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Abstract

Return migrants face a number of barriers to reintegration. In theory, one barrier is
public stigma associated with repatriation. We investigate whether return status is a
significant source of discriminatory attitudes and, if so, what biases explain those atti-
tudes. The data are from a conjoint experiment on a sample of 1,005 Guatemalans, in
which participants evaluated candidates for a leadership position; we vary candidates’
traits and whether (and how) they have returned from the United States. The results
show that candidates who returned recently and/or involuntarily are less favored than
those who lived in Guatemala their entire life. Further tests reveal that involuntarily
returned migrants are perceived as more dishonest, less compassionate towards the
home population, and likely to leave again; there is no evidence that return migrants
are viewed as less competent or less intelligent. In brief, return migrants, and in par-
ticular deportees, experience discrimination rooted in stereotypes that carry stigma
and shape trait evaluations. Absent efforts to decrease return stigma, the findings sug-
gest potential downsides of policies of return as a restrictive immigration measure, as
such approaches may result in circular migration, with return migrants unable to settle
easily in any place.
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International migration scholars have examined various aspects of cross-border movements,
including the drivers of migration (Pitoski, Lampoltshammer and Parycek 2021), factors
influencing integration in host countries (Harder et al. 2018), and the economic, cultural,
and societal imprints of home and host countries (Kapur 2014; Joly 2000). One topic that
received comparatively more attention in the past, and yet is relevant to contemporary
politics, is return migration — that is, moving back to one’s country of origin. In this paper,
we revisit this important subject by posing the following question: to what extent does the
public express discriminatory attitudes toward return migrants’ as they seek to reintegrate
within their home countries?

The issue of returnees’ reintegration is important in light of recent policies and elevated
numbers of voluntary and involuntary returnees. In the United States, an emphasis on repa-
triation as a policy tool to manage migration has generated significant increases in annual
deportations in recent decades (USDHS 2016), particularly since the passing of the Illegal
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 and the Patriot Act of 2001
(Dingeman 2018). In addition, the economic turmoil and socio-cultural crisis brought by the
COVID-19 pandemic prompted many migrants living abroad to return to their countries of
origin (Chishti and Bush-Joseph 2024). Despite the rise in return migration, dynamics that
emerge in the aftermath of those return trips are understudied.

Our research focuses on potential challenges return migrants may encounter upon return-
ing to their home countries, particularly due to the stigmatization they face. Both academic
and public discourse about returnee reintegration suggests that reluctance to welcome return
migrants may be linked to negative stereotypes. For example, the home-country public may
speculate about the reasons behind return migrants’ repatriation, linking it to illegal and
dangerous activities (Miller 2012) or failure to achieve economic success abroad (Brother-
ton and Barrios 2009). Also, return migrants may be seen as unprepared for reintegration,
either because they are expected to emigrate again in the near future (Bolognani 2016) or
because they are perceived to have lost their home-country identity and norms while abroad
(De Bree, Davids and De Haas 2010). In this study, we examine whether return status is
a significant source of discriminatory attitudes, and if so, what types of biases best explain
unwelcoming attitudes towards return migrants.

Certainly, there are prior studies that examine whether and to what extent negative
stereotypes are attached to return migrants (e.g., Brotherton and Barrios 2009; Cassarino

2004; Gmelch 1980; Van Meeteren et al. 2014). However, these studies predominantly rely on

!The term “return migrants” refers to migrants who return to their country of origin and can be divided
into either voluntary (e.g., returned during the Covid-19 pandemic) and involuntary (e.g., deported by the
host government authority) return migrants. We use return migrants or returnees interchangeably.



case studies involving interviews with groups of return migrants, making them susceptible
to subjectivity. Although there are growing numbers of studies that complement qualita-
tive interview evidence with observational studies using survey approaches (e.g., Maldon-
ado Hernandez, Jacobo and Cardenas 2020; Kunuroglu, Van De Vijver and Yagmur 2021;
Tai and Truex 2015), asking direct questions about stigma runs the risk of biased responses
driven by social desirability concerns. To address these limitations, we use a conjoint experi-
mental design that allows us to disentangle the effects of return status from other correlated
attributes while reducing the potential for biased responses due to the sensitive nature of
the topic.

Employing a pre-registered conjoint experiment on 1,005 Guatemalan adults, we find
that home-country individuals discriminate against return migrants based on their return
status. Specifically, those who return involuntarily are penalized significantly, whether their
return is recent or a long time ago. In contrast, those who returned voluntarily face less
severe discrimination, with only a marginal bias against those who recently returned from
the United States.

Our design also permits us to consider whether discriminatory attitudes toward return
migrants are grounded in certain types of stigma. We identify four stereotypes that are ref-
erenced in scholarship on return migrants: criminality, temporary status, economic failure,
and/or culture dissimilarity. Within the experimental design, we include a set of trait evalu-
ations that, with appropriate caveats, can be related back to these stereotypes. We find that
involuntary return status is associated with lower perceptions of honesty, a lower tendency
to see migrants as caring about people ‘like me’ and being a strong leader, and a greater
tendency to see returnees as more likely to leave again.

This project makes three core contributions. First, it emphasizes the importance of un-
derstanding attitudes towards return migrants, which is relevant to policies that depend
upon the reintegration of returnees. Attitudes held by the majority in a society can facilitate
or impede the acceptance and settlement of newcomers (Fussell 2014). When the majority
of a society holds less favorable attitudes towards return migrants, these individuals may
struggle to readjust to their home country, potentially leading to decisions to remigrate. Sec-
ond, understanding the underlying sources of stigmatization against return migrants provides
theoretical insight into how and why people with similar backgrounds can be perceived as be-
longing to different groups due to the (voluntary vs. involuntary) nature of return migration
processes. Lastly, the use of a conjoint experimental design offers a model for assessing the
sources of discrimination against return migrants in a way that incorporates ideas derived

from multiple theoretical explanations for negative reactions.



Sources of Opposition to Return Migrants

As return migrant populations have grown in developing countries, a growing body of stud-
ies has examined the difficulties that return migrants face in their integration upon re-
turn, including unwelcoming attitudes of home-country individuals towards return migrants
(De Bree, Davids and De Haas 2010; Dingeman 2018; Kunuroglu, Van De Vijver and Yagmur
2021; Tai and Truex 2015). These studies posit four major, and non-rival (meaning more than
one can apply), sources of home-country public opposition to return migrants, depending on
how return migrants are stereotyped: (1) as criminals, (2) as economic failures, (3) as tem-

porary residents, and (4) as dissimilar in identity and norms.

Return Migrants as Criminals

One explanation for attitudes towards return migrants comes from the post-deportation
literature. Studies in this field report that individuals in the home country often associate
return migrants with criminal activity (Miller 2012). According to this perspective, the public
perceives return migrants as dangerous or as gang members, leading to opposition due to
security concerns (Brotherton and Barrios 2009; Dingeman 2018). This is especially relevant
for deportees, who are stigmatized as criminals by the media and politicians (Dingeman-
Cerda and Coutin 2012). For example, young Latino men in the United States are often
perceived as border crossers and law-breakers, equated with criminals or potential terrorists
(Menjivar 2016). Images of young immigrant men as illegal or criminal aliens can persist
and become associated with the term ‘deportees’ during the return process (Miller 2012).
These frames may create a public perception that those who return to their home country,
especially when they are perceived as involuntarily returned, are tainted with criminalization
(Anderson 2015). Consequently, we might expect that return migrants, especially involuntary
return migrants, may face more unwelcoming attitudes than those who have not migrated

out of the country.

Return Migrants as Economic Failures

Another explanation posits economic factors as a primary reason for returning home. In
this view, return is conceptualized as a conclusive stage in the migration process, either
resulting from economic failure or success (Gmelch 1980). Return migrants may be discounted
and treated as failures if they do not meet community expectations of certain economic
achievements (Drotbohm 2015). In Brotherton and Barrios (2009)’s study, a Dominican

returnee states, “..they think I must be stupid because I went there, spent 25 years of my



life there and didn’t come home rich” (p.50).

Alternatively, since return migrants are presumed to have spent a great deal of their
time in an economically more developed country, they are sometimes perceived by the home-
country public to be privileged and wealthy (Repatriafion 2008), as well as to have acquired
more knowledge and experience than those who stayed in the home country (Palovic, Janta
and Williams 2021). To the extent that return migrants meet expectations, home-country
individuals may be favorable towards them.

