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Abstract: Anecdotal evidence suggests that Muslim American women who wear
the hijab may be particularly vulnerable to the experiences of stigmatization
because the hijab represents one of the most obvious and dominant markers of
“otherness.” Yet, extant research has surprisingly neglected to systematically
examine how such external markers of difference can increase perceptions of
discrimination. Drawing from two nationally representative datasets, we examine
perceived discrimination among Muslim Americans, and find that veiled women
report experiencing both societal and institutional discrimination at much
higher rates than their counterparts. In fact, our findings show that the hijab is
one of the most important predictors of self-reported discrimination among all
Muslim Americans. Interestingly, however, we also find that men are more
likely than women to perceive discrimination once we account for the role of
the hijab. Our analysis makes an important contribution to existing research
by highlighting the unique experiences of a religious minority group and
identifies one important and previously underexplored mechanism by which
individuals may be targeted for discrimination—the hijab.
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In the period following the September 11 terrorist attacks, incidents of
discrimination and hate crimes against Muslim Americans have dramati-
cally increased (Cainkar 2002; Morello 2011; Frumin and Sakuma 2016;
Lichtblau 2016), with numerous mosque and Islamic center projects gen-
erating tremendous elite and public opposition (Wajahat et al. 2011).2

Extant research further suggests that the public evaluates Muslim
Americans more negatively than nearly all other racial, ethnic, or reli-
gious groups (Edgell, Gerteis and Hartmann 2006; Putnam and
Campbell 2010; Lajevardi and Oskooii 2018). This rising tide of anti-
Muslim sentiment (Lajevardi and Abrajano 2018; Tesler 2018), which
some suggest may have been partly driven by negative media coverage
(Lajevardi 2017), has since translated into tangible legislative action. In
2011, 78 bills were introduced in 29 state legislatures and in Congress
under the premise that “Sharia” or “Islamic law” is permeating the
legal and judicial systems and thus must be eliminated (CAIR, 2013).
In 2016, 10 states successfully passed such legislation into law and 15
additional states introduced similar bills (CAIR, 2016; NCSL, 2017).
The ongoing War on Terror, more recent incidents of terrorism in the

United States and abroad, and Donald Trump’s anti-Muslim rhetoric
throughout much of the 2016 presidential campaign may have worsened
the conditions for the American Muslim community (Calfano, Lajevardi
and Michelson 2017). Ten days after the election of Donald J. Trump to
the presidency, the Southern Poverty Law Center released a report detail-
ing the rise of instances of harassment and intimidation faced by stigma-
tized groups, many perpetrators of which invoked the name of the
incoming president.3 In all, nearly 1,000 instances were reported, with
Muslim Americans comprising a significant number of the victims. For
example, hateful letters were sent to the mosques and cultural centers
describing Muslims as “vile and filthy people,” among other epithets
(SPLC, 2017).4 A Muslim woman interviewed by a recent Pew study of
Muslim Americans stated in plain terms the impact such events have
had on the Muslim community: “A lot of us Muslims, we don’t feel
safe here anymore. Trump is kind of painting a bad picture for
Muslims.” (69, Pew, 2017).
In this context of heightened discrimination, women who wear the hijab

may be particularly vulnerable, because the headscarf is a visible marker
of Muslim identity. Numerous women have reported being grabbed by
their hijab by unknown attackers, including a San Jose State University
student who was choked when a man pulled her head scarf from behind
in a parking garage (SPLC, 2017). Experiences with anti-Muslim
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harassment and intimidation have been so prevalent that some women
have contemplated altering their dress for self-protection, with some
Muslim clerics even issuing a fatwa (non-binding legal opinion) permit-
ting women to forgo wearing the hijab as it puts those who wear it in
danger (Haddad 2007).5

Muslim is an identifier, not necessarily ascriptively apparent, that
describes a religious affiliation and a component of culture for those orig-
inating from majority-Muslim countries. However, especially after 9/11,
Muslim Americans have become increasingly racialized and external
markers of dress, skin color, accent, and language function as heuristics
for a religion constructed as a threat to American culture and national
security (Jamal 2009; Selod 2015). Within this context, the hijab is a
meaning-making clothing accessory. Reasons for wearing it vary, but
most women who wear the hijab do so by choice as an expression of iden-
tity, religious conviction, and empowerment (Bartkowski and Read 2003;
Williams and Vashi 2007; Sloan 2011). Even so, some see the hijab as a
backward relic signifying Muslim women’s oppression within Islam
(Williams and Vashi 2007; AlWazni 2015).
While some research has found that women who wear headscarves face

discrimination in hiring (Ghumman and Ryan 2013) and are perceived as
less intelligent and attractive (Mahmud and Swami 2010), systematic
examinations of perceived discrimination among this population are still
scant. To date, research has not fully examined how the hijab contributes
to the marginalization of women in a variety of sociopolitical settings or
what additional factors correlate with the perceptions of discrimination
among Muslim Americans more generally. Our study addresses this gap
by asking the following questions: What is the role of the hijab in aggra-
vating the process of racialization? How do women who wear the hijab
differ in their experiences with discrimination from their non-hijabi coun-
terparts?6 Do Muslim men and women perceive similar levels of discrim-
ination? What additional factors impact perceived discrimination among
all Muslim Americans?
In what follows, we argue that the hijab is a central component of self-

reported experiences with discrimination and that Muslim Americans are
racialized in ways that are highly gendered. To evaluate our theory, we
leverage two surveys on Muslim Americans collected in 2007 and 2011
by the Pew Research Center.7 Our results show that women who wear
the hijab are significantly more likely than their counterparts to report
having experienced discrimination across multiple domains. When com-
pared with other predictors of self-reported discrimination, wearing the
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hijab is among those indicators with the largest impact. Interestingly, we
also find that the inclusion of hijab in the multivariate analysis helps
clarify the complex relationship between gender and perceived discrimina-
tion. Accounting for hijab reveals that men are actually more likely than
non-hijab-wearing women to report discrimination across nearly all of
the tested measures—a point which we will return to later. Given that sub-
stantive citizenship, personal safety, mental health, and well-being are at
risk for the victims of discrimination (Padela and Heisler 2010; Hodge,
Zidan and Husain 2015), our analysis raises concerns for the advocates
of civil and human rights. Likewise, our analysis suggests that the evalu-
ations of the sociopolitical experiences of Muslim Americans—arguably
the most marginalized group in the American politics today—should con-
sider the role of gender and the hijab, largely overlooked by this body of
work.

THE RACIALIZATION OF MUSLIM AMERICANS

There is a considerable evidence that Muslims have historically been
linked to the stereotypes of violence, intolerance, and extremism
(Said 1979; Esposito 1999; Shaheen 2003), and that the attacks on
September 11, 2001 and subsequent events8 played a substantial role in
shaping Americans’ perceptions of Muslims. Throughout the course of
the 2016 presidential campaign, American attitudes toward Muslims
abroad and domestic hardened to such a point that a YouGov poll con-
ducted from March 24 to 25, 2016 found that 51% of respondents
agreed that there should be “a total and complete shutdown of Muslims
entering the United States until our country’s representatives can figure
out what is going on.” Over a third (35%) of respondents said they
think Muslim Americans are more sympathetic to terrorists than to
other Americans. Almost six in 10 (59%) said that Islam is more likely
than other faiths to encourage violence among its believers.9

More detailed investigations into mass attitudes toward Muslim
Americans suggest that the negative affect toward this population is
rooted in a generalized sense of ethnocentrism as well as relatively
nuanced stereotypes. Kalkan, Layman, and Uslander (2009), for instance,
suggest that the negative attitudes toward Muslim Americans are not only
shaped by negative feelings toward racial and religious out-groups, but
also toward cultural out-groups such as undocumented immigrants.
Sides and Gross (2013), on the other hand, found that the attitudes
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toward the War on Terror depend on the attitudes toward Muslim
Americans rather than a generalized sense of ethnocentrism and that ste-
reotypes related to violence and untrustworthiness rather than laziness
and unintelligence predicted unfavorable attitudes toward Muslim
Americans. Research further suggests that the stereotypes focused on
the threat of Sharia law and misconceptions about the mosque may play
an even more important role in explaining anti-Muslim feelings than antip-
athy toward immigrants or other minority groups (Barreto, Dana and
Oskooii 2013). This is despite the fact that various social scientists have
found that religiosity and mosque attendance are associated with increased
social and political incorporation (Jamal 2005; Bagby 2009; Howell and
Jamal 2009; Dana, Barreto and Oskooii 2011; Dana, Wilcox-Archuleta
and Barreto 2017; Oskooii and Dana 2017), and not linked to the endorse-
ment of radical views (Acevedo and Chaudhary 2015; Oskooii and Dana
2017). Thus, while the Muslim American community is diverse and
engaged in the American “mainstream” (Pew 2007, 2011), this line of
research demonstrates that they are viewed as a homogenous group, as
violent and untrustworthy, and a threat to the American way of life.
More recently, Lajevardi and Oskooii (2018) have argued that con-
temporary objections toward Muslim Americans are powerfully rooted
in old-fashioned racist beliefs in one’s racial superiority and other
groups’ inherent inferiority.
Politically, Muslim Americans have been racialized through their per-

