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Abstract 

Does an immigrant’s country of origin shape Americans’ immigration preferences? If so, are 

some attributes of origin countries likely to provoke particularly strong opposition over others? 

We answer these questions using three conjoint experimental studies that focus on one of these 

potential attributes: religion. In doing so we find consistent evidence of strong opposition to 

Muslim immigration. While this opposition is found across the partisan divide, it is lower among 

Democrats than Republicans. Furthermore, individual Muslim immigrants face stronger 

opposition than non-Muslims, even if they are both immigrating from Muslim-majority 

countries. Our findings suggest that exclusionary immigration policies aimed at Muslims, similar 

to Trump’s travel ban, can have non-trivial support amongst the American public. 

Methodologically, we demonstrate the limitations of relying on country of origin as a catch-all 

attribute in conjoint experiments and suggest that, instead, researchers should directly manipulate 

the relevant characteristics of potential immigrants. 

Keywords: conjoint analysis, immigration, Muslims, public opinion, religion 
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In early 2017, United States President Donald Trump enacted Executive Order 13769, which 

barred entry to the U.S. for immigrants and asylum seekers from Iran, Iraq, Libya, Somalia, 

Sudan, Syria, and Yemen. Even though legally the order concerned specific origins, popular 

culture almost instantly dubbed it a “Muslim ban” due to its targeting of immigrants from 

predominantly Muslim countries. Critics argued that the focus on origin countries was a way to 

conceal the order’s true goal: limiting Muslim immigration to the United States. Importantly, this 

interpretation was effectively endorsed by a federal judge who issued a ruling blocking the order 

from being enforced.1 Trump’s rhetoric on the campaign trail, such as calling for a temporary 

ban on Muslims entering the United States,2 likely contributed to such interpretations. 

In addition to the legal challenges, current research in the discipline also suggests that the 

executive order was a bad political move. Influential experimental findings show that Americans 

across the partisan divide do not care much about immigrant origins, especially compared with 

skill, law-abidingness, and English proficiency—a phenomenon labeled the “hidden consensus” 

(Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015). The ban itself provoked a backlash among the public, fueled 

mass protests, and likely improved favorability towards Muslim immigration as a result 

(Collingwood, Lajevardi, and Oskooii 2018). These findings are interpreted as evidence that 

Americans, instead of looking at the legal formulations regarding country of origin, perceived 

Trump’s order as religious discrimination that went against the U.S. founding principles. 

This example shows that people often try to identify relevant attributes that may be 

hiding behind country labels. This phenomenon poses an important challenge for studies 

manipulating immigrant origin as a variable of interest, a common practice in survey 

 
1  https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/volokh-conspiracy/wp/2017/02/13/federal-court-rules-against-trumps-

immigration-order-because-it-discriminates-against-muslims/ 
2  https://time.com/4367120/orlando-shooting-donald-trump-transcript/ 
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experiments. Origin country is a multidimensional characteristic that is best understood within 

the “bundle of sticks” metaphor (Sen and Wasow 2016),3 as it potentially signals a number of 

economic and cultural attributes. When survey experiments use origin as a single attribute, the 

sticks are kept in a bundle—and it has important implications for interpretation of findings. First, 

such designs do not provide information about what exactly provokes opposition to certain 

immigrant origins, with researchers only able to speculate over its impact. Second, when 

consequential and inconsequential immigrant attributes are bundled together as origin, the effects 

of the consequential attributes can be diluted, leading to underestimation of their sizes. This is 

particularly important for studies that compare the effects of immigrant origin, intended to 

represent potential cultural objections to immigrant admission, with those of unidimensional 

attributes representing economic criteria, such as skill. 

Moreover, even experiments that attempt to break immigrant origin into constituent 

dimensions tend to overlook a particularly important one: religion. Our focus on religion and 

Muslim immigration is motivated by several factors. One is the ban itself, as well as Trump’s 

rhetoric on the campaign trail, which together suggest the presence of intense anti-Muslim 

sentiment within at least some segment of the American public. Moreover, given the growing 

influence of Christian nationalism in rightwing U.S. politics (Armaly, Buckley, and Enders 2022; 

McDaniel, Nooruddin, and Shortle 2011), such sentiment can grow and attempts to enact similar 

policies could happen again. Another reason is the bias against Islam in American popular 

imagination (Kalkan, Layman, and Uslaner 2009; Lajevardi 2020; Oskooii, Dana, and Barreto 

2021), potentially leading to increased hostility toward Muslims—and, as a result, opposition to 

Muslim immigration. 

 
3  The original metaphor was applied to race, but origin country exhibits similar features: it can serve as a cue for 

multiple attributes that, nevertheless, can (and probably should) be disentangled experimentally. 
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We explore Americans’ preferences regarding immigrant origins—particularly as it 

relates to Muslims— in three complementary yet distinct conjoint-experimental studies. In Study 

1, we re-analyze the now-seminal conjoint experiment by Hainmueller and Hopkins (2015) to 

compare the effect and relative importance of immigrants’ origin countries, and Muslim-majority 

origins in particular, for admission preferences (as opposed to other factors, such as skill). In 

Study 2, we present results of a novel conjoint experiment looking at preferences for 

immigration from hypothetical countries rather than for individual immigrants—again, paying 

particular attention to the origin country’s dominant religion. Finally, Study 3 draws on data 

from an additional original conjoint experiment to compare Americans’ aversion towards 

immigrants from Muslim countries independent of personal religion, and Muslim immigrants 

independent of origin country. In terms of magnitude, the negative effect of being a Muslim on 

the probability of being preferred for admission is comparable to that of having a low-skilled job. 

The results of these three studies provide us with several important takeaways. First, 

strong opposition to Muslim immigration appears to be an important and previously under-

emphasized feature of Americans’ preferences within the broader literature on immigrant 

preferences. Second, this opposition holds across the political spectrum: both Democrats and 

Republicans disfavor Muslim immigration compared to non-Muslim immigration, although the 

relative opposition to Muslim immigrants among Republicans is more intense. Third, it is mainly 

aversion toward individual Muslim immigrants, and not the Muslim-majority origin countries, 

that appears to drive opposition to Muslim immigration among Americans. Substantively, our 

results have important implications for understanding how exclusionary immigration policies can 

be enacted in the United States in the future, when the public may support them, and why 

Muslims remain the most likely target of such policies. Finally, we make an important 
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contribution to survey-experimental methodology by demonstrating that, instead of using origin 

country as a catch-all attribute, researchers should directly include relevant cultural 

characteristics of potential immigrants, such as religion, in their conjoint-experimental designs. 

Do Immigrant Origins Matter? 

Observational studies have established that anti-immigration attitudes in the United States are 

powerfully correlated with ethnocentrism (Kinder and Kam 2009). Negative attitudes toward the 

two major immigrant groups—Hispanics and Asians—strongly predict opposition to 

immigration reform and the perception of immigration as harmful amongst the American public 

(Branton et al. 2011; Citrin et al. 1997; Valentino, Brader, and Jardina 2013). At the same time, a 

prominent attempt to causally isolate the effect of immigrants’ origin on Americans’ preferences, 

which used a conjoint experiment, showed that origin is less impactful than other attributes, such 

as skill, adherence to rules, and English proficiency (Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015). 

