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Jeopardy, Consciousness, and Multiple Discrimination:
Intersecting Inequalities in Contemporary Western Europe
Catherine E. Harnois1

Theories of intersectionality argue that individuals with multiple minority statuses often face mistreatment
that stems from multiple, interlocking systems of inequality. King (1988) refers to this phenomenon as “multiple jeopardy,” and argues that those who experience multiple jeopardy often develop a “multiple consciousness”—an awareness of multiple systems of inequality working with and through one another. This study
analyzes recent survey data to assess perceived multiple jeopardy and its relationship to multiple consciousness in the context of contemporary Western Europe. Findings provide support for intersectionality, as individuals who hold multiple minority statuses are more likely than others to perceive having personally
experienced multiple forms of discrimination, and are more likely to view multiple discrimination (discrimination based on multiple social statuses) as a widespread social phenomenon. Controlling for other factors,
personal experiences with multiple forms of discrimination (“multiple jeopardy”) are associated with greater
multiple consciousness. Personal experiences with discrimination based on a single dimension of inequality
(“single jeopardy”) also facilitate multiple consciousness, however, though not to the same degree. The conclusion highlights the importance of intersectionality for future research and policy concerning
discrimination.
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INTRODUCTION
Over the past two decades, the concept of intersectionality has become increasingly central to sociological scholarship, as well as to social science research more
generally. The particulars of how scholars understand and employ intersectionality
vary, but, in general, intersectionality draws attention to the dynamic and contextual relationships among multiple systems of inequality, as they exist within and
across multiple levels of society (Baca Zinn and Thornton Dill 1996; Berger and
Guidroz 2009; Choo and Ferree 2010; Hill Collins 2000; McCall 2005; Weber 2010;
Winker and Degele 2011; Yuval-Davis 2006).
While numerous studies have demonstrated that intersectionality provides a
valuable framework for understanding how intersecting inequalities structure disadvantage and privilege, far fewer have investigated the social psychological claims
central to intersectionality. Intersectionality theory argues that individuals who
have multiple minority statuses often experience mistreatment that stems from multiple, interconnected systems of inequality (Baca Zinn and Thornton Dill 1996;
Crenshaw 1989, 1991; Hill Collins 2000; King 1988; Weber 2010). Intersectionality
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further posits that those who experience mistreatment based on multiple social statuses often recognize it as such, framing their experiences in the context of multiple
social statuses and multiple systems of inequality (Crenshaw 1989, 1991; Essed
1991; Guenther, Pendaz, and Makene 2011; Harnois 2014; Hill Collins 2000; King
1988; Risman and Banerjee 2013). Finally, intersectionality theorists have argued
that those who experience mistreatment based on multiple social statuses often
develop a broader understanding of intersecting social inequalities (Berger 2004;
Hill Collins 1990; King 1988; Smith, Smith, and Frazier 1981).
This study addresses the social psychological claims of intersectionality
directly, asking two main questions. First, to what extent do individuals with multiple minority statuses understand their experiences with mistreatment in terms of
multiple inequalities? And second, to what extent does membership in multiple
minority groups, along with experiences of multiple forms of discrimination, facilitate a broader awareness of intersecting inequalities? To answer these questions, I
analyze data from the Eurobarometer Survey—a multicountry survey conducted
regularly on behalf of the European Commission. While intersectionality was developed primarily by women of color in the United States, the theoretical implications
of intersectionality reach far beyond this particular context. Unlike any large-scale
survey conducted in the United States, the 2008 Eurobarometer includes questions
about multiple minority identities, multiple forms of discrimination, and most signiﬁcantly, a question that asks directly about respondents’ perceptions of “multiple
discrimination”—discrimination based on multiple social statuses. It represents one
of the only existing large-scale surveys—if not the only large-scale survey—with
which it is possible to assess the prevalence of perceived multiple jeopardy in any
context, and its relationship to multiple consciousness.
BACKGROUND
Multiple Jeopardy and Multiple Consciousness
More than 25 years ago, Deborah King’s (1988) article, “Multiple Jeopardy,
Multiple Consciousness: The Context of a Black Feminist Ideology,” challenged
scholars and activists to rethink their approach to understanding and addressing
inequalities of race, class, and gender. King argued that scholars and activists alike
too often rely on a “monist” approach, which obscures the experiences of individuals and groups who hold multiple minority statuses. Drawing on Albert et al.
(1986), she described a monist approach as one that positioned a single inequality
(e.g., race, class, or gender) as foundational to others, and that conceptualized systems of inequality as occurring independently (King 1988:51). King argued that
attempts to isolate the separate contributions of racism, classism, and sexism to
African American women’s lives fundamentally misunderstood how systems of
inequality operate and are experienced. She advocated for an alternative approach,
in which systems of inequality were viewed as dynamically interacting with one
another.
King’s theory draws from the scholarship, politics, and everyday experiences of
African American women, and documents that throughout history African
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American women’s lives have been structured by multiple, intersecting systems of
inequality. She introduces the concept of “multiple jeopardy” to describe the interpersonal mistreatment and structural disadvantage that result from African American women’s multiple minority statuses. The term multiple jeopardy builds upon the
“additive” models of inequality that came before (e.g., Beal 1970), and “refers not
only to several, simultaneous oppressions, but to the multiplicative relationships
among them as well” (King 1988:47). For King, and for much of the intersectional
scholarship that has followed, “the intersection of racism and sexism factors into
Black women’s lives in ways that cannot be captured wholly by looking at the race
or gender dimensions of those experiences separately” (Crenshaw 1991:1244; see
also Baca Zinn and Thornton Dill 1996; Bowleg 2008; Essed 1991; Hill Collins
2000).
In addition to highlighting the experience of multiple jeopardy, King argues
that African American women’s experiences with multiple jeopardy facilitate the
development of “multiple consciousness”—an awareness of multiple systems of
inequality, and an awareness of how these systems “work with and through each
other” (Baca Zinn and Thornton Dill 1996). She posits that those who occupy multiple marginal statuses, and whose lives are characterized by multiple jeopardy, have
a unique standpoint, which facilitates an understanding of how inequalities work
together to structure power and privilege. Drawing from the writings of Anna Julia
Cooper, Mary Church Terrell, Angela Davis, Audre Lorde, and others, King
(1988:51) argued that historically, black women in the United States have been conscious of multiple systems of domination and have understood these interacting systems as “a primary inﬂuence on the black woman’s deﬁnition of her womanhood,
and her relationships to people around her” (see also Hill Collins 2000; Smith et al.
1981; Wilcox 1997).
While King’s theory of multiple jeopardy and multiple consciousness centralized the experiences of African American women and focused on inequalities of
race, gender, and class, more recent scholarship has used these concepts to examine
a broader range of inequalities as they relate to a wide range of marginalized groups
around the world. For example, Cooke (2001) draws on the concepts of multiple
jeopardy and multiple consciousness to describe the “oppositional stance” of postcolonial Arab Muslim women, Ward (2004) uses these concepts to examine the
experiences of lesbian women at a Latino health clinic in Los Angeles, and Madibbo
(2007) applies these ideas to blacks in the Francophone communities of Ontario,
Canada. In addition to the statuses of race, class, and gender, scholars have drawn
on King’s theory to understand inequalities related to immigration status, (dis)ability, sexual orientation, age, and religion (e.g., Harnois 2014; Sargeant 2011; Ward
2004; Weber 2010).
The Correlates of Perceived Discrimination
No existing large-scale statistical study has examined explicitly the relationship
between multiple jeopardy and multiple consciousness, in any context. Existing
social science research on discrimination is useful, however, for considering the
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potential correlates of multiple jeopardy and multiple consciousness. Previous
research in the U.S. context has found that racial-ethnic minorities (and blacks in
particular) are more likely to perceive having experienced racial-ethnic discrimination than are non-Hispanic whites (Kessler, Mickelson, and Williams 1999; Welch
et al. 2001). Younger and older adults are more likely than middle-aged adults to
perceive high levels of age-based discrimination (Garstka, Hummert, and Branscombe 2005; Gee, Pavalko, and Long 2007). Women are more likely than men to
report experiencing gender-based discrimination and sexism (Kobrynowicz and
Branscombe 1997; Swim et al. 2001, but racial-ethnic minority men tend to report
higher levels of racial-ethnic discrimination than do racial-ethnic minority women.2
Some studies suggest higher educational attainment increases the likelihood of perceiving discrimination (Gee et al. 2007; Kessler et al.1999; Sigelman and Welch
1991). Workforce participation and occupational sector may also shape the likelihood of perceiving discrimination (Roscigno 2007; Roscigno et al. 2007).
An important limitation to the research described above is that existing studies
tend to focus on either discrimination “in general” (e.g., Kessler et al. 1999) or on
one speciﬁc type of discrimination (e.g., Gee et al. 2007; Kobrynowicz and Branscombe 1997). Studies focusing on discrimination “in general” make no distinction
between single and multiple discrimination, and are thus limited in their ability to
assess potential diﬀerences between the two. Studies focusing on a single type of discrimination are similarly limited in their ability to assess multiple discrimination.
Often relying upon a “monist” framework, these studies imply that various types of
discrimination generally occur separately, and that those who experience racial,
