional terms allows a 
richer description of historical and cross-societal variation, as well as a 
clearer understanding of the causal processes driving variation on specific 
ideological tenets. For example, marital patriarchy beliefs and chastity 
beliefs may be influenced in different ways by gender status. Because 
women occupy the disadvantaged pole of patriarchal power relationships, 
it is likely that they will be less supportive of marital patriarchy than men, 
just as women are less supportive of public-sphere patriarchy (Glas et al. 
2019; Glas, Spierings, and Scheepers 2018; Price 2015). But the same 
women who challenge explicit gender hierarchies may support gendered 
modesty practices as practical protective measures against male aggres-
sion or as symbols of Muslim cultural authenticity. This suggests that the 
gender gap in beliefs about women’s chastity will be more contextually 
contingent than the gender gap in marital patriarchy beliefs.

The relationship of the two gender-attitudinal tenets to religious beliefs 
may also be more complicated than generally appreciated. Comparative 
survey analyses show greater gender liberalism among secular than reli-
gious respondents, and greater gender traditionality among Muslim than 
non-Muslim respondents (Hadler and Symons 2018; Inglehart and Norris 
2003; Price 2015, but see Seguino 2011). Beyond these general tendencies, 
we know that the same religious doctrine can support widely varying gender 
practices (Afary and Friedland 2022; Charrad 2001; Deeb and Harb 2013; 
Desai and Temsah 2014; Friedland et al. 2016; Read 2003) and that different 
dimensions of religiosity (e.g., behaviors, beliefs, belonging) can have dif-
ferent effects on support for gender equality in the Arab world (Glas, 
Spierings, and Scheepers 2018; Spierings 2019). It is not surprising, there-
fore, that gender regimes differ widely across Muslim-majority countries. 
Whereas some women have experienced increased autonomy and agency in 
their public and private lives, others have seen ideological backlashes in the 
form of political Islam and religious fundamentalism (Afary 2009; Badran 
2009; Charrad 2011; Moghadam 2013; Tripp 2019).
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To better understand this heterogeneity, we distinguish two aspects of 
religiosity. Piety refers to a rigorous adherence to religious practice and 
beliefs, and absolutism refers to belief in the complete moral authority of 
a revealed text, here the Quran, and the enforcement of its prescriptions 
and proscriptions through national laws. Pious persons may engage fre-
quently and fervently in religious rituals but still accept the legitimacy of 
diverse beliefs and different interpretations of religious texts by others. 
Such a “pious liberal” might believe that it is up to God to punish trans-
gressions in the afterlife and, therefore, oppose harsh absolutist laws that 
place this responsibility on the state or on others in this world. This sug-
gests that the anti-liberal mindset supporting marital patriarchy will be 
shared by religiously absolutist Muslims but not necessarily by religiously 
pious Muslims.

A multidimensional conceptualization of gender ideology allows us to 
interrogate two types of complexity for this sample of Muslim Facebook 
users: cross-societal differences in the configuration of attitudes about 
women’s chastity and marital patriarchy, and differences across the two 
attitudinal tenets in their causes and correlates. We accordingly pose the 
following four questions:

1.	H ow do beliefs about women’s chastity and marital patriarchy vary 
across and within the six societies?

2.	H ow do religious beliefs and practices influence beliefs about women’s 
chastity and marital patriarchy?

Do piety and absolutism operate in different ways?

3.	H ow does gender status influence beliefs about women’s chastity and 
marital patriarchy?

4.	 Is it possible to identify distinct “gender cultures”—groups of people 
with similar configurations of beliefs about women’s chastity and 
marital patriarchy? If so,

What defines these cultural groups (i.e., what do they believe)?
How are these groups distributed across the six societies?
What personal traits predict group membership?

Data and method

Data are taken from PLPP, a 2018 online survey conducted by Janet 
Afary and Roger Friedland that interrogates the intimate lives and gender 
beliefs of Facebook users in Algeria, Egypt, Pakistan, Palestine, Tunisia, 
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and Turkey.2 PLPP data are not yet publicly available. Gender and sexual-
ity can be sensitive topics in Muslim-majority societies, so an anonymous 
online instrument may yield more accurate information than in-person 
interviews, phone surveys, or paper questionnaires (on strengths and 
weaknesses of Facebook surveys, see Pham, Rampazzo, and Rosenzweig 
2019; Schneider and Harknett 2022). Respondents were recruited through 
Facebook banner advertisements (Online Appendix Figure A1), with sur-
vey instruments translated and back-translated into Arabic, Turkish, and 
Urdu languages by native speakers. The sample was limited to countries 
where Facebook recruitment advertisements could be placed. It comprises 
6,592 men and women aged 19 years or older who identified as Muslim 
(approximately 93 percent of PLPP respondents) and who provided data 
on all of the relevant survey items.3

The PLPP survey is meant to be representative of each society’s 2018 
Facebook user population, not their general population. The share of the 
population that uses Facebook (i.e., the penetration rate) is close to 50 
percent across the six countries, but with considerable variability. Pakistan, 
with a 16 percent penetration rate, is a low outlier; usage in the other five 
countries ranges from 41 percent (Egypt) to 63 percent (Tunisia).4 
Comparing gender, age, and educational distributions of our country sam-
ples with data on the overall Facebook user populations in the respective 
countries shows little difference by age, but an overrepresentation of 
women and non–college-educated persons, attributable to the PLPP’s 
intentional oversampling of these groups and higher completion rates of 
women respondents. To represent the six Facebook user populations, we 
constructed person weights using country-specific information on the 
educational, age, and gender distributions of Facebook users. Diverse 
sensitivity tests, presented in the Online Appendix, confirm the similarity 
of weighted and unweighted results.

To learn how Facebook users differ from the general population, we 
used nationally representative data on Facebook usage from the 2018 
Arab Barometer (AB) survey, available for four of the six countries (see 
Online Appendix Table A1).5 Comparing demographic characteristics of 
Muslim Facebook users with those of all Muslim AB respondents shows 
that Facebook users (like Internet users overall) are younger, more edu-
cated, more men, and less likely to be married than the corresponding 
general populations.6 They also report lower levels of religiosity and less 
support for sharia law. The AB includes no measure of chastity norms, but 
does query beliefs about husbands’ decision-making authority with respect 
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to divorce and family matters in general. On these beliefs, Facebook users 
differ relatively little from the general population, despite their different 
demographic traits.

PLPP respondents are assigned to countries based on their Facebook 
country, which is determined by the location setting on users’ Facebook 
profiles and the location histories of their connected devices. Cultural ties 
to Facebook countries appear strong; the available data indicate that 95 
percent of respondents are born there and 92 percent are living there.7 
Among those living or born elsewhere, about 90 percent had at least one 
parent born in their Facebook country. Conclusions are unchanged in 
analyses that restrict the sample to respondents whose place of residence 
matches their Facebook country.8

In short, we are able to compare gender beliefs of Muslim Facebook 
users who identify as cultural members of six Muslim-majority societies 
in the MENASA region. The youth and education of Facebook users, 
combined with their capacity to share attitudes and information online, 
make them potential opinion leaders and an important population to study.

Measures of Gender Attitudes

We measure beliefs about women’s chastity and marital patriarchy 
using four survey questions, two pertaining to the regulation of women’s 
bodies through modesty and chastity and two pertaining to men’s power 
over women in marriage. Translated into English, the items are as follows:

Women’s Chastity

Do you think women should wear the hijab?
Do you think a woman should be a virgin when she marries?

Marital Patriarchy

Do you think men should have the right to decide whether their wives work out-
side the home?

Do you think men have the right to beat their wives if other techniques of persua-
sion fail?

On three of the four items, respondents are given a choice of “yes,” 
“no,” and “not sure,” and we created binary variables distinguishing 
affirmative responses. On the employment item, two variants of the 
affirmative response and two variants of the negative response were 
offered, plus the “not sure” option.9 To identify those who believe that a 



Charles et al. / GENDER BELIEFS IN THE MENASA REGION  101

wife’s employment is ultimately the husband’s decision, we created a 
binary variable distinguishing the two affirmative responses from all  
others. “Not sure” responses amount to 9 percent on the “virgin” item, 11 
percent on the “hijab” item, 6 percent on the “employment” item, and 8 
percent on the “wife-beating” item; supplementary analyses show that 
conclusions are unchanged when these are grouped with affirmative 
responses (see Online Appendix, “Sensitivity Tests for Logistic Regression 
Models Predicting Muslim Gender Beliefs”).