ceived connection to terrorism, which policymakers are eager to
preempt. Anti-terrorism policies often attempt to identify the acts of
terror before they occur. In order to preempt terrorism, policymakers
make various assumptions about who is likely to behave in certain
ways and come up with the strategies to identify potential threats.
Anytime administrators seek to identify nebulous threats not yet real-
ized, they have to leverage visual, situational, and linguistic cues
such as how a person looks, where she is from, and what language
she speaks instead of assessing whether she has actually committed
an act of wrongdoing. These identifiers often have nothing to do with
an ascription to radical ideology, and they sweepingly cross national
origin and cultural boundaries. As a result, institutional practices
target Muslim Americans as a whole, politically reducing a diverse
group to a homogenous “band of others” (Kalkan, Layman and
Uslaner 2009).
Institutional practices that target Muslim Americans, political rhetoric

that unequivocally equates Islam with radicalization, unfavorable media
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coverage, and anti-Muslim rhetoric espoused by public figures entrench
negative stereotypes in the American society through the process of raci-
alization. Omi and Winant define this process as “The extension of racial
meaning to a previously racially unclassified relationship, social practice,
or group” (Omi and Winant 2014, 64) where the “group” is coded as
inherently dangerous, disloyal, or inferior (Selod 2015; Lajevardi and
Oskooii 2018). For Muslim Americans, their cultural and religious
values have been portrayed as anti-American, perpetually foreign, misog-
ynistic, and violent (Said 2003; Jamal 2009; Barreto, Dana and Oskooii
2013; Sides and Gross 2013; Selod 2015).10

The widespread purchase of negative stereotypes of Muslims can have
profoundly negative consequences for how they experience life in the
United States. While the extant literature has focused on mass attitudes
toward Muslim Americans, information about discrimination from the per-
spective of this population is largely missing from the literature (but see,
Selod 2015 and Oskooii 2016). We simply do not know whether Muslim
Americans from different backgrounds have uniform or distinct experi-
ences with discrimination.
The hijab, moreover, is a central component of the racialization of

Muslim Americans and an object of cultural debate in the United States
and abroad. Yet, we know very little about how the intersection of
gender and religion uniquely shapes perceived discrimination. Given
that a sizable portion of ordinary Americans and political elites do not
contest negative attitudes toward Islam, these oversights grow increasingly
conspicuous. To address these limitations, we turn to the gendered aspects
of the racialization of Islam and consider its implications for perceived
discrimination.

THE POLITICIZATION OF THE HIJAB

The hijab has historically been constructed by westerners as a backward,
barbaric, and outdated relic signifying religious extremism and the oppres-
sion of Muslim women (Williams and Vashi 2007; AlWazni 2015). The
trope of the veiled Muslim woman as the object of oppression and vio-
lence is commonplace in the images disseminated by the media
(Haddad 2007) and in the statements made by the political leaders
(AlWazni 2015), particularly after 9/11. Media images of Afghan
women forced to wear the burqa under Taliban rule may have further
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promulgated the “otherization” and indeed the racialization of Muslim
women both at home and abroad.
Women who wear the hijab are vulnerable to mistreatment because the

headscarf is an easily recognizable signifier of Islam, coding those who
wear it as distinctly “other.” Indeed, research finds that the religious
groups with visibly different practices experience heightened levels of dis-
crimination (Moore 1987; Ghumman and Ryan 2013). This is particularly
evident in Selod’s (2015) qualitative study of Muslim Americans. Among
the women she interviewed, most of whom were natural born U.S. citi-
zens, experiences with discrimination were common. Wearing the hijab
played a prominent role, associating women with foreign threat and an
identity treated as mutually exclusive to American citizenship. Some par-
ticipants highlighted the nuance between claiming a privileged “white”
identity when they removed the hijab, as opposed to the foreign and
“other” identity they experienced when wearing it. Others, like Miriam,
provided more detailed accounts of their experiences: “One time I was
at [a chain restaurant], and there was this woman who was reading a news-
paper. She kept staring at me, and like reading her paper, and then giving
me this evil eye. And so, I was just like, ‘Oh, can I help you?’ And she
was like, ‘You and your people all ought to just go home. You’re no
good to this society.’ And I got real upset, and I was like, ‘Well, you
know, you should really read some of your statistics, ‘cause I think an
overwhelming majority of us have done more good for this society than
anything else.’” (p. 10, Selod 2015).
Clearly, images that cast Muslim women as outsiders appear to have

had a profound impact on their routine, day-to-day experiences
(AlWazni 2015). Interestingly, these images, which likewise cast them
as oppressed, sometimes invite more empathetic discriminatory interac-
tions, but which are nevertheless biased and rooted in stereotypes.
Nazia’s account—also interviewed by Selod—neatly demonstrates this
type of discrimination: “I used to wear a hijab, and there was this lady
who came and asked me why I did this. She told me, ‘Why do you
have to do this? You don’t have to do this here in America.’ So I said,
‘You know what, I just started doing this after coming to America. I
didn’t do it before when I was in India. I did after coming to America
because I learned more about Islam.’ She was probably thinking since
Muslim women are seen as being oppressed, she probably thought that
she would let me know that it’s not the case here in America.” (p. 9,
Selod, 2015). Nazia’s experience highlights that although not all the atten-
tion received from wearing the hijab is hostile in that some appear to have
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“good intentions,” the hijab nevertheless exposes women to increased
scrutiny, often placing them in the position of defending their faith and
the Muslim community more broadly. Asma, a lawyer, elected to stop
wearing the hijab for this exact reason: “I was tired of being a political
spokesperson for my faith…I felt that I should be able to put that away,
and wearing a headscarf in public doesn’t give you that luxury. I was
tired of trying to prove that Muslim women in headscarves are also
empowered, [by saying] ‘look at me, I’m working in a white-shoe law
firm with a headscarf on.’” (Gjelten 2016).
While these accounts suggest that wearing the hijab is central to under-

standing perceived discrimination among Muslim Americans, we should
note that the relationship between gender and discrimination is more com-
plicated than it appears. One perspective is that Muslim men may be sub-
jected to greater discrimination than their female counterparts because
men are more likely to be viewed as “radical outsiders” ready to
engage in violence (Sides and Gross 2013). There is a rich comparative
literature on the construction of Muslim men as violence-prone (e.g.,
Hopkins, 2004; Dwyer, Shah and Sanghera, 2008; Ewing, 2008). Much
of this research identifies dress choice, beard, and skin color as
markers that identify young men in western Europe as Muslim, and there-
fore as a threat. From this strand of scholarship, one could deduce that
men may actually experience more hostility than women. A second per-
spective on gender and discrimination, however, contends that women
who wear the hijab are easily racialized as foreign and culturally threat-
ening compared with their counterparts. The hijab is a highly relevant
indicator of Muslim identity, perhaps more so than wearing a beard or
other male cultural markers of Islamic affiliation. Thus, while the
average woman may not perceive as much discrimination as the
average man, veiled women may experience more discrimination than
both men and non-hijabi women. Furthermore, it is possible that the
headscarf plays an outsized role in social, every-day settings, but is less
pronounced in institutional settings where national security is a focal
concern—such as in airports (Oskooii 2016). Given that men who
appear “Middle Eastern” are stereotyped as threatening and violent,
hijabi women may face less scrutiny from government agents even if
they are easily identified as distinctly Muslim. Therefore, while it is rea-
sonable to assume that wearing the hijab is likely to heighten the percep-
tions of discrimination, the extent to which experiences with
discrimination are gendered likely varies by the context in which individ-
uals find themselves in.

8 Dana et al.
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ADDITIONAL ANTECEDENTS OF PERCEIVED

DISCRIMINATION

A convincing examination of the relationship between gender, hijab, and
differential treatment requires identifying other important predictors of
perceived discrimination. External markers of identifying as Muslim or
originating from a Muslim-majority country aside from dress are likely
important, even if less politicized than the headscarf. In order to
develop a more nuanced theory around the antecedents of perceived dis-
crimination among Muslim Americans, we turn to research on other racial-
ized groups. In particular, we pay close attention to the literature on
marginalized groups with large immigrant subpopulations, since many
Muslim American families are immigrants themselves and are constructed
as “outsiders” regardless of nativity. This body of work suggests that
group identity, participation in ethnic and cultural organizations, nativity,
and racial and ethnic background may play a prominent role in whether
individuals perceive any discrimination.
Chief among these factors is group identity. Social psychologists have

shown that individuals who identify strongly with a stigmatized minority
group are aware of their devalued status in various contexts, and are likely
to attribute negative and even ambiguous encounters with high-status
group members (e.g., Whites) as discriminatory (Crocker and Major
1989; Shelton and Sellers 2000; Operario and Fiske 2001; Major,
Quinton and McCoy 2002; Mendoza-Denton et al. 2002). Drawing from
this literature, it can be reasoned that strongly identifying as Muslim
makes one more attuned to discriminatory behavior, especially in the
current climate of Islamophobia. Relatedly, participation in ethnic, cul-
tural, or religious institutions may not only strengthen one’s group identity
but also heighten the perceptions of mistreatment because such organiza-
tions provide regular meeting spaces for individuals to interact and discuss
events and issues salient to the group (Verba et al. 1995; Calhoun-Brown
1996; Brown and Brown 2003; Mc-Clerking and McDaniel 2005; Putnam
and Campbell 2010). Given that the mosques and Islamic centers have
faced tremendous backlash in the past several years, regular attendance
in such organizations can increase the members’ sensitivities to the
issues of stigmatization.
Proficiency with the English language and nativity may also shape how