age-based, and/or gender-based discrimination interpret this mistreatment as stemming from a single system of inequality (Harnois 2014; Harnois and Ifatunji 2011).
In contrast to these studies, recent research by Best and colleagues (2011) analyzes a sample of judicial opinions in equal employment opportunity cases in the
U.S. courts from 1965 through 1999, and ﬁnds that in 18% of cases plaintiﬀs made
claims based on multiple statuses. In these cases, the most frequent combination
was a claim of gender and race discrimination (6% of the sample), followed by race
and national origin, sex and age, and age and national origin (each approximately
3% of the sample). Signiﬁcantly, they ﬁnd that those who made “intersectional
claims” were only half as likely to win their cases as those who made claims based
on a single social status. Best and colleagues’ research focuses on oﬃcial claims of
discrimination in the context of the U.S. workplace. With an explicit focus on multiple discrimination, and an examination of discrimination as it occurs within and
outside of the workplace, the current study expands the scope of research on how
discrimination is perceived by those with multiple minority statuses.
Discrimination and Intersectionality in Contemporary Western Europe
As described above, King’s theory of intersectionality emphasizes that the relationships created by the intersection of multiple systems of inequality are dependent
2
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upon the “socio-historical context and the social phenomenon under consideration”
(King 1988:49; see also Hill Collins 2000). King does not argue that every combination of minority statuses will result in multiple jeopardy and the development of a
multiple consciousness. Twenty-ﬁve years of subsequent intersectional scholarship,
however, suggests that the concepts and relationships that King describes may
reﬂect more general processes. To be clear, the broader claim of intersectionality is
not that multiple systems of inequality all matter equally for all groups in all situations, but rather, that it is always important to consider the possibility of multiple,
intersecting systems of inequality. In any particular social and historical context,
multiple systems of inequality may come together to produce multidimensional
experiences and a consciousness of intersecting inequalities.
Because context is central to both intersectionality and analyzing discrimination, it is important to emphasize that the context in which King’s theory emerged
is very diﬀerent from the context of contemporary Western Europe. In her recent
work on the “transatlantic travels” of intersectionality theory, Knapp (2005) highlights the risks of importing theories and concepts from one context and blindly
deploying them elsewhere. The “conceptual triad” of race-class-gender—which
often works as the sine qua non of intersectionality in the U.S. context—may, for
example, actually stiﬂe the potential of intersectionality in German-speaking Europe, where the concept of Klasse (class) retains a strong connection to Marxism,
and Rasse (race) “is a category that cannot be used in an aﬃrmative way” (Knapp
2005:257). Rather than rejecting the theory, however, Knapp calls for an intersectionality that is more contextually ﬂexible and attentive to national, regional, and
global structures and histories (e.g., European integration, globalization).3
While a complete comparison of the U.S. and Western European sociodemographic, legal, and cultural contexts is beyond the scope of this article, below I highlight some of the most important diﬀerences. First among these is that the Western
European countries investigated here diﬀer signiﬁcantly from the United States—
and from each other—in terms of their racial-ethnic and religious composition. In
the United States, for example, Hispanics and African Americans constitute the largest racial-ethnic minority groups: approximately 16% and 13% of the U.S. population, respectively (U.S. Census Bureau 2011). Western European countries are
generally characterized by less racial-ethnic diversity, and the racial-ethnic groups
present in these countries reﬂect particulars of geography, politics, and historical
legacies of colonialism.4,5 Turks constitute the largest racial-ethnic minority group
in Germany, for example, where they represent 2.4% of the country’s overall population, and 24.4% of the foreign population living in Germany (CIA 2009; Federal
Statistical Oﬃce of Germany 2011). The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) estimates that in the United Kingdom, 2% of the population is black, 1.8% is ethnically Indian, and 1.3% Pakistani. While the United States is generally characterized
3
4
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as having a higher level of racial-ethnic diversity, Western European countries have
relatively high levels of religious diversity, particularly when non–Judeo-Christian
religions are considered. While only 0.6% of the U.S. population identiﬁes as Muslim, for example, recent estimates suggest that 5.8% of the German population
identiﬁes as Muslim and in France this ﬁgure is estimated to be between 5% and
10% (CIA 2009; Hackett 2015).
In addition to sociodemographic and religious diﬀerences, Western European
countries diﬀer widely from the United States, and from each other, in their antidiscrimination and antiharassment laws. In the United States, municipalities and states
can enact laws prohibiting particular forms of discrimination, but the main institutions responsible for monitoring and addressing discrimination (e.g., the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development) operate at the federal level. U.S. federal law currently prohibits
employment discrimination on the basis of age, national origin, pregnancy, race/
color, religion, disability, or sex. The Civil Rights Act of 1968 prohibits housing discrimination based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status, and
disability (U.S. HUD 2015). U.S. law does not currently protect against discrimination based on sexual orientation, nor does it protect victims of workplace age discrimination who are under the age of 40 (U.S. EEOC 2010). Until 1997, European
antidiscrimination policy also occurred primarily at the national level for each
country, but this changed signiﬁcantly with the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty of the
European Union. While some protections against discrimination on the basis of
nation and gender had been in place previously, the Amsterdam Treaty, along with
the European Union (EU) Racial Equality and Employment Framework Directives
of 2000 that followed, added new provisions to combat discrimination based on
race, ethnicity, religion, disability, age, and sexual orientation (Amiraux and Guiraudon 2010).
Laws concerning public expression also diﬀer in the European and U.S. context, and have important implications for analyzing perceived discrimination. As
Bleich (2011) explains, while the U.S. Constitution protects freedom of speech,
including the freedom to express racist, anti-Semitic, Islamophobic, and misogynist
sentiments, European countries have increasingly legislated against racist speech
and the incitement to racial, ethnic, and religious hatred, and other forms of racist
expression. In the United Kingdom, for example, the Public Order Act of 1986, the
Racial and Religious Hatred Act of 2006, and the 2008 Criminal Justice and Immigration Act each work to criminalize the incitement of hatred. Belgian law “penalizes public announcements of intention to discriminate, hate, or perpetrate violence
against an individual or group because of race, color, origin, descent or nationality,” and Sweden, Denmark, Italy, and France similarly restrict the public expression of racism, ethnocentrism, and religious superiority (Bleich 2011:21).6 These
laws make public hate speech against protected groups criminally punishable and,
compared to the United States, may reduce the likelihood that minorities may experience explicit discrimination or harassment.
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On the other hand, the recent enactment of laws promoting secularism in
some European countries may be perceived by minority groups—particular religious minorities and ethnic-minority communities—as institutionalized discrimination. France’s secularity laws, for example, passed in 2004 and 2010, prohibit
conspicuous religious symbols (such as head scarves and turbans) in public
schools, as well as the covering of the face in public. While hats, sunglasses, and
scarves are excluded from the law, burqas and niqabs are eﬀectively banned in
public places (Davis 2011). The relative absence of religious symbols in public life
may make racial-ethnic and religious discrimination less overt, but minorities who
are left with the choice either to constrain their participation in public life, or to
modify their cultural and religious practices, may interpret these laws as
discriminatory.
Another important cultural diﬀerence, particularly as it relates to multiple
jeopardy and multiple consciousness, concerns the increasing acknowledgment of
“multiple discrimination” within public policy around the world, and particularly
in the EU (Burri and Schiek 2008). Multiple discrimination refers to discrimination
that is based on multiple social statuses, and includes both “additive discrimination” as described by Beal (1970) and “multiple jeopardy” as described by King
(1988).7 The importance of multiple discrimination for public policy was highlighted in the Beijing platform for Action for Equality, Development, and Peace,
issued by the United Nations Fourth World Conference on Women in 1995 (United
Nations 1995), and it has since been recognized explicitly within several EU policy
documents and legislation (Burri and Schiek 2008; Carles and Jubany-Baucells
2010). In 2003, the European Commission launched campaigns to raise awareness
of discrimination issues in all member states, and 2007 was proclaimed the European Year of Equal Opportunities—a central focus of which was the issue of multiple discrimination (European Commission 2007:4). To the extent that they have
been successful, these legislative initiatives have likely shaped perceptions of personal discrimination, as well as individuals’ understanding of discrimination more
generally.
Finally, while European antidiscrimination policy has made signiﬁcant gains
in recent decades, particularly as it concerns multiple discrimination, several studies ﬁnd that racism and xenophobia have intensiﬁed over the past decade, and that
perceptions of discrimination remain high, particularly among Roma populations
and immigrants from outside of the EU (Amiraux and Guiraudon 2010; European
Commission 2007; Zick et al. 2008).8 Data collected in 2006 from across the EU
suggest that at least 50% of individuals believe that discrimination on the basis of
ethnic origin, disability, and sexual orientation remains widespread in Europe.
Almost half of respondents also indicated that they believed discrimination on the
basis of ethnic origin and “religion or beliefs” had increased in the previous ﬁve
years (European Commission 2007). It is likely that events surrounding the 9/11
7

