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Abstract: Everyday discrimination has been studied for the last three 

decades, but there is a lack of quantitative research on the effects of 
race, gender, and class, and especially their intersectional effects, on 

perceived everyday discrimination for the U.S. population as a whole, 

despite a few studies at the local or group levels. Using new data from 
the 2018 General Social Survey and multiple regression, this study 

investigates how race, gender, and class independently and 
intersectionally shape everyday discrimination experiences in the 

United States. The results indicate that, holding other variables 

constant, Blacks self-claimed a significantly higher level of everyday 
discrimination than Whites, but other races did not differ significantly 

from Whites in such an experience; class was inversely associated with 
the level of everyday discrimination, and gender did not have an 

independent effect. However, while Black men self-reported a higher 

level of everyday discrimination than White men, Black women self-
reported a lower level of everyday discrimination than White women; 

higher-class Blacks tended to report a significantly higher level of 
everyday discrimination experiences than lower-class Blacks. The 

findings have significant implications for research and practice in the 

area of everyday discrimination. 
Keywords: Perceived everyday discrimination, race, gender, class, 

intersectionality, the United States 
 

As the dominant form of discrimination is gradually shifting from overt and blatant 

discrimination to covert and subtle discrimination in the United States, everyday discrimination 
has gained increasing attention from scholars in the last three decades. The concept of everyday 

racism or everyday discrimination was first proposed by Philomena Essed (1991) in her dissertation 
in the early 1990s. Built on Essed’s work, David Williams and his associates’ seminal work on the 

everyday discrimination scale (EDS) has boosted the popularity of the term “everyday 

discrimination” (Williams et al., 1997). Since then, many studies have tested the reliability of the 
EDS (e.g., Bastos et al., 2010; Bastos & Harnois, 2020; Chan et al., 2012; Harnois et al., 2019; 

Kessler et al., 1999; Kim et al., 2014; Krieger et al., 2005; Shariff-Marco et al., 2011). Copious 
studies have also established the links between everyday discrimination and adverse physical and 

mental health outcomes such as hypertension, strokes, respiratory illness, cardiovascular diseases, 
pains, anxiety, depression, obesity, smoking, and emergency room visits (e.g., Banks et al., 2006; 

Borrell et al., 2010; Cozier et al., 2014; Deitch et al., 2003; Earnshaw et al., 2016; Gee et al., 2007; 

Hunte & Williams, 2009; Krieger & Sidney, 1996; Lewis et al., 2006; Paradies et al., 2015; Pasco 
& Richman, 2009; Wiehe et al., 2010; Williams et al., 2019). Nevertheless, despite a few studies 

at the local or group levels (Barnes et al., 2004; Gong et al., 2016; Lewis et al., 2012; Panter et al., 
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2008), there is a lack of quantitative research on the impact of race, class, and gender on everyday 
discrimination experience at the national level in the United States. In particular, to the best of our 

knowledge, little quantitative research has examined the intersectional effect of race, gender, and 
class on everyday discrimination. For instance, we do not know how Black women differ from 

Black men in perceived everyday discrimination, how Black women differ from White women in 

perceived everyday discrimination, how Black men are different from White men in such an 
experience, and how class intersects with race in everyday discrimination experience. It is 

important to study how race, gender, and class are related to everyday discrimination so that we 
can understand how experiences of everyday discrimination vary between racial minorities and 

Whites, between men and women, among classes, and among people in different social locations 

of race, gender, and class. 
The current study investigates how race, gender, and class independently and 

intersectionally shape everyday discrimination experiences in the United States, using an 
intersectional approach as the theoretical guidance and the new data from the nationally 

representative General Social Survey (GSS) collected in 2018. We define everyday discrimination 

as subtle, pervasive discriminatory acts experienced by socially disadvantaged groups on a day-to-
day basis. Everyday discrimination may take many forms, including, but not limited to, slights, 

indignities, insults, threats, and microaggressions (Panter et al., 2008; Rolón-Dow & Bailey, 2023). 
In the remainder of this paper, we outline our theoretical framework, propose our hypotheses, 

describe our data and methods, present our results, and discuss the implications of our findings. 

 

Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses 

In order to study the intersectional effect of race, gender, and class on everyday 
discrimination, we use intersectionality as the theoretical framework to guide our empirical 

analysis. Initially formulated by Kimberlé Crenshaw (1989), the intersectionality framework 

identifies multiple dimensions of advantages and disadvantages such as race, class, gender, 
sexuality, religion, and disability; the genesis, however, is with the intersection of Black women.  