Religious and Demographic Predictors

We distinguish two dimensions of religiosity: Religious piety refers to 
personal devotion to religious practice and beliefs; religious absolutism to 
belief in strict adherence to religious doctrine, enforced by state laws, with 
no room for interpretation. Each dimension is represented by two indica-
tors. Piety is measured by observance of religious rituals, with those report-
ing that they pray at least once a day coded 1 on a daily prayer indicator 
and those reporting that they fast all the Ramadan month (unless reli-
giously excused) coded 1 on a fasting indicator. Absolutism is measured 
with binary indicators of support for Islamic law and literal interpretation 
of the Quran. The first distinguishes those affirming that Islamic law 
should be the sole source of law. The second identifies those affirming that 
the Quran “is true in all ways, and to be read literally, word for word.”10

Gender status is measured using a binary indicator that distinguishes 
respondents who identify as women. Those who report being formally 
married, employed (full or part time), attending some postsecondary 
school (including junior college), and living in a large metropolitan 
area (more than three million residents) are likewise identified using 
dummy indicators. Sunni Muslims, 84 percent of the sample, are distin-
guished from Shi’ites, who form small minority communities in these 
six societies. Age is measured in years. Because large numbers of 
respondents did not provide information on their own parental status or 
on their parents’ labor market activities while they were growing up, 
our models do not include these variables.

Analytic Approach

The data analysis proceeds in two steps. First, we compute a series of 
logistic regression models with fixed country effects to identify the per-
sonal traits that predict affirmative responses to each of the four gender-
attitude items. We allow for multidimensionality by modeling each of the 
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four attitudinal items separately, rather than aggregating them into a sum-
mary measure of gender traditionality. By comparing country effects and 
sociodemographic predictors across the four models, we can assess evi-
dence for treating women’s chastity and marital patriarchy as distinct 
attitudinal dimensions. In supplementary analyses, we computed regres-
sions without sample weights and separately by country and gender 
(Online Appendix). Removal of weights has no effect on key findings; 
interactions with country and gender are discussed with the results.

Second, we apply latent class analysis to identify groups of respondents 
with similar combinations of gender beliefs, or “gender cultures.”11 Three 
discrete attitudinal groups are identified, with individual respondents then 
assigned a specific probability of belonging to each group, or “latent 
class.” To assess how well respondents’ personal traits predict class mem-
bership, we use the three-step approach advocated by Bakk, Tekle, and 
Vermunt (2013), regressing probabilities of membership on the same set 
of sociodemographic covariates used for the regression analyses.

Results

Proportions reporting agreement with each of the four gender-attitude 
items, broken down by gender and country, are displayed in panel A of 
Figure 1. Pooled proportions, both weighted and unweighted, are shown 
in the Online Appendix, Table A2.12 Pooled results show strong support 
for chastity norms, with approximately 80 percent of the sample reporting 
that they favor virgin brides and the hijab. In practice, these norms affect 
young women most, especially those still under the guardianship of their 
birth families. Values on the marital patriarchy items suggest limits on the 
legitimacy of men’s control over married women, especially as concerns 
physical violence. Nearly half (45 percent) of the respondents agree that 
husbands should be the ultimate (or sole) decision maker on their wives’ 
employment, but far fewer (18 percent) support husbands’ right to beat 
their wives “if other techniques of persuasion fail” (Online Appendix, 
Table A2).13

The first panel of Figure 1 provides preliminary evidence that these two 
attitudinal tenets follow distinct gender logics. While men are more likely 
than women to support marital patriarchy in all countries, gender differ-
ences on chastity norms are much smaller, and inconsistent in direction. 
Among both men and women, chastity is more widely supported than 
marital patriarchy. The relatively weak affirmation of husbands’ right to 
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physically discipline their wives is at odds with Western stereotypes of an 
unrestrained Islamic patriarchy. Even in countries with the highest levels 
of religious absolutism and strongest support for marital patriarchy, most 
men decline to affirm husbands’ right to physical “persuasion” of their 

 A  (unadjusted means) B  (adjusted means)

Figure 1:  Gender Attitudes of Facebook Users, by Country and Gender
Note: Total sample size varies slightly by indicator (see Table 2). Values give proportions 
agreeing. Data are from the “Private Lives–Public Politics” (PLPP) survey, weighted to 
approximate the Facebook user populations in each country. Panel A shows unadjusted 
country means (proportions agreeing). Panel B shows country means predicted from the 
regression models in Table 2, with all covariates set to their mean or modal categories. 
Predicted probabilities shown are for a 32-year-old respondent who lives in a large city, 
prays daily, fasts during Ramadan, supports a literal reading of the Quran (but not the impo-
sition of Islamic law), is employed, and attended at least some college. Error bars show 
95-percent confidence intervals.
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wives. Although social desirability bias is always a concern with cultur-
ally sensitive topics, this bias is likely less in an anonymous online survey. 
Because this issue is not typically interrogated in Western surveys, it is 
unclear how these views on domestic violence compare with those of men 
in the West.

How much do attitudes vary across the six societies? Unadjusted values 
in Figure 1 help address this first research question. Consistent with mod-
ernization arguments, it is in the most economically developed society 
(Turkey) where the most uniformly gender-egalitarian views are expressed, 
although the rank ordering of other countries depends on the specific atti-
tudinal indicator considered (see also Online Appendix, Table A2). The 
most gender-conservative views are reported by Algerians, Egyptians, or 
Pakistanis, depending on the indicator.14 It is also notable that Tunisia 
outperforms Turkey on many measures of institutional gender equality 
presented in Table 1.

Attitudinal variability across countries may be partly attributable to the 
different demographic and religious compositions of these six popula-
tions. Liberal attitudes in Turkey, for example, might reflect higher rates 
of college attendance or urban residence, or a lower prevalence of reli-
gious absolutism. Regression analysis allows us to gauge the contribution 
of these demographic factors to the observed cross-societal differences. 
The variability that remains may be attributable to unmeasured individ-
ual-level traits or to the sorts of broadly shared belief systems that grow 
out of distinctive collective experiences or historical political struggles.

What Predicts Gender Attitudes in MENASA Societies?

Descriptive statistics for the religious and demographic variables in our 
regression models reveal strong religious piety overall, with more than 
two-thirds reporting daily prayer and Ramadan fasting (Online Appendix, 
Table A3). Indicators of religious absolutism show more mixed support, 
with 86 percent favoring an absolutist reading of the Quran but only about 
a third favoring Islam as the sole source of national law (see also Afary 
and Friedland 2018). Other values describe a young, urban, and highly 
educated sample. Country means reveal substantial variability across the 
six societies, especially with respect to gender composition, religious 
traits, and college attendance.

Cross-societal differences in gender beliefs persist even after adjust-
ing for differences in demographic composition. Panel B of Figure 1 
shows the predicted probability of agreement with each survey item, 
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calculated for a hypothetical man or woman with average values on all 
regression predictors. Turkey continues to show the lowest levels of 
agreement on both women’s chastity and marital patriarchy, whereas 
Algerian, Egyptian, and Pakistani respondents generally report strong 
support on both dimensions, and Palestinian respondents report views 
that are relatively moderate on marital patriarchy but among the most 
conservative on women’s chastity. Comparing the adjusted and unad-
justed values in Figure 1 reveals some cross-societal convergence on the 
women’s chastity items, where bar heights for Tunisia and Turkey come 
closer to those for the other four countries. Adjusted and unadjusted 
values differ least with respect to wife beating; the legitimacy, or at least 
perceived legitimacy, of domestic violence appears to be weak in all six 
countries, even net of compositional differences. While chastity norms 
show a significant gender gap only in Turkey and only with respect to 
virgin brides, all six societies show sizable gender differences on the 
marital patriarchy items, with men more likely to agree.

Logistic regression results are presented in Table 2. Values give additive 
effects on the log-odds of agreement; their exponents give multiplicative 
effects on the odds of agreement. The model in the first column indicates, 
for example, that the odds of favoring virgin brides increase by 50 percent 
with daily prayer (exp(0.402) = 1.495) and decrease by 30 percent with 
urban residence (exp(−0.352) = 0.703). The percentage scores at the bot-
tom of Table 2 reflect the power of our models to account for cross-societal 
variability in attitudes. Consistent with results in Figure 1, demographic 
and religious differences account for a much smaller share of cross-societal 
variability on domestic violence (7 percent) than on the other three items 
(51–58 percent).

Concerning our second set of research questions, on religious effects, 
the first four coefficients in each column of Table 2 reveal distinct effects 
of piety and absolutism. Specifically, they show that religious piety is 
unrelated to marital patriarchy beliefs but positively associated with sup-
port for women’s chastity. Respondents who express absolutist religious 
beliefs, by contrast, report significantly more support for both forms of 
gender conservatism. Quran literalists, for example, show nearly quadru-
ple the odds of agreement on the hijab item (exp(1.357) = 3.885) and 
about 60 percent higher odds of agreement on the wife-beating item 
(exp(0.481) = 1.618).