Variable perceptions of failure or success indicate that the nature of the migration ex-
perience is relevant to understanding attitudes towards return migrants. Within research on
reintegration, one line of argument holds that post-return experiences are shaped by levels
of preparedness (Cassarino 2004). According to Cassarino (2004), highly prepared migrants
organize their return by mobilizing necessary resources and are most likely to be those who
resided in the destination country for a longer time (more than four years). On the other
hand, migrants with low levels of preparedness to return are usually those whose length of
stay abroad was too short to accrue assets and mobilize them (Cassarino 2008).

Forced versus voluntary returns can be connected to perceptions of preparedness and, as
such, to assessments of economic failure versus success. An involuntary return implies that
return migrants may not have achieved successful financial and living conditions (Cassarino
2015). Furthermore, involuntary return is often associated with vulnerable migrants who are
low-skilled, wheres voluntary return is associated with high-skilled migrants or successful
migration outcomes (Bilgili, Kuschminder and Siegel 2018). This suggests that involuntarily
returned migrants, such as deportees, are more likely to be perceived as economic failures
than voluntarily returned migrants. If so, we should expect return migrants who returned

against their will might be penalized by the home-country public.

Return Migrants as Temporary Residents

Return migrants may also face discrimination because of perceptions that they will remigrate
again. This assessment may be shaped by a lack of differentiation within a home-country
public when considering those who are circular migrants, who move back and forth between
the home country and other countries abroad, and those who return permanently to the
home country (Vadean and Piracha 2010). Also, return migrants themselves may not be
so certain as to whether they want to settle into the home country completely or emigrate
again. For example, based on in-depth interviews, Tezcan (2019) finds that, while twenty-
five participants initially reported having an intention of returning to Turkey from Germany

permanently, they changed their minds and decided to remigrate within the first year of



return. Other studies also suggest that some return migrants are likely to emigrate again
once the myth of a favorable return diminishes after a period of time (Bolognani 2016).
The perception of temporary return is relevant to the case of involuntarily returned
migrants. Cassarino (2015) argues that forced return implies that migrants had to come
back without being able to achieve their aspirations. In order to fulfill their goals, some may
attempt to migrate again (Flannery 2014). Also, the cultural, social and economic shock
of deportation may encourage those deported to leave again (Schuster and Majidi 2015). In
brief, home-country individuals may be especially likely to see involuntary return migrants as
likely to re-emigrate. We can also conjecture that such assessments may be less pronounced
for return migrants who came back a long time ago because that longer duration evidences

an intention to stay in the home country.

Return Migrants as Dissimilar in Identity and Norms

While it is often taken for granted that return migrants will fit smoothly into their home
country upon returning, several studies on return migration challenge this view (Black and
Koser 1999). The environment at ‘home’ might have changed compared to the period when
they left, and the return migrants themselves are likely to have changed during their stay
abroad (Ghanem 2003). Accordingly, return migrants have to rebuild feelings of belonging
with respect to culture, identity, home, and place as they renegotiate identities and norms
that have shifted over time (De Bree, Davids and De Haas 2010).

To home-country individuals, this could suggest that return migrants do not have the
same identity as someone who has lived in the home country their entire lives. To the extent
that there are significant social and cultural differences between the country(ies) where return
migrants stayed abroad and their home country, home-country individuals might expect
that return migrants have lost original values and practices and adopted different ones,
leading to less favorable attitudes towards them. Research in social psychology shows that
people tend to evaluate others who have dissimilar characteristics more negatively because
that dissimilarity activates in- vs. out-group dynamics (Tajfel and Turner 1986). Findings
from recent immigration attitudes studies provide evidence for this argument — immigrant
attributes signaling social and cultural distance are important drivers of attitudes towards
immigrants (Adida, Laitin and Valfort 2010; Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015; Hopkins 2015;
Schildkraut 2011). In short, the return status of an individual may enhance perceptions of
differences, leading to less welcoming attitudes from home-country population.

While this theoretical discussion does not provide a comprehensive and exhaustive list

of sources of stigmatization of return migrants, it organizes prior work into four broad cate-



gories. Most explanations lead us to expect that return status is a source of discriminatory

attitudes towards return migrants, especially for those who returned involuntarily.

Research Design

To examine the effect of a migrant’s return status on home-country individuals’ attitudes, we
conducted a pre-registered conjoint experiment in Guatemala.” Two features make Guatemala
an appealing case. First, Guatemala receives the second highest number of people returning
from the United States, following Mexico (Denny et al. 2024; IOM 2023). Reports indicate
that returned Guatemalan migrants can face discrimination due to stereotypes attached to
their return, raising the question of how widespread is this bias (Scarnato 2019). As such, the
large number of potentially stigmatized return migrants makes it important to understand
factors that influence how and when they can reintegrate into their home societies. Second,
reintegration experiences of return migrants in Guatemala are typical of those in Central
America and the Caribbean. It is not uncommon for return migrants in this region to feel
labeled as indebted, humiliated, and criminalized (Hagan and Thomas Wassink 2020; Kasun
2017). Similar findings have been reported from qualitative studies in the Dominican Repub-
lic (Brotherton and Barrios 2009), El Salvador (Dingeman 2018), and Honduras (Headley
and Dragan 2016). The similarity in social contexts — such as high levels of violence, poverty,
and deficiencies in government assistance for reintegration efforts — between Guatemala and
these countries enhances the generalizability of inferences drawn from this study.

We employed a choice-based conjoint design that permits an assessment of the effects of
migrant experiences while simultaneously accounting for other key individual characteristics
that could influence welcoming attitudes among a host-country population (Hainmueller,
Hopkins and Yamamoto 2014). For example, if an experiment only manipulates an indi-
vidual’s return status, it is unclear whether opposition to the individual is driven by their
assumed education level, experiences of involuntary return, or other reasons. The use of a
conjoint experimental design allows us to disentangle the effects of attributes of interest, such
as return status. In addition, this design helps reduce social desirability bias and obtain more
honest opinions on a sensitive topic, such as the stigmatization of return migrants (Horiuchi,
Markovich and Yamamoto 2022). Rather than directly asking for their opinions, respon-
dents’ attitudes towards return migrants are indirectly extracted through their evaluations

of multiple profiles that randomly vary a number of attributes. Under this design, it is less

2Information on the study description, background, survey design, sampling, and analysis plan was
pre-registered on OSF for both studies. See Appendix B in Supplementary Information for details on the
pre-registration.



likely that respondents will consciously avoid norm-violating responses (that is, self-censor)
based on a certain sensitive attribute.

Specifically, our experiment asks respondents to consider themselves as team members
who are asked to select their preferred candidate for a leadership position - in either a political
or economic situation - from pairs of candidates.” After a brief explanation of the exercise,

respondents are shown a screen with profiles of two candidates, as displayed in Figure 1.

Figure 1: A Screenshot of the Conjoint Experiment

Candidato 1 Candidato 2

Voto en la sequnda vuelta de la altima Bernardo Arévalo No votd
eleccion presidencial
Género Hombre Hombre
Educacion Primaria Primaria
Etnicidad Indigena Garifuna o Negro
Experiencia en trabajo actual Ninguna 2 afios
Edad 46 arios 46 arios
Hijos No MNo
Estado civil Soltero Divorciado
Experiencia de migracion Deportado hace 4 afios de los Deportado hace 4 afios de los

Estados Unidos Estados Unidos

Si tuviese que escoger, ¢qué candidato seleccionaria para este
trabajo?

.

Candidato 1

Candidato 2

Below the profiles, respondents are asked “If you had to choose, which candidate would
you prefer for the position?” Responses are coded into a binary variable, Candidate Choice,
where one indicates the selected candidate and zero otherwise. Then, they are asked six ad-
ditional questions about perceived traits of the candidates: “Which candidate do you expect

to [be more honest/be a strong leader/care about people like you/have better knowledge/be

3The study included two scenarios: one involving a political situation (a community improvement com-
mittee) and the other an economic situation (selecting a team leader in a company setting). While our
main analysis combines results from both scenarios, we also provide a breakdown of results for each scenario
individually later in this paper.



competent /emigrate]?” These items are designed to assess the types of bias that could stem
from the four stereotypes that scholarship theorizes contributes to opposition towards return
migrants: return migrants as criminals (Criminality), economic failures (Economic Failure),
temporary residents ( Temporariness), and those with different identity and norms (Dissim-
ilarity). We ask respondents to evaluate a candidate’s perceived honesty as a trait that is
relevant to stereotypes related to Criminality; competency and knowledge as traits relevant
to a stereotype of an Economic Fuailure; remigration intention as a trait relevant to percep-
tions of Temporariness; and qualities of strong leadership and caring for the home population
as traits relevant to stereotypes of Dissimilarity. Responses are coded as one if a candidate is
assessed as comparatively more likely to exhibit each corresponding trait, and zero otherwise.

