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Muslim religious practices,1 such as wearing a 
headscarf, building of  minarets, ritual slaughter-
ing of  animals, or Islamic education in primary 
schools, are often rejected by the public in 
Western societies (Carol et al., 2015). Many stud-
ies have found Islamophobia or anti-Muslim 
prejudice as an important reason why majority 
group members reject such practices (e.g., 
Helbling, 2014; Oskooii et  al., 2019; Saroglou 
et al., 2009). Theoretically, this explanation is in 
line with social psychological literature on target-
group prejudices (e.g., anti-Muslim sentiments, 

anti-immigrant attitudes) underlying majority 
members’ negative reactions towards specific 
minority practices and rights (Verkuyten, 2021; 
Wagner et al., 2021). However, people may reject 
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specific practices for other reasons that are unre-
lated to group-based prejudice. For example, an 
atheist may reject Islamic primary schools, but 
simultaneously reject any kind of  religious edu-
cation. Similarly, an animal rights activist may not 
only reject ritual slaughter of  animals among 
Muslims, but also among any other group based 
on their principled considerations about animal 
welfare. In such cases, focusing only on people’s 
rejection of  a certain practice can miss out on 
their nuanced responses to outgroup practices. 
Theoretically, this would make it difficult to 
understand those situations in which people dis-
approve of  specific outgroup beliefs and prac-
tices, but not of  the outgroup as a category of  
people (i.e., Muslims). In the current research, 
we use a person-centered approach to simultane-
ously consider majority group members’ accept-
ance or rejection of  multiple religious practices, 
and how these responses may vary depending on 
whether Christians, Jews, or Muslims engage in 
them.

Generalized Prejudice
The literature on generalized prejudice (e.g., 
Allport, 1954; Bergh & Akrami, 2016; Hodson & 
Dhont, 2015; Meeusen et al., 2018) suggests that 
rejection of  outgroup practices and rights often 
reflects a general dislike of  minority outgroups, 
and can also be used to justify anti-minority feel-
ings (Crandall & Eshleman, 2003). The proposi-
tion of  generalized prejudice was developed 
around the notion that prejudices towards differ-
ent target outgroups have a common component, 
especially prejudices towards marginalized groups 
(Bergh et al., 2016; Zick et al., 2008). In addition 
to this shared aspect of  prejudice, it has been 
argued that there is also a specific component 
unique to the target groups (Akrami et al., 2011; 
Meeusen et  al., 2017). For example, in the U.S. 
context, an empirical distinction was found 
between people’s attitudes toward categories that 
are defined by racial, ethnic, and religious back-
ground and their attitudes towards dissenting cul-
tural groups, with anti-Muslim sentiments being 
connected to both attitudes (Kalkan et al., 2009; 
see also Petersen et al., 2011).

However, there are two main shortcomings of  
this literature that we consider in the current 
study. First, the work on generalized and target-
specific prejudice focuses on attitudes towards 
outgroups as groups of  people and tends to 
ignore how people evaluate different outgroup 
practices and beliefs. Seeing all rejection of  dis-
similar practices through the lens of  prejudice 
can miss out on the practice-specific aspect of  
rejection and thus on the practice-related variance 
in outgroup attitudes (Adelman & Verkuyten, 
2020; Chanley, 1994; Dangubić et  al., 2020a). 
Anti-Muslim sentiments might not only reflect 
generalized and target-specific prejudice, but also 
practice-based disapproval. Furthermore, prac-
tice-based disapproval does not have to reflect 
generalized or target-specific prejudice, because 
people might have other reasons for rejecting 
specific minority practices in society. Disapproval 
and rejection might arise from principled com-
mitments and basic and values that have little to 
do with prejudicial feelings. For example, rejec-
tion of  Muslim minority practices might stem 
from the endorsement of  liberal and secular prin-
ciples (e.g., Bilodeau et  al., 2018; Sniderman & 
Hagendoorn, 2007; van der Noll & Saroglou, 
2015; see also Bobocel et al., 1998). The antipathy 
of  generalized and target-specific prejudice might 
differ from the negativity of  practice-based dis-
approval, and the considerations behind rejection 
of  specific practices might differ from the justifi-
cations to express prejudice (Verkuyten et  al., 
2020).

Second, research testing generalized prejudice 
theory predominantly uses a variable-centered 
approach in examining correlations between atti-
tudes towards various targets and their underlying 
common (latent) factor (e.g., Akrami et al., 2011; 
Bergh et al., 2016; Meeusen et al., 2017). However, 
a strong correlation does not necessarily indicate 
generalized negativity but might indicate general 
positivity or an overall relatively neutral stance 
towards various target groups and their practices: 
“In other words, the [variable-centered] analyses 
are blind to the magnitude (or even existence) of  
prejudice across target groups” (Meeusen et  al., 
2018, p. 646). Furthermore, variable-centered 
approaches risk overlooking the possibility that 
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people combine their evaluations in different 
ways, resulting in subgroups of  individuals with 
distinct constellations of  ratings (Dangubić et al., 
2020b; Meeusen et al., 2018). A person-centered 
approach, such as latent profile analysis, enables a 
theoretically more nuanced and qualitatively dif-
ferent understanding of  the ways in which out-
group prejudice and the disapproval of  outgroup 
practices are organized within individuals 
(Osborne & Sibley, 2017). For example, general-
ized prejudice, anti-Muslim sentiments, and secu-
lar principles might all underlie disapproval and 
rejection of  Muslim minority practices, but these 
factors might be combined in different ways 
within individuals. Therefore, we consider 
whether there are subgroups of  individuals that 
differ not only on their prejudicial feelings 
towards various (non)religious groups, but also 
on their national identification, open-minded 
thinking style (Stanovich & West, 1997), and 
endorsement of  secularism and civil liberties 
(Imhoff  & Recker, 2012; Verkuyten et al., 2019). 
These constructs are central in many studies on 
attitudes toward Muslim minorities and (in)toler-
ance more generally, but have not been examined 
simultaneously in relation to people’s evaluations 
of  multiple religious groups and multiple reli-
gious practices. Additionally, using an open-
ended format, we investigated subgroup 
differences in self-reported reasons for rejecting 
Muslim minority practices.

The aim of  the current study, conducted with 
national samples of  German and Dutch majority 
group participants, is to go beyond the general-
ized and target-specific prejudice explanations 
for the rejection of  specific outgroup practices by 
aiming to provide a more nuanced understanding 
of  the rejection of  Muslim minority practices. We 
use a multiple-acts-multiple-actors research 
design in which multiple religious groups and 
multiple religious practices are considered simul-
taneously (Dangubić et  al., 2020a). Specifically, 
we examine acceptance of  four religious practices 
enacted by Jewish minority members, in addition 
to Muslim minorities and the Christian majority. 
The rejection of  both Jews and Muslims (but not 
Christians) engaging in similar religious practices 

might indicate a minority bias (Bergh et al., 2016) 
in which people apply a double standard by 
accepting the majority group (Christian) and 
rejecting minority groups (Jews and Muslims). In 
contrast, the rejection of  only Muslims engaging 
in these practices might indicate anti-Muslim sen-
timents in which people apply a double standard 
by allowing religious practices for Jews and 
Christians while rejecting these practices for 
Muslims.

