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WHAT is EU-MIDIS?

EU-MIDIS stands for the ‘European Union Minorities and 
Discrimination Survey’. 

It is the !rst EU-wide survey to ask immigrant and ethnic 
minority groups about their experiences of discrimination 
and criminal victimisation in everyday life.

As many incidents of discrimination and victimisation go 
unreported, and as current data collection on discrimination 
and victimisation against minority groups is limited in many 
Member States, EU-MIDIS provides the most comprehensive 
evidence to date of the extent of discrimination and 
victimisation against minorities in the EU.

In total – 23,500 immigrant and ethnic minority people were 
surveyed in face-to-face questionnaire interviews in all 27 
Member States of the EU during 2008. 

A further 5,000 people from the majority population 
living in the same areas as minorities were interviewed 
in ten Member States to allow for comparisons of results 
concerning some key questions.

Each interview lasted between 20 minutes and one hour, and 
asked people a series of detailed questions.

The Fourth in a Series of ‘Data in Focus’ Reports

This report focuses on respondents’ experiences of police 
stops, including levels of trust in the police. It is the fourth in 
a series of EU-MIDIS ‘Data in Focus’ reports to target speci!c 
results from the survey. 

EU-MIDIS ‘Data in Focus’ reports provide only an introductory 
‘snapshot’ of speci!c results from the survey, and are 
intended to introduce the reader to some core !ndings. 

A comprehensive EU-MIDIS Main Results Report was released 
in December 2009, and should be referred to for additional 
information about sampling and the location of interviews 
in each Member State, together with detailed !ndings on 
di"erent areas covered by the survey. 

All reports from the survey are available through the 
Agency’s website (http://fra.europa.eu/eu-midis):

EU-MIDIS 
EUROPEAN UNION MINORITIES  
AND DISCRIMINATION SURVEY

http://fra.europa.eu/eu-midis):
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DATA IN FOCUS REPORT 4 –  
KEY FINDINGS ON POLICE STOPS AND MINORITIES

majority groups living in the same neighbourhoods were 
surveyed, minority respondents were stopped more often 

minority and majority respondents in ten Member States, 

month period were only represented by minorities.

for example, Roma respondents in Greece experienced on 

minority and majority respondents can be made, minority 
respondents were more likely than majority respondents 
to be stopped when on public transport or on the street. 
For example − In Hungary, 83% of Roma respondents 
who were stopped by the police were stopped on public 

who were stopped were on public transport or on the 
street, in comparison with 30% of majority respondents.

minority and majority respondents can be made, minority 
respondents were generally more likely to be asked for 
their identity papers during police stops than majority 

who were stopped were asked for identity papers in 
comparison with 48% of majority respondents; and in 
Greece 88% of Roma and 48% of majority respondents 
were asked for identity papers.

minority and majority respondents can be made, majority 
respondents tend to think that the police were respectful 
towards them during a stop, whereas more minority 
respondents indicated that the police were disrespectful 
towards them.

the police on the basis of their ethnic or immigrant 
background have a lower level of trust in the police than 
minorities who were stopped and considered it to be 
unrelated to their minority background.

groups considered that they were stopped by the police 

harassment said they did not report these incidents to the 
police because they were not con!dent the police would 
be able to do anything about it.

harassment said they did not report these incidents to 
the police because they disliked or feared the police and/
or because they had a previous bad experience with the 
police.
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THE SURVEY

The survey questions in EU-MIDIS covered the following 
main themes: 

because of their minority background in nine di"erent 
areas of everyday life, and whether they reported 
discrimination; 

discrimination in the country where they live, as well as 
questions about awareness of their rights and where to 
make complaints about discriminatory treatment;

victim of crime, including whether they considered their 
victimisation happened partly or completely because of 
their minority background, and whether they reported 
victimisation to the police (including reasons for non-
reporting);

and border control, and whether respondents’ considered 
they were victims of discriminatory ethnic pro!ling 
practices. 

is a cornerstone of democratic societies. As a re$ection of on-
going immigration into the European Union and movement 
within and between Member States, as well as the presence 
of established national minorities, law enforcement in the EU 
has to increasingly work with diverse communities.