We ask about traits rather than specific stereotypes tied to migrants for two reasons.
First, we want to ask the questions of all candidate types (not just migrants). Second, we min-
imize social desirability bias by asking about general traits rather than specific stereotypes.
We acknowledge that the traits could be categorized into other bins (e.g., strong leadership
could be related to economic competence). It is also possible that the traits matter, but not
because of the stereotypes we have identified. We return to discussion of such possibilities in

the conclusion.

Survey Instrument

In the conjoint experiment, each respondent evaluated six comparisons between pairs of
candidates, each displayed on a new screen. We randomly varied the two candidates’ profiles
across nine attributes: migration experience, gender, marital status, children, age, highest
education, job experience, ethnicity, and political affiliation (see Table 1). These attributes
were chosen to reflect existing discussion on the drivers of attitudes towards return migrants.

Our key attribute is migration experience, which identifies both the nature (voluntary
return or deported) and duration of return (came back 1 year or 4 years ago). Varying the
duration of return, in addition to the nature of return, addresses the stereotype of return
migrants as temporary residents — longer periods of residence back in the home country sug-
gest that they are less likely to leave again in the future. The baseline category is candidates
who have lived in Guatemala their entire lives, which allows us to test how return status
affects home-country individuals’ attitudes.

In order to account for various individual characteristics that may influence attitudes
towards candidates beyond their return status, we include eight other attributes that may
confound the effect of returnee migration experience. First, we manipulate gender to see

whether candidates are evaluated based on perceived gender roles and values. Research



demonstrates general gendered expectations in Guatemalan society: men are expected to
generate income through productive work, while women are primarily focused on domestic
work and family care (Landa Ugarte et al. 2019). Additionally, men are more likely to be seen
as criminals due to the high involvement of young men in violent activities (Mohamed 2019).
We note the dissimilarity between the observable implications of this gendered division of
work explanation (i.e., men favored) and the gender-based criminality explanation (i.e., men
penalized). These two explanations may thus lead us to find no significant attitudes based
on a candidate’s gender.

We also manipulated a set of characteristics regarding personal status that could signal
commitment to a position once selected: marital status, children, and age. Balancing per-
sonal and professional life is often challenging, especially for those who are married and have
children. Accordingly, a job candidate’s marital and parental status can affect how the can-
didate is perceived in terms of their commitment to professional life (Becker, Fernandes and
Weichselbaumer 2019). Employers often expect single workers without children to devote a
large portion of their waking hours to work (Jones 2014). Similarly, older workers, especially
those near retirement age, are often discriminated against because they are deemed less able
to actively engage in work, whether due to declining cognitive capability or willingness to
work hard (Carlsson and Eriksson 2019). In this sense, we could expect that home-country
individuals will prefer an candidate who is unmarried, childless, and young. We recognize
that such assessments may vary by the candidates’ gender, but we leave interactions of
control variables outside the scope of this study.

In addition, we manipulated highest education and work experience to gauge the effect
of an individual’s qualifications and capability. Higher levels of education are often linked
with better skills and higher cognitive ability, making them a basis for hiring preferences
and higher wages (Tannock 2008). Similarly, previous work experience matters for selection
decisions as it signals a higher expected performance after taking the job (Leung 2014;
Oswald-Egg and Renold 2021). These explanations about the importance of human capital
lead us to hypothesize that a candidate with higher education and more work experience
will be more favored than a candidate with lower education and less work experience.

Lastly, we manipulated characteristics related to an individual’s socio-political identity,
specifically ethnicity and political affiliation. Researchers have studied how individuals iden-
tify with groups and how this affiliation influences attitudes and behaviors (Tajfel 2010).
For example, studies find that applicants with minority ethnic affiliation are less likely to
obtain a job than those with majority ethnic affiliation, whether due to an employer’s ethnic
preferences or inferences based on the applicant’s ethnicity (Zschirnt and Ruedin 2016). Ad-

ditionally, there is growing attention towards other ways that individuals can be categorized,



such as political affiliation (Gift and Gift 2015; Roth et al. 2020). These studies suggest that

political affiliation is an important variable that influences expected performance and likabil-

ity and, thus, hiring decisions. Given that parties are not well-institutionalized in Guatemala,

we signaled political affiliation by noting for whom each candidate voted (or no ballot was

cast) in the last presidential runoff election.

Table 1: Attributes for Individual Profiles in the Conjoint Experiment

Attributes

Values

Migration Experience

Gender

Marital status

Children

Age

Highest Education

Work Experience

Ethnicity

Voted for the last presidential runoff

Lived in Guatemala entire life
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US
Returned voluntarily 1 year ago after living in US
Deported 4 years ago from US
Deported 1 year ago from US
Man

Woman

Single

Married

Divorced

Yes

No

26 years

46 years

66 years

Primary

Secondary

University

None

2 years

4 years

Mestizo(a)

Ladino(a)

Indigenous

Garifuna or Black

Not voted

Sandra Torres

Bernardo Arévalo

10



Sample

The conjoint experiment was embedded in an online survey fielded in Guatemala among in-
dividuals aged 18 and older between December 11 and December 21, 2023.* The sample was
recruited from Offerwise’s opt-in panel and conducted online using Qualtrics. As a research
survey firm with over 16 years of experience in online market research across Latin American
countries, Offerwise works to provide near-representative samples of the online population in
Guatemala. While the sampling frame does not allow for population-level inferences about
the stigmatization of return migrants, we take steps toward supporting such inferences by
assigning poststratification weights to certain types of respondents to address demographic
imbalances (Castorena et al. 2023). With 1,005 respondents who evaluated six pairs of can-
didates each, the analyses that follow are based on 12,060 observations (1,005 respondents
x 2 profiles x 6 tasks) with clustered standard errors at the respondent level. Descriptive

statistics on the sample are provided in the Supplementary Information Appendix A.

Results

We first present the experimental results related to whether return status is an attribute
that makes individuals - when under consideration for leadership positions - more or less
desirable. We next assess what particular types of stigma attached to return migrants would
explain these attitudes. Given that the general nature of the results is similar across the two
scenarios - economic and political - , our core analyses focus on the pooled set.” In a final
results subsection, though, we then turn to a discussion of a few notable differences across
the scenarios.”

Figure 2 shows the results of our conjoint experiment regarding whether the candidate
is preferred for the team leader position. Our quantities of interest are average marginal
component effects (AMCEs), depicted on a probability scale on the x-axis, where point esti-

mates further to the left (right) indicate a lesser (greater) probability that respondents chose

4This study builds on an initial pre-registered choice experiment conducted in 2022. The experimental
setup was generally similar, yet the first (2022) study changed more details across the economic and political
situations. For instance, political affiliation was included as an attribute in the political situation but omitted
from the economic situation; similarly, job experience and employment status were included in the economic
situation but not in the political situation. Additionally, the hypothetical scenarios differed slightly: respon-
dents were asked to select a preferred candidate for a managerial role in the economic situation, whereas in
the political situation, they were asked to indicate their preference for a mayoral candidate. Both studies
evidence discriminatory attitudes, yet we present the second (2023) experiment because it standardizes the
individual attributes and scenario descriptions across situations. Survey details and results from the first
experiment are reported in the Supplementary Information subsection D.4.

5This approach is consistent with the nature of pre-registered hypotheses H1.a and H2.a

5This is consistent with the nature of pre-registered hypotheses H1.b and H2.b
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Figure 2: Effect of individual attributes on the probability of being preferred for the team leader position.
Points are based on the OLS estimates and bars represent 95% confidence intervals, with standard errors
clustered by respondent. The points without bars denote the reference category for each attribute.

