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1 Perceived discrimination in the Netherlands

Background, key findings and explanation

1.1 Discrimination in the Netherlands

In the autumn of 2013, the Council of Europe’s European Commission against Racism 
and Intolerance (ecr i)1 wrote that the Netherlands needs to do more to tackle racism. 
In its report, the ecr i focused among other things on the opportunities that people in 
the Netherlands have to report discrimination, and on government plans (and funding) 
to combat discrimination and racism. The ecr i also pointed out that the settlement of 
Eastern European migrants in the Netherlands and the presence of Islam and Muslims 
are portrayed by politicians and the media as a threat to Dutch society. Shortly after the 
publication of the ecr i report, Amnesty International Netherlands published a report 
in which it concluded that ethnic profiling was being carried out during proactive police 
checks (Amnesty International 2013).

These reports beg the question of what those affected experience themselves. 
Do Eastern Europeans and Muslims in the Netherlands feel cast out as a threat to 
Dutch society? Do migrant groups feel they are subjected to more frequent checks by 
the  police? And what about other groups, such as people with a disability and people 
who are lesbian, gay or bisexual (LGBs): to what extent do they feel they are victims of 
 discrimination?

There is no systematic structure in the Netherlands which maps out the experiences of 
different groups in different areas of society. As far as we are aware, the international 
literature on perceived discrimination also contains no studies which bring together the 
experiences of discrimination of different groups, in different domains and on different 
grounds. At the request of the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment, this 
study seeks to fill this knowledge gap. The aim is to chart the extent to which residents 
of the Netherlands perceive that they are subject to discrimination. The central focus is 
on the perspectives of people themselves concerning their experiences of objection-
able events. Those perspectives can vary: some people regard a ‘joke’ by a colleague as 
discrimination, while others simply see this as rather bad manners. The way in which 
people experience incidents depends on all manner of factors, such as characteristics 
of the victim themselves (how he or she interprets situations), characteristics of the 
 offender (what is known or suspected of their attitudes and intentions?), past  experience 
(have such incidents occurred previously?) and the clarity of the situation (was the 
 incident clearly discrimination or was it not so obvious?). People’s reasons for regard-
ing an incident as discrimination – or not – are left out of consideration in this report. 
Instead, we focus on incidents that people regard as discriminatory and then look at 
where these incidents took place and what their consequences were for those concerned.
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This report is an abridged version of an earlier report published in Dutch. It presents the 
key findings, methods used and an explanation of those findings.

1.2 Why it is important to measure perceived discrimination

There are two reasons why this study is important:
-	 There is currently no coherent picture of the extent of perceived discrimination in the 

Dutch population;
-	 That picture could shed light on the (magnitude of the) consequences of perceived 

discrimination.
We will discuss these reasons in more detail below.

Incomplete picture
There is no overall picture of the extent of perceived discrimination in the Netherlands, 
but only different sources each illustrating part of the total picture. For example, there 
are records of reports of discrimination made to the police, antidiscrimination bureaus 
and other agencies. Andriessen and Fernee (2012) explain why such discrimination 
records cannot be used to create a national picture of perceived discrimination. In the 
first place, a great deal of perceived discrimination is missing from the records, because 
only a small proportion of people report their experiences of discrimination. Second, 
the records are difficult to add together because different agencies do not compile their 
records in the same way, and there is also overlap between the different record systems.
Additionally, there are many studies which focus on discrimination against a specific 
group or in a specific domain. Examples include the Racial Discrimination Monitor ( Monitor 
Rassendiscriminatie) (Boog et al. 2006, 2010), which focuses on perceived discrimination 
on the grounds of ethnic background and skin colour; or the Discrimination monitor: non-
Western migrants on the Dutch labour market (Discriminatie monitor niet-westerse migranten op de 
arbeidsmarkt) published by the Netherlands Institute for Social Research¦scp, which is 
explicitly concerned with employment. The findings of these studies also do not lend 
themselves to being combined to produce a total picture of  discrimination, partly 
because of differences in definitions and the way in which  discrimination is operational-
ised. This report seeks to fill this gap by presenting a broad picture of the experiences of 
discrimination among residents of the Netherlands.

Perceived discrimination important because of potential consequences
Mapping out the extent to which people experience discrimination is important among 
other things because of the potential negative consequences of discrimination. It is 
known from other studies that people who experience (frequent) discrimination can 
develop problems with their health and well-being; perceived discrimination is for 
example related to depression (Kessler, Mickelson & Williams 1999; Paradies 2006) and 
reduced feelings of well-being and happiness (Redman & Snape 2005; Uttsey 1998). Social 
participation can also be adversely affected if people eschew certain areas of society 
as a result of perceived discrimination. This is the case, for example, when people feel 
they do not have equal opportunities on the labour market and therefore stop looking 
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for work (Nievers 2007). This can have unfortunate consequences for the individuals 
concerned themselves (e.g. loss of income, social isolation) and, if these consequences 
are not limited to a few individuals but take on greater form, this can have wider impli-
cations for society (untapped talent and potential; costs due to payment of benefits; 
poverty). It is important to be able to estimate the extent to which residents of the 
 Netherlands experience discrimination and the consequences they attach to this in order 
to have some insight into the consequences. This study therefore also devotes attention 
to the consequences of perceived discrimination.

1.3 Discrimination and perceived discrimination

Within the social sciences, discrimination is sometimes defined as ‘the unequal 
 treatment of individuals because they belong or are regarded as belonging to a par-
ticular group’ (Köbben 1985; Veenman 1990, 2003). The thrust of this definition is that 
persons suffer disadvantage because they belong, or are regarded as belonging, to a 
certain group. However, this study is primarily concerned with perceived discrimination, 
in other words what people themselves perceive and describe as discrimination, regard-
less of the consequences (they need not suffer disadvantage as a result). Events that are 
not  regarded as discrimination according to the law or social scientific definitions can 
still be perceived as such by the people concerned. The converse also applies: people 
can experience something that is discriminatory according to legal or social scientific 
definitions, but not experience it as such themselves. People may also not have the 
intention of discriminating against another person, but a comment may be perceived as 
discriminatory; or conversely, discriminatory intentions may not be recognised as such. 
This means that if someone is jeered at or called names in the street, for example, it is 
not relevant for this study whether this constituted discrimination in a legal sense, but 
rather whether the person who was the subject of the jeering or name-calling experi-
enced it as discriminatory themselves. The data we present in this report therefore differ 
from figures from other sources (such as records of reported discrimination) and need 
not coincide with actual discrimination as defined by Köbben, Veenman and others. The 
figures explicitly relate to (subjective) experiences.
This study is based on incidents that people have personally experienced during the past 
twelve months and that they ascribe to discrimination. We therefore cover a defined 
body of experiences, with other dimensions of discrimination falling outside the scope 
of this study. For a more detailed discussion of the definition of the concept ‘perceived 
discrimination’ as used in this study, see Box 1.

1.4 Research questions

In a study of perceived discrimination, two perspectives can be chosen: the perspective 
of the grounds on which people feel they have suffered discrimination, or the perspec-
tive of the different groups. Discrimination grounds refer to the characteristic which 
people feel has made them the subject of discrimination, for example religion, sex or 
age. A relevant question from this perspective might for example be what proportion of 
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the Dutch population feel they are discriminated against because of their age. However, 
the answer to this question (roughly one in ten people report that they have been the 
victims of age discrimination in the past year) says nothing about the discrimination 
experiences of different age groups. Do older people or younger people more or less often 
feel victims of discrimination? Or do they feel discriminated against to the same degree, 
but on different grounds? Or are there certain social domains (e.g. education, nightlife) 
where younger people feel more discriminated against and other domains where older 
people feel this?
We believe that both perspectives are valuable. We therefore look broadly at the extent 
to which and the grounds on which residents of the Netherlands experience discrimi-
nation. Some groups are however more likely to experience discrimination because of 
more negative stereotypes about their group; examples are ethnic minorities and people 
with disabilities. In this report we therefore not only investigate the general  situation 
regarding perceived discrimination in the Netherlands, but also the  experiences 
of  specific groups: migrants, Muslims, different age groups, women, people with 
 disabilities and lesbians, gays and bisexuals (LGBs).

Summarising, the central research questions addressed in this report are as follows:
1 To what extent do residents of the Netherlands experience discrimination? On what 

grounds and in which social domains do these experiences occur?
2 To what extent do specific groups in the Netherlands experience discrimination? 

On what grounds and in which social domains do these experiences occur?
3 What are the consequences of perceived discrimination?

Box 1 Definition of perceived discrimination
The central theme in this study is personally perceived discrimination. This means that people 
perceive discrimination against them as a person because of a particular characteristic (e.g.: 
I was rejected in this job application because of my age). 

Personal discrimination can be both blunt (open) and subtle (hidden). Open discrimination 
means that the discriminatory content of a comment, or the discriminatory motive behind an 
action, is not hidden, but is displayed openly. This is the case, for example, where an employer 
rejects a job applicant based on the argument that ‘he does not take on foreigners’. As discrim-
ination is forbidden, blunt or open discrimination is less common than subtle or hidden dis-
crimination (Wrench 1996). In the case of subtle discrimination, the victim may have the sense 
that there is discrimination, but is unable to pinpoint it precisely. Being turned down for a job 
application may for example be justified by referring to another, more suitable candidate, but 
the applicant may have the feeling that discrimination has (also) played a role. The literature 
on discrimination refers to this uncertainty as ‘attributional ambiguity’: uncertainty whether 
the negative outcome is the result of characteristics of the victim themselves, such as lack of 
knowledge or skill, or of discrimination (Crocker & Major 1989). As the motivations behind the 
actions of others are always unknown to a certain extent, everyone experiences this attribu-
tional ambiguity to a degree. However, people who are aware that there are negative attitudes
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Box 1 (continued)
towards the group to which they belong feel this uncertainty more often. The uncertainty is 
greater if there are also social norms discouraging the expression of these negative attitudes 
(for example in a climate of political correctness). Attributional ambiguity can make people 
reticent to describe an incident unreservedly as discrimination. To reflect this uncertainty, in 
this report we also include separate categories for experiences where people have doubts as to 
whether they were definitely discrimination. 

