When are Identity-Based Groups Harmful to Democracy?
Victimized Majority Narratives and Muslim Groups in Indonesia
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Al. List of Interviews

# | Pseudonym | Interviewee (Role | Member of Interview | Interview | Interviewer
in Article and Moderate or | Gender | Date Location
Organization) Hardliner
Organization
1 | Ilham Leadership, the Hardliner M March Jakarta Author 1
Defenders of 2010
Islam Front (Front
Pembela Islam,
FPI)
2 | Rizqi Leadership, the Hardliner M September | Greater Author 2
Defenders of 25,2014 Jakarta
Islam Front (Front Area
Pembela Islam,
FPI)
3 Member, the Hardliner M September | Greater Author 2
Defenders of 25,2014 Jakarta
Islam Front (Front Area
Pembela Islam,
FPI)
4 Spokeperson, Hardliner M March Jakarta Author 1
Hizbut Tahrir 2010
Indonesia (HTI)
5 | Fitri Spokesperson, Hardliner F September | Jakarta Author 2
Muslimah Hizbut 3,2014
Tahrir Indonesia
(HTD)
6 Member, SALAM | Conservative March Depok Author 1
2010
7 | Yusuf Member, Islamic Hardliner October 9, | Jakarta Author 2
Reform Movement 2014
(Gerakan
Reformis Islam,
GARIS)
8 | Muhammad | Leadership, Forum | Hardliner M October Bandung | Author 2
of Muslim Clerics 16,2014
(Forum Ulama
Umat Islam,
FUUD
9 Hardliner Group Hardliner M July 13, Bandung | Author 2
Member 2015
(Interviewee
request for
organizational
anonymity)
10 Member, Islamic Hardliner M July 9, Medan Author 2
People’s Forum 2015
(Forum Umat
Islam, FUI)
11 Member, Hardliner M September | Medan Author 2
Leadership, Forum 16, 2014;
of Muslim Clerics July 7,
(Forum Ulama 2015
Umat Islam,
FUUD
12 Member, Member, | Hardliner M September | Medan Author 2
Islamic People’s 16,2014




Forum (Forum
Umat Islam, FUI)

13 Member, Moderate November | Madura Author 2
Nahdlatul Ulama 12,2014
(NU)

14 Leadership, Moderate September | Bandung | Author 2
Persatuan Islam 12,2014
(Persis)

15 Leadership, Moderate September | Bandung | Author 2
Nahdlatul Ulama 17,2014
(NU)

16 Representative of | Moderate September | Bandung | Author 2
Moderate 12,2014
Organization,
MUI

17 | Abdul Member, Moderate November | Surabaya | Author 2
Nahdlatul Ulama 5,2014
(NU)

18 Member, Moderate November | Surabaya | Author 2
Nahdlatul Ulama 6,2014
(NU)

19 Member, Ansor Moderate November | Surabaya | Author 2
Youth Movement 18, 2014
(NU)

20 Member, Moderate November | Surabaya | Author 2
Nahdlatul Ulama 24,2014
(NU)

21 Member, Moderate November | Surabaya | Author 2
Nahdlatul Ulama 27,2014
(NU)

22 Representative of | Moderate December | Medan Author 2
Moderate 9,2014
Organization,
MUI

23 Representative of | Moderate December | Medan Author 2
Moderate 11,2014
Organization,
MUI

24 Leadership, Moderate July 8§, Medan Author 2
Al’Washliyah 2015




A2. Bivariate Relationships Between Group Identification and

Dependent Variables
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A3. Overlaps Between Moderate and Hardliner Identifications

Moderate organizations (NU / Muhammadiyah)

Neither a member nor

Passive Active

Hardliner
organization
(FPI)

a sympathizer Sympathizer member | member
Neither a
member nor a None Identification with moderate groups
sympathizer (reference) (dummy variable)
N (Wave-1): 348 N (Wave-1): 350
N (Wave-2): 320 N (Wave-2): 356
lS)ymF)athlzer Identlﬁcatlon with Identification with hardliner group
assive hardliner group d iable)
member (dummy variable) (dummy variable