In supplementary analyses, we computed models separately by country. 
Although these models have much less statistical power, they show the 
same general pattern of religious effects (Online Appendix).15 One partial 
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exception is Pakistan, where religious piety is unrelated to support for chas-
tity norms. This difference requires further investigation, but given the high 
levels of religious absolutism reported by Pakistani respondents (Online 
Appendix, Table A3), it is possible that they understand chastity and the 
hijab as requirements of a national Muslim identity (Ansari 2009; Haqqani 
2005). Pakistani nationalism is quite new, is centered around Islam, and is 
understood in contrast to the Indian Hindu majority from which Pakistan 
separated in 1947, with its very different gender performances. The causal 
logics of wife-beating attitudes also vary across countries,16 perhaps 
because understandings of gender violence are influenced less by individual 
religious beliefs than by broader cultural environments, which differ by 
country. This would explain the small share of cross-societal variability 
explained by model 4 in Table 2.

Turning to the third research question, we find that effects of gender 
status also differ across the two attitudinal dimensions. Whereas women 
and men show similar overall propensities to support women’s chastity, 
we find a large gender gap in support for marital patriarchy. Men are 
nearly five times more likely than women to report that they favor hus-
bands’ authority over their wives’ employment (exp(1.574 = 4.826), for 
example. It is possible that some women who reject male dominance in 
marriage may understand modesty as a source of empowerment and pro-
tection against sexual harassment and dishonor (MacLeod 1990; Zuhur 
1992). Men, by contrast, may see chastity and marital patriarchy as part 
of an integral package that puts women under men’s control. In any case, 
the results suggest a clear gender divide when it comes to husbands’ 
authority in marriage, but not women’s chastity.

Single-country models also show a consistent tendency for women to 
be more opposed than men to marital patriarchy, while gender effects on 
chastity beliefs are more mixed across the six countries (Online 
Appendix).17 This supports the argument that the gendering of chastity 
beliefs is more socioculturally contingent than the gendering of marital 
patriarchy beliefs.

Effects of education, urban residence, and marital status are similar to 
what has been observed in other contexts, with college attendees and big 
city residents expressing more liberal views and married people express-
ing more conservative views (Bolzendahl and Myers 2004; Charles 2020; 
Chatillon, Charles, and Bradley 2018).18

Unlike in the West, we see no tendency for younger people to be more 
gender liberal; older respondents in fact express more liberal views on 
two of the four items (hijab and wife beating). It is possible that age and 
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gender conservatism are positively related in the general population, 
which skews older than the Facebook users considered here. Formal 
employment shows no significant effects, and attitudes of Sunnis do not 
differ from those of other Muslims.

Some interesting differences are observed in supplementary models run 
separately by gender (Online Appendix, “Logistic Regression Models 
Predicting Muslim Gender Beliefs, by Gender”). Most notably, they show 
a stronger association between religious absolutism and marital patriarchy 
beliefs among men than women. In other words, among those who believe 
in strict adherence to Islamic doctrine, women are less likely than men to 
believe that this doctrine supports patriarchal practices (Afary and 
Friedland 2018). Religiously absolutist women are not, however, less 
likely than their male counterparts to support chastity norms. Marriage 
has a similar gender-specific effect on patriarchy (but not chastity) beliefs. 
A possible interpretation is that married women bear the negative conse-
quences of uneven power relations, but may still appreciate the practical 
social imperative of women’s modesty.

Overall, regression results suggest that different sociocultural forces 
underlie attitudes toward women’s chastity and marital patriarchy and that 
religious absolutism may manifest differently among women and men. 
While gender and religious beliefs are consistent predictors of support for 
marital patriarchy, the factors influencing views about women’s chastity 
appear to be more uneven and socioculturally contingent.

Configurations of MENASA Gender Beliefs

We turn next to our fourth set of research questions, on how these atti-
tudinal tenets relate to one another. Here, we ask whether positions on the 
four survey items cluster together in specific ways, beyond a simple ten-
dency for people to give either gender-traditional or gender-liberal 
responses. Can we identify attitudinal classes (or “gender cultures”) com-
posed of people with similar response patterns? And if so, do the women’s 
chastity and marital patriarchy dimensions emerge out of this clustering? 
Latent class analysis lets us address these questions inductively.

The first step is to determine how many distinct attitudinal groups (i.e., 
classes) are evident in the survey responses. Panel A of Table 3 shows 
goodness-of-fit statistics from a series of models that distinguish between 
one and four classes. Based on model fit and parsimony (measured by 
both Bayesian information criterion [BIC] and Akaike information crite-
rion [AIC]), we find that a three-class solution fits the data best. This 
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solution has the additional advantage of being substantively meaningful. 
As described below, the three classes are readily interpretable relative to 
the existing literature and our regression results.

The baseline model assumes that the sizes of the groups (i.e., sample 
shares allocated to each class) are equal across the six countries, as are the 
associations of each survey item with each class (i.e., the class loadings). 
We relax these assumptions sequentially in panel B, choosing as optimal 
a “partially homogeneous” three-class model that allows countries to vary 
in the relative sizes of the three classes, and in the class loadings of the 
chastity, but not the marital patriarchy items (model 7). This means that 
the relative sizes of the three classes differ by country and that responses 
to the chastity items are more important determinants of class assignment 
in some countries than in others. Similar three-class solutions emerged in 
supplementary analyses that applied different sample weights (Online 
Appendix, “Sensitivity Tests for Latent Class Models of Gender Beliefs in 
Six MENASA Countries, 2018”).19

The three attitudinal profiles are represented in Figure 2, where the four 
original survey items are arranged along the horizontal axis and the verti-
cal axis gives the probability that class members express support for each 
item. Two distinct dimensions are again evident in the sense that each of 
the three classes represents a different combination of beliefs about 
women’s chastity and beliefs about marital patriarchy. The top line repre-
sents a class whose members report relatively high support for both; the 
bottom line represents persons who express low support for both; and the 

(38.0%)

Figure 2:  Ideological Profiles Identified Through Latent Class Analysis
Note: Results are based on model 7 in Table 3.
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middle line represents high support for women’s chastity but low support 
for marital patriarchy. For heuristic purposes, we label those who express 
high support for both as traditionals, those who express low support for 
both as reformists, and those who show high support for women’s chastity 
but low support for marital patriarchy as chastity advocates.

Across the six countries, 45 percent of Muslim Facebook users report 
gender-conservative (traditional) views with respect to both women’s 
chastity and marital patriarchy. Another large group, the chastity class (38 
percent), endorses chastity but not marital patriarchy. Members of the 
smallest group (17 percent), the reformists, reject both principles. We find 
no group whose members support marital patriarchy but not women’s 
chastity. A strong majority (about two-thirds) of even traditional class 
members report disapproval of wife beating, suggesting again that vio-
lence against women is viewed as much less legitimate than other forms 
of patriarchal power.

Figure 3 shows that the relative distribution of these three gender cul-
tures varies a great deal across the six societies. Gender reformists are the 
largest group in Turkey, which is the only country where chastity norms 
are questioned by a clear majority. In Tunisia and among Palestinians, the 
chastity group is largest, reflecting widespread endorsement of women’s 
modesty norms but not marital patriarchy. In Pakistan, Egypt, and Algeria, 
the traditional group is largest, meaning that a majority of respondents 
report conservative views on both dimensions.

These attitudinal differences are consonant with some aspects of these 
societies’ historical legacies and postcolonial experiences. In Turkey, the 

Figure 3:  Distribution of Ideological Profiles Across Countries
Note: Results are based on model 7 in Table 3. Values give percent belonging.
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current conservative backlash under Erdoğan was preceded by a history of 
significant gender reform and public-sphere secularization. Ottoman 
women published women’s rights journals in the late nineteenth century 
and gained access to higher education as early as 1914. In modern Turkey, 
polygamy was banned and the franchise was secured in 1926, and women 
gained the right to work without their husband’s permission in 1990. 
Turkey’s 1980 military coup was followed by a state modernization project 
that included forced secularism and (increasingly contentious) bans on the 
hijab in public institutions (Ertürk 2006). In Tunisia, lesser support for 
marital patriarchy follows a long struggle for women’s rights, resulting in 
the abolition of polygamy in 1956, women’s right to divorce in 1956, and 
women’s suffrage in 1957 (Chekir 1996; Tripp 2019; Zayani 2015). The 
penetration of gender-liberal attitudes elsewhere may have been limited by 
strong kin-based patriarchal networks, and by the symbolic association of 
gender reforms with colonial rule or with the cultural norms and practices 
in Israel, where about 20 percent of our Palestinian respondents live  
(S. Ahmed 2020; Bennoune 1995; Charrad 2001; Goudarzi-Gereke 2018).