Lived in Guatemala entire life - ®

Returned voluntarily 1 year ago after living in US :
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US A
Deported 1 year ago from US4 :

Deported 4 years ago from USH —_——

Migration

Man - é

Gender

Woman 4

Single 1 0

Married 4

Marital

Divorced A

No4

Children

Yes

26 years o

Age

46 years-

66 years

Primary - 0

Secondary 1

Education

University 1 ! —_—

None

perience

2 years-

Job_EX

4 years

Mestizo(a) 1 é
Ladino(a)q - .
Indigena

Ethnicity

Garifuna or Black A

Not voted -

Presidential_Vote

Sandra Torres-

Bernardo Arevalo 1 —

0.2 -01 0.0 01 02
Change in Pr(Applicant likely to be selected)
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a particular candidate type for the team leader position. The dots in the figure indicate point
estimates, and bars illustrate 95% confidence intervals. Since the magnitude and direction
of each AMCE depend on the reference categories, we discuss our results by focusing on the
overall variation within each attribute as well as the relative importance of each attribute.

A candidate’s migration experience as returnee is a significant characteristic that shapes
views on who is considered a desirable team leader. Two patterns are particularly evident.
First, in line with expectations derived from existing literature, respondents are less favor-
able towards candidates who returned involuntarily. Candidates with a deportation history
are approximately 5.4 to 7.0 percentage points less likely to be selected as a team leader
than are those who lived in Guatemala their entire life. Second, return migrants who came
back recently are penalized slightly more than those who returned a long time ago. For ex-
ample, compared to individuals who lived in Guatemala their entire life, those who returned
voluntarily and involuntarily 1 year ago are about 3.8 and 7.0 percentage points less likely
to be selected for the team leader position, respectively. In contrast, those who returned
voluntarily and involuntarily 4 years ago are not so heavily penalized — they are either an
insignificant 0.1 percentage points more likely or 5.4 percentage points less likely to be se-
lected for the team leader position, respectively. These results are consistent with findings
from in-depth interviews on returnees’ experiences documented within previous qualitative
studies (e.g., De Bree, Davids and De Haas 2010).

In addition to migration experience, some other attributes are significant indicators of
respondents’ preferences. While we observe null effects for the attributes of gender, marital
status, children, and age, there is a significant positive relationship between factors that
evidence candidate capabilities (highest education and job experience) and the probability of
being preferred for the leader position. A candidate who graduated from university and has
two years of work experience is 9.0 and 4.3 percentage points more likely to be selected as a
leader, respectively. Additionally, the political affiliation of a candidate matters. Respondents
penalize those who supported the right-leaning political candidate (Torres) while preferring
those who identify with a center-leaning candidate (Arevalo). Interestingly, this attribute
shows the largest effect: compared to those who did not vote, those who voted for Sandra
Torres are 8.2 percentage points less likely to be preferred, while those who voted for Bernardo

Arevalo are 12.4 percentage points more likely to be preferred for the leader position.

What Stereotypes Explain Inclinations Toward Returnees?

We now explore the basis of the discrimination against return migrants uncovered above,

keeping in mind the four negative stereotypes of return migrants: return migrants as crim-

13



inals, economic failures, temporary residents, and dissimilar in identity and norms. Specif-
ically, we look at the probability that respondents perceive return migrants as likely to be
honest, competent, knowledgeable, caring, a strong leader, and more likely to emigrate; as
explained in the previous section describing the experimental design, we associate each trait
with a corresponding stereotype.’

Figure 3: Effect of migration experiences on the probability of being evaluated as [trait]. Points are based on
the OLS estimates and bars represent 95% confidence intervals, with standard errors clustered by respondent.
The points without bars denote the reference category for each attribute. Each capital letter in front of the

trait represents relevant stereotypes: Criminals (C), Dissimilar in Identity and Norms (D), Economic Failure
(F), and Temporary Residents (T).

C:Honest D.Care people like me D.Strong Leader
Lived in Guatemala entire life (3 (] L3
Returned voluntarily 1 year ago after living in US A
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US A
Deported 1 year ago from US4 —— —— ——
Deported 4 years ago from US4 —— —— ——
02 -01 00 01 02-02 -01 00 01 02-02 -01 00 01 02
F.Competent F:Knowledgeable T.Emigrate
Lived in Guatemala entire life - (4 (4 L]
Returned voluntarily 1 year ago after living in US A
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US A
Deported 1 year ago from US —
Deported 4 years ago from US4 —
-02 -01 00 01 02 -02 01 00 01 02 -02 01 0.0 01 02

Change in Pr(Applicant likely to be selected)

First, we examine the effect of migration experiences on being stereotyped as criminals.

When return migrants are stigmatized as criminals, they may be suspected of having criminal

"The full results with other attributes can be found in Supplementary Information Appendix D.
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histories. While home-country individuals typically do not have direct access to this infor-
mation, they may lean on stereotypes and view return migrants as dishonest and suspicious.
These traits are associated with criminal and related behaviors; for example, dishonesty is
closely linked to antisocial behavior (Furnham, Richards and Paulhus 2013). Thus, if home-
country individuals hold stereotypes of return migrants as criminals, the estimated effects
of return migrants on the probability of being evaluated as honest should be negative. The
results in the top-left panel of Figure 3 support this. Deportees are seen as more dishonest
than individuals who lived in Guatemala their entire lives, while there is no significant effect
for voluntary return migrants.

Second, the top-middle and top-right panels of Figure 3 evaluate the effect of migration
experiences on being perceived as dissimilar in identity and norms. Home-country individuals
may consider return migrants as having lost their identity and norms due to their time
abroad. A good leader is often thought to be compassionate (Men, Yue and Liu 2020) and
provide a shared vision to other members in the organization (Leah 2024). Stereotyping a
returnee as “other” may lead individuals to think that return migrants do not have sufficient
group attachments to make for effective leadership. Indeed, the estimates show that home-
country individuals view involuntarily returned migrants as less likely to care for individuals
like themselves and to be a strong leader. Relative to candidates who lived in Guatemala
their entire lives, those who were deported 1 year and 4 years ago are 6.8 and 6.4 percentage
points less likely to be perceived as compassionate (i.e., caring for home-country people).
Similarly, individuals deported 1 year and 4 years ago are 6.1 and 4.9 percentage points
less likely to be seen as a strong leader. Although the signs are also negative for those who
returned voluntarily 1 year and 4 years ago, they are not statistically different from zero,
indicating that discriminatory attitudes based on perceived dissimilarities in identity and
norms are robustly manifested only towards involuntary returnees.

Third, the bottom-left and bottom-middle panels of Figure 3 assess the effect of migra-
tion experiences on traits that in theory relate to a stereotype of an economic failure. As
discussed in the earlier section, home-country individuals may assume that return migrants
come back because they failed to achieve the privilege and status they desired. If the pub-
lic holds this stereotype of return migrants as economic failures, return migrants should be
evaluated as less competent and less intelligent. Yet, we do not find evidence supporting
this expectation. None of the estimated effects of migration experiences on economic failure
traits — competence and knowledge — are statistically significant (although they are close to
significant for involuntarily returned individuals).

Finally, the bottom-right panel of Figure 3 shows the role of stereotypes related to

temporariness of return migrants’ stay. Home-country individuals may not consider return
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migrants as members of the same society to the degree that they expect that those who
returned are likely to leave again. In this case, the estimates reveal that return status increases
the probability of being evaluated as more likely to emigrate, i.e., less likely to stay in the
home-country. Specifically, those who returned involuntarily 1 year and 4 years ago are seen
as 7.4 and 6.5 percentage points more likely to emigrate than those who lived in Guatemala
their entire life, respectively. Those who returned voluntarily are also seen as more likely
to leave again — 2.2 and 3.6 percentage points for 1 year and 4 years returnees — albeit the
estimates are not statistically different from the baseline.

Overall, these results suggest that certain biases toward return migrants are relevant to
home-country attitudes toward return migrants. Our results are in line with academic and
news reports that detail how some returnees, especially when they returned involuntarily to
their home country, experience discrimination upon their return, often wrongly stigmatized
as deported criminals, perceived as temporary visitors, and/or viewed as outsiders who were
once insiders. Although stereotypes of return migrants as economic failures who returned
without adequate wealth and earnings also exist, our findings suggest that this stigma may
not be as broadly consequential to attitudes towards return migrants. Given that coming
home can be interpreted in both ways, either equipped with skills such as English language
abilities and job-related skills (Abbott 2022) or having failed in the pursuit of wealth and
high status (Carpio 2020), it may be that there is simply no one consistent way in which bias
against return migrants is driven by assessments of traits associated with economic success

or failure.