This report is based on incidents of discrimination: specific events which people felt were 
discriminatory. Respondents were asked about a variety of types of incident, ranging from 
discriminatory comments in the street and hurtful jokes at work to acts of violence. The use 
of specific questions enables better estimates to be obtained of perceived discrimination than 
when using abstract questions (Wittebrood 2006). Respondents were not asked about the 
frequency of their experiences of discrimination. It is not possible on the basis of this study to 
distinguish between long-term exposure to experiences of discrimination or a single incident 
during the last twelve months. 

Finally, only those experiences of discrimination are included with which people were 
 personally involved. Specifically, we looked at experiences in the public space, such as in the 
street and in shops, in nightlife areas, in dealing with public institutions, on the labour market 
and in education. It is however also possible for people to be subject to discrimination without 
personal contact, for example on the Internet, or through things they see in the public space 
(e.g. graffiti), or because of statements by politicians in the media. These areas are left out of 
consideration in this report.

1.5 Measuring perceived discrimination

To obtain an impression of the degree to which residents of the Netherlands experience 
discrimination, over 12,000 members of the Dutch population were asked to complete 
a questionnaire about all kinds of objectionable situations, from verbal abuse in the 
street to violence at school or sexual harassment at work. For each situation, we first 
asked whether people had experienced this and, if so, whether they considered it to be 
discrimination. People were thus able to say that they had experienced the situation but 
they did not believe it to be discrimination (see chapter 2 for more information).
The incidents were grouped according to social domain. We first asked about situations 
in the public space, then about situations on the labour market, in contact with public 
institutions and in education. If people stated that they had experienced  discrimination 
in a particular domain, they were asked to think about the most recent incident of 
 discrimination in that domain; they were then asked about the consequences and 
whether they had reported it. We also asked about the characteristic that they felt had 
led to the discrimination (the discrimination ground). Figure 1.1 presents these different 
elements of the study.
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We distinguished between the following domains in this study:
-	 The public space: incidents in the street and in traffic; incidents in shops and whilst 

playing sport.
-	 Nightlife: verbal abuse, threats or harassment; being refused access to a bar, club, 

restaurant, etc..
-	 Incidents on the labour market were divided into three subdomains: seeking work, 

terms of employment (e.g. underpayment, contracts) and incidents at the workplace.
-	 Contact with public institutions such as the police, local authority or care institutions.
-	 Education.

Figure 1.1

Elements investigated in the study

Groups

- Migrant groups: people of Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese and
 Antillean origin; migrants from Central and Eastern Europe;
 migrants from other Western and non-Western countries. 
- Religious groups, especially Muslims
- People with disabilities
- Age groups
-  Men and women
- Lesbians, gays and bisexuals (LGBs)

Grounds:

- Age 
- Sex 
- Ethnic background 
- Skin colour 
- Religion 
- Sexual orientation 
- Disability/chronic illness

Experiences of discrimination by form of expression

- Negative treatment (e.g. verbal abuse, bullying)
- Unequal treatment
- Gra�ti, vandalism
- Threats, violence
- Sexual harassment

Experiences of discrimination by domain

- Public space 
- Nightlife 
- Public institutions 
- Workplace 
- Terms of employment 
- Looking for work 
- Education

Consequences of and dealing with perceived discrimination
 
- Emotional impact (e.g. feeling angry or sad)
- Domain-speci�c behavioural consequences

 (e.g. looking for a di�erent job, ending a training course)
- Dealing with discrimination (e.g. seeking social support,  

 challenging the o�ender)
- Reporting behaviour
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When calculating the share of people who felt they had suffered discrimination in a par-
ticular domain, allowance was made for the number of people actually in that  situation. 
In the education domain, for example, this means the share of all students and pu-
pils who have perceived discrimination, not the share of the total Dutch population. 
Similarly, for discrimination at the workplace or on terms of employment, we looked 
only at those in work. The share of jobseekers experiencing discrimination is expressed 
as a percentage of all people who had looked for work in the past year. And for nightlife, 
we looked only at people who had visited a nightlife venue in the last twelve months. 
When discussing experiences of discrimination in the different domains, therefore, we 
are  actually looking at perceived discrimination among participants.

The respondents who completed the questionnaire came from two sources. First, 
Statistics Netherlands (cbs) drew a random sample of 45,000 people from the Municipal 
Personal Records Database (gba). Migrant groups were overrepresented in this sample. 
We wanted to be able to make separate statements about the experiences of migrants 
of Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese and Antillean origin, as well as about migrants from 
Central and Eastern Europe. This required sufficient numbers of respondents from each 
group, and a higher share of these groups was therefore included in the sample than 
would be expected based on their relative share in the population as a whole (see chapter 
2 for more information).
A total of 11,643 people from the sample completed the questionnaire, a response rate 
of 26%. This is a low response rate, something that is by no means unique in stud-
ies in recent years. A low response rate need not lead directly to problems, as long 
as it is not selective. In our study women, young people and people living in small 
and medium-sized municipalities were overrepresented in the sample. To correct for 
selectivity in background characteristics, weighting factors were applied, making it 
possible to present a picture that is representative for the Dutch population. Selectiv-
ity also occurs, for example, if people with experiences of discrimination took part 
in the survey relatively more often than people without such experiences. We do not 
know whether this is the case (see chapter 2 for a more detailed discussion and possible 
limitations resulting from low response rates). Some groups in the study responded 
better than others. The response rate among Dutch natives and other Western groups 
was substantially  higher (35% and 33%, respectively) than among the other migrant 
groups ( Turkish  origin: 19%;  Moroccan: 18%; Surinamese: 23%; Antillean: 23%; other 
 non-Western: 24%; and migrants from Central and Eastern Europe: 24%).

The second source of respondents was t ns nipobase, a panel compiled by the t ns 
nipo research bureau. In our report, we also wanted to be able to say something about 
perceived discrimination against lesbians, gays and bisexuals (LGBs). There is no sample 
frame for this group, as sexual orientation is not recorded in the population register, 
and these subjects can therefore not be approached specifically on that basis. To obtain 
sufficient respondents from these groups for the survey, 1,335 LGBs from the panel were 
invited to participate in the survey; 1,041 did so (response rate: 78%).
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Compared with other research, the figures on perceived discrimination reported in 
this study are high. There are three factors which can explain the differences compared 
with other studies. First, in this study we report cumulative figures which were arrived 
at by adding together different specific incidents of discrimination. For the public space 
domain, for example, respondents were asked about seven different events; everyone 
who had experienced at least one of these events was included in the group who felt 
they had experienced discrimination in that domain. In most other studies, respond-
ents are asked in general terms about experiences of discrimination in the public space 
(e.g.: ‘Have you experienced discrimination in the public space during the last twelve 
months?’). This produces lower figures than our method because events are more 
 easily overlooked in more general question formulations (Wittebrood 2006). Secondly, 
questions about perceived discrimination in many other groups often include the 
 discrimination ground. For example, respondents might be asked: ‘Have you felt subject 
to discrimination in the past twelve months because of your sexual preference?’. Our 
study started from specific events, and the grounds on which people felt discriminated 
against were left open. This makes comparisons possible: which groups feel discriminat-
ed against on which grounds and in which situations? Not all groups feel that the group 
characteristic is the main reason for the discrimination (people with disabilities, for ex-
ample, relatively often also feel they are subject to age discrimination). Studies which are 
limited to a specific ground in advance shed little light on the perceived discrimination 
of people who feel the discrimination was not due to the presumed group characteristic.
A third reason for the high figures is the potential for response selectivity; it is possible 
that more people with experiences of discrimination took part than people without such 
experiences. If that is the case, the actual level of perceived discrimination in the Dutch 
population as a whole will be lower, though how much lower we cannot say. Certain 
groups in society were also less easy to reach in this study because of the design chosen. 
As people were expected to read and complete the questionnaire themselves, people 
with low or no literacy skills will be underrepresented. And drawing a sample from the 
Municipal Personal Record Database means we did not reach migrants from Central and 
Eastern Europe who are not entered in it. To what extent including these groups would 
have changed the figures is not known. Chapter 2 discusses in more detail the pros and 
cons of the approach taken in this study.

1.6 Key findings

1.6.1 Perceived discrimination in the Dutch population as a whole

Age and ethnic origin most cited grounds
Roughly a quarter of people living in the Netherlands feel they have experienced dis-
crimination in the last twelve months. If we add to this people who are not certain 
whether the incident in question was discrimination, the figure rises to one in three. 
Perceived discrimination (or suspected discrimination) is relatively often related to age 
(around 10% of cases) and ethnic origin (roughly 8%), followed in third place by sex, then 
skin colour and religious beliefs. Figure 1.2 sets out the grounds on which members 
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of the Dutch population feel they have experienced discrimination in the past twelve 
months. Respondents were able to state more than one ground for a single incident.

Figure 1.2

Percentage of the Dutch population who feel they have experienced at least one incident of 

 discrimination (including where there is doubt), by ground

20100 30 40 50

sexual preference

disability/chronic illness

religion

skin colour

sex

ethnic origin

age

total perceived discrimination

Source: scp/cbs (ErDis’13)

Partial overlap between discrimination grounds and groups
For each of the discrimination grounds listed in figure 1.2, we looked at which group 
cited each ground. As expected, discrimination grounds largely overlap with the groups. 
More specifically, discrimination on the grounds of ethnic origin is for example almost 
never experienced by Dutch natives, but is more common among migrants. Similarly, 
discrimination on the grounds of sex is experienced mainly by women and less by men; 
and discrimination on the grounds of disability/chronic illness is mainly experienced by 
people with a disability. Certain grounds are also often cited in combination; for exam-
ple, migrants of Turkish and Moroccan origin frequently cite both ethnic origin and 
religion as grounds for perceived discrimination, and people with a disability often also 
cite age.
It is however important to be aware that the overlap between grounds and groups is 
not complete: for example, men also experience discrimination on the grounds of their 
sex, and a small group of Dutch natives feel discriminated against because of their skin 
colour. The overlap is much less for some grounds and groups; age discrimination is for 
example experienced by all age groups, but especially young people (15-24 years) and 
those aged between 45 and 64 years. Discrimination on the grounds of religion is mainly 
experienced by Muslims and to a much lesser extent by those of other faiths, such as 
Christians.