Active member

N (Wave-1): 29
N (Wave-2): 13

N (Wave-1): 153
N (Wave-2): 173




A4. Demographic by Group Identification

WAVE 1
Variable None Moderate Hardliner NA Total
(NU/ (FPI) (Missing)
Muhammadiyah)
N 348 350 182 64 944
% Female 55.75 58.57 54.95 60.94 56.99
Mean Age 31.62 30.15 28.04 27.98 30.14
% High School 91.95 88.29 81.87 82.81 88.03
Mean Income (1-8) 2.03 2.08 1.96 1.52 2.00
% Working 42.64 46.34 45.61 35.71 44.14
Mean Salat Freq. (1-4) 3.40 3.52 3.49 3.36 3.46
% Religious Identity 16.95 21.71 38.46 23.44 23.31
WAVE 2
Variable None Moderate Hardliner NA Total
(NU/ (FPI) (Missing)
Muhammadiyah)
N 348 350 182 64 944
% Female 54.89 57.71 54.95 59.38 56.25
Mean Age 32.26 30.80 28.72 28.50 30.78
% High School 93.68 90.57 86.26 87.50 90.68
Mean Income (1-8) 2.82 2.82 2.49 2.06 2.70
% Working 46.55 54.29 44.51 35.94 48.31
Mean Salat Freq. (1-6) 5.77 5.81 5.71 5.74 5.77
% Religious Identity 28.16 26.57 42.31 31.25 30.51




AS. Predicting Change

We ran two linear regression models that predict two possible changes in group identification:
moderating (moving from identifying with the FPI to identifying with NU/Muhammadiyah or
to none of the groups) and radicalizing (moving from identifying with NU/Muhammadiyah or
from no identification to identifying with the FPI).

Our results indicate that a strong religious identity is positively associated with both changes.
We speculate that a third, unmeasured variable—for example, social networks or social
context—might be responsible for this pattern, as it may define the conditions under which
religious identity draws individuals toward more hardline or more moderate groups.

Radicalizing Moderating

(Intercept) 0.282%* 0.380%**
(0.103) (0.095)
Religious Identity (W1) 0.087* 0.070%*
(0.035) (0.034)
Female (W1) -0.019 0.046
(0.031) (0.030)
Age (W1) 0.000 -0.002
(0.002) (0.002)
Education (W1) -0.032 -0.064**
(0.024) (0.022)
Household Income (W1) -0.006 0.002
(0.013) (0.012)
Employed (W1) -0.003 0.018
(0.032) (0.031)
Num.Obs. 579 569
R2 0.015 0.032
AIC 416.3 345.1
BIC 451.2 379.9
Log.Lik. -200.138 -164.561
RMSE 0.34 0.32

+p<0.1,*p<0.05** p<0.01, *** p < 0.001



A6. Defining “Moderates” as Only Those Who Identified with NU

Path

Political Islam Religious Intolerance Religious Violence

DV (W2) ~DV (W1)

DV (W2) ~NU (W1)

DV (W2) ~ FPI (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Female (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Age (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Education (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Household Income (W1)
DV (W2) ~ Employed (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Shalat (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1)

NU (W2) ~DV (W1)

NU (W2) ~NU (W1)

NU (W2) ~ FPI (W1)

NU (W2) ~ Female (W1)

NU (W2) ~ Age (W1)

NU (W2) ~ Education (W1)

NU (W2) ~ Household Income (W1)
NU (W2) ~ Employed (W1)

NU (W2) ~ Shalat (W1)

NU (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1)

FPI (W2) ~ DV (W1)
FPI (W2) ~ NU (W1)
FPI (W2) ~ FPI (W1)
FPI (W2) ~ Female (W1)
FPI (W2) ~ Age (W1)

FPI (W2) ~ Education (W1)

0.595%%**
(0.03)
-0.036

(0.036)
0.134%*
(0.045)
-0.01
(0.016)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.013
(0.012)
0.008
(0.006)
0.002
(0.016)
-0.006
(0.01)
0.038*
(0.018)

-0.138%x
(0.029)
0.496%**
(0.035)
0.056
(0.044)
-0.01
(0.016)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.013
(0.012)
0.008
(0.006)
0.002
(0.016)
-0.006
(0.01)
0.038*
(0.018)

0.141%%x
(0.026)
-0.028
(0.031)

0.345%%*
(0.038)

-0.01
(0.016)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.013
(0.012)

0.54%**
(0.033)
-0.024
(0.04)

0.20] ***
(0.049)
-0.009
(0.016)

0

(0.001)
-0.01
(0.012)
0.011+
(0.006)
-0.008
(0.016)
-0.002
(0.01)
0.046*
(0.018)

-0.084**
(0.029)
0.508%***
(0.036)
0.043
(0.044)
-0.009
(0.016)
0
(0.001)
-0.01
(0.012)
0.011+
(0.006)
-0.008
(0.016)
-0.002
(0.01)
0.046*
(0.018)

0.096%**
(0.026)
-0.034
(0.031)

0.37%%*
(0.039)
-0.009
(0.016)

0
(0.001)
-0.01
(0.012)

0.369%**
(0.039)
-0.048*
(0.022)
0.056*
(0.027)
-0.026+
(0.014)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.005
(0.011)
0.011+
(0.006)
-0.008
(0.014)
-0.002
(0.009)