In a final analytical step, we ask how well membership in the three atti-
tudinal classes is predicted by respondents’ personal traits, in particular by 
their gender status and religious beliefs. This question is addressed by 
analyzing the odds of membership in each gender-culture group relative to 
each other group (Bakk, Tekle, and Vermunt 2013). Table A4 of the Online 
Appendix shows regression coefficients for contrasts between different 
groups: traditional versus reformist in column 1, chastity versus reformists 
in column 2, and traditional versus chastity in column 3.20 The religious 
and gender effects in these models validate our interpretation of the three 
latent classes as representing different combinations of beliefs about 
women’s chastity and beliefs about marital patriarchy. As in Table 2,  
religious piety and religious absolutism show distinct effects on the two 
attitudinal dimensions. Respondents who hold absolutist beliefs are sig-
nificantly more likely to belong to the more conservative group in each of 
the three contrasts. But religious piety has less power to predict views 
about marital patriarchy, as is evident in the contrast between the  
traditional and chastity group members (Online Appendix, Table A4,  
column 3). Group membership is also influenced by gender. Although 
women are much less likely than men to belong to the gender-traditional 
group (which includes support for marital patriarchy), they do not differ 
from men in their odds of membership in the chastity group, relative to the 
reform group (column 2). The consonance between our latent class and 
regression analyses suggests that the same factors driving variation in 
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beliefs of individual respondents also help sort people into cultural groups 
defined by different combinations of those beliefs.

While these results do suggest a sort of gender-attitudinal continuum—
with chastity advocates located in between gender traditionals and gender 
egalitarians (“reformists”)—it is not a unidimensional continuum where 
attitudinal indicators move together up or down the scale (e.g., with low, 
medium, or high levels across indicators) in response to the same sets of 
demographic and cultural drivers. The “in between” group identified here 
is characterized by a qualitatively distinct configuration of attitudes pro-
duced through qualitatively distinct sociocultural mechanisms. These 
distinctions would be obscured if we focused strictly on the “amount” of 
gender egalitarianism.

Discussion

Gender beliefs in MENASA societies have not received the analytical 
attention they deserve, and we still know too little about attitudinal pat-
terns in these societies. Most of what we do know is based on survey 
questions developed to study gender relations in Europe and North 
America. This study provides new insights into beliefs pertaining to 
women’s chastity and marital patriarchy, two central yet understudied 
components of MENASA gender culture. Results suggest that very differ-
ent social logics underlie these two gender principles, with marital patri-
archy beliefs strongly predicted by respondents’ gender status and religious 
beliefs, and chastity beliefs shaped by processes that are more uneven and 
contextually contingent.

Our analysis is motivated by two recent critiques of conventional wis-
dom. The first challenges unidimensional understandings of gender ideol-
ogy (Charles and Bradley 2009; Knight and Brinton 2017; Scarborough, 
Sin, and Risman 2019) and the second challenges homogenizing depic-
tions of Middle Eastern patriarchy (Abu-Lughod 2015; Alimahomed-
Wilson 2020; Charrad 2011; Cooke 2008; van Es 2019). We address these 
critiques by attending to two forms of complexity: heterogeneity in the 
processes producing different gender beliefs (including the role of reli-
gious beliefs and gender status) and heterogeneity of gender beliefs within 
and across Muslim-majority populations.

Findings complicate common understandings of gender ideology as a 
unidimensional continuum. Multidimensionality is evident in regression 
results that show distinct processes driving beliefs about women’s chastity 
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and marital patriarchy, and in a latent class analysis that shows a large 
group of men and women who support the former principle while reject-
ing the latter. Muslim religion, we also find, does not affect gender atti-
tudes in uniform fashion. Piety is associated with support for women’s 
chastity but not for patriarchal control within marriage; absolutism is 
associated with stronger agreement with both principles. Gender effects 
also vary. Although women are much less likely than men to approve of 
marital patriarchy, we find no overall gender gap in chastity beliefs—in 
part because gender differences vary across national contexts.

The attitudinal profiles of these Muslim Facebook users are also diffi-
cult to reconcile with depictions of a monolithic Islamic patriarchy. 
Different mixtures of three distinct gender cultures are represented in each 
of the six countries considered. “Gender-reformists,” who question both 
marital patriarchy and chastity norms, make up the largest group in 
Turkey; gender-traditionalists, who endorse both principles, are the larg-
est group in Algeria, Egypt, and Pakistan; the chastity group, which 
rejects marital patriarchy, is the largest in Tunisia and among Palestinians. 
The multidimensionality we find in these gender beliefs corresponds to 
the complex patterns of gender inequality that have been documented in 
public- and private-sphere institutions worldwide, including in the 
MENASA region (Table 1; Badran 2009; Charles 2000; Charles and 
Grusky 2004; Charrad 2001; Pettit and Hook 2009; Tripp 2019).

Conclusion

Future research might examine how attitudes about women’s chastity 
and marital patriarchy vary across and within Western societies. State laws 
giving men control over married women’s employment, finances, or repro-
duction have been on the books until relatively recently in some North 
American and European countries, and debates about husbands’ rights in 
abortion decisions are intensifying in some American states. Because atti-
tudes toward private-sphere patriarchy are not interrogated in major inter-
national surveys, we know little about their distribution in the West.

Women’s chastity and marital patriarchy are but a partial list of 
regionally salient gender principles. Recent survey analyses have 
explored attitudes about family divisions of labor and women’s public-
sphere participation in the Middle East and North Africa (Glas et  al. 
2019; Glas, Spierings, and Scheepers 2018; Price 2015), but other tenets 
of gender ideology remain unexamined. Beliefs about women’s and 
men’s occupationally relevant traits (e.g., analytical skills, communal 
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vs. agentic orientation) could be a fruitful area for future study, given 
recent evidence that engineering-, computing-, and other mathematics-
intensive fields tend to be more gender integrated in Muslim-majority 
contexts than elsewhere (Blank et al. 2022; Dajani, Dhawan, and Awad 
2020; Moshfeghyeganeh and Hazari 2021).

Detailed case studies and comparison across a larger number of 
MENASA societies could also help illuminate the processes by which 
complex gender belief structures emerge, how they relate to sociopolitical 
contexts, and how they vary beyond the Muslim Facebook user popula-
tion studied here. The existing literature identifies some macro-level 
influences for further study, including national, legal, and constitutional 
histories, colonial legacies, patterns of social activism, transnational 
legitimacy demands, kin-based network structures, and efforts by auto-
cratic regimes to sideline religious extremists (Charrad 2001; Meyer 
2010; Tripp 2019; Zayani 2015).

Social media networks such as Facebook are powerful tools for collec-
tion of culturally sensitive data, and the sociocultural influence of this 
electronically connected population should not be underestimated. Social 
media users, young people, and university students are important drivers 
of gender beliefs and popular culture in the Middle East and Africa 
(Charles 2020; Darhour and Dahlerup 2020; Zayani 2015), and the sub-
jects of this study will likely play an outsize role in shaping regional 
gender beliefs and intimate practices in the coming years. Although atti-
tudes do not always align with actions, espousal of gender-egalitarian 
ideals (even if insincere) can provide ideological leverage by legitimating 
rights claims and positioning local activists to promote nondiscriminatory 
standards of behavior (Moghadam 2013; Pierotti 2013; Snyder 2006).

In all six MENASA societies studied here, support for women’s chas-
tity practices is much more broad-based than support for marital patriar-
chy. This pattern calls to mind the “different but equal” gender regimes 
found in the West, where inequalities attributed to innate gender differ-
ences (e.g., in dispositions and interests) encounter less resistance than 
those grounded in principles of male primacy (Charles and Bradley 2009; 
Levanon and Grusky 2016). While women’s acceptance of bridal virginity 
and head covering norms may depend on the local meanings and histories 
of these practices, women across the six surveyed countries report greater 
opposition than men to an explicit marital hierarchy that places them at 
the bottom. Western media, politicians, and public intellectuals frequently 
represent Islamic modesty dress, including the hijab, as evidence of 
women’s oppression and even their need to be liberated through foreign 
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intervention. But less attention has been paid to private manifestations of 
patriarchal power, such as uneven decision-making power within mar-
riage. Our findings suggest that it is the latter forms of gendered oppres-
sion that Muslim women most oppose and that are more likely to generate 
successful movements for change.
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Notes

  1. Tunisia, for example, scored 1 on this 0–3 scale, since Tunisian institutions 
allow virginity testing, but the hijab is not legally mandated, and state punishment 
for honor killings is severe. 

2. For simplicity, we refer to all six societies as “countries,” although Palestine 
is not universally recognized as such. 

3. More than 50,000 persons began the survey but provided data only on their 
age and/or gender. Among those who reported a gender, women were more likely 
than men to complete the survey (71 vs. 65 percent). 

4. Data on Facebook subscribers were compiled from Internet World Stats 
(https://internetworldstats.com). 

5. Across the four Arab Barometer (AB) countries, 55 percent of the adult 
Muslim population (aged 19+ years) reported using Facebook: 56 percent in 
Algeria, 51 percent in Egypt, 63 percent in Palestine, and 49 percent in Tunisia. 
Internet users made up approximately two-thirds (67 percent) of adult Muslims 
in these countries, and 82 percent of Internet users reported using Facebook. 