16

perceived discrimination in the ne therl ands

Discrimination mainly experienced when looking for work and in the public space
Figure 1.3 shows the proportion of people who feel they have experienced discrimina-
tion in each domain. The figure shows two bars for each domain: the blue bar represents 
the share of people who feel they have experienced discrimination in that domain, while 
the yellow bar shows the share who are unsure whether discrimination played a role in 
the incident. The bars together thus represent the total share of people who experienced 
discrimination or uncertainty whether it was discrimination. The figure thus shows that 
15% of people who have looked for work in the past year felt they were discriminated 
against. If we add to this those who doubt the discriminatory nature of the incident, the 
figure rises to almost 30% of jobseekers.

Looking for work
People relatively often experience discrimination when looking for work and in the 
public space. The percentage of people who doubt whether the incident was discrimina-
tion when looking for work is relatively high compared with other domains. Uncertainty 
about the reason for a rejection for a job application plays a role here. Qualitative 
research has shown that people sometimes suspect discrimination (Nievers 2007), but 
it is almost impossible to determine whether this is actually the case for individual 
 applicants, leaving people uncertain as to whether discrimination was the reason for 
their rejection.
Age is the biggest ground in the most recently experienced incident of discrimination. 
Age discrimination plays a particularly important role for people aged 45 years and older 
when looking for work.
In addition to age, having a disability and a non-Dutch ethnic background play a role in 
discrimination on accessing the labour market. More than a third of Dutch jobseekers 
of Turkish and Moroccan origin experience discrimination when looking for work. Their 
ethnic background plays an important role here. More than two out of ten people with a 
disability experience discrimination when looking for work.

Public space and nightlife
More than one in ten people feel they have experienced discrimination in the public 
space (if uncertainty about discrimination is included, the figure is two out of ten). 
These incidents often involve negative treatment: verbal abuse and hostility that are per-
ceived as discriminatory. The fact that discrimination is experienced relatively often in 
the public space is probably due partly to the fact that almost everyone makes use of that 
space. The public space also includes a multitude of situations in which discrimination 
can occur compared with other, more limited domains, for example discrimination by 
public institutions. Finally, the nature of relations with other people can also play a role; 
contacts in the public space are more often anonymous than in other domains, and this 
anonymity may be associated with a higher degree of discrimination.
The most frequently cited ground for the most recent experience of discrimination in 
the nightlife domain and public space is ethnic origin, though skin colour is also cited 
relatively often. A high proportion of migrant groups experience discrimination in the 
public domain: roughly 50% of those of Moroccan and Turkish origin, around 40% of 
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those of Surinamese and Antillean background and some 30% of migrants from Central 
and Eastern Europe. By way of comparison, less than a tenth of the native Dutch popula-
tion feel they have experienced discrimination in the public space. Migrants also more 
often experience discrimination in the nightlife domain, mainly in the form of being 
refused entry to a venue.
Only a small proportion of people cite sexual orientation as a ground in the most recent 
experience of discrimination. Yet the l gb group are affected more frequently: almost a 
quarter have been confronted with discrimination on this ground in the past year (see 
also section 1.6.2). These incidents mainly involve verbal abuse or name-calling in the 
street or in nightlife areas. The relatively small share taken by sexual orientation in total 
perceived discrimination appears to be closely related to the low proportion of LGBs in 
the population. Measured by (sexual) attraction, approximately 3% of the Dutch popula-
tion are gay men, 1% lesbians, 6% bisexual men and 15% bisexual women (Keuzenkamp & 
Van Lisdonk 2012).
People with disabilities, and especially those with mental health issues, also relatively 
often experience discrimination in their leisure time (compared with other domains): 
almost one in five people with a disability have felt discriminated against in the public 
domain. The fact that this ground appears relatively unimportant is due in the first place 
to the proportion of people in the Dutch population with a disability and also to the 
fact that people with a disability feel discriminated against on several grounds (see also 
 section 1.6.2).

Figure 1.3

Percentage of participants in the Dutch population who feel discriminated against, by domain

(n=2.562)

(n=11.643)

(n=1.933)

(n=7.543)

(n=11.643)

(n=7.543)

(n=10.463)
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nightlife

terms of employment
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workplace

education

public space

looking for work

perceived discrimination

doubt as to whether incident was discrimination

Source: scp/cbs (ErDis’13)
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Education
One in ten pupils and students have experienced some form of discrimination in 
education in the past year. Hostile treatment by a teacher or class supervisor and low 
assessments were cited relatively often (just under one in 20 cited these themes). 
 Discriminatory verbal abuse or bullying are also relatively common in education (4%).
Ethnic origin, skin colour and religious beliefs are the main grounds for discrimination 
in education according to respondents. This is reflected in the experiences of the indi-
vidual groups. Members of non-Western migrant groups, in particular, report incidents 
of discrimination: roughly a third of those of Turkish and Moroccan origin and around 
a quarter of those of Surinamese and Antillean origin feel they have experienced dis-
crimination on one or more occasions at school or college. These groups also cite hostile 
treatment by a teacher or class supervisor. Students of Turkish and Moroccan origin, 
specifically, have problems finding an internship: one in three Turkish students and one 
in four Moroccan students think this is due to discrimination.

Discrimination at the workplace and in terms of employment
Just under 10% of workers feel they have experienced discrimination at the workplace. 
Many of those experiences involved contact with outsiders, such as clients, customers or 
patients. Discrimination is however also experienced in contacts with colleagues, espe-
cially in the form of jokes by colleagues, supervisors or managers which are experienced 
as hurtful and discriminatory. Discrimination in terms of employments mainly involves 
people doing the same work for less pay than a colleague.
Age, sex and ethnic origin are the main grounds for discrimination cited in these 
domains. A substantial proportion of non-Western migrants experience discrimination 
at the workplace: from around a third of working people of Moroccan origin to a  quarter 
of workers of Antillean origin. This discrimination mainly takes the form of hurtful 
jokes by colleagues, supervisors or managers.
A quarter of migrants from Central and Eastern Europe also report discrimination at the 
workplace, mainly in relation to terms of employment: 15% of working migrants from 
Central and Eastern Europe feel they have experienced discrimination in this domain 
in the past year. The main issue is pay differentials, i.e. colleagues being paid more for 
doing the same work.

Public institutions
5% of the Dutch population feel that the institutions covered in this study have discrimi-
nated against them. Among those who have actually been in contact with an institution, 
the most commonly reported perceived discrimination involves the police (7%), the 
Employee Insurance Agency (u w v) (7%) and housing landlords (6%). Young people more 
often cite discrimination in contacts with the police, while people aged between 45 and 
64 years more often experience discrimination from the u w v.
Non-Western migrants experience considerable discrimination by the police. Of non-
Western migrants who have been in contact with the police in the past year, a third 
of those of Turkish and Moroccan origin feel they were discriminated against; the 
figure for those of Surinamese origin is 25% and 20% for those of Antillean origin. 
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These are also the groups which are regarded by police officers as risk groups and which 
are  consequently more often subjected to proactive checks (Çankaya 2012) (see also 
section 1.6.2). Migrants from Central and Eastern Europe report less often than the 
 non-Western groups that they feel they have been subjected to ethnic profiling by the 
police. They mainly report perceived discrimination in finding a rented home: three out 
of ten have felt this in the past year.

1.6.2 Discrimination experiences of specific groups

We will now look in more detail at the perceived discrimination in different groups. 
We will look in turn at the experiences of migrants, Muslims, age groups, men and 
 women, people with a disability and LGBs.

Migrants experience discrimination across the full range of domains
The discussion of the perceived discrimination in each domain in the previous section 
made clear that ethnic origin and skin colour are important grounds for discrimination 
in many domains. Several studies have shown that discrimination against migrants and 
their descendants plays a role in the disadvantage they experience in many domains 
of society. Andriessen et al.(2010), for example, showed that a foreign-sounding name 
reduces the chance of being invited for a job interview, and that temporary employment 
agencies offer work to jobseekers from migrant groups less often than to native Dutch 
jobseekers with precisely the same c v (Andriessen et al. 2012). Reduced social participa-
tion by migrants and their descendants is also sometimes linked to the consequences of 
perceived discrimination, for example where people withdraw from the labour market 
or other domains of society in order to avoid discrimination (e.g. Nievers 2007).
In this study we looked at the experiences of the largest non-Western migrant groups 
in Dutch society, namely those of Moroccan, Turkish, Surinamese and Antillean ori-
gin. We also explored the experiences of migrants from Central and Eastern Europe; 
the number of migrants from these countries has risen sharply since the accession of 
Eastern European countries to the European Union. The number of Polish immigrants, 
in particular, has increased: since 2007, more migrants have come to the Netherlands 
from Poland than from Turkey, Morocco, Surinam and the Netherlands Antilles together 
( Loozen et al. 2012).
Ethnic background, religious beliefs and skin colour play an important role in the per-
ceived discrimination of migrant groups. Those of Moroccan and Turkish origin, for 
example, experience discrimination especially on the grounds of ethnic origin and 
 religion. It is not just the fact that they have a Turkish or Moroccan background that plays 
a key role in the perceived discrimination of these groups, but also the fact that they are 
(often) Muslim. Migrants of Surinamese and Antillean origin experience discrimination 
mainly on the grounds of ethnic origin and skin colour. For migrants from Central and 
Eastern Europe, the perceived discrimination is mainly based on their ethnic origin.
Migrants experience relatively high levels of discrimination in all domains 
(see  figure 1.4). More than half those of Moroccan origin say they have experienced 
discrimination in the public space during the last year. The percentages for the other 
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migrant groups are lower, but still high. A relatively large group of migrants also experi-
ence discrimination when looking for work, at the workplace and in education. For exam-
ple, more than a third of Moroccan and Turkish jobseekers feel they are subject to 
discrimination when looking for work, as do more than a quarter of Surinamese and Antil-
lean jobseekers and migrants from Central and Eastern Europe.
Homing in on the experiences in the public space and labour market, we find that between 
a third and half of migrants feel they have been subject to discrimination in the public 
space in the past twelve months. This discrimination was experienced in the street, in a 
residential setting, whilst shopping and whilst playing sport. Migrants often feel bullied, 
subjected to verbal abuse and hostile treatment. The scp report Dichter bij elkaar? (Closer 
together?) (Huijnk & Dagevos 2012) shows that by far the most discrimination is experienced 
by non-Western migrants in the public space.
The percentage of migrants perceiving discrimination on the labour market is also high. 
This occurs especially when looking for work (20-40% of jobseeking migrants) and at the 
workplace (between a quarter and a third of working migrants), and to a lesser extent in 
relation to underpayment, job content (being given the worst jobs) and exit. This is in line 
with findings from the Discrimination monitor: non-Western migrants on the Dutch labour market 
(Discriminatiemonitor niet-westerse migranten op de arbeidsmarkt), which used statistical analyses 
of the labour market position of migrants to show that discrimination mainly impedes 
access to the labour market: non-Western migrants with the same characteristics, skills 
and work experience are more often unemployed and more often dependent on temporary 
work than Dutch natives (Andriessen et al. 2007, 2012). Discrimination appears to have less 
influence on the job level and income of working migrants: migrants with the same char-
acteristics have virtually comparable occupational positions and incomes (idem).