The intersectional approach argues that these axes of oppression and power do not operate in 
isolation but function in an interlocking and intersecting fashion (Andersen & Collins, 1995; 

Christian et al., 2019; Collins, 1990, 2019). The intersecting social locations of individuals 

determine their unique experiences. For this particular study, we believe that the positions of race, 
gender, and class affect how individuals perceive everyday discrimination. We also believe that 

insights can be gained by examining both independent and intersectional effects of race, class, and 
gender on perceived everyday discrimination. It is necessary to analyze the independent effects of 

race, class, and gender because isolating each variable and its impact on the subject’s experience 

is “an essential analytical step” to “understand the intersectionality in the end” (Belkhir & Barnett, 
2001, pp. 163-164; Bowleg, 2008). However, the analysis of independent effects is insufficient and 

must be supplemented by intersectional analysis in order to gain a full understanding of how these 
variables influence the outcome. In this study, the intersectional approach will help shed light on 

how Black women differ from Black men in perceived everyday discrimination, how Black women 
differ from White women in such an experience, how Black men are different from White men in 

such an experience, and how class intersects with race to influence everyday discrimination 

experiences. 
Racism, sexism, and classism influence how people are treated on a daily basis. Many 

studies have documented that racial minorities are more likely than Whites to experience 
discrimination because of historical racism and contemporary racism (e.g., Bumiller, 1988; Chong, 
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2023; Feagin, 2006; Feagin & Ducey, 2018; Feagin et al., 2001; Roscigno, 2007; Smith, 2002; 
Yang, 2000). Some qualitative evidence shows that minorities are more likely to experience 

everyday discrimination than Whites (Armstrong, 2019; Chou & Feagin, 2015; Feagin & Cobas, 
2014; Feagin & McKinney, 2003; Rawls & Duck, 2020). A few studies have also documented 

racial differences in everyday discrimination (Barnes et al., 2004; Lewis et al., 2012; Panter et al., 

2008). Women are more likely than men to experience discrimination in their economic, political, 
and social lives (e.g., Dill, 1988; Massey, 2007; Patten, 2016; Yang, 2000). Lower-class people 

tend to encounter more discrimination than higher-class people (Kadi, 1996). The effects of race, 
class, and gender may not be additive but are likely to be multiplicative (when taken 

intersectionally). For example, minority women’s experience is different from that of White 

women; lower-class Blacks will have an experience different from higher-class Blacks; lower-
class, minority women are most likely to experience everyday discrimination differently from 

higher-class White men. Based on the foregoing considerations and empirical evidence, we propose 
the following hypotheses for testing: 

H1: Racial minorities are more likely to self-report everyday discrimination than 

Whites, all else being equal. 
H2: Women are more likely to self-claim everyday discrimination than men, controlling 

for other variables. 
H3: A higher class is associated with a lower level of self-claimed everyday 

discrimination, holding other variables constant. 

H4: The effect of gender on everyday discrimination is moderated by race. 
H5: The effect of class on everyday discrimination is moderated by race. 

 

Data and Methods 

Data 

The source of data for this study is GSS 2018 (NORC, 2019).  GSS 2018 is a nationally 
representative sample of the non-institutionalized U.S. adult population aged 18 or older.  We 

selected GSS 2018 because this dataset provided for the first time data on the question of everyday 
discrimination surveyed in 2018.  Since GSS 2018 is a probability sample, with proper weighting, 

findings are generalizable to the U.S. adult population. GSS 2018 also includes many variables that 

may influence self-claimed everyday discrimination, such as race, gender, class, age, religion, and 
nativity. We weighted the data by the weight variable provided by the GSS based on a complex 

weighting process that corrects for the selection bias of including only one adult per household in 
the sample in order to represent the actual population. Only respondents who provided valid 

answers to the everyday discrimination questions are included in this study.  After the restriction 

to the valid cases of the variables pertinent to everyday discrimination, 1,532 cases remain. The 

sample size is large enough to generate accurate estimates of the population parameters.     

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable is everyday discrimination. This variable is measured by an index 

constructed on the basis of five everyday discriminatory experiences that people self-claimed.  
Respondents were asked to respond to the following question: “In your day-to-day life, how often 

have any of the following things happened to you? 

A. You are treated with less courtesy or respect than other people. 
B. You receive poorer service than other people at restaurants or stores. 
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C. People act as if they think you are not smart. 
D. People act as if they are afraid of you. 

E. You are threatened or harassed” (NORC, 2019, pp. 2770-2772). 
 

For each of these five experiences, there were six response categories: (1) Almost every 

day, (2) At least once a week, (3) A few times a month, (4) A few times a year, (5) Less than once 
a year, and (6) Never. The categories were reverse recoded so that a higher number indicates a 

higher level of everyday discrimination, and there is also a zero point. The new codes are (0) Never, 
(1) Less than once a year, (2) A few times a year, (3) A few times a month, (4) At least once a 

week, and (5) Almost every day.  This constructed index has possible values ranging from 0 to 25. 

A Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability test was conducted to assess the internal consistency of the five 
statements. The value of Alpha was 0.753, indicating that these five indicators have internal 

consistency and are good indicators of the dependent variable. 
It should be noted that the GSS question and everyday discrimination experiences were 

derived from David Williams et al.’s (1997) well-known EDS. The original EDS came with nine 

items, which separated “less courtesy” (Item 1) from “less respect” (Item 2) and included three 
other everyday discrimination experiences or items (i.e., “6. People act as if they think you are 

dishonest. 7. People act as if they’re better than you are. 8. You are called names or insulted”).  The 
NORC used a short version of the EDS developed for the Chicago Community Adult Health Study 

by Sternthal et al. (2011) with a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.77, which is very similar to ours. 

 

Independent Variables  

Our independent variables are race, gender, and class. Race is a nominal variable, which 
was dummy coded as Black (Black=1, Otherwise=0) and Other race (Other race=1, Otherwise=0), 

with White as the reference category. Gender was also dummy coded (Female=1, Male=0). Class 

is an ordinal variable, including four categories: lower class, working class, middle class, and upper 

class. 

Control Variables 

To test the independent and interactive effects of race, gender, and class on perceived 

everyday discrimination, we controlled for other factors that could potentially affect the dependent 

variable. Based on the literature (Barnes et al., 2004; Gong et al., 2016; Lewis et al., 2012; Perez 
et al., 2008; Yang, 2021) and the availability in GSS 2018, we selected the following variables as 

control variables: age, education, religion, region, and nativity.  Age is a continuous variable with 
values ranging from 18 to 89 or older.  Education is measured by the highest year of schooling 

completed.  Religion is dummy coded with 1 for Christian and 0 for non-Christian.  We created 

three dummy variables for region coded 1 for the designated category and coded 0 otherwise: 
Northeast, Midwest, and West.  The South is used as the reference category as it has been known 

to be a historical negative hotbed for racial attitudes and activities.  Nativity is a dummy variable 

coded 1 for those born abroad and coded 0 for those born in the United States. 

Interaction Variables 

To test the interaction or intersectional effects between race and gender and between race 

and class, we created several interaction variables or cross-product terms: Female x Black, Female 

x Other race, Class x Black, and Class x Other race.  
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Limitations of the Data 

 

The limitations of GSS 2018 ought to be acknowledged. First, albeit a valuable indicator of 
discrimination, perceived everyday discrimination may not measure actual everyday 

discrimination because it is self-reported and not subject to verification. Second, our perceived 

everyday discrimination index (EDI) is built on the short version of the EDS, excluding indicators 
related to dishonesty, superiority, and name-calling, although the short version is proven to be 

reliable based on the Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability test (Alpha=0.753). Third, some potential 
determinants of everyday discrimination, such as sexual orientation and body weight, available in 

GSS 2018, have substantial numbers of missing values. Since the imputation of missing values for 

these variables is infeasible and the inclusion of them in the analysis will drop the sample size by 
more than two-thirds and bias the estimates, we decided to exclude them from the final presentation 

of the findings. Finally, some potential predictors of perceived everyday discrimination (e.g., 
mental and physical disability) were not available in GSS 2018 and, therefore, were not used as 

control variables in this study. These limitations notwithstanding, GSS 2018 remains one of the 

best sources of quantitative information available to study the perceptions of everyday 

discrimination. 

Methods of Analysis and Analytical Strategy 

 

We used descriptive statistics to gain an understanding of the everyday discrimination 

status and our predictors. Correlational analysis was performed to examine the initial relationships 
between the predictors and everyday discrimination.  Our primary method of analysis is ordinary 

least squares (OLS) regression because the dependent variable is an index.  We tested three 
regression models. Model 1 regresses the dependent variable on the independent variables.  Model 

2 adds the control variables to Model 1 to see if the effects of race, gender, and class on everyday 

discrimination change. Finally, Model 3 adds interaction variables to Model 2 to test the 
intersectional effects of race, gender, and class on everyday discrimination.  