Muslim Americans experience discrimination. While previous research
finds that Americans perceive accented speakers as less attractive
(Cargile 1997) and more foreign (Goto, Gee and Takeuchi 2002;
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Lavariega Monforti and Sanchez 2010), highly skilled English speakers
may be more familiar with American customs and be attuned to
nuanced forms of discrimination. In this sense, language proficiency
may actually increase the perceptions of discrimination. Nativity may sim-
ilarly heighten the perceptions of discrimination since U.S.-born Muslims
are likely well-versed in American norm-violations. Having been raised in
the United States with the expectation that their citizenship translates into
de facto assimilation into the American society, U.S.-born Muslims may
react negatively to perceived race-based slights out of a sense of entitle-
ment to equal and fair treatment. Foreign-born Muslims, however, may
not recognize disparate treatment as discriminatory and may lack a
sense of entitlement to fair treatment that accompanies citizenship.
Given the diversity within the Muslim American community, individu-

als from different racial backgrounds are likely to have heterogeneous
experiences with discrimination. This is particularly the case in the
United States, where race impacts most facets of American democracy.
On the one hand, Middle Eastern (e.g., Arab, Iranian, Afghani) or even
South Asian (e.g., Pakistani) individuals may experience heightened dis-
crimination compared to their Black/African-American counterparts
since that region of the world has been, for a long time, explicitly
linked to the negative images of Islam (Said 1980, 1979). On the other
hand, because Middle Easterners often appear phenotypically “White”
and are recommended to identify as such on the U.S. Census, and many
indeed do, their South Asian and Black Muslim American counterparts
may be subjected to more discrimination.11 It is therefore not entirely
clear how race and ethnicity may function in this context, given that reli-
gious affiliation is the primary conduit of racialization among Muslims.
Certainly, Muslim Americans who are phenotypically darker contend
with multiple constructions of race; those associated with their religious
and cultural identity and those associated with their skin color. This com-
plexity makes predictions difficult, necessitating more detailed investiga-
tion into how racial and ethnic differences may uniquely shape the
perceptions of discrimination among diverse religious communities.
In sum, Muslim Americans have historically been racialized as foreign,

violent, and as a threat to national security and to the American way of
life. The process of racialization has occurred along the vector of religion,
aided by 9/11, other terrorist attacks in the United States and Europe, and
the reaction of political elites and the news media to these attacks. This
racialization is also distinctly gendered, since wearing the hijab makes
women’s Muslim identity highly visible, and the hijab has been crudely
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reduced to signify women’s oppression within Islam. Yet, little systematic
evidence exists about the experiences of Muslim Americans with discrim-
ination, and even less is known about the intersection of religion and
gender in shaping these experiences.

DATA AND MEASURES

To evaluate the correlates of perceived discrimination, we rely on the 2007
and 2011 Pew Surveys of Muslim Americans.12 Both surveys were con-
ducted with live-callers in English, Arabic, Urdu, or Farsi and focused
on a variety of questions related to the sociopolitical and religious
beliefs, practices, and experiences of Muslims in the United States.13

We selected the Pew datasets for two reasons. First, the surveys contain
a specific question about our key variables of interest, the hijab experi-
ences with discrimination across a variety of contexts, both societal and
institutional. Without detailed questions about the hijab and discrimination
in different domains, we would not have been able to assess our key
research questions. Second, nearly all of the questions used to construct
the key explanatory and control variables across the 2007 and 2011 data-
sets are identical. As such, we are able to replicate the 2007 analysis with
the 2011 data in order to assess whether the antecedents of perceived dis-
crimination are robust across two datasets of Muslims with nearly identical
survey questions and methodologies.
While the Pew datasets offer two key advantages, we should make note

of one important shortcoming. Since only three non-English languages
were offered to the participants, it is possible that some Muslim
Americans were unable to partake in the study or fully understand the
survey questions. Therefore, individuals proficient in languages such as
Turkish, Swahili, Bengali, or Spanish may have had a lower probability
of completing or participating in the survey and may be under-represented.

OUTCOME VARIABLES

We selected three questions out of a battery of five items related to dis-
crimination as outcome variables. For each item, respondents were
asked to report whether they have encountered the particular situation in
the past 12 months because they are Muslim.14 Two of the three questions
are related to the experiences with day-to-day, societal discrimination: (1)
Have people acted as if they are suspicious of you? and (2) Have you been
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called offensive names? The third question is more specifically about the
experiences with institutional discrimination; respondents were asked if
they have been “singled out by airport security” [because they are
Muslim].
Figure 1 reports descriptive statistics for each outcome variable across

the two datasets using the original survey sample weights. Possible
response options were either “Yes” or “No.” Receiving suspicious looks
was the most common type of negative experience reported followed by
verbal abuse and being singled out by airport security. A little over a
quarter of all the respondents across each dataset stated that people
acted as if they are suspicious of them because of their religious identity.
A glance at the percentages across the samples shows a slight uptick in the
reported discrimination in 2011. While almost all of the differences fall
within the survey’s margin of error of ±5%, reported verbal abuse is
noticeably higher in 2011 compared with 2007—a difference of seven
percentage points. While we cannot make any definitive claims about
what may have contributed to this difference or whether this difference
is a function of survey sampling effects, there is some evidence to
suggest that the climate of Islamophobia in the United States may have
worsened between 2010 and 2011. A series of anti-sharia legislation
were introduced before the midterm elections in 2010, and anti-mosque
movements started to take form across several states and localities
during that time period (Dana, Barreto and Oskooii 2011; Wajahat et al.
2011). It is therefore possible that such a climate may have contributed
to a larger portion of Muslim Americans reporting unpleasant encounters
in the form of verbal harassment.
Before moving to a discussion of the explanatory variables of interest, a

note on the discrimination measures is necessary. Even though we are

FIGURE 1. The 2007 and 2011 Pew discrimination measures
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measuring self-reported, direct experiences of individual-level discrimina-
tion, rather than mere perceptions of discrimination toward one’s group,
various scholars across disciplines note that the experiences with discrim-
ination involve subjective evaluations that may or may not reflect objective
levels of discrimination present in a given context (Major, Quinton and
McCoy 2002; Kaiser and Major 2006). For instance, individuals with a
heightened sense of minority status may identify ambiguous encounters
with higher status persons (e.g., whites) as discriminatory whereas those
with a weaker minority identity may not (Operario and Fiske 2001;
Major, Quinton and McCoy 2002; Mendoza-Denton et al. 2002).
However, scholars find that whether discrimination actually exists is
much less important for attitudinal, behavioral, and mental health outcomes
than whether individuals feel marginalized due to various structural, per-
sonal, and/or situational factors (Barreto and Woods 2005; Rippy and
Newman 2006; Barreto and Bozonelos 2009; Walker 2014; Oskooii
2016). It is therefore important across a variety of disciplines to identify
the conditions leading to heightened perceptions of discrimination.

EXPLANATORY VARIABLES

Having described the specific questions that were selected to construct the
three separate binary outcome variables, we now turn to the key explana-
tory variable of interest to this study: the hijab. All the female participants
in both surveys were asked the following question: “When you are out in
public, how often do you wear the headcover or hijab (hee-jab)? Do you
wear it all the time, most of the time, only some of the time, or never?”
Figure 2 illustrates that a significant proportion of women either never
wear the hijab or wear it all the time, with a much lower percentage of
respondents falling somewhere in the middle. Looking at the 2007
survey results, almost half (49%) of the female respondents stated that
they never wear the hijab in public, while 38% stated that they do so all
the time. The 2011 results show a similar trend, albeit a smaller proportion
of women selected “never” wearing the hijab and a larger proportion
reported that they “sometimes” wear the hijab. Comparing those who
wear the hijab “all the time” across the two datasets reveals no statistical
or substantive variation—only a 2% difference. Overall, the observed var-
iation in the independent variable allows us to evaluate the role that the
hijab plays in the perceptions of discrimination among Muslim
Americans.
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To investigate other potential antecedents of perceived discrimination
and to effectively isolate the relationship between wearing the hijab and
reporting discrimination, all of the fully specified multivariate regression
models include variables identified in the previous section as important
for perceiving discrimination: identity, mosque attendance, nativity,
english language proficiency, and racial and ethnic background. We also
control for a number of theoretically relevant demographic and socioeco-
nomic variables such as education, income, and political awareness.15