Figure 1.4

Percentage of participants in migrant groups who have perceived discrimination, by domain
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Our data also show that finding an internship, which can be a good stepping stone to 
finding work and sometimes a condition for completing a training course, is regarded as 
problematic by migrant groups (see figure 1.5). One in three Turkish students, one in four 
Moroccan students and more than one in five Surinamese students think they had dif-
ficulty finding an internship because of discrimination. Native Dutch students also have 
problems finding internships, but do not relate this to discrimination: roughly a third 
of native Dutch students say it was difficult to find an internship, but only a very small 
 proportion – 2% – think this was due to discrimination.

Figure 1.5

Percentage of students/pupils who had difficulty finding an internship and think discrimination played 

a role in this, by origin group
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As well as the shared feeling of perceived discrimination among migrants, a number 
of situations appear to be characteristic of certain groups. For example, migrants from 
Central and Eastern Europe report situations in which perceived discrimination prompts 
thoughts of exploitation. These are experiences relating to housing and pay levels: for 
example, three out of ten migrants from Central and Eastern Europe feel they suffer dis-
crimination when looking for a rented home, while just under one in five are un certain 
whether this is due to discrimination. Other studies also highlight problems with hous-
ing for Polish labour migrants (cr m 2013; lur a 2012).
As regards pay, migrants from Central and Eastern Europe more often feel they are paid 
less than a colleague doing the same work: 15% of workers in this group report this form 
of discrimination. It also emerged in a small-scale study by the Netherlands Institute 
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for Human Rights that Polish labour migrants appear to earn less than Dutch workers 
(cr m 2013).

Non-Western men, and especially those of Moroccan origin, feel they are treated un-
equally by the police (see figure 1.6). They feel they are watched more closely and that 
penalties are imposed on them more readily. This extra police attention is regarded 
by most non-Western respondents as discrimination, and is also described using the 
term ‘ethnic profiling’. The ethnic background of an individual plays an important role 
in the decision by police officers to take action (e.g. carrying out a check on someone). 
Çankaya (2012) shows that police officers in the Netherlands employ a selection profile 
for risk groups that is ethnically and gender-based. The implication is that certain ‘ target 
groups’, in particular ‘dark’ and ‘Moroccan’ young men and migrants from Central and 
Eastern Europe, are subject to more frequent checks. The experiences of men from 
 non-Western groups confirm this. Migrants from Central and Eastern Europe experience 
this less.

Figure 1.6

Percentage of men and women who feel they are watched more closely by the police and regard this 

as discrimination (left-hand figure), and percentage who feel they receive fines from the police more 

readily and see this as discrimination (right-hand figure), by ethnic group
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Perceived discrimination against Muslims
Almost all respondents of Moroccan and Turkish origin in our sample regard  themselves 
as Muslim (93% and 88%, respectively). Consequently, the Muslim group in this study 
consists largely of these two groups. In addition to a high proportion of people of 
Moroccan and Turkish origin (both almost 40%), the group ‘Muslims’ also contains 
other non-Western migrants (13%) and a few respondents from the other groups. 
The  discrimination perceived by Muslims therefore largely corresponds with the 
 experiences of people of Moroccan and Turkish origin described earlier.
Many Muslims feel they suffer discrimination: two out of three say they have felt this 
at least once in the past year. If those who are uncertain whether the incident was dis-
crimination are added to this, the figure rises to three-quarters of Muslims. In their 
 experience, the Islamic religion and their ethnic background play an important role in 
the perceived discrimination.
The level of perceived discrimination among Muslims is very high. This could be due 
in the first place to methodological factors, as already explained in section 1.5: we 
report cumulative figures here, which were obtained by asking about specific incidents, 
and this produces higher figures than abstract inquiries based on a single question. 
The discrimination grounds were also left open, rather than asking Muslims only about 
discrimination on the grounds of religion. Response selectivity can also play a role, 
because people who feel they have experienced discrimination may have participated in 
the study more than those who have not. In addition to methodological factors, it seems 
plausible to assume that the higher figures reflect the current negative climate surround-
ing Islam (Gijsberts & Lubbers 2009; Van der Valk 2012).

Age discrimination mainly affects the over-45s when seeking work
Young people generally experience more discrimination than older people. The grounds 
for this discrimination vary. Age discrimination plays an important role in all age 
groups, but ethnic background is also important in the younger age groups. Younger age 
groups also include more migrants, which may explain this outcome.
As well as a difference in the degree of perceived discrimination, there is also a dif-
ference between age groups in the domains on which they feel they experience dis-
crimination (see figure 1.7). The public space still figures heavily in the discrimination 
experiences of younger age groups, but in the older age groups the labour market, and 
especially when looking for work, is even more important. Discrimination when seek-
ing work is almost always age discrimination in the older age groups; the discrimination 
grounds in the younger age groups and in other domains are much more varied.
A complicating factor in comparing different age groups is the difference between them 
in the degree of participation in the various domains. For example, young people are 
more often in education than older age groups, increasing the chance of discrimination 
in this domain. On the other hand, the difference in participation in looking for work, 
where we find the biggest age differences, is much less extreme than in education.
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Figure 1.7

Percentage of participants in the Dutch population who feel they have experienced discrimination, 

by domain and age group
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Example from figure: 37% of 55-64 year-old jobseekers feel they have experienced 
 discrimination.

Women experience more sex discrimination
A great deal of research has been carried out into differences in the social positions of 
men and women, such as the underrepresentation of women in senior professions, pay 
inequality between men and women and overrepresentation of women in performing 
care tasks.
The differences in the social positions of men and women do not translate into differ-
ences in the degree of perceived discrimination, but there are differences in the characte-
ristic on which discrimination is perceived (figure 1.8). Women feel discriminated against 
on the grounds of sex more often than men, especially on the labour market and in the 
public space.
Men more often feel discriminated against on the grounds of skin colour and  ethnic 
 origin than women. We saw in the description of the perceived discrimination of 
migrants that differences between men and women are reflected in areas such as 
 contacts with the police, with men more often feeling they are subject to ethnic profil-
ing than women. Men more often feel than women that they are watched more closely 
by the police and fined more readily.
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Figure 1.8

Percentage of participants in the Dutch population who feel they have experienced discrimination,  

by sex and by discrimination ground
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People with disabilities mainly experience discrimination in the public space and 
on the labour market
Research among people with disabilities shows that they participate less than people 
without disabilities (e.g. De Klerk 2002, 2007; Versantvoort & Van Echtelt 2012). In 2010, 
36% of people with a physical disability had a paid job for at least 12 hours per week in 
2010, compared with 67% of the general population (Meulenkamp et al. 2011). A substan-
tial proportion of people with a physical disability who are not in paid work would like 
to be (Meulenkamp et al. 2011). The school dropout rate is higher among people with a 
disability than in the general student population (Van den Broek et al. 2013). And despite 
the presence of provisions and policy aimed at facilitating the accessibility of buildings 
for people with a disability, disabled students feel they receive too little support from 
vocational training establishments (cgb 2007).
In addition to lack of accessibility, perceptions of people with disabilities can also play 
a role in their lower participation. Research by what was then the Equal Opportunities 
Commission cgb (now the Netherlands Institute for Human Rights, cgb (2007) shows, 
for example, that people with disabilities are sometimes turned down for training 
courses because of prejudice and stereotyping. People with disabilities can also suffer 
from negative perceptions on the labour market. Verveen and Petersen (2007), for exam-
ple, show that half of managers believe that people with mental health issues are less 
 productive than healthy workers.
This study shows that roughly one in five people who have looked for work in the past 
year felt they were discriminated against. People with disabilities also experience more 
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discrimination in the public space than people without a disability. In particular, people 
with mental health issues (whether or not in combination with physical disabilities) 
experience discrimination in these two domains. This often takes the form of negative 
treatment, such as bullying or name-calling. Psychological complaints can also be the 
result of perceived discrimination: people may experience discrimination because of 
their mental health issues, and perceived discrimination can also lead to the onset or 
exacerbation of such issues.

People with a disability or chronic disease most often cite age and their disability or 
chronic disease as the ground for discrimination. People with disabilities are older on 
average than people without a disability, and this can be related to the fact that people 
with a disability also often feel subject to age discrimination.