8

Crenshaw (1989, 1991) and Best et al. (2014) use the term intersectional discrimination to describe this
phenomenon. I follow Burri and Schiek (2008) and Sargeant (2011) in using the term multiple discrimination, as this term is increasingly used in EU policy, and is also used in the Eurobarometer.
Ford (2008) ﬁnds evidence that racism has declined in Britain, however. Changes in racial and ethnic
prejudice are likely uneven across the 10 countries examined here.
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attacks in New York, the expansion of the EU in 2004, the Madrid train bombings in 2004, the London bombing in 2005, and the global economic recession of
2007 have all inﬂuenced patterns of discrimination, and have similarly shaped individual and cultural understandings of inequality and discrimination (Zick et al.
2008).
It is within this context that the 2008 Eurobarometer was conducted, and the
analyses of these data published by the European Commission (2008) suggest that a
signiﬁcant proportion (37%) of Europeans across the 30 countries surveyed perceive multiple discrimination as relatively widespread. The Commission’s (2008:81)
report suggests that “personal experience of discrimination is a key inﬂuence on perceptions of multiple discrimination” with those who perceive having personally
experienced discrimination being more likely to perceive multiple discrimination as
widespread. The report also suggests that women (as opposed to men) and the
young (as opposed to the elderly) are more likely to view multiple discrimination as
a signiﬁcant problem. The current study builds upon this research, moving from
bivariate, descriptive analyses to those that are multivariate and inferential. A multivariate approach is particularly useful for incorporating intersectionality, as it
allows for a simultaneous examination of the relationship among holding multiple
social statuses, experiences of multiple jeopardy, and holding a consciousness of
multiple discrimination.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES
Intersectionality argues that a consideration of multiple systems of inequality
yields a more accurate understanding of how individuals perceive discrimination
and how these experiences link to broader understandings of inequality. This study,
therefore, asks two main questions: First, to what extent do individuals with multiple minority statuses understand their experiences with mistreatment along multiple
axes of inequality? Second, to what extent does membership in multiple minority
groups, along with perceptions of multiple forms of discrimination, correlate with a
broader awareness of intersecting inequalities? Again, both King’s (1988) theory
and intersectionality theory more generally emphasize the importance of context in
shaping individuals’ experiences and consciousness of multiple inequalities. Neither
hypothesize that in all social contexts, one particular social group will face the most
mistreatment, or have the highest level of multiple consciousness. They do, however, oﬀer two speciﬁc hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: Individuals with multiple minority statuses will be more likely than those with
no minority statuses, or a single minority status to interpret their personal experiences with
mistreatment in terms of multiple systems of inequality.
Hypothesis 2: Individuals who perceive that they themselves have experienced multiple forms
of discrimination will be more likely than others to hold a multiple consciousness. Holding
multiple minority statuses and experiencing multiple jeopardy will positively and signiﬁcantly
correlate with awareness of multiple discrimination.