Variation by Political and Economic Domain

It is worth considering that the relevance of stigma attached to return status can vary across
decision contexts. Return status may be particularly relevant to the selection of political
leaders if returnees’ time out of country is viewed as comparatively more relevant to the
role of a public servant than a private sector actor. When evaluating candidates for political
leadership, people place more effort on minimizing the risk of outcomes that fail to meet
their expectations (Mishra and Lalumiere 2010),; which could translate into paying increased
attention to negative stereotypes linked to returnees. In other words, the barriers for returnees
entering political leadership positions may be more significant in politics than in other areas.
To establish an a priori expectation, we pre-registered the notion that - if domain matters
- we would find results for the political scenario over the economic scenario.

We first consider the extent to which results from our core analysis - selection of leader

- vary by domain. We find a similar pattern of results across the economic and political
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scenarios: the effects for returned migrants are negative in just about all cases. That said,
whereas the results for involuntarily returned migrants are statistically significant in the
political scenario, they are just under the threshold for significance in the economic scenario.®
To examine the impact of return status in different leadership selection contexts on trait
evaluations, we conduct a similar analysis to that presented in Figure 3. That is, we look at
how migration experiences affect the likelihood of being perceived as having certain traits in
the two scenarios: selecting a business leader (a team leader in a company) and a political
leader (a leader for a community improvement committee).
Figure 4: Effect of migration experiences on the probability of being evaluated as [trait], when selecting
leader position for a team in a company. Points are based on the OLS estimates and bars represent 95%
confidence intervals, with standard errors clustered by respondent. The points without bars denote the

reference category for each attribute. Each capital letter in front of the trait represents relevant stereotypes:
Criminals (C), Dissimilar in Identity and Norms (D), Economic Failure (F), and Temporary Residents (T).

C:Honest D.Care people like me D.Strong Leader
Lived in Guatemala entire life - (4 (4 °
Returned voluntarily 1 year ago after living in US A
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US A
Deported 1 year ago from US
Deported 4 years ago from US q
02 -01 00 01 0202 -01 00 01  02-02 -01 00 01 02
F.Competent F:Knowledgeable T.Emigrate
Lived in Guatemala entire life - (4 (] [}
Returned voluntarily 1 year ago after living in US
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US+
Deported 1 year ago from US
Deported 4 years ago from US q
02 -01 00 01 02-02 -01 00 01 02-02 -01 00 01 02

Change in Pr(Applicant likely to be selected)

8See Supplemental Results Figure D.7 in subsection D.2.
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Figure 5: Effect of migration experiences on the probability of being evaluated as [trait], when selecting
leader position for a community improvement committee. Points are based on the OLS estimates and bars
represent 95% confidence intervals, with standard errors clustered by respondent. The points without bars
denote the reference category for each attribute. Each capital letter in front of the trait represents relevant
stereotypes: Criminals (C), Dissimilar in Identity and Norms (D), Economic Failure (F), and Temporary
Residents (T).

C:Honest D.Care people like me D.Strong Leader
Lived in Guatemala entire life - (4 ] °
Returned voluntarily 1 year ago after living in US
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US+
Deported 1 year ago from US — —
Deported 4 years ago from US q —
-02  -0.1 00 01 02 -02 01 00 01 02 02 01 0.0 01 02
F.Competent F:Knowledgeable T.Emigrate
Lived in Guatemala entire life - (4 (] ®
Returned voluntarily 1 year ago after living in US -
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US+ ———
Deported 1 year ago from US T
Deported 4 years ago from US q — —_—
-02 01 00 01 02 -02 01 00 01 02 -02 01 0.0 01 02

Change in Pr(Applicant likely to be selected)
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Figure 4 and Figure 5 show the predicted effects of return status on selected leadership
traits across contexts. The directional pattern of results is similar across the two and, as in
the pooled analysis, results are stronger for involuntarily returned migrants. Yet, as well, we
see again that the noteworthy results fall just shy of statistical significance in the economic
scenario. In contrast, in the political scenario, deportees are assessed as less likely to care
about people ‘like me’, less likely to be a strong leader, and more likely to emigrate. We also
find that those who were involuntarily returned four years ago are viewed as less competent
when assessed within the political domain.’

These results suggest that discrimination against returnees may be particularly conse-
quential for their political re-integration. Although returnees comprise a growing segment of
society, negative stereotypes may diminish the extent to which their interests are adequately

represented in home country politics.

Discussion and Conclusion

This study explores whether return status affects home-country individuals’ discriminatory
attitudes and whether and how this discrimination is related to negative stereotypes attached
to return migrants. Our primary findings indicate that, in comparison to people who lived
in Guatemala their entire lives, those who have 1 or 4 years ago returned after living abroad
— especially those who returned involuntarily — receive less welcoming attitudes. Specifically,
recent and deported returnees are less likely to be recommended into leadership positions.
We also provide evidence that these disinclinations toward return migrants are grounded
in certain types of stigma. Prior scholarship indicates that home-country individuals may
associate return migrants with being criminals, temporary visitors, failures, and/or outsiders.
We identify and analyze evaluations of traits that connect to these stereotypes. We find
that involuntary return status is associated with lower perceptions of honesty, which may
be driven by stereotypes of criminality. Involuntary return also predicts a lower tendency
to see migrants as caring about people ‘like me’ and being a strong leader; these trait
stereotypes may emerge from stereotypes around migrants becoming out of touch with the
home population. We further find that returnees, especially those who were deported, are
more likely to be perceived as likely to leave again. Yet, although some research suggests
return migrants can be stereotyped as economic failures, seen as incapable of earning a living
and achieving societal status, we do not find evidence that returnees are stigmatized as less
competent or knowledgeable. Additionally, stigma and associated negative stereotypes tied

to return status appear particularly consequential when selecting a political leader.

9See Appendix D in the Supplementary Information for full experimental results by each field.
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Our project adds to ongoing discussion about the relative importance of economic, socio-
cultural, and security concerns underpinning attitudes towards immigrants (Hainmueller and
Hopkins 2014). Our findings are suggestive of the notion that return migrants are stigmatized
by home-country individuals in ways related to security (criminality) and culture (dissimil-
iarity); we find comparatively less evidence that traits that could be associated with economic
failure or success (competence, knowledge) are affected by returnee status. That being said,
we acknowledge that the quality of strong leadership (which we connect to stereotypes re-
lated to similarity) may be shaped by assumptions about economic success (or conversely,
failure); and, further, when looking at the results by domain, we find a significant result for
competence (for a subset of deportees). Thus, our project opens a line of discussion on the
connections between returnee stereotypes and trait assessments, but more work remains.

By reporting discriminatory attitudes against return migrants in their country of origin,
our findings highlight the importance of understanding the role of belonging. Although they
were once members of the same society, return migrants are often categorized as outsiders.
Return migrants face the challenge of rebuilding their sense of belonging to their home coun-
try by understanding and adapting to a ‘home’ that has changed upon their return (De Bree,
Davids and De Haas 2010) in order to successfully reintegrate. The perception of otherness by
home-country individuals underscores the importance of subjective ingroup-outgroup classi-
fications in shaping exclusionary attitudes. Despite having the same nationality and coming
from the same cultural background, return migrants are subject to discrimination when they
are labeled and viewed as different from the home-country population.

Our study is related to broader research on post-return integration and re-migration.
Prior studies show that return stigma leads return migrants to feelings of frustration, shame,
and fear, which negatively affect their capacity to face challenges during the reintegration
process (Brotherton and Barrios 2009). This psychological distress exacerbates economic and
social problems (Schuster and Majidi 2015), which in turn further undermine reintegration.
To the degree that return migrants experience discrimination, become socioeconomically
challenged, and feel insecure for their safety, they may be more likely to re-migrate to escape
from the diminished post-return life chances. In this sense, understanding and empirically
assessing the sustainable reintegration of returning migrants is an important task for future
research.