6. Nationally representative data on Turkish and Pakistani Muslims are avail-
able through the 2018 World Values Survey (WVS). Although the WVS includes 
no information on Facebook usage, summary statistics confirm the relatively 
young age and high educational attainment of the Private Lives–Public Politics 
(PLPP) sample. 

7. Palestinians are least likely to live or be born in their Facebook country (79 
and 74 percent, respectively); most of those not living or born in the West Bank 
or Gaza Strip reported birth or residency in Israel. 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3872-4093
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0644-5804
https://internetworldstats.com
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8. Information on country of residence is missing for nearly 20 percent of sur-
vey respondents, which substantially reduces the sample size in these analyses. 

9. The two variants of the affirmative response are as follows: “the husband 
should have the right to decide whether his wife should work” (23 percent), and 
“the husband and wife should discuss whether the wife should work, with the 
husband having the ultimate say” (20 percent). The two variants of the negative 
response are as follows: “the husband and wife should discuss whether the wife 
should work, and they both should agree” (39 percent), and “the husband should 
not have the right to decide whether his wife should work; the decision should be 
the wife’s only” (11 percent).

10. In supplementary analyses, piety and absolutism showed the same pattern 
of effects using different variable definitions (Online Appendix).

11. Model selection is based on the twin statistical criteria of model fit and 
parsimony, as measured by log-likelihood and Bayesian information criterion 
(BIC); major decisions are unchanged using alternative statistics, including 
Akaike information criterion (AIC) (Nylund, Asparouhov, and Muthén 2007). We 
use Latent GOLD 6.0 software.

12. Our primary analyses are based on weighted data. Table A2 in the Online 
Appendix shows that the weighted and unweighted means differ little, despite the 
demographic differences between the survey sample and the Facebook user 
population.

13. Interestingly, only the least widely affirmed gender practice is explicitly 
mentioned in the Quran. As in the Jewish Talmud, which allows wife beating to 
discipline or educate (Graetz 2020), the Quran mentions beating of wives consid-
ered unruly (verse 4:34). Neither bridal virginity, the hijab, nor married women’s 
employment is directly mentioned, leaving much room for interpretation. The 
Quran instructs both women and men to dress modestly (Sura 24:31), but what 
this means for women is contested (Elmeligy 2022). With respect to wives’ 
employment, it is notable that Mohammad’s first wife, Khadijeh, was a wealthy 
merchant and the subject of highly laudatory Quranic verses.

14. Online analysis of nationally representative 2018–2019 data on gender 
equality in employment and politics reveals a similar rank ordering of countries, 
with Tunisia and Turkey more egalitarian than Pakistan and Egypt (https://www.
worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSOnline.jsp). Support for gender equality in educa-
tion is strongest in Egypt, which also shows near gender parity in educational 
attainment (Table 1).

15. Specifically, the chastity models show positive and statistically significant 
coefficients on at least one of the two religious piety indicators and on at least one 
of the two religious absolutism indicators, and the marital patriarchy models 
show positive and statistically significant coefficients on at least one of the two 
absolutism indicators, with a few exceptions.

16. Religion has no power to predict acceptance of wife beating in Algeria and 
Egypt, whereas piety shows a positive effect in Palestine and a negative effect in 
Tunisia (see Afary and Friedland 2022).

https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSOnline.jsp
https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSOnline.jsp
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17. For example, women are less likely than men to favor the hijab in Algeria 
and Pakistan, whereas no gender differences on this item are evident elsewhere. 
On bridal virginity, women are more supportive than men in Egypt and Pakistan, 
but less supportive than men in Turkey.

18. The liberalizing effects of living in a large city are greater for women than 
men (Online Appendix).

19. The difference in BIC between models 7 and 8 is extremely small, and 
model 7 is more interpretable because it maintains the distinction between the 
marital patriarchy and chastity dimensions. Model 7 shows the lowest BIC in two 
of the three sensitivity tests (Online Appendix).

20. Coefficients in Table A4 of the Online Appendix give covariate effects on 
the log-odds of belonging to the first group relative to the second. For example, 
the positive coefficient in the first row and column indicates that persons who 
report praying at least once a day are twice as likely to belong to the traditional 
as the reformist group (exp(0.705) = 2.024).
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ONLINE APPENDIX 
 
TABLE A1. Descriptive Statistics from Arab Barometer Survey, 2018 

 
 All Facebook users 
 N = 

8,358 
N = 4,707 

Age, in years 37.70 34.29 
Woman (=1) 0.49 0.44 
Some college (=1) 0.40 0.46 
Married (=1) 0.66 0.62 
Religious (=1) 0.87 0.84 
All or mostly Sharia law (=1) 0.48 0.44 
Divorce is men's decision (=1) 0.27 0.24 
Husbands have final say (=1) 0.63 0.62 

NOTE: Values are pooled means for Muslim respondents aged 19 years and older in Algeria, Egypt, 
Palestine, and Tunisia, with Arab Barometer population weights applied. Cases with missing values 
are deleted listwise. All differences between Facebook users and nonusers are statistically significant 
in pooled and country-specific analyses, except:  p > 0.05 for married in Palestine; p > 0.05 for Sharia 
in Algeria and Tunisia; p > 0.05 for divorce in Egypt. 



 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

         
TABLE A2. Gender Attitudes of MENASA Facebook Users in 2018, by Country 

    Total Algeria Egypt Pakistan Palestine Tunisia Turkey 
  A. Unweighted Means  

  
    

 Brides should be virgins (=1) 0.79 0.85 0.89 0.80 0.89 0.73 0.46 
 Women should wear hijab (=1) 0.78 0.86 0.86 0.93 0.82 0.55 0.36 
 Husband decides if wife works (=1) 0.44 0.53 0.47 0.57 0.38 0.27 0.16 
 Husband may beat wife (=1) 0.16 0.24 0.20 0.18 0.12 0.07 0.03 
   B. Weighted Means  

  
    

 Brides should be virgins (=1) 0.80 0.85 0.87 0.81 0.88 0.73 0.51 
 Women should wear hijab (=1) 0.78 0.86 0.85 0.92 0.80 0.52 0.35 
 Husband decides if wife works (=1) 0.45 0.51 0.44 0.58 0.36 0.28 0.23 
 Husband may beat wife (=1) 0.18 0.26 0.21 0.19 0.11 0.07 0.03 
                

NOTE: Total sample size varies slightly by indicator (see Table 2). Values give proportions agreeing. Data are from the “Private 
Lives – Public Politics” (PLPP) Survey, weighted to approximate the Facebook user populations in each country. 



 

 

TABLE A3. Characteristics of Muslim Facebook Users in Six MENASA Countries, 2018 

  Total Algeria Egypt Pakistan Palestine Tunisia Turkey 

  N = 6,592 N = 
1,970 

N = 
1,012 

N = 
1,473 N = 514 N = 

921 N = 702 

        

Religious piety        

 Pray daily (=1) 0.67 0.74 0.75 0.70 0.74 0.55 0.33 

 Fast during Ramadan (=1) 0.77 0.88 0.81 0.63 0.85 0.84 0.57 
        

Religious absolutism        

 Islamic law only (=1) 0.34 0.35 0.30 0.52 0.36 0.17 0.13 
 Quran literalist (=1) 0.86 0.90 0.88 0.95 0.83 0.74 0.71 
        

Demographics        

 Woman (=1) 0.37 0.37 0.39 0.25 0.47 0.47 0.41 
 Married (=1) 0.32 0.21 0.41 0.36 0.49 0.28 0.36 
 Age, in years 32.41 30.69 32.74 30.78 34.79 34.83 36.09 
 Some college (=1) 0.79 0.80 0.80 0.84 0.71 0.72 0.77 
 Employed (=1) 0.61 0.59 0.55 0.67 0.51 0.56 0.73 
 Live in large city (=1) 0.57 0.53 0.60 0.61 0.50 0.49 0.71 
 Sunni (=1) 0.85 0.87 0.77 0.87 0.90 0.86 0.79 
                

NOTE: Values are means with listwise deletion of missing values. Data are from the PLPP Survey, weighted to 
approximate the Facebook user populations in each country. 
  



