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Key findings

The perception of ethnic, religious and origimased inequalities differed by country, sphere of life,

and minority characteristicsThis report presents the findings of two survey experiments embedded
within the RAISE WP4 survey, which was conductediik®iopean countries: Belgium, Germany,
Hungary, the Netherlands, Poland and Turkey. The study investigates how people perceive inequalities
between national majority and minority groups, and how they justify the existing inequalities in three
spheres ofife: the labour market, housing, and policing. The analysis provides rare comparative
insights into public perception of inequalities, including the perceived role structural and institutional
discrimination play in explaining existing inequalities. Thsulte show that the perception of
inequalities and justifications for their presence varied not only by country, but also by minority group
and by life sphere.

PERCEPTION OF ETHNIC, RELIGIOUS ANDENIEINNEQUALITIES IN EUROPE

Perceived inequality was modest and unevenly distributed across countrlasthe Western and
Central European countries in the study, there was a general perception that ethnic, religious and
originrbased minorities are disadvantaged relative to the miyjoibut it was not very strong. This
perception was stronger in the three Western European countries in the study than in Poland and
Hungary. However, the Dutch housing market was an exception, with respondents on average viewing
members of the majority @slightly disadvantaged compared to minorities.

Turkey presented a distinct patternPerception of inequalitiegh Turkey diverged from that in the
other five countries. Respondents tended to view the majority group as disadvantaged relative to
minoritiesin all three life spheres.

CKS YAYy2NARA(GeQa SGKYyAOAGEe>X NBtAIA2Y YR YAINI GAZ2y
inequalities. While the exact hierarchy of ethnicities varied by country and life sphere, in most
countries, groups describes Roma, Afghan, Syriand Nigerian were generally considered as more
disadvantaged compared to the majority than groups described as Ukrainian or Chinese, with those
described as Turk (outside of Turkey), Bosniak and Indian positioned somewhere in rbelmva#

countries except for Turkey, minority groups born abroad were generally perceived as noting greater
inequality than those born in the country. However, the perception of inequalities was not affected by
whether they were described as having migi for safety or for better opportunities. When

described as Muslim, the minority groups in these countries were perceived as being more
disadvantaged compared to the majority than when described as Christian, except for the Dutch
housing market, where hd RAFFSNBY OS gl a y20 airA3ayiAFaOorydao L
religion nor migration status had a significant impact on the perception of inequality relative to the
majority group.

Political orientation was related to the perception of inequides in almost all contextsin the three
Western European states and Polanight-wing political views were consistently associated with a
lower perception of inequality to the disadvantage of minorities in the labour market, housing and
policing. In KHngary, political orientation was not a significant predicbémperceived inequalitiesin
Turkey, in turn, a more conservative worldview was associated with a lower perceived minority
advantage.

The perceptionof inequality wasassociated with financiasecurity, gender, education and place of
residence (yet not everywhere)Of the respondent characteristics studied, financial security was the
most consistent predictor of the perception of inequalities based on ethnicity, religion, and origin.
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Those who €It more financially secure were more perceptive of inequalities to the disadvantage of
minorities. Women tended to be more perceptive of such inequalities than men, althouglresuik

did not holdin all countries and spheres of life. Furthermore, gh#ficant, perceived disadvantage of
minority groups tended to increase with growing level of education and growing locality size.

Outgroup contact and belonging to a minority were less predicti@utgroup contact was not a
significant predictor in evergountry and sphere but where significant, it was positively related to
perceived inequalities to the disadvantage of minorities. Surprisingly, belonging to the minority in
guestion was not consistently related to the perception of inequalities.

JUSTIFICADNS FOR EXISTING RELIGIOUS, RACIAL, ANDBAREIINNEQUALITIES

Discrimination was perceived as a likely cause of inequalitiBespondents across the six countries
showed a moderate level of support for justifications for religious, racial, and drigied inequalities
pertaining to different types of discrimination. This included support for individual discrimination (e.g.
by employers, landlords, or police officers) and institutional discrimination as likely causes of existing
inequalities. Respondestalso recognised structural discrimination as a likely root of inequalities, and
namely sideeffect discrimination, where inequality is caused by discrimination in other spheres of life,
and pastin-present discrimination, where inequality is causeddaylier discrimination within the

same social sphere

Support for different justifications was moderate and balancedhere were no substantial
differences in the level of support for different justifications across countries. In particular,
justifications minting to structural discrimination, which is often harder to spot, were not
systematically less supported than other justifications. At the same time, support for any single
justification was moderate, suggesting that people did not hold strong opinionthe causes of
religious, racial, and origibased inequalities.

WAdzZA GAFAOI GAZ2Y LRAYGAY3I (G2 YAY2NAGEe INBhembos T dz
and housing markets, respondents were least likely to attribute inequality to tHed&the minority

group. However, in policing, the explanation suggesting that minorities more often break the law or

are less familiar with local laws and regulations received the strongest support.

Political orientation was an important predictor of sygort for different justifications.In the Western

and Central European states in the study, respondents with more-vigig political views were less
supportive of explanations pointing to discrimination and more supportive of the justification blaming
the minority group. By contrast, in Turkey, the trend was reversed: conservative respondents were
more supportive of justifications attributing inequality to discrimination and less supportive of the
justification pointing to the fault of the minority group.

Surprisingly, education, belonging to a minority and outgroup contact were not consistently related
to support for different explanations for inequalityMore educated individuals were not necessarily
more likely than less educated individuals to endatseriminationrelated explanations of inequality
and not less likely to blame minorities. Similarly, outgroup contact and belonging to the minority in
guestion were not consistehtrelated togreater supportor justificationspertainingto different types

of discrimination.

Gender and life satisfaction mattered but not everywheré/hile not observed in every country and
sphere, women tended to support justifications pointing to different types of discrimination more
strongly than men. Furthermore, peaplvho reported higher levels of life satisfaction were more likely
to attribute inequalities to discrimination than those who reported lower levels of life satisfaction.



Public perception of inequalities was reliant on the contexthe RAISE WP4 survey revealed a
complex picture of how ethnic, racial, religious and orgiised inequalities are perceived and justified
across Europe. The observed interuntry and intersphere differences point to the need for context
sensitive strategies to raise public awareness of existing inequalities and counteract different forms of
discrimination.



1. Introduction

Previousresearchhasprovided evidence forthe presence oéthnic, radal, religious and origirased
inequalities in Europe, with minorities tending to have worse secionomic outcomes, often referred

to as ethnic, Muslim or migrant penaltié€Sonnor and Koenig 2015; Luthra 2013; Kislev 2017; Piccitto,
Avola, and Panichella 2025;Ealini, Guetto, and Panichella 2022; 2023; Borgna and Contini 2014)
The socieeconomic gaps between minorities and the majority have been explained by various factors,
including differences in human capital, cultural differences, more explicit migrafifects, receiving
O2dzy (i NBE Q& Ay & A direet diserynindtion. (PReyidu$ Btiidiebavaldndeed found
discrimination based on ethnic, religious and racial grounds to be present in Europe in various spheres
of life: in the labour marke{Zschirnt and Ruedin 2016; Quillian et al. 2019; Thijssen et al. 2022;
Lippens, Vermeiren, and Baert 2023jousing (Flage 2018; Auspurg, Schneck, and Hinz 2019)
education(e.g. Wenz 202(nd other spherege.g. Aidenberger and Doehn®21; Liebe and Beyer
2021; Zhang, Gereke, and Baldassarri 2@2Bcrimination may, however, take more covert, structural
forms, where inequalities are reproduced through the existing norms, rules, practices and habits,
accumulating in time and scof®ohren, Hull, and Imas 2022; Pager and Shepherd 2008; Williams
2000; Wrench 2016)

An important pathway to counteract existing discrimination and the resultant inequalities between
social groups is to increase the awareness of the presence of inequalitied tredfactthat they can

be the product of the system in which people livefde undertaking steps that could increase
awareness that inequalities are not simply a result of differences between groups, and that there are
forms of discrimination that are embedded in structures and institutions of the society, there is a need
to study the actual degree of the awareness of inequalities and of their perceived causes in the society.
By researching how people perceive ethnic, racial, religious and 4wagied inequalities in their
countries and the role structural factoptayin produdng them, this report aims to contribute to the
existing state of knowledge on the awareness of structural raeisthxenophobian the European
context. With it, we aim to deepen the understanding of how members of European societies view the
chances of ififerent subgroups of the society, how they justify inequaligeperienced by minorities

in particularto what extent they think individual, institutional and structudascriminationplay a role

in shaping them. Such public perceptions may not conthowi further social effects, including on
social cohesiolfHan et al. 2012; Janmaat 2018ne of the underlying mechanisms for such impacts
to occur is that beliefs about racial, ethnic, religious and ottigised inequalities and their causes
likely shape support for integration and redistribution polidiakesina, Ferroni, and Stantcheva 2024)

The report is a produc of the Horizon Européunded project entitled Recognition and
Acknowledgement of Injustice to Strengthen Equ@RAXISE). It draws on data from the online survey
(henceforth the RAISE WP4 survey) conducted in six European countries: Belgium, Gerngary, Hu

the Netherlands, Poland and Turk@Brunarska et al. 2028) ¢ KA & & dzNI@Seé ¢l & GKS
Work Package 4 (WPAwareness of inequalities and the attribution of it to racism and xenophobia
The main objective of this WP was to collect and draw conclusions from new survey data on the
perception of and justifications for the existing ethnic, racial, religious and dyaged inequalities, in
particular the extent to which people in the six cdes attribute the existing inequalities to structural
discrimination. By researching the public perception of the role of different types of discrimination in
producing and maintaining inequalities in Europe, we aim to fill in a notable gap in the eedaarch,

which has so far been largely inattentive to this topic in the European context. By explicitly covering
the question of the perception of inequalities based on religious grounds, we specifically address the
uderresearched issue of religious qualities in Europe.

O
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Perceived discriminatigmand perceived inequalities more broadhave been extensively studied from
the perspectiveof minorities The najority perspective on the existing inequalities and their sources
has been relatively understustii. So far, thidhasmostlybeenresearchedn the US context, where it
was focused omacialinequalities particularlyon the whiteblack divide, which constitutes one of the
most relevant social cleavages in the ((l&iegel 1990; Hays, Chang, and De@®7; Hunt 2007,
Hartmann, Gerteis, and Croll 2009; Croll 2013; Manning, Hartmann, and Gerteis 2015; Smith 2014;
Alesina, Ferroni, and Stantcheva 202M)eanwhile, elatively little is known about the public
awareness of and justification for ethnimé racial inequalities in the European context, let alone
inequalities based on religious grounds between members of the receiving population and
immigrants. Byaddressing thoseesearchgaps, wecontribute tothe literature on the perception of
inequalties and their perceived causes. Through RAISE WP4 survey, we aim to gain understanding
on how the whole population (both people who do and those who do not identify as mimoeitgbers

on the grounds considered) view ethnic, racial, religious argireibased inequalities and their sources
in Europe, assuming that it is the whole population that shoattbgniseand acknowledge structural
racism for social change to become possiblee to the pioneering nature of our research and unique
character othe collected data, this report imeantto be an exploratory endeavour, aimed at mapping
the public perception of the existing inequalities and their origins in Europe.

The report is based on unique data collected via two survey experiments embedded in the RAISE WP4
survey. The use of an expérSy G £ LILINR I OK G2 YSI &adz2NB LIS2LX SQa
namely the experimental approach knows factorial survey experiments, allowed ugdisentangle

the effects of different characteristics of minority groupsy NB & LJ2 Y RS Y, &l Gam&yd | £ dzI § A
ethnicity, religion and migration status. In other words, we wanted to be able to say, whether, for
example, ethnicityand migration statusndependently influence the extent to which people view a

given minority group as (un)equal to the mafgriBy randomly varying these attributes of the minority

in question, we were also able to cover a larger number of groups, decreasing the risk of survey fatigue.

This is also why we randomly assigned respondents to three different minority groups wtieg ask

them to justify the existing inequalities. By separating the questions of the perception of and the
justification for inequalities, and employing a vignette approach, we attempteditomisethe bias

that occussin standard survey questiorstartingwith the assertion thatthe groups in question have

been disadvantageHartmann, Gerteis, and Croll 2009p this end, wéirst asked people about their

perception of inequalities between the majority group and selected minority groups in three different
spheres of life also letting them express the opinion that is actually the majority that is
disadvantaged. Only thedid we presentrespondentswith a description of specific cases, where we

claimed inequality to the disadvantage of minority groups to be present, asking them to assess how

likely they think it is that the described inequalitys due to a specific reasoin this respectour
approachdiffers from those used in the American studies, wigequestionsabout the reasons for

inequality have usually been preceded by an assertion that Blacks perform worse than Whites in
various spheres of lifée.g. Kluegel 1990; Hunt 2007; Smith 2014; Shelton 2017; Hartmann, Gerteis,

FYR / NRff wHnndT [/ NRtf wnmoT /FYLWBStt FyR {OKdzYly
and Joselug022) andwhererespondents were rarely given the opportunity to express the viewpoint

that inequality occurs to the disadvantage of majority memiféssexception, see Neville et al. 2000)

Despite these limitations of previous studies, in designing the questions capturing justifications, we

built on survey instruments used in the AmericanconteXd 2 dzZRa > h Q/ 2yy Sttt > FyR . N
1990; Hunt 2007; Smith 2014h&ton 2017; Mo and Conn 2018; Campbell and Schuman 1968; Henry

and Sears 2002}hough adapting them to fit to the contemporary European setting and to the study

of inequalities based on grounds other than the racial one. We also expanded the listeotial

justifications, in an attempt to cover different types of discrimination. By developing an original



operationalisation strategy to measure the perception of inequalities and the justifications for them,
we bring methodological novelty to the studythe perception of inequalities. We have also measured
a range of other variables, in an attempt to demonstrate Hmeliefs about inequality and its causes
vary between different subgroups of the society and how perceived inequality and support for
different justifications for the existing inequalities depend on various respondent characteristics.

In the sections that follow, we first present our data and methodological apprddekt, wepresent

the findings from the two experiments, attempting ieghlight different patterns in the dataSarting

with Experiment 1we first discuss the differences in how people in the six countriesedémequality
between the majority and different minority groups, and, second, seek predictors of perceived
inequality. We then turn to Experiment 2, beginning with the overall patténzeopleQ @valuation

of different justifications for the existing inealities, and movingn to identifying predictors of
support for different justifications.

In analysing our data, we put special emphasis on iotemtry differences as well as on differences
between the three spheres of life our experimental data cover: the labour market, the housing market
and policing. Despite its focus on Europe, the geplgical coverage of the RAISE WP4 survey allows
comparisons between highly diverse contexts. The studied societies differ with regard to the phase of
a migration cyclgFassmann and Reeger 2012jhnic, racial and religious diversity, the level of
integration of minorities, andhe discrimination they face in the society, whitikely influenced the

public perception of inequalitiesna of their originsAt the same time, WP4 survey applied the same
methodology in all the six countries, making intauntry comparisons possible. This makes it stand
out from previoussinglecountry studies.



2. Data andnethods

The study draws on individubdvel survey data from the RAISE WP4 sunwéych wascollected in

March 2025from a representative sample of the populati@ged 1§70 in six countries: Belgium,
Germany, Hungary, the Netherlands, Poland and Turkey. Theyspooled 12,004respondents in

the six countries (approximately 2,000 per countrgountry samples were constructed using quotas
based on gender, age, region of residerarethe level ofeducation in orderto match the population
structure with regard to these variables accordingthe latest Eurostat dataThe survey was
administered with the use of CAWI (Compu#fessisted Web Intervieng) method, based on the
existing international online panel of people who participate in surveys for incenfivesfieldwork

was outsourced to Ipsog a renowned research company experienced in conducting {scgée
international surveys and managing its own international Internet panel iSay, covering all six RAISE
countries (seelpsos Final technical repoftr more detailson the data collection proce¥s The
guestionnaire was initially developed in Endlisind was later translated into the seven languages
(Belgian French and Flemish Dutch in Belgium). In designing the study, particular emphasis was placed
on comparability across countries. This was achievephlyingspecial attention to the terms used in

the English questionnaite ensurethey applyequally welko all contexs, by careful translation of the
English questionnaire into the national languages, and by using the same survey platfocim \as
ensuredby fielding the study on one internationaiternet panel). The study was approved by the
Ethics Committee of the Centre of Migration Reseaathhe University of Warsaw (approval no.
CMR/EC/IVI_2/2023).

The survey included two builh factorial survey experiment@uspurg and Hinz 2015 hich were

developedas part of the Work Package 4 of the RAISE priiegterimens 1 and 2)as well as another

experiment Experiment 3) which wasdeveloped as part of WP7 of the RAIS®Bject Such
experimentsenable theS @I f dzr GA2y 2F (GKS SFFSOG 2F aeaidSYlda
judgmentthrough randomisatior{Mutz 2011) Randomisation was performed independentty each

experiment andn each country. Experiments(&n the perception of inequalitiesand Experiment2

(onthe perceived causes dfiequalities)were placed relatively early in the questionnaineorder to

avod bias due to prior questiondhey were preceded by several simple wanmquestions that were

unrelated to the content of the experiments and/or were needed to establish the sampling quotas.

This report discusses the resultstofperimens 1 and 2

We run all analyses on weighted data, using ps#atification weightsaccounting for both the
marginal quotas for region of residence and educatiand the cross quotas for age and gender
combined This ensures thdahe samples reflect the studied poptions in terms of these variables

1To ensure comparabilityetween different parts of the report, we excluded respondents who reported gender
other than male or female (r85) from our final estimation samplel{eir number in thenationalsamples was
too small to allow reliable estimatgs

2N=2,001 in Belgium, N= 2,000 in Germany, N=2,000 in Hungary, N=2,001 in the Netherlands, N=2,000 in Poland
and N=2,002 in Turkey.

3 Ipsosreport is part ofthe replication package faall the analyses presented the current report allowing the
recreaion of all the operations conducted on the original survey data availatbe osf.io platform (doi:
10.17605/OSF.I0/V8YE7

4 For the original Engliskainguage questionnaire, seRAISE Deliverable 4(Brunarska et al. 2024)The
questionnaire is also part of the replication package on osf.io (see previous footnote).
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Experiment 1:Perception of inequalities

In Experiment lye aimedto measue the publicperception ofethnic, religious and immigrant status
basedinequalities between the majority group and different minorgyoups To this endwe used
multidimensional vignetteg(profiles) which enabled us to simultaneously vary three different
attributes of aminority group that we wanted the respondent to compare against the majority group,

and estimate their relative caaseffect on our variable of interegt the perception of inequalities

based on ethnic, religious and migratibased groundsBy randomly varying these attributes, we
Syadz2NBR (KIFG GKS RATTSNByY Ord sokely dudi ti he axfindentid y RSy (i &
manipulationgHainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto 2014; Mutz 2011)

Eachrespondent was asked to rate questions on the perception of inequalities in three different
spheresof life the labour market, housingnarket and policing)three times¢ for three different
minority profiles. These profiles were differembmbinations of categories of three attributes:
ethnicity?, religion, and migration statusanimmigrant statugbirthplace)combined with a reason for
immigrating (see Table)1We selected nine ethnic groups that were used in each couRioyna
Afghars, ChineseSyriansUkrainians Turks(or Turkmensn Turkey)BosniaksIndiansand Nigerians

The religion attribute was represented by three different categori€hristian Muslim and non
religious Finally, the third attribute comprised three categes: have lived in [countr§]since birth

came to [country] to make their lives bett@ndcame to [country] to save their liveBor the selection

of ethnic groups, we went foa doublecomparative design: a combination of a singéstination
multi-group design and a singleriginrmultiple-destination desigriDi Stasio and Lancee 2020; Lancee
2021) We have initially considered selecting functionally equivalent groups, which however proved
complicated with the sixountries studiedWe therefore prioritised direct equivalenceselecting the

same groups in each country (with the exception of Turks, who were replaced with Turkmens in
Turkey). As we wanted tdisentanglethe effects of ethnicity from the effect of rejion (Heath and

al NOAY HamoT 5A {GFr&aAxz2 IyR [ YyOSS H nwepioribe8t 6t Ay 3
religiously heterogeeous ethnic groups. Givewur focus on Christian vs. Muslim populations, we
selected several groups that can be associated with both religions, such as Syrians, Bosniaks and
Nigerians. We refrained from including groups that might be considered politically centralin the
countriesstudied, such as Kurds in Turkey or Russians, for fear that their inclusion might bias the
results. To avoid implausible vignettes or restrictions imposed on the combination of ethnicity and
reason for immigrating, we prioritised @ups whose members were likely to have come as refugees.

Table 1. Multifactorial design @&kperiment 1: attributes and attribute categories

Attributes Attribute categories
1 =Roma
2 = Afghans
3 = Chinese
x1 ethnicity 4 = Syrians

5 =Ukrainians
6 = Turks (Turkmens in Turkey)
7 = Bosniaks

5 Ethnicity was operationalised by nationality to facilitate recognition of the groups among respondents. In some
cases, a given national group is composed of numesrthgic groups (for instance, Afghans may be e.g.
Pashtuns, Tajiks, Hazaras or Uzbeks; ChinfsmHan Chinese but also eghuangHui, Manchus Uyghursor
Miao; the same concerns also Indians and Nigerians).