Figure 1.9

Percentage of participants in the Dutch population who feel they have experienced discrimination, 
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LGBs experience discrimination in the public space mainly because of their sexual 
orientation
Homosexuality is widely accepted in Dutch society, especially in comparison with other 
countries. In 2010, 10% of the Dutch population held negative views towards homo-
sexuality (Keuzenkamp & Kuyper, 2013). The degree of acceptance does vary depending 
on the domain; in particular, homosexuality in public is less accepted. At the same time, 
several studies of the well-being of LGBs show that they experience negative attitudes, 
discrimination and even anti-homosexual violence (Buijs et al. 2009, Hospers & Keuzen-
kamp 2010; Keuzenkamp et al. 2012; Van der Klein et al. 2009). For example, 28% of gay 
men and 14% of lesbians had experienced negative reactions at work in 2010 because 
of their sexual orientation (Keuzenkamp & Oudejans 2011). A more recent report, how-
ever, found no difference in the degree to which gay and straight workers experienced 
bullying at the workplace (Kuyper 2013). A quarter of gay men and lesbian women have 
experienced negative reactions in the public space (Kooiman & Keuzenkamp 2012).
Our data show that sexual orientation was the main ground in the most recent 
 experience of discrimination by LGBs. If we look at the results separately for the three 
groups, we find that gay men in particular experience discrimination on the grounds of 
their sexual orientation, and this is also the most frequently cited discrimination ground 
by lesbians. This is not the case for bisexuals: they mention age and sex more often than 
their sexual orientation. This may be because the sexual orientation of bisexuals is less 
visible: only 12% of bisexual women and 3% of bisexual men have a relationship with 
someone of the same sex, and bisexuals are moreover less often open about their sexual 
orientation than gay men and lesbians (Van Lisdonk & Kooiman 2012).
A substantial proportion of LGBs perceive discrimination in the public space (figure 1.10). 
this applies mostly to gay men and lesbians (roughly a quarter in each case). Bisexuals 
feel this less: 14% report discrimination in the public space. The main form of discrimi-
nation suffered by LGBs in public is verbal abuse in the street and in traffic. This is also 
the most frequently cited form of discrimination in nightlife settings.
Perceived discrimination of LGBs in leisure time (public space and nightlife) is closely 
related to their sexual orientation; this form of discrimination is especially common in 
this domain: 92% of gay men who have felt discriminated against in this domain over the 
last twelve months cite their sexual orientation as the reason.
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Figure 1.10

Percentage of participants among LGBs who feel they have experienced discrimination, by domain
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I.6.3 Dealing with perceived discrimination

The experience of discrimination affects people: 72% of people in the Dutch population 
who have at least one experience of discrimination report that they felt angry after the 
experience, while 55% felt powerless; 42% said the experience has made them stronger. 
Feelings of uncertainty, insecurity and sadness are also reported. Perceived discrimina-
tion is therefore not a neutral event, but something that can generate stress. People use 
a variety of coping strategies to reduce that stress after experiencing discrimination.
Generally speaking, there are two forms of coping strategies. First, there are coping 
strategies whereby people seek to change the situation that causes the stress. This 
might involve challenging the offender about their behaviour, or seeking support from 
 others. The other form of coping involves regulating the emotions that accompany the 
perceived discrimination. These coping strategies are not aimed at changing the situa-
tion, but for example at changing the way the victim views the event. This might mean 
treating it as irrelevant or denying or ignoring discrimination in general. People can also 
seek to avoid discrimination by trying not to draw attention to themselves or by avoiding 
situations where they expect discrimination might occur.
Some strategies are more effective at diminishing the stress of discrimination than 
 others. Resigning oneself to the situation or becoming aggressive does not pay off in 
the longer term (Hampel & Peterman 2005, in Dewaele & Van Houtte 2010).  Deliberately 
avoiding certain people or situations in order to avoid discrimination is also not 
 effective, because it can lead to social isolation, fewer opportunities and therefore even 
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more stress. Strategies that do reduce the stress of perceived discrimination in a specific 
situation include minimising the problem, seeking support from others and trying to 
gain control over the situation (Dewaele & Van Houtte 2010).
All those with at least one experience of discrimination were asked to rate a number of 
possible coping strategies (figure 1.11). The first three strategies in the table are gener-
ally regarded as adaptive strategies. Discussing the incident with friends and family and 
seeking consolation and understanding from others could be seen as forms of seeking 
social support. Half the people with an experience of discrimination discuss it with 
friends or family, and another quarter sometimes do so. Seeking consolation and under-
standing is less common; more than half the respondents never do this. Challenging the 
offender can be seen as an adaptive, problem-focused strategy. Four out of ten people 
with an experience of discrimination have actively fought discrimination by challenging 
the offender. Less adaptive strategies are resigning oneself to the situation, by acting as 
if nothing has happened or accepting the situation. Between just over half and just over 
six out of ten respondents report that they sometimes or always do this. Finally, 44% try 
to avoid discrimination by standing out as little as possible.

Figure 1.11

Coping strategies of members of the Dutch population with at least one experience of discrimination 
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I.6.4 Consequences of perceived discrimination per domain

As well as seeking to reduce the stress caused by experiences of discrimination, people 
may experience all kinds of consequences from perceived discrimination. The clearest 
example of this is when people have the feeling that discrimination stops them find-
ing work. Below, we describe the consequences that people report for each domain as a 
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result of perceived discrimination. We do this for two groups: first we look only at people 
who feel they have experienced discrimination within a given domain (e.g. all pupils and 
students with an experience of discrimination), and then look at the consequences for 
all participants in a given domain (e.g. consequences for all pupils and students).

Consequences of perceived discrimination in the public space and nightlife
Based on experiences of discrimination in the public space and night-time entertain-
ment, we asked people about any avoidance behaviour: do people avoid certain locations 
or people as a result of their discrimination experience? A quarter of those who feel 
they have experienced discrimination no longer go to certain localities or shops as a 
result; 4% have moved home as a result of discrimination and 3% have stopped playing 
sport. The most cited reaction is avoiding certain individuals: a third of people with an 
experience of discrimination avoid certain persons in their leisure time because they are 
discriminatory.

We can also view these figures for the total Dutch population (i.e. including those with-
out experience of discrimination). 5% of the total Dutch population say they no longer 
venture into certain localities or avoid certain shops because of discrimination. In the 
social domain, too, perceived discrimination has consequences for people’s leisure time: 
6% of the Dutch population avoid certain people as a result of discrimination, while 
1% have moved home or stopped playing sport.

Consequences of perceived discrimination on the labour market
The consequences of perceived discrimination on the labour market impact mainly on 
the work experience and motivation: almost half those who have felt discrimination 
at work (sometimes) enjoy going to work less because of that experience. By contrast, 
almost two-thirds of workers who have felt discrimination feel extra-motivated to show 
that they can do their jobs. But there are also positional consequences: 16% of workers 
who say they experienced discrimination at work have sought a different job as a result 
of that experience, and 7% have given up work; 19% say they earn less money and 17% say 
they do work for which they are overqualified as a result of discrimination.

The consequences described above relate to people who reported that they had 
 experienced discrimination. We can also look at the figures for all workers (i.e. including 
people without experience of discrimination). A small proportion of all workers re-
ported sick as a result of discrimination or started making less effort at work (figure 1.12). 
A fairly higher proportion did the opposite, and felt extra-motivated to show that they 
were capable of doing the work. By contrast, almost one in ten workers enjoyed their 
work less as a result of the discrimination.
In addition to the impact on work experience and motivation, people can also 
 experience consequences for their position. Roughly one in 20 workers feel they are 
earning less money because of discrimination and a slightly higher proportion believe 
they are working below their qualification level (figure 1.12).
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Figure 1.12

Consequences of perceived discrimination among all workers (in percentages)
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Approximately 3% of all workers have looked for another job because of perceived 
discrimination, and around 1% have given up work or stopped looking for a job or 
 internship. It is of course possible that some of these people decide to participate in the 
labour process in some other way (e.g. as self-employed), or that the school or college 
succeeds in finding an internship for those affected.

Consequences of perceived discrimination in education
Perceived discrimination also has an impact in education, affecting student motivation, 
absenteeism and well-being. A third who have experiences with discrimination have 
sometimes reported sick as a result, and a quarter make less effort at school. Almost 
two-thirds (sometimes) enjoy their courses less. On the other hand, over half actually 
start working harder.

Looking at the consequences for all students and pupils (i.e. including those who have 
not experienced discrimination), just under 10% enjoy their courses less as a result of 
 discrimination; just under 5% lose motivation due to discrimination, while a slightly 
higher proportion actually start working harder. The negative impact on the well-
being of the total student population due to discrimination is not negligible, with 
approximately one in 20 feeling less safe or having less self-confidence as a result of 
discrimination. This equates to roughly one pupil/student per class.
Almost one in 20 of all students/pupils have reported sick as a result of discrimination. 
A small proportion (around 1%) have changed courses, and almost 2% have actually given 
up their course.
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Figure 1.13

Consequences of perceived discrimination for all pupils/students (in percentages)
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1.7 Perceived discrimination in the Netherlands: explanation of the patterns 
found

If we look at the results overall, we see differences in the experiences of discrimination 
between groups. The discrimination experienced by older age groups, for example, 
appears to be different from that reported by LGBs. The discrimination encountered by 
LGBs was mainly negative treatment in the public space, the same as for people with 
psychological disorders. The latter group also relatively often experience negative treat-
ment at the workplace and in education, and also report discrimination when seeking 
work. Older age groups and people with physical disabilities experience discrimination 
when looking for work, but report relatively little negative treatment. Muslims and 
migrants experience considerable negative treatment in the public space, education and 
at the workplace, as well as unequal treatment when looking for work and internships 
and in dealings with the police.

The differences in discrimination experiences are thus aligned along two dimensions 
of perceived discrimination: perceived negative treatment and perceived unequal 
treatment. The negative treatment occurs mainly in the public space, but also at the 
workplace and in education. Perceived unequal treatment occurs mainly on the labour 
market (looking for work and perceived underpayment), but also in contacts with the 
police.
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The different groups considered in this study are found to differ in the extent to which 
they perceive discrimination on these dimensions. Some groups, such as LGBs, mainly 
experience negative treatment (especially in the public space) but do not report 
 substantially more discrimination when seeking work than the Dutch population as a 
whole. Older age groups (from 45 years upwards), by contrast, mainly experience dis-
crimination when looking for work and report little in the way of negative treatment. 
We find this same pattern among people with only a physical disability.
People with psychological disorders, by contrast, report both unequal treatment and 
negative attitudes. This applies even more for migrant groups, and especially those of 
Turkish and Moroccan origin: they experience both frequent negative attitudes in the 
different domains and unequal treatment when looking for work and in contacts with 
the police.
Some groups thus mainly encounter one dimension of discrimination, others encoun-
ter both. The two dimensions are plotted against each other in figure 1.14 to create four 
quadrants. In the upper left quadrant, little unequal treatment is experienced, but nega-
tive attitudes are. The discrimination experienced by LGBs fits into this quadrant.
The quadrant at bottom left contains people who experience both unequal treatment 
and negative attitudes. The experiences of people with psychological disorders, migrant 
groups in general and Muslims in particular fit into this quadrant.
People with physical disabilities and older age groups experience unequal treatment 
(especially when looking for work) but little by way of negative attitudes. This is the 
quadrant at bottom right. Groups in the upper-right quadrant experience little discrimi-
nation, either in terms of unequal treatment or negative attitudes. This is where we find 
the ‘privileged’ groups; these are the social reference groups, such as Dutch natives.