 
TABLE A4. Models Predicting Gender Cultures of Muslim Facebook Users in Six MENASA 
Countries 

  

1 2 3 

Traditional vs. Chastity vs. Traditional vs.  

reform reform chastity 

Religious piety       
  Pray daily (=1) 0.705*** 0.557*** 0.148 
  (0.196) (0.162) (0.117) 

  Fast during Ramadan (=1) 0.561* 0.503* 0.052 

  (0.228) (0.188) (0.188) 

Religious fundamentalism       
   Islamic law only  (=1) 1.954*** 1.551*** 0.403*** 

  (0.404) (0.416) (0.095) 

   Quran literalist (=1) 2.093*** 1.264*** 0.828*** 

  (0.309) (0.195) (0.235) 

Demographics       
   Woman (=1) –1.505*** –0.317 –1.196*** 

  (0.277) (0.169) (0.119) 

   Married (=1) 1.377** 0.648*** 0.728*** 

  (0.488) (0.407) (0.234) 

   Age, in years –0.044* –0.030* –0.013 

  (0.021) (0.010) (0.010) 

   Some college (=1) –0.795** –0.490* –0.325** 

  (0.235) (0.215) (0.104) 

   Employed (=1) –0.246 –0.138 0.108 

  (0.166) (0.129) (0.107) 

   Live in large city (=1) –0.489* –0.375* –0.113 

  (0.175) (0.149) (0.101) 

   Sunni  (=1) 0.0222 0.0235 –0.001 

  (0.225) (0.189) (0.141) 

NOTE: Values are coefficients (standard errors) from multinomial logit models predicting respondents' membership in 
one class relative to another. Models include fixed country effects. Individual respondents are assigned to the class to 
which they have the highest probability of belonging, based on probabilities of class membership estimated from model 
7 (Table 3). PLPP survey data are weighted to approximate Facebook user populations. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 
0.001. 
 
  

 



 

   
 

          
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
FIGURE A1. Banner Advertisement for Recruitment of Egyptian Facebook 
Users to Private Lives – Public Politics Survey    
 
 NOTE: English translation: "Who do you love?"     



 

 
 
 
 
 

Supplementary Analyses for  
“Complicating Patriarchy”



 

Sensitivity Tests for Logistic Regression Models Predicting Muslim Gender Beliefs 
 With "Not Sure" Treated as Affirmative 

Response on Dependent Variables 
With "Not Sure" Treated as Missing on Daily 

Prayer (bolded) 
With Partial Fast Treated as Affirmative 
Response on Ramadan Fasting (bolded) 

With Islam as One Source of Law Treated as 
Affirmative Response on Islamic Law (bolded) 

With "Not Sure" Treated as Affirmative 
Response on Koran Literalism (bolded) 

 
With No Population Weights Applied 

 1 2 3 4  5 6 7 8  9 10 11 12  13 14 15 16  17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
  

Brides 
should be 
virgins (=1) 

 
Women 

should wear 
hijab (=1) 

Husband 
decides if 

wife works 
(=1) 

Husband 
may have 

right to 
beat wife 

(=1) 

  
Brides 

should be 
virgins (=1) 

 
Women 

should wear 
hijab (=1) 

Husband 
decides if 

wife works 
(=1) 

Husband 
may have 

right to 
beat wife 

(=1) 

  
Brides 

should be 
virgins (=1) 

 
Women 

should wear 
hijab (=1) 

Husband 
decides if 

wife works 
(=1) 

Husband 
may have 

right to 
beat wife 

(=1) 

  
Brides 

should be 
virgins (=1) 

 
Women 

should wear 
hijab (=1) 

Husband 
decides if 

wife works 
(=1) 

 
Husband may 
have right to 
beat wife (=1) 

  
Brides 

should be 
virgins (=1) 

 
Women 

should wear 
hijab (=1) 

Husband 
decides if 

wife works 
(=1) 

Husband 
may have 

right to 
beat wife 

(=1) 

 
Brides 

should be 
virgins (=1) 

 
Women 

should wear 
hijab (=1) 

Husband 
decides if 
wife works 

(=1) 

Husband 
may have 

right to 
beat wife 

(=1) 

Religious piety                             

Pray daily (=1) 0.373** 0.631*** 0.033 –0.054  0.381** 0.810*** –0.091 0.032  0.426*** 0.846*** –0.015 0.003  0.357*** 0.791*** –0.014 0.002  0.441*** 0.848*** 0.012 0.01 0.418*** 0.892*** 0.034 0.021 
 (0.127) (0.153) (0.095) (0.103)  (0.123) (0.131) (0.109) (0.141)  (0.104) (0.114) (0.093) (0.118)  (0.106) (0.118) (0.094) (0.119)  (0.103) (0.112) (0.093) (0.119) (0.072) (0.080) (0.064) (0.080) 

Fast during Ramadan (=1) 0.504*** 0.726*** –0.197 0.034  0.451*** 0.544*** –0.033 0.006  0.380** 0.460** 0.054 –0.085  0.328** 0.421** –0.03 –0.05  0.426*** 0.572*** 0.01 –0.02 0.348*** 0.562*** –0.009 0.077 
 (0.135) (0.170) (0.106) (0.116)  (0.125) (0.159) (0.110) (0.142)  (0.126) (0.154) (0.116) (0.147)  (0.117) (0.149) (0.103) (0.135)  (0.115) (0.140) (0.104) (0.133) (0.078) (0.092) (0.071) (0.088) 

Religious absolutism                             

Islamic law only (=1) 0.425** 1.692*** 0.197* 0.314**  0.499*** 1.712*** 0.332*** 0.457***  0.557*** 1.693*** 0.314*** 0.437***  0.767*** 1.312*** 0.312** 0.464***  0.586*** 1.717*** 0.331*** 0.444*** 0.542*** 1.474*** 0.248*** 0.430*** 
 (0.142) (0.244) (0.092) (0.097)  (0.124) (0.185) (0.094) (0.116)  (0.116) (0.162) (0.089) (0.110)  (0.105) (0.116) (0.097) (0.131)  (0.115) (0.163) (0.089) (0.110) (0.083) (0.113) (0.061) (0.074) 

Quran literalist (=1) 0.987*** 1.395*** 0.864*** 0.619***  1.138*** 1.393*** 1.009*** 0.335  1.077*** 1.370*** 0.972*** 0.483*  1.015*** 1.391*** 0.980*** 0.498*  0.936*** 1.385*** 0.977*** 0.460* 1.124*** 1.314*** 0.939*** 0.568*** 
 (0.141) (0.146) (0.139) (0.178)  (0.139) (0.141) (0.157) (0.221)  (0.126) (0.133) (0.146) (0.213)  (0.127) (0.138) (0.147) (0.212)  (0.136) (0.145) (0.160) (0.232) (0.086) (0.095) (0.098) (0.142) 

Demographics                             

Woman (=1) –0.088 –0.16 –1.773*** –1.515***  0.021 –0.137 –1.574*** –1.411***  –0.008 –0.2 –1.580*** –1.376***  –0.006 –0.224 –1.579*** –1.390***  –0.02 –0.218 –1.571*** –1.379*** 0.124 –0.120 –1.426*** –1.343*** 
 (0.132) (0.163) (0.091) (0.105)  (0.117) (0.138) (0.096) (0.132)  (0.108) (0.126) (0.090) (0.124)  (0.108) (0.125) (0.090) (0.124)  (0.107) (0.125) (0.089) (0.125) (0.079) (0.088) (0.066) (0.093) 

Married (=1) 0.400* 0.398* 0.154 0.212  0.348* 0.547*** 0.304** 0.511***  0.409** 0.490*** 0.298** 0.485***  0.342** 0.366** 0.279** 0.450***  0.414** 0.495*** 0.309** 0.488*** 0.363*** 0.365*** 0.265*** 0.474*** 
 (0.166) (0.167) (0.105) (0.113)  (0.142) (0.143) (0.107) (0.134)  (0.131) (0.132) (0.102) (0.129)  (0.132) (0.137) (0.102) (0.129)  (0.131) (0.131) (0.102) (0.129) (0.088) (0.098) (0.072) (0.088) 

Age, in years 0.001 –0.050*** –0.009* –0.011*  0.012* –0.037*** –0.007 –0.011*  0.008 –0.036*** –0.007 –0.011*  0.01 –0.035*** –0.007 –0.011*  0.007 –0.037*** –0.008 –0.011* 0.008* –0.030*** –0.009*** –0.011** 
 (0.007) (0.007) (0.004) (0.005)  (0.006) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005)  (0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005)  (0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005)  (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 

Some college (=1) –0.318* –0.215 –0.540*** –0.212*  –0.199 –0.464*** –0.326*** –0.186  –0.14 –0.285* –0.345*** –0.141  –0.168 –0.400** –0.354*** –0.154  –0.158 –0.297* –0.341*** –0.14 –0.123 –0.391*** –0.430*** –0.153* 
 (0.133) (0.154) (0.087) (0.090)  (0.119) (0.138) (0.088) (0.107)  (0.108) (0.122) (0.084) (0.101)  (0.109) (0.127) (0.084) (0.101)  –0.107 –0.121 –0.084 –0.101 (0.072) (0.081) (0.060) (0.075) 

Employed (=1) 0.074 –0.105 –0.184* –0.107  –0.001 0.019 –0.123 0.018  –0.016 –0.013 –0.105 0.032  0.011 0.061 –0.097 0.042  –0.014 –0.016 –0.113 0.027 0.090 –0.006 –0.105 0.064 
 (0.126) (0.138) (0.091) (0.100)  (0.114) (0.120) (0.094) (0.120)  (0.104) (0.109) (0.089) (0.114)  (0.104) (0.111) (0.089) (0.113)  (0.103) (0.108) (0.089) (0.113) (0.071) (0.080) (0.061) (0.077) 