This line of discussion is particularly important considering recent elevated uses of re-
turn as a restrictive immigration policy in Europe and the United States. In Europe, return
migration, either voluntary or involuntary, has been used as a policy tool to control immigra-
tion. Countries such as France, Germany, and the Netherlands stimulated return migration
after the 1973 oil crisis and the 2008 financial crisis (De Bree, Davids and De Haas 2010).
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Similarly, during the 1990s, the British government implemented a range of initiatives aimed
at encouraging the voluntary return of refugees to relieve burdens (Blitz, Sales and Marzano
2005). These policies are often justified by the idea that they may benefit both home and
host countries — return migrants bring back stability and economic resources to their home
country and relieve stresses put on the host country due to a large influx of immigrants.
However, our study cautions against an overly optimistic view that promoting return may
be advantageous to all. To the extent that return stigma crowds returnees out from the home
country and motivates them to seek opportunities to leave again, return policies alone may
not be an enduring solution. Considering that involuntary returnees face comparatively more
discrimination by the home population, policies centered on deportation may particularly
limit return migrants’ choices in their home country (Sacchetti 2023). In brief, not all return
experiences are alike - not in the nature of that experience itself, in what it conveys to the
public, or in the extent to which associated stereotypes create barriers to return migrants’

integration and life chances in their home country.
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A Summary Statistics

Table A.1: Summary Statistics for Respondents of the Survey

Statistic N Mean  St. Dev. Min Max
Female 12,060  0.614 0.487 0 1
Age 12,060  30.458 10.506 18 98
Left-Right 12,048  5.592 2.803 1 10
Voted 12,048  0.630 0.483 0 1
Education: Less than Primary 12,000  0.100 0.300 0 1
Education: Secondary 12,000  0.499 0.500 0 1
Education: University 12,000  0.401 0.490 0 1
Employed 12,036 0.589 0.492 0 1
Married 12,036 0.477 0.499 0 1
Ethnicity: Mestizo/a 11,940  0.259 0.438 0 1
Ethnicity: Ladino/a 11,940  0.585 0.493 0 1
Ethnicity: Others 11,940  0.156 0.363 0 1
High Income 12,036 0.485 0.500 0 1

The following questions and coding are used for the demographic variables mentioned above
in Table A.1.

o Female: For statistical purposes, could you please confirm your gender?
— Female (1), Male/Others (0)
o Age: What is your age in years? (Numeric entry by respondents)

o Left-Right: We have a scale from 1 to 10 that goes from left to right, how do you place
yourself in the scale?
— From Left (1) to Right (10)
« Voted: Did you vote in the last presidential election?
— Yes (1), No (0)
o Education: What is the highest educational level you achieved?
— Less than Primary: None and less than primary education (1), others (2)

— Secondary: Secondary (1), Others (0)
— University: University and above (1), Others (0)

« Employed: Do you currently work?
— Yes (1), No (0)
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Married: What is your marital status?

— Married (1), Single/Divorced (0)

Ethnicity: Do you consider yourself a mestizo, ladino, indigenous, Garifuna, black, or
others?

— Mestizo/a: Mestizo/a (1), Others (0)

— Ladino/a: Ladino/a (1), Others (0)

— Others: Indigenous, Garifuna, Black, and others (1), Mestizo/a and Ladino/a (0)
High Income: In which of the following ranges is the monthly family income of this
household, including remittances from abroad and the income of all working adults
and children?

— Above (1) or Below (0) the average monthly income in 2022 (around 2800 GT(Q))
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B Pre-registration Details

The following pre-registration content can also be found at OSEF. Study 1 was registered
on August 26, 2022 and Study 2 was registered on December 20, 2023 before analyzing the
collected data.

B.1 Study 1

Description. The aim of this study is to test for stigmatization against returnees and

deportees in Guatemala through a conjoint experiment about hiring decisions.

Background. Previous research on this region has found that returnees (specifically de-
portees) face stigmatization and perceptions of criminality as a result of their migration
experiences (Dingeman-Cerda 2018). To study this phenomenon, we will implement a con-
joint experiment to test for stigmatization against returnees among citizens in a Guatemala
CAWI survey. Conjoint experiments have been used extensively in research on public atti-
tudes toward migrants (Hainmueller et al. 2014, Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015, Hedegaard
2022, Spilker et al. 2020), electoral candidate preferences (Carnes and Lupu 2016), and hir-
ing preferences/bias (Bosch et al. 2020, Weisshaar 2021). Drawing on these applications, we
will employ a choice experiment that has the respondent imagine themselves as a manager
in a large company deciding between two job applicants and a choice experiment asking the

respondent to decide between two candidates in a local election.

Study Information: Hypotheses

H1: If stigma exists against returnees, we expect to see a negative average marginal compo-
nent effect (AMCE) for profiles with returnees relative to lifelong residents (i.e., less likely
to be selected in job hiring choice task or the local election task).

H2: If stigma exists against deportees, we expect to see a negative AMCE for profiles with
deportees relative to lifelong residents (i.e., less likely to be selected in job hiring choice task

or the local election task).

Design Plan. We are employing two standard conjoint experiments, varying 9 features for a
total of 19,440 different possible permutations each. The instrument will be administered to
an online sample of approximately 2,000 Guatemalan citizens 18 years and older in August
2022. Each respondent will receive 2 pairs of 2 permutations in the hiring preference task and
2 pairs of 2 permutations in the candidate preference task. In the first task, the respondent
will be asked to imagine themselves as a manager in a large company deciding between two

job applicants. The profiles of the two applicants will consist of nine different attributes
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with randomly selected attribute values (along with randomizing the order of attributes).
After being presented the two profiles to compare side by side, the respondent will be asked
to select which they are more likely to offer the job. The hiring choice experiment will be
repeated two times. Afterward, the respondent will be asked to imagine that they are voting
in an election for mayor deciding between two candidates. The profiles of the two candidates
will consist of nine different attributes with randomly selected attribute values (along with
randomizing the order of attributes). After being presented the two profiles to compare side
by side, the respondent will be asked to select which they are more likely to vote for.
Along with demographic and choice-related characteristics, the list of attributes will
include an applicant’s migration history (see tables below). This will allow us to test and
measure the extent to which a potential applicant’s status as a returnee or deportee is

stigmatized relative to other factors.

Sampling Plan

Data collection procedures. A sample will be collected of approximately 2,000 Guatemalan
citizens 18 years and older using Offerwise, an online panel provider. Offerwise’s sampling
procedure from their panel will take into account quotas for age, gender, and geographic
region to target representativeness on these parameters with population figures. The sample
will be gathered in August and September 2022.

Sample size. We will sample approximately 2,000 Guatemalan citizens 18 years and older.
For each experiment, respondents will be given 2 pairs of profiles for a total of approximately

8,000 profiles assessed.

Variables
Manipulated variables. The conjoints will manipulate nine variables in the following form.
Each respondent will receive 2 pairs of 2 permutations. The question wording for the hiring

experiment is as follows:

Imagine you are a manager at a large manufacturing company and are deciding who to
hire for a job opening. The job is to supervise teams of workers on the factory floor. You
will be presented with a number of profiles describing people who are applying for the
same job. The information in each profile comes from their resume, their application,

and from interaction with employees during their interview at the company.

For each pair of profiles, please indicate which applicant you would prefer to hire. This
is hypothetical, but we would like you to treat it as if you are making a real hiring
decision. Even if you are not quite sure, please indicate which of the two applicants

you would prefer. Both of these applicants are applying for the job opening. Please read
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their information carefully.
The question wording for the voting experiment is as follows:

Now imagine that you are voting in an election for mayor with two candidates. For
each pair of profiles, please indicate which candidate you would prefer to select for the
post. This is hypothetical, but we would like you to treat it as if you are making a real
decision. Even if you are not quite sure, please indicate which of the two candidates

you would prefer.

[Table of profiles and attributes presented here. Table B.2 is the list of the nine attributes and

their possible values. Each attribute randomization is independent of the other attributes.]

Measured variables. The outcome in the hiring and voting experiment is measured with

the following question:

If you had to choose, [which applicant would you decide to hire for the job/for which candi-
date would you vote|?

1) Applicant 1

2) Applicant 2

Analysis Plan

Statistical models. The causal quantity of interest will be the average marginal component
effect (AMCE) as per Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto (2014).

Data exclusion. Respondents who fail an instructed response attention check will be fil-
tered out of the survey. We will run an additional analysis following the analysis plan here,
excluding respondents who fail an additional attention check but are not filtered out of the
final sample.

Missing data. We will use listwise deletion for respondents who did not complete the survey.

B.2 Study 2

Description. This pre-analysis plan illustrates the follow-up survey experiment of “Migrant
Returnee Stigma in Central America: A Conjoint Experiment on Hiring and Voting Pref-
erences,” which was conducted in 2022. Building on our first study, this study explores (1)
whether returnee and/or deportee migrants will be evaluated more negatively than lifelong
residents in Guatemala when making economic and political decisions and (2) what character

traits native residents in Guatemala associate with returnee and/or deportee migrants.