The identity question asks: “Do you think of yourself first as an
American or first as a Muslim?” This variable ranges from zero to two
with the highest value representing Muslim “first” and the lowest value
indicating American identity—respondents who selected “equally both”
were assigned value one. In the 2007 dataset, nearly half of the respon-
dents identified first as Muslim, with about a quarter stating both
equally and a little over a quarter stating American first. The 2011 statistics
are very similar with a slightly higher percentage of respondents selecting
Muslim first. As outlined above, identity is potentially an important pre-
dictor of perceiving discrimination. But, identity is also an important
control if the objective is to rigorously assess the independent relationship
between wearing the hijab and discrimination. This is because women
who wear the headscarf may not only perceive more discrimination than
their counterparts—as a function of being a highly visible “out-group”
to non-Muslims—but also more likely to identify first as a Muslim than
an American or “equally both.” A simple bivariate relationship between
identity and wearing the hijab in the 2007 data reveals important

FIGURE 2. Frequency of wearing the hijab in public

14 Dana et al.
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differences. Roughly 74% of women who wear the hijab all the time indi-
cated that they identify first as a Muslim, while only 33% of women who
do not wear the hijab at all gave the same answer.16

Another important explanatory variable is mosque attendance. This
indicator was measured with the following question: “On average, how
often do you attend the mosque or Islamic center for salah and Jum’ah
prayer?” Mosque attendance ranges from zero to five, with the highest
value indicating “more than once a week” and the lowest value indicating
no attendance whatsoever (2007 μ = 2.51; 2011 μ = 2.95). Again, we
would expect hijabi women to not only report more discrimination but
to also attend the mosque more regularly than their counterparts
because such women may, on average, be more religiously devout.
While we cannot be certain, we believe this is a plausible assertion.
Almost half of the women (48%) who wear the hijab all the time indicated
attending mosque at least once a week (2007 data). In comparison, only
14% of non-hijabi women reported the same level of mosque atten-
dance.17 Certainly, some women may attend the mosque for social
rather than religious purposes such as the desire to take part in the com-
munity activities. Some women may also choose to wear the hijab as an
act of defiance or a form of solidarity in an increasingly intolerant socio-
political environment. However, on average, we suggest that the act of
wearing the hijab is strongly related to religiosity. Therefore, controlling
for mosque attendance is paramount.
Dummy variables were constructed for the respondents’ racial and

ethnic backgrounds (reference = Arab), gender (female = 1), English lan-
guage proficiency, citizenship status (citizen = 1), and nativity (U.S.-
born = 1). English language proficiency was operationalized by assigning
the value one to the respondents who chose to take the survey in English,
where zero indicates those who chose Arabic, Urdu, or Farsi. While this
measure is imperfect, it captures some level of mastery with English as
those who are presumably comfortable with English would opt to take
the survey in its original language. In addition, we include control variables
for household income and education categories (reference = low income/
education), and the respondents’ region of residence (reference = south)
to examine whether regional variations predict the perceptions of discrimi-
nation.18 For instance, it is possible that Muslims who live in the Northeast
or in the West may report less discrimination than those who live in less
diverse regions with a more pronounced history of de jure and de facto
discrimination against cultural, religious, and racial out-groups (but see,
Hopkins et al. 2016).
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Finally, we include a measure of political awareness in all of the regres-
sion models because individuals who pay more attention to the news may
be more cognizant of issues related to the general mistreatment of
Muslims, particularly by the transportation security administration
(TSA), and thus, may perceive even random security checks as “being
singled-out by airport security.” It is important to note the political aware-
ness is the only variable in our models not identical across the two data-
sets. In 2007, respondents were asked whether they subscribe to a daily
newspaper, with a binary response option of “Yes” or “No.” In the
2011 survey, however, respondents were instead asked how closely they
“follow what is going on in government and public affairs,” with a five-
point response option that ranged from “hardly at all” to “most of the
time.” While this question is both qualitatively different from the first
one and more detailed as it pertains to attention to politics, we did not
find that the difference in question-wording across the datasets impacted
the relationship of the other independent variables with any of the
outcome variables. As such, we deem a comparison of results between
the 2007 and 2011 models appropriate.19

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

To examine the antecedents of discrimination, notably the impact of hijab
and gender, we first estimated three logistic regression models per
outcome variable and dataset (see Tables 1–3). We regressed each dis-
crimination measure on gender among the entire sample, then added
hijab to the models before including all the other explanatory and
control variables. To aid in the interpretation of the results, we calculated
and plotted changes in the predicted probability of perceiving discrimina-
tion by domain for all the covariates in the models. The predicted proba-
bility plots visually depict the direction, statistical significance, and
substantive impact of each independent variable on the dependent vari-
ables of interest.20

We first start by exploring the bivariate relationship between gender and
discrimination. Across all of the bivariate models, we find that gender is
not associated with perceived discrimination. That is, women are no
more likely than men to report suspicious looks, verbal abuse or airport
discrimination—a finding that is robust across the two datasets.
However, once we account for wearing the hijab, we find disparities
along gender in the models measuring discrimination in societal contexts.

16 Dana et al.
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Table 1. Predictors of reporting suspicious looks

Suspicious looks (2007 Pew) Suspicious looks (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Female 0.020 −0.621*** −0.503** −0.019 −0.551*** −0.406*
(0.150) (0.210) (0.231) (0.153) (0.211) (0.234)

Hijab 0.417*** 0.365*** 0.366*** 0.368***
(0.083) (0.096) (0.088) (0.101)

Muslim identity 0.105 0.096
(0.107) (0.102)

English language Prof. 1.084*** 1.746***
(0.374) (0.498)

Mosque attendance 0.196*** 0.226***
(0.055) (0.061)

Political awareness −0.123 0.090
(0.192) (0.095)

Citizen −0.142 0.221
(0.229) (0.265)

Age −0.167* −0.166**
(0.086) (0.083)

High education 0.491* 0.197
(0.268) (0.267)

Med education 0.244 −0.017
(0.206) (0.208)

High income 0.024 0.081
(0.259) (0.275)

Med income 0.047 0.409*
(0.206) (0.208)

Missing income 0.173 −0.156
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Table 1. Continued

Suspicious looks (2007 Pew) Suspicious looks (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(0.257) (0.315)
U.S.-born 0.803*** 0.630***

(0.220) (0.203)
Black 0.139 −0.666**

(0.270) (0.272)
South Asian −0.100 −0.577**

(0.246) (0.230)
Other 0.331 0.084

(0.240) (0.243)
West 0.188 0.121

(0.263) (0.233)
Northeast 0.128 −0.098

(0.209) (0.218)
Midwest 0.125 −0.028

(0.224) (0.240)
Constant −1.197*** −1.197*** −3.071*** −1.119*** −1.119*** −3.831***

(0.103) (0.103) (0.517) (0.101) (0.101) (0.658)
N 993 993 993 936 936 936
Log likelihood −539.818 −526.531 −483.174 −520.774 −511.928 −464.036
AIC 1,083.635 1,059.061 1,008.348 1,045.547 1,029.855 970.073

AIC, Akaike Information Criterion
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < .01.
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Table 2. Predictors of reporting verbal abuse

Verbal abuse (2007 Pew) Verbal abuse (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Female −0.070 −0.647** −0.498* −0.219 −0.826*** −0.688**
(0.186) (0.268) (0.290) (0.174) (0.254) (0.280)

Hijab 0.365*** 0.259** 0.396*** 0.357***
(0.104) (0.115) (0.104) (0.117)

Muslim identity 0.240* 0.144
(0.132) (0.116)

English language Prof. 0.963** 2.058***
(0.429) (0.624)

Mosque attendance 0.192*** 0.248***
(0.067) (0.070)

Political awareness 0.189 0.224**
(0.224) (0.108)

Citizen 0.155 0.285
(0.291) (0.307)

Age −0.108 −0.245***
(0.102) (0.094)

High education −0.122 −0.522*
(0.328) (0.306)

Med education 0.057 −0.376*
(0.238) (0.229)

High income −0.039 −0.038
(0.318) (0.323)

Med income −0.021 0.497**
(0.247) (0.235)

Missing income 0.299 0.079
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Table 2. Continued

Verbal abuse (2007 Pew) Verbal abuse (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(0.295) (0.344)
U.S.-born 0.477* 0.553**

(0.263) (0.228)
Black −0.492 −1.269***

(0.320) (0.327)
South Asian −0.481* −0.360

(0.290) (0.250)
Other 0.022 −0.178

(0.276) (0.272)
West −0.181 0.244

(0.319) (0.263)
Northeast −0.167 −0.030

(0.246) (0.254)
Midwest −0.308 0.170

(0.269) (0.270)
Constant −1.825*** −1.825*** −3.279*** −1.446*** −1.446*** −4.572***

(0.126) (0.126) (0.611) (0.111) (0.111) (0.799)
N 993 993 993 945 945 945
Log likelihood −392.839 −386.392 −363.457 −439.931 −432.346 −382.296
AIC 789.678 778.784 768.914 883.862 870.691 806.592

AIC, Akaike Information Criterion
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
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Table 3. Predictors of reporting airport discrimination