If we consider that law enforcement not only !ghts crime 
but addresses the needs and rights of victims and witnesses, 
and their wider communities, then we can begin to examine 
law enforcement as a public service – one which is serving 
a diverse European population. With this in mind, EU-
MIDIS asked minority groups about their perceptions and 
experiences of discrimination on the basis of their ethnicity 
and immigrant background in di"erent areas of everyday life 
– including law enforcement. 

The success of the police as a ‘public service’ is linked to how 
di"erent communities are and feel treated by the police. 
Good relations with and trust in the police partly helps to 
explain high levels of publicly reported crime. In particular, 
high levels of reported and recorded racist crime are one 
indicator of good law enforcement and minority community 
relations. 

This report looks at law enforcement through the lens of 
equality and non-discrimination, and with a view to ‘policing 
as a public service’. Responses from over 23,500 interviewees 
from minority and immigrant backgrounds provide key 
evidence about minorities’ experiences of policing in 
each Member State, including evidence of potentially 
discriminatory treatment. The evidence presented in the 
report can help Member States to identify and address 
potential problems in police-community relations.

WHY IS IT IMPORTANT TO LOOK  
AT POLICING AND MINORITIES

SAMPLE 
All EU Member States covered.

Selected ethnic minority, immigrant,  
and national minority groups surveyed.

Interview period:

Sampling approach:
Predominantly random sampling:  
in 22 out of 27 Member States. 

http://fra.europa.eu/eu-midis

This EU-MIDIS Data in Focus report should be read along-
side the FRA’s publication ‘Towards More E"ective Policing 
– Understanding and Preventing Discriminatory Ethnic 

ethnic pro!ling in relation to policing.

The questionnaire for EU-MIDIS is available at: 
http://fra.europa.eu/fraWebsite/attachments/
EU-MIDIS_Questionnaire.pdf

http://fra.europa.eu/eu-midis
http://fra.europa.eu/fraWebsite/attachments


Data in Focus Report: Police Stops and Minorities 

5

As the area of law enforcement and minority groups is 
under-researched in the majority of Member States, this 
report produces the !rst EU-wide overview of how selected 
minorities and immigrants experience law enforcement. Only 
a handful of Member States, with the UK leading the way, 
systematically collect criminal justice data or undertake some 
level of research on law enforcement practices, including 
police stops, as they impact on di"erent groups. Yet this kind 
of data, gathered anonymously as aggregate data, provides 
essential evidence for the identi!cation of potentially 
discriminatory police practices that, if unchecked, can serve 
to damage police-community relations. 

Importantly, in an e"ort to more accurately gauge 
di"erences in experiences of law enforcement, EU-MIDIS 
devoted part of the survey in ten Member States to 
interviewing people from the majority population about 
their experiences of police stops. These interviews were 
carried out amongst majority respondents who were living 
in the same areas as interviewed minorities, so that the 
results would be more directly comparable. In this regard 
the !ndings also present a ‘!rst’ as they compare experiences 
between di"erent minority and majority populations across 
ten Member States.

WHAT DID THE SURVEY ASK?

THE FIRST EU-WIDE SURVEY PROVIDING  
EVIDENCE ABOUT MINORITIES’  
EXPERIENCES OF POLICING 

The survey asked respondents a series of questions about 
law enforcement in relation to the following areas:

Being stopped by and in contact with the police

respondents were asked a general question about whether 
they tended to trust or not to trust the police.

they were interviewed – experiences of stops; and, if they 
had been stopped, whether they considered that they 
were stopped because of their immigrant or minority 
background – perceptions of stops, or what is commonly 
referred to as ‘ethnic pro!ling’. 

about the nature of the stop, including what the police did 
and whether they were treated respectfully by the police. 