The positioning of the groups in figure 1.14 can be more easily understood if we relate 
the dimensions of discrimination to the different types of discrimination2: discrimina-
tion based on risk assessments and discrimination based on lack of social acceptance. 
Discrimination based on risk assessments means that members of a certain group are 
treated differently because a particular personal characteristic is associated with a 
 preconception about an enhanced probability of a certain risk manifesting itself. In the 
labour market, this form of discrimination is referred to as statistical discrimination; in 
 contacts with the police it is referred to using the term profiling.
Statistical discrimination occurs where employers have preconceptions about the anti-
cipated risk and productivity of specific groups and apply these to individual jobseekers 
from those groups. There are various reasons why employers regard certain groups as 
less productive or as posing a bigger risk than others. For example, some employers 
believe that people with a disability will be less productive and have higher sickness 
absenteeism rates and will bring greater financial risks (cf. Verveen & Van Petersen 2007). 
 People aged over 50 may be thought to work more slowly, be less innovative and relative-
ly expensive. And Nievers (2007) shows that employers have more negative perceptions 
about Moroccan and Antillean workers than about native Dutch employees, and focus on 
 characteristics such as unreliability, nuisance and criminal behaviour.
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Figure 1.14

Positioning of the groups on perceived negative attitudes and perceived unequal treatment

- People with
 psychological disorders
- Migrants
- Muslims

LGBs

Low perceived
unequal treatment

High perceived
negative a�itudes

High perceived
negative a�itudes

Low perceived
negative a�itudes

- People with physical
 disabilities
- Older age groups

Because of these perceptions, individual members of these groups are at a disadvantage 
compared to other job applicants, because those perceptions are taken into account in 
the selection procedures (Aigner & Cain 1977; Arrow 1973). To limit the risk to their busi-
ness, employers (or job placement agencies) are less willing to take on a member of the 
group which is perceived to deliver lower productivity. Discrimination based on risk 
mitigation thus often manifests itself as unequal treatment and affects older jobseekers, 
people with a disability and non-Western migrants when looking for work.
As regards public institutions, this discrimination mechanism operates mainly in con-
tacts with the police. Based on risk profiles, certain groups (e.g. young Moroccan males) 
are subjected to checks more often than other groups (ethnic profiling). In our study, 
we find that young members of non-Western migrant groups (primarily Moroccan men) 
experience this type of discrimination.
The second type of discrimination stems from lack of social acceptance. Negative treat-
ment, but also more extreme forms such as violence and vandalism, are manifestations 
of this. In this form of discrimination, people are put or kept at a distance, and this is 
justified and/or legitimised based on the idea that they possess negative characteristics 
(e.g. creepy, dirty, criminal, dangerous). By verbally abusing or bullying members of 
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these groups, and sometimes going as far as violence or vandalism, the perpetrators are 
seeking to create distance between them and the group. The desire for this distance is 
sometimes expressed very clearly in the way people talk about the groups concerned: 
‘homosexuals should save their homosexuality for when they are at home’; ‘ethnic 
minorities should be sent back to ‘their own country’’.
Groups in the lowest quadrants in figure 1.14 thus encounter discrimination based on 
risk assessments: employers, for example, see them as workers with higher financial 
risks (people with a disability) or who are expensive (older age groups); and the police 
regard certain migrant groups, for example, as potential suspects.
Groups in the left-hand quadrants are seen as deviating from the norm that is formed by 
social reference groups. The lack of acceptance of this manifests itself in negative atti-
tudes; migrant groups, for example, frequently experience negative attitudes in  several 
domains because of their skin colour (especially those of Surinamese and Antillean 
 origin), different ethnic background or religion (Muslims).

1.8 Conclusion

Perceived discrimination in the Netherlands was explored in this study by presenting 
specific situations to a large number of people and asking them whether they had expe-
rienced those situations and whether they felt this was discrimination. In addition to 
charting the experiences of the Dutch population in general, we have devoted attention 
in this report to the experiences of discrimination of different groups. We have looked 
at the grounds on which people feel they are discriminated against, in which domains of 
society the incidents took place and how the perceived discrimination manifested itself.
A substantial proportion of residents of the Netherlands feel they have experienced 
discrimination: 24% have experienced some form of incident in a given domain in the 
past year which they felt was discriminatory. Such incidents occur mostly in the public 
space and when looking for work. Age and sex are important discrimination grounds, 
while ethnic origin and skin colour are also frequently cited because a high proportion 
of those who feel victims of discrimination are migrants. Experiences of discrimination 
can have far-reaching consequences. For example, 7% of working people who have felt 
discriminated against have given up work and 2% of pupils and students who feel they 
have experienced discrimination have given up their course because of this experience. 
Discrimination also leaves its mark on well-being and motivation: a quarter of students 
and pupils with a perceived experience of discrimination make less effort as a result, 
and almost half of working people with experience of discrimination enjoy their work 
less as a result. However, not all consequences are by definition negative: almost two-
thirds of workers with experience of discrimination, for example, are extra motivated 
to show that they can do the work, and nearly half of students/pupils with experience of 
 discrimination increase their efforts.
The study has also shown that there is variation not only in the degree to which certain 
groups experience discrimination, but also in its manifestation and in the domains 
where it takes place. We have sought to explain this variation in terms of different types 
of discrimination which we associated with risk assessment and lack of social accept-
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ance. The discrimination experiences of different groups thus appear not to be arbitrary, 
but in fact indicate patterns that are related to the way in which different groups are 
perceived in society. The extent of perceived discrimination can provide an indication of 
how deeply those perceptions are felt: the more negative and widespread the stereotypes 
are, the more discrimination a group feels (Snelmann & Ekehammar 2005). The degree 
of perceived discrimination thus reflects the social climate in relation to different 
groups. We see this, for example, in the experiences of migrant groups. The fact that 
there is considerable resistance in a section of the Dutch population to the presence of 
non-Western migrants has been known for some time (see e.g. Coenders 2001;  Gijsberts 
& Dagevos 2004). For almost 20 years, around half the Dutch population have felt that 
there are too many people of different nationalities living in the Netherlands (Huijnk & 
Dagevos 2012). The high percentages of perceived discrimination among migrant groups 
may reflect this negative climate.

Notes

1 e cr i is an independent human rights body which monitors racism and intolerance in every member 

state of the Council of Europe.

2 The stereotype content model developed by Fiske et al.(2002) presents a comparable figure with 

dimensions that reflect the content of stereotypes (warmth and competence). 
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2 Methodological approach

In order to measure the extent of perceived discrimination in the Dutch population, a  specific 
approach was adopted. The aim of the study was to enable statements to be made about the 
Dutch population as a whole (in which domains and on what grounds do they experience 
 discrimination, and what form does that discrimination take?), and about specific groups. 
This meant choosing an approach that was able to measure discrimination adequately and 
which would have relevance for all groups in the study. We could not ask group-specific ques-
tions, so instead looked for situations that would be recognisable for all groups. A questionnaire 
was then submitted to a random sample from the Dutch population and to a panel. Like every 
study, ours also had its strengths and weaknesses. This section of the report describes in more 
detail how the study was carried out, the approach chosen and the scope of the study.

2.1 Questionnaire

Perceived discrimination was measured using a structured questionnaire in which 
 respondents were asked for their experiences of discrimination in various domains. 
First, they were asked if they had experienced a variety of situations, from verbal abuse 
in the street to violence at school or sexual harassment at work. For each situation, 
 respondents were first asked if they had experienced it and, if so, whether they felt this was 
discrimination. Respondents could thus answer that, although they had experienced the 
 situation, they did not feel it constituted discrimination (The questionnaire on perceived dis-
crimination may be found in the Annex to this publication at www.scp.nl.).

First asking respondents whether they had experienced specific incidents during the past 
12 months made the situations real for respondents and meant that they did not have to 
judge immediately whether discrimination had played a role. An actual event that the re-
spondent had or had not experienced was thus separated from the judgment as to whether 
it constituted discrimination. This specific, two-stage survey approach makes it easier for 
 respondents to remember events which involved discrimination.

The incidents were grouped by domain. We first asked about situations in the public space, 
then about situations on the labour market, in contact with public institutions and in 
 education. If people reported that they had experienced discrimination in a given do-
main, they were then asked to think about the most recent incident of discrimination in 
that  domain. They were asked about the consequences of this incident and about whether 
they had reported it. We also asked about what they felt had prompted the discrimination 
(the  discrimination ground).

2.1.1 Testing and translation

The questionnaire with covering letter was tested in three ways: consultation with experts, 
cognitive interviews and a pilot. The questionnaire was first submitted for assessment by 
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experts in the field of discrimination and of questionnaires. At the end of January 
a revised version was then submitted to 15 trial respondents spread across different 
migrant groups and varying in age and sex. They all had a good command of Dutch. 
Interviews lasting 45 minutes were held with the respondents, during which they 
were asked to read the covering letter and to complete the questionnaire by computer. 
These tests showed that the questionnaire was too long, and some respondents stated 
that they probably would not take part in the study because the topic was not sufficiently 
appealing or because they did not feel the questionnaire was aimed at them. Most of the 
respondents did feel that the letter and questionnaire were clear. Based on the outcomes 
of these tests, the questionnaire was shortened and it was stated more clearly in the let-
ter that the questionnaire was intended for everyone, including those who had never felt 
they had suffered discrimination.

The questionnaire and covering letter were translated into English, Polish, Moroccan 
Arabic and Turkish1 in order to enable respondents with an insufficient command of 
Dutch to take part in the study. These different language variants were tested in a pilot 
with t ns nipobase panel respondents. A total of 471 respondents completed the ques-
tionnaire. After completing the questionnaire, respondents were asked a number of 
supplementary questions about the clarity of the questionnaire (and the translations), 
how they rated the questionnaire and how interesting it was. The outcomes of the pilot 
did not lead to any changes in the questionnaire.

2.2 General Dutch population and migrant groups

2.2.1 Target population and sample

The aim of the study was to be able to say something about the Dutch population and a 
number of subgroups within it, namely people of Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese and 
Antillean origin, migrants from Central and Eastern Europe and migrants from other 
Western and non-Western countries. For this purpose, Statistics Netherlands (cbs) drew 
a sample from the Municipal Personal Records Database (gba)2. Two subsamples were 
used; the first comprised 37,600 persons, the second an additional 7,400 individuals who 
were approached because of a disappointing response. In order to be able to make state-
ments about the specific subgroups, a stratified sample was drawn with unequal drawing 
probabilities, in which the aforementioned subgroups were overrepresented.