Airport disc (2007 Pew) Airport disc (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Female −0.044 −0.267 −0.159 −0.038 −0.427** −0.164
(0.152) (0.196) (0.216) (0.161) (0.216) (0.237)

Hijab 0.158* 0.230** 0.272*** 0.272***
(0.082) (0.094) (0.091) (0.102)

Muslim identity 0.036 0.196*
(0.111) (0.108)

English language Prof. 0.397 0.767*
(0.319) (0.401)

Mosque attendance 0.157*** 0.207***
(0.055) (0.062)

Political awareness 0.138 0.361***
(0.185) (0.103)

Citizen −0.009 0.052
(0.219) (0.261)

Age −0.127 −0.133
(0.090) (0.087)

High education 0.743*** 0.449
(0.275) (0.279)

Med education 0.542** 0.179
(0.230) (0.227)

High income 1.391*** 0.423
(0.257) (0.274)

Med income 0.702*** 0.343
(0.225) (0.225)

Missing income 0.748*** 0.036
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Table 3. Continued

Airport disc (2007 Pew) Airport disc (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(0.274) (0.325)
U.S.-born −0.184 0.065

(0.237) (0.224)
Black −0.317 −0.836***

(0.287) (0.306)
South Asian −0.475** −0.026

(0.229) (0.227)
Other −0.062 0.003

(0.226) (0.257)
West 0.383 −0.397*

(0.240) (0.241)
Northeast −0.155 −0.301

(0.214) (0.223)
Midwest −0.127 −0.215

(0.224) (0.242)
Constant −1.219*** −1.219*** −2.742*** −1.282*** −1.282*** −3.961***

(0.104) (0.104) (0.492) (0.106) (0.106) (0.611)
N 993 993 993 933 933 933
Log likelihood −528.865 −526.979 −481.497 −484.833 −480.351 −442.272
AIC 1,061.729 1,059.959 1,004.993 973.666 966.701 926.543

AIC, Akaike Information Criterion
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
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First, we find that hijab increases the probability of perceiving suspicious
looks and reporting verbal abuse. Second, we find that men display a
greater likelihood of perceiving discrimination than women once we intro-
duce the hijab variable. This relationship holds even after accounting for
all the other variables that could potentially impact the direct relationship
between hijab, gender, and discrimination.
Figure 3 further unpacks this relationship. As the changes in the pre-

dicted probability of reporting suspicious looks demonstrate, women are
about eight percentage points less likely than men to report discrimination
in the 2007 sample, and about seven percentage points less likely in the
2011 survey. However, hijab not only has an independent impact, but
one that is substantively larger. In both the 2007 and 2011 samples,

FIGURE 3. Predictors of suspicious looks (full sample)
Note: Symbols denote changes in the predicted probability (min–max effects) of
perceiving suspicious looks for each model covariate in Table 1 while keeping all
the other variables at their respective means. The lines attached to the symbols
represent 90% confidence bands
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wearing the hijab increases the probability of reporting suspicious looks
by about 21 percentage points. Comparing this effect size to the other
model covariates, it appears that wearing the hijab has the strongest
impact on the dependent variable. English language proficiency,
mosque attendance, and nativity are also important and fairly strong pre-
dictors of reporting suspicious looks, but their effect sizes are not as large.
We also find that age plays a role, with older individuals being less likely
than younger ones to perceive suspicious looks. With the exception of
these aforementioned variables, no other variable is statistically significant
across both datasets. For instance, Black and South Asian respondents
reported less discrimination than their Arab counterparts in 2011, but
not in 2007. Perhaps most notably, although the impact of identity is in
the positive direction, the relationship does not achieve statistical
significance.
We find nearly identical patterns among the models of our second indi-

cator of societal discrimination, reports of verbal abuse. As Figure 4 illus-
trates, wearing the hijab emerges as the strongest predictor of perceived
discrimination. While verbal abuse is less commonly reported than suspi-
cious looks, the results show that hijabi women are about 10 percentage
points more likely than their non-hijabi female counterparts to report dis-
crimination in the 2007 survey, and 15 percentage points more likely in
the 2011 sample. This finding holds even with the inclusion of gender
in the model. In fact, gender only becomes statistically associated with
the dependent variable once hijab is held constant. This means that by
excluding hijab from the analysis, researchers would incorrectly conclude
that gender is not a relevant predictor of perceived discrimination among
Muslim Americans.
As expected, other key factors such as mosque attendance, nativity, and

language proficiency are also associated with the dependent variable. The
impact of identity, however, is mixed. In the 2007 model, a primarily
Muslim identity increases the probability of reporting verbal abuse by
five percentage points. However, in the 2011 model, identity is not statisti-
cally predictive of self-reported verbal abuse, and the impact size is rela-
tively small: three percentage points. We also find fairly mixed results
with respect to the other variables that prior work indicated as potentially
important predictors of perceived discrimination. The effects of age are
marginal, where older respondents are less likely to report verbal harass-
ment than younger individuals, but this effect is only statistically signifi-
cant in 2011. Political awareness is not linked to perceiving verbal abuse
in 2007, but it is in 2011.21 The results by race and ethnicity are also

24 Dana et al.

use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048318000287
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Delaware, on 14 Jun 2018 at 12:53:46, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048318000287
https://www.cambridge.org/core


inconsistent. While Black respondents are substantially less likely than
Arab respondents to report discrimination in 2011, the same pattern is
not clearly found in 2007—this variable is not statistically significant at
p < 0.10, although it is in the negative direction. Finally, consistent with
the research by Hopkins et al. (2016), we also did not find any geograph-
ical patterns in self-reported discrimination. However, we note that the
measures of region—South, Northeast, Midwest, and West—in both data-
sets are fairly broad as states are much larger and heterogenous than
smaller geographic units.

FIGURE 4. Predictors of verbal abuse (full sample)
Note: Symbols denote changes in the predicted probability (min–max effects) of
reporting verbal abuse for each model covariate Table 2 while keeping all the
other variables at their respective means. The lines attached to the symbols
represent 90% confidence bands
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So far the results suggest that gender, hijab, mosque attendance, nativ-
ity, and English language proficiency are all independently associated with
reporting societal discrimination across both datasets, with the substantive
effect size of hijab being particularly noticeable. The last set of models for
the entire sample assesses the probability of perceiving discrimination in
an institutional setting, at the hands of the TSA. Recall that we presented
a set of competing explanations regarding the effect of gender and hijab as
it pertains to issues related to national security. We argued that hijabi
women could be targeted for extra security checks due to the fact that
they are easily identifiable as Muslim. However, we also noted that in
places like airports, TSA agents may particularly pay attention to
Muslim men rather than women, even hijabi women, because concerns
over terrorism may be particularly aimed at the former subgroup. It is
also possible that TSA security practices are gender neutral and more
focused on other characteristics such as race, ethnicity, national origin,
and presumed religious identity. Regardless of how the TSA actually
targets various individuals for extra screening, the fact remains that
some subgroups of Muslims may be more prone to identify even truly
random checks as discriminatory.
Unlike the observed gender effects in the models of every-day, societal

discrimination, we find no discernible relationship between gender and
discrimination at the airport. Figure 5 demonstrates that men are no
more likely than women to report discrimination in an institutional
setting. However, once again, hijab plays an important role. In the 2007
model, veiled Muslims are 12 percentage points more likely than their
counterparts to think that they have been singled out by airport security.
A nearly identical relationship is visible in 2011: hijab increases the prob-
ability of perceiving airport discrimination by nearly 15 percentage points.
The only other variable that stands out across both datasets is mosque
attendance, which has an impact similar to wearing the hijab. Older par-
ticipants appear to be less likely to perceive discrimination across both
datasets, but the relationship is slightly outside traditional bounds of stat-
istical significance. Muslim identity, English language proficiency, and
political awareness are all associated with self-reported discrimination in
the 2011 model, but not in 2007. In comparison to the findings around
every-day discrimination, nativity plays an insignificant role in both the
fully specified airport discrimination models. Higher socioeconomic
status is also associated with experiencing discrimination at the airport
in 2007, but not distinguishable from value zero in 2011, although the
relationships are in the same direction. Once again, the race and ethnicity
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findings are inconclusive, as are the regional findings. Overall, only two
variables stand out across both datasets and different measures of discrim-
ination: wearing the hijab and regularly attending the mosque.
As a robustness check, we created a global discrimination index by

combining the three aforementioned measures and regressed it on hijab,
gender, and other control variables.22 This additional analysis (see
Table 4) does not change the main findings. The hijab variable is posi-
tively associated with perceived discrimination across both datasets. The
overarching index, however, does mask the more nuanced findings we
found with respect to gender and institutional (airport) discrimination.