Multiple Acts and Multiple Groups: 
Possible Latent Profiles
Latent profile analysis is a person-centered 
approach that seeks to identify unobserved sub-
groups of  individuals that qualitatively differ on 
the particular ways in which they combine or 
organize, for example, their evaluation of  differ-
ent groups and of  different practices (Osborne & 
Sibley, 2017). For example, person-centered 
research examining people’s attitudes towards 
various minority outgroups found five prejudice 
patterns that could not be organized along a lin-
ear continuum of  a more-versus-less prejudiced 
dispositions (Meeusen et al., 2018). In addition to 
a general negative subgroup, there was a moder-
ate subgroup, a general positive subgroup, and 
also a subgroup that was only prejudiced towards 
ethnic minorities and a subgroup that differenti-
ated between ethnic outgroups. Further, research 
on political tolerance of  various groups and vari-
ous practices demonstrated that there are four 
latent classes of  tolerance (McCutcheon, 1985). 
In addition to subgroups of  individuals who were 
consistently positive or consistently negative 
across practices and minority groups, there were 
also individuals who accepted some groups and 
some practices but rejected others (see also 
Adelman & Verkuyten, 2020; Dangubić et  al., 
2020b; Mather & Tranby, 2014). Thus, a person-
centered approach allows us to investigate 
whether the acceptance of  different religious 
practices for different religious groups is com-
bined in distinctive ways within various sub-
groups of  individuals, which is reflected in 
distinct latent profiles.
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When different religious groups are considered, 
it is possible to examine whether people respond 
to these groups in a consistent way by accepting or 
rejecting a specific religious practice (actor consist-
ency), or rather apply a double standard by reject-
ing the practice for Muslim minorities but not for 
other religious groups (actor inconsistency). While 
an actor-inconsistent pattern of  response indicates 
discriminatory evaluation of  Muslims that likely 
reflects prejudice towards this group, an actor-con-
sistent pattern of  response suggests more general 
reasons for rejection or acceptance (Dangubić 
et  al., 2020a; Mondak & Hurwitz, 1998). 
Additionally, when different religious practices are 
considered, it is possible to examine whether peo-
ple evaluate various religious practices in a similar 
way (act consistency) or rather differentiate 
between these practices by accepting some and 
rejecting others (act inconsistency). Furthermore, 
considering both different religious practices (mul-
tiple acts) and different religious groups (multiple 
actors) allows us to assess whether an actor-(in)
consistent pattern of  responses generalizes across 
practices or is specific to a particular one. For 
example, it is possible that people use a double 
standard for one practice but not another: rejecting 
Muslim but not Christian and Jewish religious 
symbols, while accepting religious education in 
public schools for all religious groups.

When multiple acts and multiple actors are con-
sidered simultaneously, there are four possible logi-
cal combinations of  responses depending on 
whether people display consistency or inconsist-
ency across acts and actors. This results in the theo-
retical expectation that there are five different 
profiles (see Table 1). The first combination consist 
of  responses in which people display consistency 
across actors and across acts by either rejecting all 
acts for all religious groups (equal rejection profile) 
or rather accepting all acts for all groups (equal 
acceptance profile). The former response pattern 
might, for example, be the result of  concerns about 
the secular nature of  public institutions or having a 
more general prejudicial or antireligious orienta-
tion, and the latter pattern might be due to endors-
ing civil liberties or having an open-minded and 
proreligious orientation (Dangubić et al., 2020a).

The second possible combination consists of  
responses where people are inconsistent across 
acts but consistent across actors. This pattern of  a 
partial equal rejection implies that for all religious 
groups, some practices are rejected (e.g., religious 
education in public schools) and others accepted 
(e.g., wearing of  religious symbols). Thus, people 
do not use a double standard by differentiating 
between actors, but base their responses on the 
nature of  the practices in question (Gibson & 
Gouws, 2003; Petersen et al., 2011). As different 

Table 1.  Possible combinations of the multiple-acts-multiple-actors approach and their interpretation.

Act (in)
consistency

Actor (in)
consistency

Possible profiles Example

1 Act consistent Actor 
consistent

Equal rejection
Equal acceptance

Rejects/accepts religious symbols, religious 
education, and broadcasting time for 
Christian, Jewish, and Muslim religious actors.

2 Act inconsistent Actor 
consistent

Partial equal 
rejection/acceptance

Rejects religious symbols and religious 
education, but accepts broadcasting time for 
Christian, Jewish, and Muslim religious actors.

3 Act consistent Actor 
inconsistent

Discriminatory 
rejection

Rejects Muslim but accepts Jewish and 
Christian religious symbols, religious education, 
and broadcasting time on national TV.

4 Act inconsistent Actor 
inconsistent

Partial discriminatory 
rejection

Rejects only Muslim and Jewish religious 
symbols and religious education, but accepts 
broadcasting time on national TV for 
Christian, Jewish, and Muslim religious actors.
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practices can trigger different considerations and 
concerns, differentiation in the acceptance of  
these practices indicates that respondents take the 
specific act into account and that their response is 
not only driven by generalized or target-specific 
prejudice (Dangubić et al., 2020a).

The third possible combination consists of  
responses in which people are inconsistent across 
actors but consistent across acts. This use of  a 
double standard indicates discriminatory rejec-
tion in which one is, for example, intolerant of  
practices by Muslim minorities but not by 
Christians or Jews. Thus, within this profile, indi-
viduals use a double standard to the disadvantage 
of  Muslims, which suggests anti-Muslim rather 
than generalized prejudice (Dangubić et  al., 
2020a; Mondak & Hurwitz, 1998).

The fourth possible pattern of  responses is 
when people display inconsistency both across acts 
and across actors. This pattern of  a partial discrim-
inatory rejection implies that individuals respond 
in a differential way to different religious groups 
depending on the specific practice. For example, it 
is possible that people discriminate against 
Muslims when asked about religious education in 
schools, but discriminate against Jews when asked 
about religious symbols, or even reject religious 
symbols for all three religious groups involved. In 
general, the existence of  this subgroup suggests a 
complex interplay between generalized and group-
specific prejudices and other reasons.

With a person-centered approach using 
national samples in two European nations, we 
examined whether the expected five profiles 
(equal rejection, equal acceptance, partial equal 
rejection, discriminatory rejection, and partial 
discriminatory rejection) do indeed exist within 
the population, and how many majority members 
demonstrate these specific patterns of  responses.

Validation of the Possible Profiles
Beyond identifying various subgroups of  indi-
viduals, and as a matter of  construct validity 
(Osborne & Sibley, 2017), we further examine 
whether the subgroups differ in meaningful ways 

on several key variables, namely general feelings 
towards (non)religious groups, national identifi-
cation, endorsement of  secularism and civil liber-
ties, open-minded thinking style, and religious 
affiliation. This further allows us to test the theo-
retical proposition that the rejection of  Muslim 
minority practices does not have to reflect gener-
alized or group-specific prejudice.

Feelings towards (non)religious groups.  Prejudicial feel-
ings towards religious groups in general and/or 
towards Muslims in particular can underlie the 
rejection of  Muslim religious practices (e.g., van 
der Noll & Saroglou, 2015). Research has found 
that those who harbor negative feelings towards 
Muslims are more likely to reject Muslim minority 
practices (e.g., Helbling, 2014) or use a double 
standard by rejecting Muslims engaged in specific 
practices but not Christians (e.g., Bilodeau et al., 
2018). However, the reverse does not have to be 
the case and, to our knowledge, no study has 
empirically examined how feelings towards non-
believers and other (non-Muslim) religious 
groups relate to the rejection of  Muslim prac-
tices. By examining feelings towards these other 
groups alongside feelings towards Muslims, it is 
possible to determine if  rejection of  Muslim 
practices reflects anti-Muslim attitudes or general 
antireligion attitudes. Positive feelings towards 
nonbelievers and negative feelings towards reli-
gious groups can reflect a negative view of  reli-
gion per se (Bullivant & Lee, 2016). It is reasonable 
to assume that this will underlie the rejection of  
religious practices in general and not only of  
Muslims. In contrast, prejudicial feelings towards 
Muslims are likely to be associated with (partial) 
discriminatory rejection of  Muslim practices 
only. Therefore, we expect that individuals who 
more strongly reject Muslims than Jews or Chris-
tians who engage in similar religious practices 
(discriminatory profile and partial discriminatory 
profile) will be more likely to be characterized by 
relatively negative feelings towards Muslims as a 
group. In contrast, those who respond to the 
three religious groups in a consistent way (equal 
rejection or partial equal rejection) are more likely 
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to be characterized by relatively strong and gener-
alized negative feelings towards both Muslim and 
non-Muslim religious groups, and positive feel-
ings towards nonbelievers.