2.2.2 Fieldwork

The fieldwork was carried out by the t ns nipo research bureau. Between April and June 
2013, 45,000 members of the Dutch population aged 15 years and older were approached 
and asked to participate in the study. The invitations to participate were sent out in April 
2013. The text of the letter was printed on the reverse in English, Polish, Moroccan Arabic 
and Turkish. Respondents could participate in the study by completing the questionnaire 
online or by requesting a paper questionnaire. Both versions could be completed in all 
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the above languages3. Roughly two weeks after the initial approach, a reminder letter was 
sent out to all respondents who had not completed the questionnaire. This reminder was 
accompanied by the paper questionnaire plus a return envelope. After the first reminder, 
the addresses of the non-responders were enriched with telephone numbers. Those con-
cerned were then telephoned by t ns nipo and asked again to take part. If they refused, 
an attempt was made to persuade them, and if this failed they were asked the reason 
for their refusal. The addresses that could not be enriched with a telephone number or 
for which the telephone number was incorrect were sent a modified reminder letter. 
The same method was used for the second sample, except that the incentive for partici-
pation was 7.50 euros from the start, whereas in the first sample this was promised only 
when the second reminder was sent.

2.2.3 Response and representativeness

Of the total of 45,000 letters sent out, 10,000 were addressed to Dutch natives and 
5,000 to each of the seven subgroups. A total of 593 of these letters were returned, 
mostly for unknown reasons. All told, 12,327 people completed and returned the 
 questionnaire. A check showed that in 684 cases, the sex and/or age of the respond-
ent differed by more than one year (in the case of age) from the data contained in the 
 Municipal  Personal Records Database. These respondents were excluded from the sur-
vey, resulting in 11,643 valid respondents. This is equivalent to a response rate of 26%, 
though the response rate was higher in some groups than others. The response rate 
among Dutch natives and other Western groups was substantially higher (35% and 33%, 
respectively) than in the other migrant groups (Turkish: 19%; Moroccan: 18%; Surinamese: 
23%;  Antillean: 23%; other non-Western: 24%; Central and Eastern European: 24%). 
A low response rate need not automatically be problematic, as long as it is not selective. 
 Selectivity would mean that people who felt they had experienced discrimination took 
part in the study more often than people who had not. It is not known whether this was 
the case, though it was stated clearly in the covering letter that the questionnaire was 
intended for everyone, including those who had never felt victims of discrimination.

It is possible to break down the response rate by background characteristics of the differ-
ent groups; see table 2.1. If this reveals large differences in response rate, this could be an 
indication of a certain selectivity based on background characteristics. The response rate 
of women was generally higher than that of men, especially in the Central and Eastern 
European group. Respondents aged 20 years and younger generally responded better than 
the other age groups, with the sole exception being Central and Eastern European mi-
grants, where the response rate was highest among the over-65s. The response rate was 
higher among second-generation migrants than in the first generation, and here again 
the difference was greatest in the Central and Eastern European group. Multiple-person 
households responded better than single-person households in all groups. Finally, those 
living in the three largest cities (Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague) participated in the 
study relatively least often.
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The distribution within the different groups was then investigated for the background 
characteristics age, sex and municipality size. For example, the distribution of those who 
responded can be compared with the sample distribution and with the distribution in 
the population as a whole (see table 2.2). The response rate was generally high among 
women, young people and people living in medium-sized and small municipalities. 
These groups are accordingly overrepresented among respondents compared with the 
general population and the sample. The differences between the population and the 
sample are minimal.

Table 2.2 

Distributions by age, sex and municipality size for population, sample and response rate  

(in percentages) 

Population Sample Response

Native Dutch 10,823,916 10,000 3,452
Sex

Male 49.5 48.5 45.9
Female 50.5 51.6 54.1

Age
15-19 years 7.0 7.1 8.3
20-64 years 71.7 70.3 72.0
≥ 65 years 21.3 22.7 19.7

Municipality size
Amsterdam 3.2 2.7 2.5
Rotterdam 1.9 2.0 1.5
The Hague 2.5 2.5 2.1
Medium-sized municipality 52.0 51.8 53.2
Small municipality 40.4 41.1 40.7

Moroccan 254,630 5,000 902
Sex

Male 51.3 52.3 48.7
Female 48.7 47.7 51.3

Age
15-19 years 12.1 11.6 16.6
20-64 years 80.5 80.4 78.3
≥ 65 years 7.3 8.0 5.1
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Table 2.2 (continued)

Population Sample Response

Municipality size
Amsterdam 20.2 20.6 18.6
Rotterdam 7.8 8.0 7.1
The Hague 11.0 10.7 9.6
Medium-sized municipality 15.8 16.2 17.3
Small municipality 45.2 44.5 47.3

Central & Eastern European 162,405 5,000 1,217
Sex

Male 43.7 43.8 35.4
Female 56.3 56.2 64.6

Age
15-19 years 5.4 4.7 5.4
20-64 years 89.7 89.5 86.6
≥ 65 years 4.9 5.8 8.0

Municipality size
Amsterdam 7.5 7.7 6.7
Rotterdam 9.6 9.9 5.3
The Hague 6.6 6.5 4.0
Medium-sized municipality 33.7 34.3 39.9
Small municipality 42.6 41.6 44.1

Antillean/Aruban 109,510 5,000 1,144
Sex

Male 49.3 48.5 44.0
Female 50.7 51.5 56.0

Age
15-19 years 11.4 11.3 13.4
20-64 years 83.1 82.7 80.2
≥ 65 years 5.5 5.9 6.5

Municipality size
Amsterdam 9.1 9.1 7.7
Rotterdam 8.7 8.6 7.2
The Hague 15.9 16.2 13.4
Medium-sized municipality 17.0 16.3 20.2
Small municipality 49.3 49.8 51.6

Other non-Western 520,806 5,000 1,211
Sex

Male 49.6 50.4 46.4
Female 50.4 49.6 53.6
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Table 2.2 (continued)

Population Sample Response

Age
15-19 years 10.4 10.9 14.9
20-64 years 85.8 85.0 81.2
≥ 65 years 3.8 4.1 3.9

Municipality size
Amsterdam 12.7 13.4 11.1
Rotterdam 7.1 7.8 5.8
The Hague 9.7 9.3 7.3
Medium-sized municipality 23.4 23.3 26.2
Small municipality 47.1 46.3 49.6

Surinamese 281,929 5,000 1,141
Sex

Male 46.5 45.9 42.2
Female 53.5 54.1 57.8

Age
15-19 years 8.9 8.8 11.7
20-64 years 82.9 82.2 80.4
≥ 65 years 8.2 9.0 8.0

Municipality size
Amsterdam 20.1 20.8 16.5
Rotterdam 13.9 14.1 13.1
The Hague 15.6 14.8 12.3
Medium-sized municipality 12.7 11.9 15.5
Small municipality 37.7 38.4 42.7

Turkish 302,475 5,000 946
Sex

Male 51.7 52.1 49.7
Female 48.3 47.9 50.3

Age
15-19 years 11.6 11.4 16.3
20-64 years 82.1 81.7 79.4
≥ 65 years 6.3 6.9 4.3

Municipality size
Amsterdam 10.7 10.9 8.5
Rotterdam 9.2 9.4 6.6
The Hague 12.3 12.3 11.4
Medium-sized municipality 18.3 19.6 20.0
Small municipality 49.4 47.9 53.6
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Table 2.2 (continued)

Population Sample Response

Other Western 1,188,835 5,000 1,630
Sex

Male 47.9 47.1 45.4
Female 52.1 52.9 54.6

Age
15-19 years 5.1 4.3 4.5
20-64 years 74.2 73.4 72.9
≥ 65 years 20.7 22.3 22.6

Municipality size
Amsterdam 8.2 8.1 6.9
Rotterdam 4.3 4.3 4.2
The Hague 4.2 3.6 3.6
Medium-sized municipality 37.7 38.6 40.8
Small municipality 45.5 45.4 44.5

Example from table: 46.5% of all Surinamese people in the population are male; the proportion in the 
sample was just under 45.9%, and it was lower still in the response distribution (42.2%).

Source: scp/cbs (ErDis’13)

2.2.4 Weighting

To correct for the selectivity on background characteristics, weighting factors were 
applied based on group, sex, age, generation, household type, municipality size, 
socioeconomic category and personal income. Where we make statements about the 
Dutch population as a whole, the data for the different groups have a weight which cor-
responds with their share in the Dutch population. This means that the experiences of 
Dutch natives carry more weight when we make statements about the Dutch popula-
tion as a whole, because they had a much smaller drawing probability in the sample 
(see table 2.3). A weighting factor was constructed in the same way for population 
distributions within migrant groups (Turkish, Moroccan, Surinamese, Antillean, other 
non-Western, Central and Eastern European, other Western). This makes it  possible 
to construct a representative picture of the Dutch population and of the different 
 subgroups.
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Table 2.3

Characteristics of the respondents, unweighted and weighted data (n = 11,643) 

Characteristic
Unweighted data,  
in percentages Number

Weighted data,  
in percentages

Sex
Male 44.8 5,211 49.3
Female 55.2 6,432 50.7

Age
15-24 years 17.9 2,088 14.9
25-34 years 18.6 2,167 14.8
35-44 years 18.9 2,203 16.8
45-54 years 17.3 2,017 18.4
55-64 years 14.8 1,723 15.7
≥ 65 years 12.4 1,445 19.4

Highest education attained
Not stated 1.5 180 1.1
No certificate 4.7 547 3.6
Primary school 5.8 677 5.1
Pre-vocational secondary (vmbo)/junior 
secondary vocational (lbo)/domestic 
science school (huishoudschool) 9.5 1,109 12.5
Junior general secondary (mavo) 8.2 950 8.7
Senior general secondary (havo)/ 
pre-university (vwo) 11.5 1,342 10.1
Senior secondary vocational (mbo) 22.9 2,662 23.3
Higher professional (hbo)/university 32.6 3,794 31.9
Other 3.3 382 3.8

Origin
Native Dutch 29.6 3,452 79.3
Turkish 8.1 946 2.2
Moroccan 7.7 902 1.9
Surinamese 9.8 1,141 2.1
Antillean 9.8 1,144 0.8
Other non-Western migrants 10.4 1,211 3.8
Central & Eastern Europeans 10.5 1,217 1.2
Other Western migrants 14.0 1,630 8.7

Source: scp/cbs (ErDis’13)
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2.2.5 Reasons for nonresponse

The overall response rate in the study was 26%. However, there are wide differences 
between groups, as well as selectivity based on background characteristics: women, 
young people, second-generation migrants, people living in multiple-person house-
holds and people from medium-sized and small municipalities all participated more 
often. Weighting factors were constructed to correct for this and to enable a representa-
tive picture to be created of the Dutch population. However, it is unclear whether this 
weighting also corrects for perceived discrimination in the Netherlands: it is possible 
that people with no experience of discrimination participated in the study to a lesser 
degree than people who do have such experience. If that is the case, this is selectivity. 
The weighting factors may correct for discrimination between groups (if there is more 
discrimination against older than young people, for example), but weighting will not 
resolve the problem of selective response if there is a relationship between participation 
in the study and discrimination within groups (e.g. young people who feel they have 
experienced discrimination participate more often than young people who have not). 
In other words, if weighting variables do not correct for the dependent variable ‘per-
ceived discrimination’ and the nonresponse is (partly) dependent on the experience of 
discrimination, it is possible that the perceived discrimination as measured in this study 
is an over- or underestimation.