5Words and phrases in square brackets were exchanged for a cespejfic content in each country.
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8 = Indians
9 = Nigerians

1 = Christian
X2 religion 2 = Muslim
3 = nonreligious
migration status: 1 =have lived in [country] since birth
x3 immigrant status & reason 2 =came to[country] to make their lives better
for immigrating 3 =came to [country] to save their lives

With such a designthe full factorial, resulting from each possible combination of the attribute
categories, amounted to 81 different configurations of the three attriby@sx3) While we did not
impose any restrictions on the possible combinations of ethnicity and migration stittigp{aceand
reason for immigrating), in order to prevent invalid assessméAtspurg and Hinz 2015n each
country, we excluded the following three least plausible combinations of ethnicity and religion: Muslim
Ukrainians, Christian Afghans, and Christian Tamkisresulted in72 different profiles. With such a
small vignette universe, we were able to use the full factorial with restrictjpasthere was no need

to draw a vignettesample, Kleinewiese 2022; Su and Steiner 2(&ibre we wanted each respondent

to rate three different profiles, we split the 72 vignettes into 24 sets of three vignettes (see Table Al
in the Appendix for an oveimw of our experimental sets). Each respondent was randomly assigned to
a 3profile set, withthe order of profiles within a set randomised to eliminate the potential order
effects (the order was constant across the three spheres of life though). To ¢etieessets, v used
blocks generated by the SAS %MktEx mé€uhfeld 2010)

Each respondent evaluated three different vignettes in three spheres of life, amounting to nine
evaluationsin total and allowing for comparisons withigubject between subject and between
spheresWithin each sphere, we asked respondents to indicatertheiception of existing inequalities
between the majority groupn the countryand a minority group described by a particular profile. To
this end, ech respondent was presented with three shddscriptions(profiles)that read as follows

(the underlined parts were randomly varied):

Diverse people live in [country]. Among them are, for exan®eiansvho areMuslimand who
came to [country] to save their lives

Each of these vignettes was followed by a series oftlopgestions:
1) 2 K2 R2 @&2dz GKAY]l KFa I KIFENRSNJGAYS FAYRAYy3I |
2) Who do you think haa harder time finding housirtg
3) Who do you think isnore likely to be stopped by the poliee

Ly fAYS 6AGK (K @015) deomideNdation, espondesh tyf the€sd questions were
evaluated on an 1-point scale, with labelled ends and a midpdir®n this scale) represented the
greatest inequality to the disadvantage of a majority groupgepresentedno inequality, and 10
representedthe greatest inequality to the disadvantage of a given minority group. The use of such a
symmetrical scale gave respondents the opportunity to consider the majority group in the country (in

"We used SAS OnDemand for AcademiS4S Studio, https://welcome.oda.sas.com/.

8 The midpoints of theespective response scales were labelled in the following maiansvho areMuslim
and whocame to [country] to save their livégve the same chances of finding a job / have the same chances
of findinghousing/ have the same chances of beisitppped by the police.
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most cases their own group) as disadvantaged. For the parpbsurther analysis, we recoded the
responses to cover the range frofito 5, which we found to be less informative for respondents but
more useful for analyticand presentatiorpurposes (with O representing no inequality).

Experiment 2: Justificatios for inequalities

In Experiment 2 of the RAISE WP4 survey, we attempted to measure how people in Europe justify racial,
religious and origifbased inequalities #yare confronted withTo this end, we preseatirespondents

with cases where a given minority growas described as performing worse than the majority.
operationalising justifications for the existing inequalities, wethanl previous studies conducted in

the US context that focused on explanatiofor the BlachWhite socioeconomic gap. These included
studies based on the General Social Sufiynt 2007; Kluegel 1990; Shelton 2017; Smith 2@ihd)

Portraits of American Life Study5 2 dzZRa = h Q/ 2 Y y ). Ih thesd sfuliegesphhdérisS NJ H n m
could attribute the Black disadvantage to factors such as discrimination, innate ability to learn,
education opportunities, and motivation/willpower. We were also inspired by studiescausal
attributions for racial or ethnic inequality basea data from the American National Election Study
(Campbell and Schuman 19@8urin, Miller, and Gurin 1980as well as bgtudies attributing racial
inequality to either external vs. internal factaws structural vs. individualistic vs. cultural explanations
(Nelson and Joselus 2022; Croll 2013; Hartmann, Gerteis, and Croll 2009; see also Bailey 2002 for a
context other than the USYOu approach can, however, be considered original in that we have: 1)
adapted the list ofustificationsevaluated by the respondents to tttentemporaryEuropean context,

2) gone beyond theerceivedreasondor racebased inequalitiesand 3) attempted tacover different

types of discrimination, with a special focus on institutional and structural discrimination.

In Experiment 2, respondents were presented with three short vignettes (one for each sphere of life,
similarly as in Experiment 1: the labour metikhousingmarket, and policing).eachdescribing the
existing inequalies between members of the majority group and a particuhainority group. The
minority group wasandomly selected fronthe followinggroups

f people of different [skin colour cacePi Ky Y2 aild wO2dzy i NEBQ&a YI 22 NR G
T LIS2LX S 2F RATFTFSNByY(G NBfAIA2yE 2N 6SEASTA GKIy
1 people of foreign origin.

Respondents were randomly assigned to one of the thméority groups which were kept constant
across the three spheres of life.

The vignettes in the respective spheres took the following form:

1 A company in [country] employs diverse people. Among them are peatifeecdnt religions
orbeliefsi Ky Y2al wO2dzyiNBQ&a YI22NAGE 3INRdAzLIB P a Sy
g2NARS 220a (GKIFYy Y2ad 2F GKS O2YLIyeQa wO2dzydN
T !' NBOSyl aiGdzRé O2yRdzOGSR Ay I ©O2dzy i NE Q&6 OAlL
different religions or belie§ Ky Y2 a i «wO2dzy iNE Q& Yl 22NARGE& 3INR
neighbourhood.

®To account for the country context, this phrase was replaced atithicity or racén Hungary and Turkegkin
colourin Germany, andace or skin coloun the Belgian French questionnaire. The question on how to capture
racial differences was a subject of discussion within the entire WP4 team and, while controversial, we decided
to use the termracein the contexts other than Germany (in which it has strong historical connotations and
cannot be used).
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T ! NBOSyi aiddzRe 02y RdzO( StRat people bilifferéhereligiond\at Q& 8 OA
beliefsi Ky Y2aiG wO2dzy iNEQA Yl 22NAR{G& 3INRdJzZLI8 I NB Y

Since the vignettes referred to a fictious company and fictious studies, respondents were debriefed at
the end of thesurvey

Each wnette was followed by the following questioWhat do you think: how likely is it that it is

0 S O dzawgh resdoKses evaluated omal-LI2 A y i a Ol fy@d 4 KiSaE10 VTS NBE & Q
f A | Bisquedtibnhadseven different endinggachreferring toadifferent justificationthat people

might give for the situation described in the vignettes. The justificatg#iectedcovered different

types of discrimination: individual, institutional, and structural, as well as explanations thabtid n

point to any form of discrimination.

Individual discrimination defined agxclusionary actions or differential treatment based on personal
racism, prejudice and negative stereotyp@sms captured by the following items in the respective
spheres:

1 employers are prejudiced against this group and discriminate
9 landlords and real estate agents are prejudiced against this group and discriminate
91 police officers are prejudiced against thisgpand discriminate.

Institutional discrimination was defined ascontemporary policies and practices of dominant
institutions based on laws, norms, rules that determine access to resources and by intention have a
differential and exclusionary impact on méears of a subordinate groufBurns 2011; Pincus 1996)

This conceptvas operationalised by a pair of items in each sphere, referring either to more specific
rules or to broader policy:

91 the dplomas and professional skills of immigrants in thisup are often not recognised

1 existing regulations make rentirtgpusingto immigrants in this group more complicated due
to additional formalities

9 the police have a policy to check this group more

for the more specific rulesand

9 existingregulations favour majority membe(® boththe labour and housing markst
1 the police are more lenient with the majority memb@rsthe policing example)

for the broader policy.

Structural discriminationwas conceptualised abe norms, rulespractices, habits and expectations
that reproduce inequalitieswhichaccumulate in time and scopd&his can be due teither earlier
discriminationwithin the same social sphere (pastpresent discrimination) odue todiscrimination

in (an)other sociabphere(s) (sideffect discrimination)(Bohren, Hull, and Imas 2022; Pager and
Shepherd 2008; Williams 2000; Wrench 2016)

Pastin-present dscrimination was operationalised in the following ways:
1 members of this group were unfairly treated in the past and it is difficult for them to work their
way out of lowespaid jobs

1 this group has been unfairly treated in the past and it is difficultdckwheir way out of worse
neighbourhoods

9 due to unfair treatment in the past, this group has tended to be stopped by the police more
often and the association of being a suspect has stuck.

Sideeffect discriminatiorwithin the respective sphere was opei@balised as follows:
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1 this group is discriminated in other spheres, for example, in access to child care, which makes
it harder for them to get better jobs

9 this group is discriminated in other spheres, for example, in the labour market, and thus tends
to have worse paid and less stable jobs, which makes it harder for them to find housing

9 this group is discriminated in other spheres, for example, when looking for housing, and thus
tends to live in worse neighbourhoods where it is more common stopped by the police

The two remaining justifications that do not directly imply discrimination related either to structural
differences between groupswithout specifyinghe reasons for these differences, namely:

1 members of this group may not have the necessary skills or knowledge

1 members of this group may not have the skills or knowledge needed to effectively look for
housing in [country]

1 members of this group may noaihe knowledge about the local laws and regulations

or to members of the minority group being responsible for the situation described in a vigpette
captured by the following items:

1 members of this group are not trying hard enou@h the case othe labour and housing
markets)
1 members of this group more often break the Idar policing).

In the sections that follow, we first present the basic descriptive statistics for the variables measuring
the perception of and justificatiafor inequalities,and examine their distribution across the main
population subgroups. Next, we run models that allow us to identify the determinantshef
perception of and the justification for inequalitiek doing so, we explore crassuntry differences,
and show howthe perception of inequalities and the justification for inequaliteiffer between the
countriesstudied. The potential predictors included respondent gender (thale, 1 =femalée), age,
education levelfrimary, secondaryr tertiary), life satisfaction (1 wery dissatisfiedb =very satisfiej]
financial security (1 with great difficulty 6 =very easily, outgroup contact(0 =none 4 =most of
them), political orientation (0 the left, 10 =the right), minority status (0 =m0, 1 =ye9 and locality
type (ural area or villagesmall or mediurrsized townlarge town or city. Forthe definitionsof, and
summary statisticfor, all the variables included in the analysis, see Table A2 in the Appendix.
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3. Perception of inequalds

3.1.How people perceive inequalities?

We start fromdiscussing the findings from Experimentldoking at the mean level of perceived
inequality between the majority group and minoritieeluded in the experiment across all attribute
categories (categories of ethnicity, religion and migration status). Figure 1 showsuthalf the six
populationsstudied, respondents in Germany, the Netherlands and Belgiuere on average most
perceptive of inequality to the disadvantage of minority members in the labour market and policing
However, nean valuswere close tol (where 0 means equality and onlyreansminorities definitely
have aharder time finding a job oare definitely more likely to be stopped by the policeyeaning
that, on average, people in these countries considered minorities to be stighytly disadvantaged
relative to majority membersin the housing markethe same was true for Germany and Belgium,
while Dutch respondentson averagefound minoritiesto be slightlyadvantaged relative tonajority
members In Hungary and Poland, thmean perception of inequalitiesto the disadvantageof
minorities in the three spheres of lif@as generallyweakerthan in Germany and Belgidfn Turkish
respondents, in turn, on averagperceivedTurks to be disadvantaged compdito minorities in all
sphereswith inequality perceived to be greater ihe labour and housing markgthan in policing

Figure 1. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minorities by sphere of life

Labour market Housing market Policing

perceived inequalities
0

perceived inequalities
]

perceived inequalities
o

Belgium Germany Hungary Netherlands Poland  Turkey Belgium Germany Hungary Netherlands Poland  Turkey Belgium Germany Hungary Netherlands Poland  Turkey

Note: Mean of all responses to the respective questions: who has a harder time finding §jobii KS @O 2 dzy i N.
labour market?; who has a harder time finding housing?; and who is more likely to be stopped by the police?,

each rated on a 1point scale, wherep Y SIya WRSTAyA(GSte ylLGaA@dSaQs n adgly
profile have thed  YS OKI yO0SaQ O6YINJ SR ocaREREYyKARRAE2 Y (I BSYY S0
Minority profiles defined byhree attributes:ethnicity, migration status and religion. The presented scores are

averaged acrosall attribute valuesError bas stand for 95% confidence intervals.

Next, we focus on perceived inequalities between the majority group and selected minority groups
depending orthe characteristics of theninority groups included in our experimental manipulation.
Frst, we present theresults for all thesixRAISE countries combingd later disaggregate the results

by county to investigateinter-country differences. Tik disaggregated approach is important since
different categories may constitute a reference level in each couintryarticulatr Turkey differs from

the remaining countries in terms of which religious gre@peconsidered as outgrowgio the majority
andin terms of social distance towards different ethnic groups.

10 By discussing thdindings we test each time if the reported values (see error bars on bar plots) and/or
differences were significantly different from 0. However, we do not provide the test statistics intoraetke
the report more accessible tdess statisticalljiterate readers Interested readers might consult the
replication code enabling to produce the respective statistics.
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Ethnicity as an important factor driving inequalities

We begin with looking avayspeople perceivd inequalities between the majority group and different
ethnic minorities! across different speres and countriesigure2 showsperceived inequalitiefor alll
six countries combinedlifferentiating betweenethnic groups andhe three spheres of life covered
by Experiment 1the labour market, the housing market and policing

Figure2. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and selected ethnic minorities by sphere of life

Labour market Housing market Policing
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Note: Mean of all responses for a given ethnicity to the respective questions: who has a harder time finding a job

AY GKS ©O02dzy (i NB Q %8 a harded tineztiiing lhaudin§ 1) aod whé i ghorelikely to be stopped

by the police?, each rated on a-paint scale, wherep Y SIya WRSFAyAiGSte ylriAa@dsSaq:s
IAPSY YAY2NRGE LINRPTFAES KIF @S Kk, @t XEROKAE YOBEQE ol WY BR
LINEPFAESQd aAy2NRGE LINPFAESEa RSTAYSR o6& SOUKyaAOAGeZI YAS
across different values of migration status and religidountry codes on x axis stand foreliéint nationalities,

not countriesError bars stand for 95% confidence intervals.

It shows a similar pattern of results for the perception of inequalities in the labour and the housing
markets. On average, @ople in the six countries vied Roma, Afghand\igerians and Syrians lasing

the least equajmost disadvantagedd majority members in these spheres. Moreover, tladgofound

that Turks (Turkmens in Turkegfd Indiars have a harder timethan majority memberdinding a job

or housing in theeountry (the same applid to Bosniaks in the labour marketyleanwhile, Ukrainians

were perceived as having an advantage over the majority group in both the labour and the housing
markets. Moreover,Chinesewnere perceived as havindne same chances of fingy a job and housing

as majoritygroup. Ukrainianswvere also perceived as having the same chances of being stopped by the
police as majority members. The remainieght groups were consideredto be disadvantaged
comparedto the majority in thisregard (though this was only marginal forChinese) Overall,
respondentsin the six countries tened to perceivegreaterinequality to the disadvantage @thnic
minoritiesin policing than in thether two sphereslt is important to noteagain however that most

of the means did not exceed the value of 1, meaning that, on average, respondents in the six countries
did not perceive inequalitpetween the majority and different ethnic minoritige be high in the
spheres of lifestudied

We now turn to inte-country differences. Figur@ showsthe perceived labour market inequalities
between the majority group and selected ethnic minoriti®g country. It demonstrates similar

11 The differences described should not be interpreted as differences between ethnic groups as such, given that
the actualcomposition of these groups by religion and/or migration status in a given country may differ from
what respondents in our vignettes were exposed to. Each ethnicity in the experiment was described as
Christian in about onghird of the vignettes, as Muslirm about onethird, and as nowreligious in the
remaining onethird, although in reality, the majority of members of a given ethnicity may belong to one of
the three categories (or even a different category, not included in the vignettes, as in thefdaskaas, for
example).
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pattern of results in Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands, and a sipatéern in Poland and
Hungary Residents of the former three countries vieghall ethnic minorities as disadvantagedthe
labour market compard to majority members (with Chinese and Ukrainians be&iogsidered ashe
least disadvantaged). ResidentsRifland and Hungayyn turn, vieved Roma, Afghans, Syrians and
Nigeriars as having a harder time finding a job in their labour marketkjle Ukrainianswere
consideredrelatively advantaged (the samspplied to Chinese in Hungary)he remaining groups
(Turks, IndiansBosniaksand Chinese in Polajeere consideredequal to majority members in this
regard.In Turkey, respondents viewed all ethnic groups included imtherity profiles as having an
advantage over Turks in the labour markgite. as being able to find a job more easiign Turks,
regardless of ethnicityMoreover, Turkey noted less diversity perceived inequalitiey ethnicity
thanthe other countries studid.

Figure3. Perceived labour market inequalities between the majority group and selected ethnic minorities by
country
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Note: Mean of all responses for a given ethnicity to the question: who has a harder time findinénatjeb
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presented scores are averaged across different values of migration status and réligioriry codes on x axis

stand for different nationalities, not countriesror barsstand for 95% confidence intervals.

Figured4 shows howespondents pereived inequalities in the housing marketh@& Turkish subsample
stood out againwith the uniform pattern of perceived inequality to the disadvantage of Turks,
regardless of the ethnic minority growgssessed by respondentas in the labour marketHungary
and Polandshowed a similar pattern, with all ethnic groypgpart from UkrainiansChinese and
Bosniaks in Hungargonsidered as having a harder time finglihousing tan the majority group.

18



Polish respondents, on average, assessed Chinese as having the same chances of finding housing as
Poles, while considered Polés have a harder time finding housing than Ukrainiarkungarian
respondents, in turn, on @&rage, found Chinese as relatively advantagad consideredJkrainians

and Bosniaks as being equal to Hungarians in this regasddistribution ofesponses in Belgium and
Germanyagainlooked similaywith the same ethnic groups perceived as the most thesame groups
perceived as théeast unequal to the majority as in the labour marki@esidents of both countries saw

all ethnic groups included in the profiles as facing more hurdlgeihousing search than the natives

The only exceptionwas Ukrainiansin Germanywho wereconsideredio be equalto Germansn this

regard. Surprisingly, given the similanitith Belgium and Germampoted in the labour market, people

in the Netherlandither saw minorities as equal to the natives in terms of housigrchefforts (this

was true for Roma, Afghans, Chinese, Turks and Nigerians) or saw majority members as having a harder
time finding housing than the minoritieth(s wasvisible forUkrainians, Syrians, Bosniaks and Indians).

Figured. Perceived housing market inequalities between the majority group and selected ethnic minorities by
country
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Minority profiles are defined by ethnicity, migration statand religion. The presented scores are averaged across

different values of migration status and religicdbountry codes on x axis stand for different nationalities, not

countries Error bars stand for 95% confidence intervals.

Finally, Figur& depicts perceived inequalities in policirdepending orthe ethnidty of the minority
andthe country. It shows a similar patterto that seenin the labour marketwith the three Western
European countries showing a similar picture and the two Central European countries also noting a
similar pattern. Respondents in thermer three countries vieweall minoritiesas beingnore likely
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to be stopped by the police thanembers of thanajority. The smallestlisproportionwasagainfound

in the case of Chinese and Ukrainiathnicities In Poland and Hungary, respondents perceived
minorities as being more likely to be stopped by the poleeeptfor Chinese and Ukrainia, who

were either considered as equally likely to be stopped by the politeeamajority (Chinese in Poland

and Ukrainians in Hungary) or even considered less likely (Chinese in Hungary and Ukrainians in Poland)
to experience police stopping than theajority. Turkish respondents viewed minoritiestasngless

likely to be stopped byhe police,except forAfghans andNigerians Themean scores fothese two
groupswere not significantly different fron®, meaningthat they wereconsidered equal to Turks in

this respect

Figureb. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and selected ethnic minorities in being stopped by
the police by country
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are averaged across different values of migration status and reliionntry codes on x axis stand for different
nationalities not countriesError bars stand for 95% confidence intervals.

Minority members born abroad perceived as facing more inequality than those born in the country

Next, we focus on the role of a migration status shapingperceptions of inequaljt between the
majority and minority groupgFigure6). On average, g@ople in the six RAISE countripgrceivel
minority members born abroad dacingmore inequality than those bra in the country Moreover,
additionaltests shoved that the reasonminority membershad come to the countryg to save their
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lives or to make their lives better did not matter for the perception of inequality relative to the
majority group These obsemtions held for all spheres of life considered.

Figure6. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minority groups with different migration status
by sphere of life

Labour market Housing market Palicing
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are aveaged across different values of ethnicity and religiemor bars stand for 95% confidence intervals.

