Appendix TABLES

Table Al: Descriptive statistics

Variable %
Gender

female 43
Age

25-34 19
35-44 21
45-54 23
55-64 37
Education

less than secondary 04
secondary 16
tertiary 80
Ethnicity

Dutch with no migrant background 80
Western migrant background 09
Non-western migrant background 11
Time spent at present job

<=1 year 10
2-3 years 21
4-5 years 15
5-6 years 08
>=8 years 46
Size of organization

<50 23
50-249 20
249-999 19
>=1000 38
Formal qualification in personnel management

yes 14
Formalization of organization !

none / don’t know 5
low 21
medium 36
high 38
Perceived discrimination ethnic minorities

low 68
medium 20
high 12
Perceived discrimination women

low 64
medium 26
high 10
Fair standardized application forms

low 23
medium 62
high 17
Fair anonymous application forms

low 26
medium 47

! To measure formalization of personnel practices, we created a scale (Cronbrach’s alpha = 0.8) including the
following items:

Does your organization have standardized application forms, written job descriptions, written performance
records, written job advertisement policies, structured job interviews, written policies on hiring, written policies
on firing, written policies on promotion, written policies on employee evaluation.



high

Fair tiebreak ethnic minorities
low

medium

high

Fair quota ethnic minorities
low

medium

high

Fair tiebreak women

low

medium

high

Fair quota women

low

medium

high

In place at own organization
Standardized application forms
Anonymous application forms
Tiebreak ethnic minorities
Quota ethnic minorities
Tiebreak women

Quota women

Sector

Business & Professional Services
Production & Infrastructure

ICT

Trade & Logistics

Public Administration & Security
Health & Education

Hospitality & Recreation

Other

Missing

27
33
53
14
47
47

35
52
13
48
46
30
13

15

13
10

13
25

13




Table A2: Marginal Means of all tasks and first six tasks with adjusted p-values

(1) All tasks

(2) First six tasks only

VARIABLES p-values p-values
unadj. Bonf HB unadj. Bonf HB

Value

diversity 0.50 0.905 1 0.905 0.50 0.847 1 0.917
(0.006) (0.008)

Performance-oriented 0.50 0.905 1 0.905 0.50 0.846 1 0.917
(0.006) (0.007)

Applicant screening

unstandardized 0.53*** <0.001 0.004 0.001 0.52 0.071 0921 0.102
(0.007) (0.010)

standardized 0.49%* 0.024 0308 0.034 0.48 0.068 0.885  0.102
(0.006) (0.009)

anonymous 0.49 0.093 1 121 0.50 0.921 1 0.921
(0.007) (0.010)

HR training

diversity 0.48*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.48** 0.008 0.097 0.016
(0.004) (0.007)

Performance-oriented 0.52*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.52**  0.008 0.097 0.016
(0.004) (0.007)

Pref hiring ethnic

none 0.59*%** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.60*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
(0.008) (0.010)

tiebreaker 0.53*** <0.001 0.005 0.001 0.52%* 0.016  0.201  0.029
(0.007) (0.010)

strict quota 0.38*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.37*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
(0.008) (0.010)

Pref hiring women

none 0.58*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.58*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
(0.007) (0.010)

tiebreaker 0.5 1 0.697 0.49 0.227 1 0.296
(0.007) (0.010)

strict quota 0.42*%**  <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.43*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
(0.007) (0.010)

Observations 16,384 6144

N respondents 512 512

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05



Table A3: Average marginal component effects of all tasks and first six tasks with adjusted p-
values

(1) All tasks (2) First six tasks only
VARIABLES p-values p-values
unadj. Bonf HB unadj. Bonf HB
Value
diversity -0.01 0.896 1 1 -0.01 0.940 1 1
(0.011) (0.015)

Performance-oriented
(baseline)

Applicant screening
Unstandardized (baseline)

standardized - <0.001 0.003 <0.001 -0.04**  0.008 0.109 0.018
0.04%** (0.015)
(0.011)

anonymous -0.04**  0.002  0.023  0.003 -0.02 0.285 1 0.528
(0.012) 0.017)

HR training

diversity - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -0.04** 0.002 0.031 0.006
0.04%** (0.013)
(0.009)

Performance-oriented
(baseline)

Pref hiring ethnic
none (baseline)

tiebreaker - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
0.07*** 0.08***
(0.013) (0.017)

strict quota - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
0.21%** 0.24%**
(0.014) (0.017)

Pref hiring women

none (baseline)

tiebreaker - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
0.08*** 0.09***
(0.012) (0.017)

strict quota - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
0.16%** 0.15%**
(0.012) (0.017)

Observations 16,384 6144

N respondents 512 512

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05



Table A4: Interactions of policy choice outcome with ‘this policy make the personnel selection process fairer’
Multilevel mixed effects model, DV Choice outcome