To the extent that the concepts and relationships developed in King’s theory
apply to a broader range of minority groups, and to groups outside of the United

Intersecting Inequalities in Western Europe

979

States, this lends support to her critique of monist approaches for understanding
inequality, and underscores the merits of intersectionality.
DATA AND MEASUREMENT
The Eurobarometer Survey is a multicountry, multilingual survey conducted
regularly on behalf of the European Commission for the purpose of monitoring
social and political attitudes in Europe. The survey includes individuals age 15 and
over, and is collected using a multistage, random probability sample in each state of
the EU. In each country, a number of sampling points were drawn with the probability proportional to population size (for a total coverage of the country) and to
population density (European Commission 2008). Data were collected in faceto-face interviews in respondents’ homes, in the relevant national language.
This study analyzes data from a subset of the 2008 Survey (296, Wave 69.1),
which includes 9,012 individuals in 10 countries including the six EU founding
members: France, Belgium, the Netherlands, western Germany, Italy, and Luxembourg, as well as Denmark, Ireland, Great Britain, and Northern Ireland. The sample size within each country varies according to the overall national population,
with the smallest sample from Northern Ireland (N = 301) and the largest from
France (N = 1,054). Consistent with the Survey documentation (Papacostas 2008),
analyses include weights (unless otherwise noted) adjusting each national sample in
proportion to its share in the total population aged 15 for this subgroup of
countries.9
The main variables of interest concern respondents’ personal experiences
with multiple jeopardy, measured in terms of their personal experiences with discrimination, and their multiple consciousness, measured by examining their perceptions of the pervasiveness of multiple discrimination. Unlike most large-scale
surveys in the United States (Harnois and Ifatunji 2011), the Eurobarometer’s
questions concerning perceived discrimination explicitly recognize that respondents may have experienced multiple types of discrimination. The survey asks,
“In the past 12 months have you personally felt discriminated against or harassed on the basis of one or more of the following grounds?. . .ethnic origin, gender, sexual orientation, age, religion or belief, disability?” Respondents are given
a card that lists these statuses and are told explicitly that they may attribute
their mistreatment to more than one social status. With this question design,
those who perceive multiple types of discrimination—either simultaneously or
serially—are able to frame their experiences in the context of multiple social statuses and inequalities.
Respondents’ perceptions of personal experiences with discrimination are analyzed in two ways. I begin by examining the prevalence of particular forms of discrimination and the extent to which particular forms of discrimination are
perceived as occurring in combination. In these analyses, I use dummy variables to
indicate whether respondents perceive having experienced a particular form of discrimination (1 = yes). In later analyses, perceptions of personal discrimination are
9
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980

Harnois

assessed with variables indicating whether respondents perceive having experienced
either no form of discrimination, one form of discrimination, or multiple forms of
discrimination.
The extent to which respondents hold a multiple consciousness is assessed by
their broader awareness of multiple discrimination. In the Eurobarometer, respondents are ﬁrst asked about their own personal experiences with discrimination, and
then asked about their perceptions of discrimination more generally:
We have just been discussing discrimination based on ethnic origin, gender, sexual orientation,
age, religion or belief, and/or disability. Some people may experience discrimination on the
basis of more than only one of these characteristics. If they experience discrimination on several grounds, we call this “multiple discrimination.” Could you please tell me whether, in your
opinion, multiple discrimination is very widespread, fairly widespread, fairly rare, or very rare
in (OUR COUNTRY).

Responses of “fairly rare” or “very rare” are coded 0, and “very widespread”
or “fairly widespread” are coded 1.10
Additional variables include respondents’ age, gender, nation of residence, education, national background, as well as respondents’ self-identiﬁcation as a minority
in terms of ethnicity, religion, disability, and sexual orientation.11 Age is measured
by comparing four age groups: 15–24, 25–39, 40–54, and 55 and older. Education is
assessed with a series of dummy variables indicating, for those not currently attending school, the age at which respondents’ formal schooling ended: age 14 or
younger, age 15–18 (the reference group), age 19–21, and education beyond age 21.
An additional dichotomous variable is included indicating whether respondents are
currently attending school. Workforce status is assessed with a dichotomous variable where 1 = not currently working (and not in school), otherwise 0. National
background is assessed with a question asking respondents where they “personally”
were born and is grouped into three categories: the country where the interview is
taking place; another country within the EU; or outside of the EU. Finally, respondents are asked about their sense of self as a member of a minority group: “Where
you live, do you consider yourself to be part of any of the following? Please tell me
all that apply: an ethnic minority, a religious minority, a sexual minority, a minority
in terms of disability?” Responses are coded into a series of dummy variables, where
1 indicates identiﬁcation with a particular minority group, otherwise 0.
ANALYTIC STRATEGY AND RESULTS
The analysis begins with an overview of the sample, including an overview of
which forms of discrimination tend to be perceived independently and in combination. Multinomial logistic regression models follow, which show how membership
in particular minority groups shapes the likelihood of individuals’ perceiving a single type of discrimination, multiple types of discrimination, or no discrimination at
all. The last portion of the analysis examines the relationship between multiple
10

11

This survey question originally had four response categories. In the countries analyzed here, 17.58%
of respondents said multiple discrimination was “very rare,” 38.25% said “fairly rare,” 38.08 % said
“fairly widespread,” and 6.08% said “very widespread.”
Analyses would ideally include a control for income, but the survey does not include income data.
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jeopardy and consciousness. What factors are associated with perceiving multiple
discrimination as widespread? And how do personal experiences of discrimination
combine with social statuses to inﬂuence who is likely to perceive a high prevalence
of multiple discrimination? Binary logistic regression models demonstrate that, in
general, minority group membership and personal experiences with discrimination
both increase the likelihood of holding a multiple consciousness.
The Prevalence of Perceived Discrimination
Table I presents an overview of the sample characteristics, with unweighted
data and with missing cases omitted listwise. The means reﬂect the proportion of
respondents who fall into particular categories as a proportion of the ﬁnal sample.
Women comprise 54.7% of the sample; 2.9% of respondents self-identify as ethnic
minorities and less than 1% identify as a minority with respect to sexual orientation. The variables concerning discrimination are presented in the bottom portion
of the table, which shows that perceptions of personal experiences with discrimination in the past year are relatively uncommon. Among the total sample, for example, less than 2% of respondents report that they have experienced discrimination
based on religion or belief, and only 3.1% of respondents perceive having experienced discrimination based on gender.12 Perceptions of age discrimination are the
most prevalent, with 5.2% of respondents answering that they have personally
experienced this form of mistreatment. Overall, 2.5% of respondents report having
experienced multiple forms of discrimination in the past year.
Table II shows how perceptions of various forms of discrimination relate to
one another. The numbers in the leftmost columns show the (unweighted) percentage of individuals in the sample who attributed their mistreatment to a single
social status and to multiple social statuses. The top row, for example, indicates
that 36.07% of those who perceive having personally experienced ethnic discrimination also perceived another form of discrimination in the past year. More than
40% of those who perceive having experienced gender discrimination, and more
than half of those who perceive having experienced discrimination based on religion or belief, also perceived having experienced discrimination based on another
social status.
The numbers in the right portion of Table II show the relative prevalence of
particular combinations of perceived discrimination. Of the 244 individuals who
perceive ethnic discrimination, for example, 27 individuals (11.7%) also perceive
gender discrimination, and 51 (20.9%) perceive having experienced discrimination
on the basis of religion or belief. Of those who perceive having experienced gender
discrimination, nearly three in ten also perceive having experienced age-based discrimination. The table indicates that every form of discrimination examined is perceived, by at least some respondents, to have occurred in combination. The most
common combinations reﬂect age-based and gender-based discrimination, and
12