As regarddnter-country differencesthe migration statusof the minorities did not influence how
respondents in Turkey and Hungary viewed inequalineen the majority group and minorities in
the labour market (Figure 7)n contrast, espondents in Belgium, Germarthe Netherlandsand
Poland, perceivedninorities with an immigrant status as more unequal to the nativeterms of
hardships intheir job search than minorities born in the countrsegardless ofthe reason for
immigrating.In Poland and Hungary, minority groups that have lived in the country since birth were
on average considered equal to the majority in terms of job sedrbk.same applied to minorities
that came as economic migrants in Hungary (those who came as refuggesconsidered slightly
disadvantagedelative to the majority.
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Figure?. Perceived labour market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups with different
migration status by country

Belgium Germany Hungary
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presented scores are averaged across different values of ethnicity and relgion.bars stand fo©5%

confidence intervals.

In the housing markefFigure 8) migration status proved irrelevant to percept®of inequality in
Turkey and the Netherland#n Belgium andsermany, economic migrants were perceived as having
harder time findinghousing than minorities born in the countriAioweverminorities who came as
refugeeswere notperceived differently than either economic migrants or minorities who had lived in
Belgium oiGermany since birth. IRoland and Hungayagain minorities who ame as migrants were
perceived aveingmore unequal(disadvantagedjo the majority than those who were born in the
country. Neverthelessthe reason for their arrival to the country did not matter for how (un)edbay
were perceived to bén the housig market.
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Figure8. Perceived housing market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups with different
migration status by country
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averaged across different values of ethnicity and religiomor bars stand for 95% confidence intervals.

With regardto police stopsas in the labour markethe migration statusof the minoritydid notaffect

the perception of inequality between the majorignd minoritygroupsin Hungary and Turkgyigure

9). In Belgium and the Netherlanden average migration status increased the perception that
minoritiesare more unequal to the majority, but no difference was noted depending on the reason for
immigration. German respondents found minorities who had comedee their Wes to bemore
disadvantaged in terms of police stops thhosewho had lived in Germany since birtHoweverno
difference was recorded between migrant minoritto had come as refugees and those who had
come as economic migrants. Poand, groups whdiad come to the country to make theindesbetter

were considered as more disadvantagedamms ofpolice stopghan groups who had lived in Poland
since birth.
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Figure9. Perceived inequalities between the majority group aridority groups with different migration status
in being stopped by the police by country
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scores are averaged across different values of ethnicity and religiar.bars stand for 95% confidence intervals.

Muslim groups perceivedas more unequald the majority (in countries where Islam is rainority
religion)

7

Finally, wdookedat howY A y 2 NA 1 @ 3 Nfedediedperdeionofdnkdqiafities between the
majority group and selected minority groups. Figa&@shows that in the six countries studieoip
average,minority groupswere consdered to be most unequal with the majority when thewere
described as following Islgmndalso more unequal when theyere described as nereligious than
when theywere described as Christiaithispattern was consistenacrossall three spheres of lé
covered by the experimenHowever, hese averagesvere naturally distorted bythe fact thatthe
scorespresented in Figurd0 are for thepooled Turkish dateand thedata from the remaining five
countries. Gven the different reference levelseligion of the majority groupwe shouldook at the
results disaggregated by country.

24



Figurel0. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minority groups by sphere of life: the role of
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are averaged across different values of ethnicity and migration std&usr bars stand for 95% confidence
intervals.

Figurell shows that in the labour market, respondents in all countries but Turkey vidwesdim
minorities as thanostunequal to the majorityln Hungary and the Netherland®gn-religiousminority
groupswere consideredsmore disadvantagedn the labour market tharChristianminority groups

In Belgium, Germany and Polarhwever, respondentson averagedid not report any difference in
inequalitybetween Christian and nereligious minoritiesAt the same time, Christian minority groups

in Poland and Hungary were on average considered equal to the majority group in the labour market.
The sameappied tonon-religious minority groups in Polanih Turkey, religion did not seem to matter

at all, with minority groups described in the profiles considetedhawe equaly greaterchances of
finding a job in the Turkish labour markistan Turks regardless of whether they were described as
Muslim, Christian or no-religious.
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Figurell. Perceived labour market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups by country: the
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presented scores are averaged across different values of ethnicity and migration Etatndars stand for 95%

confidence intervals.

The samepattern o resultswas also visible in the housingamiket (Figure 12), with the exception of
the Netherlandsand Hungaryln the Netherlandsrespondents perceived Christian minorities todse
unequalwith (advantaged tojhe majority as nosmreligious minoritieswith Muslim minorities being
slightly lessunequal (less advantaged)However, all minoritiesregardless of religionyere still
considered to bestatisticallysignificantlymore advantagedcompared tothe Dutch In Hungary, in
contrastto the labour marketthe average perception dhequality to the disadvantage of Christian
minorities was not statistically different from the one to the disadvantage ofmedigious minorities.
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Figurel2. Perceived housing market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups byycountr
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Note: Mean of all responses for a given religious status to the question: who has a harder time finding housing?,
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averaged across fierent values of ethnicity and migration stati&ror bars stand for 95% confidence intervals.

The perception of inequalities between the majority and minority groups in polidtmgure 13)
depending onthe religion of theminority group, alsdollowed the pattern observed in the labour
market(cf. Figure 11)The only exception was Belgium, whereaveragegespondents perceived nen
religious minorities abeingmore unequaklvith the majority than Christian minoritiesith regardto
their chan@s of beingstopped by the police.
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Figurel3. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minority groups in being stopped by the police
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Note: Mean of all responses for a given religious status to the question: who is more likely to be stopped by the
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scores are averaged across different values ofieityrand migration statusError bars stand for 95% confidence

intervals.

Readers interested in exploring the effects of ethnicity, religion and migration status for each sphere
and country can study the corresponding 18 plots in the Appendix (Figurgsl8)lL Examining each
figure across the three rows (religion), three columns (migration status) or bars (ethnicities) allows
seeing how the change in one of the attributes while holding the two other constant changes the
perception of inequality. Anotheway of summarising the findings from Experiment 1 by accounting
for all attributes simultaneouslys offered inFigure 14 It presentsthe results of multilevel OLS
regression, with profiles clustered in respondents and profile sets controlled for. Theme&levels

for the attributes were Ukrainiansfor ethnicity, Christiansfor religion, and lived since birthfor
migration status.

Given that not all of the respondent replies indicated minority disadvantage or equality, when
describing and interpreting #resultspne hado distinguish between inequalities to the disadvantage

of minorities (advantage of the majority) and inequalities to the advantage of minorities (disadvantage
of the majority). Bysuch a symmetrical construction of the response scale, a positive coefficient means
a positive relationship with perceived inequalities to the disadvantage of minorities (in case of Turkey,
for examplethistakes the form of a negative relationship witbngeived inequalities to the advantage
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of minorities).Therefore, adescription of the coefficient in terms of the relationship between a given
variable and perceived inequalities (without specifying the direction) is not unequigqceitiveon
the minarity disadvantage side and negative on the minority advantage side.

Ethnicity morepredictive ofperceptions of inequalitthan migration status or religion

The pattern of results is somewhat complex when the focus is on the role of ethnicity. In géneral,
can be concluded that ethnicity of a minority group afeettJS 2 LI S Q& LISNOSLIiA2ya
independent of the effect of religion and migration statusere, we discuss these results for the
Ukrainianother ethnicities comparisons. People of Ukian ethnicity proved to be consistently
considered as less disadvantagediative to the majority than other ethnicities by respondents in
Poland in all spheres (except for Chinese ethnicity in policing), in Germany in the housing market and
in policing and more advantaged than other ethnicities in Turkey in the labour market (except for
Syrian ethnicity) and in the Netherlands in the housing markedtgion and migration status held
constant?. People of Ukrainian ethnicity were also consistently atersid as less likely to be stopped

by the police than other ethnicities included in the study (apart from Chinese ethnicity) in all the
countries but Turkey. Some of the intgroup comparison inform the discussion on the perception of
racial inequalitiesThe results show, for example, that people of Nigerian ethnicity were considered as
more disadvantagedor less advantaged, e.g. in Turkeg)ative to the majoritythan people of
Ukrainian ethnicity in all countries and spheres studied. The picture veagever, less cleagut, for
instance, for people of Chinese ethnicity, who were considered to be as disadvantaged or more
disadvantaged than people of Ukrainian ethnicity, except for policing in Belgiere they were
considered less disadvantageslative to the majority

2 Further in the text, v do not always underline the fact that these are nsimply comparisons between
different ethnic groups butrather the effects of ethnicity disentangled from the effects of religion and
migration statusWe signal this by speaking aboukrainian ethnicityather thanUkrainians for example.
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Figurel4. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending on minority
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For complete econometric output, see Tat#8.1¢A3.3 Figure prepared with the use of Stata coefplot command

(Jann 2014)

Figure 15 additionallyshowsK 2 4 NB a LJ2 ¥y R S y df dNReiab Etthnicityzdiffere@ fybd
evaluationsof other ethnicities.In all countries apart from Turkepeople ofNigerianethnicity were
considered to be more disadvantageelative to the majoritythan people of Chinese, Ukrainian,
Turkish, Bosniak and Indiagthnicityin the labour marketThey were alseeen asnore disadvantaged
than people ofSyrianethnicity in Germany, Hungary and the Netherlands. Respondents also found
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themto beasdisadvantagedspeople ofRoma and Afghaethnicity, with the exception of Hungary,
where respondentsonsideredgroups described aRomato be more disadvantaged thathose
described asNigerian (in fact respondents in Hungargonsidered Roma ethnicity to be more
disadvantaged in the labour market thamyaof the ethnicities in the study)n Turkey, when the
minority was described as Nigerian, it was found more disadvantfdgesl advantagedhan when it
was described aSyrianor Ukrainian, butas(disjadvantaged as thether ethnicitiesin the study.As
regardsinequalities in thehousing marketpeople ofNigerianethnicity were considered as having a
harder time finding housing thathose described a€hinese, Syrian, Ukrainian, Turk (Turkmen in
Turkey), Bosniak and Indigrwith the exception of Chinese, Bosniak and Indian in Turkey, Turk in the
Netherlands and Poland, and Syrian in Hungary and Poland, who were consid@ighdvantaged
in the housing markeas people ofNigerianethnicity (similarlyto Roma in all countriesiithe study
but Hungaryand Afghan in all countries but Belgiurim Hungary, Roma were agaeenasthe most
disadvantaged out of thethnicities includedn the study In policing,people ofNigerianethnicity
were also generallgeenas more disadvaaiged thanthose described a€hinese, Syrian, Ukrainian,
Turkish, Bosniak and Indian (with the exception of Syrian in Belgium, Hungary and Polansh ifiurk
Hungary and Turkmen andindian in Turkey)People ofNigerian ethnicity were perceived as
disadvantagedasthose ofAfghanethnicityin all countrieeexceptfor Poland, whergeople ofAfghan
ethnicitywere perceived as more likely to be stopped by the poldgerian and Romethnicitiesdid
not show differences in perceived frequency of police stops, exicepiungary and Poland, where
Roma were viewed as more likely to be stopped by the paliea Nigerians and the Netherlands,
where Nigerians were viewed as subject tormfsequent polie stopsthan Roma&?®.

With regardto religion, we see again thathe religion of theminority group did notemerge as a
significant predictor of perceived inequality between the majority and minority groups in Turkey
regardless of the life sphe(Eigure #). In the remaining five countries studié¢dpart from the housing
market in the Netherlands)when the minority groupvas describechs Muslim,t was perceived as
more disadvantagedompared tothe majoritythan when it was described &hristian ethnicity and
migration status held constanAs regards the differences between minorities described as Christian
vs. those described as naaligious, when all attributeare accounted for, Christian minoritiegere

only perceived as lesdisadvantaged relativéo the majority than norreligiousminorities inBelgium

(in all spheres) anthe Netherlands (labour market and policingyhen nonreligious was taken as a
reference category (Figurés), descibinga minority as Muslinincreasedhe perceiveddisadvantage

of a minority group relativéo the majority in all countriesexceptfor Turkey, Hungarfor the housing
market andpolicing andthe Netherlandgor the housing market.

In Turkey, also the migration status of a minority gréwagl noimpact on theperception of inequality
(Figure 14. In all spheres of life considerede fact that a minority was described having livedn
the country since birtimadeit lessdisadvantaged relativeo the majoritythan a minority described
as having been born abrodd the eyes of respondentsm Belgium, Germany and Polard the
Netherlands this was onljne casean the labour market and policing, while Hungaryin the housing
market In the labour market, Hungen respondents found refugees to be slightly more
disadvantaged relative to the majority thaéime sameminorities born in the countrybut there was no
difference between minorities described as economic migrants and those described ashmativA
change ofthe reference category to economic migrants (Figusgshowsthat describing a group as

3 While we interpret the coefficients as differences between the reference ethnicity and the remaining
ethnicities, it has to be borne in mind that respondents have dioéctly compared these groupsthey
compared each minority against the majority group.
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coming to save their liverather thanto make their life betterdid not change the perception of
inequalities.This resulivasconsistent across all countriesid life spheres.

Figurel5. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending on minority
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econometric output, see Talsla4.1¢A4.3. Figure prepared with the use of Stata coefplot comm@adn 2014)
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3.2. Determinants of the perception of inequalities

In this section, we explore how different so@dlemographic characteristics influerdtow people in
the six RAISE countripgrcdaved inequalities between the majority group and minority groups. We
start by presenting averageevels ofperception among subgroups of the population distinguished by
gender, education antype oflocality (Figue 16).With regard togender differenceghe first panel of
Figure 1@along withadditional statistical testshow that in all countries studiegkceptfor Germany,
women were on average more perceptive of inequalities in polidihgn men Meanwhile, in all
countries but Turkeythere wasno genderdifferencein the perception of inequalities in the labour
market. Regardng perceived inequalities in the housing markttere wereno gender differences in
Germany, Hungary and Poland. At #ame time, women provet bemore perceptive of inequalities
(in favourof minorities) in the Netherlands and Turkey, while they were less perceptive of housing
market inequalities in Belgiunit is worth noting that in the Netherlands, these were womehown
drove the overall perception that minoritieare advantagedn the housing marketelative to the
Dutch (menon averageconsideredminorities equal to the Dutch in this respgct

Figurel6. Perception of inequalities between the majority group and minority groups by gender, education and
type of locality
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and locality type, respectively. Minority profiles defined by ethnicity, migration status and religion. The presented
scores are averaged across different values of the three attribbtestbars stand for 95% confidence intervals.

When broken down by the level of education (Figure 16, second pahelparception ofnequalities
showed a clear trendin all spheres of life studiedwith the perception that minoritiesare
disadvantageccomparel to the majority increasing with the growing level of education. The only
exception was Turkey, where the educatiattainment had no effect operceivedinequalities in the
labour market.The perception that minoritiesre advantaged compared to Turks in the housing
market and policing decreased with the growing level of educa#arihe same timejn Poland and
Hungaryrespondents with primary education considered minorities to be advantaged relative to the
majority in allspheres of life. In the Netherlands, the view that minoriies advantaged relative to
the Dutch in the housing markebserved in the whole sampigasonly present among respondents
with primary and secondary educatioRespondents with secondary edtica in Polandfound
minorities equal to the majority in the labour market. This also applied to respondentspvitttary
education in Belgiuras regards the housing market and respondents wittary education in Poland
as regardgolicing.

Asfar aslocality sizeis concernedit did notaffect the perception of inequalities in the labour and
housing marketin Turkeyandinequalities in policing in Belgium and Pola@dherwise, the general
trend was that the perception that minoritieare disadvantagd relative to the majorityincreasedvith

the size of the localityRural respondents in Poland and Turkey found minorities equal to the majority
in the labour market and policingespectively. This also applied to residents of big towns and cities in
the Netherlands as regards the housing market.

Predictors of perceptions of inequalityot consistent across countries

Next, we investigate the role of different respondent characteristics simultaneousiife controlling

for minority characteristics. To this enfdy each countrywe runa multilevel regression model with
minority profiles clustered in respondesind controlling for profile setdn addition toethnicity,
religion and migration status of thassessed minority group arttie NB & LJ2 y&& gefidera
education and locality type, we also included life satisfaction, financial secoutgroup contact
political orientationandminority status(captured by two dummy variables: migration backgrdamd
religious minority)lamong the predictorgseeTable AZor definitions and summary statisticgigure

17 summarises the results of thhespective 18 models (for each country and each life sphere). It
demonstrates that from among the respondent chetexisticsconsidered financial securityvasmost
consistently related to the perception of inequalities between the majority and minority gracuss

the countries and spherestudied It was positively associated with perceived inequality to the
disadvantage of minority groups in the labour and housing marikeall the countries survegd. In
policing, thiswas the case imall countriesexceptBelgium and the Netherlands, whetigere wasno
statistically significant relationshipaking into account that Turkish respondents on average perceived
minorities to be advantaged relative to the Turks, when described in terms of perceived inequalities
as such, it may be stated that greater finanaeturity is negatively linked to perceived inequalities
(i.e. negatively linked to the perception that minorities are advantagedurkey

Political orientation was a significant predictorall countries apafrom Hungary in akkpheres of life

In al of these countries but Turkey being more rigtihg was associated with lowkavels ofpercdved
minority disadvantage. In Turkey, in turamore conservative worldview was consistently associated
with lower levels ofperceivedminority advantaggmearing lower perceived inequalityas Turkish
respondents generally considered Turks to be disadvantaged relative to minority grouggy also
differed from theother five countriesn terms ofthe role of age. Whilen the other five countriesage
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was not significanin the labour and housing markgwhen all the other variables were accounted,for
apart from the Netherlands in the housing markehere it was negatively relatetb the perceived
minority disadvantage (or to put itlifferently: was positively related to the perceived minority
advantage, in Turkey it wapositively related to perceived inequalities to the disadvantaigminority
groups(i.e. negatively related to the perceived inequalities to the advantage of ntie®yin these
two spheres In policing, age was either negatively related to the perception of inequatibig¢be
disadvantage of minoritiefWWestern Europearcountriesin the study) or unrelated to it (Hungary,
Poland and Turkey).
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profiles defined by ethnicity, migration status and religion included among the predictors. Responses to individual
vignettes clustered in respondentsgivette sets controlled for. Lines stand for 95% and 99% confidence intervals.
For complete econometric output, see Tat#®.1¢A5.3. Figure prepared with the use of Stata coefplot command
(Jann 2014)

Genderdid not emerge as significantpredictorof the perception of labour markenhequalities With
regard to the housing market, we found women to be more perceptiveirsdqualitiesto the
disadvantage ominoritiesin Hungary, whilenore perceptiveof the inequalities to the advantage of
minoritiesin the Netherlands. Women in Belgium, HungdPplandand the Metherlands were also
more convinced than men in these countries that minoritiee more likely to be stopped by the
police, all else held constant.

Life satisfaction was also noonsistentlyrelated to perceived inequalities in the countries and spheres
studied. Thosavho weremore satisfiedwith life were morelikely to perceivahat minority groups
have a harder time finding a jokelative tothe majoritythan those less satisfied with lifa Belgium
and Turkeymore likely to perceivethat they have a harder time finding housing in Belgium, Turkey
and the Netherlands, anchore likely toperceivethat theyare more likely to be stopped by the police
in Belgium ceteris paribus Otherwise, the relationship between life satisfaction apdrceived
inequdities was not significant.

Locality type did not prove to be a significant prediabperceived inequalities in the housing market.
With regardto the labour market, residents of big town and citiasGermanywere more perceptive

of inequalities to thedisadvantage of minorities tharesidents of smaller localities, while in the
Netherlands residents of smaller towns were more perceptive of it than rural dwellers. In policing,
residents of big towns and citi@s Germanywere more perceptive if minogtdisadvantage than rural
dwellers; inTurkey,in turn, urban dwellersvere moreconvinced than rural dwellers that Turks are
more likely to be stopped by the police than minority membeiselse held constant

The resuls also suggestthat education appeaed to be positively related tothe perception of

inequalities to the disadvaage of minoritiesall else held constantyith the exceptionof Turkey and

Polandfor labour and housing market inequalities, aBdlgiumand Polandor police stops, where no
significant association wdsund (in thehousing market in the Netherlandsiore educated individuals
were less likely to perceive minority advantage

Outgroup ontact was not significantly related tthe perception of inequalitiegn all countries and
spheres but when it did, it showed a consistent pattdtiwvas positively related to perceived inequality
to the disadvantage of minority membeis the labour market inGermanyand Hungary while in
policingin Belgiumand Germany Regardng the perception of housing market inequaliti@s the
Netherlands contactreducedthe perceptionthat nativesare disadvantagedomparedto minorities
The same concerned the perceptioninéqualitiesamongTurkishrespondentsn allthe life spheres
studied

Given that the panetoveragein each countrywas the general population and napecifically
membersof the majority, we also accounted for minority status in our mode&ven the three
attributes in Experiment 1 (religion, ethaity and migration status), we included migration background
(where immigrants and people with at least one immigrant pasgate considered to have migration
background)and religious minority status amgrour independent variablesThe resultsshow that
migration backgroundnade peoplemore perceptive of inequalitie® the disadvantagef minorities
only in Belgiumwhere tis result held for all spheres of life studjeahdin Polandfor the labour
market In the Netherlandgor the housing markeaind in Turkeyor policing migration background
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reduced the perception that minorities are advantaged relative to the majohityPoland, in turn,
respondents who considered themselves todiea different religion or beliefs thamost Polesvere

less mrceptive of inequalities to the disadvantage of minority membhaershe labour and housing
markets than those who did not consider themselves members of a religious minority, all else held
constant A smilar relationship between the perception of ineqiteds and religious minority status
was also observed among Belgian respondents in policing.