FIGURE 5. Predictors of airport discrimination (full sample)
Note: Symbols indicate changes in the predicted probability (min–max effects) of
perceiving TSA discrimination for each model covariate in Table 3 while keeping
all the other variables at their respective mean. The lines attached to the symbols
represent 90% confidence bands
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Table 4. Predictors of reporting discrimination (global index)

2007 Pew 2011 Pew

Female −0.394** −0.393**
(0.176) (0.195)

Hijab 0.300*** 0.376***
(0.078) (0.084)

Muslim identity 0.077 0.207**
(0.088) (0.088)

English language 0.682*** 1.312***
(0.264) (0.331)

Mosque attendance 0.193*** 0.232***
(0.044) (0.051)

Political awareness −0.001 0.233***
(0.155) (0.081)

Citizen −0.082 0.158
(0.180) (0.219)

Age −0.196*** −0.214***
(0.071) (0.071)

High education 0.482** 0.274
(0.216) (0.229)

Med education 0.319* 0.019
(0.171) (0.181)

High income 0.732*** 0.150
(0.203) (0.231)

Med income 0.276 0.417**
(0.171) (0.180)

Missing income 0.367* −0.183
(0.216) (0.268)

U.S.-born 0.461** 0.558***
(0.188) (0.183)

Black 0.016 −1.038***
(0.229) (0.249)

South Asian −0.224 −0.399**
(0.197) (0.192)

Other 0.290 −0.111
(0.195) (0.215)

West 0.182 0.039
(0.207) (0.198)

Northeast −0.073 −0.123
(0.170) (0.185)

Midwest −0.097 −0.065
(0.183) (0.205)

N 993 919
Log likelihood −960.859 −880.838
AIC 1967.72 1807.68

AIC, Akaike Information Criterion
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01; ordered logistic regression.
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As such, prior work advices against using global or overarching discrim-
ination measures (Krieger 1999, 2000), especially indices that combine
different sources of discrimination (Oskooii 2016; Oskooii forthcoming).

Now that we have identified the factors that are related to perceived dis-
crimination in two different domains among the entire sample of Muslim
Americans, we evaluate the impact of wearing the hijab among the subset
of the women. One potential critique of the hijab findings presented above
is that men do not wear the hijab and, as such, including both men and
women in the non-hijab category can bias the results. To address this
concern, we replicated the previous models with female participants
only. Tables 5–7 first assess the bivariate relationship between the hijab
variable and the three discrimination measures before controlling for addi-
tional explanatory variables.
Subsetting the data by gender does not change our interpretation of the

persistent impact of the hijab on perceiving discrimination. Figures 6–8
demonstrate the direction and strength of this relationship. Holding all
covariates at their respective means, veiled women are significantly
more likely than women who never wear the hijab to report suspicious
looks, verbal abuse, and being targeted by airport security across both
datasets. Our findings are also remarkably consistent with respect to
effect sizes. Recall that the hijab increased the probability of perceiving
suspicious looks by about 20 percentage points in the full sample
models. The results are almost identical in the models including only
women—20% in 2007 and 18% in 2011. We also find that mosque atten-
dance and English language proficiency, to some degree, are associated
with self-reported discrimination. The impact of the other explanatory var-
iables generally corroborate what we observed in the full sample models.
We should note, however, that p-values are highly sensitive to sample size
differences. Since the women-only models cut the total number of obser-
vations nearly in half, some variables will lose statistical significance
partly as a function of increased uncertainty around the estimates.
Nevertheless, the impact of hijab is robust across all models presented
in our analysis.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Previous research demonstrates that the Muslim American community is
subjected to much scrutiny and discrimination due to the construction
of Islam as intolerant, violent, foreign, and at odds with western values.
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Table 5. Predictors of reporting suspicious looks (women only)

Suspicious looks (2007 Pew) Suspicious looks (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Hijab 0.417*** 0.434*** 0.366*** 0.399***
(0.083) (0.110) (0.088) (0.111)

Muslim identity 0.096 −0.021
(0.170) (0.166)

English language Prof. 1.233** 2.871***
(0.512) (1.059)

Mosque attendance 0.160* 0.299***
(0.088) (0.096)

Political awareness −0.054 −0.004
(0.299) (0.142)

Citizen −0.164 0.903*
(0.378) (0.486)

Age 0.008 −0.124
(0.133) (0.134)

High education 1.039** 0.448
(0.408) (0.437)

Med education 0.308 0.347
(0.310) (0.317)

High income −0.339 −0.082
(0.428) (0.466)

Med income −0.198 0.500
(0.307) (0.327)

Missing income 0.047 0.112
(0.385) (0.446)

U.S.-born 1.238*** 0.113
(0.320) (0.325)
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Table 5. Continued

Suspicious looks (2007 Pew) Suspicious looks (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Black −0.439 0.078
(0.413) (0.430)

South Asian 0.123 −0.341
(0.376) (0.384)

Other −0.053 0.271
(0.375) (0.378)

West 0.437 0.100
(0.396) (0.379)

Northeast 0.414 −0.417
(0.323) (0.359)

Midwest 0.249 0.105
(0.345) (0.364)

Constant −1.818*** −4.264*** −1.670*** −6.147***
(0.183) (0.770) (0.185) (1.281)

N 467 467 412 412
Log likelihood −241.644 −212.968 −219.482 −188.930
AIC 487.289 465.937 442.963 417.860

AIC, Akaike Information Criterion
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
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Table 6. Predictors of reporting verbal abuse (women only)

Verbal abuse (2007 Pew) Verbal abuse (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Hijab 0.365*** 0.341** 0.396*** 0.446***
(0.104) (0.135) (0.104) (0.136)

Muslim identity −0.125 0.099
(0.213) (0.201)

English language Prof. 0.992 1.480*
(0.649) (0.812)

Mosque attendance 0.339*** 0.287**
(0.114) (0.115)

Political awareness 0.255 0.236
(0.356) (0.177)

Citizen 1.062* 0.639
(0.558) (0.539)

Age −0.190 −0.431**
(0.161) (0.168)

High education 0.366 −0.260
(0.497) (0.518)

Med education 0.033 −0.289
(0.368) (0.353)

High income −0.527 −0.633
(0.569) (0.677)

Med income 0.112 1.029***
(0.375) (0.391)

Missing income 0.657 0.172
(0.445) (0.528)

U.S.-born −0.074 0.220
(0.364) (0.373)
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Table 6. Continued

Verbal abuse (2007 Pew) Verbal abuse (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Black −0.720 −0.301
(0.497) (0.529)

South Asian −0.943* −0.248
(0.498) (0.458)

Other 0.463 0.572
(0.417) (0.439)

West 0.008 0.193
(0.465) (0.422)

Northeast −0.331 −0.891**
(0.391) (0.449)

Midwest −0.463 −0.303
(0.424) (0.439)

Constant −2.473*** −4.373*** −2.272*** −5.089***
(0.236) (0.968) (0.229) (1.149)

N 467 467 415 415
Log likelihood −174.546 −152.390 −174.213 −143.458
AIC 353.093 344.780 352.426 326.917

AIC, Akaike Information Criterion
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
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Table 7. Predictors of reporting airport discrimination (women only)

Airport disc (2007 Pew) Airport disc (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Hijab 0.158* 0.263** 0.272*** 0.386***
(0.082) (0.113) (0.091) (0.116)

Muslim identity 0.126 0.060
(0.175) (0.175)

English language Prof. 0.930* 1.731**
(0.492) (0.786)

Mosque attendance 0.161* 0.164*
(0.091) (0.096)

Political awareness −0.075 0.362**
(0.291) (0.155)

Citizen −0.505 0.421
(0.342) (0.450)

Age 0.054 −0.122
(0.136) (0.142)

High education 1.090*** 0.651
(0.413) (0.433)

Med education 0.756** −0.013
(0.344) (0.336)

High income 1.401*** 0.437
(0.391) (0.459)

Med income 0.420 0.369
(0.317) (0.351)

Missing income 0.151 0.130
(0.419) (0.472)

U.S.-born 0.099 −0.235
(0.320) (0.351)
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Table 7. Continued

Airport disc (2007 Pew) Airport disc (2011 Pew)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Black −0.096 −0.348
(0.423) (0.479)

South Asian −0.114 0.189
(0.368) (0.377)

Other 0.002 0.442
(0.366) (0.386)

West 0.535 −0.500
(0.362) (0.391)

Northeast −0.074 −0.467
(0.332) (0.354)

Midwest 0.214 −0.427
(0.335) (0.378)

Constant −1.486*** −3.925*** −1.710*** −5.296***
(0.166) (0.750) (0.189) (1.062)

N 467 467 408 408
Log likelihood −244.509 −215.259 −205.635 −181.797
AIC 493.019 470.518 415.270 403.595

AIC, Akaike Information Criterion
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.

V
eiled

Politics
35

use, available at https://w
w

w
.cam

bridge.org/core/term
s. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048318000287

D
ow

nloaded from
 https://w

w
w

.cam
bridge.org/core. U

niversity of D
elaw

are, on 14 Jun 2018 at 12:53:46, subject to the Cam
bridge Core term

s of

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755048318000287
https://www.cambridge.org/core


These stereotypical depictions and increasingly sensationalist accounts of
what Muslims think and how they behave have further facilitated the
process of racialization. Consequently, a community diverse in national
origin, immigration histories, cultural orientations, and behaviors is
viewed as a “band of others” (Kalkan, Layman and Uslaner 2009), with
external characteristics such as dress, language, accent, and skin color
serving as heuristics for radicalization, leading to their social exclusion.
Yet, prior work has largely neglected to systematically investigate which
subgroups of Muslim Americans are more likely to perceive discrimina-
tion, especially due to ascriptive identifiers.