It is not known whether that is the case in this study. We do not know how much 
discrimination non-respondents have experienced, and no benchmark is available 
from other research. One way of obtaining an indication of this might be to look at 
the reasons why nonrespondents do not participate. This question was asked dur-
ing the  telephone reminders. A drawback of these data is that not all nonrespondents 
 cooperated. There are a number of reasons for this: not everyone has a telephone; 
not everyone’s telephone number is known; it may not be possible to reach people by 
 telephone; or people may refuse to give a reason for not wishing to participate in the 
study. Ultimately, 6,089 persons were reached by telephone who had not taken part in 
the study; 53% of them were persuaded to take part, and ultimately approximately half 
actually did so.

The most important reason for not taking part in the study (n=2835) is ‘no interest’ 
(46%). ‘I have never suffered discrimination/unequal treatment’ was cited as a reason 
for not participating by 8%. 2,289 persons who had not completed the questionnaire 
were also asked: ‘Have you had the feeling of being discriminated against during the 
last 12 months?’. 68% of this group and said ‘no’ to this question, and 6% and said 
‘yes’; 27% were not willing to answer. The questionnaire reveals that around 25% of 
people believe they have experienced discrimination. That is an indication that people 
who have not experienced discrimination participated less in the study. However, the 
6% with experience of discrimination from the telephone reminders is not readily com-
parable with the approximately 25% from the study: firstly, almost a third of respondents 
were  unwilling to give an answer; secondly, the question formulation was completely 
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 different; and thirdly, it is known that telephone interviews elicit different responses 
from written questionnaires (mode effects).

All in all, it appears that only a small proportion of the nonrespondents (8%) refused 
to take part because they have never experienced discrimination; on the other hand, it 
seems that perceived discrimination is less common among nonrespondents (6%) than 
among respondents. More will be said about the scope of the figures in the concluding 
section.

2.3 Supplementary panel study among LGBs

The discrimination experiences of lesbian, gay and bisexual respondents (LGBs) were 
also investigated in the study. There is no sample frame for this group, because sexual 
orientation is not recorded in the population register or in other registers. These people 
cannot therefore be approached directly by means of a sample. For this reason, LGBs 
from the t ns nipobase panel were invited to participate in the study. Screening by 
means of a general population questionnaire is a better option, since it is then possible 
to make representative statements about the l gb population. However, this requires 
large numbers of respondents in order to identify sufficient LGBs; that went beyond the 
time and budget available for this study.

The experiences of LGBs are therefore based on a survey of respondents who participated 
in a panel. The panel members had been recruited for a different study based on a sam-
ple of the Dutch population, and were then asked to indicate whether they were willing 
to participate in the panel. This ruled out self-referrers from participation in this study. 
However, data from a panel are not representative for the Dutch population as a whole, 
and should be interpreted accordingly.

The LGBs in this study were recruited via the monthly screening of t ns nipobase. A total 
of 1,135 LGBs from the panel were approached, and 1,041 took part in the study (response 
rate: 78%). Checking revealed that 132 persons from this group were actually exclusively 
attracted to members of the opposite sex, were unwilling to answer this question or 
reported that they did not know. These persons were excluded from the study. This 
dropout of a proportion of respondents during a second screening of sexual orienta-
tion is a familiar phenomenon (Fernee & Keuzenkamp 2011). Ultimately, this resulted in 
909 persons who reported that they were attracted to members of their own sex, either 
exclusively or in addition to members of the opposite sex.

2.4 Scope of the study

A particular feature of this study of perceived discrimination is the wide-ranging and 
specific design of the questionnaire. This has several advantages. First, the use of specific 
question formulations enables better estimates to be obtained of the degree to which 
people experience discrimination. Most surveys of discrimination use abstract question 
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formulations for this (e.g.: ‘Have you experienced discrimination during the last twelve 
months? If so, in which situation?’). It is known that specific question formulations 
lead to better estimates because abstract formulations make it easier to forget events 
( Wittebrood 2006).

Second, explicit account was taken of the hidden and subtle nature of discrimination by 
giving people the opportunity to express uncertainty about the precise reason for an in-
cident. The report consistently states the percentage of people who regarded an incident 
as discriminatory as well as the percentage who were unsure about this. This makes clear 
that people have these doubts more often in some domains than others. When looking 
for work, for example, the level of uncertainty is relatively high.

A third advantage of this approach is that it asked in broad terms what respondents 
felt were the ground(s) for the perceived discrimination. Respondents were also able at 
all times to state in their own words on which other ground(s) they felt they had been 
discriminated against. An implicit assumption that is often made about discrimination 
involving specific groups is that the perceived discrimination is based on a group char-
acteristic. In other words, ethnic minorities experience discrimination because of their 
ethnic background; people with a disability because of their disability; and LGBs on the 
basis of their sexual orientation. However, this study shows that, although this is true in 
many cases, perceived discrimination is much more complex than this. Not only is the 
group characteristic not always the reason for the perceived discrimination, but people 
often experience discrimination because of combinations of characteristics.

The choices made in designing the questionnaire led to a wide-ranging survey of per-
ceived discrimination, which made it possible to describe perceived discrimination in 
detail in terms of its different manifestations, different domains of society and specific 
groups. At the same time, there are methodological consequences to this approach, 
which need to be taken into account when interpreting the data.

First, as pointed out earlier, there may have been some selectivity in the response; this 
is the case if people who feel they have suffered discrimination took part more often 
than people with do not. This could lead to higher percentages of reported discrimina-
tion. We do not know how large this effect is. A possible alternative would have been to 
include questions about perceived discrimination in a multi-issue questionnaire. People 
would then not know that the questionnaire was specifically about perceived discrimina-
tion. A disadvantage of a multi-issue questionnaire is that the benefits referred to above 
of a wide-ranging questionnaire covering several domains would not have been possi-
ble. In an attempt to limit this effect, people with no experiences of discrimination were 
reminded of the importance of their participation both in the covering letter and in the 
follow-up telephone calls.
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Second, people with low or no literacy skills were not able to participate in this study 
 because of the decision that respondents should complete the questionnaire them-
selves. This could have affected older non-Western migrants in particular, and the 
response rate among older and first-generation migrants was indeed lower. Although 
weighting was applied for these characteristics, the design of this study means that this 
section of the population was not able to take part. The only solution to this problem 
would have been to conduct verbal interviews which, as well as being very expensive, 
have the  disadvantage that people tend to give more socially desirable responses.

Third, the issue of definition plays a major role in studies of perceived discrimination. 
On the one hand, there is the phenomenon of over-interpretation: all kinds of things 
can be cast in terms of discrimination, and highly stigmatised groups, in particular, 
such as non-Western migrants, are more inclined than other groups to describe con-
flictual interactions or miscommunication as ‘discrimination’ (Boog et al. 2009). On the 
other hand, downplaying can also occur. The word ‘discrimination’ can be seen as a 
rather charged concept (cf. Van der Klein et al. 2009), and people may prefer to use other 
terms (e.g. ‘bullying’). If people are not inclined to use the term ‘discrimination’, this 
can lead to underreporting. In this study, we attempted to minimise the effects of both 
these phenomena by formulating the questions as specific as possible. Nonetheless, 
the possibility cannot be ruled out that these mechanisms had an effect. The principal 
consideration, however, is that this report describes what people perceived as discrimi-
nation. The importance of this lies in the classic Thomas theorem: ‘If men define situations 
as real, they are real in their consequences.’ (Merton, 1995).

The chosen study design thus has both advantages and disadvantages. One disadvantage 
is that the response rate is generally low and moreover differs between different groups. 
Weighting factors were applied to correct for this, but the question remains of whether 
people with experiences of discrimination participated more often than people with-
out such experiences. This would produce an overestimate of the degree of perceived 
discrimination. The biggest advantage of the chosen design is the structuring of the 
questionnaire, with specific questions and opinions about perceived discrimination 
across a range of discrimination grounds, social domains, manifestations,  consequences 
and reporting behaviour. In addition to the extra recruitment of certain groups, this 
offers a unique means of bringing to light patterns of perceived discrimination and of 
comparing groups with each other.
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Notes

1 The Turkish questionnaire was translated twice in order to ensure good quality. Turkish is a rich 

language with a greater likelihood of translational differences than other languages. To address 

this, two translators produced translations independently, following which the differences between 

the translations were discussed in a session attended by scp and an attempt made to find the best 

translation. One of the translators then adapted the translation in the questionnaire to the agreed 

version.

2 Using the Municipal Personal Records Database as a sample frame meant that people who were 

not entered in the Database were excluded from participation. This probably mainly affected a 

 proportion of the migrants from Central and Eastern Europe who are resident in the Netherlands 

temporarily because of work and who do not register with the municipality where they are living. 

Their  experiences of discrimination are therefore not represented in this report.

3 In the ultimate fieldwork, 304 respondents completed the English-language questionnaire, 234 the 

Polish questionnaire, 134 the Turkish questionnaire and 67 the Arabic questionnaire.
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