4. Justifications for the existing inequalities

4.1. How people justify the existing inequalities?

We now turn to discussing the results of Experiment 2harjustifications for the existing inequalities.

Figure 18 shows that in each sphere of dithe labour marketthe housing market and policingthe

patternsfor all the six countries combinedoked similar across the threeninority groupsstudied
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As regards the labour markegspondents found it most likely that mdrars of the described minority
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for justifications referring to institutional discrimination against immigrarastual differences

between the groupgnot necessarily discriminatierelated), and individual discrimination. They to a

smaller extent justified the described inequality with structural discrimination (though they were more
supportive for pasin-present discrinnation than sideeffect discrimination) and by institutional
discrimination operationalised as existing regulations favouring the majority memderaverage,
respondentsin the six countriesvere least supportive of the justification pointing to the rofity

ANRdzLIA 2¢y FldzZ G 6adFidAy3a GKIFIG WYSYOSNR 2F GKAaA

When asked why they think takes longer for members of a given minority group tHanmost

members of the majority group to find housing in a good neighbourhiaazhe of the cities in their

country, according to a recent studgspondents in the six countries on average rated discrimination

on the part of landlords and real estate agents as the most likely re&tmeffect discriminationg
operationalised as: the minority group being discriminated in other spheres, for example, in the labour
market, and thus tending to have worse paid and less stable jobs, which makes it harder for them to

find housing; wasthe secondnost supported jusfication for the described inequality in the housing

market Thejustification that received théeast support was agaitme one pointing to the minority
ANRdzLIQ& 26y FldzZ 6 OF LJGdzZNBR o6& GKS adladSySyid GKI

In polcing, in turn, the justification indicatinthe fault of the minority group claiming that the
described inequalitg members of a given minority group being stopped by the patioee oftenthan

the majority residents of a described ciyis due to membrs ofthe minority groupbreaking the law
more often received the highest average scor&éhe next most supported justifications wetteose
pertaining to members of the minority group potentially not kriagithe local laws and regulations,

as well aghose relatingto structural discriminationRegarding thdatter, respondentsconsidered
pastin-present and sideffect discriminationas equally likely reasos for the described inequality
between the majority group and racial minorities as well as peoplereign origin Specificallythey

to the same extent supported the justification stating that the minority group is discriminated in other
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spheres, for example, when looking for housing, and thus tends to live in worse neighbourhoods where
it is morecommon to be stopped by the police as the one stating that to unfair treatment in the

past, the minority group has tended to be stopped by the police more often and the association of
being a suspect has studh.the case of religious minorities, stdéfect discrimination was considered

as a slightly more likely cause than paspresent discriminationAcross the three minority groups,
respondents were least convinced that the reason for the inequialittye fact that the policare more

lenient with the majoritygroupmembers.

Figurel8. Justifications for the existing inequalities by minority group and sphere of life
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respondent thinks the described inequality occurs due to a specific réfas@xact formulation of the reasons,

see the Data and methods sectioBjror bars stand for 95% confidence intervals.

Sincethe averagescores of theespondents looked similar across the thmeénority groupsstudied,

we now turn to investigating intecountry differences without differentiating betweeminority
groups Figure 1%resentsthe average scores for each justification by country and sploédde. It
shows that the rankings of justifications diféefbetween the countries as well as between the spheres
within a given country.

Regardng the labour market vignette, the justification pertaining to the diplomas and professional
skills of immigants in the described group often not being recognisedfqian of institutional
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discrimination) was, on average, the most supported one in Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands.
In Hungary and Poland, respondents were on average most supportive of tHedtisth related to
members of the minority group potentially not having the necessary skills or knowledge. In Turkey, the
differences between the justifications that were offered for the described inequality in the labour
market were less visible. Turkistspondents werdhe least supportive of the justificatiorelatingto

the grou® own faultor side-effect discrimination as the likely reasefor the describednequality.

The belief that the described inequality is likdlg fault ofmembers of the rmority group (not trying

hard enough) was also least popular (and even more strongly) in the three Western European countries
studied and in Hungary. It was also among the least strongly supported justifications in Poland, along
with the sideeffect discimination. Howeveramong Polish respondenthese two were preceded by
existing regulationgavouring the majority members in the ranking of the least likely reasonghéor
described inequality.

Figurel9. Justifications for the existirigequalities by country and sphere of life
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When exposed to a description of inequality in the housing market, respondealisthe six countries
studied on average considered individual discrimination on the part of landlords and real estate
agents to be the most likely reason for the described inequality. In Polandathis was considered

to be adikelyareasonasside-effect discrimination and members of the minority group not having the
skills or knowledge needed to effectively look for housifidhe item capturing sideffect
discriminationwasalso the second most likely reason for the described inequalttyeinemaining five
countries covered by the surve@n average,aspondents in all six RAISE countries were also least
likely to attribute thedescribedhousing marketnequality to the fault of theminority group.

In all countries excepior Hungarythe jud G A FA Ol A2y LIRAYGAYy3 GwasiKS
considered asthe most likely reason for the described inequality policing In Hungary this
justificationwas preceded by thpistification statinghat members of the minority group describéad
the vignette may not have knowledge about the local laws and regulatant was considered as
likely asindividual and structural discriminatiorRespondents in Polandn average rated this
justificationasbeing adikely as theone stating that members of the minority group described in the
vignette may not have knowledgs the local laws and regulationhe justificatiorpertaining to the
police being more lenient with the majorigroupmemberswas found to be the least likelyason for
the described inequality by respondents @l the sixcountries This wasalong with individual
discrimination in Turkeymembers of the minority group potentially not having knowleadéhe local
laws and regulations in the Netherlandmd the police having a policy to check this group more in
Belgium and the Netherlands

Figure 20 presenthe average evaluation of each justification by country and minority gréighows

that the observationmade based on an aggregated picture presentedgnre 18 that the patterns

look very similar across the three minority groups described in the vignetedd for each country
studied For an alternative visualisation of this fact, see Figure A19 in the Appendix.
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Figure20. Justifications for the existing inequalities by country and minority group
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the described inequality occurs due to a specific reéfsmrexact formulation oftie reasons, see the Data and

methods section)The presented scores are averaged across different spheres &fidebars stand for 95%

confidence intervals.

Interestingly, Figures 120 also show that although the perception of inequalities differed
considerablyn Turkey(all sphereyandin the Netherlandghousingmarket) as compared to the other
countries the wayTurkish and Dutch respondenjgstified the inequalities theywere exposed to
(confronted with)did not differ much from the way respondents in the remaining couniidst.

4.2. Determinans of justifications for the existing inequalities

We next explore differences in how people justify the existing inequalities depending on the soci
demographic characteristics. AsExperiment 1, we staity looking at mean scores acrgzspulation
subgroups by gendelevel ofeducation andsize oflocality, before moving onto more complex,
multivariate analyses.

Figure21 and additional statistial tests suggeghat men and women diffezd in how they justiied
the existing inequalities in all countriexceptfor Turkey, where gender differences were notealy
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occasionallyAlthough not consistentlacrossall countries and spheres,amentended to be more
supportive of justifications capturing institutional discriminati@ee the top two panels of Figuzd).
They were also more supportivef the justification pertaining to individual discriminatioby
employers, landlords and real estagents, and police officers, respectivélyird panel from the top)
This observation held for all countries but Turkey (and Netherlarithsregardto the housing market).
Women also generally recorded higher scores on justifications capturing strudiscemination. The
exceptions were Turkewith regard toside-effect discrimination irthe housingmarketand pastin-
present discrimination in all sphergSermanywith regardto side-effect discriminationin the labour
market, and pastin-present discrimination in the labour and housing maskend Poland with regard
to sideeffect discrimination in the labour markeThe justification pertaining to members of the
described minority not having the necessary local skills omdedge was, on average, less strongly
supported by women than mein Belgium, Germany and Polawdth regardto the described
inequality in the labour market, in Germany and the Netherlawidh regard tothe housing market,
and in the Netherlandsvith regard to policing. Otherwise, women did not differ from men in the
view of the lack of local skills or knowledge as a potential reason for existing inequalitibsthe
excepton of Turkey where they were more supportive of this explanation for the deised labour
market inequalitesthan men As regards the justificatiorelatingtothe Y A y 2 NA (1 & 3 NP dzLJQ &
(the bottom panel of Figur@1), women inthe three Western European countries in the studgre
lesssupportive than men of the claim thaté describedabour marketinequality was due to members
the minority group not trying hard enough. The sameplied towomen in Belgium, Germany and
Poland as regards the housing market inequality. Women in Belgium and Germany were also less
supportivethan menof the statementthat the inequality in policing is due to members of this group
breaking the lawnore often Otherwise, @art again from Turkey, where they were more supportive
2T owWKB I d&kplar@tionfor the labour markeinequalitiesthan men, women did not differ from
men inthe extent to which they blamithe minority group foithe existing inequalities.

Figure21. Justifications for the existing inequalities by gender and country

Diplomas and professional skills of immigrants not recognised/renting to immigrants more complicated/policy to check this group more
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Employers/landlords and real estate agents/police officers prejudiced against this group and discriminate
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The presented scores are averaged across differémanity groups (people of different religions or beliefs than
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people of foreign originError bars stand for 95% confidence intervals.
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As demonstrated in Figui22, there was no consistergattern in therelationship betweereducation

and justifications for existing inequalities across countries and spheres. More educated individuals
were more supportivghan less educated individuats the claim that described inequality in the
labour market is duéo the diplomas and professional skiffsimmigrants in the described group often
not being recognised in all countriegcept forTurkey. They were, however, not more supportive of
the respective claims capturing institutional discrimination in the housing matke¢ only for
Hungaryand the Netherlands, while reversed in Belgiu@nd policing(reversed in Belgium)The
evaluationof the second claim capturing institutional discriminatignhat inequality is due to the
majority being favoured; was unrelated tothe NB & LJ2 YI&/8 yfieddcation in Germany, the
Netherlands, Turkey in the labour markét; all countries but Belgium and Poland in the housing
market; in Belgium, Germany and Poland in policiagd otherwise not consistently related to it in
other countryspheres The perception that the existing inequalitiese due to prejudice and
discrimination against the described minority groupdmgployers, landlords and real estate agents or
police officers was stronger among more educated respondents in all couextes for Poland and
Turkey in the labour and housing marketebelief that the described inequalityas due to side
effect discriminationthe minority group being discriminatedgainstin other spheres which impacts
their performance in the given sphereps either equal across the three education levels @bijslied

to labour market inequality in all countriexcept for the Netherlandsandto inequality in policing in
Germanyand Poland) orhigher among the more educated peopeith the exception of busing
market in Belgium)Theview that the described inequalitpccurreddue to unfair treatment in the
past(capturingpastin-present discrimination) was stronger amotig more educated individualis

all countries but Belgium and Polard regards the labour market, in Belgium, Hungary and the
Netherlands as regards the housing market, and in Hungary and the Netherlands as regard policing.
Surprisingly in Belgium the relationship between support for this justification and the level of
educdion was reversed for the labour market and policihg uniform pattern wasalsoobservedin

the relationship between education level and attributing the described inequalithedack of local
skills or knowledgen the part of the minority in questiarThis relationship was positive Hungary

as regards labour market inequalities, Hungary, the Netherlands and Poland as regards housing
market inequalities, andn Hungary, Poland and Turkey as regards inequalities in politimgs
negative in Beligm (labour and housing mark®t the Netherlands (labour market) and Germany
(housing market)Furthermore, itdid/ 2 G F2ft2¢ | WEAYSIENI GNBYRQ Ay ¢
inequalities Otherwise, it was not significanin all countries except foPolandwith regardto the
labour market and Poland and Turkeith regardto policing education turnecbut to be negatively
relatedto the perception that the existing inequabs are the fault of theminority (not trying hard
enough or breaking thiw more often).
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Figure22. Justifications for the existing inequalities by education and country

Diplomas and professional skills of immigrants not recognised/renting to immigrants more complicated/policy to check this group more
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Members of this group may not have the necessary local skills and/cr knowledge
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group]; people of foreign originfrror bars stand for 95% confidence intervals.

The type of locality seemed to be more consistently relatedrather unrelated)to justifications for

the existing inequalities across the countries and sphstadied though not without exceptions’ he
most general pattern was that the size of tN&S & LJ2 yld&R&ityaf @sidencevas either unrelated

to their support for justifications pertaining tdifferent forms of discriminatiopor positively related

to it (Figure 23)An exception was Polandith regardto the labour market inequality, where rural
residents were more supportive of the justification capturitige more general institutional
discrimination tharurban dwellersSQupport for the justification pertainingttheY A y 2 NA G & 3 NP dzLJQ
fault waseither unrelated to the size of locality or negatively related to it. The exception here was
Turkey where residents of big towms or cities were more supportive of this justificatimn the existing
labour market inequalitieghan residents of smaller towrend rural areas Overall, however, locality
size provedo beunrelated to support fothe different justifications considexd in over half of countey
spheres Regardng the positive association between the size of locality and support for justifications
pertaining to different types of discrimination, for institutional discriminatighis was true for
Germanyand the Netherlads in policing as well asfor the more concrete operationalisation of
institutional discrimination for Germany in the labour market, and for the more general
operationalisation of institutional discrimination Belgium and the Netherlands the housingmarket

and Belgium and Hungaryn policing.As br the justification related to individual discriminatioa,
positive association with locality size was observed in Germadyhe Netherlandh all three spheres

in Hungary inthe housing market, andn Poland and Turkey in policing. As regards structural
discrimination, tle positiveassociation appeared in the three Western European statesTurkeyor
support for sideeffect discrimination in the labour markeas well as in Hungary and the Netlaeds

in the housing market and policingor pastin-present structural discriminatigrthis wasonly true for
Belgium the NetherlandsPolandand Turley in the labour marketGermany, Hungary anturkey in

the housing market andhe Netherlands and Polanin policing. The ngkills justification was
predominantlyunrelated to localitysize The only exceptiasiwere Poland and Turkey in the labour
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market, andHungaryand the Netherlands in the housing markethererural residents were less
supportive of his justification tharresidents of cities (and smaller towns in Hungary in the housing
market). In Belgiumresidents of citiesvere less supportive of this justification than rural residents.
Finally,a negative association between locality size and swpfor the justification pointing to the
YAY2NRG& 3ANRAzZLIQa 26y Fl dzZf O svithdegadiodnSuaditeRin they
labour market and policing, arid Hungarywith regardto the housing market inequaiés

Figure23. Justifications for the existing inequalities by locality type and country

Diplomas and professional skills of immigrants not recognised/renting to immigrants more complicated/policy to check this group more
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This group have been unfairly treated in the past
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We next examine the role of different soed@onomic factors at once for each of the justifications
considered.

Institutional discriminatioras a cause of inequalities

Figure24 presents the results of 18 models for one of the justifications pertaining to institutional
discrimination(the more specific onen each of the three spheres by country. Most importantly, it
indicates that it didnot matter which group respondents in the six countries were assigned to in
Experiment 2with support for this justificatiorbeing the same irrespective of whetheespondents

were asked about people of different religions or beliefs than the majoritgpjeeof different [skin
colour or race] or people of foreign origin. The only exception was Germany, where respondents
expressedslightly more supporfor this justification when asked about people of foreign origin than
when asked aboupeople of differen religions or beliefas regards the existing inequadis in the
housing market.
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Figure24. Factors influencing the perception that the existing inequalities are likely due to institutional
discrimination, OLS estimates
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to the diplomas and professional skills of immigrants in a given minority group often not being recognised,
existing regulations making renting housingittamigrants in the given minority group more complicated due to
additional formalities, the police having a policy to check the given minority group more, respectively (rated on a
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complete econometric output, see Tabht.1¢A6.3. Figure prepared with the use of Stata coefplot command
(Jann 2014)

Age was not consistently relatetb the attribution of the existing inequalitiedo institutional
discrimination. It was positively associated withis justification with regard to labour market
inequality in all countriesxceptfor Hungary and Turkey. It proved, however, to be negatively related
to the respective justification fothie existing inequalities in the housing market in all countiesept

for Poland. In policing, age was only significamtd positively related to the given justificatiom
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Germany and the Netherland$he results point to the presence of gender difigces in attributing
inequalities tofactors that may be deemeihstitutional discrimination\Womenwere generally more
supportive of this justificatiorall else held constanglthoughnot in every countryor sphere. In the
labour market, this was true faBelgium, Germany and the Netherlandsthe housing marketfor
Belgium, Hungary and Polarahdin policing for all countriesexceptfor Turkey.The findings show
that the people who weremore satisfied with lifavere more supportiveof this justificdion, but this
resultheld only for selectedountries and sphereé positive relationship wasnly present inBelgium,
Germany, Poland and Turkeyhen the question concernettousing marketinequalities, and in
Belgium and Poland as regards pokteps.Financial security did not affect the perception that the
existing inequalities in the housing market or in policang likely due to institutional discrimination.
When asked about lower earnings and worse jabsongminorities, respondents in Geramy and
Poland were more supportive of the institutional discrimination justification when they felt financially
more secure all else held constan€ontact with the respective outgrotfh captured by the structure

of the respondend& ¥ NA&A Sy R adidinbd afie§ supmiiJorzthe justificatiomelating to
institutional discriminationPolitical orientation was irrelevant in Poland across the three spheres
when other characteristics were accounted.ftm Belgium and the Netherlands, turn, being mae
right-wing, was negatively related support for the justification pertaining tmore specifiexamples

of institutional discrimination in all life spheres considered. In Tuttkegewho positionedhemselves
more to the right in terms of theipolitical views were more supportive of this justification, all else
held constant. In the remaining countspheres conservative views were either unrelated or
negativelyassociatedvith support for this justification for the existing inequalitid&®donging to the
minority in question was not related to support for this justification for the labour market inedgsalit
However, i was positively related to it when the question concerned house search in a good
neighbourhood taking longer for the mingrigroup in all countrieexceptfor Germany and Hungary.
Regardng the frequency of police stops, minority statwas positively related teupport for this
justification onlyin Belgium and the Netherlandsocality size was not a significant predictbsopport

for this justification in the labouor housing market The only exception was Germawith regardto
labour market inequalitiesyhereresidents of big towns or citiegere more perceptive of inequalities
than residents of smaller towns, cetsrparibus.In policing, theexceptionswere Germany and the
Netherlands, wherairban dwellersvere more supportive of ithan rural dwellers, and residents of
big town or cities were more supportive than residents of smaller localities, respecalledise held
constant The level of education wassignificantpredictoronlyin selectedcountriesand spheres As
regard the perception of labour market inequalities, the relationdbgpween the level of education
and the belief that the described inequality is due to the diplomas and professional skills of immigrants
in a given minority group often not being recogniseas positivavhen significantWhen asked about
inequalities in tle labour market, tertiary educated respondents in Hungary and the Netherlands were
more supportive of this justification than those with primary education at miogBelgium and Poland

in turn, they were more supportive of it than those with secondaryeation. As regards housing
market inequalities and inequalities in policing, educati@as only significanin Belgium and
Germany Respondents whose level of education did not exceed printerglwere more supportive

of justificatiors pertaining to insitutional discrimination i(e. existing regulations making renting
housing to immigrants in the given minority group more complicated due to additional formalities and
the police having a policy to check the given minority group mdrah those with secosary or
tertiary education

1 People of different [skin colour or race] than the respondent, people of different religion or beliefs than the
respondent and people of foreign origin or nativés fespondents with migration background).
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Qupport for the second justification pertaining to institutional discrimination but captured by its more
general formg namely, majority members being favoured by institutiogsalso did not show much
difference depending on #hminority groups assigned to a respond¢Rigure25). Thae were a few
exceptions however These includethe existing laboumarket inequalities in the Netherlands, which
were more likely to be justified by a more general institutiod&crimination when the question
concerned people of foreign origin than when it concerned either people of different religion or beliefs
or of different skin colour or raceThese also concernetiousing market inequalities in the
Netherlands, which were are likely to be justified by a more general institutional discrimination when
the question concerned people of foreign origin than when it concerned peojpléfefent skin colour

or racethan the majority Furthermore, hese also includetthe existingmequality in policing in Turkey,
whichwasmore likely to be justified by a more general institutional discrimination when the question
concerned people of different religion or beliefs than when it concerned people of diffetantcity

or race than themajority, and inequaly in policing in Poland, where it was more likely to be justified
with the police being more lenient with the majority members when the question concerned people
of a different skin colour or race than when it concerned people @ifpr origin

The pattern of results for the remaining predictors was simifat not entirely consistenwith the
justification capturing the mordangible manifestations of institutional discriminatiodiscussed
above The most striking difference conoed the role of agavith regard to labour market inequalities

in Belgium, Germany and the Netherlands. While Bgéhese countriesvas positively related to
support for the justification referring to morangiblemanifestations of institutional discrimination in
the labour market, it was negatively related to support for the justification referring toetkisting
regulations favourig the majority. In Belgium and the Netherlandg/omen were moresupportive
than men with similar characteristicd the more general institutional discrimination justificatiarith
regardto the labour and housing market inequaliti€khe same was true favomen in Turkeyith
regardto the labour marketandfor womenin Polandwith regardto the housing marketOtherwise,

no gender differences were recorded. Life satisfaction was positively relatedpport for this
justification inall countriesexceq for Hungary and the Netherlandsbour markej, all countriesapart
from Hungary irthe housing market andll countriesapart fromNetherlands and Germairiy policing.
Neither financial security nor contact with the minority group predicted supporthi justification

for existing inequalies. Only in Belgium and the Netherlands financial security was negatively
associated with support for the justification related to the more general institutional discrimination in
the housing market.As with previously discussed justification, political orientation was either
unrelated or negatively related to support for the justification pertaining to a more general
institutional discrimination, depending on the sphere and country. The only exception wiasyTu
whereindividuals who werenore rightleaningwere more supportive of this justificatigrall else held
constant. Minority ingroup status was also positively related to this justification in Tuakeyell asn
Belgium (irrespective of the life spte), Poland (labour and housing markgtthe Netherlands
(housing market and policinghd Germany (policing onlyyWhen other variablegvere accounted for,
locality type did not appeato be a significantpredictor of support for a more general institahal
discrimination Theonly exceptionsvere Belgium where residents of big towns and cities wenere
supportive of this justification for the described housing market inequalities thasetbf smaller
localities,and Germanywhere being an urban dviler made one more supportive of this justification
for inequalities in policingand where residents of big town or cities were more supportive asit
regards labour market inequalities than residents of rural areas and villages, ceteris paribus
Surprsingly,support for the justification pertaining to a more general institutional discrimination was
found to be negatively related tthe level of educationThiswas the case iBelgiumin all spheresas

well asin Hungary(with respondent with secondary education less supportive of this justification than
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those with primary education)and the Netherlandgwith respondent with higher education less
supportive of this justification than those with primary educatiart)en thefocus was on the labour
market inequalities. Turkey stood out in this respect with respondents with secondary eduoaiian
more supportive of this justification in policing than comparable respondents eifitier primary or
tertiary education InHungay, in turn, respondents with secondary educatiarere less supportive of
this justification in policing than comparable respondents with tertiary education Poland,
respondents with secondary education were more supporaf¢his justificationfor housing market
inequalities than those with higher educatiomowever there was no difference betweahosewith
primaryeducationand those with higher education.