FIGURE 6. Predictors of suspicious looks (women only)
Note: Symbols indicate changes in the predicted probability (min–max effects) of
perceiving suspicious looks for each model covariate in Table 5 while keeping all
the other variables at their respective mean. The lines attached to the symbols
represent 90% confidence bands
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The present study fills this gap in the literature. Drawing from the
research in social psychology, race and ethnic politics, and religion and
politics, we argued that the hijab serves as a particularly salient marker
of difference that homogenizes an otherwise diverse group. Our analysis
provides compelling evidence that the hijab is one of the most important
predictors of perceived, individual-level discrimination among Muslim
Americans. Importantly, this finding is robust across different measures
of discrimination, model specifications, and datasets. This suggests that
hijabi women are particularly vulnerable as the climate of Islamophobia
worsens in the wake of Donald Trump’s ascendance to the presidency

FIGURE 7. Predictors of verbal abuse (women only)
Note: Symbols indicate changes in the predicted probability (min–max effects) of
reporting verbal abuse for each model covariate in Table 6 while keeping all the
other variables at their respective mean. The lines attached to the symbols
represent 90% confidence bands
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and the implementation of targeted policies such as the “Muslim ban.”
Partly as a function of this vulnerability, hijabi women may continue to
gravitate toward insular networks and feel less inclined to engage in main-
stream political activities (Westfall et al. 2017). This should raise norma-
tive concerns for political scientists, legal scholars, advocates, and public
officials.
Our study further demonstrates that the relationship between gender and

self-reported discrimination is more complicated than one might assume.
After accounting for the hijab in the full sample models, we discovered
that men report more discrimination than their non-hijabi female

FIGURE 8. Predictors of airport discrimination (women only)
Note: Symbols indicate changes in the predicted probability (min–max effects) of
perceiving TSA discrimination for each model covariate in Table 7 while keeping
all the other variables at their respective mean. The lines attached to the symbols
represent 90% confidence bands
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counterparts. This finding is perhaps intuitive given that Muslim men are
viewed as a threatening. A Muslim American male interviewed for the
2017 Pew study of American Muslims articulates this heightened sense
of awareness in the current sociopolitical climate: “There is so much atten-
tion drawn to people being Muslim and symbols of Islam, hijab being one
of them. We have to take extra caution scanning our surroundings—know
where we are, who is around and what kind of thoughts they might hold
for Islam, about Islam or against Islam. Especially when the Muslim ban
was introduced the first time around, I literally felt like the persecution had
started” (21, Pew, 2017). We would not have uncovered the finding that
Muslim men are particularly aware of discrimination without controlling
for the role of hijab. Absent this measure, one would mistakenly conclude
that gender has no discernible impact on the perceptions of discrimination.
To our knowledge, this finding is the first of its kind, bringing further

attention to the interplay between gender, race, and religion in the every-
day experiences of Muslim Americans. Our analysis also demonstrates that
Muslim Americans familiar with the American customs and behavioral
practices may be more aware of subtle forms of discrimination in different
contexts, and may therefore perceive more discrimination. The findings,
for instance, highlight the role of nativity (U.S.-born) and English lan-
guage proficiency in predicting perceptions of mistreatment. The results
further show that regular mosque-goers were significantly more likely
than their counterparts to report discrimination both in every-day settings
and in institutional ones. Indeed, mosque attendance is as robust as a pre-
dictor of self-reported discrimination as is our key independent variable of
interest, the hijab.
The strong and consistent relationship between mosque attendance and

discrimination, in particular, suggests that the process of perceiving dis-
crimination is likely a two-way street. On the one hand, the evidence is
undeniable that Muslim Americans are viewed very negatively and have
been subjected to much discrimination over the last two decades. A
simple glance at hate crime statistics since 9/11, which notoriously
under-report such incidents, paints a troubling image for the status of
Muslim Americans (UCR Hate Crime Statistics, 2002; 2010; 2015).23

Add the anti-Muslim and anti-mosque legislative actions taken at the
state and federal level to the mix, and it becomes even more apparent
that reported discrimination among Muslim Americans matches political
reality.
Yet, as social psychologists have previously noted, identifying discrim-

inatory encounters involves subjective evaluations (Kaiser and Major
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2006). That is, some individuals, such as those with a strong sense of
group identity, are more likely than their low identity counterparts to
label ambiguous or even non-discriminatory encounters with higher
status group members as discriminatory (Major, Quinton and McCoy
2002). While we did not find a consistent positive association between
our measure of identity and perceived discrimination, mosque attendance,
which is strongly linked with seeing oneself as a devout Muslim, does
increase perceptions of discrimination. This relationship was even
present when modeling airport discrimination, suggesting that TSA offi-
cials have the ability to single-out regular mosque-goers in their security
checks. We find this latter point hard to believe. A more plausible ex-
planation is that some Muslim Americans, as a function of certain
predispositions, may simply be more prone to labeling even potentially
non-discriminatory actions as discriminatory. However, recognizing that
discrimination is complex and that some perceive it where it may not
exist should not deter scholars from investigating factors that lead to the
feelings of marginalization, given its demonstrably negative impacts on
a variety of democratic, health, and sociological outcomes.
We offer our findings with a number of caveats, and conclude by high-

lighting the areas for future research. While our results are robust across
two national datasets of Muslim Americans, we cannot speak to the
current climate of Islamophobia in the United States. However, given
the xenophobic political rhetoric throughout much of the 2016 presidential
campaign, spikes in hate speech and crimes aimed at Muslim Americans,
and executive actions taken by President Trump to bar Muslims from
entering the country, we do not think much has changed as it pertains
to the discrimination of hijabi women.
Indeed, an analysis of original survey data of 216 American Muslim

Americans that we fielded between February and March of 2017 through
Survey Sampling International (SSI) suggests that the marginalization of
hijabi women is still a persistent problem and a serious concern. To be
clear, the results we share are of a convenience sample and, therefore, not
representative of the overall population of Muslims in the United States.
As such, readers should interpret the findings as preliminary and suggestive.
Nevertheless, these new data paint a consistent picture of the marginaliza-
tion of hijabi women we observed with the 2007 and 2011 Pew datasets.
Out of the entire SSI sample, 118 of the respondents were women and

were posed with the following question about hijab: “When you are out in
public, how often do you wear religious garb or a headcover or hijab (hee-
jab)? Do you wear it all the time, most of the time, only some of the time,
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or never?” Of the women who answered this question, 55 replied “never”
or “only some of the time” and 58 replied “most of the time” or “all of the
time.” Respondents were also asked to evaluate seven questions about dis-
crimination on a Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4
(strongly agree): (1) you have received poorer service than other people
at restaurants and stores, (2) people act as if they are afraid of you, (3)
you were singled out or treated unfairly by airport security, (4) you
were singled out or treated unfairly by other government officials or insti-
tutions such as the police, (5) people act as if they are suspicious of you,
(6) people called you offensive names or treated you with less respect, and
(7) you were physically threatened or attacked. A t-test comparison of
means in Table 8 demonstrates that hijabi women perceive high levels
of discrimination in 2017.24 That is, hijab-wearing women are signifi-
cantly more likely than their counterparts to report societal discrimination
and what Oskooii (2016) refers to as “political discrimination.” Again,
while not nationally representative, the findings lend support to the mul-
tivariate analysis that we were able to conduct with the two Pew datasets.
While our research paid attention to one of the most salient ascriptive

identifiers among Muslim Americans, data limitations also did not
permit us to examine the full range of visual heuristics. For instance, we
were unable to assess the extent to which Islamic clothing accessories
worn by men, such as a Kufi, could expose individuals to increased dis-
crimination. This omission perhaps underlies the finding that men are
more likely to experience discrimination than are women who do not
wear the headscarf. That is, just as women who do not wear the hijab
are less likely to experience discrimination than women who do, it is
likely that men who do not fit the visual stereotype of “Muslim” are
more or less exempt from heightened scrutiny.
Moreover, we find mixed results in reference to race and religion. It is

not unreasonable to expect that in the United States, race bifurcates both
inter- and intra-group experiences with discrimination. Future research
would benefit from examining the intersection of race and religion, and
from paying attention to issues of “in-group” or “internal” discrimination.
The study of internal discrimination among Latinos by Lavariega-Monforti
and Sanchez (2010) is one prominent example. They illustrate that black
Latinos, for instance, are more likely than other subgroups to report mis-
treatment from non-black Latinos. Since the Muslim American population
is equally diverse, in-group discrimination on the basis of race, ethnic
background, nativity, and accent could powerfully impact the identity for-
mation, views, behaviors, and the well-being of certain subgroups of
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Muslims who may not only face out-group discrimination, but also in-
group marginalization.
Lastly, our findings are limited to the experience of American Muslims.