Being a victim of crime and reporting to the police

serious harassment were asked whether they or anyone 
else had reported these incidents to the police. 

were asked ‘why’?

asked whether they were satis!ed with how the police 
dealt with the matter.
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There are a number of ways of exploring the survey’s results 
with respect to !ndings on police stops.

respondents surveyed: 

surveyed in each Member State who was stopped by 

together the !rst and second percentage !gures.

(2)  The percentage among each minority group surveyed in 
each Member State who were stopped by the police in 

of their ethnic or immigrant background – the !rst 
percentage !gure.

(3)  The percentage among each minority group surveyed 
in each Member State who were stopped by the police 

not 
because of their ethnic or immigrant background – the 
second percentage !gure.

As an example of how to read the results:

Sub-Saharan African respondents in Ireland are heavily 
policed – 59% of all respondents from this group were 

Saharan Africans surveyed considered they were stopped 
because of their ethnicity or immigrant background in the 

discriminatory police pro!ling.

Roma respondents in Greece are also heavily policed – 56% 
of all respondents from this group were stopped in the last 

were stopped speci!cally because of their ethnicity, and only 

connected with their ethnicity.

What is of most concern in relation to the !ndings in Figure 

levels of perceived discriminatory police pro!ling. For 

respondents surveyed indicated they considered they were 
stopped because of their ethnicity or immigrant background, 

Roma in Hungary (24%), Sub-Saharan Africans in France 

For those Member States where more than one group 
was interviewed there are some striking di"erences and 
similarities in perceived pro!ling between the groups 

surveyed in Spain indicated that they were stopped by 
the police because of their immigrant or ethnic minority 

of Romanians considered they were stopped for this reason. 
These results are perhaps indicative of discriminatory police 
practices that impact disproportionately on certain minority 
groups more than others. In comparison, in France more 
similar levels of perceived pro!ling can be noted between 

BEING STOPPED BY THE POLICE AND  
PERCEPTIONS OF DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT:  
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MINORITY GROUPS

DISCRIMINATORY ETHNIC PROFILING:

In the FRA’s publication ‘Towards More E"ective Pro!ling – Understanding and Preventing Discriminatory Ethnic Pro!ling:  
discriminatory ethnic pro!ling is described as:

 
e.g. by exercising police powers such as stop and search.

The FRA’s Guide explains when pro!ling that involves factors such as race, ethnicity and religion can be considered ‘unlawful’, 
and uses the term  ‘discriminatory ethnic pro!ling’  to distinguish unlawful pro!ling practices from lawful uses of pro!ling. 
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At the same time, the results indicate how some respondent 
groups with the same general background perceive police 
stops di"erently in Member States. For example, whereas 

stopped by the police because of their ethnicity or immigrant 

France considered this to be the case; and, whereas 39% 
of Roma in Greece considered they experienced ethnic 
pro!ling at the hands of the police, only 5% of Roma in 

they were stopped by the police because of their ethnicity. 
One explanation for this disparity, as referred to in the ‘Data 

and Romania are more isolated from mainstream society, 
including policing, and therefore are less frequently exposed 
to potential discrimination.

On a positive note, when results between all the groups 
surveyed are compared they show that, in general, 
respondents with a Russian background or an ex-Yugoslavian 
background considered that they are stopped infrequently 
because of their ethnicity or immigrant background. 
However, the groups who said they were stopped most 
frequently by the police because of their ethnic or immigrant 

Africans – characteristically have darker skin than those 
groups who indicated they had the least experience of 
discriminatory police stops.

One way of understanding these results better is to look 
at the !ndings for those ten Member States where the 
majority population was interviewed too, as this helps to 
contextualise the results against a benchmark for what is 
‘normal’  in terms of policing as experienced by the majority 
population.