Figure25. Factors influencing the perception that the existing inequalities are likeltodumore general
institutional discrimination, OLS estimates
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Note: Dependent variable is the perception of how likely it is that the described inequality in a given sphere is due
to the existing regulations favouring majority members (labour market tamasing) or the police being more
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lenient with the majority members (ratedona-ll2 Ay G a0t S n ' Wwy2daG +d | f¢
for 95% and 99% confidence intervals. For complete econometric output, seeArabté7.3. Figure pepared
with the use of Stata coefplot commafihnn 2014)

Individualdiscrimination as a cause of inequalities

When the focus was on individual discrimination as a justification for the described inequalities in the
labour market, housing market and policing, the minority group to which a respondent was assigned
mattered orly in the latter two spheres in Belgiufigure26) and in the Netherlands as regards labour
market inequalities Respondents in Belgium were more supportfethis justification in the two
spheres when asked about people of different skin colour or taae the majority than when asked
about peopleof different religiors or beliefs.In the Netherlands, respondents were more likely to
justify the described inequalities in the labour market with the discrimination on the part of employers
when asked abouypeople of foreign origin than when asked about racial minorities.

Age did not show any clear patteimterms ofits relationship wittsupport forindividual discrimination

as a likely cause dafie described inequalitiedt was negatively related to theetief that individual
discriminationwas a likely cause of the described inequalities in the labour market in Germany and
Hungary, in the housing marketin Germany and Turkey, and in policingn all countriesexceptfor
Poland. As regards inequalitiés the housing market, age was positively associated with the
perception that discrimination by landlords and real estate agéngslikely causeof inequalitiesin
Belgium, Hungary and the Netherlantéisall countries excegbr Turkey (in alspheres), Germany (in
the labour market) and the Netherlands (in the housing markeymen identified individual
discrimination as anorelikely cause of the described inequalities than naédh all else held constant.
Level of education was unrelated tattributing the described labour markeinequalities to
discriminationby employers in all studied countries except for the Netherlands, where highly educated
individuals were more supportivef this justification thanthose with lowerlevels ofeducation and
Belgium, where those with highdevels ofeducation were more supportive of it than those with
secondary education, all eld=ing equalRegardng existing inequalities in thBousing marketthey
were more likely to be explained by individual disgnation among people with higher education
than amongthose with primary educatiorin Germany, Hungary and the Netherland$is was also
true forthose with higher educationompared tathose with secondary education in Hungary, Belgium
and Turkey, anébr those with secondary educatiamompared tathose with primary education in the
Netherlands, all else held constarRegardinginequalities in policingrespondents with higher
education were more supportivef the justification pointing to individual igcrimination than
comparable individualwith primary or secondary education in Hungary and the NetherlaRas.gap

between those with higher education and those with secondary education was also visible in Belgium.

In Poland, respondents with only primary education were less ltkaly those with either secondary
or higher educationto attribute more frequent police stops among minorities to individual
discrimination.
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Figure26. Factors influencing the perception that the existing inequalities are likely due to individual
discrimination, OLS estimates
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Note: Dependent variable is the perception of how yikels that the described inequality is due to employers,

landlords and real estate agents, police officers, respectively, being prejudiced against the given minority group

and discriminating it (rated ona M2 Ay G a0l £t S n I SWFE20 AR St BEQD Ot A AFESAQE
99% confidence intervals. For complete econometric output, seesPdhle A8.3. Figure prepared with the use

of Stata coefplot comman@ann 2014)

Moreover, he results show thdife satisfactiorwasgenerally unelated to the opinion that individual
discrimination is a likely cause of existing inequalitldswever a positive relationshipvas foundin

all spheres iBelgium andn policing only iMurkey. Similarlyfinancial security was positively related

to the perception that the existing inequalitiese likely due to individual discrimination only in
Germany \ith regardto inequalities in the labour and housing margeand the Netherlandsa(th
regard tohousing market only). Financial security was not a significant predictor of support for the
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justification pertaining to individual discriminatiday police officers in any of the countries studied.
Contact with the minority group memberisg.the proportion ofrespondensQ ¥ NA Sy Ra o6 St 2y 3 A
described minority group) was positively related to individual discrimination as a perceived cause of
the described inequalities only in Polandth regard toinequalities in the labour and housing market)
andBelgium yvith regard to thehousing market)Very belonging to the described minorigyoupwas

also largely unrelated to support for this justificatigdhe positive relationship wasnly recorded in

the Netherlands (in all spheres) and in Turkaytl{e housing market and policing). Political orientation
was the factor most consistently related to the perception that individual discrimination is a likely
cause of the described inequalities. In all counteaseptfor Turkey where this relationship was
reversed,respondents withmore rightwing political viewsvere less supportive of the statement
attributing inequality to individual discrimination. In most of the countséasdied the type of locality

was not related to the perception that individualsdriminationis alikely cause of the described
inequalities. The exceptionsere Hungary, whereaesidents of big towns and citiegere more likely

to perceive individual discrimination as a cane$@equalities in the housing market than comparable
resicents ofrural areas or villagessermany, wherehis gap was observed in policingnd Turkey,
where residents of big towns and citiese more supportive of this justification for inequalities in
policingthan residens of smaller townsall else held castant

Structural discrimination as a cause of inequalities

Figure27 presents the results of modethat regress the perception that the existing inequalities are
likely due to sideeffect discrimination on the same set of predictditsshows that the minority group

to which responderg were assignedn Experiment 2lid not play a role in predictintheir level of
support for justification of inequalities pertaining to sidffect discrimination.The role ofthe

NE & LJ2 ¥y R Safidll @epending & the country and sphere of life considered. In the three Western
European countries angh Hungary, older indivigals were less supportive of this justification for
labour market inequalities than comparable younger individuals.wagunrelated tesupport for this
justification in Turkey, regardless of the sphere of life. In Polagelonly mattered as regardsousing
market inequalities (wittolder individualdbeingmore likelyto view side-effect discriminatioras the
likely causeof inequalitie3. In the remaining five countries, in turn, age was unrelated to the
perception thatthe described housing markéhequality is due to the given minority group being
discriminatedagainstin other spheresAs regards police stops, age was negatively related to this
perception among German and Dutch respondents, positively related aiongaran respondents

and unrelated in the remaining three countrieff. gender was a significant predictor, these were
women who were more perceptive of siddfect discrimination as a likely cause for the described
inequalities.However, gendedifferenceswere not recordedin every country and sphere. This result
heldfor labour market inequalities iBelgium and Hungaripusing market inequalities &l countries
exceptfor Germany and Turkey, amqublicing inall countries studie@xceptfor Poland Educationwvas
unrelated tothe belief in sideeffect discrimination as a likely cause of the described labour market
inequalities in all countriesxceptfor Belgium. Interestingly, Belgian respondewith the lowest level

of education were more supportive of this justification fhe existing labour market inequalities than
comparable individuals with higher levels of educatida.regard inequalities in the housing market,
if significanteducation was positively related to support for this justificatiatith people with higher
educationbeingmore supportive of it than those with primary education in Hungary, the Netherlands,
Poland and Turkeymore supportivethan those with secondary education Belgium, Hungary and
the Netherlands, andavith people wth secondary education more supportive of it than those with
primary education in the Netherlands. The oelyceptionto this was Belgium, where respondents
with primaryeducation were more supportive of the explanation pointing to saffect discriminatn
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than those with secondary educatiors regards police stopgducation was only a significant
predictor of support for sideffect discrimination as a cause of more frequent police stops among
minoritiesin Hungaryand in the Netherlands. In Hungamgspondents with higher educationere
more supportive ofthis justificationthan those without higher educatioand in the Netherlands
respondents with higher educatiomere more supportive othis justificationthan those with primary
education.

Overal] if significant, higher life satisfactiorwas associated witlgreater support for sideeffect
discrimination as a likely cause of the described inequalitiesvever, his pattern wasnly visible in
selected countrysphere combinations. In the labour matkfor examplethe positive association was
presentonlyin Belgium, Poland and Turkey. As far as housing market inequalities are contkened,
positive associatiowas present only in Belgium and Germawyereasin policingit was presenbnly

in Belgium. Selfperceived financial security was generally not associated with support for this
justification except for Belgiumin the housing marketwhere the two were positively related.
Outgroup contact was not related to the paption that the existing labour market inequalitiae
likely due todiscrimination againsthe minority groupin questionin other spheresBeing a member

of the minority groupin question was positively related this perception,but only in Belgiumthe
Netherlands and Turkeyousing market inequalities were more likely to be explained by-sftit
discrimination among minoritgroup members than nofminority group members in Belgium and
Turkey but not in the remaining four countries. Outgroup @mttin turn, was positively related to this
explanation of housing market inequalities in Belgium and Polangbolicing, the positive association
with outgroup contact was present in Belgium, Germany and Polandwith minority status in
Belgium and urkey. Political orientation was a significant predictor of support for the justification
pointing to sideeffect discrimination, with rightving leaning respondents being less supportive of this
justification in all countriegxceptfor Turkey. InTurkey the relationship was reversedith regardto
labour market inequalities and inequalities in policing, wiilevas not significant in housing. The
negative relationship recorded in the reming five countries held across the three life spheié®
type of locality did not prove to be a significant predictor of the perception that-eifiet
discriminationis the likely cause of the described inequalities in the housing markalicing inany

of the countries. As regards siddfect discriminaibn as a perceived cause of the described labour
market inequalitiesthe type of locality mattered only in the Western European countries in the study.
In Germany, urban dwellers were masapportiveof this justification than rural dwellers. In Belgium,
these were residents of big town and cities whe&re more supportive of this justification than
residents of rural areas and villages, all else held constant, while in the Netherlands wbe
residents of smaller townthat were more supportive of ittancomparable residents of rural areas or
villages.
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Figure27. Factors influencing the perception that the existing inequalities are likely due to structural (side
effect) discrimination, OLS estimates
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Note: Dependent variable is tiperception of how likely it is that the described inequality in a given sphere is due

to the given minority group being discriminated in other spheres (rated orld22 yi & Ol £t S n I Wy 2.
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A9.1¢A9.3. Figure prepared with the use of Stata coefplot comm@adin 2014)

Figure28 demonstrates thatthe minority group to which respondestwere randomly assignedh
Experiment Aid not impact thér perceptionof whether thedescribed inequalitiesccurreddue to
pastin-present discrimination. The only exception was Germany, where respondents were more likely
to attribute inequalities in policing to this reason whasked aboupeople ofdifferent skin colour

than when askedbout people of different religions or belietisan the majority

This justificatiorwas negatively related tage,but only in selected countries and spheres. This was
true for all countriesexceptfor Poland and Turkey as regards labour market inegealiand for
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Germany and the Netherlands as regards housing mamkgualities. Regarding policiythis was true

for Germanyonly. As with the previous justifications,omen were more supportivef structural
discrimination than menthisresultheld for all countries but Germany and Turkey when the focus was
on inequalities m the labour market or in policing, anfr all countriesexceptfor Germany, Turkey
and Poland when the focus was imequalties inthe housing marketEducation level was a significant
predictor of the perception that the described inequality likely due to the given minority group
having been unfairly treated in the past only in Belgitime Netherlandsand HungaryIn Begjium,this
perceptionwas the strongest among the least educated individuals, all else held conssfar as
unequal labour market outcomes and police stoygae concerned (these were those with secondary
education who werehe least supportive of thigustificationwith regard to inequalities in housipgn

the Netherlandsjn turn, this perceptionwas the strongest among the highly educated individuals,
ceteris paribusbut only with regard to inequalities in policings regards housing market inediigs,
only the gap between respondents with higheducationand those with primary education was
significant, ceteris paribusn Hungary, only respondents with higher education differed from those
with secondary educatiom being more likely to attribute the current inequalities in the three life
spheres to unfair treatment in the past.

If significant, satisfactiowith life was again positively related to the attribution of inequalities to
structural discrimination. When the focus was on paispresent discrimination, this was true among
Belgian and Polish respondents assessing the causes of labour market inequatiteg, Blgian,
German, Polish and Turkisbspondentsassessindiousing market inequalities, and respondents in
Belgium and Turkewhen the question was abouthe causes of inequalities in policinginancial
securitydid not prove to be a significant predictof support for the justification pointing to pash-
present discrimination in any of the countries and spheMsither didoutgroup contactexceptfor
Poland where it was positively related tsupport for this justification as regards inequality in peli
stops.Minority ingroup status increased the perception that the described inequaditeegue to past
in-present discrimination in Poland and Turkey as regards the labour marladitcountriesexceptfor
Hungary and Poland asgards thehousing market, anéh Belgium and Turkeg asregards policing.
Rightwing political leaningvas consistentlynegatively related to the perception that the described
inequalitiesare likely due to the given minority group having been unfairly treatechim past in all
countries except for Turkey, wheredinelationship was reversed.he type of locality was unrelated
to the belief that inequaliesin policingwere caused by pasih-present discriminationAs regards
labour market inequalities, residents big towns and cities were more supportive of this justification
than residents of smaller towns in Belgium, Poland and Turkey. When asked about potential causes for
the described housing market inequalitiggople living irbig towns and cities were me likelythan
comparable residents of rural areas and villagesGermany, andnore likelythan comparable
residents of smaller towns in Turkelyy say that past unfair treatment is why it takes longer for
minority group members to find housing in a gaoeighbourhood
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Figure28. Factors influencing the perception that the existing inequalities are likely due to structuraihfpast
present) discrimination, OLS estimates
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Note: Dependent variable is the perception of how likely it is thatiéfseribed inequality in a given sphere is due
to the given minority group having been unfairly treated in the past (rated onlal21A y i & Ol £ ST n
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Nondiscriminationrelated justifications for inequalities

Apart from justifications pertaining to different types of discrimination, respondents were also asked
to assess how likely it is that the described inequality in a given spiaselue to the lack ofthe
necessary local skills and/or knowledgmong membes of a given minority group, aueto the fault
of members of the given minority groupgigure29 presents the results of the 18 modelsat regress
support for the former justification on the same set of variables as befoshows that theminority
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group to which a respondent was assigniead an impact on the perception of housing market and
policing inequalitiesn the Netherlandslabour and housing market inequalities Belgium, and
policing inequalitiein GermanySpecificallyDutch respondentsvere less supportive of the view that

the existing inequalitiesvere likely due to members of a given minority grolggkingthe necessary

local skills and/or knowledge when asked about minorities distinguished based on skin colour or race
thanwhen askedhbout minorities distinguishedased on religion or belieffiousing and policingdr

than when askedbout people of foreign origin (housin®elgianand Germarparticipants were more
supportive of this justification respective spherewith regard to people of foreign origin thamith

regard toracial minorities.

In all countries except for the Netherlands and Turkeye avas positively associated with the
perception that the described inequalities in the labour market are likely due to members of a given
minority grouplacking the necessary local skills and/or knowledgepolicing, the positive association
was present only in Hungarin the housing markeit was presenin Hungary and Polandh Turkey

in turn, the association between age and support for this justification for housing market inequalities
was negativeWomen were more likely than men to attribute the described ineqiedito a lackof

skill and knowledge among minorities only in Turkey when inequality concerned the labour market
and in Hungary when it concerned the housing market. In the Netherlavalsenwere more likely

than men toattribute more frequent police stopef minoritiesto alack ofknowledge about the local
laws and regulationamong minorities Otherwise, gender was not significantly related to support for
this justification.Education did not prove to be a consistent predictor of support for this justification
either. All dse held constant, individuals with secondary education in Belgium were less supportive of
this justification forthe labour and housing market inequalities than individuals with primary
education.In Polandpeople with highetevels ofeducation were more likely thathosewith less than
secondary education to attribute the described inequalities in the housindketa@nd policing to this
reason The samewas true forrespondents in Turkewith regardto inequalities in policingHigher
levels ofsupport for this justification for the existing inequalitie®s foundamong highly educated
individuals than among peoplwith secondary education in Polandth regardto the labour market,

the Netherlandsvith regardto the housing market, ansh Hungary and Turkeyith regardto policing.

In Hungary, those with higher education were also more supportithigfustificaion with regard to
police stops than those with primary educatiadl else held constant

Lifesatisfactionif significanfin most cases was positively related to the belief thktck of necessary
skills or knowledgéikely causel the described inequalityHowever, his wasonly true for Turkey
(acrossall life spheres considered), in the Netherlamdth regardto housing market inequalities and
in Belgiumwith regardto policing.In one caseahigher level of life satisfactionas related to lower
support for this justificationthis concerned labour market inequalities in Germdfipancial security
was not a significant predictaf this justificationoverall The only exception was Hungary, where
higher levetof selfperceival financial securityvere associated with greater tendency to vievower
earnings andnferior job prospects for the minority employees tife fictitious company as the result
of alack of necessary skills or knowled@tgroup contacwas also largelyon-significant.lt was
significantly related to the perception that the existing inequalitisslikely due to members of a given
minority grouplacking the necessary local skills and/or knowledggy in Germany, where higher

proportion of minority memS NBE | Y2y 3 NBalLlR2yRSyiaQ FNASyYyRa 41 a

justification pointing to structural differences in skills or knowledge as the cause of the described
labour market inequalitiedt was also significantly related to this perceptio®atand, wherea higher
proportion ofoutgroupY SYo SNE | Y2y 3 NB aadetyerR Sngré sugportivNdf e R a
statement that more frequent police stops among the given minority gnwepe due to members of
this grouplacking knowledgeof local laws and regulationdMinority status was notgenerallya
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significant predictor of support fahis justification. The only exception was the Netherlands, where
the two were positively associated in relation to inequalities in polidRightwing political leaning
was positively related to the belief that the described inequalitiese dueto alack of local skills or
knowledge across the six countrjésit thiswas not always statistically significant. Lower earnings and
worse jobs among minoritgmployeesvere more likely to be attributed talack of skills or knowledge

by the more conservativerespondents in all countrieexceptfor Turkey.The bnger timetaken by
minority members to find housing in a good neighbourhood was more likely to be vievikd @sult

of a lack of skills or knowledge needed to effectively look for housing by thee mghtleaning
respondents in Belgium, Germany and Polddéanwhile, the belief thathe more frequent police
stopsexperienced byninority memberswvere due to their lack of knowledge about the local laws and
regulations was stronger amongore rightwing respondents in Germanyhe Netherlands and
Turkey.The type of locality was unrelated to support for this justification as regards labour market
inequalitiesin any of the countriesAs regards housing market inequalities, it was only significantly
related to the belief that the underlying factor were the lacking skills or knowledge needed to
effectively look for housing in Hungary, where residents of smaller town were more supportive of this
justification than rural dwellers, all else held constaht. policing a significant relationshipvas
recorded only in Belgium and Germany, though the two countries diffgr howthe type of locality
wasrelated to support for the justification pertaining to knowledgef local laws and regulationgn
Belgium residerts of big ciies or towns were lesssupportive of it than residents of rural areas or
villages, ceteris paribus. Germanythe reverse was true.
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Figure29. Factors influencing the perception that the existing inequalities are likely due to membaiver a
minority group not having the necessary local skills and/or knowledge, OLS estimates
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Note: Dependent variable is the perception of how likely it is that the described inequality in a given sphere is due

to members of a given minority group not hagithe necessary local skills and/or knowledge (rated onolrit

a0FtSs n ' Wwy2dG G &t tA1SteQr mn I' WOSNE tA1SteQouo
econometric output, see Talsl&11.1¢A11.3 Figure prepared with the usd Stata coefplot comman@ann

2014)

Figure30 presents the results of the 18 modelsat regresssupport for the justification pointing to

the fault of the minority group on the same set @haracteristics of theminority group andthe
respondens. Overall, i demonstrates that the characteristiesead to distinguishthe minority group

did not affectthe perception that the described inequalitiese the fault of theminority group. The

only exceptionsvere Hungary, where respondents were less supportive of this justification as regards
labour marketmequalities when asked about people of foreign origiantivhen asked about religious
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minorities, and Turkey, where respondents showed lower support for this justification as regards
police stops when asked about religious minorities than when asked ahoial minorities or people
of foreign origin.