0.054 %%
(0.016)

-0.141*
(0.064)
0.506%**
(0.036)
0.016
(0.044)
-0.026+
(0.014)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.005
(0.011)
0.011+
(0.006)
-0.008
(0.014)
-0.002
(0.009)
0.054 %%
(0.016)

0.052
(0.056)
-0.035
(0.032)

0.387***
(0.039)
-0.026+
(0.014)

-0.001
(0.001)
-0.005
(0.011)



Path

Political Islam

Religious Intolerance Religious Violence

FPI (W2) ~ Household Income (W1)
FPI (W2) ~ Employed (W1)
FPI (W2) ~ Shalat (W1)

FPI (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1)

N

Scaled Chi-sq (df)
CFI

AGFI

RMSEA

SRMR

0.008
(0.006)
0.002
(0.016)
-0.006
(0.01)
0.038*
(0.018)

713
17.62 (14)
0.996
0.916
0.019

0.015

0.011+ 0.011+
(0.006) (0.006)
-0.008 -0.008
(0.016) (0.014)
-0.002 -0.002
(0.01) (0.009)
0.046* 0.054%%*
(0.018) (0.016)
708 686
23.76 (14) 19.72 (14)
0.988 0.99
0.879 0.888
0.031 0.024
0.017 0.017

% p< 001 ** p<.01 * p<.05 + p<.10



A7. Defining “Moderates” as Only Those Who Identified with

10

Muhammadiyah
Path Political Religious Religious
Islam Intolerance Violence
0,592+ 0.542%%* 0.378%%
DV (W2)~DV (W) (0.029) (0.032) (0.039)
. 20.078 20.139* 0.037
DV (W2) ~ Muhammadiyah (W1) (0.051) (0.056) (0.031)
0.147%% 0.204%%* 0,002
DV (W2) ~ FPL(W1) (0.042) (0.046) (0.026)
20.031+ -0.028+ 20,048
DV (W2) ~ Female (W) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015)
0.001 0.002 0
DV (W2) ~ Age (WD) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
. 20.02+ 20.019 20.006
DV (W2) ~ Education (W1) 0.011) 0.012) 0.011)
0.006 0.01 0.008
DV (W2) ~ Household Income (W1) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
20.001 20.01 20013
DV (W2) ~ Employed (W1) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015)
20.002 0.002 0.004
DV (W2) ~ Shalat (W1) (0.01) 0.01) (0.009)
. . 0.021 0.028 0.04%
DV (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) (0.018) (0.018) (0.016)
. 20.048* 20.03 -0.037
Muhammadiyah (W2) ~ DV (W1) (0.02) (0.02) (0.045)
skeskk skeskk skskok
Muhammadiyah (W2) ~ Muhammadiyah (W1) 0('35033 N 0('35023 N 0('35073 0
. 0.009 0.003 20.015
Muhammadiyah (W2) ~ FPI (W1) (0.029) (0.029) (0.03)
. -0.031+ -0.028+ 20.048%*
Muhammadiyah (W2) ~ Female (W1) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015)
. 0.001 0.002 0
Muhammadiyah (W2) ~ Age (W1) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Muhammadiyah (W2) ~ Education (W1) (_(()) 8 12 B (_(;) '(3)1129) (_(;) (;){) 16 )
Muhammadiyah (W2) ~ Household Income 0.006 0.01 0.008
(W1) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
. 20.001 20.01 20.013
Muhammadiyah (W2) ~ Employed (W1) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015)
Muhammadiyah (W2) ~ Shalat (W1) -((())(())% (00'00012) (gggg)
Muhammadiyah (W2) ~ Religious Identity 0.021 0.028 0.04*
(W1) (0.018) (0.018) (0.016)
0.148%%* 0.112%% 0.052
FPT(W2) ~DV (W) (0.025) (0.025) (0.055)
. 0.07 0.037 0.045
FPI (W2) ~ Muhammadiyah (W1) (0.043) (0.044) (0.044)
0.376%* 0,397+ 0.414%%
FPT(W2) ~ FPL(W1) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036)
20.031+ 20028+ 20.048%*
FPI (W2) ~ Female (W1) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015)
0.001 0.002 0
FPL(W2) ~ Age (W) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
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Path Political Religious Rejligious
Islam Intolerance Violence
FPI (W2) ~ Education (W1) (88125 (—38)1129) (—8.(;){)16)
FPI (W2) ~ Household Income (W1) (8882) (()().60016) (8882)
FPI (W2) ~ Employed (W1) (_881061) ((—)%? 16) (-8.(;)11 g)
FPI (W2) ~ Shalat (W1) '(%-%?? ?690012) (giggg)
FPI (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) (8:8%) (82832) (8:8‘1‘2)
N 713 708 684
Scaled Chi-sq (df) 16.01 (14) 25.15(14) 20.39 (14)
CFI 0.997 0.981 0.984
AGFI 0.922 0.871 0.88
RMSEA 0.014 0.034 0.026
SRMR 0.013 0.017 0.018