These ﬁgures result from analyzing the entire sample. Among women respondents, 4.8% perceive
gender discrimination, 25.94% of ethnic minorities perceive ethnic discrimination, and 11.9% of
religious minorities perceive discrimination based on religion or belief.
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Table I. Descriptive Statistics (Unweighted), 2008 Eurobarometer Survey of 10 Western European
Countries, N = 8,911

Gender (women = 1, men = 0)
Age
15–24
25–39
40–54
55+
Self-Described Minority Status (1 = yes)
Ethnic
Religious
Sexual orientation
Disability
National Background
Country of residence
Other state outside the EU
Other state in EU
Currently Working
Currently in School
Not Working, Other
Education
Through age 14
Through ages 15–18
Through ages 19–21
Beyond age 21
Country of Residence
France
Belgium
The Netherlands
West Germany
Italy
Luxembourg
Denmark
Ireland
Britain
Northern Ireland
Perceived Discrimination based on (1 = yes):
Ethnicity
Gender
Sexual orientation
Age
Religion or belief
Disability
Single form of discrimination
Multiple forms of discrimination
Aware of multiple discrimination (1 = widespread)*

Mean

Std. Dev.

0.547

(0.50)

0.110
0.232
0.277
0.381

(0.31)
(0.42)
(0.45)
(0.49)

0.029
0.034
0.008
0.022

(0.17)
(0.18)
(0.09)
(0.15)

0.918
0.031
0.052
0.511
0.073
0.416

(0.28)
(0.17)
(0.22)
(0.50)
(0.26)
(0.49)

0.130
0.400
0.180
0.217

(0.34)
(0.49)
(0.38)
(0.41)

0.118
0.112
0.114
0.116
0.113
0.057
0.113
0.112
0.112
0.034

(0.32)
(0.32)
(0.32)
(0.32)
(0.32)
(0.23)
(0.32)
(0.32)
(0.31)
(0.18)

0.027
0.031
0.011
0.052
0.016
0.021
0.099
0.025
0.441

(0.16)
(0.17)
(0.10)
(0.22)
(0.13)
(0.14)
(0.30)
(0.16)
(0.50)

All variables have a minimum value of 0 and a maximum value of 1.
*N for Awareness of multiple discrimination is 7,824.

religion or belief with ethnic discrimination. Of those who perceive discrimination
on the basis of disability, nearly 18% also perceive having experienced age-based
discrimination in the past year.

Ethnicity (N = 244)
Gender (N = 276)
Sexual Orientation
(N = 98)
Age (N = 515)
Religion or Belief
(N = 144)
Disability (N = 185)

36.07%
44.20%
41.84%

28.91%
59.03%

30.27%

71.09%
40.97%

69.73%

Multiple
Attribution

63.93%
55.80%
58.16%

Single
Attribution

6.49%

4.90%
35.42%

—
9.78%
18.37%

+ Ethnicity

12.97%

15.70%
18.06%

11.07%
—
21.43%

+ Gender

3.78%

5.80%
9.03%

7.38%
7.61%
—

+ Sexual
Orientation

7.57%

5.20%
—

—
18.06%
17.84%

20.90%
9.42%
13.27%

+ Religion or
Belief

11.48%
29.71%
19.39%

+ Age

—

6.20%
9.72%

4.92%
8.70%
7.14%

+ Disability

Percent of Respondents Who Perceive One Form of Discrimination Who Also Perceive Discrimination Based On:

Table II. Perceptions of Discrimination Based on a Single Attribution and in Combination With Other Forms of Discrimination, in 10 Western European
Countries, 2008 Eurobarometer, Unweighted (N = 8,911)
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Table III. Multinomial Logistic Regression of Perceived Discrimination on Selected Sociodemographic
Characteristics in 10 Western European Countries. Reference Group in Dependent Variable Is No Perceived Discrimination in the Past Year. Eurobarometer Survey, 2008 (N = 8,911)
Model 1

Gender (women = 1)
Age 25–39
Age 40–54
Age 55 and older
Ethnic minority
Religious minority
Sexual orientation minority
Disabled minority
Born outside the EU
Born in other EU state
Attending school currently
Not working, not in school
Education through age 14
Education through ages 19–21
Education beyond age 21

Model 2

Single
Discrimination

Multiple
Discrimination

Single
Discrimination

Multiple
Discrimination

0.153
(0.111)
0.152
(0.219)
0.0610
(0.145)
–0.300
(0.185)
1.031***
(0.224)
0.537*
(0.264)
0.962
(0.555)
1.373***
(0.268)
0.757***
(0.224)
0.131
(0.231)
–0.141
(0.279)
0.360*
(0.154)
0.186
(0.166)
0.082
(0.144)
0.187
(0.155)

0.596**
(0.224)
0.359
(0.369)
0.146
(0.278)
–0.164
(0.335)
1.347**
(0.448)
0.963*
(0.400)
1.121
(0.713)
2.191***
(0.404)
0.687
(0.450)
–0.177
(0.447)
0.359
(0.450)
–0.023
(0.252)
0.325
(0.373)
0.0270
(0.312)
0.599*
(0.269)

–2.496***
(0.150)

–4.352***
(0.372)

0.147
(0.125)
0.158
(0.219)
0.0692
(0.146)
–0.297
(0.185)
1.152***
(0.226)
0.654*
(0.285)
0.966
(0.551)
1.733***
(0.407)
0.747***
(0.224)
0.117
(0.233)
–0.143
(0.279)
0.365*
(0.154)
0.185
(0.167)
0.084
(0.145)
0.101
(0.222)
–0.687
(0.542)
–0.659
(0.639)
0.174
(0.277)
–2.502***
(0.151)

0.557*
(0.266)
0.340
(0.361)
0.157
(0.277)
–0.195
(0.338)
1.826***
(0.438)
1.430***
(0.396)
1.368*
(0.590)
3.015***
(0.634)
0.624
(0.459)
–0.218
(0.442)
0.348
(0.448)
0.005
(0.249)
0.344
(0.366)
0.0502
(0.310)
–0.04
(0.444)
–1.533*
(0.761)
–2.067*
(0.839)
0.987*
(0.484)
–4.380***
(0.388)

Women with a disability
Ethnic and religious minority
Women with education
beyond age 21
Constant

Coeﬃcients reﬂect weights.
Linearized standard errors in parentheses.
***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05.