In Poland, twer people were more likelhan younger peopl¢o attribute the described disparities in
the labour and housing marksto low effort. In Belgium and Germanygawas also positively related
to support for this justificatiorwith regardto the frequency of police stopi the Netherlands, in turn,
younger people were more likely thader peopleto believe that the lack of effort is the root cause
of the described minoritynajority discrepanciesThe samewas true for Turkeywith regard to
inequalities in the housing markeGender was a significant predictor of the laffort explanation
only in Germany and Turkegndnotin all spheres of life. In Germany, men were miidtely tosupport

it than women when asked about inequalities in the labour and housing nsuddeelse held constant.
In Turkey, these were women who were more likely to attribwterse outcomesmong minoitiesin
the labour market and policing the fault of theminoritiesthemselvesEducation levaelas negatively
related to support for this justificationf significant. Irthe case ofabour market inequalitiessupport
for this justificationwas loweramong highly educated individuals thamongthose with primary
education in all countries except for Poland and TurkayBelgium, there was also a significant
difference betweenthose with primary educationand those with secondary educatigras well &
between those with secondalgducationandthosewith higher education. The latter was also true for
respondents in Hungary, the Netherlands and Turk&ggardng housing market inequalitiesa
significant gap in perceptionsas observedetween those with primargeducationand those with
higher educatiorin Belgium, Germany and Hungary. In Belgium and Gerpassignificant difference
was observedbetween those with primargducationand those vith secondary education, while in all
countriesexceptfor Germany and the Netherlandsbetween those with secondargducationand
those with higher educatiorfinally, as regards inequalities in policing, a significantxgesobserved
between people wit primary education and those with higher education in the Western European
countries. Moreover, a significant gap was also recorded in Belgium between individuals with primary
and with secondary educatioras well asbetween those with secondary and thoseith higher
educationin Belgium, Hungary and the Netherlands
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confidence intervals. For complete econometric output, see FAbR1¢A12.3 Figure prepared with the use of

Stata coefplot comman@@ann 2014)

If significant,ife satisfactiorwas positively related to the belief that inequalities occur due tack of
effort on the part ofminority members. This was true in Hungary, the Netherlands and Turkey with
regard to labour market inequalitie$n Hungary, Poland and Turkey with regard to housing market
inequalities andin Poland with regard to policing. The ordyceptionwas Germawy, wherepeople
who were moresatisfied with life were less likely to attribute existing inequalities in policing to

z

YAY2NR{& I NFdznkhésecridyywasTyendrillyi ubrelated to support for this justification,
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exceptfor the Netherland and Bglum, where thosavho felt more financiallysecure were less likely

to believe thatalack of effortwas the root cause of the described disparities in the labour and housing
markets, respectivelyContact withoutgroupmembers made people in Belgium lesgpportive of the
statement that minority members earn less and have worse jobs because they are not trying hard
enough. It also made people in the Netherlands and Germany less likely to claim that it takes longer
for minorities to find housing in a goodcighbourhood due to their lack of effort. In Poland, in turn,
those witha higher share obutgroupmembers in their social networks were more likely to attribute
more frequent police stops among minority members to members of this group breaking timedeav
often. In the remaining countrgpheres contact was not a significant predictor of support for this
justification. Rightwing poltical orientation was consistently positively related to support for this
justification across thestudied countries andspheres(with the exception of Turkey as regards
policing) Minority ingroup status did not explain support for the own fault justificatievith the
exception of the Netherlands, where those belargto the given minority were more supportive of

this judification in relation tothe labour and housing markébequality than comparable majority
members andin Belgium, where the samapplied toinequalities inpolicing. When all the other
variables are accounted fomdality size was unrelated to support fahe justification for housing
market inequalitied SSNII F Ay Ay 3 (2 YAy 2TNAonlgsigvifSantdifexidh® was thg T | dz
one between residents of big towns and cities vs. residents of smaller towns in Hungafyikeyas
regards labour market inequalities and police staphsugh the sigin the former country went inthe
opposite direction than in the lattetOtherwise the only other significant difference was between
urban and rural dwellers in Belgiumhere rural dwellerswere more likely to view more frequent
police stopof minorities aghe fault of the minoritiesthemselves
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6. Summary

Our results show that the perception of ethnic, racial, religious and ebgged inequalities and their
causes differed between the six European countries covered by the RAISE WP4 survey and between
the three spheres of life considered. These differences make it difficult to summarise the results
without oversimplifying the complex reality. Nevertheless, wi#é try to discuss the most important
findings below, comparing them against the results of previous studies, which were mostly focused on
the US.

In our first experiment, which took the form of a factorial survey experiment, we asked respondents
to compae the outcomes of three minority groups in three life spheres: the labour market, the housing
market and policing against theuttomes of the majority group. The setsthfee minority groups,
which were defined by their ethnicity, religion and migrati&tatus, were assigned to respondents at
randomfrom a larger pool of setverall, the perception that minority members are disadvantaged
relative to majority members was not very strong in the countries studied, yet stronger in the three
Western Europearcountries in the study than in Poland and Hungary. An exception was the
Netherlands with regard thousingmarketinequalities where respondents found majority members

to be slightly disadvantaged relative to minoritid$is result may be explained byetffiact thatthe
WK2dza Ay 3 O HAakeht issuin ke Nethérlan8sythahas beerlinked to migration by many

¢ mostly radical right, politician& Of F AYAYy 3 (GKIFG ySgO2YSNE .Wil{1S I 4

However, the most striking were thegelts for Turkey, where respondents on average found Turks to

be disadvantaged compared to minorities in all spheres of life considered. This is consistent with the
claims present in the public discourse, including in the media, that aid provided to esfstgying in
Turkey by the UNHCR and the European Union (distributed through the Red Crescent) put them in a
more privileged position than Turks. The perception that immigrants, particularly refugees from Syria,
are advantaged relative to Turks was so egidread in the Turkish society that the government
initiated a public communication campaign aimed at rectifying some of the most widely widespread
misperceptions concerning Syrian refugees. This included rumours that they receive government
support that & not available for Turk$.It is possible that these perceptions related to the largest
refugee groups, such as Syrians, were projected onto other minority groups. Turkey also stood out
from the other countries studied in terms of the role of differentributes of minority groups that
GSNBE O2YLI NBR gA0GK (GKS YFI22NARGE 3INRdzL) Ay &Kl LAY 3

When studying perceived inequalities, we attempted to disentangle the effects of three attributes:
ethnicity, religion and migratn status. The influence of ethnicity differed between countries and life
spheres considered. The most general conclusion is that ethnicity of a minority group mattered in
AKILIAY3 LIS2LX SQa LISNODSLIiAz2ya 27F Ay Sdndanigratighh Sa > A
status. Althouglit was not consistent across all countries and spheres, there seemed to be a hierarchy
of ethnicities, in terms of their perceived inequality to the majority group. On average, groups
described as Roma, Afghan, Syrian oeNagm were considered as more disadvantageldtiveto the
majority than groups described as Ukrainian or Chinese, with Turk, Bosniak and Indian ethnicities
positioned somewhere in between. Compared to the other five countries, Turkey noted relatitkely lit
difference between ethnicities. Interestingly, in Turkey, neither religion nor migration status mattered
for the perception of inequalities, regardless of the life sphere. In the remaining five countries, people
generally perceived minority groups boatroad as facing more inequalities than those born in the

15 Seehttps://www.goc.gov.tr/kurumlar/goc.gov.tr/Yayinlar/Brosurler/ddoilinenyanl/DogruBilinen
Yanlislar.pdf and https://multeciler.org.tr/suriyelilerdevletten-para-alivormu/ (in Turkish), accessed: May
20HNHpPp ® 2 S GKI VAl 4AERSY YSyGYSy T2 NJ R)\NB()[’]AYEI dza {2
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country. However, it did not matter for the perception of inequalities whether the group was described
as having come to save their lives or to make their life better. This last result was conacstess all
countries and life spheres. Moreover, when described as Muslim, the minority group was perceived as
being more disadvantageelative to the majority than when described as Christian in all countries
apart from Turkey, and the Netherlands wvitegard to housing market inequalities. Thiggestshat
peoplein Western and Central European states in the sfuglgeived Muslim and immigrant penalties

to be present in their societies.

On the top ofstudying theeffects of the three attributes of minority groups compared with the
majority, we also attempted to identify characteristics of respondents associated with the perception
of inequalities. However, identification of common trends in the predictors of perceivepialigies
proved to be a challenging task. The factors considered were hardly ever significant across all the
countries and spheres of life studied and sometimes they differed not only in magnitude, but also in
the direction of the relationship. These inded for instance age, life satisfaction, and, most
surprisingly, minority status. Of the characteristics considered, financial security was the one most
consistently related to the perception of inequalities between the majority and minority groups across
the countries and spheres studiedvith those who felt more financially secure being more perceptive

of inequalitiesto the disadvantage of minoritie$olitical orientation was a significant predictor in all
three spheres of life in all countries excépt Hungary. In all of these countries but Turkey being more
right-wing was associated with a lower perception of inequality to the disadvantage of minorities. In
Turkey, in turn, a more conservative worldview was consistently associated with a loweivpérc
minority advantageln other words, it may be stated that righting political leaning was negatively
related to perceived inequalitiesOverall, if significant, the perception that minorities are
disadvantaged relative to the majority tended to iease with growing levels of education and
growing size of the locality. Although not without exceptions, women were generally more perceptive
of inequalities than menilf significant, outgroup contactvas consistently positively related to the
perception d inequalitiesto the disadvantag of minorities. Interpreted in terms of its relationship

with inequalities as suchthe contactinequalities relationshipdepended @ the valenceof the
perception¢ increasng the perception that minorities are disadvamgad relative to the majority or
redudngthe perception thatminoritiesare advantaged compared the majority. This result is in line

with perspective takingwith majority memberswvith greatercontact withminorities seeing themas

more disalvantaged(or less advantaged).

In our second experiment, we presented respondents with a description of existing inequalities in each
of the three life spheres studied in the first experiment, along with a list of potential causes of these
inequalities. We then askl them to assess how likely they thought it was that a specific reason was
at the roots of thedescribed inequality. In answering these questions, respondents were randomly
assigned to one dhe three minority group: people of different religions or biefs than the majority,
people of different [skin colour or race] than the majority and people of foreign origin. While the
rankings of the most supported justifications differed between countries and spheres studied, similar
patterns emerged across therée minority groups.

When exposed to a description of inequality in the labour market, respondents in the three Western
European countries included in the study were most supportivihefjustification pertaining to the
diplomas and professional skills ioimigrants in the described group often not being recognised (a
form of institutional discrimination). In contrast, respondents in Hungary and Poland were, on average,
most supportive of the justification relating to members of the minority group potdigtiacking the
necessary skills or knowledge. As regdtds housing market, respondents in all the six countries
studied, on average, considered individual discrimination by landlords and real estate agents, as well
as sideeffect discrimination to be th most likely reasons for the described inequality. Respondents in
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all countries were, in turn, on average, least likely to attribute the existing inequalities in the two
spheres to the fault of the minority group, which was the most strongly supportddi¢gasion for
inequalities in policing. As regards police stofg justification relating to the police being more
lenient with the majority group members (as an operationalisation of more general institutional
discrimination) was least supported acrdke six countries.

Overall, people in the six countries tended to recognise the role of discrimination in producing racial,
religious and origitbased inequalities, and there were theubstantial differences in support for
different justifications.In particular support for justifications pertaining to structural discrimination
was not systematically weaker than for other justifications. This suggests that respondents in the six
countries did not dismiss sideffect discrimination and pash-present discrimination as potential
sources of racial, religious and oridgiased inequalities. At the same time, the level of support for any
of the justifications was rather moderate, indicatitigat people did not hold strong opinions on the
causes of inequalities. Assuming that weaker perceptions, as weaker atti(Edgty and Chaiken
1995) are easier to chage, this indicates the potential for political communication as a promising tool
for shaping public perceptions of inequalitiésterestingly, although, as shown in Experiment 1, the
perception of inequalities differed considerably in Turkagréssall spheres) and in the Netherlands

(in the housing market) as compared to the other countries, the way Turkish and Dutch respondents
justified the inequalities they were exposed to in Experiment 2 did not differ much tfmanway
respondents in the remainingpuntriesdid it.

Analysis of the factors influencing support for different justifications for religious, racial and-origin
based inequalities also failed to provide clear conclusions. Most of the factors considered did not
exhibit a consisten pattern in terms of the perceived causes of inequalities across countries and
spheres. Theignificanceand direction of the relationships studied differed between countries and
spheres of life studiedyieldingoverallinconclusiveresults While not sigificant in every country or
sphere, women were generally more supportive of justifications pertaining to different types of
discrimination than men. Similarly, people who were more satisfied with life tended to be more
supportive of them than those repdrtg lower levels of life satisfaction. Political orientation was the
factor most consistently related to the perception that different types of discriminati@na likely
cause of the described inequalities. In all countries exdepiTurkey, where thigelationship was
reversed, respondents with more righting political views were less supportive of the statements
attributing inequality to discrimination and more supportive of the justification pointing to the fault of
the minority goup.

The outcomes ancerning the relationship between political orientation and the perception of
inequalities, as well as their perceived causdgained in all the RAISE countries apart from Turkey,
align with the findings of previous studies conducted in the AmericategbnThis includes studies
demonstrating substantial partisan gaps in perceived racial inequalities, with Republican respondents
being significantly less likely to believe in inequali(ee=e e.g. Alesina, Ferroni, and Stantcheva 2024)
The findings also corroborate those of American studies in which partisanship was found to be a key
predictor of the perceived causes of racial inequalities. Specifically, Democratic/more liberal
respondentswere more likely to attribute racial dispdres to discrimination, including structural
discrimination, whereas Republican/more conservative respondents were more likely to attribute
them to individual effort or action§Alesina, Feoni, and Stantcheva 2024; Croll 2013; Kluegel 1990;
52dzRa>X hQ/2yyStfts FYR . NXGGSNI HaAMPT 1 dzyd wnnto

Surprisinglyputgroupcontact was not an important predictor of support for the justifications for the
existing inequalities pertaining to differenypes of discrimination. This stands in opposition to the
results of studies conducted in the American context, where intergroup contact was linked to a higher
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likelihood of attributing racial inequality to underlying systemic and historical factors, suslagery
and discrimination, rather than to a lack of effort on the part of minority group memfds and
Conn 2018; Mijs 2023)

In light of the previous UBased studies, another surprising result was the rather murky picture
regarding the role of minaty status in shaping both the perception of inequalities and justifications
for them. UShased studies have consistently shown that white respondents were less likely than non
White respondents to perceive inequalities in the society and to support petiifins pointing to
discrimination, even when controlling for other soclemographic variablegHartmann, Gerteis, and
Croll 2009; Croll 2013; Alesina, Ferroni, and Stantcheva 2024; Manning, Hartmann, and Gerteis 2015;
Shelton 2017; Hunt 200/ owever the racial divide in public opinion on the causes of racial inequality
has not been shown to be universal, for example, perceived determinants of inequality did not show
a division along racial lines in BrgBiailey 2002)Our findings regarding the role of the minority status
also resonate with the results of previous stusleonducted in the European context, which showed
that views on the prevalence of discrimination did not differ between immigrants and ngBedoui

and Neergaard 2009)

Furthermore, American studies provided evidence for the role of education and gender in predicting
support for different explanations for the existing inequalities. Women and more educated individuals

in the USvere more likely than men and less educatedividuals to employ structural (discrimination

related) and less likely to employ individual explanations dzy & HAnnTT 52dzRas hQ/ 2y
2019; Shelton 2017f However, this pattern was not evident in all countries and life spheres in our

study. This links to inte@2 dzy G NB RAFFSNBYy OSa G(KI lenthistore§ &f aGSY
diversity. However, different outcomes to those observed in the US may also potentially be explained

by differences in broader inequality belief systems, which tend to be more easily explained by socio
demographic factors in the US thanBarope. Thisvas illustrated by the example of the Netherlands,

as shown by Bertero and colleagu@924) This would explain why only a few sedemographic

factors were associated with support for different justifications for indifies in our sample

Our analyses confirmed that the public perception of ethnic, racial, religious and -bageu
inequalities as well aof their origins are indeed context dependent. Future studidght find it
worthwhile to nvestigate to what exant the perception of inequalities and beliefs about their roots
depend on factors such as the phaseta migration cycldFassmaniand Reeger 2012%thnic, racial
and religious diversity, the level of integration of minorities, or thetual discrimination they
experiencen the society

The fact that theaverageperception that minority members are disadvantaged relative to majority
members was not very strong and that people did not hold strong opinions on the causes of
inequalities means that awareness of inequalities aofdstructural discriminatiorunderlyirng them,

was not highoverallin the countries studied. This leaveoomfor publiccommunication campaigns
that, by raisingawareness and correcting thexisting misperceptions couladounteract structural
discriminationand, in effect, lead to greater equigty in the European societies

16 Yet as shown by Wodtk@018) the effects of education may be inflated by unobserved confoungiieg
follow from other characteristics that go hand in hand with higher level of education)

69



References

Aidenberger, Amelie, and Malte Doehmen H M ® W! vy FSAEt Ay3a 9GFSNBRIF& 5AaO0ON
Experiments on Discrimination against Religious Minorities int®&yl & Ly G4 SNJ OG A 2 y & ¢
British Journal of Sociolo@:328;46. https://doi.org/10.1111/14684446.12811.

Alesina, Alberto, Matteo F. Ferréni YR { G STl yAS {GFIyGOKS@lI ® Hanund
/| FdzaS&as | yR 2| &RBERWorkingRag2@235. ¢ KSYQ®

Auspurg, Katrin, and Thomas Hinz. 2(&ctorial Survey Experimen®8AGE Publications.

Auspurg, Katrin, Andreas Schneck, akl2TY & | Ay T ® wnmpd® W ft2aSR 522 N&
lyltedaAra 2F CAStR 9ELISNAYSyida 2y 9bungsfO 54 a0l
Ethnic and Migration Studiets (1): 95114.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2018.1489223.

Bailey, StanleyR.nnH ® We¢KS wlk OS /2yaidNHzZOi FyR tdzofAO hLRAYy
Fo2dzi wlk OALFf LySldzl f AniegcanlloUfal ¢f RABiAlOBYS 528 406 NI A Y | v i
39.

.SKil2dAT 'fANBT Y FYyR ! yYRSNA b SSNEwimkmRandthen n pd Wt
2 2 NJ LJOdur@eSaRidmigrant & Refugee Studie@t): 34¢:69.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15562940903378813.

.SNISNRI ! NIidzNRPX D2yilf2 CNIySG20A0X FyR W2yl GKI
They Look Like, Howto Stuty K SY = I Yy R 2 K &Soctallrfidatos Raseai$iNI ¢
174:44%72. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1120924-033525.

.2KNBYZ Wo ! AdftAyy: tSGiSNI I dAt yR !'fSE LYlFao H
a S| a dzNBNBBR/Wiofkity Pap29820.

Borgna, CamlE YR 5FfAG /2y 0iAYAdP Hamnd WaAINIysd ! OKAS
9RdzOF GA 2y f {Edrdpdad SokiolamitaliRe\d8RIs)67083.
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcu067.

Brunarska, Zuzanna, Marcel Lubbers, Eduardo Carfpbttlancourt Katarzyna Saczuk, Karen
Phalet, and Claudia Diehl. 20RAISE Deliverable 4.2. WP4 Survey Questionnaire
Recognition and Acknowledgement of Injustice to Strengthen Equality.