Live in large city (=1) –0.366** –0.211 –0.017 –0.203*  –0.318** –0.23 0.009 –0.162  –0.352*** –0.235* –0.039 –0.135  –0.354*** –0.241* –0.038 –0.137  –0.360*** –0.252* –0.045 –0.14 –0.231*** –0.173* 0.087 –0.055 
 (0.123) (0.143) (0.086) (0.093)  (0.110) (0.120) (0.090) (0.112)  (0.100) (0.109) (0.084) (0.106)  (0.102) (0.111) (0.084) (0.105)  –0.100 –0.108 –0.084 –0.106 (0.069) (0.077) (0.057) (0.072) 

Sunni (=1) –0.086 0.400* 0.032 –0.088  –0.045 0.215 0.229 –0.144  –0.031 0.212 0.218 –0.101  –0.08 0.118 0.208 –0.131  0.024 0.275 0.265* –0.089 0.032 0.251* 0.188* –0.002 
 (0.171) (0.185) (0.118) (0.132)  (0.148) (0.162) (0.123) (0.160)  (0.136) (0.149) (0.116) (0.151)  (0.138) (0.155) (0.117) (0.152)  (0.134) (0.144) (0.115) (0.151) (0.090) (0.098) (0.079) (0.104) 

Constant 0.268 0.835* –0.298 –2.098***  –1.378*** –0.982** –1.210*** –2.968***  –1.275*** –1.180*** –1.213*** –2.993***  –1.255*** –1.154*** –1.209*** –3.093***  –1.193*** –1.261*** –1.273*** –3.048*** –1.672*** –1.291*** –1.284*** –2.943*** 
 (0.351) (0.381) (0.280) (0.367)  (0.310) (0.341) (0.295) (0.502)  (0.293) (0.329) (0.287) (0.471)  (0.296) (0.336) (0.284) (0.468)  (0.298) (0.332) (0.292) (0.485) (0.187) (0.204) (0.184) (0.294) 

Respondent N (country N) 6,533 (6) 6,242 (6) 6,527 (6) 6,558 (6)  5,675 (6) 5,421 (6) 5,670 (6) 5,700 (6)  6,533 (6) 6,242 (6) 6,527 (6) 6,558 (6)  6,533 (6) 6,242 (6) 6,527 (6) 6,558 (6)  6,533 (6) 6,242 (6) 6,527 (6) 6,558 (6) 6,533 (6) 6,242 (6) 6,527 (6) 6,558 (6) 

NOTE: Values are coefficients (standard errors) from logistic regression models with fixed country effects (see Table 2). *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.                  



Logistic Regression Models Predicting Gender Beliefs, by Country 
 

Brides should be virgins (=1) 
 Algeria Egypt Pakistan Palestine Tunisia Turkey 

Religious piety       

Pray daily (=1) 0.732*** 0.550 –0.155 0.857** 0.923*** 0.109 
 (0.213) (0.314) (0.214) (0.323) (0.242) (0.379) 

Fast during Ramadan (=1) 0.224 0.989** 0.099 0.877* 0.375 1.494*** 
 (0.264) (0.326) (0.197) (0.352) (0.297) (0.446) 

Religious absolutism       

Islamic law only (=1) 0.557* 0.669 0.181 0.675 1.189** 1.686* 
 (0.228) (0.433) (0.183) (0.362) (0.387) (0.852) 

Quran literalist (=1) 0.768* 0.578 0.608 1.328*** 1.365*** 0.587 
 (0.313) (0.340) (0.343) (0.347) (0.244) (0.395) 

Demographics       

Woman (=1) 0.111 1.119** 0.650** 0.018 –0.553 –1.521*** 
 (0.219) (0.361) (0.208) (0.360) (0.294) (0.446) 

Married (=1) 1.453*** 0.557 –0.081 0.308 0.024 1.189** 
 (0.339) (0.335) (0.251) (0.416) (0.375) (0.405) 

Age, in years –0.019 0.018 0.026 0.014 –0.003 0.000 
 (0.013) (0.011) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.015) 

Some college (=1) 0.356 –0.269 –0.149 –0.219 0.088 –0.990* 
 (0.206) (0.298) (0.176) (0.348) (0.227) (0.463) 

Employed (=1) –0.412 0.360 0.535** 0.708* –0.099 –0.314 
 (0.217) (0.318) (0.201) (0.350) (0.230) (0.346) 

Live in large city (=1) –0.386 –0.189 –0.201 0.160 –0.532* –1.129** 
 (0.203) (0.315) (0.187) (0.323) (0.225) (0.379) 

Sunni (=1) –0.132 0.046 0.368 0.691 –0.171 –0.385 
 (0.270) (0.335) (0.254) (0.425) (0.324) (0.448) 

Constant 0.889 –0.909 –0.505 –1.872* –0.029 0.862 
 (0.571) (0.583) (0.536) (0.779) (0.570) (0.839) 

Respondent N (country N) 1,957 1,002 1,444 512 919 699 

 
 
 

Women should wear hijab (=1) 
 Algeria Egypt Pakistan Palestine Tunisia Turkey 

Religious piety       

Pray daily (=1) 0.857*** 0.588* 0.543 1.473*** 0.811*** 1.146** 
 (0.233) (0.297) (0.290) (0.297) (0.229) (0.351) 

Fast during Ramadan (=1) 0.494 1.051** –0.050 0.451 0.040 1.522** 
 (0.313) (0.333) (0.288) (0.377) (0.324) (0.470) 

Religious absolutism       

Islamic law only (=1) 1.339*** 2.074*** 1.498*** 2.208*** 2.091*** 1.985** 
 (0.297) (0.578) (0.287) (0.464) (0.373) (0.669) 

Quran literalist (=1) 1.215*** 1.019** 1.041** 1.433*** 1.774*** 1.142* 
 (0.284) (0.352) (0.399) (0.314) (0.294) (0.501) 



Demographics       

Woman (=1) –0.538* 0.624 –0.637* 0.098 0.033 –0.409 
 (0.259) (0.342) (0.285) (0.359) (0.279) (0.437) 

Married (=1) 0.771** 0.384 0.600 –0.102 0.473 0.724* 
 (0.291) (0.273) (0.352) (0.386) (0.349) (0.368) 

Age, in years –0.030* –0.004 –0.047** –0.019 –0.049*** –0.063*** 
 (0.012) (0.011) (0.015) (0.015) (0.012) (0.017) 

Some college (=1) 0.124 –0.618* –0.131 –1.070** 0.037 –1.216* 
 (0.24) (0.31) (0.29) (0.36) (0.22) (0.53) 

Employed (=1) –0.371 0.055 –0.066 –0.229 0.344 0.321 
 (0.231) (0.302) (0.281) (0.325) (0.231) (0.400) 

Live in large city (=1) –0.333 –0.165 –0.142 0.395 –0.395 –0.329 
 (0.221) (0.290) (0.283) (0.302) (0.217) (0.394) 

Sunni (=1) 0.476 0.042 0.243 0.307 0.461 –0.613 
 (0.277) (0.301) (0.350) (0.460) (0.331) (0.467) 

Constant 0.438 –0.327 2.200** –0.359 –0.851 0.260 
 (0.535) (0.518) (0.668) (0.757) (0.653) (0.983) 

Respondent N (country N) 1,860 934 1,419 496 859 674 

 

 
Husband decides if wife works (=1) 

 Algeria Egypt Pakistan Palestine Tunisia Turkey 
Religious piety       

Pray daily (=1) –0.066 –0.204 0.106 0.298 0.013 –0.180 
 (0.198) (0.215) (0.161) (0.254) (0.261) (0.445) 

Fast during Ramadan (=1) –0.094 –0.007 0.086 –0.229 –0.299 0.226 
 (0.252) (0.249) (0.157) (0.301) (0.326) (0.456) 

Religious absolutism       

Islamic law only (=1) 0.328 0.072 0.259 0.091 0.954*** 0.708 
 (0.169) (0.218) (0.147) (0.224) (0.270) (0.577) 

Quran literalist (=1) 0.924** 0.614* 0.745* 0.719* 1.476*** 1.328* 
 (0.312) (0.296) (0.342) (0.339) (0.388) (0.637) 

Demographics       

Woman (=1) –1.807*** –1.206*** –1.111*** –1.530*** –2.023*** –3.258*** 
 (0.178) (0.215) (0.159) (0.247) (0.281) (0.585) 

Married (=1) 0.536* 0.104 0.498** 0.146 –0.221 0.749 
 (0.223) (0.227) (0.175) (0.269) (0.336) (0.457) 

Age, in years –0.027** 0.018* –0.021* –0.003 –0.002 –0.006 
 (0.010) (0.008) (0.008) (0.010) (0.011) (0.015) 

