
Supplemental Information

A Proof of Proposition 1
We prove that the subclassification estimator defined in equation (8) is unbiased for the AMCE
defined in equation (4). Under Assumptions 1-3, the AMCE is identified by the observed data as,

ˆ̄πl(t1, t0, p(t)) =
∑

[t[−l],t[−j]]∈T̃

{
E[Yijk | Tijkl = t1, Tijk[−l] = t[−l],Ti[−j]k = t[−j]]

−E[Yijk | Tijkl = t0, Tijk[−l] = t[−l],Ti[−j]k = t[−j]]
}

×Pr(Tijk[−l] = t[−l],Ti[−j]k = t[−j]),

which is equivalent to equation (5) except that this expression makes explicit that the components
of Tijk[−l] and Ti[−j]k are discrete random variables. Under Assumption 4, we have

ˆ̄πl(t1, t0, p(t))

=
∑

[tS ,t[−j]]∈T̃ S

∑
tR∈T R

{
E[Yijk | Tijkl = t1, T

S
ijk = tS, TR

ijk = tR,Ti[−j]k = t[−j]]

−E[Yijk | Tijkl = t0, T
S
ijk = tS, TR

ijk = tR,Ti[−j]k = t[−j]]
}

×Pr(T S
ijk = tS,Ti[−j]k = t[−j] | TR

ijk = tR) Pr(TR
ijk = tR)

=
∑

[tS ,t[−j]]∈T̃ S

∑
tR∈T R

{
E[Yijk | Tijkl = t1, T

S
ijk = tS, TR

ijk = tR,Ti[−j]k = t[−j]]

×Pr(T S
ijk = tS,Ti[−j]k = t[−j] | Tijkl = t1, T

R
ijk = tR)

−E[Yijk | Tijkl = t0, T
S
ijk = tS, TR

ijk = tR,Ti[−j]k = t[−j]]

×Pr(T S
ijk = tS,Ti[−j]k = t[−j] | Tijkl = t0, T

R
ijk = tR)

}
Pr(TR

ijk = tR)

=
∑

tR∈T R

{
E[Yijk | Tijkl = t1, T

R
ijk = tR]− E[Yijk | Tijkl = t0, T

R
ijk = tR]

}
Pr(TR

ijk = tR), (11)

where the first and third equalities follow from the law of total expectation and the second equality
from Assumption 4. Sample analogues provide unbiased estimators of both conditional expecta-
tions in equation 11. The remaining term is a known assignment probability which we calculate by
marginalizing p(t). The resulting estimator is the subclassification estimator from equation (8).
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Figure A.1: Experimental Design: Candidate Conjoint

Note: This figure illustrates the experimental design for the conjoint analysis that examines competing candidates for political office.
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Figure A.2: Effects of Immigrant Attributes on Preference for Admission by Choice Task

 Task Number: 1  Task Number: 2  Task Number: 3  Task Number: 4  Task Number: 5
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    once w/o authorization
    six months with family
    many times as tourist
    once as tourist
    never
Prior trips to U.S.:
        
    escape persecution
    seek better job
    reunite with family
Application reason:
       
    no plans to look for work
    will look for work
    interviews with employer
    contract with employer
Job plans:
      
    5+ years
    3−5 years
    1−2 years
    none
Job experience:
     
    doctor
    research scientist
    nurse
    computer programmer
    teacher
    construction worker
    financial analyst
    gardener
    child care provider
    waiter
    janitor
Profession:
    
    Iraq
    Somalia
    Sudan
    China
    India
    Poland
    Philippines
    Mexico
    France
    Germany
Origin:
   
    used interpreter
    tried English but unable
    broken English
    fluent English
Language:
  
    graduate degree
    college degree
    two−year college
    high school
    8th grade
    4th grade
    no formal
Education:
 
    male
    female
Gender:

−.2 0 .2 −.2 0 .2 −.2 0 .2 −.2 0 .2 −.2 0 .2
Change in Pr(Immigrant Preferred for Admission to U.S.)

Note: These plots show estimates of the effects of the randomly assigned immigrant attributes on the probability of being preferred for admission to the U.S. conditional on
the number of the choice task. Estimates are based on the regression estimators with clustered standard errors; bars represent 95% confidence intervals. The points without
horizontal bars denote the attribute value that is the reference category for each attribute.
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Figure A.3: Effects of Immigrant Attributes on Preference for Admission by Profile Number

 Profile Number: 1  Profile Number: 2
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    once w/o authorization
    six months with family
    many times as tourist
    once as tourist
    never
Prior trips to U.S.:
        
    escape persecution
    seek better job
    reunite with family
Application reason:
       
    no plans to look for work
    will look for work
    interviews with employer
    contract with employer
Job plans:
      
    5+ years
    3−5 years
    1−2 years
    none
Job experience:
     
    doctor
    research scientist
    nurse
    computer programmer
    teacher
    construction worker
    financial analyst
    gardener
    child care provider
    waiter
    janitor
Profession:
    
    Iraq
    Somalia
    Sudan
    China
    India
    Poland
    Philippines
    Mexico
    France
    Germany
Origin:
   
    used interpreter
    tried English but unable
    broken English
    fluent English
Language:
  
    graduate degree
    college degree
    two−year college
    high school
    8th grade
    4th grade
    no formal
Education:
 
    male
    female
Gender:

−.2 0 .2 −.2 0 .2
Change in Pr(Immigrant Preferred for Admission to U.S.)

Note: These plots show estimates of the effects of the randomly assigned immigrant attributes on the probability of being preferred for admission to the U.S. conditional on the
profile number (i.e. whether the profile is listed first or second in a given task). Estimates are based on the regression estimators with clustered standard errors; bars represent
95% confidence intervals. The points without horizontal bars denote the attribute value that is the reference category for each attribute.

49



Figure A.4: Effects of Immigrant Attributes on Preference for Admission by Row Position of
Attribute
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Note: These plots show estimates of the effects of the randomly assigned immigrant attributes on the probability of being preferred
for admission to the U.S. conditional on the row position of the attribute (i.e. whether the attribute is listed in the first row, second
row, etc. in a given task). The estimate with the filled black dot in the top row in each panel refers to the pooled estimate across
all row positions. The top panel shows the estimates for the effect of varying the Language attribute from “spoke fluent English” to
“used an interpreter” during the admissions interview. The bottom panel shows the estimates for the effect of varying the “prior trips
to the U.S.” attribute from “never” to “once without authorization.” Estimates are based on the regression estimators with clustered
standard errors; bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure A.5: Effects of Immigrant Attributes on Preference for Admission by Number of Atypical Profiles

 # of countertypical profiles:  0−3  # of countertypical profiles:  4−5  # of countertypical profiles:  6−9
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    escape persecution
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Application reason:
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Job plans:
      
    5+ years
    3−5 years
    1−2 years
    none
Job experience:
     
    doctor
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Profession:
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Origin:
   
    used interpreter
    tried English but unable
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Language:
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    no formal
Education:
 
    male
    female
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Change in Pr(Immigrant Preferred for Admission to U.S.)

Note: These plots show estimates of the effects of the randomly assigned immigrant attributes on the probability of being preferred for admission to the U.S. conditional on the
group of respondents exposed to a small, medium, or high number of atypical immigrant profiles. Estimates are based on the regression estimators with clustered standard errors;
bars represent 95% confidence intervals. The points without horizontal bars denote the attribute value that is the reference category for each attribute.
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