This finding concerning the weak effect of immigrants’ origin on Americans’ 

preferences, while prominent, is contested in the discipline. Other studies suggest that opinions 

on immigration are not completely origin-neutral. Mentioning Latinos, versus Europeans, in 

news about the costs of immigration provokes emotional responses and boosts anti-immigrant 

attitudes among U.S. whites (Brader, Valentino, and Suhay 2008). In addition, the preferences 

for law-abiding and skilled immigrants are applied by Americans inconsistently depending on 

whether the target person’s country of origin. Specifically, immigrants from Latin America are 

more strongly punished for transgressions and more strongly rewarded for high skills compared 

with immigrants from Europe (Hartman, Newman, and Bell 2014; Newman and Malhotra 2018). 

Importantly, existing conjoint-experimental studies use immigrant origin as a 

manipulated variable when comparing its effect to others such as skill and language proficiency. 



7 

But while skill is a relatively straightforward unidimensional attribute, origin is a multifaceted 

concept—or, using a metaphor from United States racial politics literature, a “bundle of sticks” 

(Sen and Wasow 2016). As a result, even if an experiment establishes that specific immigrant 

origins provoke stronger opposition than others, researchers can only speculate as to the reasons 

why. For instance, existing studies suggest that Americans’ opposition to immigrants from Iraq 

may be fueled by security concerns (Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015), whereas Mexicans may 

face suspicion due to numerical prevalence (Malhotra and Newman 2017). 

However, an immigrant’s origin might inform guesses about a host of attributes. For 

instance, Anglos’ attitudes to Hispanic immigrants are strongly affected by concerns related to 

cultural differences and perceived unwillingness to assimilate (Citrin, Reingold, and Green 1990; 

Newman, Hartman, and Taber 2012). Other studies attempt to isolate the effects of immigrants’ 

skin color on white Americans’ opinions (Hopkins 2015; Ostfeld 2017), but they do so outside of 

the conjoint framework—thus limiting the scope of potential comparisons. In this paper, we 

focus on another important attribute prominent in theories of anti-immigration backlash that may 

explain why some origins are preferred to others: immigrants’ religion. We use this example to 

demonstrate why scholars should be cautious when treating immigrant origin as a separate 

dimension in experiments studying immigration preferences. 

Attitudes to Muslims and Muslim Immigration 

Our focus on religion and Islam is informed by a well-established finding that Muslims in the 

United States—both native- and foreign-born—face particularly high levels of prejudice and 

discrimination (Lajevardi 2020). Even before the September 11th attacks, Muslims have been 

seen by the American public as a highly distinct group situated outside of the U.S. cultural 

mainstream (Kalkan, Layman, and Uslaner 2009). According to a more recent argument, such 
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attitudes may be rooted in orientalist stereotypes about Islam that single out Muslim Americans 

as a potential target of prejudice (Oskooii, Dana, and Barreto 2021). Another potential source of 

such attitudes is the consistently negative portrayal of Muslims, compared to other minority 

groups, within the U.S. media (Bleich and Van der Veen 2021; Bleich, Carpenter, and Van der 

Veen 2022; Lajevardi 2021; Nassar 2020). 

Negative attitudes towards Islam and Muslims are unequally distributed across the U.S. 

political spectrum. Republicans are more likely than Democrats to perceive Muslims as a threat 

to American culture and society (Bai 2022). Anti-Muslim attitudes predicted support for Donald 

Trump in the 2016 election (Lajevardi and Abrajano 2019), as well as voting for Republican 

presidential candidates starting from at least 2004 (Jardina and Stephens-Dougan 2021). One 

potential explanation is the growing influence of Christian nationalism, which is strongly 

correlated with negative attitudes towards Islam and Muslims (Shortle and Gaddie 2015), within 

rightwing U.S. politics. Another is the personality of Barack Obama—probably due to a 

relatively widespread conspiracy theory harbored by some segments of the conservative 

movement that he is a Muslim or was raised in a Muslim household (Tesler 2022). 

The broader anti-Muslim sentiment seems to extend onto immigrants. Compared with 

Christians, Muslims who have immigrated to the United States report higher levels of disrespect, 

media bias, and unfair labor market conditions—a finding that is replicated in other countries 

with a predominately Christian-heritage (Adida, Laitin, and Valfort 2016; Thijssen et al. 2022). 

This phenomenon applies to refugees as well. Even before Donald Trump’s election in 2016, a 

large cross-section of Americans expressed a preference for Christian asylum seekers from Syria 

over Muslim ones (Adida, Lo, and Platas 2019). 
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Other findings, however, suggest that attitudes to Muslim immigration in the United 

States are more nuanced. For instance, stronger opposition to Muslim immigrants—as opposed 

to Christian ones—can reflect social desirability bias rather than genuine preference (Creighton 

and Jamal 2015). Very religious respondents, including Christians, show affinity towards very 

religious Muslim immigrants, even if the general population is biased against Muslims more 

broadly (Berinsky et al. 2020). According to recent experimental results, Americans’ opposition 

to Muslim refugees is not unconditional and tends to be activated in the presence of economic 

threat (Filindra, Nassar, and Buyuker 2022). 

One potential reason for these conflicting findings is the difficulty in separating the effect 

of specifically religious prejudice from other stereotypes that Americans are known to have 

about Muslims. For instance, attitudes to Muslims are strongly correlated with old-fashioned 

racism and dehumanization—thus suggesting that racial animus plays a role in anti-Muslim 

prejudice (Lajevardi and Oskooii 2018). Another salient stereotype about Muslims amongst the 

U.S. public concerns violence (Sides and Gross 2013), thus making it possible to frame 

opposition to Muslim immigration using security concerns. Therefore, we argue that 

experimental studies aiming to isolate the effect of religion on Americans’ attitudes towards 

Muslim immigration should use multidimensional designs that allow for the manipulation of 

several attributes of interest simultaneously. 

Outline of the Three Studies 

The literature reviewed above leaves two questions largely unanswered. First, even though 

scholars seem to agree that opinions on immigration in the United States are not origin-neutral, 

how powerful is origin country exactly—especially compared with other economic and cultural 

attributes of immigrants? Second, what aspects of origin as a complex attribute are the most 
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consequential for Americans’ immigration preferences—and what role does immigrant religion, 

and Islam in particular, play in natives’ attitudes? 

We answer these questions in three studies that rely on conjoint analysis, a method 

prominently used to explore immigration preferences (Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner 

2016; Clayton, Ferwerda, and Horiuchi 2021; Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015; Kage, 

Rosenbluth, and Tanaka 2022). The main benefit of conjoint analysis for our purposes is its 

multidimensional character (Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto 2014). It allows us to 

manipulate country of origin and religion as distinct variables, as well as compare their effects to 

those of other attributes such as skill. In addition, conjoint analysis may help to alleviate social 

desirability bias (Horiuchi, Markovich, and Yamamoto 2022), which can be particularly 

important for a sensitive topic like immigration. Finally, conjoint experiments have been 

validated as a measure of preferences on both the aggregate and individual levels (Hainmueller, 

Hangartner, and Yamamoto 2015; Jenke et al. 2021). 