Stopped by the police in the past 12 months (%)

IE – Sub-Saharan African
EL – Roma

ES – North African
FR – North African

HU – Roma
FR – Sub-Saharan African

NL – Surinamese
CZ – Roma

SI – Bosnian
EL – Albanian

SI – Serbian
IE – Central and East European

DK – Turkish
IT – North African

NL – Turkish
FI – Somali

NL – North African
SK – Roma

DE – Ex-Yugoslavian
FI – Russian

ES – South American
DE – Turkish

IT – Romanian
BE – North African

LV – Russian
BG – Turkish

IT – Albanian
DK – Somali

PL – Roma
RO – Roma

SE – Somali
ES – Romanian

BE – Turkish
EE – Russian

UK – Central and East European
LU – Ex-Yugoslavian

SE – Iraqi
LT – Russian

CY – Asian
BG – Roma

PT – Sub-Saharan African
MT – African

AT – Ex-Yugoslavian
PT – Brazilian

AT – Turkish

Stopped, 
with ethnic pro!ling

Stopped but 
no ethnic pro!ling

Not 
stopped

EU-MIDIS, questions F3 and F5
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Figure 2
Stopped by the police in the past 12 months, results for the majority 
sample and the minority groups surveyed in ten Member States  
(% out of all respondents) 

BE – North African
BE – Turkish

BE – Majority

BG – Roma
BG – Turkish

BG – Majority

DE – Turkish
DE – Ex-Yugoslavian

DE – Majority

EL – Albanian
EL – Roma

EL – Majority

ES – North African
ES – South American

ES – Romanian
ES – Majority

FR – North African
FR – Sub-Saharan African

FR – Majority

IT – Albanian
IT – North African

IT – Romanian
IT – Majority

HU – Roma
HU – Majority

RO – Roma
RO – Majority

SK – Roma
SK – Majority

EU-MIDIS, question F3

Percentage of people stopped by the police

In ten countries members of the majority population living 
in the same areas as minority respondents were asked if they 

  

respondents are being stopped by the police more than 
majority respondents. However, because members of 
the majority population were not asked whether they 
considered they were stopped because of their minority 
ethnic background, the results only illustrate the percentage 
stopped among each group, and should be cautiously read 
as indicative of discriminatory pro!ling practices. With this in 
mind the following can be noted:

majority respondents were surveyed – minority 
respondents were stopped more often by the police in 
the last 12 months.

respondents were surveyed – majority respondents were 

namely: In Italy and Slovakia.

respondents indicating they were stopped by the police in 

experiences of stops encountered by the Roma population 

By testing for statistically signi#cant di$erences between 
results for majority and minority respondents in ten 
Member States2, EU-MIDIS indicates that in most cases 
these di$erences are not occurring by chance. 

Herein, some extreme di"erences can be noted between 
majority and minority populations’ experiences of police 
stops; for example: 

respondents; 

BEING STOPPED BY THE POLICE:  
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MINORITY  
AND MAJORITY GROUPS SURVEYED

 
which were chosen at random.

2   At the 95% con!dence level, Pearson chi-square test.
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Frequency of being stopped by the police

Of those respondents who indicated they were stopped by 

often this had happened to them.

groups are stopped on average more often than majority 
respondents in a number of Member States. Taking those 
groups who indicated they were stopped three or more 
times by the police in the last 12 months, only minority 
groups qualify in this category – with Roma respondents 

months. 

These !ndings indicate that some minority groups are 
heavily policed. The potential implications of di"erential 
experiences of policing between majority and minority 
respondents, particularly in a climate where many minorities 
are wary of the police, are of concern. As some research and 
events over the last three decades have shown – from the 

3, through to 
the 2005 large-scale riots in the predominantly immigrant 

4– it is clear that 
police action needs to be sensitive to the dangers of fuelling 
distrust and, at worst, of igniting unrest in communities 
that already feel discriminated against on the basis of their 
ethnicity or immigrant background. As the police represent 
the State (and hence society as a whole), they need to be 
seen to and to act in a non-discriminatory way. In this regard, 
the actions of the police can serve to strengthen social 
cohesion and inclusion.