*% p<.001 *¥* p<.01 * p<.05 + p<.10



A8. Moderating Effect of Religious Identity

Path Political Religious R§ligious
Islam Intolerance Violence
DV (W2)~DV(W1) 0('8?092*933* 0('8.4033;* 0{8.7083*9?*
DV (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1) (_8 8; 67) (_8 (?42) (_8 (;)2232)
DV (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1) (23_332; O'(Zol.gz;k " (()69072292
DV (W2) ~ Female (W1) ((_)(.)6? 16) (_(;).'810 67) _(%'.%21?1;
DV (W2)~ Age (W1) ©.001) ©.001) @.001)
DV (W2) ~ Education (W1) ('3 8)1019) ('3 '810;) (%%‘i;
DV (W2) ~ Household Income (W1) ?0001015 (06901046? (()0'901036*;
DV (W2) ~ Employed (W1) (8:8(1%) (_(;).'810 67) (_(g).gl() f)
DV (W2) ~ Shalat (W1) _((())'.(())(1)‘)‘ (0.%1) (_(g).gg;)
DV (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) (0690637{; %%i; (8:822)
DV (W2) ~ Moderate (W1) X Identity (W1) (_8 841 14 ) (_3 8)217 ) (8822)
DV (W2) ~ Hardliner (W1) X Identity (W1) _(%%165—; (_3 (3)154) -((())(())11;
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ DV (W1) 0(01?)4;;* _?6(.)5?;)* (%})2656;
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1) O('3:5023*7>;* O('3.7043*7>;* (20482 ;;k
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1) (8832) (88431;) (_8 (;)4171)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Female (W1) ((_)00? 16) (_8 8{) 67) _(%%213;
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Age (W1) (_3 '00811) . (())01) (_8 (?8 11)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Education (W1) (_3 (?10 19 ) (_3 (?10 28) _((())(())(i;
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Household Income (W1) ?000101 6J; (00'.00104; (()6901036"‘)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Employed (W1) (88%) (_8 8{) 67) (_8 (;)105)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Shalat (W1) _(%%?‘)‘ (0.%1) (_8 (%)93)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) (00'.00637;; (20032:; (8822)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Moderate (W1) X Identity -0.014 -0.047 0.003
(W1) (0.041) (0.041) (0.036)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Hardliner (W1) X Identity -0.076+ -0.074 -0.017
(W1) (0.045) (0.045) (0.04)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~DV (W1) O('(l)?062*5>;* 0(.(1).0032*5’;* (8822)
0.006 -0.002 -0.006

Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032)
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Path Political Religious Religious
Islam Intolerance Violence
. . . . 0.393%** 0.404%** 0.471%***
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1) (0.04) (0.041) (0.04)
- . -0.01 -0.007 -0.026+
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Female (W1) (0.016) (0.016) (0.014)
- . -0.001 0 -0.001
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Age (W1) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
- . . -0.009 -0.008 -0.001
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Education (W1) 0.011) 0.012) (0.01)
- . 0.011+ 0.014* 0.013*
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Household Income (W1) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)
- . 0.001 -0.007 -0.008
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Employed (W1) (0.016) (0.016) (0.014)
- . -0.004 0 -0.003
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Shalat (W1) (0.01) (0.01) (0.009)
- . . . 0.067* 0.085%* 0.06*
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) (0.031) (0.031) (0.028)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Moderate (W1) X Identity -0.014 -0.047 0.003
(W1) (0.041) (0.041) (0.036)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Hardliner (W1) X Identity -0.076+ -0.074 -0.017
(W1) (0.045) (0.045) (0.04)
N 738 731 706
Scaled Chi-sq (df) 25.31 (18) 27.62 (18) 26.19 (18)
CFI 0.992 0.988 0.987
AGFI 0.881 0.861 0.85
RMSEA 0.023 0.027 0.025
SRMR 0.016 0.017 0.019

8% p< 001 ** p<.01 * p<.05 + p<.10



A9. Estimation with Full Information Maximum Likelihood (FIML)
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Path

Political Islam Religious Intolerance

Religious Violence

DV (W2) ~DV (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Female (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Age (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Education (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Income (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Working (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Salat (W1)

DV (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1)

Ties:

Ties:

Ties:

Ties:

Ties:

Ties

Ties

Ties

Ties:

Ties:

Ties:

Ties:

Ties:

Ties:

Ties:

Ties:

Ties:

Moderate (W2) ~DV (W1)

Moderate (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1)
Moderate (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1)
Moderate (W2) ~ Female (W1)

Moderate (W2) ~ Age (W1)

: Moderate (W2) ~ Education (W1)
: Moderate (W2) ~ Income (W1)

: Moderate (W2) ~ Working (W1)

Moderate (W2) ~ Salat (W1)

Moderate (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1)

Hardliner (W2) ~ DV (W1)

Hardliner (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1)
Hardliner (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1)
Hardliner (W2) ~ Female (W1)
Hardliner (W2) ~ Age (W1)

Hardliner (W2) ~ Education (W1)

Hardliner (W2) ~ Income (W1)

0.601%**
(0.028)
-0.041
(0.034)
0.12%+
(0.042)
-0.008
(0.016)
-0.001
(0.001)

-0.01
(0.011)
0.011+
(0.006)
-0.001
(0.016)
-0.004
(0.01)
0.04*
(0.018)

-0.133%%*
(0.029)
0.45%%x
(0.036)
0.022
(0.044)
-0.008
(0.016)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.01
(0.011)
0.011+
(0.006)
-0.001
(0.016)
-0.004
(0.01)
0.04*
(0.018)

0.139%*:*
(0.025)
0.006
(0.03)
0.368%**
(0.038)
-0.008
(0.016)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.01
(0.011)
0.011+
(0.006)

0.517%%*
(0.031)
-0.026
(0.038)

0.202%%*
(0.047)

-0.01
(0.016)
0
(0.001)
-0.005
(0.011)
0.014*
(0.006)
-0.008
(0.016)
0
(0.01)
0.049%*
(0.018)

-0.079%*
(0.029)
0.466%+*
(0.036)
0.011
(0.045)
-0.01
(0.016)
0
(0.001)
-0.005
(0.011)
0.014*
(0.006)
-0.008
(0.016)
0
(0.01)
0.049%*
(0.018)

0.101%%*
(0.025)
-0.009
(0.031)

0.382%%x
(0.038)

-0.01
(0.016)
0
(0.001)
-0.005
(0.011)
0.014*
(0.006)

0.353 %%
(0.038)
-0.017
(0.021)
0.064*
(0.026)
-0.025+
(0.014)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.002
(0.01)
0.011%*
(0.006)
-0.005
(0.014)

0
(0.009)

0.049%**

(0.015)

-0.118+
(0.065)
0.459%**
(0.036)
-0.019
(0.045)
-0.025+
(0.014)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.002
(0.01)
0.011*
(0.006)
-0.005
(0.014)
0
(0.009)
0.049%**
(0.015)

0.047
(0.056)
-0.009
(0.031)

0.411%%x
(0.038)
-0.025+
(0.014)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.002
(0.01)
0.011*
(0.006)
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Path Political Islam  Religious Intolerance Religious Violence

. . . -0.001 -0.008 -0.005
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Working (W1) (0.016) (0.016) (0.014)

- . -0.004 0 0
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Salat (W1) (0.01) (0.01) (0.009)

. . . . 0.04* 0.049** 0.049**
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) (0.018) (0.018) (0.015)
N 791 791 779
Scaled Chi-sq (df) 17.98 (14) 26.26 (14) 17.75 (14)
CFI 0.996 0.985 0.994
AGFI 0.996 0.991 0.961
RMSEA 0.019 0.033 0.019
SRMR 0.014 0.017 0.015

*E% p<.001 *¥* p<.01 * p<.05 + p<.10
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A10. Estimation Accounting for Extremism

Religious or political extremism might be a confounding factor in our analysis. Those who are
religiously extreme might be more likely to identify with a hardliner group and adopt
exclusionary attitudes. Our survey did not explicitly include a measure of religious or political
extremism. However, we can treat each of our dependent variables as a proxy of extremism.
Specifically, political Islam corresponds to the political dimension of religious extremism,
whereas religious intolerance and religious violence correspond to the social dimension of
religious extremism (Wibisono, Winnifred, and Jetten, 2019).

We reestimated our models using each dependent variable as a possible proxy for extremism.
The proxy of extremism is modeled as having a direct effect on the Wave 2’s values of the
dependent variable, moderate identification, and hardliner identification. The results are
presented below. It is clear from the tables that, even after accounting for possible indicators
of religious extremism, identification with hardliner groups continues to have positive and
statistically significant relationships with the dependent variables.