(1 2 3
VARIABLES Screening: Screening: Preferential:
standardized anonymized Tiebreaker
Ethnic minorities
p-values p-values p-values
unadj Bonf HB unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH
Policy -0.680*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -0.954*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -1.120*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
(0.0995) (0.0940) (0.0864)
Interaction x 0.131*%** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.193*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.237*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Policy in place at organization (0.0238) (0.0208) (0.0219)
Constant 1.233%x%* 1.285%** 1.465%**
(0.0834) (0.0810) (0.0772)
Observations 16,384 16,384 16,384
N respondents 512 512 512
controls for other policies YES YES YES

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05



CONTINUED: Table A4: Interactions of policy choice outcome with ‘this policy make the personnel selection process fairer’

Multilevel mixed effects model, DV Choice outcome

4) ®) (6)
VARIABLES Preferential: Preferential: Preferential:
Quota Tiebreaker Quota
Ethnic minorities Women Women
p-values p-values p-values
unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH

Policy -1.840*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -1.024*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -1.362*** <(0.001 <0.001 <0.001

(0.0819) (0.0850) (0.0804)
Interaction x 0.333*%**  <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.198*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.247*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
Policy in place at organization (0.0244) (0.0221) (0.0247)
Constant 1.412%** 1.359%** 1.310%**

(0.0730) (0.0760) (0.0727)
Observations 16,384 16,384 16,384
N respondents 512 512 512
controls for other policies YES YES YES

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05



Table A5: Interactions of policy choice outcome with ‘this policy is in place at my organization’
Multilevel mixed effects model, DV Choice outcome

6] () 3)
VARIABLES Screening: Screening: Preferential:
standardized anonymized Tiebreaker
Ethnic minorities
p-values p-values p-values
unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH
Policy -0.276*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -0.180*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -0.331*** <(0.001 <0.001 <0.001
(0.0470) (0.0411) (0.042)
Interaction x 0.337*%** <0.001 0.001 <0.001 0.183 0.198 1 0.237 0.312** 0.006 0.074 0.009
Policy in place at organization (0.0869) (0.142) (0.114)
Constant 0.946  <0.001 0.947
(0.053) (0.053)
Observations 16,384 16,384
N respondents 512 512
controls for other policies YES YES

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05



CONTINUED: Table A5: Interactions of policy choice outcome with ‘this policy is in place at my organization’
Multilevel mixed effects model, DV Choice outcome

@) 5) (6)
VARIABLES Preferential: Preferential: Preferential:
Quota Tiebreaker Quota
Ethnic minorities Women Women
p-values p-values p-values
unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH

Policy -0.879*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -0.418*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -0.677*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

(0.043) (0.0427) (0.041)
Interaction x -0.010 0.931 1 0.931  0.435***  <0.001 0.001 <0.001 0.199 0.258 1 0.388
Policy in place at organization  (0.119) (0.109) (0.176)
Constant 0.947 0.970 0.940

(0.053) (0.054) (0.053)
Observations 16,384 16,384 16,384
N respondents 512 512 512
controls for other policies YES YES YES

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05



Table A6: Interactions of policy support with organization size
Multilevel mixed effects model, DV Binary choice variable

VARIABLES

Policy

-0.170*
(0.0663)

Interaction policy x organisation size
(ref. cat. Organizations < 50 employees)

Organization size 50-249
employees

Organization size 250-999
employees

Organization size >= 1000
employees

Constant

Observations
Number of groups
controls for other policies

0.172
(0.0973)
0.269%*
(0.0995)
0.241%%
(0.0845)
1.022% %
(0.0666)

16,384
512
YES

(1 2

Values: Screening:

diversity standardized

p-values p-values

unadj Bonf BH unadj  Bonf BH

0.011 0.159 0.016 -0.485*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -0.593***
(0.0818) (0.0826)

0.077 1.000 0.096  0.310%* 0.010 0.176  0.013  0.385**
(0.120) (0.120)

0.007 0.104 0.012 0.234 0.057 1.000 0.065  0.384**
(0.123) (0.123)

0.004 0.066 0.008 0.524*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.732%%*%*
(0.104) (0.105)
1.187*** 1.187***
(0.0744) (0.0744)
16,384 16,384
512 512
YES YES

3

Screening:
anonymized

unadj
<0.001

0.001
0.002

<0.001

p-values
Bonf
<0.001

0.024
0.032

<0.001

BH
<0.001

0.002

0.003

<0.001

-0.189%*
(0.0663)

-0.168
(0.0975)
0.091
(0.0994)
0.080
(0.0845)
0.941#++
(0.0662)

16,384
512
YES

4)
Training:
diversity

p-values
unadj Bonf BH
0.004 0.065 0.009

0.085 1.000 0.160
0.359 1.000 0.490

0.342 1.000 0.490

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05



CONTINUED: Table A6: Interactions of policy support with organization size
Multilevel mixed effects model, DV Binary choice variable