Brunarska, Zuzanna, Katarzyna Saczuk, Eduardo CaiBptielhcourt, Marcel Lubls, Claudia
5ASKEZ YR YIFEINBY tKIFIf{Sid wnupd W gl NBySaa 27
- SY2LK20AFY w! L{9 2tn {d2NWBSe& 5FilFasSiQo

.dzZNYyazE ¢2Y wd HammMd We2gl NRa | ¢KS2NE 2F { GNHzOGd
Interactional MS OK I YA AYa 27F (KS ddendyBelddding andl Migr&iohY | ¢ Q ¢
edited by Gerard Delanty, Ruth Wodak, and Paul Joneg,7252iverpool: Liverpool
University Press.

Campbell, Angus, and Howard Schuman. 18@&ial Attitudes in Fifteen Americ&ities Ann Arbor:

Survey Research Center, Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan.

I FYyGdlrtAyAS {0SFlLy2Y wlFFIFISES DdzSGdG2 FyR blill NBy
Western European Regions: Is the European Integration Mad€lr@ed When Differences
GAUKAY [ 2dzy G NA Heémodraglic Respaydd RB):$8EB2R K Q
https://doi.org/10.4054/DemRes.2022.46.23.

TTT® HAHO® WOUKYAO 213S tSyrftde FyR IdzYkty [/ FLAGE
Recent Migrants in 11 BarlLJS | Y/ Ardeyhatibidal Magation Review7 (1): 32856.
https://doi.org/10.1177/01979183221099481.

/| 2Yyy2NE t KAfEALE yR alGGKAFE Y2SYyA3d Hnmpd WIOEL
Europe: Individualevel Effects and Ethre S t A 3 A 2 dzBoctalS¢idnde Résé&aici)
49:191¢201. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2014.08.001.

Crol,Pauw® HAmMo® WOELX Iyl dAz2ya F2N wkOALf 5A&FRGIYy(l
{ARSa 27 L ySI|H#dnitdnd Racial $tudiBéY(S:MI7O | Q ©

70



5A {lGlQ&aArzzx 2z fSYydGAYlrZ FYR .NXYY [FyOSSd® Haund W'y
and against Whom: The Potential of Ckdétional, Factorial and Muisroup Field
9 E LIS N ReSegrdhidncSdial Stratification and Mob#ify100463.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2019.100463.

52dz2Ra&X YAINI 203 | SIGKSHISMOPh@hagpPpSWEES| wROWSH AT
LySldz-tAdGey 126 wlkOAIFIf |1 ASNINOKASE FyR 2KAGS
Ly S|j dbufBaisiRe@ed6 (1): 883106. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742058X19000018.

Eagly, Alice H., and Shelly Chaikedpp9® W! GG A GdzRS { GNBYy3IGK=Z ! GGAGdzRS
/ Ky 3Mtiude Strefigth. Antecedents and Consequenedited by Richard E. Petty and
Jon A. Krosnick, 4¢32. New York: Psychology Press.

CraavYlyys 1 SAyTl I I yR Innigiatah Countri8sSraERMNGES. The/Coneept atdld h f R £
9YLIANRKOFf 99deNPYIUF IS Qdr AYyANI GA2ya Y ¢NByRaz { iGN
SRAGSR 0@ al¢dBNISAOE Rdseafich Amsterdam: Amsterdam University
Press.

Ctl 38z | t S HhniyatlGemdenDisanimidatiow @ the Rental Housing Market: Evidence
from a MetaAnalysis of Correspondence Tests, 20061 mJo@rdl of Housing Economics
41:251;73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2018.07.003.

DdZNAY S tFOGNROAFZT ! NIKdzNJ I & aAffSNE FyR DSNIfR Dd
Social Psychology Quarted$ (1): 3@47.

| FAYyYdzsSt t SNE WSyasz 51FyASt Wod | 2LNAYAEAT YR ¢ SLILISA
Analysis:Undeér (i F YRAY 3 adz GARAYSyaArzylf [/ K2A0Sa GAl
Political Analysi22 (1): £30. https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpt024.

Ly [/ KNRAGAYST WEHY DSNXYSY WHYYFIFGX . NE2yeée |1 2&81A
Inequalities: Implication¥ 2 NJ { 2 O A ILEAKESRRéRa@rch Pa&fs ¢

I FNIYFYyYyY 52daftFas W2aSLIK DSNISA&aT FyR tldAg wo /
¢ KS2NEBY | ARRSY ScEidlPryblemnssd (8): 4082¢.8 K Q

Hays, Danica G., Catherine Y. Chang, and[Sebtt 5 SO{ SN HAanT® WLYAUGALf 5S¢
t a8 0K2YSUNARO 5FGF F2N 0KS NMeddurgnment &ridl GvalbagioR  h LILINI
in Counseling and Developmettl (2): 6679.

I SFIKE !'yiK2yes YR WSIFYy al NIAY ®AOa mb WS lPdzk i/ A v 6 A
[ I 02 dzNJ EthnNhn8 Racigl Studids (6): 100§27.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2012.657660.

| StotAy3ds al NOX YR wWAOKIFNR ¢NIdzy YNff SN HAaHnd Y
Feelings Toward Ethnicity, Refigf I YR wSf A3A2&A (& Brifishyodrmal { dzNIJ¢
of Political Sciencg0 (3): 81%28. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123418000054.

| SYNEZ td WP YR 5F@FAR hod { SIPelfichl Psycholog38 2W¢ KS { &Y
253¢83.

Hy iz alddKSg hod wnntd W FNAOFIY ' YSNAOIYS | AaLl yA
Inequality, 197¢H n n Anterizan Sociological Revi@® (June): 39¢115.

WEYYEFEEFGZ WY DSNXYSY® Hanmod W{dzo2SOUGABS LygnSljdzr £ A
t S2 L) SQ& =+ A S ¢ aEutoeandurndl of Sagioldgy (8)(1357R%P
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003975613000209.

WEYYS .Syd wuamnd Wtf200Ay3 wS InStata Jo@nal: RronbtifigF A OA Sy
Communications on Statissi@and Statd 4 (4): 70&37.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1536867X1401400402.

YAAE SO 9f@FI1{AYD HAMT® W5SOALIKSNAYI (GKS -a90KYyAO
/ £ aaATASR a RbcialAni&DS ResdafB4: 725464 & Q ©
https://doi.org/10.1007/s1120816-1451-x.

Y SAYSS6ASAST Wdz Al ® H nH-EffgienvBadtarial SuBvayrORsRAs Qrmplacts©fi Y R A Y
58aA3y wSazfdziaz2y 2 yMethdds) DafajiAyialyse6 YPR31EM.Y LI S { AT ¢
https://doi.org/10.12758/mda.2021.13

71



Yt dz§3aStx WHYSa wod mddbnd We NBWHREGap iy Sogidédoioia Q 9 E LI |
Status, 197 ¢y Aprferizan Sociological Reviél (4): 51225.

YdzKFSE RET 2FNNBY Co® wuamnd Wal N] SGAy3T wSaSkNOK aSi
Co2AYyidiX YR DN} LKAOFf ¢SOKyAljdz$SaQd /I NBX b/ X
[FYyOSST . NIY® HAaumMd WIOGKYAO S5AAONRYAYLFGAZ2Y AY 1A

fromaCrosd I G A2y | f CA SduiRal & Ethdis Al MigrafionSwdits (6):
1181¢1200. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1622744.

[ AS0Ss 't¥FZX YR 1 SA12 .S&8SNW HAHmM® WOEIFIYAYAYy3I 5A
QELISNAYSYy il 2y wl OA & Ydoukndl ofiEtkrfic afd Rigistory Sudds 02 vy 2 Y& Q «
(9): 206%,88. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1710118.

Lippens, Louis, Siel Vermeiren, and StiinBaert.tH o @ W¢ KS {41 4GS 2F 4 ANAYy3 5A
lylrfteara 2F 61 ftyvyzadao !t ESdpSy BeonorgidRedew LJ2 Y RS Y (
151:104315. https://doi.orfLl0.1016/j.euroecorev.2022.104315.

[ dzi KN} 2 wSySS wod Hanmod WIOELX IAYyAy3d 9GKYyAO LySl|dz
LyadAadGdziazyaszr / 2y iSE( E@dpeawSobdogiiniR2WeE(5) y R . 2 dzy |
1095%1107. https://doi.org/10.1093/e8jcs081.

al yyAy3s 1 tS8Ex 52datla IFNIYIYyysS FyR w2aSLK DSNI
Lyl feaara 2F / 2NB ¢ Sy Sias SociglogFok RadeNihdEtriddfya = | y R
(4): 532.46.

aheazr W2yl G4KIy WolnequalityindoequaMAm&itaNgow Meterogeneydni
[ 2t €£S3S {KILISa {GdzRSyiaQ .SfASTAERdsenmhdzii a SNAR {2
Social Stratification and Mobili§5:100814. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2023.100814.

Mo, Cecilia Hyunjung, Y R YIF G KI NAYS ad /2yyd Hamyd W2 KSy 52
Disadvantages of Others? AQuast LIS NA YSy (| £ { ( dzRAeneriah Pdiiticall A 2 y | £
Science Revietl2 (4): 72t41. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000412.

Mutz, Diana C. 201PopulationBased Survey Experimen®inceton, Oxford: Princeton University
Press.

bSftazys ¢K2Yla 9®> |yR 5FNIftSe WwW2aSft daites, HAHHD Y/
Groups, and Identitiettps://doi.org/10.1080/21565503.2022.2061361.

Neville, Helen A., Roderick L. Lilly, Georgia Duran, Richard M. Lee, and Ladamae 2)00.

W/ 2y adNHzOGA2Y | yR LY AGRYR wi IGANRI G AG20yA G20FR SBK § O
Journal of Counseling Psycholdgy(1): 5¢70.

t I 3SNE 5SOIKE YR | Iyl {KSLKSNR® Hannyd® We¢KS {20A
EmploynBy = | 2dzaAy 33 / NBRAAndual Review of Sovicglogg88:NJ a | NJ S i
181¢2009.

t AOOAG(Gl2Y DAZ2NBA2S al dNAT A2 ! @2t yR blllNBy?2

labor market attainment: An analysis of the ethnic penalt§2nWVestern European
O 2 dzy (Imgnatdraldournal of Comparative Sociol66y(2): 1239.

t AYOdzaZ CNBR® mMppc® WS5AAONAYAYLIGA2Y [/ 2YSa Ay aly
American Behavioral Scient# (2): 18§94.

Quillian,Line f y> ! yiK2ye& | SIGKZ 5S@FK tI3SNE ! NYTAYY | c
| SESt® nnmpd W52 {2YS /2dzy iNASE S5AAO0ONRYAYIl GS
QELISNARAYSyida 27F wl O ISéciological SeNAEMEVE6. G A2y AY | AN
https://doi.org/10.15195/v6.a18.

{KSti2ys WHaz2y 9 Hamtd W' 5NBIFY 5SFSNNBRK t NARJA
L y S|j ddbutBaigiRewed® (1): 7891. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742058X16000370.

{ YAGKZ [/ FyRAA 2| {0a oradoindivideal Atidutods0ABiACK DiSabhRNYagel G NXzO
1383 tSNA2RI FyR /2K2NI 97FFSO( aJoengll of Black O1 9 E LJt
Studies#A5 (5): 43252.

{dzZ 5Fy>Y FyYyR tS0iSNJad {GSAYSNXP HnAaHstrdcting! v 9@t dz {
+A3JySGGS {Sia Botiol@icaDNeghdk & ReseprhiRY £6§9%7.Q ¢
https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124117746427.

72



Thijssen, Lex, Frank Van Tubergen, Marcel Coenders, Robert Hellpap, and Suzanne Jak. 2022.
W5 A a8 ONR YA Y (iMugliyi Miiofity GrédupsniWesteyhFSocieties: Evidence From a
Meta! VI f @83A & 2F QritehfitiBnalMiglat®mNReYiedvy G & Q ®
10.1177/01979183211045044, 56 (3): &88.

2Sy1T s {SoltadAly 9® Hnun® W5AaONRKYA ypiricsbi2zy A
¢SFOKSNARQ {(iSNB2GeLISas t NBeEHSchifedreihe§. R 5

https://doi.org/10.21241/ssoar.67307.

AffAFYAaX aStAaale® wnnnd WLY 5SFSyO0OS 2F ! FFANXIE G

9 dzNR LIS+ y /Canydiirg Racikl Qiscriyination: Affirmative Action as a Model for
Europe edited by Erna Appelt and Monika Jarosclg /1 Oxford: Berg Publishers.

22R01S2 DS2FFNBE ¢d Hnmyd® WeKS 9FFSGodal 2F 9 RdzOI i
Psychology Queerly 81 (4): 27894. https://doi.org/10.1177/0190272518804145.

2 NBYOKSX W2Ky® Hamc® W5dzoA2dza ¢e&LJSa FyR . 2dzyRINE
2T 5 A a O NBUYWoykingiPayRS@836/39.

,SYLYSs: wdzil @ HAH N de? Phe Rotedaf Rade Cavparesl fo Ethrikidy | REligion3
andNomr2 KAGS t KSy20GeLIS Ay 9ELIX IAYAY3I I ANARYy3I 5Aa4aC
Research in Social Stratification and Mob#i$y100552.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rssm.2020.100552.

Zhang, Nan2IK I Yyl DSNB1SZ IyR 5StAl . FfRIFI&aFNNARSDP HAHH
I CASEt R 9ELISNR Y S Eiropday SodidoficabRe\idB§7%38S i N2 Q @
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcac008.

%aOKANY G 9@F3 | yR 5 AriRikafiodinWMidrg Récigiohs: A Mefualpsis$fo (i Ky A O
Correspondence Tests 1990 1 mJo@rdl of Ethnic and Migration Studia (7): 111§34.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2015.1133279.

>
©
z X
o
N
()

N

73



Appendix

Design of #periment 1

Table AlThe sets obutgroup profiledor Experiment 1

Set  Profile x1=ethnicity x2=religion x3=immigrant status & reason for immigratin
1 Syrians Christian came to [country] to make their lives better
2 Ukrainians  non-religious came to [country] to save their lives
1 Turks
3 (Turkmens  Muslim have lived in [country] since birth
in Turkey)
1 Syrians non-religious came to [country] to save their lives
2 2 Bosniaks Muslim came to [country] to make their lives better
3 Indians Christian have lived in [country$ince birth
1 Chinese Muslim have lived in [country] since birth
Turks
3 2 (Turkmens  non-religious came to [country] to make their lives better
in Turkey)
3 Nigerians non-religious came to [country] to save their lives
1 Roma Christian came to[country] to save their lives
4 2 Chinese Muslim came to [country] to make their lives better
3 Syrians non-religious have lived in [country] since birth
1 Chinese Christian came to [country] to make their lives better
5 2 Bosniaks non-religious came to [country] to save their lives
3 Indians Muslim have lived in [country] since birth
1 Afghans Muslim have lived in [country] since birth
6 2 Chinese Christian came to [country] to save their lives
3 Bosniaks non-religious came to [country] to make their lives better
1 Roma Muslim came to [country] to save their lives
Turks
7 2 (Turkmens  non-religious have lived in [country] since birth
in Turkey)
3 Indians Christian came to [country] to make thelives better
1 Afghans Muslim came to [country] to make their lives better
Turks
8 2 (Turkmens non-religious came to [country] to save their lives
in Turkey)
3 Bosniaks non-religious have lived in [country] since birth
Turks
1 (Turkmens  Muslim came to [country] to make their lives better
9 in Turkey)
2 Indians Christian came to [country] to save their lives
3 Nigerians non-religious have lived in [country] since birth
10 1 Afghans Muslim came to [country] to save their lives
2 Chinese Christian have lived in [country] since birth
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3 Ukrainians  non-religious came to [country] to make their lives better
1 Afghans non-religious came to [country] to save their lives
11 2 Indians Muslim came to [country] to make their livdsetter
3 Nigerians Christian have lived in [country] since birth
1 Roma Muslim have lived in [country] since birth
12 2 Syrians Christian came to [country] to save their lives
3 Indians non-religious came to [country] to make their livdsetter
1 Roma Christian came to [country] to make their lives better
13 2 Chinese Muslim came to [country] to save their lives
3 Indians non-religious have lived in [country] since birth
1 Roma non-religious have lived in [country] sindairth
14 2 Ukrainians  Christian came to [country] to save their lives
3 Nigerians Muslim came to [country] to make their lives better
1 Syrians Christian have lived in [country] since birth
15 2 Bosniaks Muslim came to [country] to save thelives
3 Nigerians non-religious came to [country] to make their lives better
1 Roma Muslim came to [country] to make their lives better
16 2 Ukrainians  non-religious have lived in [country] since birth
3 Bosniaks Christian came to [country] tasave their lives
1 Syrians non-religious came to [country] to make their lives better
17 2 Ukrainians  Christian have lived in [country] since birth
3 Nigerians Muslim came to [country] to save their lives
1 Afghans non-religious came to[country] to make their lives better
18 2 Syrians Muslim have lived in [country] since birth
3 Nigerians Christian came to [country] to save their lives
1 Ukrainians  Christian came to [country] to make their lives better
19 2 Bosniaks Muslim havelived in [country] since birth
3 Indians non-religious came to [country] to save their lives
1 Chinese non-religious came to [country] to make their lives better
20 2 Syrians Muslim came to [country] to save their lives
3 Bosniaks Christian havelived in [country] since birth
1 Roma non-religious came to [country] to save their lives
21 2 Bosniaks Christian came to [country] to make their lives better
3 Nigerians Muslim have lived in [country] since birth
1 Chinese non-religious have lived in [country] since birth
22 2 Indians Muslim came to [country] to save their lives
3 Nigerians Christian came to [country] to make their lives better
1 Roma non-religious came to [country] to make their lives better
2 Afghans non-religious have lived in [country] since birth
23 Turks
3 (Turkmens  Muslim came to [country] to save their lives
in Turkey)
1 Roma Christian have lived in [country] since birth
24 2 Chinese non-religious came to [country] to save thelives
3 Syrians Muslim came to [country] to make their lives better
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Definitions and summary statistics

Table A2. The definitions and summary statistics dhalariables included in the analysis

Variable Code N Mean Stapdgrd Min Max Survey question used
Deviation
Long dataset
Perception of inequalities Dive.rse peqple Iivg in [country]. Amotfiem are, for example,
[profiles defined within Experiment-lsee Data & Methods]
2 » a (i . X . . 5 &
Labour market (PLMI) 35907 035 3.08 5 5 K2 R2 @2dz GKAyl Kba b KINRSN
labour market?
Housing market (PHMI) 35,907 0.24 3.17 -5 5 Who do you think has a harder time finding housing?
Policing (PPSI) 35,907 0.80 2.86 -5 5 Who do you think is more likely to be stopped by the police?
Wide dataset
Gender(gender) 11,969 0.51 0.50 0 1 Which option best describes you? (female snhle = 0)
Age(age) 11969  43.98 1453 18 70  Inwhatyear were you born?
Recoded into age
Education(education) 11,969 What is the highest level of education you have completed?
lower secondary or less 0 1,677
uppersecondary 6,055
tertiary 4,237
- . . -
Life satisfactiorlife_satisf) 11,969 355 0.98 1 5 9n the whole, how satisfied or not are you with the life you lead? A
e 2 dzX K
Financiakecurity (fin_security) 11969 3.47 196 1 6 Does the total income of your household allow you to cover all
necessary expenses?
Locality(locality) 11,969 22dA R 82dz RSAONROGS (KS LXFOS ¢
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rural area or village 1
aYrff 2N YSRAdzYmé 2

large town or city 3

Political orientation (right)

Contact with racial outgroup members (contact_rac

Contact with religious outgroup members
(contact_rel)

Contactwith people of foreign origin (contact_forigir

Contact with nativescpntact_natives)

Outgroup contac{contact)

Contact for justifications
(contact_justifications)

3,010
4,052

4,907

10,572

11,718

11,745

10,419

1,324

11,806

11,969

5.26

1.16

1.40

1.13

2.59

1.29

0.29

2.69

1.08

1.12

1.02

1.22

0.93

0.45

77

10

In politics, people talk of "the left" and "the right". Thinking about yc
political views, where would you place yourself on this scale, where
means the left and 10 means the right?

recoded (98=.)

How many of your friends in [country] are of different [skin colour o
race] than you?
recoded (95=.)

How many of your friends in [country] are of different religion or
beliefs than you?
recoded (95=.)

Asked if having both parents born in the country
How many of your friends in [country] are of foreign origin?
recoded (95=.)

Asked if having at least one parent not born in the country

26 Ylye 2F 282dz2NJ FTNASYRa Ay (
group]?

recoded (95=.)