Figure 3
Incidence of police stops in the past 12 months (among those who 
were stopped), results for the majority sample and the minority 
groups surveyed in ten Member States 

BE – North African
BE – Turkish

BE – Majority

BG – Roma
BG – Turkish

BG – Majority

DE – Turkish
DE – Ex-Yugoslavian

DE – Majority

EL – Albanian
EL – Roma

EL – Majority

ES – North African
ES – South American

ES – Romanian
ES – Majority

FR – North African
FR – Sub-Saharan African

FR – Majority

IT – Albanian
IT – North African

IT – Romanian
IT – Majority

HU – Roma
HU – Majority

RO – Roma
RO – Majority

SK – Roma
SK – Majority

EU-MIDIS, question F4
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The circumstances of the stop

The survey asked people about the circumstances of their 
last police stop with respect to whether they were stopped 
while in a private vehicle, on public transport or on the street. 
The results in Figure 4 indicate that between 70-98% of 
majority respondents interviewed in the ten Member States 
were in a private vehicle when stopped. In comparison, the 
likelihood of being stopped in a private vehicle $uctuates 
signi!cantly between the di"erent minorities surveyed, 
with more minority respondents than majority respondents 
likely to be stopped on public transport or on the street. 

stopped by the police on public transport or on the street.

EU-MIDIS indicates that the likelihood of being stopped by 

those minority respondents who personally or as part of 

those minority respondents who personally or as part of their 
household did not

With this in mind, two assumptions, which the survey was 

unable to test, can be considered when interpreting these 
!ndings: !rst, the majority population in Member States is 
more likely to own private transport than some minorities, 
and, therefore, are more likely to be stopped using private 
rather than public transport or when on the street; second, 

stops. If both these assumptions are correct, then this would 
help to explain high stop rates experienced by the majority 
population in countries such as Italy where 96% of the 
majority population were stopped when in a private vehicle 

and 70% of Albanians surveyed. 

What the police did during the stop

months, they were asked what the police actually did as a 
result of the stop. 

Figure 5 shows the main actions undertaken during police 
stops for the minority and majority groups surveyed in ten 
Member States. As many majority and minority respondents 
were stopped whilst in a private vehicle, a main police 
action was to ask for a driving licence or vehicle documents. 
In some countries and for some minority respondents it 
was notably the case that the police also searched the 
respondents themselves or their vehicles; this happened to 
68% of Roma in Greece (in comparison with 9% of majority 
respondents and 4% of Albanian respondents); to 46% of 

Turkish and 8% of majority respondents).

Figure 5 also indicates that minority respondents were 
asked for their identity papers more often than the majority 
population. For example: in Germany, 43% of the majority 
population were asked for their identity papers by the police 
in comparison with 75% of Turkish respondents and 75% of 
respondents from the former Yugoslavia. Minorities were also 
more often questioned by the police as a result of the stop.

The Roma in Greece emerge as the most heavily policed 
group who experienced some of the highest levels of 
intrusive police action, for all majority and minority groups 
surveyed, across the ten Member States. For example, in the 
course of their latest experience of being stopped by the 

underwent an alcohol or drug test; and 34% were either 
arrested and/or taken to a police station.

The results provide evidence that in some Member States 
the nature of police stops and how individuals or groups 
are selected for stopping may need to be systematically 
monitored to ensure that stops are carried out equitably, and 
that the means are proportionate to the end result obtained.

all police stops, including information concerning the ethnicity 
of the individual/s stopped, and makes this information 
available in the public domain. Data such as this is essential 
to be able to identify any potential for the disproportionate 
use of stops against certain communities, which must be read 
alongside evidence of whether these stops were the result of 
or were able to prevent an illegal action. 