Religious affiliation.  According to Social Identity 
Theory, being a member of  a group tends to lead 
to favoring one’s ingroup over relevant outgroups 
(Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Religious affiliation 
might evoke this ingroup-favoring pattern of  
responses whereby, for example, West European 
majority members favor Christian religious prac-
tices and do not accept similar Muslim practices. 
In contrast, for individuals who are not religiously 
affiliated, all religious groups represent a religious 
outgroup and they might be more likely to reject 
religious practices regardless of  the religious 
group. Therefore, we expect that individuals who 
show a (partial) discriminatory profile of  Muslim 
rejection are more likely to be affiliated with 
Christianity (the largest religious group in the 
sample). In contrast, those who respond to dif-
ferent religious actors in a consistent way, by 
showing an equal pattern of  rejection, are more 
likely to be religiously nonaffiliated.

National identification.  There is a large literature 
that links identification with one’s nation to nega-
tive attitudes towards minority outgroups, includ-
ing Muslim minorities (e.g., Badea et  al., 2018; 
Mummendey et al., 2001). For example, research 
in different countries has found that higher 
national identifiers are more likely to have nega-
tive attitudes towards Islam and Muslims (e.g., 
Uenal et  al., 2021), and that stronger national 
identification is related to stronger rejection of  
Muslim minority practices (e.g., Gieling et  al., 
2014). National identifiers tend to focus on the 
meaning, value, and continuation of  the national 
culture, and Muslims can be perceived as the typi-
cal “other” and Islam as a religion that is incom-
patible with the Western way of  life (Sniderman 
& Hagendoorn, 2007). This makes it likely that 
individuals who demonstrate a (partial) discrimi-
natory pattern of  Muslim rejection are character-
ized by relatively high levels of  national 
identification. In contrast, those who respond to 
different religious groups in a consistent way, by 

showing a (partial) equal pattern of  rejection or 
acceptance, are more likely to be characterized by 
lower levels of  national identification.

Secularism.  Secularism entails the notion that reli-
gion should be separated from civic affairs and 
the state (Zuckerman et al., 2016). As such, secu-
larism forms a basis for rejecting all religious 
practices in the public domain (Imhoff  & Recker, 
2012). There is empirical evidence that secularism 
predicts rejection of  Muslim religious practices 
over and above anti-Muslim sentiments and nega-
tive feelings towards religious groups more gen-
erally (Aarøe, 2012; Breton & Eady, 2015; van 
Bohemen & Kemmers, 2011). Also, those who 
more strongly endorse secularism are more likely 
to equally reject both Christian and Muslim prac-
tices (Bilodeau et al., 2018; Dangubić et al., 2020a; 
van der Noll & Saroglou, 2015). Given that secu-
larism entails rejection of  religious practices more 
generally, individuals who have an (partial) equal 
pattern of  rejection—actor consistent and act 
(in)consistent—are expected to be characterized 
by relatively strong endorsement of  secularism, 
compared to individuals who show a (partial) dis-
criminatory pattern of  rejection.

Civil liberties.  The endorsement of  civil liberties is 
one of  the key reasons to accept minority groups 
and their practices, and there is empirical evi-
dence that it is associated with acceptance of  
Muslim religious symbols (Saroglou et al., 2009), 
lack of  support for banning headscarves (van der 
Noll, 2014), and positive attitudes towards the 
wearing of  Muslim veils (Gustavsson et al., 2016). 
The endorsement of  civil liberties entails a gen-
eral acceptance of  others to live the life as they 
see fit, which means that it is likely that individu-
als who show a group-consistent pattern of  
acceptance—actor consistent and act (in)consist-
ent—are characterized by relatively strong 
endorsement of  civil liberties, compared to indi-
viduals who show a (in)consistent pattern of  
rejection.

Open-minded thinking.  Open-minded thinking 
entails a predisposition to consider alternative 
reasons and arguments that are typically not 
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aligned with one’s own beliefs (Stanovich & West, 
1997). This type of  thinking has been found to be 
associated with tolerance (Marcus, 2020; Witen-
berg, 2019). Open-minded individuals are more 
likely to accept different practices and beliefs 
(Butrus & Witenberg, 2015) and different cultural 
groups (Korol, 2017). Given that open-minded 
thinking is associated with tolerance and the ten-
dency to seriously consider alternative ways of  
life, we expect that the subgroup of  individuals 
who show a group-consistent pattern of  accept-
ance—actor consistent and act (in)consistent—is 
more likely to be characterized by open-minded 
thinking compared to individuals who show (in)
consistent patterns of  rejection.

Self-reported reasons to reject Muslim practices.  In addi-
tion to the aforementioned factors, majority 
members might also have their own subjective 
reasons for rejecting specific Muslim practices 
that do not fully correspond to the proposed the-
oretical constructs (Reja et al., 2003). Examining 
self-reported reasons is an additional way to 
investigate the meaningfulness of  differentiating 
between separate subgroups in a latent profile 
analysis. Thus, we explored whether the sub-
groups of  individuals differ in a meaningful way 
on their self-reported reasons for rejecting spe-
cific Muslim minority practices.

The Current Study
Using a multiple-acts-multiple-actors design and 
latent profile analysis, we go beyond the existing 
research on generalized and group-specific prej-
udice by examining the most common ways in 
which majority group members combine their 
acceptance or rejection of  different religious 
practices (wearing religious symbols, following 
religious education, providing broadcasting time 
for religious organizations on national TV, and 
banning women from boards of  religious organi-
zations) for different religious groups (Christians, 
Jews, and Muslims). Specifically, we are inter-
ested in examining the approximate percentages 
of  majority group members who show one of  
the five likely combinations of  (in)consistency 

across the multiple acts and multiple actors. 
Additionally, and for further validating the pro-
files, we examine whether these subgroups of  
individuals differ in meaningful ways on several 
key constructs: feelings towards (non)religious 
groups, religious affiliation, national identifica-
tion, endorsement of  secularism and civil liber-
ties, and open-minded thinking, as well as in 
terms of  their self-reported reasons to reject 
Muslim practices.

We used data from large national samples of  
German and Dutch majority members. Germany 
and the Netherlands are historically Christian 
nations, but have increasingly become secular 
(De Hart, 2014; Evans, 2019). However, these 
countries also differ in important ways. Whereas 
in the Netherlands all religions are equally sup-
ported by the state, in Germany, only Christians 
and Jews are considered legitimate partners of  
the state (Carol et  al., 2015; Kortmann, 2012). 
However, in practice, equal status is sometimes 
denied to Islam in the Netherlands, whereas in 
Germany, Islam is becoming more of  a legiti-
mate partner of  the state (Carol et al., 2015). In 
both countries, Islam is the second largest reli-
gion, with Muslims comprising ~5% of  the pop-
ulation, whereas Judaism is followed by less than 
1% of  the population (Haug et  al., 2008; 
Schmeets, 2016). Whereas the Jewish minority 
has a long history in Europe and was tradition-
ally perceived as a typical “other” (Nachmani, 
2017), in recent political rhetoric and public 
debates in both countries, reference to the coun-
try’s Judeo-Christian identity and tradition has 
become increasingly common, particularly in 
contrast to Islam (Kluveld, 2016). Muslims as an 
immigrant-origin group are predominantly per-
ceived as the prototypical “outsider” (Sniderman 
& Hagendoorn, 2007). Research demonstrates 
that prejudice towards Muslims is more wide-
spread than prejudice towards Jews in these 
countries (Wike et  al., 2019; Zick et  al., 2011). 
Germany and the Netherlands are thus similar 
and different in various ways. Although West 
European country differences in attitudes 
towards religious groups and their practices are 
very small (Carol et  al., 2015), we nevertheless 
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controlled for country in the statistical analyses 
and also explored country similarities and 
differences.