In Study 1, we re-analyze the influential conjoint experiment on immigrant admission by 

Hainmueller and Hopkins (2015), focusing on Americans’ readiness to accept immigrants from 

Muslim-majority countries. Study 2 explores Americans’ preferences with respect to 

immigration from hypothetical countries using an original conjoint-experimental design that 

compares the effect of country’s majority religion to other attributes. Finally, in Study 3 we 

implement a novel conjoint experiment that separately manipulates the majority religion of an 

immigrant’s origin country and the immigrant’s personal religion. 

Study 1 

In this study, we re-analyze data from the now seminal conjoint experiment on immigrant 

admission in the United States by Hainmueller and Hopkins (2015), which drew from a national 
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probability sample of 1,404 U.S. adults. The experiment followed the standard conjoint design, 

in which respondents were presented with five paired profiles of hypothetical individuals 

described in terms of nine attributes (education, gender, origin, language, reason for application, 

occupation, job experience, employment plans, and prior trips to the United States), and then 

asked to indicate the individual from the pair they would prefer for admission. 

We have three goals as part of this re-analysis. One is to compare the effect and relative 

importance of immigrants’ origin countries for admission preferences as opposed other factors, 

such as skill. The second goal is to test whether immigrants from Muslim countries are 

systematically disfavored in Americans’ immigrant admission preferences. Finally, we are 

interested in preferences for Muslim-majority versus non-Muslim majority origins among 

Democrats and Republicans. 

Results 

We start with re-estimating the average marginal component effects (AMCEs) for the origin 

attribute in the immigrant admission conjoint. As a benchmark, we choose AMCEs for 

occupation, the most important attribute within the “skill premium” model of immigration 

preferences. We estimate AMCEs using the standard procedure: an OLS regression with 

standard errors clustered by respondent. Since attribute values for origin and skill have been 

randomized independently, we estimate the two sets of AMCEs in two separate regression 

models.4 We use the most preferred attribute values as the baselines: “Germany” for origin and 

“Doctor” for occupation. 

Results are presented in Figure 1 with attribute values arranged by the AMCE magnitude 

from the most preferred to the least preferred. Therefore, the presented effects can be interpreted 

 
4  When estimating AMCEs for origin, we control for the application reason since randomizations of these two 

attributes are not independent. 
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as the relative difference, in percentage points, for the probability of being chosen for admission 

vis-à-vis the most preferred category. Overall, the effects of occupation are clearly greater, with 

the maximum relative difference being almost twice as large when compared with origin (23 

percentage points for waiter versus doctor and 14 percentage points for Iraq versus Germany). At 

the same time, the relative difference between Iraq and Germany is approximately equal in 

magnitude to the one between nurse and doctor. The differences in admission probability 

between immigrants from Germany and Somalia (seven percentage points), in turn, is 

comparable to the one between a teacher and a waiter. Overall, the effects of origin, while being 

lower on average than those of occupation, are by no means trivial. 

 

 
Figure 1. Effects of origin and occupation on probability of being chosen for admission, Study 1 

 

It is easy to see that the three countries at the bottom of Americans’ admission preference 

hierarchy are also the only three Muslim-majority ones on the list: Iraq, Somalia, and Sudan. To 
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assess the difference in admission preferences between Muslim and non-Muslim origins, we re-

estimate the model above dichotomizing the origin attribute values. Results show that the 

corresponding difference is eight percentage points (p < .001), with Muslim-majority origins 

being less preferred for admission. When only Christian-majority and Muslim-majority countries 

are contrasted, the corresponding difference is 9.5 percentage points (p < .001).5 For comparison, 

the average difference in admission probabilities for immigrants with low- versus high-skilled 

occupations is 10 percentage points (p < .001).6 

Finally, we explore potential differences in opposition to admitting Muslim immigrants 

across the partisan divide. Specifically, we re-estimate the differences in probabilities of 

admitting immigrants from Muslim-majority versus non-Muslim majority countries separately 

for self-identified Democrats and Republicans.7 Results are presented in Table 1 as the 

corresponding marginal means (Leeper, Hobolt, and Tilley 2020), as well as the differences 

between them. Since marginal means should not be compared to zero, we present 95% 

confidence intervals without standard significance tests. On average, both Democrats and 

Republicans show lower favorability towards immigrants from Muslim-majority countries 

compared with non-Muslim ones. At the same time, this favorability difference is 2.5 times 

greater among Republicans. This is an important deviation from the “hidden consensus” 

interpretation—at least in preference intensity, although not in direction. 

 

 

 

 
5  Christian-majority countries: France, Germany, Mexico, the Philippines, Poland. 
6  Low-skilled occupations: waiter, janitor, childcare provider, gardener, construction worker. High-skilled 

occupations: doctor, research scientist, computer programmer, financial analyst, nurse, teacher. 
7  For this analysis, leaners are treated as partisans whereas “pure” independents are excluded. 
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Table 1. Preferences with respect to origin countries by partisanship, Study 1 

  Full sample Democrats Republicans 

Marginal means       

Muslim country 44.2 46.5 41.6 

  [42.8, 45.7] [44.6, 48.5] [39.4, 43,7] 

Non-Muslim country 52.4 51.4 53.6 

  [51.8, 53.0] [50.6, 52.3] [52.7, 54.5] 

Difference (AMCE) −8.2 −4.9 −12.0 

  [−10.2, −6.1] [−7.6, −2.2] [−15.1, −9.0] 

Note. Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals. Entries are percentage points 

 

Discussion 

The re-analysis of the influential conjoint experiment by Hainmueller and Hopkins (2015) has 

yielded support for our theoretical conjectures. First, Americans clearly discriminate between 

more and less preferred immigrant origins. Second, Christian European countries seem to occupy 

the top of this preference hierarchy, whereas Muslim countries are at the bottom.8 Third, Muslim 

origins are significantly disfavored in Americans’ immigrant admission preferences, with the 

magnitude of this effect being almost as large as the corresponding difference between low- and 

high-skilled occupations. Fourth, both Democrats and Republicans are less likely to choose 

immigrants from Muslim countries for admission—but this effect is stronger for Republicans.  

It is necessary to emphasize that, for the most part, our findings do not substantively 

differ from the ones originally reported by Hainmueller and Hopkins (2015): countries of origin 

do matter, but the corresponding effects are smaller in magnitude than those of skill. Our goals 

are to (a) underscore that the effects of origin are still non-trivial, (b) highlight the difference 

between Muslim-majority and non-Muslim majority countries in terms of Americans’ immigrant 

 
8  For a similar finding in an observational study, see Zhirkov (2021b). 
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admission decisions, and (c) assess a divergence in partisan preferences with respect to 

immigrants from Muslim-majority countries. 

