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Appendix Table 1: Comparison of Two Ordinal Logistic Regression Models[footnoteRef:1] [1:  The table was produced, using R package texreg (Leifeld 2013).] 
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Appendix Table 2: Ordinal Logistic Regression Model with Missing Data[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The table was produced, using R package texreg (Leifeld 2013).] 
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Appendix Figure 1. Predicted probabilities of supporting for Sharia.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  We calculated marginal effects using R package Zelig (Kosuke Imai, Gary King, and Olivia Lau  2007). We used R packages reshape2 (Wickam 2007) and ggplot2 (Wickham 2009) to depict the effects.] 


We also calculated the predicted probabilities of support for Sharia (Appendix Figure 2). The dots indicate the predicted probability of supporting Sharia (with standard errors) for respondents who expressed low values (triangle) and high values (circle) of the independent variables. The Y-axis indicates the probability of the respondent supporting “Sharia” or “rather Sharia”. Since the combined support for Sharia among respondents comprises only about 15% of the sample, the percentages are relatively small substantively, but they are still meaningful in statistical sense, because the shifts are quite pronounced. 
All else equal, respondents who expressed a high level of support for private ownership of enterprises have a 8% higher chance of supporting Sharia (i.e. falling into the level 3 and 4 of our 4-level ordered dependent variable), compared to respondents who expressed a low level of support private ownership of enterprises. Support for private ownership of the means of production is associated with 65% increase in the probability of the respondent landing in the category “rather Sharia” or “Sharia.” Respondents who strive to own or already own private enterprise are about 12% more likely to support Sharia. Those respondents who seek greater regional autonomy are about 60% more likely to support Sharia. Respondents who place responsibility for corruption on the federal government are about 7% more likely to support Sharia. 



In order to illustrate the substantive impact of our independent variables, we also calculate their predicted effects on the level of support for Sharia.  Based on Model 1 (without fixed effects), we estimated the marginal effects of our independent variables. While holding all other variables in the model constant, we estimate the predicted change in support for Sharia when the key independent variables were varied from low to high values in the empirical distribution.[footnoteRef:4] The dependent variable is measured on a four-level ordinal scale and the vast majority of respondents, about 85% are in favor of secular law, so we zoom in to the area between 1.0 and 2.5 for improved visibility (Figure 3). The Y-axis shows the average value of the dependent variable when the corresponding independent variable of interest is near the bottom of its empirical range (circle) and then near the top of its empirical range (triangle). In this figure, the symbol (circle and triangle) is the mean value of support for Sharia—circles indicate high values of the independent variables and triangles indicate the low values. The bars above and below the symbol indicate the standard error around the estimated value. All of our explanatory variables are either ordinal or binary, so we used the variable’s 25th percentile as its “low” value and 75th percentile as its “high” value for four-level ordinal variables. For binary indicators, we use 0 as its “low” values and 1 as its “high” values. The visual gap between the two means can be interpreted as the difference in support for Sharia between respondents who scored low and those who scored high on that explanatory variable. Since the overall percentage of those who are willing to express their open support for sharia rule is relatively low in our sample (about 15%) – which is not surprising, given the risks - these relatively small differences in the predicted probabilities represent substantively meaningful marginal effects.  [4: 

] 

For example, when support for private ownership of “the means of production” is at 0, predicted support for Sharia is centered around 1.5. When support for private ownership of “the means of production” is at 1, predicted support for Sharia is centered around 1.8, which represents  an increase of support for Sharia of about 20%. When respondents express more support for owning a private business, their support for Sharia increases also by about 20%, from 1.4 to 1.7. When respondents want greater regional autonomy, their support for Sharia increases from 1.4 to above 1.6, which represents approximately 15% increase. When support for private ownership of enterprises is low (the 25% percentile), predicted support for Sharia is centered around 1.4. When support for private ownership of enterprises is high (the 75% percentile), support for Sharia is centered around 1.65, which represents a 15% increase in support for Sharia. “Federal Corruption”, which measures a respondent’s perception about who is responsible for the eradication of corruption – regional (Muslim) or federal (non-Muslim) authorities - also shows that the more federal authorities are blamed, the stronger the support for Sharia by about 10% from 1.5 to just above 1.65. 
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Appendix Figure 2: Marginal Effects of Significant Predictors. 95% Confidence Interval.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  We calculated marginal effects using R package Zelig (Kosuke Imai, Gary King, and Olivia Lau  2007). We used R packages reshape2 (Wickam 2007) and ggplot2 (Wickham 2009) to depict the effects.] 




References

Imai, Kosuke, King, Gary, and Lau, Olivia. 2007. “Zelig: Everyone's Statistical Software,” http://GKing.harvard.edu/zelig.

Imai, Kosuke, King, Gary, and Lau, Olivia. 2008. “Toward A Common Framework for Statistical Analysis and Development.” Journal of Computational and Graphical Statistics, 17:4, 892-913.

Leifeld, Philip. 2013. “texreg: Conversion of Statistical Model Output in R to LaTeX and HTML Tables.” Journal of Statistical Software, 55(8), 1-24. URL http://www.jstatsoft.org/v55/i08/.

Wickham, Hadley. 2009. ggplot2: Elegant Graphics for Data Analysis. Springer-Verlag, New York.

Wickham, Hadley. 2007. “Reshaping Data with the reshape Package. Journal of Statistical Software,” 21:12, 1-20. URL http://www.jstatsoft.org/v21/i12/.
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Model 1 Model 2
Private 0.15%** 0.15***
(0.06) (0.06)
Means of Production 0.68*** 0.75%**
(0.13) (0.13)
Business 0.22%** 0.20***
(0.06) (0.06)
Regional Power 0.33*** 0.26™**
(0.05) (0.05)
Fed Corruption 0.07* 0.05
(0.04) (0.04)
Age x10 —0.02 0.05
(0.30) (0.30)
Income —0.03 —0.01
(0.05) (0.05)
Unpopularity 0.31%** 0.29***
(0.05) (0.05)
Urban 0.24** 0.30***
(0.10) (0.10)
Native 0.79*** 0.61%**
(0.11) (0.12)
Male 0.13 0.11
(0.10) (0.10)
Education —0.13***  —0.10**
(0.04) (0.04)
Dissatisfied —0.11* —0.03
(0.06) (0.06)
Violence x100 —0.07
(0.20)
Average Salary x100 —0.03
(0.02)
Unemployment 0.04
(0.03)
1—2 3.07*** 1.10
(0.44) (1.97)
2—3 4.772%* 2.81
(0.45) (1.97)
3—4 6.14*** 4.26**
(0.47) (1.98)
AIC 3531.55 3474.80
BIC 3619.21 3578.89
Log Likelihood —1749.78 —1718.40
Num. obs. 1769 1769

**%5 < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05
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Private

(0.10)
Means of Production 0.41*
(0.22)
Business 0.22**
(0.10)
Regional Power 0.17**
(0.08)
Fed Corruption 0.02
(0.07)
Age x10 0.03
(0.58)
Income —0.24**
(0.11)
Unpopularity 0.17*
(0.09)
Urban —0.26
(0.19)
Native 1.07***
(0.20)
Male 0.24
(0.18)
Education —0.13*
(0.07)
Dissatisfied 0.02
(0.11)
1—2 2.30%**
(0.78)
2—3 3.91%%*
(0.79)
3—4 5.53***
(0.82)
AIC 1043.84
BIC 1112.86
Log Likelihood —505.92
Num. obs. 552
% obs. missing 69

***pn < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *» < 0.05
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