Method

Data and Sample
Data were collected in May and June 2019 by a 
professional survey company that maintains large 
representative panels of  Dutch and German adult 
majority members. In the Netherlands, a sample 
was compiled via a stratification procedure based 
on gender, age, education, household size, and 
region. Population data for the selection criteria 
were derived from the annual report of  the 
Central Bureau for Statistics in the Netherlands. 
In Germany, population data were derived from 
the MiniCensus (Statistisches Bundesamt, 2016) 
and used to compile a national sample of  the 
German majority population aged 18 years and 
older via a stratification procedure based on age, 
gender, and education. In both countries, only 
respondents with two ethnic Dutch/German par-
ents were invited to participate. In total, 3,762 
respondents completed the online anonymous 
questionnaire. Respondents who reported being 
affiliated with Islam or Judaism, or who indicated 
they had given a wrong response when asked to 
explain why they rejected one of  the Muslim prac-
tices, were excluded from the analysis (n = 59). 
Our data did not contain any missing values. Thus, 
the analytical sample consisted of  3,703 respond-
ents (54.7% German; see Table 3). Participants’ 
average age was 50.65 years (SD = 16.52; see 
Table 3), and 49.8% were female.

Measures
Multiple-acts-multiple-actors design.  Respondents were  
presented with a randomized set of 12 items to 
assess their acceptance of four broad religious 
practices enacted by Christians, Jews, and Mus-
lims. Based on previous research (e.g., Dangubić 
et al., 2020b; Sleijpen et al., 2020), the selected reli-
gious practices are sufficiently publicly visible and 
much debated in Western Europe. Importantly, 
the selected practices were ones that apply to and 

are meaningful for all three religious groups (e.g., 
Karpov & Lisovskaya, 2008). The chosen practices 
were: “In public schools, teachers should be 
allowed to wear visible [Christian/Jewish/Islamic] 
symbols,”2 “Public schools should be able to offer 
[Christian/Jewish/Islamic] religious lessons for 
those who want them,” “[Christian/Jewish/
Islamic] organizations should have their own 
broadcasting time on national TV,” and “[Chris-
tian/Jewish/Islamic] organizations may refuse 
women on their board.” Responses were given on 
7-point scales (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly 
agree).

Feelings towards (non)religious groups.  Participants indi-
cated on the widely used 100-point feeling ther-
mometer scale how they felt towards the groups of  
Muslims, Catholics, Protestants, Jews, and nonbe-
lievers in the Netherlands/Germany. Respondents 
were instructed that higher scores reflect warmer 
feelings, a score of  50 indicates neutral feelings, 
and lower scores reflect colder feelings. Since inter-
correlations between feelings towards the non-
Muslim religious groups (Catholics, Protestants, 
and Jews) were strong (ranging from .68 to .78),3 
an average score was used (α = .89).

Endorsement of  secularism.  Participants indicated 
their level of  agreement (7-point scales) with four 
items based on research by Breton and Eady 
(2015): “Religion should be limited to private life 
as much as possible,” “The separation of  church 
and state is of  the utmost importance,” “Society 
is better off  when people are less religious,” and 
“Society should not be based on religious princi-
ples.” The items formed a reliable scale (α = .80) 
and were averaged.

National identification.  Participants answered (on 
7-point scales) the following two items: “I identify 
with [Germany/the Netherlands]” and “I feel 
connected to other [Germans/Dutch].” The two 
items were strongly correlated (r = .70), and an 
average score was used.

Open-minded thinking.  Participants indicated their 
level of  agreement (7-point scales) with four items 
adapted from the Actively Open-Minded Thinking 
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Scale (Stanovich & West, 1997): “I usually try to 
understand beliefs and behaviors that I find wrong 
and reject,” “I always try to consider whether there 
are good reasons for accepting cultural differences 
or not,” “I usually try to find a balance between 
what I find unacceptable and the freedom of  other 
people to live the way they want,” and “I always try 
to understand why people sometimes do very dif-
ferent things from what I personally think is right 
and good.” The items formed a reliable scale (α = 
.79) and were averaged.

Endorsement of  civil liberties.  Endorsement of  civil 
liberties was also measured (7-point scales) with 
four items based on Gustavsson and colleagues 
(2016): “Individual freedom is the most impor-
tant principle in society,” “Freedom of  expres-
sion is the foundation of  an open society,” “In 
society, everyone must have the freedom to be 
themselves,” and “Individual rights, rather than 
group rights, should form the basis of  society.” 
The items formed a reliable scale (α = .79), and 
an average score was used.

Religious affiliation.  Respondents were asked to 
indicate whether and with which religious denom-
ination they were affiliated. Religious affiliation 
was recoded into a dichotomous variable (1 = 
religiously affiliated with a Christian denomina-
tion, 0 = not religiously affiliated, affiliated with a 
non-Christian denomination other than Islam or 
Judaism, or not revealing religious affiliation).4

Reasons to reject Muslim practice(s).  Participants who 
disagreed (< 4 on the 7-point scale) with a par-
ticular Muslim minority practice being allowed 
were subsequently asked in an open-ended ques-
tion to explain their reason for this: “Could you 
briefly explain why you do not agree that [a prac-
tice randomly inserted]?” When participants 
rejected several Muslim practices, they were ran-
domly asked about one of  the practices. In order 
to classify the answers into broader themes, first 
an inductive coding system was developed by 
rereading and discussing a random selection of  
the responses. This resulted in a coding scheme 
with seven categories, and two researchers 

independently classified the responses into these 
categories with an intercoder reliability coeffi-
cient (Cohen’s kappa) ranging from 0.75 to 1.00.5 
For each of  the codes, we created a dichotomous 
variable indicating whether a respondent men-
tioned a specific reason (1) or not (0). Table 2 
shows the seven themes, with several examples 
and corresponding percentages.6

First, the neutrality/secularism category (men-
tioned by ~34% of  respondents) entails explana-
tions that refer to the secular nature of  the state 
and that public education and the media must be 
religiously neutral. Second, the equality category 
(15%) entails explanations in terms of  all reli-
gions having to be equally represented or having 
the equal right to their own schools/media. 
Third, the national culture category (22%) entails 
references to the Christian or ethnic Dutch/
German nature of  the country and the related 
demands on Muslims to assimilate. Fourth, the 
Islam threat category (~11%) contains explana-
tions that criticize Islam and present Muslims as a 
security and symbolic threat to society. Fifth, the 
conditional category (~6%) entails answers 
explaining that one does not always reject the 
practice, because it depends on the circumstances 
and conditions. Sixth, the miscellaneous category 
(~9%) contains other, less frequently employed 
reasons for rejection that could not be classified 
in any of  the previous categories. Seventh, the 
“other” theme (~11%) contains answers in which 
respondents expressed their uncertainty about 
why exactly they rejected a practice, did not 
respond, or provided an incoherent set of  
letters.7

Control variables.  Four control variables were used 
in the analyses. Three of  these were standard, indi-
vidual-level control variables: age (continuous vari-
able), gender (1 = women, 0 = men and other8), 
and education (1 = no/only primary school, 7 = mas-
ter’s degree at [applied] university level), which was 
treated as a continuous variable similarly to other 
research in the Netherlands (e.g., van de Werfhorst 
& van Tubergen, 2007). In addition, we controlled 
for possible country differences (1 = Germany, 0 
= the Netherlands). Findings for the control 
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variables are reported in the supplemental material, 
and country similarities and differences are also 
discussed in what follows.

Analysis
First, latent profile analysis (LPA) was used to 
identify the optimal number of  distinct sub-
groups of  individuals based on their acceptance 
or rejection of  different religious practices for 
the three religious groups. Models from one to 
eight profiles were fitted. All the models were 

fitted under the most parsimonious parametri-
zation, where item variances are estimated to be 
equal across profiles, and covariances are con-
strained to zero. Thus, only the mean vectors 
for each profile were considered. In order to 
ensure that the likelihood function converged 
to global, instead of  local maxima solution 
(Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018), 5,000 sets of  
random starts and 500 final stage optimizations 
were used.

Second automatic, three-step multinomial 
logistic regression (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2013) 

Table 2.  Emerging themes from the answers to the open-ended question regarding reasons to reject Muslim 
practices

Theme Percentage Example quotes

Neutrality and 
secularism

33.8% “A public school is strictly neutral with regard to religion.”
“I believe that national television should not be based on any belief.”
“I would like to keep school and religion separate.”