Background. Previous research on this region has found that returnees (specifically de-

portees) face stigmatization and perceptions of criminality as a result of their migration
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Table B.2: Attributes for Individual Profiles in the Hiring and Voting Experiment

Attributes

Values in hiring experiment

Values in voting experiment

Migration Experience

Gender

Marital status

Children

Age

Highest Education

Work Experience

Employment Status

Occupation

Political Affiliation

Civic Participation

Lived in Guatemala entire life
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US
Returned voluntarily 1 year ago after living in US
Deported 4 years ago from US
Deported 1 year ago from US
Man

Woman

Single

Married

Divorced

Yes

No

26 years

46 years

66 years

Primary

Secondary

University

None

2 years

4 years

Working

Unemployed

Not working for family reasons

Does not participate in any organization
Member of a religious organization
Member of a community improvement committee

Member of a political party

Lived in Guatemala entire life
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US

Deported 4 years ago from US

Man
Woman
Single
Married
Divorced
Yes

No

26 years
46 years
66 years
Secondary

University

Business owner

Teacher

Laborer

UNE

Vamos

UCN

FCN

Independent

Does not participate in any organization
Member of a religious organization
Member of a community improvement committee

Member of a political party
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experiences (Dingeman-Cerda 2018). To study this phenomenon, we implement a conjoint
experiment to test for stigmatization against returnees among citizens in a Guatemala CAWI
survey. Conjoint experiments have been used extensively in research on public attitudes to-
ward migrants (Hainmueller et al. 2014, Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015, Hedegaard 2022,
Spilker et al. 2020), electoral candidate preferences (Carnes and Lupu 2016), and hiring
preferences/bias (Bosch et al. 2020, Weisshaar 2021).

In the first study, we employed a pre-registered choice experiment in Aug 2022 that
had the respondent imagine themselves as a manager in a large company deciding between
two job applicants and a choice experiment asking the respondent to decide between two
candidates in a local election. The results from this first study show that native residents
discriminate against returnee and deportee migrants when they elect a local politician, but
not when they decide who to hire as an employee.

Building on the findings of the first study, we will employ a follow-up choice-based
conjoint experiment that asks native residents to evaluate individual character traits of hy-
pothetical migrants who are being considered for the position of team leader in the economic
and political field.

Study Information

Argument. Returnee and deportee migrants are perceived to possess negative personal
traits compared to those who have lived in Guatemala their whole lives.

Hypotheses:

[H1.a] Stigma toward Returnees and Deportees: If stigma exists against returnee and de-
portee migrants, we expect to see a negative average marginal component effect (AMCE)
for profiles with returnees and deportees relative to lifelong residents.

[H1.b] Stigma by Fields: If stigma against returnees and deportees relate to the fields of
selection (i.e., choosing a team leader for a company or a local committee), we expect to
see a negative AMCE for profiles with returnees and deportees relative to lifelong residents,
particularly in a political field but not in an economic field.

[H2.a] Negative Personal Traits: If returnees and deportees are perceived to possess different
personal traits than lifelong residents, we expect to see a negative AMCE for profiles with
returnees and deportees for their personal traits relative to lifelong residents.

[H2.b] Personal Traits by Fields: If personal traits relate to the field of selection (i.e.,
choosing a team leader for a company or a local committee), we expect to see a negative
AMCE for profiles with returnees and deportees for their personal traits relative to lifelong

residents, particularly in a political field but not in an economic field.

Study Design. We are employing two standard conjoint experiments, varying 9 attributes
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for a total of 24,300 different possible permutations each (3 x 3 x 2 x 5 x 3 x 2 x 5 X
3 x 3). The instrument will be administered to an online sample of approximately 1,000
Guatemalan citizens 18 years and older in November 2023. Each respondent will receive 2
pairs of 3 permutations in each field of selection, i.e., selecting a team leader for a company
and a local committee, resulting in a total of 6 permutations per respondent.

Respondents will be assigned to two parts of the conjoint experiments that are randomly
shown in order. In one part of the conjoint experiment, the respondent will be asked to
imagine themselves as an employee in a company who will be working as a team with a team
leader. They are then asked to indicate a potential leader they would like to select for the
position of team leader between two applicants. The profiles of the two applicants will consist
of nine different attributes with randomly selected attribute values (along with randomizing
the order of attributes). After being presented the two profiles to compare side by side, the
respondent will be asked to select which they would prefer for the position. They are also
asked to evaluate candidate traits regarding their honesty, leadership, empathy, knowledge,
competency, and prospect of staying. This experiment of selecting a company leader will be
repeated three times.

In another part of the conjoint experiment, the respondent will be asked to imagine that
they are involved in forming a community improvement committee who need to select a
team leader. They are presented with two candidates with the profiles of the two candidates
will consist of nine different attributes with randomly selected attribute values (along with
randomizing the order of attributes). After being presented with the two profiles to compare
side by side, the respondent will be asked to select which they prefer for the position. This
experiment of selecting a committee leader will be repeated three times.

Along with demographic and choice-related characteristics, the list of attributes will
include an applicant’s migration history (see tables below). This will allow us to test and
measure the extent to which a potential applicant’s status as a returnee or deportee is

stigmatized relative to other factors.

Sampling Plan

Data collection procedures. A sample will be collected of approximately 1,000 Guatemalan
citizens 18 years and older using Offerwise, an online panel provider. Offerwise’s sampling
procedure from their panel will take into account quotas for age, gender, and geographic
region to target representativeness on these parameters with population figures. The sample
will be gathered in December 2023.

Sample size. We will sample approximately 1,000 Guatemalan citizens 18 years and older.
For each experiment, respondents will be given 3 pairs of profiles for a total of approximately
6,000 profiles assessed (3 pairs x 2 fields x 1,000 citizens).
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Variables
Manipulated variables. The conjoint experiment will manipulate nine attributes in the
following form. Each respondent will receive 2 pairs of 3 permutations. The question wording
for the economic and political decision is as follows:
*[Economic decision / Political decision]
Imagine you were recently [employed in a company and will be working with a team of
workers / involved in forming a community improvement committee]. The team will
be led by someone who will delegate tasks and coordinate effort. You will be presented

with profiles describing people who are being considered for the position of team leader.

For each pair of profiles, please indicate which candidate you would prefer to select for
the position of team leader. This is hypothetical, but we would like you to treat it as if
you are making a real decision. Even if you are not quite sure, please indicate which of

the two candidates you would prefer.

[Table of profiles and attributes presented here. Table B.3 is the list of the nine attributes and

their possible values. Each attribute randomization is independent of the other attributes.]

Measured variables. The outcome in both company-leader and committee-leader experi-

ment is measured with the following questions:

If you had to choose, which applicant would you prefer for the position?
1) Candidatel
2) Candidate2

Which candidate do you expect to be more [honest /a strong leader / care people like you /
have better knowledge / competent / emigrate|?

1) Candidatel

2) Candidate2

Analysis Plan

Statistical models. The causal quantity of interest will be the average marginal component
effect (AMCE) as per Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto (2014).

Data exclusion. Respondents who fail an instructed response attention check will be fil-
tered out of the survey. We will run an additional analysis following the analysis plan here,
excluding respondents who fail an additional attention check but are not filtered out of the
final sample.

Missing data. We will use listwise deletion for respondents who did not complete the survey.
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Table B.3: Attributes for Individual Profiles in the Conjoint Experiment

Attributes Values

Migration Experience Lived in Guatemala entire life
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US
Returned voluntarily 1 year ago after living in US
Deported 4 years ago from US
Deported 1 year ago from US
Gender Man
Woman
Marital status Single
Married
Divorced
Children Yes
No
Age 26 years
46 years
66 years
Highest Education Primary
Secondary
University
Work Experience None
2 years
4 years
Ethnicity Mestizo(a)
Ladino(a)
Indigenous
Garifuna or Black
Voted for the last presidential runoff Not voted
Sandra Torres

Bernardo Arévalo
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C Conjoint Experiment Information

C.1 Conjoint Experiment Details

In the experiment, respondents were assigned to two parts of the conjoint experiment that
are randomly shown in order. In one part, respondents were asked to imagine themselves
as employees selecting a team leader for a company. They were asked to choose between
two applicants for the leader position of a company, with each applicant’s profile consisting
of nine attributes with randomly selected values and randomized order. Respondents were
to select their preferred applicant and evaluate these applicant traits: honesty, leadership,
empathy, knowledge, competency, and likelihood of staying. The order of the trait questions
was randomized. This selection process was repeated three times.