Certainly, Muslims in other places such as the UK, France, Belgium, and
Germany also face discrimination, and those experiences are potentially
also gendered (Bayrakli and Hafez 2017). In a recent statement, the
former labour communities minister in the UK, Shahid Malik, expressed
specific concern for hijab-wearing women: “We stand in uncharted terri-
tory…the statistics paint a profoundly bleak picture of the explosion of
anti-Muslim hate both online and on our streets, with visibly Muslim
women being disproportionately targeted by cowardly hatemongers”
(Jeory 2016). We hope that our study brings further attention to the

Table 8. SSI sample of female Muslim American respondents (February–March
2017)

Statements on
experiences with
discrimination

Hijab-wearing
female

respondents
(mean)

Non-hijab-
wearing female
respondents

(mean)

Mean difference
and significance

test

You have received poorer
service than other people
at restaurants and stores

2.26 1.53 0.73***

People act as if they are
afraid of you

2.35 1.62 0.73***

You were singled out or
treated unfairly by
airport security

2.21 1.84 0.37^ +

You were singled out or
treated unfairly by other
government officials or
institutions such as the
police

2.09 1.6 0.49*

People act as if they are
suspicious of you

2.33 1.71 0.62*

People called you offensive
names or treated you
with less respect

2.39 1.74 0.64**

You were physically
threatened or attacked

1.84 1.36 0.48*

The last column displays t-test results and difference in means between respondents who reported
wearing the hijab regularly as opposed to only sometimes or never.
+p < 0.10, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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antecedents of discrimination and encourages scholars to examine the
experiences of Muslim minorities in the United States and abroad with
specific attention to the role of gender and visual heuristics.

NOTES

1. The authors are grateful to Elizabeth Oldmixon and the anonymous reviewers for their insightful
and constructive feedback. A special thanks is also extended to Matt Barreto, Loren Collingwood,
Narayani Lasala-Blanco, Shyam Sriram, Aubrey Westfall, and to all of the participants at the 2017
APSA panel on Intersectionality and Muslim American Politics. All of the usual disclaimers apply.

Table 9. Descriptive statistics

Variable
2007 Pew 2011 Pew

Min Max Mean S.D. Min Max Mean S.D.

Suspicious looks 0 1 0.23 0.42 0 1 0.23 0.42
Verbal abuse 0 1 0.13 0.34 0 1 0.17 0.37
Airport disc. 0 1 0.23 0.42 0 1 0.22 0.41
Global disc. index 0 3 0.59 0.84 0 3 0.61 0.91
Hijab 0 3 0.62 1.14 0 3 0.58 1.10
Hijab (women only) 0 3 1.32 1.36 0 3 1.31 1.32
Muslim identity 0 2 1.16 0.83 0 2 1.16 0.86
English language proficiency 0 1 0.88 0.33 0 1 0.90 0.31
Mosque attendance 0 5 2.61 1.73 0 5 2.90 1.63
Political awareness 0 1 0.25 0.43 1 4 3.12 1.00
Citizen 0 1 0.77 0.42 0 1 0.83 0.38
Female 0 1 0.47 0.50 0 1 0.45 0.50
Age 1 4 2.48 0.99 1 4 2.48 1.08
High education 0 1 0.24 0.42 0 1 0.23 0.42
Mid. education 0 1 0.48 0.50 0 1 0.47 0.50
Low education 0 1 0.27 0.44 0 1 0.32 0.47
High income 0 1 0.19 0.39 0 1 0.19 0.39
Mid. income 0 1 0.31 0.46 0 1 0.37 0.48
Low income 0 1 0.27 0.44 0 1 0.29 0.45
Mis. income 0 1 0.17 0.38 0 1 0.13 0.33
U.S.-born 0 1 0.27 0.44 0 1 0.29 0.45
Arab 0 1 0.24 0.43 0 1 0.27 0.44
Black 0 1 0.19 0.40 0 1 0.18 0.38
South Asian 0 1 0.28 0.45 0 1 0.34 0.47
Other 0 1 0.29 0.45 0 1 0.24 0.42
West 0 1 0.16 0.36 0 1 0.22 0.41
Northeast 0 1 0.31 0.46 0 1 0.28 0.45
Midwest 0 1 0.23 0.42 0 1 0.20 0.40
South 0 1 0.30 0.46 0 1 0.30 0.46

a Summary statistics without survey weights; entire sample.
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Authors listed in alphabetical order; authorship is equal. Corresponding Author Contact Info: Kassra
A.R. Oskooii, 403 Smith Hall, 18 Amstel Ave, Newark, DE 19716, USA; Email: oskooiik@udel.edu;
Phone: 302-831-2355.
2. Also see, Nationwide Anti-Mosque Activity. April 2017. https://www.aclu.org/map/nationwide-

anti-mosque-activity.
3. https://www.splcenter.org/sites/default/files/com_hate_incidents_report_final.pdf
4. In year 2016, the number of anti-Muslim hate groups also tripled (Potok, 2017).
5. For example, Imam Abdullah Antepli from Raleigh, North Carolina, told a group of women that

under the extraordinary circumstances under which Muslim Americans now live, they may require
extraordinary measures to protect their safety, including taking off the hijab, at least for a while.
Likewise, Imam Omar Suleiman from Irving, Texas validated hijabi women’s fears and advised
women to consider practical measures, such as wearing a hoodie instead of a hijab if they feel like
they may be in danger. See: https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/nation/2016/12/12/concerned-
muslim-women-rethinking-hijab/95351734/.
6. We use the term hijabi to refer to women who elect to wear the headscarf. The use of this ter-

minology follows work by Jelen (2011) and Kassam (2007). Hijabi is traditionally a colloquial term,
and another appropriate reference is “Muhajibah.” We have chosen to use “hijabi” since it is increas-
ingly used in a popular culture and academic works.
7. While the summary report of the 2017 Pew Study has been released, the dataset is not yet pub-

licly available for analysis.
8. That is, the Wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the rise of ISIS, and the increased incidents of terror-

ism at home and abroad.
9. Results from the 2016 ANES on a national sample of Americans after the election echo these

findings. When asked to rate Whites, Blacks, Asian Americans, Hispanics, and Muslims on a scale
of 1–100, respondents rated each group as follows (in order of groups listed): 71.4, 68.9. 68.4,
60.0, 54.3.
10. Racialization varies in intensity, and can be based on different types of prejudice. Since being

Muslim is not associated with particular racial and/or ethnic groups, racialization of Muslims is par-
ticularly complex (Jamal, 2009). Muslims of African origins and Latinx Muslims, for instance, may
experience racialization on multiple fronts. That is, based on their racial and ethnic background as
well as religious identity.
11. According to the U.S. Census, “White” denotes “A person having origins in any of the original

peoples of Europe, the Middle East, or North Africa. It includes people who indicate their race as
‘White’ or report entries such as Irish, German, Italian, Lebanese, Arab, Moroccan, or Caucasian.”
For more details, see: https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/meta/long_RHI225215.htm
12. The 2007 study was fielded between January 24 and April 20, 2007. The 2011 study was

fielded between April 14 and July 22, 2011. Unfortunately, the 2017 Pew study has not yet been
released to the researchers.
13. 2007 Survey: the average margin of sampling error on the 1,050 completed interviews is ±5.0

percentage points at the 95% level of confidence; 2011 Survey: the average margin of sampling error
on the 1,033 completed interviews is ±5.0 percentage points at the 95% level of confidence. For more
detailed information about each sample, visit: http://www.pewresearch.org/
14. We excluded two questions—whether respondents were physically threatened or attacked, and

whether they were singled out by other law enforcement officials besides airport security—from anal-
ysis due to a very low number of participants who reported experiencing such encounters. For
example, only 29 out of 1050 respondents in 2007 indicated that they have been physically threatened
or attacked. That number reduces to only 18 participants when the data are disaggregated by gender. In
2011, only a slightly higher number of participants reported physical threats or attacks.
15. Descriptive statistics for all of the measures used in the regression models are reported in

Table 9.
16. Similar proportions reported in 2011: 70% vs. 39%.
17. Similar proportions reported in 2011: 53% vs. 21%.
18. The surveys did not contain any questions to assess variation in the perceptions of discrimina-

tion between individuals who primarily reside in more populated and diverse areas (cities) as opposed
to more isolated and less diverse rural areas.
19. We excluded the political awareness variable from all of the models to see if any noticeable

changes emerged when comparing other antecedents of discrimination across 2007 and 2011. We
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did not find that the exclusion of this measure changed our substantive interpretation of the results
across the two datasets. As such, we decided to keep this variable despite question-wording
differences.
20. Marginal effects were calculated by changing each variable from a maximum to minimum

value while keeping all the other model covariates at their respective means.
21. This can partially be explained by the fact that the political awareness measure in the 2011

survey is more detailed. However, political awareness does not impact perceptions of suspicious
looks in the 2011 model, suggesting that changes in question-wording alone does not explain the
mixed findings visible in Figure 4.
22. The α scale reliability coefficient of this additive scale is 0.52 for the 2007 data and 0.63 for

2011.
23. For more details, see: https://ucr.fbi.gov/hate-crime/
24. Due to sample size limitations and lack of critical control variables, we did not run a multivar-

iate analysis.
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