Equality 15.0% “Everyone is equal, exceptions need not be made for anyone. Not for faith 
or orientation.”
“This applies to all religions. No one should use symbols to show that they 
belong to a religion, otherwise differences of opinion can easily arise.”
“If there is airtime for Islamic organizations, then there must also be for the 
other religions. Otherwise I see that as a form of discrimination.”

National 
culture

22.0% “The Netherlands is basically a Christian country.”
“I find that offensive. They want to be in the Netherlands, so they have to 
behave accordingly.”
“Islam does not belong in Germany.”

Islam threat 10.8% “Because Islam sometimes represents radical and cruel ideologies.”
“Because this religion has brought a lot of harm to date and that should not 
be encouraged further.”
“I am afraid that Islam will prevail in Germany and impose its laws or 
culture on us Germans. (. . .)”

Conditional 5.9% “Public schools must be neutral. These lessons can be given outside 
schools/schooltime.”
“I don’t see that for any of the religions. Anyone who wants to live their religion 
is looking for other ways to do it anyway, such as going to church. (. . .)”
“It depends on what symbols. I think full face cover or traditional clothing 
goes too far; applies to me to all religions.”

Miscellaneous 8.5% “It does not seem necessary.”
“Because we live in the 21st century and not in the Middle Ages, I therefore 
do not want classes that are not up to date!”
“There are too many religions that do not respect and accept each other.”

Other 11.2% “I do not know.”
No response
An incoherent set of letters or characters

Note. N = 1,922.
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was used to assess the likelihood of  being classi-
fied into one of  the identified profiles as a func-
tion of  thermometer feelings towards Muslims, 
non-Muslim religious groups, and nonbelievers; 
religious affiliation; endorsement of  secularism 
and civil liberties; national identification; open-
minded thinking; and the control variables. In the 
automatic three-step approach, first, an uncondi-
tional model is estimated taking into account only 
latent profile indicators. Subsequently, profile 
membership is corrected for the classification 
error and predicted on the indicated correlates. 
For this part of  the analysis, all continuous varia-
bles were standardized.

In the third part of  the analysis, using the 
three-step approach for distal outcomes (Lanza 
et al., 2013), we tested if  the profiles differed in 
terms of  the self-reported reasons to reject 
Muslim practices. This approach also takes into 
account the uncertainty regarding each individu-
al’s true profile membership.

R software was used for data preparation 
(Version 4.0.0; R Core Team, 2020), and Mplus 
was used for the main analysis (Version 8.2; 
Muthén & Muthén, 1998–2017).

Results

Descriptive Statistics
Table 3 shows the descriptive findings for all the 
variables.9 On average, respondents agreed that 
public schools should offer Christian religious 
education, and were neutral towards Christian 
religious symbols in schools. In contrast, all 
remaining practices were, on average, rejected as 
their means were significantly below the midpoint 
of  the scale (ps < .001).

More than 90% of  respondents were negative 
or neutral towards either Christian, Jewish, or 
Islamic religious organizations banning women 
from their boards (see Figure A1 in the supple-
mental material), which indicates a high degree of  
actor-consistent rejection. The great majority of  
respondents (75%) who were asked to subse-
quently explain their rejection in relation to 
Muslim organizations mentioned that the prac-
tice goes against the principle of  gender equality. 

The very small variances and high actor-consist-
ent rejection means that the attitude towards this 
practice was more of  a constant and, therefore, 
we did not consider it in the latent profile 
analysis.

Latent Profile Analysis
Table 4 shows model fit statistics and subgroup 
membership distributions for models with up to 
eight profiles. Eight profiles was chosen as the 
upper limit for parsimony reasons, as extracting 
too many profiles might result in spurious solu-
tions (Osborne & Sibley, 2017). To determine the 
optimal number of  profiles, three statistical crite-
ria were used: Akaike information criterion (AIC), 
Bayesian information criterion (BIC), and Lo–
Mendell–Rubin likelihood ratio test (LMR LRT), 
which indicates whether a k-profile solution sig-
nificantly improves model fit upon the k-1 pro
file solution (Lo, Mendell, & Rubin, 2001). In 
addition, the number of  participants per profile 
and their theoretical interpretability were 
considered.

Each additional profile resulted in a decrease 
in AIC and BIC. However, the decrease in BIC 
from four to five profiles was higher (ΔBIC = 
1603.91) than the decrease from five to six pro-
files (ΔBIC = 1501.74). Also, whereas the five-
profile solution resulted in an additional, 
qualitatively different profile compared to the 
four-profile solution (see Figure B1), the six- and 
seven-profile model solutions contained addi-
tional profiles that were just a variation of  one of  
the profiles of  the five-profile model (i.e., a vari-
ety of  the partial equal rejection subgroup; see 
Figures B2 and B3 in the supplemental material). 
In addition, LMR LRT indicated that adding the 
sixth or seventh profile did not significantly 
improve the model fit. Furthermore, the models 
with six and seven profiles contained a relatively 
small number of  individuals (less than 10%). 
Based on statistical criteria, profile size and inter-
pretability, as well as model parsimony, we opted 
for the five-profile solution. The entropy of  the 
five-profile model was high (entropy = .88), 
which indicates high precision in classifying 
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Table 4.  Latent profile analysis: Model fit statistics and profile membership distribution.

AIC BIC Entropy ΔBIC 
(k-1)-k

LMR 
LRT (p)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

One-profile model 134522.8 134634.7 – – – 1.00  
Two-profile model 124376.1 124550.2 .87 10084.5 < .001 .42 .58  
Three-profile model 121257.1 121493.4 .86 3056.9 .166 .27 .52 .21  
Four-profile model 118728.2 119026.6 .88 2466.7 < .001 .27 .39 .14 .19  
Five-profile model 117062.1 117422.7 .88 1603.9 .007 .16 .17 .13 .35 .18  
Six-profile model 115498.2 115921.0 .90 1501.7 .435 .18 .07 .34 .13 .10 .18  
Seven-profile model 114220.2 114705.2 .90 1215.8 .093 .18 .13 .09 .30 .07 .06 .16  
Eight-profile model 113150.9 113698.0 .91 1033.4 .122 .18 .12 .06 .07 .30 .05 .07 .16

Note. N = 3,703. AIC = Akaike information criterion; BIC = Bayesian information criterion; LMR LRT = Lo–Mendell–
Rubin likelihood ratio test; BLRT = Bootstrap likelihood ratio test. The p value associated with the BLRT was significant with 
each increase in the number of profiles, and therefore not helpful to decide upon the optimal number of profiles; therefore, it 
is not presented in the table.

Figure 1.  Latent profile analysis: Five-profile model.

Note. N = 3,703.

respondents into one profile and not another 
(Nylund-Gibson & Choi, 2018).

Figure 1 shows the five identified profiles 
along with their labels and percentages. The first 
profile (equal acceptance, 18.3%) consists of  
individuals who tended to accept all religious 
practices for all three religious groups. The sec-
ond profile (equally moderate, 35%) consists of  
individuals who tended to respond around the 
neutral midpoint by neither accepting nor reject-
ing any of  the religious practices for all three 

groups. The third profile (discriminatory rejec-
tion, 16.3%) consists of  individuals who tended 
to respond in a discriminatory way by more 
strongly rejecting the three practices when 
enacted by Muslims compared to Christians or 
Jews. The fourth profile (equal rejection, 17.3%) 
consists of  individuals who consistently rejected 
all practices for all three religious groups. The 
fifth profile (partial equal rejection, 13.1%) con-
sists of  individuals who rejected only one reli-
gious practice (broadcasting time on national 
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television), but did so consistently for all three 
religious groups. 

To summarize, the findings of  the latent pro-
file analysis show that around 1 in 5 majority 
group members applied a double standard by 
more strongly rejecting particular practices when 
Muslim actors were involved, which suggests 
anti-Muslim prejudice. The other four subgroups 
of  individuals responded in relatively consistent 
ways across the different actors. Two of  these 
subgroups rejected some or all of  the practices, 
but did so equally for the three religious target 
groups.