Who Perceives Having Experienced Multiple Discrimination?
The next portion of the analysis investigates how social statuses, alone and in
combination, structure perceptions of discrimination. Table III shows the results
from two multinomial logistic regression models. In both models the dependent
variable is perceptions of personal experiences of discrimination, grouped into three
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categories: those who perceive having experienced no forms of discrimination, those
who perceive having experienced a single form of discrimination, and those who
perceive having experienced multiple forms of discrimination. In each model, the
reference group in the dependent variable is those who perceive no personal experience with discrimination in the past year.
Model 1 investigates the sociodemographic correlates of perceiving multiple
sources of personal discrimination and shows that, in general, perceptions of personal
discrimination are structured by gender, ethnicity, religion, (dis)ability, national background, education, and workforce status. The left column of Model 1 shows the likelihood of perceiving one form of personal discrimination, compared to the odds of
perceiving no discrimination. For example, compared to those who do not identify as
ethnic minorities, respondents who do identify as ethnic minorities are 2.80 times as
likely to perceive a single form of discrimination as opposed to no discrimination
(Exp (1.031) = 2.80). Compared to those who do not identify as religious minorities,
those who describe themselves as religious minorities are 71% more likely to perceive
having experienced one form of discrimination, as opposed to perceiving no personal
experiences with discrimination in the past year (Exp (0.537) = 1.71). The right column of Model 1 shows the odds of perceiving two or more forms of personal discrimination, as opposed to perceiving no discrimination in the past year. Here the results
show that women, ethnic and religious minorities, and people with disabilities are signiﬁcantly more likely than their male, ethnic and religious majority, and nondisabled
counterparts to perceive multiple sources of discrimination, as opposed to no discrimination. Compared to men, women are nearly 81% more likely to perceive multiple
forms of discrimination, as opposed to no discrimination. This model suggests that,
compared to people without disabilities, those who identify as disabled are more than
eight times as likely to perceive having experienced multiple forms of discrimination,
as opposed to experiencing no discrimination in the past year (though this eﬀect is
reduced when an interaction term is included in Model 2).
Model 2 builds on the previous model by including terms that capture the
intersection of multiple social statuses. Combinations of all minority statuses were
tested for interactive eﬀects and three were statistically signiﬁcant. While two of the
interaction terms are negative (Disability*women, Ethnic Minority*Religious
minority), when interpreted in conjunction with the main eﬀects, the overall eﬀect
of belonging to these groups is positive relative to the reference group. Table IV
presents the predicted probabilities derived from Model 2, and illustrates more
clearly how various combinations of social statuses shape the likelihood of individuals’ perceiving multiple forms of discrimination, one form of discrimination, or no
forms of discrimination.13 As is shown in this table, among men and women born
in the country in which they are residing, who are aged 40–54, currently working,
and whose formal education ended between the ages of 19–21, and who report holding no minority statuses, the probability of perceiving multiple forms of discrimination is low (0.013 and 0.022, respectively).
For those who hold multiple minority statuses, the odds of perceiving multiple
sources of discrimination increase dramatically. Among women who identify as a
13

The predicted probabilities are calculated using the margins command in STATA (IC 12.1).
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Table IV. Selected Predicted Probabilities for Individuals Perceiving Personal Experiences With No
Discrimination, a Single Form of Discrimination, and Multiple Forms of Discrimination in the Past 12
Months, in 10 Western European Countries, 2008 Eurobarometer, N = 8,911
No
Discrimination
Men with no minority statuses
Women with no other minority statuses
Men with education beyond age 22
and with no other minority statuses
Women with education beyond age 22
and with no other minority statuses
Sexual minority women with no other
minority statuses
Women with a disability and no other
minority statuses
Ethnic minority women with no other
minority statuses
Religious minority women with no
other minority statuses
Religious and ethnic minority men with
no other minority statuses
Religious and ethnic minority women,
with no other minority statuses

Single
Discrimination

Multiple
Discrimination

0.907
0.887
0.899

(0.012)
(0.012)
(0.017)

0.080
0.090
0.087

(0.011)
(0.011)
(0.016)

0.013
0.022
0.013

(0.004)
(0.005)
(0.004)

0.833

(0.023)

0.111

(0.019)

0.055

(0.015)

0.731

(0.095)

0.195

(0.084)

0.073

(0.400)

0.713

(0.068)

0.206

(0.060)

0.080

(0.035)

0.675

(0.055)

0.217

(0.044)

0.107

(0.043)

0.768

(0.049)

0.150

(0.038)

0.082

(0.033)

0.755

(0.099)

0.209

(0.093)

0.036

(0.023)

0.712

(0.066)

0.228

(0.098)

0.060

(0.005)

Unless otherwise noted, the probabilities assume respondents ages 40–54, currently working, whose
formal education ended between the ages of 19–21, and who were born in the country in which they are
currently residing.
Probabilities shown reﬂect weights.
Delta-method standard errors in parentheses.

minority with respect to sexual orientation but who hold no other minority statuses,
the probability of perceiving multiple forms of discrimination in the past year is
0.07; for religious minority women the probability is approximately 0.08. For ethnic
minority women the probability of perceiving multiple forms of discrimination in
the past year increases to 0.107. The probability of having perceived multiple forms
of discrimination is 0.06 among women who identify as both religious and ethnic
minorities and 0.08 among women with disabilities (assuming no other minority statuses). While Model 1 found a signiﬁcant eﬀect for high levels of educational attainment on perceptions of multiple discrimination (b = 0.599), Model 2 shows that this
eﬀect is moderated by gender. Compared to women with no other minority statuses
whose education ended between the ages of 19–21, women whose schooling ended
beyond age 21 were signiﬁcantly more likely to perceive multiple discrimination in
the past year (0.055, as compared to 0.022). Ceteris paribus, men whose education
ended beyond age 21 were no more likely to perceive multiple discrimination than
were men with lower levels of education.
Who Perceives Multiple Discrimination as Widespread?
The ﬁnal portion of the analysis investigates the link between individuals’ holding multiple minority statuses, perceiving personal experiences with multiple forms
of discrimination, and awareness of multiple discrimination as a widespread social
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Table V. Binary Logistic Regression of Awareness of Multiple Discrimination on Selected Sociodemographic Characteristics in 10 Western European Countries, 2008 Eurobarometer (N = 7,824)