Wibisono, Susilo, Winnifred R. Louis, and Jolanda Jetten. 2019. “A Multidimensional

Analysis of Religious Extremism.” Frontiers in Psychology 10.
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02560.

A10.1. Political Islam as a Measure of Extremism

Path Religious Intolerance Religious Violence
DV (W2) ~DV (W1) 0.429%** 0.355%**
(0.034) (0.039)
DV (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1) -0.008 -0.015
(0.038) (0.022)
DV (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1) 0.155%%** 0.054*
(0.047) (0.027)
DV (W2) ~ Political Islam (W1) 0.27%*%* 0.055%*
(0.034) (0.018)
DV (W2) ~ Female (W1) -0.006 -0.027+
(0.016) (0.014)
DV (W2) ~ Age (W1) 0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001)
DV (W2) ~ Education (W1) -0.009 -0.001
(0.012) (0.01)
DV (W2) ~ Income (W1) 0.016%* 0.014%*
(0.006) (0.006)
DV (W2) ~ Working (W1) -0.009 -0.009
(0.016) (0.014)
DV (W2) ~ Salat (W1) 0 -0.002
(0.01) (0.009)
DV (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) 0.037* 0.05**
(0.018) (0.016)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ DV (W1) -0.033 -0.105
(0.032) (0.066)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1) 0.453%%* 0.445%**

(0.036) (0.037)



Path

Religious Intolerance Religious Violence

Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Political Islam (W1)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Female (W1)

Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Age (W1)

Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Education (W1)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Income (W1)

Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Working (W1)

Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Salat (W1)

Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1)

Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~DV (W1)

Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Political Islam (W1)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Female (W1)

Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Age (W1)

Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Education (W1)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Income (W1)

Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Working (W1)

Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Salat (W1)

Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1)
N

Scaled Chi-sq (df)

CFI

AGFI

RMSEA
SRMR

0.032
(0.045)
L0.119%x
(0.032)
-0.006
(0.016)
0.001
(0.001)
-0.009
(0.012)
0.016*
(0.006)
-0.009
(0.016)
0
(0.01)
0.037*
(0.018)

0.049+
(0.028)
0.001
(0.031)
0.364%%*
(0.039)
0.12]%%**
(0.028)
-0.006
(0.016)
0.001
(0.001)
-0.009
(0.012)
0.016%*
(0.006)
-0.009
(0.016)
0
(0.01)
0.037*
(0.018)

723
26.91 (14)
0.985
0.856
0.036
0.017

0.022
(0.046)
-0.136%**
(0.03)
-0.027+
(0.014)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.001
(0.01)
0.014*
(0.006)
-0.009
(0.014)
-0.002
(0.009)
0.05%*
(0.016)

0.036
(0.056)
0.008
(0.031)
0.367%%*
(0.039)
0.133%%*
(0.025)
-0.027+
(0.014)
-0.001
(0.001)
-0.001
(0.01)
0.014*
(0.006)
-0.009
(0.014)
-0.002
(0.009)
0.05%*
(0.016)

696
16.2 (14)
0.997
0.894
0.015
0.013

*EE p<.001 ** p<.01 * p<.05 + p<.10
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A10.2. Religious Intolerance as a Measure of Extremism

Path Political Islam Religious Violence
DV (W2) ~DV (W1) 0.547*** 0.375%**
(0.032) (0.04)
DV (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1) -0.047 -0.022
(0.036) (0.022)
DV (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1) 0.11* 0.059*
(0.045) (0.028)
DV (W2) ~ Religious Intolerance (W1) 0.116%** 0.021
(0.032) (0.018)
DV (W2) ~ Female (W1) -0.011 -0.025+
(0.016) (0.014)
DV (W2) ~ Age (W1) -0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001)
DV (W2) ~ Education (W1) -0.008 -0.001
(0.012) (0.011)
DV (W2) ~ Income (W1) 0.012+ 0.012*
(0.006) (0.006)
DV (W2) ~ Working (W1) -0.001 -0.008
(0.016) (0.014)
DV (W2) ~ Salat (W1) -0.007 -0.005
(0.01) (0.009)
DV (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) 0.04* 0.053***
(0.018) (0.016)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~DV (W1) -0.12%%* -0.095
(0.032) (0.068)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1) 0.451%** 0.464%***
(0.036) (0.037)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1) 0.025 0.011
(0.045) (0.046)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Religious Intolerance (W1) -0.029 -0.083%%*
(0.032) (0.03)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Female (W1) -0.011 -0.025+
(0.016) (0.014)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Age (W1) -0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Education (W1) -0.008 -0.001
(0.012) (0.011)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Income (W1) 0.012+ 0.012*
(0.006) (0.006)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Working (W1) -0.001 -0.008
(0.016) (0.014)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Salat (W1) -0.007 -0.005
(0.01) (0.009)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) 0.04* 0.053%%**
(0.018) (0.016)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ DV (W1) 0.117%** 0.031
(0.027) (0.057)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1) -0.001 -0.011