Validation of the Profiles
We further examined the meaningfulness of  the 
five profiles by investigating how they differ on 
several key characteristics. Table 5 presents the 
results of  multinomial logistic regression in 
which the equally moderate (Model A), partial 
equal rejection (Model B), equal rejection (Model 
C), and discriminatory rejection (Model D) mod-
els were used as reference categories. Overall, the 
results show that the five profiles significantly 
and meaningfully differ from each other.

First, individuals within the equal acceptance 
subgroup had more positive general feelings 
towards Muslims and non-Muslim religious 
groups, and more negative feelings towards non-
believers, compared to all other subgroups. 
Further, they were more likely to score high on 
open-minded thinking and more likely to be 
Christian than the equal rejection subgroup. In 
addition, they were more likely to endorse civil 
liberties compared to the equally moderate and 
equal rejection subgroups, but less so compared 
to the partial equal rejection subgroup. Being reli-
gious and valuing civil liberties in combination 
with open-minded thinking and positive feelings 
towards Muslims and non-Muslim religious 
groups seem to characterize individuals who 
accept all practices for all three religious groups.

Second, individuals within the discriminatory 
rejection subgroup had more negative feelings 
towards Muslims and more strongly identified 
with the nation compared to all the other 

subgroups. Further, they were less likely to score 
high on open-minded thinking compared to the 
equally moderate, equal acceptance, and partial 
equal rejection subgroups. Strong identification 
with one’s nation and prejudicial feelings towards 
Muslims seem to make individuals within the dis-
criminatory rejection subgroup apply a double 
standard by more strongly rejecting similar prac-
tices enacted by Muslims compared to Christians 
and Jews.

Third, individuals within the equal rejection 
subgroup endorsed secularism more strongly, had 
less positive feelings towards non-Muslim reli-
gious groups, and were less likely to be affiliated 
with Christianity compared to all the other sub-
groups. Further, they had more positive feelings 
toward Muslims than the discriminatory rejection 
subgroup, but less so compared to the remaining 
three subgroups. In addition, they had more posi-
tive feelings towards nonbelievers than the equal 
acceptance, equally moderate, and discriminatory 
rejection subgroups, and were less likely to 
endorse civil liberties. Not belonging to a 
Christian denomination, having negative feelings 
towards Muslims and towards non-Muslim reli-
gious groups but positive feelings towards nonbe-
lievers, and strongly endorsing secularism but not 
civil liberties seem to make individuals within the 
equal rejection subgroup reject all practices for all 
three religious groups.

Fourth, individuals within the partial equal 
rejection subgroup endorsed civil liberties more 
strongly than all the other subgroups. Further, 
they more strongly endorsed secularism than the 
equally moderate, equal acceptance, and discrimi-
natory rejection subgroups, but less strongly than 
the equal rejection group. Also, they were more 
likely to score high on open-minded thinking 
than the equal rejection and discriminatory rejec-
tion subgroups, but less likely to do so than the 
equal acceptance subgroup. This pattern of  find-
ings suggests that individuals within the partial 
equal rejection subgroup are simultaneously con-
sidering both principles of  civil liberties and sec-
ularism, which makes them accept some but 
reject other religious practices, but in a similar 
way for all three religious target groups.
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Fifth, individuals within the equally moderate 
subgroup had more positive feelings toward 
Muslims and were more likely to score high on 
open-minded thinking than the discriminatory or 
equal rejection subgroups, but less so than the 
equal acceptance subgroup. Further, they 
endorsed secularism less strongly than the equal 
rejection or partial equal rejection subgroups, but 
more strongly than the equal acceptance sub-
group. In addition, they had more positive feel-
ings towards non-Muslim religious groups and 
more negative feelings towards nonbelievers 
when compared to the equal rejection subgroup, 
whereas the opposite was the case when com-
pared to the equal acceptance subgroup. This pat-
tern of  findings indicates that the equally 
moderate subgroup responded to key characteris-
tics in a “neutral” way, just as they did on the 
items about religious practices of  the different 
religious groups.

Reasons to Reject Muslim Practices
To further examine whether the subgroups dif-
fered in a meaningful way, we examined the self-
reported reasons for rejecting specific Muslim 
minority practices. Figure 2 shows the percentage 
of  individuals who mentioned a particular reason 
within the following four profiles: discriminatory 
rejection, equal rejection, partial equal rejection, 
and equally moderate.10 Individuals within the 
equally moderate and the equal rejection sub-
groups were more likely than other subgroups to 
explain their rejection by mentioning that state 
institutions should be neutral or by referring to 
secular principles (neutrality or secularism, 80% 
and 50% respectively). These findings are in line 
with the strong endorsement of  secularism of  the 
equal rejection subgroup found in the previous 
analysis. 

Individuals within the partial equal rejection 
subgroup were more likely than other profiles to 
explain their rejection in terms of  the need to 
treat all religious groups equally and allow them to 
practice their own religion (equality, 31%), or that 
practices should be allowed only under certain 

conditions (conditional, 9%). These findings are 
in line with this subgroup’s group-consistent 
rejection or acceptance of  the practices for all 
three religious groups, and their open-minded 
thinking by weighing different principles.

Individuals within the discriminatory rejection 
subgroup were more likely than other subgroups 
to explain their rejection by making references to 
Dutch/German traditions and values (national 
culture, 51%) and by criticizing Islam (Islam threat, 
14%). These findings are in line with this sub-
group’s relatively strong national identification and 
prejudicial feelings towards Muslims as a group.

Country Comparison
The country main effects (see Table 5) indicate 
that German compared to Dutch participants 
were more likely to display discriminatory or par-
tial equal rejection, whereas Dutch participants 
were more likely to display equal acceptance or an 
equally moderate pattern of  responses. To test for 
country differences in latent profile solutions, an 
unconstrained model allowing variances, means, 
and proportions to vary across the two countries 
and a model whereby means were constrained to 
be equal across countries were estimated (see 
Table G1 in the supplemental material). Although 
the BIC of  the constrained model increased 
slightly, suggesting that there are differences  
in means between countries,  both models were 
good in terms of  distinguishing individuals (simi-
lar entropy > .90). To qualitatively examine pos-
sible country differences further, a model with 
five profiles was estimated for the Dutch (Figure 
G1) and German (Figure G2) samples separately.  
The model with five profiles for Germany is the 
same as the model with five profiles already dis-
cussed. In the Netherlands, a variation of  the par-
tial equal rejection profile appeared instead of  a 
discriminatory rejection subgroup. Discrimination 
appears to be less strong in the Netherlands than 
in Germany, and Dutch participants were less 
likely to be classified in the discriminatory rejec-
tion profile compared to people from Germany 
(12% vs. 20%).
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Discussion
The acceptance of  Muslim minority practices 
within Western liberal democracies remains a 
strongly contested topic. In line with theory and 
research on generalized prejudices that have pro-
posed a distinction between a common negative 
component that can be generalized across out-
groups and a target-specific component (Akrami 
et  al., 2011; Bergh & Akrami, 2016; Meeusen 
et al., 2017), research demonstrates that prejudice 
and anti-Muslim sentiments are important expla-
nations for the rejection of  these practices (e.g., 
Helbling, 2014; Lajevardi & Oskooii, 2018). 
However, the antipathy of  generalized and group-
based prejudice might differ from the negativity 
of  practice-based disapproval, and people might 
also demonstrate generalized positivity or relative 
indifference (Meeusen et al., 2018). We examined 
these possibilities with a multiple-acts-multiple-
actors design and a person-centered approach. 
This allowed us to identify subgroups of  individ-
uals that differ on how they combine their evalu-
ations of  multiple religious practices for multiple 
religious groups (Muslims, Jews, and Christians), 
and to examine if  these subgroups differ in 
meaningful ways on anti-Muslim prejudice and 
self-reported reasons for rejecting Muslim prac-
tices, as well as other key characteristics. The find-
ings showed that there were five subgroups, 

which corresponds with previous person-cen-
tered research on attitudes towards religious 
minority group practices (Dangubić et  al., 
2020a,b) and towards different minority out-
groups (Meeusen et al., 2018).