Gender (women = 1)
Age 25–39
Age 40–54
Age 55 and older
Ethnic minority
Religious minority
Sexual orientation minority
Disabled minority
Born in other EU state
Born outside the EU
Attending school currently
Not working, not in school
Education through age 14
Education through ages 19–21
Education beyond age 21

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

0.350***
(0.071)
0.168
(0.145)
–0.0504
(0.096)
–0.516***
(0.112)
0.328
(0.201)
0.657***
(0.196)
1.972***
(0.573)
0.487*
(0.232)
–0.318+
(0.182)
0.250
(0.200)
–0.133
(0.181)
0.121
(0.0951)
0.161
(0.112)
0.0171
(0.0995)
–0.0359
(0.096)

0.330***
(0.072)
0.175
(0.146)
–0.0617
(0.097)
–0.503***
(0.113)
0.204
(0.203)
0.555**
(0.197)
1.888***
(0.560)
0.127
(0.238)
–0.348+
(0.188)
0.145
(0.206)
–0.132
(0.182)
0.0949
(0.0955)
0.157
(0.113)
0.0235
(0.101)
–0.0523
(0.097)
0.506*
(0.222)
0.516*
(0.208)
–0.402
(0.301)
0.469**
(0.162)
0.921**
(0.283)
1.119***
(0.249)

0.326***
(0.071)
0.161
(0.145)
–0.0619
(0.096)
–0.504***
(0.112)
0.181
(0.200)
0.572**
(0.192)
1.842***
(0.553)
0.245
(0.232)
–0.340+
(0.188)
0.161
(0.204)
–0.140
(0.182)
0.106
(0.0954)
0.150
(0.113)
0.0175
(0.100)
–0.0580
(0.097)

Ethnic discrimination
Gender discrimination
Sexual orientation discrimination
Age discrimination
Religious discrimination
Disability discrimination
Single form of personal discrimination
Multiple forms of personal discrimination
Constant

–0.235*
(0.0961)

–0.285**
(0.0964)

0.635***
(0.110)
1.077***
(0.252)
–0.292**
(0.0963)

Standard errors in parentheses; coeﬃcients and standard errors reﬂect weights.
***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05.

phenomenon. Recall that survey respondents are told the precise meaning of multiple discrimination in the context of the survey and are then asked whether they
believe this is relatively rare or widespread.
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Table V shows the results from three binary logistic regression models, where
the dependent variable is perceptions of multiple discrimination as relatively rare
(coded 0) or widespread (coded 1). Model 1 includes respondents’ sociodemographic characteristics, as well as respondents’ sense of her- or himself as a member
of a minority group.14 Compared to those who consider themselves to be part of the
majority, those who identify as a minority with respect to religion, sexual orientation, or disability are more likely to see multiple discrimination as widespread.
Compared to men, women are more than 40% more likely to perceive multiple discrimination as widespread, controlling for other factors (Exp (0.35) = 1.42). Those
who identify as religious minorities are nearly twice (1.92 times) as likely as their
nonreligious minority counterparts to view multiple discrimination as widespread.
Not all minority statuses increase awareness of multiple discrimination, however.
Ethnic minority status is statistically nonsigniﬁcant, and compared to the youngest
group in the sample, respondents aged 55 and above are signiﬁcantly less likely to
view multiple discrimination as widespread.15
Models 2 and 3 build on the previous model by including perceptions of personal discrimination. Results show that after controlling for social statuses, personal experiences with discrimination based on gender, ethnicity, disability, age,
and religion each increase the likelihood of respondents’ perceiving multiple discrimination as widespread. With the exception of disability status, all of the minority statuses that were signiﬁcant in Model 1 remain signiﬁcant when perceptions of
discrimination are included, which demonstrates how social statuses work with
experiences of discrimination to shape multiple consciousness. Other things being
equal, women are signiﬁcantly more likely than men to perceive multiple discrimination as widespread, for example, but women who have had personal experiences
with gender discrimination are even more likely than other women (and also more
likely than men who perceive gender discrimination) to perceive multiple discrimination as widespread. Model 3 shows a more general model of the relationship
among social statuses, personal experiences with single and multiple discrimination,
and awareness of multiple discrimination. Compared to those who perceive experiencing no discrimination, those who perceive having experienced a single form of
discrimination are nearly twice as likely (88% more likely) to view multiple discrimination as widespread. Personal experiences with “single jeopardy” thus increase the
likelihood of holding a multiple consciousness. Personal experiences with multiple
jeopardy have an even greater impact. Again, compared to those who perceive experiencing no discrimination, those who report that they themselves have experienced
multiple forms of discrimination are nearly three times as likely (193% more likely)
to view multiple discrimination as a widespread phenomenon.
DISCUSSION
As a theoretical perspective, intersectionality draws attention to the dynamic
and contextual relationships among multiple systems of inequality as they exist
14
15