However, the results presented in Study 1 have an important limitation related to the 

nature of the origin attribute. Since country of birth potentially signals a number of 

characteristics other than religion, it is difficult to attribute the lower relative preference for 

immigrants from Iraq, Somalia, and Sudan to the countries’ Muslim majorities. For instance, 

opposition to immigrants from Iraq can be motivated by a perceived security threat (Hainmueller 

and Hopkins 2015, 539). We address this limitation in Study 2, in which we ask respondents 

about preferences for admitting immigrants from hypothetical countries with randomized 

attributes—including religion. 

Study 2 

In Study 2, we aimed to disentangle different aspects of origin countries that could impact 

Americans’ opinions about immigrants. To do so we collected data from 1,487 U.S. adults using 

a Lucid panel. Lucid provides access to inexpensive convenience samples that are similar to 

nationally representative surveys (such as the American National Election Studies) on a number 

of important benchmarks (Coppock and McClellan 2019). Sample demographics can be found in 

Supplementary Material.  

Respondents started by completing a conjoint experiment that asked respondents about 

preferences for immigration from hypothetical countries rather than individual immigrants. The 

conjoint preamble mentioned country quotas in some U.S. immigration programs and asked 

respondents what kinds of countries should get preference in a new quota system if one was 

adopted. Each respondent made ten choices out of 20 country profiles. Countries were described 

in terms of seven attributes. One of them was the main variable of interest: the country’s 
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majority religion. A country could be described as Christian, Muslim, or non-religious. As 

additional attributes we chose the following: world region, national income, political regime, 

Cold War bloc, recent civil unrest, and number of immigrants from the country already in the 

United States. See Table 2 for the full list of attributes and potential values. 

 

Table 2. Conjoint attributes and values, Study 2 

Attribute Values 

World region Europe 

  Africa 

  Asia 

  Latin America 

  Middle East 

Dominant religion Christian 

  Muslim 

  Non-religious 

National income High 

  Medium 

 Low 

Political regime Democracy 

  Autocracy 

Cold War bloc Western 

  Soviet 

  None 

Recent civil unrest Yes 

  No 

Immigrants currently in the U.S. Many 

  Few 

 

To avoid unrealistic country profiles, we implemented several profile constraints. 

Countries from Africa and the Middle East could not be described as non-religious, whereas 

Latin American countries were restricted from being described as Muslim. European countries 

could not be described as having low national income whereas African countries were restricted 

from being described as high-income. The order of the attributes was randomized across 

respondents. See Figure 2 for an example of country profiles as presented to respondents. 

 



17 

 
Figure 2. Experimental design, Study 2 

 

Results 

We start by estimating AMCEs for all respondents. Results are presented in Figure 3. Since (as 

discussed above) the randomization of some attributes is not independent, we estimate all effects 

in the same OLS regression. Standard errors are clustered by respondent. Estimates show that 

Americans are less favorable toward immigration from countries that are: non-religious (versus 

Christian), in Africa or the Middle East (compared to Europe), autocratic (versus democratic), 

historic allies of the USSR (rather than the West), and sending many immigrants to the U.S. 
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(versus few). Interestingly, immigrants from countries that have recently experienced civil unrest 

are more welcome than those from peaceful origins—perhaps for humanitarian reasons. 

 

 
Figure 3. Effects of country attributes on probability of being preferred for increased 

immigration quotas, Study 2 

 

However, the single strongest effect is the difference in favorability toward immigrants 

from Muslim versus Christian countries—it amounts to 13.6 percentage points, with Muslim 

countries being less preferred for immigration quota increases. The magnitude of the second 
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strongest preference (difference in favorability to immigrants from countries allied with the 

USSR versus the West during the Cold War; approximately five percentage points) is almost 

three times lower. 

Since the results of Study 1 indicated the presence of partisan differences in terms of 

opposition to immigration from Muslim countries between Democrats and Republicans, we 

estimate the same model separately for the two groups. The results are presented in Figure 4. 

They show that, in agreement with the “hidden consensus” framework, Democrats and 

Republicans exhibit mostly similar directions of relative preferences with regards to which 

countries should be given priority in the hypothetical quota system overhaul. 

There are two exceptions, however. The first one concerns the effects of the national 

income attribute: Democrats are more positive toward immigrants from poorer countries (versus 

rich ones), whereas Republicans show the opposite relative preference direction. The second 

exception is preferences with respect to religion. Republicans show lower favorability toward 

immigrants from secular countries (versus Christian ones) whereas Democrats do not make this 

distinction. Moreover, even though both Democrats and Republicans show lower favorability 

towards immigration from Muslim (rather than Christian) countries, this effect is 2.5 times as 

strong for Republicans (20 vs. 8 percentage points; p < .001). 
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Figure 4. Effects of country attributes on probability of being preferred for increased 

immigration quotas, by respondents’ partisanship, Study 2 

 

The latter conclusion is also supported by comparing the marginal means presented in 

Table 4. Muslim countries are the only category with the marginal mean below 50 percentage 

points, and this preference against immigration from Muslim-majority societies is true for both 

Democrats and Republicans. 
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Table 4. Marginal means for the dominant religion attribute by partisanship, Study 2 

  Full sample Democrats Republicans 

Christian 54.7 52.1 57.9 

  [53.9, 55.6] [51.0, 53.3] [56.5, 59.3] 

Muslim 41.2 44.0 37.5 

  [40.1, 42.2] [42.6, 45.5] [35.8, 39.2] 

Non-religious 51.3 51.9 50.7 

  [50.3, 52.5] [50.3, 53.5] [48.9, 52.6] 

Note. Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals. Entries are percentage points. 

 

Discussion 

Our goal in Study 2 has been to disentangle majority religion and other attributes that may 

impact Americans’ opposition to specific origin countries. To achieve this, we implemented an 

original conjoint design that asked respondents to express preferences with respect to 

immigration from hypothetical countries rather than individual immigrants. We find that 

dominant religion is the single strongest factor in respondents’ decisions on which country 

should be given immigration quota preferences. The estimated difference in probabilities of 

being chosen for the hypothetical quota increase between Muslim and Christian countries is 

almost three time greater than its closest competitor (the difference between countries that were 

Soviet versus U.S. allies during the Cold War). In addition, we demonstrate that while both 

Democrats and Republicans disfavor immigration from Muslim countries (versus. Christian 

ones), this preference is much more intense among Republicans. 