(0.031) (0.031)



Path Political Islam Religious Violence

Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1) 0.357*** 0.375%**
(0.038) (0.039)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Religious Intolerance (W1) 0.05+ 0.095%**
(0.028) (0.026)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Female (W1) -0.011 -0.025+
(0.016) (0.014)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Age (W1) -0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Education (W1) -0.008 -0.001
(0.012) (0.011)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Income (W1) 0.012+ 0.012*
(0.006) (0.006)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Working (W1) -0.001 -0.008
(0.016) (0.014)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Salat (W1) -0.007 -0.005
(0.01) (0.009)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) 0.04* 0.053*%**
(0.018) (0.016)
N 727 696
Scaled Chi-sq (df) 16.09 (14) 17.88 (14)
CFI 0.998 0.994
AGFI 0914 0.883
RMSEA 0.014 0.02
SRMR 0.014 0.014

wHk p<.001 ** p<.01 * p<.05 +p<.10

A10.3. Religious Violence as a Measure of Extremism

Path Political Islam Religious Intolerance
DV (W2) ~DV (W1) 0.593%** 0.526%**
(0.029) (0.033)
DV (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1) -0.044 -0.028
(0.036) (0.04)
DV (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1) 0.115%* 0.199%*x*
(0.045) (0.05)
DV (W2) ~ Religious Violence (W1) 0.216%** 0.167*
(0.065) (0.072)
DV (W2) ~ Female (W1) -0.004 -0.004
(0.016) (0.016)
DV (W2) ~ Age (W1) 0 0
(0.001) (0.001)
DV (W2) ~ Education (W1) -0.012 -0.007
(0.012) (0.012)
DV (W2) ~ Income (W1) 0.012+ 0.015%
(0.006) (0.006)
DV (W2) ~ Working (W1) 0.004 -0.005
(0.016) (0.016)
DV (W2) ~ Salat (W1) -0.005 -0.003

(0.01) (0.01)



Path Political Islam Religious Intolerance

DV (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) 0.039%* 0.042%*
(0.018) (0.018)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~DV (W1) -0.13%%** -0.083%**
(0.029) (0.03)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1) 0.442%** 0.462%**
(0.036) (0.037)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1) 0.017 0.009
(0.045) (0.046)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Religious Violence (W1) -0.106 -0.09
(0.065) (0.067)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Female (W1) -0.004 -0.004
(0.016) (0.016)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Age (W1) 0 0
(0.001) (0.001)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Education (W1) -0.012 -0.007
(0.012) (0.012)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Income (W1) 0.012+ 0.015%*
(0.006) (0.006)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Working (W1) 0.004 -0.005
(0.016) (0.016)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Salat (W1) -0.005 -0.003
(0.01) (0.01)
Ties: Moderate (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) 0.039* 0.042*
(0.018) (0.018)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~DV (W1) 0.139%** 0.102%**
(0.025) (0.025)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Ties: Moderate (W1) 0.007 -0.008
(0.031) (0.031)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Ties: Hardliner (W1) 0.375%%** 0.389%**
(0.039) (0.039)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Religious Violence (W1) 0.041 0.035
(0.055) (0.057)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Female (W1) -0.004 -0.004
(0.016) (0.016)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Age (W1) 0 0
(0.001) (0.001)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Education (W1) -0.012 -0.007
(0.012) (0.012)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Income (W1) 0.012+ 0.015%*
(0.006) (0.006)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Working (W1) 0.004 -0.005
(0.016) (0.016)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Salat (W1) -0.005 -0.003
(0.01) (0.01)
Ties: Hardliner (W2) ~ Religious Identity (W1) 0.039* 0.042%*
(0.018) (0.018)
N 711 708
Scaled Chi-sq (df) 15.09 (14) 21.75 (14)
CFI 0.999 0.99
AGFI 0.918 0.872

RMSEA 0.01 0.028



Path

Political Islam Religious Intolerance

SRMR

0.012 0.015

*EK p<.001 ** p<.01 * p<.05 + p<.10
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All. Sensitivity Analysis (semPower)

We conducted a sensitivity analysis using the R package semPower and the approach described
in Moshagen and Bader (Moshagen & Bader, 2024). As outlined by Lakens (2022), “A
sensitivity power analysis fixes the sample size, desired power, and alpha level, and answers
the question which effect size a study could detect with a desired power.” Our objective,
therefore, was to estimate the statistical power for different effect sizes of the path from

membership in a hardliner organization (Wave 1) to the dependent variable (Wave 2).