Figure 4
Circumstances of the latest stop by the police (among those who 
were stopped), results for the majority sample and the minority 
groups surveyed in ten Member States (%)

BE – North African
BE – Turkish

BE – Majority

BG – Roma
BG – Turkish

BG – Majority

DE – Turkish
DE – Ex-Yugoslavian

DE – Majority

EL – Albanian
EL – Roma

EL – Majority

ES – North African
ES – South American

ES – Romanian
ES – Majority

FR – North African
FR – Sub-Saharan African

FR – Majority

IT – Albanian
IT – North African

IT – Romanian
IT – Majority

HU – Roma
HU – Majority

RO – Roma
RO – Majority

SK – Roma
SK – Majority

Private 
vehicle

Public transport 
or on the street

Other Don't know / 
Refused

EU-MIDIS, question F6
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Police treatment during the stop  
and trust in the police

Police treatment during the stop

In relation to the last time they were stopped by the police, 
respondents were asked how respectful the police were 
when dealing with them. Figure 6 illustrates how di"erent 
respondent groups’ experienced their treatment at the hands 
of the police. 

What is clear from the results is that majority 
respondents tended to think that the police were 
respectful towards them during a stop, whereas more 
minority respondents indicated that the police were 
disrespectful towards them

and 85% of majority respondents considered that the police 
were respectful towards them during their last police stop; 

respondents and 5% of majority respondents considered the 
police to be disrespectful. 

(76% of Roma respondents, 77% Turkish respondents and 

respectfully by the police the last time they were stopped. 
This is in stark contrast to Roma respondents in other 
Member States, with, for example, 36% of Hungarian Roma 
and 72% of the majority population indicating they were 
treated respectfully by the police. 

Figure 6
How respectful the police were during the latest stop (%)

BE – North African
BE – Turkish

BE – Majority

BG – Roma
BG – Turkish

BG – Majority

DE – Turkish
DE – Ex-Yugoslavian

DE – Majority

EL – Albanian
EL – Roma

EL – Majority

ES – North African
ES – South American

ES – Romanian
ES – Majority

FR – North African
FR – Sub-Saharan African

FR – Majority

IT – Albanian
IT – North African

IT – Romanian
IT – Majority

HU – Roma
HU – Majority

RO – Roma
RO – Majority

SK – Roma
SK – Majority

Respectful Neither 
respectful nor 
disrespectful

Disrespectful Don't know / 
Refused

EU-MIDIS, question F8
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General trust in the police –  
unrelated to stops

in the police that was asked prior to speci!c questions about 
police stops, a mixed picture emerges when one compares 
answers between majority and minority respondents in the 
same Member State. For example, looking at Figure 7: 

in Spain, the percentage among di"erent groups who said 

(52%); South Americans (63%); Romanians (67%); the 
majority population (62%); 

in Germany, high levels of trust in the police can be noted 
for all groups, but with much higher levels among the 
majority population (89%) in comparison with Turkish 
respondents (63%) and respondents from the former 
Yugoslavia (75%); 

in Greece, the immigrant Albanian population shows the 
highest levels of trust in the police (66%) in comparison 
with the Roma (36%) and the majority population (49%). 
Albanians’  high levels of trust in the police may partly be 
explained by their expectations of policing with regard to 
their experiences in Albania.

The relationship between trust in the police 
and police treatment during stops

A clear pattern emerges when comparing results for overall 
levels of trust in the police with responses to the question 
that asked minorities whether they considered they were 
a victim of ethnic pro!ling during their last police stop; 
namely: 

50% of respondents who were stopped by the police and 
did not consider it to be a result of ethnic pro!ling said 
they tended to generally trust the police, whereas 27% 
of respondents who were stopped by the police and did 
consider it to be a result of ethnic pro!ling said they tended 
to trust the police. Hence – a clear connection between 
perceptions of discriminatory treatment at the hands of the 
police and overall levels of trust in policing.