In the second part, respondents were asked to imagine that they were involved in form-
ing a community improvement committee and needed to select a team leader. Similar to
the company leader selection, they compared two applicants with profiles containing nine
randomly varied attributes. After reviewing the profiles, respondents selected their preferred
applicant and evaluated the applicants’ traits. This selection process was also repeated three

times.
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C.2 Conjoint Question Wording

*[Economic decision/ Political decision]

Imagine you were recently [employed in a company and will be working with a team of
workers/involved in forming a community improvement committee]. The team will be led by
someone who will delegate tasks and coordinate effort. You will be presented with profiles
describing people who are being considered for the position of team leader.

For each pair of profiles, please indicate which candidate you would prefer to select for
the position of team leader. This is hypothetical, but we would like you to treat it as if you
are making a real decision. Even if you are not quite sure, please indicate which of the two

candidates you would prefer.

[PROGRAMMING NOTE: New page. Insert a conjoint table as the below example.]

Applicant 1 Applicant 2
Age 26 years 46 years
Education University Secondary
Gender Man Man
Ethnicity Mestizo Indigenous
Marital status Single Divorced
Children No No
Migration experience Returned voluntarily 1 year ago Deported 1 year ago from the US
after living in the US
Job experience None 4 years
Voted for the last presidential runoff Bernardo Arévalo Not voted
* The table presents a sample attribute and value. For the full list of attributes and values, see Table 1 in

the main manuscript. Each attribute randomization is independent of the other attributes.

If you had to choose, which applicant would you prefer for the position?
1) Applicant 1
2) Applicant 2

[PROGRAMMING NOTE: Insert the same conjoint table again. Randomize the order of
the questions below.]

Which candidate do you expect...
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to be more honest?
1) Applicant 1
2) Applicant 2
to be a strong leader?
1) Applicant 1
2) Applicant 2
to care about people like you?
1) Applicant 1
2) Applicant 2
to have better knowledge about the [job/community|?
1) Applicant 1
2) Applicant 2
to be competent?
1) Applicant 1
2) Applicant 2
to emigrate?

1) Applicant 1
2) Applicant 2
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D Results from Additional Analyses

D.1 Results by Different Stereotypes

Figure D.1: Effects of individual attributes on probability of being evaluated as honest.
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Figure D.2: Effects of individual attributes on probability of being evaluated as knowledgeable.
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Figure D.3: Effects of individual attributes on probability of being evaluated as competent.
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Figure D.4: Effects of individual attributes on probability of being evaluated as a strong leader.
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Figure D.5: Effects of individual attributes on probability of being evaluated as caring people like respon-
dents.
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Figure D.6: Effects of individual attributes on probability of being evaluated as more likely to emigrate.

Lived in Guatemala entire life - L4

Returned voluntarily 1 year ago after living in US A :
Returned voluntarily 4 years ago after living in US A
Deported 1 year ago from US A :

Deported 4 years ago from US A L

Migration

Man é

Gender

Woman A

Single 0

Married 4

Marital

Divorced A

No+

Children

Yes A

26 years 0
46 years1 2

66 years —0—

Primary - 0

Secondary

Education

University -

None 1

perience

2 years-

Job_EXx

4 years1

Mestizo(a) 1 é
Ladino(a) y

Ethnicity

Indigena
Garifuna or Black

Not voted 1

Sandra Torres 4

Presidential_Vote

Bernardo Arevalo

-0.2 01 0.0 01 0.2
Change in Pr(Applicant likely to be selected)

46



D.2 Results by Fields: Economic and Political

Figure D.7: Effect of individual attributes on probability of being preferred for the leader position for a
team in a company.
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Figure D.8: Effect of individual attributes on probability of being preferred for the leader position for a
community improvement committee.
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D.3 Results by Attention Check Pass or Fail

The online survey reported in the main text included the following attention check in the

middle of the questionnaire:

Which of the following cities is not in the United States? This question is included for quality
control purposes. Regardless of the correct answer, please select Chicago.

1) New York

2) Tokyo

3) Chicago

)

5)

Boston

Miami

Respondents who selected option 3) Chicago passed the attention check, while those selecting
any other option failed. In total, 53.8% passed the attention check. All respondents, regardless
of pass or failure to this check, were allowed to complete the survey. Below, we present the
results of the main analyses in the manuscript by attention check status (pass or failure).
Overall, findings remain substantively consistent with our main result regarding our attribute
of interest, i.e., migration experience: individuals who were deported from the U.S. are less
likely to be favored for the team leader position. Albeit with larger confidence intervals due to
the decreased N, the AMCEs for other attributes are also comparable to those in Figure 2 for
both who passed the attention check and those who failed. Specifically, respondents showed
greater preferences for candidate with higher education, greater job experience, and support

for Bernardo Arevalo in the team leader role.
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Figure D.9: Effect of individual attributes on probability of being preferred for the team leader position
(among those passing attention check).
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Figure D.10: Effect of individual attributes on probability of being preferred for the team leader position
(among those failing attention check).
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Figure D.11: Effect of migration experiences on the probability of being evaluated as [trait] (among those

passing attention check).
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Figure D.12: Effect of migration experiences on the probability of being evaluated as [trait] (among those

failing attention check).
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D.4 Results from the First Experiment

This study builds on a first pre-registered choice experiment conducted in 2022 via Offerwise.
In the first experiment, respondents imagined themselves as managers in a large company
deciding between two job applicants, and as voters deciding between two candidates in a local
election. Similar to the follow-up study presented in the main manuscript, the results from
the first study showed that home-country individuals discriminate against return migrants
when electing a local politician, but not when deciding who to hire as an employee. Below,
we explain the details of the first experiment.

The survey was fielded from August 26 to September 2, 2022. Respondents were invited
into the survey from Offerwise’s Guatemala panel. We recorded 2,008 complete responses.
Since each respondent completed two choice tasks for both the hiring and voting conjoint
experiments, this would amount to 8,032 profiles assessed for each experiment (2,008 x 2
profiles x 2 tasks). However, with item non-response, the final number of profiles in the
conjoint analysis is 8,022 in the hiring experiment and 8,000 in the voting experiment.

Respondent were first asked to imagine themselves as a manager in a large company
deciding between two job applicants. The profiles of the two candidates consisted of nine
different attributes with randomly selected attribute values. The order of the attributes was
also randomized but was consistent across the two times the task was repeated. Figure D.13
presents the average marginal component effects (AMCEs) of specific attributes on the re-
spondents’ assessments of which candidate should get the job. The results show a marginal to
null effect of migration experience. Relative to the baseline category, i.e., lived in Guatemala
entire life, every type of migrant has a negative coefficient, indicating that respondents are
less likely select voluntary and involuntary return migrants for the hypothetical job. How-
ever, only those who returned voluntarily one year ago has an effect statistically different
from zero. As for the other attributes, respondents are more likely to select profiles that are
younger, more educated, women, married, unemployed, have children, have more relevant
work experience, and less likely to select members of a political party.

After the hiring tasks, respondents were asked to imagine that they are voting in an
election for mayor deciding between two candidates. Figure D.14 presents the AMCEs of
specific candidate attributes on the respondents’ assessments of which candidate they would
more likely vote for. The results show a clear negative effect of being a returnee or deportee
on the likelihood a profile is preferred in a hypothetical local election. Relative to candi-
dates who have lived in Guatemala their whole lives, voluntarily returnees are less likely
to be selected. The negative effect is even greater for deportees. As for other patterns that

emerge, respondents are more likely to prefer middle-aged and more educated candidates,
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Figure D.13: Effect of individual attributes on probability of being preferred for hiring a manager.
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Figure D.14: Effect of individual attributes on probability of being preferred for electing a mayor.
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independents, and people involved in community improvement committees.

Two limitations in the initial experimental design led us to conduct the follow-up exper-
iment reported in the main manuscript. First, differences in the settings of economic and
political fields made it difficult to understand the full picture of return migrant discrimina-
tion. While respondents were asked to choose a manager at a large manufacturing company
in the hiring tasks, they were asked to select a mayor in the voting tasks — the difference in
leadership levels raised questions about the comparability of outcomes from the two tasks.
Second, in an attempt to reflect each field’s reality better, we altered some attributes between
the hiring and voting tasks. For example, employment status and prior experiences in similar
jobs were part of the attributes in the hiring experiment, while these were excluded in the
voting experiment and replaced with occupation and political affiliation. This discrepancy
in attributes, however, hindered our ability to grasp a comprehensive picture of the signif-
icance of migration experiences. Therefore, in the second experiment, we aimed to increase
comparability by making the leadership level equivalent between the economic and political
fields, using the same wording in instructions except for the key experimental components,

and maintaining the same attributes across different fields.
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