So far, we have established that that there appears to be a Muslim penalty in Americans’ 

immigration preferences. However, neither study presented so far has explicitly addressed a 

hypothetical immigrants’ religion alongside their country of origin. To ascertain whether it is 

Muslim countries or Muslim individuals that are driving this prejudice, we turn to one final study 

featuring another original conjoint experiment. 
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Study 3 

Our goal in this study was to compare Americans’ aversion towards immigrants from Muslim 

countries independent of personal religion, and Muslim immigrants independent of origin 

country, respectively. Responses were solicited from 1,743 U.S. adults on Amazon Mechanical 

Turk (MTurk) in 2017. Compared with national benchmarks such as the American National 

Election Studies, our sample had more college-educated, liberal, and female respondents.9 The 

study utilized a forced-choice conjoint design to assess the respondent’s preferences regarding 

immigrants’ attributes. Respondents were presented with five paired profiles of hypothetical 

immigrants (ten profiles total) and asked to choose which immigrant of the two they would 

prefer to join their communities.10 The choice was coded 1 for each preferred immigrant from a 

pair and 0 otherwise. Profiles were described in terms of ten attributes with randomized values. 

For the country-of-origin attribute values, we selected two countries from Western 

Europe, Southeast Europe, East Africa, South Asia, and the Middle East that had at least one 

Muslim-majority country (Western Europe was the only exception). For the first country from 

each region, preference was given to ones that, at some point in recent history, was a target of 

U.S. military occupation or operation. We expected these countries to be more recognizable 

because of American media attention. These included: Afghanistan, Bosnia–Herzegovina, Iraq, 

Pakistan, the Philippines, and Somalia. Then, a second country from the same vicinity was 

chosen to maximize religious and regional variation. Specifically, we selected Kyrgyzstan, 

Macedonia,11 Jordan, India, Indonesia, and Ethiopia. 

 
9  Such differences from national probability benchmarks are standard for MTurk samples, and the latter are 

ultimately more diverse than other common convenience samples (Berinsky, Huber, and Lenz 2012). See 

Supplementary Material for the sample demographics. 
10  This formulation was inspired by the now-discontinued practice of municipality-level naturalization referenda 

in Switzerland (Hainmueller and Hangartner 2013, 2019). 
11  Now known as North Macedonia; the country’s name was changed after the experiment was run. 
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Israel and Syria were included as an additional country pairing from the Middle East. 

Israel was chosen because of its longstanding history as an ally of the United States and its status 

as the only Jewish majority country. Syria was selected to account for the attention that it had 

recently received due to the civil war and subsequent refugee crisis. Finally, Belgium and the 

United Kingdom were chosen to represent Western Europe. 

For the personal religion attribute values, we selected atheism, Christianity, Islam, 

Judaism, and Hinduism. See Table 3 for potential values of the country and religion attributes. 

 

Table 3. Conjoint attributes and values, Study 3 

Attribute Values 

Country of Origin Afghanistan 

 Kyrgyzstan 

 Bosnia-Herzegovina 

 Macedonia 

 Belgium 

 United Kingdom 

 Ethiopia 

 Somalia 

 India 

 Pakistan 

 Indonesia 

 The Philippines 

 Iraq 

 Jordan 

 Israel 

 Syria 

Religion Christian 

 Atheist 

 Hindu 

 Jewish 

 Muslim 

Note. Other attributes: age, gender, education, employment plans, profession, language skills, 

reasons for applying, and prior trips to the United States. 
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Eight additional conjoint attributes— age, gender, education, employment plans, 

profession, language skills, reasons for applying, and prior trips to the United States—were 

selected from the existing literature. See Figure 5 for an example of paired profiles. 

 

 
Figure 5. Experimental design, Study 3 

 

Several restrictions were embedded into the design to prevent implausible profiles from 

appearing during the randomization process. Most importantly, immigrants from certain 

countries were restricted from having specific religions. Also, immigrants from Belgium and the 
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United Kingdom were restricted from immigrating due to political persecution, while Christians 

from the same two countries were restricted from immigrating due to religious persecution. 

Results 

We start by estimating AMCEs for the main attributes of interest: origin and religion. Since 

randomizations of country and religion attribute values are mutually restricted, AMCEs for them 

are estimated simultaneously.12 Results are presented in Figure 6 from most preferred categories 

to the least preferred ones. In terms of countries, the most preferred immigrant origins are 

Belgium and the United Kingdom. The least preferred origin for admission is Afghanistan. The 

estimated difference in admission probability between them is 6.7 percentage points. 

 

 
Figure 6. Effects of origin and religion on probability of being chosen for admission, Study 3 

 

 
12  We also control for the application reason since its randomization depends on origin and religion. 
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Like Studies 1 and 2, we find an immigrant origin hierarchy with Western European 

countries (Belgium and the United Kingdom) at the top and Muslim-majority countries at the 

bottom. The only four origins that are significantly less likely to be preferred for admission 

compared with West European ones are all Muslim-majority countries: Afghanistan, Jordan, 

Kyrgyzstan, and Pakistan. The same four countries, plus Somalia, make the five least preferred 

origins—meaning that all of them are, again, Muslim-majority ones. 

In contrast to Hainmueller and Hopkins (2015), however, we do not find Iraq to be 

among the least preferred immigrant origins. This finding highlights the situational character of 

preferences with respect to origin countries, and perhaps role of media coverage. Even though 

potential reasons for Americans to be particularly opposed to immigrants from Afghanistan and 

Iraq may be similar (such as perceived security threats), the salience of specific countries seems 

to be in flux—which further highlights the challenges of relying on country of origin without the 

context of attributes (such as religion) when assessing immigration preferences. 

Respondents also have a preference hierarchy with respect to immigrants’ religion. 

Atheists, Hindus, and Jews are all less preferred for admission than Christians, and significantly 

so. The corresponding differences in probabilities are approximately five percentage points for 

each of these three non-Christian groups. However, the difference is much greater for Muslims: 

they are 13.5 percentage points less likely to be chosen for admission compared with Christians. 

When comparing the two attributes, the effect of religion is clearly greater than the one 

for origin. The estimated difference in probability of being chosen for admission between the 

most and the least preferred origins (Belgium versus Afghanistan) is comparable to the 

corresponding difference between Christian and Jewish immigrants—while being twice as small 

as the difference between Christians and Muslims. 
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From here we implement an analysis that simultaneously contrasts preferences for 

immigrants from Muslim-majority versus non-Muslim majority countries, and for Muslim 

immigrants versus adherents of other religions. Under this specification, we find a relatively 

small difference for the origin attribute: immigrants from Muslim-majority countries are only 1.8 

percentage points less likely to be chosen for admission compared with the rest (p < .05). The 

corresponding difference between Muslims and adherents of other religions is more than 10 

percentage points, with non-Muslims being preferred (p < .001). Interestingly, the difference in 

probability of being chosen for admission between immigrants with low- vs. high-skilled 

occupations is lower in magnitude (8.1 percentage points) and not significantly different from 

Muslims vs. non-Muslims (p = .152).13 

As the final step of analysis, we contrast preferences for both Muslim-majority origins 

and Muslim religion across the partisan divide. Results are presented in Table 5. They show that 

Republicans are less likely to prefer admitting immigrants from Muslim-majority countries than 

from non-Muslim ones, whereas Democrats do not have a relative preference in this regard. At 

the same time, both Democrats and Republicans have preferences against individual immigrants 

described as Muslims when compared with Christians—but the effect for Republicans is three 

times stronger. These findings are in line with those reported in Studies 1 and 2: on average, all 

Americans express lower favorability toward Muslim immigrants, but this effect is much more 

pronounced among Republicans compared with Democrats. 