In line with theoretical and empirical research 
that emphasizes the role of  anti-Muslim preju-
dice in rejecting Muslim religious practices (e.g., 
Helbling, 2014; Saroglou et al., 2009), about 1 in 
6 people in the population displayed a discrimina-
tory pattern of  rejection. Specifically, these indi-
viduals demonstrated target-specific prejudice in 
employing a double standard by more strongly 
rejecting the same practices enacted by Muslims 
than by Christians or Jews. Individuals within this 
subgroup were characterized by prejudicial feel-
ings towards Muslims as a group and showed 
strong national identification. In their self-
reported responses, they criticized Islam and 
referred to the importance of  maintaining 
national traditions and values. These findings 
correspond with research showing that a sense of  
national belonging and prejudicial feelings 
towards Muslims underlie intolerance of  Muslim 
practices (Saroglou et al., 2009; Uenal et al., 2021).

However, a large majority of  the population 
did not use a double standard but rather displayed 
actor-consistent and act-(in)consistent patterns 
of  responses. This suggests that these individuals 
are guided by other reasons for rejection than 

Figure 2.  Spontaneously mentioned reasons to reject Muslim practices per profile.

Note. N = 1,922. > Indicates significantly higher likelihood at p < .05 level at least.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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anti-Muslim prejudice per se. About 1 in 6 indi-
viduals displayed an equal rejection pattern by 
rejecting all practices for all three religious groups, 
which suggests generalized or common religious 
prejudice. These individuals were characterized 
by negative feelings towards both Muslim and 
non-Muslim religious groups, and positive feel-
ings towards nonbelievers. They were also less 
likely to be religiously affiliated and displayed 
strong endorsement of  secular principles. Their 
strong endorsement of  secularism was also 
reflected in the fact that individuals within this 
subgroup spontaneously mentioned neutrality 
and secularism as the main reasons for rejecting 
Muslim practices.

In contrast to subgroups that rejected various 
practices, around one fifth of  the population 
accepted all practices (except banning women 
from religious boards) for all religious groups 
involved (equal acceptance), which indicates a 
generalized tendency to value all religious groups. 
Individuals within this subgroup were more likely 
to be religiously affiliated, to have positive feel-
ings towards Muslims as well as non-Muslim reli-
gious groups, to be open-minded, and to value 
civil liberties more than those who rejected all 
practices. These findings are in line with previous 
research showing that being religious and having 
positive feelings towards religious outgroups 
underlie acceptance of  religious practices 
(Dangubić et al., 2020a). Further, these findings 
corroborate the proposition that endorsement of  
civil liberties and open-minded thinking are 
important aspects of  intergroup tolerance 
(Marcus, 2020; Verkuyten et al., 2019).

However, two other findings suggest that a 
strong endorsement of  civil liberties in itself  is 
not a guarantee that all practices will be accepted, 
and that there are limits to what people tolerate 
(Gibson, 2005; Verkuyten et  al., 2021). First, 
around 1 in 7 individuals displayed a partial equal 
rejection pattern of  responses by accepting some 
practices and rejecting others, but equally for all 
three religious groups. The existence of  this sub-
group most clearly indicates that there can be 
practice-based variance in ratings that does not 
reflect generalized or target-group-specific preju-
dice. Although individuals within the partial 

rejection subgroup strongly endorsed civil liber-
ties and accepted some religious practices (e.g., 
religious education in public schools), they were 
also strongly in favor of  secularism which prob-
ably made them reject other practices (e.g., broad-
casting time on national television). The two 
principles of  civil liberties and secularism might 
be relevant simultaneously and combined in vari-
ous ways in people’s thinking (Dangubić et  al., 
2020a; Peffley et al., 2001).

Second, a large majority of  the population 
rejected the exclusion of  women from the boards 
of  religious organizations, independent of  reli-
gious group. Such a practice was perceived to go 
against the principle of  gender equality and there-
fore considered unacceptable regardless of  who 
engaged in it. This indicates that even those who 
are strongly in favor of  individual freedoms do 
not accept practices that go against the equality 
principle (Verkuyten & Yogeeswaran, 2017). 
Furthermore, it also indicates that those who dis-
criminated against Muslims also used general 
moral principles for rejecting, for all groups, a 
practice that was considered unfair (Hirsch et al., 
2019).

Around a third of  the population responded 
in a neutral fashion by neither clearly rejecting 
nor accepting the practices, but this was similarly 
done for all three religious groups (equally mod-
erate). There are several possible reasons for find-
ing this relatively large subgroup, which was also 
found in person-centered research on the evalua-
tion of  seven minority target groups (Meeusen 
et  al., 2018). Substantially, it might mean that 
many people do not have very strong views on 
whether specific religious practices should or 
should not be accepted. This corresponds to the 
notion that the social attitudes of  some people 
are unstable and not clearly rooted in deep con-
victions or beliefs (Zaller, 1992). A substantial 
part of  the population might genuinely not have 
strong views on these sorts of  societal issues 
(Sturgis et al., 2014). Further, many people in the 
Netherlands and Germany are not, or not very, 
religious (Pew Research Center, 2018). In the 
equally moderate subgroup, secularism and state 
neutrality were the most prominent reasons for 
rejecting one of  the Muslim practices. These 
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findings suggest that highly correlated ratings of  
various target groups and practices do not have 
to reflect generalized prejudice but can also indi-
cate indifference (Meeusen et al., 2018).

However, there might also be methodological 
reasons for the relatively large equally moderate 
subgroup. For example, it might indicate a ten-
dency to respond in a socially desirable way 
(Nadler et al., 2015). The provision of  complete 
anonymity in online surveys tends to minimize 
social desirability pressures on self-report meas-
ures (Lautenschlager & Flaherty, 1990; Stark 
et al., 2019), as was found in a survey-embedded 
experiment in Germany and the Netherlands 
(Bamberg & Verkuyten, 2021). However, com-
plete anonymity might decrease participants’ 
motivation to respond carefully and thoughtfully 
(Lelkes et al., 2012). The reason is that anonymity 
removes any sense of  accountability for one’s 
answers, and thereby the level of  cognitive 
engagement, which can result in responding simi-
larly on different questions and choosing mid-
point response categories in particular (Krosnick, 
1999). Furthermore, although the order of  the 
questions was randomized, it is possible that par-
ticipants gave similar average ratings for all 
groups and practices in order to appear consist-
ent (Schuman & Presser, 1996).

We expected to find a subgroup of  individuals 
that displayed partial discriminatory rejection 
(inconsistency across acts and across actors), but 
this was not the case. There are many possible 
ways in which individuals can display a partial dis-
criminatory rejection pattern of  responses, and 
there are probably not enough respondents dis-
playing a similar pattern that is sufficiently dis-
tinct from the other subgroups identified in the 
latent profile analysis.

Limitations
Despite its unique design and novel contribution 
to the social psychological literature on general-
ized prejudice and attitudes towards Muslim 
minorities, we like to briefly mention four limita-
tions of  the current work with potential direc-
tions for future research. First, it might be that 
the discriminatory rejection of  Muslims stems 

not only from anti-Muslim prejudice but also 
from prejudice toward religious minority groups. 
Individuals who showed discriminatory rejection 
not only rejected practices when engaged in by 
Muslims, but also showed this tendency in rela-
tion to Jews. A more detailed consideration of  
practices that are relevant only for Muslim and 
Jewish minorities (e.g., ritual slaughtering of  ani-
mals; male circumcision) as well as for Christian 
minorities (e.g., Orthodox Protestants; Sleijpen 
et  al., 2020) could provide more insight into 
whether majority group members harbor specific 
negative feelings towards Muslims as a group, or 
negative feelings towards religious minority 
groups, or towards religious groups more 
generally.

Second, although we went beyond the extan-
ing research by using a multiple-acts-multiple-
actors design, we asked about four religious 
practices.  However, the findings of  latent profile 
analyses are sensitive to the practices considered, 
and different profiles might emerge if  different 
practices are considered. For instance, the consid-
eration of  more demanding issues (e.g., only halal 
food at schools; wearing of  burqas) could result 
in skewed distributions of  answers with different 
profiles as a consequence. However, here, we had 
to use practices that would map onto all three 
religious groups and which are not unique to any 
one group. Nevertheless, further research is 
needed to test whether the findings replicate 
across a range of  other Muslim minority 
practices.