Figure 7
Trust in police (%)

BE – North African
BE – Turkish

BE – Majority

BG – Roma
BG – Turkish

BG – Majority

DE – Turkish
DE – Ex-Yugoslavian

DE – Majority

EL – Albanian
EL – Roma

EL – Majority

ES – North African
ES – South American

ES – Romanian
ES – Majority

FR – North African
FR – Sub-Saharan African

FR – Majority

IT – Albanian
IT – North African

IT – Romanian
IT – Majority

HU – Roma
HU – Majority

RO – Roma
RO – Majority

SK – Roma
SK – Majority

Tend to trust Neither trust 
nor distrust

Tend not 
to trust

Don't know / 
Refused
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Alongside ethnicity and immigrant status, which is the focus 
of EU-MIDIS, the survey collected information on a range of 
personal characteristics for all minority respondents surveyed; 
such as gender, age and employment status. 

This information provides further insights about di"erences 
in experiences of stops – the percentage of respondents 
stopped by the police.  It also provides information about  
perceptions of stops – the percentage of respondents who 
were stopped and considered that this was because of their 
ethnicity or immigrant background; in other words,  ‘ethnic 
pro!ling’. 

These !ndings indicate those groups who experience more 
police stops, and who perceive them as being discriminatory, 
and therefore point to groups that need to be sensitively 
managed by the police if accusations of discriminatory 
treatment are to be addressed.

surveyed, the following highlights some !ndings:

Gender: Men are stopped more often then women. On 

female minority respondents have been stopped by the 

than women (28%) considered that they were stopped as a 
result of ethnic pro!ling.

Age:

olds and 25% of 35-49 year olds were stopped in the last 

less likely to consider that they were stopped as a result of 
ethnic pro!ling in comparison with younger age groups.

Education: The higher a respondent’s education level 
(indicated by their years of schooling), the more likely it 
is that they said they have been stopped by the police in 

5 years or less of schooling indicate they were stopped 

22% of those with 6-9 years of schooling, 25% of those 

or more years of schooling. Explanations for this pattern 
might be that educated respondents are more integrated 
into mainstream society and therefore are more exposed to 
being stopped by the police as they may be working in or 
regularly passing through areas that are dominated by the 
majority population; hence, they are more vulnerable to 
being stopped by the police as they are perceived as ‘out of 
place’ in certain environments5. Another explanation could 
be that people with more years of education are more 
aware of their rights and perhaps, therefore, more attuned 
to circumstances that could be considered discriminatory.

Employment Status: Employed and unemployed 
respondents were more likely to be stopped by the police 

comparison with respondents who classi!ed themselves as 

results can be more easily understood if one considers that 
more women classi!ed themselves as homemakers or were 
in unpaid work; and women – as indicated above – are less 
likely to be stopped then men. At the same time, as the 
results on age indicate, retirees, who are aged over 50, are 
less likely to be stopped than younger people.

Traditional or Religious Clothing: The survey asked 
respondents whether they wore traditional or religious 
clothing when out in public, with the results indicating that 
this mostly applied to female respondents. When looking 
at the results with regard to gender, the !ndings show 
that women who wear traditional or religious clothing are 
about as likely to be stopped by the police as women who 
do not wear such clothing; with the same !nding applying 
to men. At the same time, equal numbers of those wearing 
traditional clothing and those not wearing traditional 
clothing considered that they were stopped because of 
‘ethnic pro!ling’ – which would seem to indicate that one’s 
ethnicity, regardless of clothing, is a determining factor 
in people’s experience and perception of police stops. In 
comparison with clothing, other factors, such as being 
male (in combination with ethnicity), appear to have a 
stronger e"ect on the likelihood of being stopped and on 
perceptions of ethnic pro!ling.

National language as mother tongue: More respondents 
who speak the national language of the Member State 
where they live as their mother tongue consider that their 
last police stop was the result of  ‘ethnic pro!ling’ (46% who 
speak the national language as opposed to 33% who do 
not). One explanation could be that the more integrated 
respondents are, the more they perceive their treatment to 
be a result of discrimination.