Some college (=1) –0.511** –0.576** 0.013 –0.454* –0.333 0.427 
 (0.158) (0.193) (0.148) (0.217) (0.236) (0.434) 

Employed (=1) 0.014 –0.075 –0.092 –0.098 0.094 –0.191 
 (0.178) (0.207) (0.161) (0.228) (0.252) (0.461) 

Live in large city (=1) 0.153 –0.202 –0.061 0.561** –0.258 –0.890* 
 (0.163) (0.201) (0.151) (0.214) (0.240) (0.441) 

Sunni (=1) 0.278 –0.130 0.526* –0.196 0.953* –0.086 
 (0.226) (0.221) (0.220) (0.344) (0.394) (0.523) 



Constant 0.668 –0.081 –0.263 –0.339 –1.812** –1.266 
 (0.464) (0.423) (0.453) (0.558) (0.594) (1.060) 

Respondent N (country N) 1,956 993 1,457 505 917 699 

 
 
 

Husband may have right to beat wife (=1) 
 Algeria Egypt Pakistan Palestine Tunisia Turkey 

Religious piety       

Pray daily (=1) –0.034 0.009 0.028 1.008* –0.599 –0.618 
 (0.213) (0.276) (0.210) (0.417) (0.412) (0.985) 

Fast during Ramadan (=1) 0.390 –0.245 –0.007 –0.507 –0.940* –0.622 
 (0.294) (0.301) (0.203) (0.408) (0.438) (1.037) 

Religious absolutism       

Islamic law only (=1) 0.316 0.385 0.386* 0.437 1.096** 2.496** 
 (0.180) (0.269) (0.194) (0.293) (0.399) (0.882) 

Quran literalist (=1) 0.478 0.288 –0.198 1.530** 1.396* 0.815 
 (0.402) (0.373) (0.431) (0.573) (0.624) (1.093) 

Demographics       

Woman (=1) –1.252*** –1.998*** –1.073*** –1.287*** –1.987*** –1.046 
 (0.195) (0.319) (0.229) (0.375) (0.520) (1.630) 

Married (=1) 0.732** 0.352 0.478* 0.260 0.014 –0.688 
 (0.241) (0.281) (0.226) (0.391) (0.494) (0.702) 

Age, in years –0.012 –0.015 –0.015 –0.013 –0.006 0.016 
 (0.010) (0.010) (0.013) (0.013) (0.015) (0.034) 

Some college (=1) –0.053 0.210 –0.029 –0.699* –0.157 –1.848 
 (0.169) (0.238) (0.176) (0.308) (0.464) (1.328) 

Employed (=1) 0.124 –0.440 0.213 0.137 0.160 –0.023 
 (0.195) (0.254) (0.221) (0.287) (0.419) (0.740) 

Live in large city (=1) –0.293 –0.423 0.184 –0.052 –0.113 1.154 
 (0.177) (0.243) (0.196) (0.304) (0.381) (1.155) 

Sunni (=1) –0.124 –0.475 0.152 –0.312 0.054 2.020* 
 (0.274) (0.276) (0.301) (0.522) (0.612) (0.970) 

Constant –1.112 0.096 –1.400* –2.563** –2.357* –6.370*** 
 (0.585) (0.529) (0.595) (0.899) (0.947) (1.921) 

Respondent N (country N) 1,965 1,004 1,460 509 921 699 

 
 

NOTE: Values are coefficients (standard errors) from logistic regression models with fixed country effects (see 
Table 2). *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. 



 

Logistic Regression Models Predicting Muslim Gender Beliefs, by Gender 
  Women    Men  

  

Brides 
should be 

virgins 
(=1) 

 

Women 
should wear 

hijab (=1) 

Husband 
decides if 

wife works 
(=1) 

Husband 
may have 

right to beat 
wife (=1) 

  

Brides 
should be 

virgins 
(=1) 

 

Women 
should wear 

hijab (=1) 

Husband 
decides if 

wife works 
(=1) 

Husband 
may have 

right to beat 
wife (=1) 

Religious piety          

Pray daily (=1) 0.842*** 1.086*** 0.068 –0.064  0.194 0.625*** –0.044 0.007 

 (0.136) (0.146) (0.139) (0.224)  (0.147) (0.164) (0.118) (0.136) 

Fast during Ramadan (=1) 0.290 0.387* –0.201 0.300  0.476*** 0.570** 0.044 –0.074 

 (0.177) (0.191) (0.154) (0.285)  (0.142) (0.184) (0.121) (0.147) 

Religious absolutism          

Islamic law only (=1) 0.494** 1.310*** 0.041 0.308  0.551*** 1.942*** 0.410*** 0.459*** 
 (0.174) (0.208) (0.127) (0.193)  (0.146) (0.235) (0.116) (0.127) 

Quran literalist (=1) 1.304*** 1.832*** 0.844*** 0.507  0.857*** 1.021*** 0.998*** 0.450 
 (0.149) (0.163) (0.234) (0.367)  (0.188) (0.200) (0.176) (0.246) 

Demographics          

Married (=1) 0.328 0.858*** 0.122 –0.009  0.530** 0.331 0.365** 0.578*** 
 (0.181) (0.184) (0.157) (0.249)  (0.179) (0.180) (0.130) (0.149) 

Age, in years –0.013 –0.046*** –0.010 0.000  0.008 –0.030*** –0.009 –0.014* 
 (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.011)  (0.007) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) 

Some college (=1) 0.013 –0.279 –0.752*** –0.396  –0.097 –0.284 –0.214* –0.119 
 (0.163) (0.173) (0.129) (0.208)  (0.122) (0.147) (0.096) (0.109) 

Employed (=1) –0.061 –0.087 –0.358** –0.076  0.182 0.094 0.055 0.048 
 (0.140) (0.153) (0.133) (0.208)  (0.140) (0.157) (0.116) (0.134) 

Live in large city (=1) –0.440** –0.372** –0.054 –0.558**  –0.297* –0.133 –0.040 –0.045 
 (0.139) (0.141) (0.118) (0.181)  (0.137) (0.157) (0.109) (0.123) 

Sunni (=1) 0.039 0.392* 0.169 –0.363  0.020 0.123 0.267 –0.010 
 (0.172) (0.178) (0.157) (0.227)  (0.183) (0.217) (0.149) (0.185) 

Constant –1.781*** –1.773*** –2.828*** –5.241***  –0.757* –0.969* –1.245*** –2.960*** 
 (0.387) (0.398) (0.520) (1.070)  (0.376) (0.427) (0.336) (0.503) 

Respondent N (country N) 3,088 (6) 3,010 (6) 3,094 (6) 3,106 (6)  3,445 (6) 3,232 (6) 3,433 (6) 3,452 (6) 

NOTE: Values are coefficients (standard errors) from logistic regression models with fixed country effects (see Table 2). *p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, 
***p < 0.001. 

 



 
Sensitivity Tests for Latent Class Models of Gender Beliefs in Six MENASA Countries, 2018 

 
Original Specification: 

With Weights Applied to 
Approximate the 
Facebook User 

Population and Equalize 
Sample Size Across 

Countries 

 
 
 
 
 

 
With Facebook Weights 

Omitted 

 
 
 
 
 

 
With Country Weights 

Omitted 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

With All Weights Omitted 
  

Model description Number of 
Parameters 

 
LL 

 
BIC 

 
LL 

 
BIC 

 
LL 

 
BIC 

 
LL 

 
BIC 

A. Fully homogeneous models     
Model 1 1 class 4 –14000.9 28036.77 –14036.8 28108.6 –13820.1 27625.2 –15263.7 30562.8 
Model 2 2 classes 9 –13135.2 26349.26 –13080.5 26239.8 –13129.1 26337.0 –14437.4 28954.6 
Model 3 3 classes 14 –13040.7 26203.89 –12978.3 26079.3 –13030.3 26183.2 –14322.4 28768.8 
Model 4 4 classes 19 –13039.5 26245.43 –12978.0 26122.4 –13029.7 26225.7 –14322.0 28812.3 
B. Partially homogeneous 3-class models     

Model 5 country effect on class size 24 –12197.4 24604.88 –12062.8 24335.8 –12319.0 24848.1 –13509.3 27231.3 
Model 6 varying intercept on item 1 29 –12134.1 24522.14 –11992.4 24239.0 –12258.5 24770.9 –13432.8 27122.6 
Model 7 varying intercept on items 1 and 2 34 –12107.8 24513.3 –11958.0 24213.9 –12245.7 24789.0 –13406.5 27114.2 
Model 8 varying intercept on item 1, 2, and 3 39 –12085.2 24511.8 –11945.1 24232.0 –12219.6 24780.7 –13432.8 27122.6 
Model 9 varying intercept on four items 44 –12071.6 24528.46 –11928.7 24242.9 –12195.5 24776.2 –13369.0 27127.7 

NOTE: See Table 5 for details on the original model specification. BIC, Bayesian information criterion; LL, log likelihood.  The lowest BIC is bolded. 
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