Third, to test whether people discriminate 
against Muslims or rather respond in an actor-
consistent way, we focused on broad practices 
that are meaningful and relevant as well as suffi-
ciently comparable across the religious groups. 
However, it is still possible that some participants 
perceived some religious practices differently 
depending on the religious group involved. This 
is especially likely when asked about religious 
symbols, whereby participants might for example 
have a burqa in mind for Muslims and a yarmulke 
for Jews. If  this was the case, this might imply 
that those who rejected Muslim but accepted 
Jewish symbols did not discriminate against 
Muslims but rather evaluated different practices 
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differently. However, on the open-ended ques-
tion, only around 6% of  respondents classified in 
the discriminatory rejection group had some 
form of  veiling in mind when rejecting Muslim 
religious symbols. Furthermore, additional analy-
ses showed that the findings were robust when 
the items regarding religious symbols were 
excluded (see Figure H1 in the supplemental 
material). Yet, future research could aim to pro-
vide more details about the various practices or 
ask participants what they have in mind in rela-
tion to different groups. The open-ended ques-
tion focused on the rejection of  Muslim practices, 
and we do not know whether people have similar 
reasons for rejecting non-Muslim practices.

Fourth, the questions we used were part of  a 
large-scale data collection in which various 
researchers cooperated. This inevitably meant 
that only a limited number of  constructs could be 
considered. Future research could examine addi-
tional constructs to further validate the different 
profiles, such as authoritarianism, feelings of  
threat, and intergroup contact (Adelman & 
Verkuyten, 2020; Meeusen et  al., 2017; Uenal 
et al., 2021). Furthermore, future research could 
examine whether the five profiles found general-
ize to other countries and to other religious target 
groups. The profiles were largely similar in 
Germany and the Netherlands but there was also 
a notable difference with Dutch people being less 
likely to fall into the discriminatory rejection pro-
file. One possible reason for this difference is 
that, compared to Germans, the Dutch are less 
likely to perceive Muslim minorities as a threat, 
which has been found in previous research 
(Erisen & Kentman-Cin, 2017). The Dutch might 
be more familiar with religious diversity because 
of  their tradition of  pillarization that encom-
passed the division of  society along religious and 
cultural lines.

Conclusion
Plural societies face the challenge of  accommo-
dating diverse beliefs and practices. It is around 
concrete practices that debate and disagreement 
exist, and ways of  life can collide. We tried to 

advance the theoretical and empirical literature 
on generalized prejudice and attitudes towards 
Muslim minorities by using a person-centered 
approach and considering multiple religious prac-
tices and multiple religious actors. Such a multi-
ple-acts-multiple-actors design makes it possible 
to go beyond the generalized and group-specific 
prejudice explanations for the rejection of  minor-
ity practices by providing a more nuanced under-
standing of  the various reasons for accepting or 
rejecting Muslim minority practices harbored by 
different subgroups of  the population. We identi-
fied five subgroups in two countries that were 
meaningfully different on various relevant char-
acteristics. In contrast to the variable-centered 
approach, we focused on the different constella-
tions of  attitudes within individuals, and there-
fore provided a more complete and integrated 
description of  the relevant considerations that 
individuals have. People have a general inclination 
to consistently (dis)like religious outgroups, dif-
ferentiate their evaluation of  these groups, and 
may also have reasons to disapprove of  specific 
outgroup practices.

We found that, for the majority of  individuals, 
the rejection of  Muslim practices is not only, or 
simply, a reflection of  generalized prejudice or 
prejudicial feelings towards Muslims as a group, 
and that other reasons such as concerns for the 
secular nature of  the state and civil liberties can 
be involved. We also found that some practices 
that go against equal rights (e.g., banning women 
from boards) or that are potentially more publicly 
visible and influential (e.g., broadcasting time on 
national TV) are more readily rejected, indepen-
dently of  the religious target group.

Theoretically, understanding different forms 
of  rejection and the associated reasons is impor-
tant as it allows us to develop a more nuanced 
comprehension beyond the roles that general-
ized and group-based prejudice play. Thus, it 
would benefit the field to take its focus beyond 
prejudice as the predominant explanation for 
people’s disapproval and dislike of  minority 
practices and to recognize that there can be dif-
ferent motivating reasons and considerations 
that are differently organized within individuals. 



Dangubić et al.	 401

Prejudiced people are likely to reject minority 
practices, but that does not mean that everyone 
who rejects practices is prejudiced. A focus on 
specific practices and people’s reasons to accept 
or reject them makes more targeted interven-
tions possible. For example, whereas an empha-
sis on the importance of  civil liberties might 
result in more acceptance of  Muslims among 
those who endorse secular principles and have 
antireligious attitudes (equal rejection), such an 
intervention is not likely to be successful among 
those who reject Muslims despite their strong 
endorsement of  civil liberties (partial equal rejec-
tion). A focus on prejudice and prejudice reduc-
tion is clearly important but the disapproval of  
specific minority beliefs and practices can have 
other reasons that are not only theoretically rel-
evant but also relevant for applied reasons. Taken 
together, this research provides a valuable 
approach for future research in the field of  inter-
group relations.
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Notes
1.	 We use the term “Muslim religious practices” to 

indicate the way these practices are often per-
ceived in society. We are not implying that these 
are defining of, or typical for, Muslims.

2.	 The item concerning Christian practices included 
the following specification: “for example, a 
cross.”

3.	 The three items measuring feelings towards non-
Muslim religious groups weakly correlated with 
the item measuring feelings towards Muslims 
(ranging from .26 to .33).

4.	 We examined two alternative ways of  coding: (a) 
creating a dichotomous variable “affiliated with a 
denomination other than Islam or Judaism versus 
not religiously affiliated or not revealing religious 
affiliation” (see Table C1 in the supplemental 
material), and (b) excluding respondents who did 
not reveal their religious affiliation from regres-
sion analysis (see Table C2). Both alternatives 
revealed the same pattern of  findings.

5.	 As a robustness check, in the main regression anal-
ysis concerning themes, we examined both review-
ers’ codes. The same pattern of  findings emerged 
(see Figure E2 in the supplemental material).

6.	 Although all respondents who rejected at least 
one Muslim practice were asked to explain their 
reason for doing so, here, we considered only 
1,922 responses related to rejection of  religious 
symbols, religious education, or broadcasting 
time for religious organizations, as these were the 
practices used for the latent profile analysis. Thus, 
1,322 reasons explaining the disagreement with 
religious organizations rejecting women were 
considered separately and were not included in 
the statistics presented here.

7.	 As a robustness check, we reanalyzed our data 
excluding 72 participants who responded to 
the open-ended question by entering a random 
set of  letters, numbers, or characters, assum-
ing that these participants were not sufficiently 
engaged. The findings revealed similar patterns 
of  responses although the size of  the identified 
profiles somewhat changed. This was especially 
the case for the discriminatory rejection profile 
whose size increased ~3%, and the partial equal 
rejection profile whose size decreased to a similar 
extent (see Figure F1 and Table F1 in the supple-
mental material).

8.	 Two individuals who self-identified as “gender 
other” were considered together with the category 
“men” within the statistical analyses. However, 
the findings do not change regardless of  how 
they are categorized in the statistical analyses.

9.	 The data and analytic scripts can be found at 
https://osf.io/9r4bg/.

10.	 Respondents classified into the equal acceptance 
subgroup, on average, accepted different prac-
tices. However, 63 individuals within this subgroup 

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4151-5054
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4151-5054
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1978-5077
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1978-5077
https://osf.io/9r4bg/


402	 Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 26(2)

rejected one of  the Muslim practices and were 
asked to explain their rejection. Although these 
individuals were included in the overall comparison, 
we do not present their results here (but see Figure 
E1 in the supplemental material).
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