VARIABLES ®)] (6) (7) (8)
Preferential ethnic min: Preferential ethnic min: Preferential women: Preferential women:
tiebreaker quota tiebreaker quota
p-values p-values p-values p-values
unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH
Policy -0.471%**  <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -1.107*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -0.381*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -0.695*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
(0.0810) (0.0834) (0.0810) (0.0819)

Interaction policy x organisation size
(ref. cat. Organizations < 50 employees)

Organization size 50-249 0.130 0.274 1.000 0.340 0.224 0.064 1.000 0.100 -0.096 0.420 1.000 0.520 -0.149 0.215 1.000 0.484
employees (0.119) (0.121) (0.120) (0.120)
Organization size 250-999 0.0900 0.459 1.000 0.516 0.227 0.067 1.000 0.100 0.099 0.415 1.000 0.520 0.096 0.433 1.000 0.520
employees (0.122) (0.124) (0.122) (0.122)
Organization size >= 1000  0.367*** <0.001 0.006 0.001  0.369*** <0.001 0.009 0.001 0.082 0.426 1.000 0.520 0.111 0.288 1.000 0.520
employees (0.103) (0.106) (0.103) (0.104)
Constant 1.070%** 1.070%** 0.954%** 0.954%**
(0.0736) (0.0736) (0.0728) (0.0728)
Observations 16,384 16,384 16,384 16,384
Number of groups 512 512 512 512
controls for other policies YES YES YES YES

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table A7: Interactions of policy support with organizational formalization
Multilevel mixed effects model, DV Binary choice variable

VARIABLES (1) 2) 3) @)
Values: Screening: Screening: Training:
diversity standardized anonymized diversity
p-values p-values p-values p-values
unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH
Policy -0.281 0.064 0.957 0.104 -0.251 0.178 1.000 0.401 -0.360 0.053 0.959 0.160 -0.058 0.700 1.000 0.847
(0.152) (0.186) (0.186) (0.151)
Interaction policy x organizational formalization
(ref. cat. No formalization)
Low 0.121 0.467 1.000 0.539 -0.098  0.634 1.000 0.799 -0.018 0.930 1.000 0.930 -0.118 0.477 1.000 0.795
(0.167) (0.205) (0.205) (0.167)
Medium 0.292 0.069 1.000 0.104 0.103 0.602 1.000 0.799  0.199  0.313 1.000 0.564 -0.201  0.210 1.000 0.451
(0.161) (0.198) (0.197) (0.160)
High 0.408*  0.011 0.164 0.021 0.147 0.457 1.000 0.748 0.333 0.091 1.000 0.233  -0.053 0.743 1.000 0.847
(0.160) (0.197) (0.197) (0.160)
Constant 1.065%** 1.015%** 1.015%** 0.871%%*
(0.116) (0.140) (0.140) (0.114)
Observations 16,384 16,384 16,384 16,384
Number of groups 512 512 512 512
controls for other policies YES YES YES YES

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

11



CONTINUED: Table A7: Interactions of policy support with organizational formalization
Multilevel mixed effects model, DV Binary choice variable

VARIABLES 6) (6) @) ®)
Preferential ethnic min: Preferential ethnic min: Preferential women: Preferential women:
tiebreaker quota tiebreaker quota
p-values p-values p-values p-values
unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH
Policy -0.729***  <0.001 0.002 <0.001 -1.826*%** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -0.479** 0.009 0.170 0.024 -0.872*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
(0.189) (0.200) (0.184) (0.192)
Interaction policy x organizational formalization
(ref. cat. No formalization)
Low 0.420* 0.042 0.764 0.048 1.078***  <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.143 0.483 1.000 0.692 0.195 0.355 1.000 0.581
(0.207) (0.218) (0.203) (0.210)
Medium 0.416* 0.037 0.674 0.045 0.872%**  <0.001 0.001 <0.001 0.049 0.803 1.000 0.830 0.104 0.608 1.000 0.782
(0.200) (0.211) (0.196) (0.203)
High 0.523** 0.009 0.155 0.011 1.051**%*  <0.001 <0.001 0.001 0.207 0.288 1.000 0.518 0.330 0.102 1.000 0.229
(0.199) (0.210) (0.195) (0.202)
Constant 1.371%%* 1.371%%%* 1.035%** 1.035%**
(0.145) (0.145) (0.143) (0.143)
Observations 16,384 16,384 16,384 16,384
Number of groups 512 512 512 512
controls for other policies YES YES YES YES

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table A8: Interactions of policy support with formal qualification in hiring
Multilevel mixed effects model, DV Binary choice variable