EXPERIENCES AND PERCEPTIONS OF BEING  
STOPPED ACCORDING TO RESPONDENTS’  
PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
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In addition to questions about police stops and trust in the 
police, EU-MIDIS asked respondents a series of questions 
about their experiences of being a victim of crime. With 
respect to ‘ in person’ crimes of assault and threat, and 
harassment of a serious nature, respondents were asked 
whether they or anyone else had reported these incidents  
to the police; and, if not, why they weren’t reported.

Figure 8 shows the reasons for not reporting the latest 
incident of assault, threat or serious harassment for all 
minority respondents surveyed who indicated they were 
a victim of in-person crime. Respondents were allowed to 
describe their reasons for non-reporting, and interviewers 
classi!ed their responses accordingly across potentially  

– 48% – said they did not report these incidents to the 
police because they were not con!dent the police would 
be able to do anything about it.

the inconvenience of doing so; such as the time and the 
bureaucracy involved.

disliked or feared the police, and/or because they had a 
previous bad experience with the police.

These !ndings indicate low levels of faith in policing as 
a public service for minorities who are victims of crime. 

victims didn’t report to the police because of very negative 
perceptions and experiences of policing. When we look at 
these results alongside the survey’s !ndings on general trust 
in the police and how respectfully minorities consider they 
were treated by the police during their last experience of a 
police stop, it is clear that many minority groups have little 
faith in the police as a public service that can assist them.

Given that for some groups rates of perceived racist 

they were a victim of racially motivated assault, threat or 
serious harassment – then the survey’s !ndings on non-
reporting indicate that e"orts need to be made to build 
vulnerable victims’  faith in the police as a service that can 
e"ectively respond to reports of racist victimisation. The 
survey’s detailed !ndings by individual respondent groups, 
as reported in the Main Results Report (2009), shed light 
on those that were particularly vulnerable to what they 
perceived as racially motivated crime, and identi!ed rates 
of reporting to the police and, importantly, reasons for non-
reporting. 

Figure 8
Reasons for not reporting the latest incident of assault, threat or serious harassment to the police (%)

Not con!dent the police would be able to do anything
Too trivial/not worth reporting

Dealt with the problem themselves/with help from family/friends
Concerned about negative consequences

Fear of intimidation from perpetrators
Inconvenience/too much bureaucracy or trouble/no time

Dislike/fear the police/previous bad experience with police
Other

Not reported because of language di"culties/insecurities
Reported to other authorities instead

Residence permit problems – so couldn't report

BEING A VICTIM OF CRIME AND  
REPORTING TO THE POLICE
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The !ndings in this Data in Focus Report point to a number 
of issues for policy makers, law enforcement and minority 
communities that can be addressed at local, national and 

 

experiences of police stops by ethnicity, and other 
variables such as age, can help to identify patterns in 
potentially discriminatory police pro!ling practices 
during stops. This evidence can serve to address 
discriminatory treatment where it exists.6  

circumstances and nature of stops can serve to highlight 
patterns of potential discriminatory treatment. This 
information can be used by the police to examine 
and review their own practices with respect to 
considerations about non-discriminatory treatment and 
e"ective policing. 

and 
majority populations’ experiences of police stops to be 
able to identify and understand potentially di"erential 
treatment. 

to prove as having occurred, high rates of perceived 
pro!ling among some minority communities is 
evidence that work needs to be done to address and 
improve minority-police relations. 

discriminatory police pro!ling tend to have lower 
levels of trust in the police than other minorities, which 
suggests that a review of the negative impact of police 
action needs to be considered alongside e"orts to 
improve minority communities’ trust in the police.

minorities’ perceptions of the police as a public service 
that is able to address the needs of victims of crime, and 
in particular the needs of victims of racist victimisation.

The results of this Data in Focus Report should be read 
alongside the !ndings of the FRA’s publication ‘Towards 
More E"ective Policing – Understanding and Preventing 

USING THESE RESULTS

6  EU-MIDIS found that, on average, most minority respondents surveyed would be willing to have information about their ethnicity anonymously collected 
if this would serve to identify discriminatory treatment.
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