  

 
13  Low- and high skilled occupations are the same as in Study 1. 
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Table 5. Preferences with respect to immigrants’ origins and religion by partisanship, Study 3 

  Full sample Democrats Republicans 

Origin       

Marginal means    

Muslim country 49.2 49.9 47.3 

  [48.4, 49.9] [48.7, 51.1] [45.9, 48.8] 

Non-Muslim country 51.0 50.1 53.3 

  [50.1, 51.8] [48.7, 51.4] [51.5, 55.2] 

Difference (AMCE) −1.8 −0.2 −6.0 

  [−3.4, −0.3] [−0.3, 0.2] [−9.3, −2.7] 

Religion    

Marginal means    

Islam 42.7 45.5 37.3 

  [41.4, 44.0] [43.5, 47.6] [34.7, 39.9] 

Other religion 53.0 51.8 55.3 

  [52.4, 53.5] [51.0, 52.6] [54.2, 56.4] 

Difference (AMCE) −10.3 −6.3 −18.0 

  [−12.1, −8.5] [−9.1, −3.4] [−21.7, −14.3] 

Note. Point estimates and 95% confidence intervals. Entries are percentage points. 

 

Discussion 

The results of Study 3 once again confirm the presence of religion-based preferences for 

immigrant admission among Americans. Specifically, Muslim countries are situated at the 

bottom of Americans’ admission preferences, while Western European countries are at the top. 

Similarly, Muslims are less preferred for admission than any other religious group—and much 

less so compared with Christians. In agreement with Studies 1 and 2, these results differ across 

party lines, with Republicans showing significantly stronger preferences against both Muslim 

origins countries and individual Muslim immigrants. 

Study 3 also answers the question raised by the results of Study 2: Do Americans 

primarily oppose immigration from Muslim countries? Or is the deciding factor the religion of 

individual immigrants? Estimates from a conjoint experiment that manipulated both origin 

countries and the religion of individual immigrants unequivocally indicates that the latter is the 

main factor. The difference in probability of being chosen for admission between a Christian and 
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a Muslim is almost two times greater than the corresponding difference between an immigrant 

from Belgium and one from Afghanistan. When we simply contrast immigrants from Muslim-

majority versus non-Muslim majority countries and Muslim immigrants versus adherents of 

other religions, the difference factor grows to more than five—with personal religion being more 

consequential than country of origin. Furthermore, relative preference for non-Muslim 

immigrants is comparable in magnitude to preference for those with high-skilled jobs. 

Conclusion 

Does country of origin determine opposition to immigration among Americans, or is it 

obfuscating prejudice that is specific to Muslim immigrants? The evidence we have presented 

from three distinct conjoint experiments is consistent with several conclusions. First, opposition 

to Muslim immigration is almost uniformly shared by Americans—something that has so far 

been under-emphasized in the broader literature on immigration in the United States. Second, 

this opposition to Muslim immigration, while more intense among Republicans, is not unique to 

them. Both Democrats and Republicans are less likely to express support for Muslim immigrants 

as opposed to Christians, the non-religious, and other major world religions (including Hindus 

and Jews). Finally, it is primarily opinions about individual Muslim immigrants, and not their 

origin countries, that drives anti-immigrant preferences. While there is a significant difference 

between the preference for an immigrant from a non-Muslim versus Muslim origin country, this 

difference pales in comparison to the difference between a Muslim immigrant and an immigrant 

from any other religious or non-religious background. Moreover, the degree to which Americans 

prefer to not admit Muslim immigrants is roughly equal to their aversion toward those with low-

skilled occupations. 
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An important methodological contribution of this paper is the new light it sheds on the 

weak effects of immigrant origin on Americans’ preferences reported in prior literature. 

Previously estimated effects of the origin attribute likely also capture the effect of religion (and 

Islam specifically), but may have also diluted it by wrapping it together with less important 

characteristics that origin country may signal. Our results suggest that immigrant country of 

origin may be less important than more specific individual attributes—and that inclusion of the 

origin attribute may in fact be a hindrance instead of a help in conjoint-experimental settings 

where other attributes (such as religion) are absent. Therefore, researchers should carefully 

consider selecting theoretically relevant conjoint attributes to be used alongside, or even instead 

of, origin. Doing so would help ensure that origin does capture a variety of other (unpresented) 

attributes associated with it serving as a “bundle of sticks” (Sen and Wasow 2016). 

Our substantive result regarding a strong and relatively uniform opposition to Muslim 

immigration among Americans creates potential opportunities for further research. For instance, 

future experiments may manipulate the religiosity of Muslim immigrants to see whether it 

moderates the level of opposition—especially among the most religious natives (Berinsky et al. 

2020). In addition, our results can be replicated in other contexts to see whether opposition to 

Muslim immigration and the primacy of religion over origin are unique to the United States or 

extend to other parts of the world.14 Finally, our results do not speak to whether unwillingness to 

admit Muslim immigrants among Americans is motivated by racial prejudice (Lajevardi and 

Oskooii 2018; Zhirkov 2021a), or by concerns about high levels of moral traditionalism 

sometimes associated with Islam (Choi, Poertner, and Sambanis 2021; Helbling and 

Traunmueller 2018; Thomsen and Terkelsen 2022). 

 
14  For instance, respondents in Cote d’Ivoire do not discriminate against Muslim immigrants or non-Christians 

more generally (Cogley, Doces, and Whitaker 2019). 
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Our findings also have important implications for the real-world politics of immigration 

and anti-Muslim prejudice in the United States. Some recent studies have reached optimistic 

conclusions by demonstrating that appeals to the inclusive elements of American identity can 

override bias against Islam and Muslims (Collingwood, Lajevardi, and Oskooii 2018). Results of 

our experiments draw a darker picture: Americans strongly oppose Muslim immigration, and this 

opposition is relatively uniform. Supporters of the two major American political parties are less 

favorable to Muslim immigrants (although it is less pronounced among Democrats). Given this 

reality, haphazard policies such as the 2017 “Muslim ban” can find support among a broad swath 

of the U.S. citizenry—and it means that politicians may again try to enact them in the future. 

  



32 

References 

Adida, Claire L., David D. Laitin, and Marie-Anne Valfort. 2016. Why Muslim Integration Fails 

in Christian-Heritage Societies. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Adida, Claire L., Adeline Lo, and Melina R. Platas. 2019. “Americans Preferred Syrian Refugees 

Who Are Female, English-Speaking, and Christian on the Eve of Donald Trump’s 

Election.” PloS One 14 (10): e0222504. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0222504 

Armaly, Miles T., David T. Buckley, and Adam M. Enders. 2022. “Christian Nationalism 

and Political Violence: Victimhood, Racial Identity, Conspiracy, and Support 

or the Capitol Attacks.” Political Behavior 44: 937–60. 