In semPower, given the presence of multiple paths in a cross-lagged panel model (see Figure
1 in the main text), this calculation requires information about values for the other eight paths.
Varying the values of these paths increases the computational workload of the sensitivity
analysis exponentially (for example, if each path is set to two different values, there are already
28 =256 combinations of these values). As such, for computational simplicity, we empirically
calculated the values of these paths by averaging their actual values from our analysis and

assumed that the model does not include covariates.

Standardized Coefficients in the Analysis

Parameter Necessary for the (Plugged in to the semPowpr matrix to enable estimation of
Sensitivity Analysis Hardliner > DV)

Political Islam Religious Religious

Intolerance Violence

N 738 731 706
DV - DV .597 527 .339
Moderate = Moderate 447 462 457
Hardliner = Hardliner 358 374 398
DV = Moderate -.152 -.096 -.064
DV - Hardliner .189 .139 .034
Hardliner 2 Moderate .017 .01 -.013
Moderate = Hardliner .005 -.012 -.006
Moderate > DV -.042 -.024 -.036

These specifications resulted in the following power—effect size relationships. As can be seen,
our sample size generally results in about 70% statistical power for detecting a true effect when
the effect size (standardized coefficient) of hardliner ties on the dependent variable is around
0.08. When the effect size is around .12, the probability of detecting a true effect is much
higher, at least 90% for all dependent variables.
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Statistical Power

Std. Coefficient of Hardliner 2> DV Political Religious Religious
(Effect size of “Hardliner Ties”) Islam Intolerance | Violence
.01 0.063 0.062 0.059
.02 0.104 0.098 0.087
.03 0.174 0.159 0.135
.04 0.273 0.247 0.204
.05 0.396 0.356 0.293
.06 0.530 0.480 0.396
.07 0.662 0.606 0.508
.08 0.776 0.722 0.619
.09 (actual value of Hardliner > Political Islam) 0.864 0.819 0.722
.10 (actual value of Hardliner = Religious Violence) 0.925 0.891 0.809
11 0.963 0.940 0.876
12 0.983 0.970 0.926
13 0.993 0.986 0.958
.14 (actual value of Hardliner > Religious Intolerance) 0.998 0.994 0.978
15 0.999 0.998 0.989

Lakens, D. (2022). Sample Size Justification. Collabra: Psychology, 8(1), 33267.

https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.33267

Moshagen, M., & Bader, M. (2024). sesmPower: General power analysis for structural

equation models. Behavior Research Methods, 56(4), 2901-2922.

https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-023-02254-7
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A12. Sensitivity Analysis (f2)

An alternative way to estimate the statistical power of our analysis is to disregard the cross-
lagged structure of our models and treat them simply as cases of multiple linear regressions.
This frees us from making assumptions about values of multiple paths. We can just focus on
the explanatory power of a single predictor (i.e., hardliner ties) on the dependent variable,

accounting for the combined explanatory power of the other variables.

To this task, we used the GPower software (Erdfelder, Faul, and Buchner 1996). We specified
that we were interested in a single regression coefficient in the context of a multiple regression.
Since each dependent variable is a function of ten predictors—(1) the dependent variable’s own
value in Wave 1, (2) moderate ties, (3) hardliner ties, (4) female, (5) age, (6) education, (7)
income, (8) working, (9) salat, (10) religious identity—we specified the number of predictors

to be 10. We also specified the alpha level to be 5% and the sample size to be 700.

This specification resulted in the following power—effect size relationship. Here, effect size is

defined as f? or the ratio between the dependent variable’s explained and unexplained

. R? . . . .
variance: f2 = T In the context of calculating the f2 for a single variable X, accounting for
. R%2_-R2
the explanatory power of a set of covariates Y, this would translate to f¢ = %.
XY

We can readily observe that the sample size already allows for about 80% power when f? ~
0.0115. When f2 =~ 0.015, the statistical power is about 90%. In our own analysis, the effect
size of hardliner ties on the dependent variables are 0.0116 (political Islam), 0.024 (religious

intolerance), and 0.0105 (religious violence).
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t tests - Linear multiple regression: Fixed model, single regression coefficient
Tail(s) = Two, Number of predictors = 10, & err prob = 0.05, Total sample size = 700

0.95 —

0.85 —

Power (1-B err prob)

0.8

0.75 —

T

I I I
0.014 0.016 0.018 0.02

Effect size f2

Erdfelder, Edgar, Franz Faul, and Axel Buchner. 1996. “GPOWER: A General Power Analysis
Program.” Behavior Research Methods, Instruments & Computers 28(1): 1-11.
doi:10.3758/BF03203630.