Mean of contact_race, contact_rel, contact_forigin and
contact_natives

Recoded contact_race, contact_rel, contact_forigin and
contact_natives

1 if contact_race, contact_rel, contact_forigin and contact_natives :
depending on theminority group assigned in Experiment 2

0 otherwise



Migration background (minority_birth)

Racial minorityrinority_race)

Religious minority (minority_rel)

Minority for justifications (minority_justifications)

Justifications for inequality
Labour market

people of different religions or beliefs

JILMI1

JILMI2
JILMI3

JILMI4

JILMIS

JILMI6
JILMI7

11,969

11,969

11,969

11,969

3,988

3,988
3,988

3,988

3,988

3,988
3,988

0.11

0.12

0.07

0.10

6.37

5.13
5.83

5.29

5.66

6.17
4.81

0.32

0.32

0.26

0.30

2.50

2.63
2.62

2.68

2.53

2.57
2.79

78

10

10
10

10

10

10
10

1if at least one parent was not born in the country
0 otherwise

Do you consider yourself to be of a different [skin colour or race] th
Y2alil wO2dzyiNEQa YI22NA{G& 3INEPddzd

Do you consideyourself to be of a different religion or beliefs than
Yy2aild wO2dzyiNEQA YI22NAGE& 3IANRddz

Recoded minority_birth, minority_race, minority_rel

1 if minority_birth, minority_race, minority_rel = 1 depending on the
minority group assigned in Experiment 2

0 otherwise

A company in [country@mploys diverse people. Among them are
LIS2LX S 2F RATFSNByd NBtAIA2Ya
group]. Members of this group earn less and have worse jobs than
Yy2aid 2F GKS O2YLI yeQa wO2dzy i NE
Whatdoyouthink:hg f A1 St& Aa AdG GKIFG 7
the diplomas and professional skills of immigrants in this group are
often not recognised

existing regulations favour majority members

employers are prejudiced against this group and discriminate

this group is discriminated in other spheres, for example, in access
child care, which makes it harder for them to get better jobs

members of this group were unfairly treated in the past and it is
difficult for them to work their way out of lowepaid jobs

members of this group may not have the necessary skills or knowls
members of this group are not trying hard enough



people of different [skin colour or race]

JILMI1

JILMI2
JILMI3

JILMI4

JILMIS

JILMI6
JILMI7

people of foreign origin

JILMI1

JILMI2
JILMI3

JILMI4

JILMIS

JILMI6
JILMI7

Housing market

3,985

3,985
3,985

3,985

3,985

3,985
3,985

3,996

3,996
3,996

3,996

3,996

3,996
3,996

6.36

5.28
5.97

5.48

5.78

6.12
4.79

6.45

5.22
5.90

5.36

5.72

6.24
4.82

2.55

2.69
2.65

2.72

2.59

2.58
2.84

2.47

2.63
2.60

2.69

251

2.54
2.80

79

10

10
10

10

10

10
10

10

10
10

10

10

10
10

A company in [country] employs diverse people. Among them are
people of different [skin colour or race] than mastO 2 dzy (i NB Q
group]. Members of this group earn less and have worse jobs than
Y2ald 2F GKS O2YLl yeéeQa wO2dzy i NE
2 KFG R2 &2dz GKAYlY K2g tA{1Ste
the diplomas angbrofessional skills of immigrants in this group are
often not recognised

existing regulations favour majority members

employers are prejudiced against this group and discriminate

this group is discriminated in other spheres, for example, in access
child care, which makes it harder for them to get better jobs

members of this group were unfairly treated in the past and it is
difficult for them to work their way out of lowepaid jobs

members of this group may not have the necessary skills or knowle
members of this group are not trying hard enough

A company in [country] employs diverse people. Among them are

people of foreign origin. Members of this group earn less and have
worse jobs than mostofth®2 Y LI y & Qa «wO2 dzy (i NB
employees.

2Kl G R2 @&2dz GKAY|lY K2g tA]Ste

the diplomas and professional skills of immigrants in this group are
often not recognised

existing regulations favour majority members

employers are prejudiced against this group and discriminate

this group is discriminated in other spheres, for example, in access
childcare, which makes it harder for them to get better jobs

members of this group were unfairly treated in the past and it is
difficult for them to work their way out of lowepaid jobs

members othis group may not have the necessary skills or knowle

members of this group are not trying hard enough



people of different religions or beliefs

JIHMI1
JIHMI2

JIHMI3

JIHMI4

JIHMI5

JIHMIG

JIHMI7

people of different [skin colour or race]

JIJHMI1
JIHMI2

JIHMI3

JIHMI4

JIHMI5

JIHMI6

JIHMI7

3,988
3,988

3,988

3,988

3,988

3,988

3,988

3,985
3,985

3,985

3,985

3,985

3,985

3,985

5.46

5.21

6.21

5.96

5.60

5.66

4.88

5.50

5.34

6.41

6.15

5.77

5.62

4.81

2.72

2.67

2.63

2.58

2.58

2.59

2.80

2.74

2.72

2.64

2.61

2.63

2.61

2.84

80

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

A recent study conducted in@O 2 dzy i NE Qa8 OAdle
f2y3ISNI F2NJ LIS2L) S 2F RAFFSNBy(
majority group] to find housing in a good neighbourhood.

2 KIG R2 @2dz KAYlY K2g¢g fAl1Ste
existing regulations make renting housing to immigrants in this grol
more complicated due to additional formalities

existing regulations favour the majority members

landlords and reag¢state agents are prejudiced against this group ai
discriminate

this group is discriminated in other spheres, for example, in the lab
market, and thus tends to have worse paid and less stable jobs, wi
makes itharder for them to find housing

this group have been unfairly treated in the past and it is difficult to
work their way out of worse neighbourhoods

members of this group may not have thkills or knowledge needed t
effectively look for housing in [country]

members of this group are not trying hard enough

A recent study conducted in@O2 dzy § NE Qa6 OAle
f2y3SNI F2NJ LIS2LX S 2F RAFFSNBy(
majority group] to find housing in a good neighbourhood.

2 KF{i R2 &2dz GKAYlY K2g tA1Ste
existing regulations make renting housing to immigrants in this groi
more complicated due to additional formalities

existing regulations favour the majority members

landlords andeal estate agents are prejudiced against this group a
discriminate

this group is discriminated in other spheres, for example, in the lab
market, and thus tends to have worse paid and less stable jobs, wi
makes itharder for them to find housing

this group have been unfairly treated in the past and it is difficult to
work their way out of worse neighbourhoods

members of this group may not have thkills or knowledge needed t
effectively look for housing in [country]

members of this group are not trying hard enough



people of foreign origin

JIHMI1
JIHMI2

JIHMI3

JIJHMI4

JIHMI5

JIHMI6

JIHMI7

Policing

people of different religions or beliefs

JIPSI1

JIPSI2
JIPSI3

JIPSI4

JIPSI5

JIPSI6

3,996
3,996

3,996
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Perceived inequalities depending on minority characteristicobgtry

Figure Al. Perceived labour market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending on
minority characteristics, Belgium
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Figure A2. Perceived labour market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups dgmendi

minority characteristics, Germany
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Figure A3. Perceived labour market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending on

minority characteristics, Hungary
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Figure A4. Perceived labour market inequalities betweemiderity group and minority groups depending on

minority characteristics, the Netherlands
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Figure A5. Perceived labour market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending on

minority characteristics, Poland
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Figure A6. Perceivdédbour market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending on
minority characteristics, Turkey
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Figure A7. Perceivdibusingmarket inequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending
on minority characteristic8elgium
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Figure A8. Perceived housing market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending

on minority characteristics, Germany
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Figure A9. Perceived housing market inequalities between the majority group and minority groupdimigpe

on minority characteristics, Hungary
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Figure A10. Perceived housing market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending

on minority characteristics, the Netherlands
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Figure Al1l. Perceived housing market inequalities betweemajority group and minority groups depending

on minority characteristics, Poland
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Figure A12. Perceived housing market inequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending
on minority characteristics, Turkey
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Figure Al13Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minority groups in policing depending on
minority characteristics, Belgium
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Figure Al4. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minority groups in policing depending on

minority characteristics, Germany
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Figure A15. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minority groups in policing depending on

minority characteristics, Hungary
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Figure A16. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minority grouggingpdepending on
minority characteristics, the Netherlands
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Figure Al7. Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minority groups in policing depending on
minority characteristics, Poland
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Figure A18. Perceived inequalities between thé¢onity group and minority groups in policing depending on
minority characteristics, Turkey
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Figure A19. Justifications for the existing inequalities by country, sphere of life and minority group
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Employers/landiords and real estate agents/palice officers prejudiced against this group and discriminate
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Complete econometric output for rdels presented onoefficientplots

Table A3.1. Perceivdéabour marketinequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending on

Y)\YZNJ\[']é I NP dzLJQ a S[’]KY?\O)\G@Z YAEINJ-G)\Q)/ aal adza |-yR NBf A
. " (A3.12) (A3.12) (A3.13) (A3.14) (A3.15) (A3.16)
Perceivednequalities Belgium Germany Hungary Netherlands Poland Turkey
Ethnicity (ref: Ukrainian)
Roma 0.678*** 0.942%** 1.361%* 0.658*** 1.484%** 0.447**
(0.120) (0.122) (0.143) (0.115) (0.155) (0.154)
Afghan 0.533*** 0.892*** 1.009*** 0.604*** 1.289*** 0.392*
(0.141) (0.137) (0.158) (0.128) (0.164) (0.183)
Chinese -0.225 0.137 0.064 -0.094 0.741%* 0.504**
(0.126) (0.122) (0.139) (0.116) (0.154) (0.167)
Syrian 0.653*** 0.767** 0.761*** 0.553*** 1.271%* 0.158
(0.126) (0.118) (0.133) (0.108) (0.159) (0.157)
Turk 0.111 0.169 0.456** 0.371** 0.829*** 0.502**
(0.138) (0.129) (0.155) (0.126) (0.170) (0.174)
Bosniak 0.117 0.267* 0.318* 0.141 0.734%* 0.380*
(0.119) (0.113) (0.134) (0.107) (0.153) (0.152)
Indian 0.196 0.460*** 0.410** 0.153 0.870*** 0.372*
(0.119) (0.119) (0.140) (0.112) (0.157) (0.172)
Nigerian 0.668*** 1.041%** 1.011%* 0.759%** 1.325%* 0.449**
(0.123) (0.123) (0.137) (0.114) (0.154) (0.170)
Religion (refChristiar)
Muslim 0.398*** 0.310%** 0.249%** 0.578*** 0.275%** -0.116
(0.059) (0.058) (0.068) (0.059) (0.069) (0.074)
non-religious 0.178** 0.055 0.102 0.236*** 0.007 0.006
(0.058) (0.058) (0.067) (0.057) (0.069) (0.074)
Migration status (ref: have lived in [country] since birth)
came to [country] to
make their lives
better 0.243*** 0.373*** 0.030 0.233*** 0.216%** 0.030
(0.052) (0.053) (0.063) (0.055) (0.062) (0.068)
came to [country] to
save their lives 0.261%** 0.354*** 0.135* 0.2147* 0.277%* 0.083
(0.054) (0.053) (0.062) (0.054) (0.062) (0.070)
Set yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 0.077 -0.000 -0.750* -0.083 -1.376%** -1.357%**
(0.260) (0.236) (0.310) (0.258) (0.322) (0.320)
var(_const)
0.773*** 0.719%** 0.874** 0.665%** 0.892%** 0.933***
(0.021) (0.022) (0.018) (0.024) (0.018) (0.018)
var(Residual)
0.498*** 0.512%** 0.675%** 0.514%* 0.639*** 0.654***
(0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.019) (0.023)
BIC 26,887.9 26,842.3 28,799.7 26,671.3 28,487.3 28,836.9
N 5,979 5,982 5,985 5,979 5,985 5,997

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Table A3.2Perceivedousing marketnequalitiesbetween the majority group and minority groups depending

2y YAY2NAGE 3INRAzIQE SOGKyAOAGEXI YAINXdGAz2y adl Gdza
. . . (A3.2.1) (A3.2.2) (A3.2.3) (A3.2.4) (A3.2.5) (A3.2.6)
Perceived inequalities Belgium Germany Hungary Netherlands Poland Turkey
Ethnicity (ref: Ukrainian)
Roma 0.724*** 1.383*+* 1.398*** 0.893*** 1.286*** 0.276
(0.122) (0.128) (0.136) (0.125) (0.151) (0.159)
Afghan 0.487*** 1.233%* 1.027%** 0.682*** 1.242%* 0.355
(0.135) (0.137) (0.145) (0.138) (0.162) (0.193)
Chinese -0.180 0.663*** -0.189 0.519*** 0.646*** 0.231
(0.125) (0.126) (0.131) (0.127) (0.152) (0.164)
Syrian 0.446*** 1,104+ 0.713%** 0.397** 1.259%** 0.155
(0.117) (0.125) (0.122) (0.124) (0.151) (0.150)
Turk 0.043 0.618*** 0.390** 0.704*** 1.039*** 0.130
(0.133) (0.136) (0.136) (0.134) (0.157) (0.169)
Bosniak 0.225* 0.813*** 0.304* 0.379*** 0.716*** 0.314*
(0.111) (0.123) (0.123) (0.115) (0.150) (0.148)
Indian 0.374** 0.966*** 0.473*** 0.538*** 0.976*** 0.332*
(0.118) (0.120) (0.126) (0.122) (0.153) (0.150)
Nigerian 0.748*** 1.353*+* 0.890*** 0.809*** 1.219%** 0.453**
(0.122) (0.122) (0.124) (0.117) (0.148) (0.153)
Religion (refChristiar)
Muslim 0.333*** 0.163** 0.195** 0.070 0.173** 0.063
(0.059) (0.059) (0.064) (0.059) (0.064) (0.067)
non-religious 0.126* 0.059 0.114 0.052 0.034 0.110
(0.056) (0.058) (0.062) (0.058) (0.066) (0.068)
Migration status (ref: have lived [oountry] since birth)
came to [country] to
make their lives
better 0.198*** 0.200*** 0.248*** -0.058 0.237*** -0.043
(0.054) (0.054) (0.059) (0.055) (0.060) (0.066)
came to [country] to
save their lives 0.180*** 0.159** 0.255%** -0.080 0.234*** -0.016
(0.050) (0.053) (0.060) (0.054) (0.058) (0.065)
Set yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 0.181 -0.021 -0.318 -0.729* -0.863** -1.237%**
(0.261) (0.281) (0.347) (0.318) (0.310) (0.315)
var(_const)
0.877*** 0.853*** 0.919%** 0.865*** 0.903*** 1.010%**
(0.018) (0.019) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.017)
var(Residual)
0.482*** 0.506*** 0.608*** 0.518*** 0.600*** 0.583***
(0.019) (0.020) (0.019) (0.020) (0.019) (0.026)
BIC 27,105.4 27,244.3 28,362.3 27,374.1 28,189.0 28,493.6
N 5,979 5,982 5,985 5,979 5,985 5,997

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Table A3.3Perceived inequalities between the majority group and minority groupslicingdepending on

YAYZ2NAGE 3INRAzLIQE SOKyAOAGETI YAIANIXrGAzy adlddza |yR NBf A
. . . (A3.3.1) (A3.3.2) (A3.3.3) (A3.3.4) (A3.3.5) (A3.3.6)
Perceived inequalities Belgium Germany Hungary Netherlands Poland Turkey
Ethnicity (ref: Ukrainian)
Roma 1.190*** 1.302%* 1.436** 0.990*** 1.316%** 0.201
(0.115) (0.109) (0.138) (0.111) (0.122) (0.136)
Afghan 1.173%+* 1.369*+* 1.088*** 1.112%* 1.302%** 0.321*
(0.125) (0.124) (0.141) (0.122) (0.133) (0.159)
Chinese -0.303* 0.263* -0.017 -0.150 0.171 0.091
(0.118) (0.119) (0.128) (0.120) (0.119) (0.128)
Syrian 0.953*** 1.216*** 0.890*** 0.942*** 1.074%** 0.023
(0.112) (0.112) (0.126) (0.108) (0.119) (0.141)
Turk 0.860*** 0.713%*= 0.770*** 0.942*** 0.791*** 0.090
(0.124) (0.129) (0.141) (0.126) (0.129) (0.146)
Bosniak 0.568*** 0.725*** 0.459*** 0.488*** 0.478*** 0.023
(0.110) (0.106) (0.128) (0.107) (0.118) (0.126)
Indian 0.566*** 0.802*** 0.604*** 0.402*** 0.695*** 0.181
(0.114) (0.115) (0.125) (0.113) (0.121) (0.129)
Nigerian 1.074+* 1.418** 0.957** 1.202%* 1.031%** 0.323*
(0.110) (0.114) (0.123) (0.106) (0.116) (0.130)
Religion (refChristiar)
Muslim 0.456*** 0.257*** 0.183** 0.475*** 0.291*** 0.040
(0.053) (0.054) (0.060) (0.054) (0.060) (0.065)
non-religious 0.118* 0.102 0.115 0.155** 0.104 0.100
(0.052) (0.053) (0.061) (0.052) (0.057) (0.061)
Migration status (ref: have lived in [country] since birth)
came to [country] to
make their lives
better 0.207*** 0.135** 0.067 0.213*** 0.180*** -0.061
(0.047) (0.048) (0.054) (0.048) (0.051) (0.062)
came to [country] to
savetheir lives 0.210*** 0.162*** 0.081 0.171*** 0.170** 0.039
(0.049) (0.049) (0.056) (0.049) (0.052) (0.059)
Set yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant -0.097 -0.131 -0.443 0.128 -0.332 -0.423
(0.231) (0.250) (0.305) (0.236) (0.306) (0.303)
var(_const)
0.667*** 0.694*** 0.892%** 0.515%** 0.815%* 1.048**
(0.023) (0.023) (0.018) (0.026) (0.020) (0.016)
var(Residual)
0.397*** 0.418*** 0.538*** 0.391*** 0.472%* 0.508***
(0.020) (0.020) (0.021) (0.019) (0.020) (0.028)
BIC 25,663.6 25946.9 27,675.8 25116.3 26,795.1 27,993.1
N 5,979 5,982 5,985 5,979 5,985 5,997

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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Table A4.1. Perceivéabour marketinequalities between the majority group and minority groups depending on

minorityI NR dzLJQa SGKyAOAGeX YAINFGA2y aidlddza yR NBftAIAZ2YS
. . . (A4.1.2) (A4.1.2) (A4.1.3) (A4.1.4) (A4.1.5) (A4.1.6)
Perceived inequalities Belgium Germany Hungary Netherlands Poland Turkey
Ethnicity (ref:Nigerian)
Roma 0.011 -0.099 0.349** -0.101 0.159 -0.001
(0.100) (0.107) (0.126) (0.110) (0.118) (0.127)
Afghan -0.135 -0.150 -0.002 -0.155 -0.036 -0.057
(0.115) (0.119) (0.136) (0.118) (0.128) (0.161)
Chinese -0.893*** -0.904*** -0.947%** -0.853*** -0.584*** 0.055
(0.099) (0.106) (0.120) (0.106) (0.113) (0.135)
Syrian -0.015 -0.274* -0.250* -0.206* -0.054 -0.291*
(0.102) (0.107) (0.115) (0.101) (0.106) (0.128)
Ukrainian -0.668*** -1.041%** -1.011%** -0.759*** -1.325%** -0.449**
(0.123) (0.123) (0.137) (0.114) (0.154) (0.170)
Turk -0.557*** -0.872%** -0.555*** -0.388*** -0.496*** 0.053
(0.113) (0.116) (0.137) (0.115) (0.128) (0.143)
Bosniak -0.551*** -0.774%* -0.694*** -0.618*** -0.5971*** -0.068
(0.094) (0.099) (0.118) (0.101) (0.111) (0.129)
Indian -0.472%** -0.581*** -0.601*** -0.606™*** -0.455*** -0.077
(0.090) (0.099) (0.118) (0.097) (0.105) (0.142)
Religion (ref: nosreligious)
Christian -0.178** -0.055 -0.102 -0.236*** -0.007 -0.006
(0.058) (0.058) (0.067) (0.057) (0.069) (0.074)
Muslim 0.220*** 0.255%** 0.147* 0.343*** 0.268*** -0.121
(0.051) (0.053) (0.063) (0.053) (0.060) (0.071)
Migration status (ref: came to [country] to make théires better)
have lived in
[country] since birth ~ -0.243*** -0.373%** -0.030 -0.233*** -0.216*** -0.030
(0.052) (0.053) (0.063) (0.055) (0.062) (0.068)
came to [country] to
save their lives 0.018 -0.019 0.105 -0.019 0.061 0.053
(0.053) (0.055) (0.064) (0.053) (0.063) (0.071)
Set yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 1.167% 1.469%* 0.393 1.145%* 0.172 -0.872**
(0.267) (0.243) (0.319) (0.269) (0.329) (0.329)
var(_const)
0.773*** 0.719%** 0.874*** 0.665*** 0.892%** 0.933***
(0.021) (0.022) (0.018) (0.024) (0.018) (0.018)
var(Residual)
0.498*** 0.512%* 0.675*** 0.514*** 0.639*** 0.654***
(0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.019) (0.023)
BIC 26,887.9 26,842.3 28,799.7 26,671.3 28,487.3 28,836.9
N 5,979 5,982 5,985 5,979 5,985 5,997

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
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