Bai, Hui. 2022. “Perceived Muslim Population Growth Triggers Divergent Perceptions and 

Reactions from Republicans and Democrats.” Group Processes & Intergroup Relations. 

Published ahead of print. https://doi.org/10.1177/13684302221084850 

Bansak, Kirk, Jens Hainmueller, and Dominik Hangartner. 2016. “How Economic, 

Humanitarian, and Religious Concerns Shape European Attitudes toward Asylum 

Seekers.” Science 354 (6309): 217–22. 

Berinsky, Adam J., Gregory A. Huber, and Gabriel S. Lenz. 2012. “Evaluating Online Labor 

Markets for Experimental Research: Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk.” Political Analysis 

20 (3): 351–68. 

Berinsky, Adam J., Tesalia Rizzo, Leah R. Rosenzweig, and Elisha Heaps. 2020. “Attribute 

Affinity: US Natives’ Attitudes toward Immigrants.” Political Behavior 42 (3): 745–68. 



33 

Bleich, Erik, Jeffrey Carpenter, and A. Maurits van der Veen. 2022. “Assessing the Effect of 

Media Tone on Attitudes Toward Muslims: Evidence From an Online Experiment.” 

Politics and Religion. Published ahead of print. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048321000328 

Bleich, Erik, and A. Maurits van der Veen. 2021. “Media Portrayals of Muslims: A Comparative 

Sentiment Analysis of American Newspapers, 1996–2015.” Politics, Groups, and 

Identities 9 (1): 20–39. 

Brader, Ted, Nicholas A. Valentino, and Elizabeth Suhay. 2008. “What Triggers Public 

Opposition to Immigration? Anxiety, Group Cues, and Immigration Threat.” American 

Journal of Political Science 52 (4): 959–78. 

Branton, Regina, Erin C. Cassese, Bradford S. Jones, and Chad Westerland. 2011. “All Along 

the Watchtower: Acculturation Fear, Anti-Latino Affect, and Immigration.” Journal of 

Politics 73 (3): 664–79. 

Choi, Donghyun Danny, Mathias Poertner, and Nicholas Sambanis. 2021. “The Hijab Penalty: 

Feminist Backlash to Muslim Immigrants.” American Journal of Political Science. 

Published ahead of print. https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12627 

Citrin, Jack, Donald P. Green, Christopher Muste, and Cara Wong. 1997. “Public Opinion 

Toward Immigration Reform: The Role of Economic Motivations.” Journal of Politics 59 

(3): 858–81. 

Citrin, Jack, Beth Reingold, and Donald P. Green. 1990. “American Identity and the Politics of 

Ethnic Change.” Journal of Politics 52 (4): 1124–54. 

Clayton, Katherine, Jeremy Ferwerda, and Yusaku Horiuchi. 2021. “Exposure to Immigration 

and Admission Preferences: Evidence from France.” Political Behavior 43: 175–200. 



34 

Cogley, Nathaniel Terence, John Andrew Doces, and Beth Elise Whitaker. 2019. “Which 

Immigrants Should Be Naturalized? Which Should Be Deported? Evidence from a 

Survey Experiment in Cote d’Ivoire.” Political Research Quarterly 72 (3): 653–68. 

Collingwood, Loren, Nazita Lajevardi, and Kassra A. R. Oskooii. 2018. “A Change of Heart? 

Why Individual-Level Public Opinion Shifted against Trump’s ‘Muslim Ban’.” Political 

Behavior 40 (4): 1035–72. 

Coppock, Alexander, and Oliver A. McClellan. 2019. “Validating the Demographic, Political, 

Psychological, and Experimental Results Obtained from a New Source of Online Survey 

Respondents.” Research and Politics 6 (1). https://doi.org/10.1177/2053168018822174 

Creighton, Mathew J., and Amaney Jamal. 2015. “Does Islam Play a Role in Anti-immigrant 

Sentiment? An Experimental Approach.” Social Science Research 53: 89–103. 

Filindra, Alexandra, Rita L. Nassar, and Beyza E. Buyuker. 2022. “The Conditional Relationship 

between Cultural and Economic Threats in White Americans’ Support for Refugee 

Relocation Programs.” Social Science Quarterly 103 (3): 686–98. 

Hainmueller, Jens, and Dominik Hangartner. 2013. “Who Gets a Swiss Passport? A Natural 

Experiment in Immigrant Discrimination.” American Political Science Review 107 (1): 

159–87. 

Hainmueller, Jens, and Dominik Hangartner. 2019. “Does Direct Democracy Hurt Immigrant 

Minorities? Evidence from Naturalization Decisions in Switzerland.” American Journal 

of Political Science 63 (3): 530–47. 

Hainmueller, Jens, Dominik Hangartner, and Teppei Yamamoto. 2015. “Validating Vignette and 

Conjoint Survey Experiments against Real-World Behavior.” Proceedings of the 

National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 112 (8): 2395–2400. 



35 

Hainmueller, Jens, and Daniel J. Hopkins. 2015. “The Hidden American Immigration 

Consensus: A Conjoint Analysis of Attitudes toward Immigrants.” American Journal of 

Political Science 59 (3): 529–48. 

Hainmueller, Jens, Daniel J. Hopkins, and Teppei Yamamoto. 2014. “Causal Inference in 

Conjoint Analysis: Understanding Multidimensional Choices via Stated Preference 

Experiments.” Political Analysis 22 (1): 1–30. 

Hartman, Todd K., Benjamin J. Newman, and C. Scott Bell. 2014. “Decoding Prejudice Toward 

Hispanics: Group Cues and Public Reactions to Threatening Immigrant Behavior.” 

Political Behavior 36 (1): 143–66. 

Helbling, Marc, and Richard Traunmueller. 2020. “What Is Islamophobia? Disentangling 

Citizens’ Feelings toward Ethnicity, Religion and Religiosity using a Survey 

Experiment.” British Journal of Political Science 50 (3): 811–28. 

Hopkins, Daniel J. 2015. “The Upside of Accents: Language, Inter-group Difference, and 

Attitudes toward Immigration.” British Journal of Political Science 45 (3): 531–57. 

Horiuchi, Yusaku, Zachary Markovich, and Teppei Yamamoto. 2022. “Does Conjoint Analysis 

Mitigate Social Desirability Bias?” Political Analysis 30 (4): 535–49. 

Jardina, Ashley, and LaFleur Stephens-Dougan. 2021. “The Electoral Consequences of Anti-

Muslim Prejudice.” Electoral Studies 72: 102364. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2021.102364 

Jenke, Libby, Kirk Bansak, Jens Hainmueller, and Dominik Hangartner. 2021. “Using Eye-

Tracking to Understand Decision-Making in Conjoint Experiments.” Political Analysis 

29 (1): 75–101. 

Kage, Rieko, Frances M. Rosenbluth, and Seiki Tanaka. 2022. “Varieties of Public Attitudes 



36 

toward Immigration: Evidence from Survey Experiments in Japan.” Political Research 

Quarterly 75 (1): 216–30. 