VARIABLES (1 2) 3) 4
Values: Screening: Screening: Training:
diversity standardized anonymized diversity
p-values p-values p-values p-values
unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH
Policy -0.008 0.803 1.000 0.803 -0.182*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 - <0.001 0.003 <0.001 - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
0.157%** 0.186%**
(0.03406) (0.0425) (0.0425) (0.0346)

Interaction policy x formal qualification in hiring
(ref. cat. No formal qualification in hiring)
0.104 0.259 1.000 0.356  0.027 0.811 1.000 0.921 -0.051  0.652 1.000 0.885 0.074 0.426 1.000 0.585

(0.0924) (0.115) (0.113) (0.0923)
Constant 0.941%** 0.933%** 0.933%** 0.939%**

(0.0530) (0.0534) (0.0534) (0.0531)
Observations 16,384 16,384 16,384 16,384
Number of groups 512 512 512 512
controls for other policies YES YES YES YES

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05

13



CONTINUED: Table AS: Interactions of policy support with formal qualification in hiring
Multilevel mixed effects model, DV Binary choice variable

VARIABLES ®)] (6) (7) (8)
Preferential ethnic min: Preferential ethnic min: Preferential women: Preferential women:
tiebreaker quota tiebreaker quota
p-values p-values p-values p-values
unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf  BH unadj Bonf BH unadj Bonf BH
Policy -0.326*%**  <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 -0.885*** <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
0.370%** 0.680%**
(0.0420) (0.0430) (0.0425) (0.0427)

Interaction policy x formal qualification in hiring
(ref. cat. No formal qualification in hiring)
0.270%* 0.016 0.191 0.024 0.045 0.695 1.000 0.758  0.130 0.247 1.000 0.370  0.097 0390 1.000 0.469

(0.112) (0.114) (0.112) (0.113)
Constant 0.950%** 0.950%** 0.945%** 0.945%**

(0.0535) (0.0535) (0.0536) (0.0536)
Observations 16,384 16,384 16,384 16,384
Number of groups 512 512 512 512
controls for other policies YES YES YES YES

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05
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Table A9: Logit model with controls for sector, gender, migration background, DV choice
outcome

©) 2 A3)
VARIABLES
Value (ref. cat. Performance orientation)
diversity 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006

(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032)
Applicant screening (vef. cat. None)

standardized L0.178%HF L0 178%HE (. ]78%HE ()] 79%**
(0.039)  (0.039)  (0.039)  (0.039)
anonymous L0.164%F% 0 164%%% . ]164%F*  (,]64%**

(0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039)
HR training (ref. cat. Performance oriented training)
diversity training -0.176*%**  -0.176*** -.0176%*** -0.176%**
(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032)
Preferential hiring ethnic minorities (ref. cat. None)

tiebreaker -0.288***  _0.289*** _(.289*** _().289%**
(0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039)
strict quota -0.879%**  .0.880%** - 0879%*** -(.880***

(0.040) (0.040) (0.04) (0.040)
Preferential hiring women (ref. cat. None)

tiebreaker L0351k 0.352%%%  _(35]HHE () J52HHk

(0.039)  (0.039)  (0.039)  (0.039)

strict quota -0.666%%* -0.666%** - -0.667***
0.0666***

(0.040) (0.040) (0.04) (0.040)
Sector (ref. cat. Business & Professional Services)

Production & Infrastructure 0.004 0.005
(0.068) (0.068)
ICT 0.047 0.047
(0.078) (0.079)
Trade & Logistics 0.000 0.000
(0.072) (0.072)
Public Administration & Security -0.000 -0.000
(0.064) (0.064)
Health & Education 0.011 0.012
(0.055) (0.055)
Hospitality & Recreation 0.006 0.006
(0.093) (0.093)
Other 0.010 0.010
(0.073) (0.073)
Missing 0.023 0.024
(0.063) (0.063)

Gender (ref. cat. Male)

female -0.004 -0.004
(0.033) (0.034)

Migration background (ref. cat. None)

Western migrant background 0.018 0.018
(0.055) (0.056)
Non-western migrant background -0.007 -0.008
(0.052) (0.052)
Order vignette pair= 2 -0.014 -0.014 -0.014 -0.014
(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032)
Constant 0.934%**  (0.925%**  (.935%**  (.925%**
(0.052) (0.067) (0.055) (0.069)
Observations 16,384 16,384 16,384 16,384

Standard errors in parentheses
Unadjusted p-values *** p<0.001, ** p<0.01, * p<0.05



Appendix FIGURES
Figure A1l: Perception of ethnic discrimination by degree of formalization
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Figure A2: Perception of ethnic discrimination by size of organization
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Figure A3: Perception of ethnic discrimination by formal qualification in personnel
management
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Figure A4: Perception of gender discrimination by degree of formalization
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Figure AS: Perception of ethnic discrimination by size of organization
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Figure A7: Marginal means of binary choice outcome by involvement in hiring (often /
sometimes)
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