I also tested for interacting social statuses, but none were signiﬁcant, so are not included here.
It is unclear from this analysis whether this ﬁnding reﬂects age or cohort diﬀerences.
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within, and across, multiple levels of society (Berger and Guidroz 2009; Choo and
Ferree 2010; McCall 2005; Winker and Degele 2011; Yuval-Davis 2006). Scholars
of intersectionality argue that individuals with multiple minority statuses often face
mistreatment that stems from multiple, intersecting systems of inequality (Crenshaw
1989, 1991; Essed 1991; Hill Collins 2000; Weber 2010). King (1988) argues more
speciﬁcally that experiences with “multiple jeopardy” facilitate the development of
“multiple consciousness.” Although based on the history, politics, and experiences
of African American women, scholars have used these concepts to understand a
range of inequalities as experienced by marginalized groups around the world.
This study is the ﬁrst of its kind to link intersectional theories of multiple jeopardy and multiple consciousness with large-scale survey data. While a single study is
rarely suﬃcient for proving or disproving a theory, the results of this study provide
support for intersectionality theory in two diﬀerent respects. First, of those respondents who perceived discrimination, many indicated that they had personally experienced multiple forms of discrimination in the past year (Table II). Nearly a third of
those who perceived experiencing ethnic discrimination also perceived experiencing
discrimination based on another social status. More than 40% of those who perceived
experiencing gender discrimination also reported experiencing another form of discrimination, and more than half of those who perceived experiencing discrimination
based on religion or beliefs, also perceived discrimination based on a second social
status. When asked about their experiences with discrimination, and when given the
opportunity to attribute their mistreatment to multiple social statuses, a substantial
proportion of respondents frame their experiences in terms of multiple inequalities.
More speciﬁcally, the results show that the likelihood of perceiving multiple
forms of discrimination, as opposed to no discrimination, is higher among individuals with multiple minority statuses (Tables III and IV). Women and men who hold
no other minority statuses are among the least likely to perceive experiencing multiple discrimination. Religious minority women, ethnic minority women, and women
with disabilities are all among the most likely to perceive having experienced multiple discrimination as opposed to no discrimination in the past year. These ﬁndings
align well with Hypothesis 1, which predicted that individuals with multiple minority statuses would be more likely than others to interpret their personal experiences
of mistreatment in terms of multiple systems of inequality. Other things being equal,
women with high levels of education are more likely than women with low to moderate levels of education to perceive multiple discrimination—a ﬁnding not anticipated by intersectionality theory. This ﬁnding is, however, consistent with some
existing research on perceived discrimination (Gee et al. 2007; Kessler et al. 1999;
Sigelman and Welch 1991).
Hypothesis 2 concerned the relationship between perceptions of multiple jeopardy and consciousness, and here, too, the results are generally consistent with
intersectionality. King argued that those who hold multiple minority statuses experience mistreatment stemming from multiple social inequalities, and are more aware
of intersecting systems of inequality, compared to those who hold one or no minority statuses. The analyses presented here show that social statuses and personal
experiences with discrimination both play a role in predicting multiple consciousness. Individuals who hold multiple minority statuses and who perceive multiple
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forms of discrimination are more likely than others to perceive multiple discrimination as relatively widespread (Table V). Consistent with the European Commission’s descriptive analyses of the Eurobarometer data, but not explicitly anticipated
within the framework of intersectionality, is the ﬁnding that personal experiences
with mistreatment based on a single dimension of inequality (“single jeopardy”)
also signiﬁcantly predict multiple consciousness (though not to the same extent as
experiences with multiple jeopardy).
In addition to providing support for King’s theory, ﬁndings underscore the
importance of social context for theorizing and analyzing intersecting inequalities.
In the United States, intersectional scholarship has focused primarily on race,
gender, class, and sexuality (Choo and Ferree 2011; Knapp 2005; Weber 2010).
The present study aﬃrms the importance of these inequalities in Western Europe,
but adds to this the important—and often neglected—statuses of religion and disability. In the subsample of the Eurobarometer analyzed here, approximately
30% of those who perceived discrimination based on disability also perceived
experiencing some other form of discrimination within the past year, as did
nearly 60% of those who perceived discrimination based on religion or belief
(Table II). Intersecting oppressions are “organized through diverse local realities”
(Hill Collins 2000:228), and these ﬁndings highlight the importance of contextual
ﬂexibility in the deployment of intersectionality theory and analysis (Choo 2012;
Ferree 2009; Knapp 2005).
Limitations
While the Eurobarometer’s unique questions concerning discrimination enable
an analysis of multiple jeopardy and consciousness, they also introduce some notable limitations. When asked about their personal experiences with discrimination,
respondents are told explicitly that they may attribute their mistreatment to more
than one social status, and 2.7% of respondents select multiple attributions
(Table I). Given the wording of the survey question, however, it remains unclear
whether these respondents perceive having experienced multiple forms of discrimination serially (e.g., gender discrimination in one context, and ethnic discrimination in
another context) or simultaneously (e.g., a single act of gendered racism). The concept of multiple jeopardy includes both, but clearly emphasizes the latter. Thus, there
is a potential discrepancy between how multiple jeopardy is conceptualized by King
and how it is assessed here. Another limitation is that the survey prompts respondents with the deﬁnition of multiple discrimination prior to asking them about its
prevalence. While this question wording helps to ensure that respondents understand
the question before answering, it also likely introduces some bias, increasing the percentage of people who perceive multiple discrimination as widespread.
A ﬁnal limitation is that while intersectionality argues that lived experiences
with multiple jeopardy lead to the development of multiple consciousness, the analyses here identify signiﬁcant correlations, but not necessarily causation. It may be
that individuals who already hold a multiple consciousness are more likely to perceive their own experiences of mistreatment in terms of multiple inequalities. These
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limitations raise important questions for future research and, as discussed below,
underscore the need for large-scale surveys to address intersecting inequalities and
multiple discrimination in particular.
CONCLUSION
Despite these limitations, the ﬁndings from this study are consistent with
King’s theory of multiple jeopardy and consciousness, and with intersectionality
more generally. Many people who perceive mistreatment frame their experiences in
terms of multiple inequalities, and those who do are more likely than others to
believe that multiple discrimination is widespread. Although the Eurobarometer’s
questions concerning personal experiences with discrimination and awareness of
multiple discrimination may not map seamlessly onto the concepts of multiple jeopardy and multiple consciousness, the analyses here nonetheless provide strong support for the relationships that intersectionality theory predicts. Beyond this, the
ﬁndings demonstrate the importance of centralizing intersectionality, and multiple
discrimination more speciﬁcally, in future social science research as well as in public
policy.
As mentioned previously, the 1997 Amsterdam Treaty, along with the Racial
Equality and Employment Framework Directives of 2000, and the declaration of
2007 as the European Year of Equal Opportunities, all brought attention to issues
of inequality and discrimination, and to multiple discrimination in particular. It is
the European Commission’s acknowledgment of multiple discrimination that is
largely responsible for the inclusion of a question focusing explicitly on multiple
discrimination in the 2008 Eurobarometer (Burri and Schiek 2008). The Eurobarometer is, after all, a survey conducted on behalf of the European Commission.
While intersectionality theory originated in the United States, multiple discrimination is not currently recognized as such within the U.S. legal frameworks, nor is
multiple discrimination acknowledged in most U.S. social science survey research
(Crenshaw 1989; Harnois 2014). Few large-scale U.S. surveys ask respondents
about such a wide range of minority identities, such varied forms of discrimination
(e.g., religious, sexual orientation, disability), and encourage them to select “all that
apply.” To my knowledge, there are no existing large-scale surveys of the United
States that explicitly address multiple discrimination. More surveys of this type are
needed, in the United States, in Europe, and elsewhere. For, without such surveys,
it is nearly impossible to document the prevalence and correlates, and consequences
of multiple discrimination.
Writing of the importance of intersectionality for conceptualizing discrimination against African American women, Crenshaw (1991:1244) notes: “[M]any of the
experiences Black women face are not subsumed within the traditional boundaries
of race or gender discrimination as these boundaries are currently understood. . ..
[T]he intersection of racism and sexism factors into Black women’s lives in ways
that cannot be captured wholly by looking at the race or gender dimensions of those
experiences separately.” Focusing on Western Europe, the analyses here cannot
speak directly to multiple jeopardy as experienced by African American women.
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The analyses do lend strong statistical evidence to the importance of conceptualizing and analyzing for discrimination within an intersectional framework. Future
research is needed to more fully assess multiple jeopardy, consciousness, and discrimination in diverse social contexts. The results here suggest that this research
may well yield important insights into how marginalized groups perceive discrimination, and the consequences of this mistreatment for shaping individuals’ consciousness of inequality.
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