Kalkan, Kerem Ozan, Geoffrey C. Layman, and Eric M. Uslaner. 2009. “‘Bands of Others’? 

Attitudes toward Muslims in Contemporary American Society.” Journal of Politics 71 

(3): 847–62. 

Kinder, Donald R., and Cindy D. Kam. 2009. Us against Them: Ethnocentric Foundations of 

American Opinion. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Lajevardi, Nazita. 2020. Outsiders at Home: The Politics of American Islamophobia. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Lajevardi, Nazita. 2021. “The Media Matters: Muslim American Portrayals and the Effects on 

Mass Attitudes.” Journal of Politics 83 (3): 1060–79. 

Lajevardi, Nazita, and Marisa Abrajano. 2019. “How Negative Sentiment toward Muslim 

Americans Predicts Support for Trump in the 2016 Presidential Election.” Journal of 

Politics 81 (1): 296–302.  

Lajevardi, Nazita, and Kassra A. R. Oskooii. 2018. “Old-Fashioned Racism, Contemporary 

Islamophobia, and the Isolation of Muslim Americans in the Age of Trump.” Journal of 

Race, Ethnicity, and Politics 3 (1): 112–52. 

Leeper, Thomas J., Sara B. Hobolt, and James Tilley. 2020. “Measuring Subgroup Preferences in 

Conjoint Experiments.” Political Analysis 28 (2): 207–21. 

McDaniel, Eric Leon, Irfan Nooruddin, and Allyson Faith Shortle. 2011. “Divine Boundaries: 

How Religion Shapes Citizens’ Attitudes Toward Immigrants.” American Politics 

Research 39 (1): 205–33. 



37 

Nassar, Rita. 2020. “Framing Refugees: The Impact of Religious Frames on U.S. Partisans and 

Consumers of Cable News Media.” Political Communication 37 (5): 593–611. 

Newman, Benjamin J., Todd K. Hartman, and Charles S. Taber. 2012. “Foreign Language 

Exposure, Cultural Threat, and Opposition to Immigration.” Political Psychology 33 (5): 

635–57. 

Newman, Benjamin J., and Neil Malhotra. 2018. “Economic Reasoning with a Racial Hue: Is the 

Immigration Consensus Purely Race Neutral?” Journal of Politics 81 (1): 153–66. 

Oskooii, Kassra A. R., Karam Dana, and Matthew A. Barreto. 2021. “Beyond Generalized 

Ethnocentrism: Islam-Specific Beliefs and Prejudice toward Muslim Americans.” 

Politics, Groups, and Identities 9 (3): 538–65. 

Ostfeld, Mara. 2017. “The Backyard Politics of Attitudes Toward Immigration.” Political 

Psychology 38 (1): 21–37. 

Sen, Maya, and Omar Wasow. 2016. “Race as a Bundle of Sticks: Designs that Estimate Effects 

of Seemingly Immutable Characteristics.” Annual Review of Political Science 19: 499–

522. 

Shortle, Allyson F., and Ronald Keith Gaddie. 2015. “Religious Nationalism and Perceptions of 

Muslims and Islam.” Politics and Religion 8 (3): 435–57. 

Sides, John, and Kimberly Gross. 2013. “Stereotypes of Muslims and Support for the War on 

Terror.” Journal of Politics 75 (3): 583–98. 

Tesler, Michael. 2022. “President Obama and the Emergence of Islamophobia in Mass Partisan 

Preferences.” Political Research Quarterly 75 (2): 394–408. 



38 

Thijssen, Lex, Frank van Tubergen, Marcel Coenders, Robert Hellpap, and Suzanne Jak. 2022. 

“Discrimination of Black and Muslim Minority Groups in Western Societies: Evidence 

From a Meta-Analysis of Field Experiments.” International Migration Review 56 (3): 

843–80. 

Thomsen, Jens Peter Froelund, and Mikkel Terkelsen. 2022. “Do Pure Liberals Both Endorse 

Immigration and Reject Muslims? Examining the Inconsistency Hypothesis.” 

International Migration Review. Published ahead of print. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/01979183221116871 

Valentino, Nicholas A., Ted Brader, and Ashley E. Jardina. 2013. “Immigration Opposition 

Among U.S. Whites: General Ethnocentrism or Media Priming of Attitudes About 

Latinos?” Political Psychology 34 (2): 149–66. 

Zhirkov, Kirill. 2021a. “Perceptions of Stereotypically Immigrant Groups as Darker-Skinned and 

Politics of Immigration in the United States and Britain.” Politics, Groups, and Identities. 

Published ahead of print. https://doi.org/10.1080/21565503.2021.1992285 

Zhirkov, Kirill. 2021b. “Social Dominance Orientation and Differential Affect toward Immigrant 

Origin Groups: Evidence from Three Immigration-Receiving Countries.” International 

Journal of Intercultural Relations 85: 170–83. 

  



39 

Title 

 

Supplementary Material 

 

 
Table S1. Study 2 and Study 3 samples 

  Study 2 Study 3 

Platform Lucid MTurk 

Sample size 1,487 1,743 

Demographics     

Median age 35–44 35 

Male-to-female ratio 49:51 44:56 

College-educated 42.2% 65% 

Non-Hispanic white 69.1% 74.5% 

D:R:I ratio 46:28:26 43:26:31 

Note. D:R:I = Democrats-to-Republicans-to-independents. 
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Table S2. Conjoint attributes other than origin and religion and potential values, Study 3 

Attribute Values 

Education No formal education 

Equivalent to completing fourth grade in the U.S. 

Equivalent to completing eighth grade in the U.S. 

Equivalent to completing high school in the U.S. 

Equivalent to completing two years at college in the U.S. 

Equivalent to completing a college degree in the U.S. 

Equivalent to completing a graduate degree in the U.S. 

Gender Male 

Female 

Age 25 

32 

62 

Language During admission interview, this applicant spoke fluent English 

During admission interview, this applicant spoke broken English 

During admission interview, this applicant tried to speak English but was unable 

During admission interview, this applicant spoke through an interpreter 

Reason for Application Reunite with family members already in U.S. 

Seek better job in U.S. 

Escape political persecution 

Escape religious persecution 

Profession Gardener 

Waiter 

Nurse 

Teacher 

Child care provider 

Janitor 

Construction worker 

Financial analyst 

Research scientist 

Doctor 

Computer programmer 

Employment Plans Has a contract with a U.S. employer 

Does not have a contract with a U.S. employer, but has done job interviews 

Will look for work after arriving in the U.S. 

Has no plans to look for work at this time 

Prior Trips to the U.S. Never been to the U.S. 

Entered the U.S. once before on a tourist visa 

Entered the U.S. once before without legal authorization 

Has visited the U.S. many times before on tourist visas 

Spent six months with family members in the U.S. 

Note. All attribute values randomized with uniform distributions. 
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Figure S1. Conjoint results for attributes other than origin and religion, Study 3 

 