 

Results 

Descriptive Analysis 

 

Table 1 provides the means and standard deviations (SD) of all variables used in this 

analysis.  The dependent variable, the everyday discrimination index (EDI), had a mean of 6.55 
and an SD of 4.71. The mean of 6.55 on a scale of 0 to 25 corresponded to the level of “less than 

once a year,” indicating, on average, a relatively low level of perceived everyday discrimination in 

the United States.  
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Table 1  
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) of Variables Used in the Analysis, U.S. Adults, GSS 2018 

         

Variable           Mean     SD   

        

Dependent Variable       

 Perceived everyday discrimination  6.550  4.710  

        

        

Independent Variables       

 Race       

    Black   0.145  0.352  

    Other   0.121  0.326  

 Female   0.549  0.497  

 Class   2.430  0.667  

        

Control Variables       

 Age   45.33  17.648  

 Education   13.83  2.900  

 Christian   0.702  0.458  

 Foreign Born   0.131  0.337  

 Region       

    Northeast   0.136  0.342  

    Midwest   0.214  0.410  

    West   0.246  0.431  

    South   0.404  0.491  

        

                

 

The means of dummy variables can be interpreted as percentages after multiplying by 100.  
Thus, Table 1 shows that 14.5% of the respondents identified as Black, and 12.1% identified as 

other races, leaving 73.4% of the respondents as White.  Females comprised 54.9% of the sample 

compared to 45.1% of males.  The mean of class (= 2.43) on a 4-point scale indicated an average 
class ranking between the working class and the middle class.  The average age of the respondents 

was about 45 years.  Their average education level was nearly 14 years or close to an associate 
degree.  Christians made up 70.2% of the sample, and 29.8% were non-Christians.  Foreign-born 

respondents constituted 13.1% of the sample, and an overwhelming majority (86.9%) were U.S.-

born.  A higher percentage of the respondents came from the South (40.4%) than from other regions 
(24.5% for the West, 21.4% for the Midwest, and 13.6% for the Northeast). 
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Correlational Analysis  

 

In Table 2, the zero-order correlation coefficients show preliminary bivariate relationships 
between the predictors and EDI. It is evident that Blacks were significantly more likely to self-

claim everyday discrimination than non-Blacks (r =.127), but other races (r =-.062) were less likely 

to do so than all other races. There was a highly significant inverse relationship between class 
ranking and EDI (r =-.149).  Age was highly significant at the 0.001 level and negative (r =-.233), 

indicating older people were less likely to claim everyday discrimination than their younger 
counterparts. The foreign-born were significantly less likely to profess everyday discrimination 

than the U.S.-born (r =-.141).  Only the dummy variable for the Northeast was significant, but no 

other regional dummy variables were.  Unexpectedly, the relationship between gender and 
everyday discrimination was not significant at the 0.05 level. Also, unexpectedly, education and 

religion were not significantly related to everyday discrimination. No sign of a multicollinearity 
problem exists. These relationships are preliminary because other predictors have not been 

controlled. Thus, multiple regression is called for. 

 
Regression Analysis 

 

Table 3 presents the results of three OLS regression models.  Model 1 tests the independent 

effects of race, gender, and class on EDI. The F value of Model 1 (=16.044) is highly significant 

at the 0.001 level, indicating that this is a good model. However, the R2 (=0.04) shows that it only 
explains 4% of the variance in EDI.   

In Model 1, all regression coefficients are statistically significant, at least at the 0.05 level, 
except for gender. As expected, controlling for other variables in the model, Blacks were 1.440 

levels higher than Whites in experiencing everyday discrimination. On the other hand, other races 

were significantly less likely to claim everyday discrimination. As hypothesized, social class was 
negatively associated with EDI.  At odds with our hypothesis, the dummy variable for Females was 

not significant at the 0.05 level and was negative.  
By introducing the control variables, Model 2 increases the variance explained in EDI 

significantly to 10.7% (R2 = 0.107).  However, with one exception, the significance levels and the 

signs of coefficients for the independent variables do not change. Holding all other variables 
constant, Blacks were still 1.099 levels higher than Whites in experiencing everyday 

discrimination, although the magnitude somewhat decreased compared to that in Model 1. 
However, the difference between other races and Whites in EDI had lost statistical significance at 

the 0.05 level. These results lend mixed support to Hypothesis 1. Nevertheless, Hypothesis 3 is still 

fully supported because a high-class level decreased EDI significantly by a .852 level. The effect 
of gender remains virtually unchanged. This result confirms that the gender difference in everyday 

discrimination is not spurious and insignificant. Thus, Hypothesis 2 is not supported. 
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Table 2   

Correlation Matrix for Variables Used in the Analysis, U.S. Adults, GSS 2018 (N=1515) 

 

  E.D. Black O.R. Class Female Age Education Christian Northeast Midwest West F.B. 

E.D.  1            

Black  0.127**  1           

O.R. -0.062** 

-

0.153***  1          

Class -0.149*** -0.087** -0.072*  1         

Female -0.017  0.037 -0.030 -0.057  1        

Age -0.233*** -.0680** 

-

0.143***  0.146***  0.007  1       

Education -0.014 -0.025 

-

0.142***  0.296***  0.024  0.015  1      

Christian -0.040 

  

0.096*** 

-

0.095***  0.024 

0.089

** 

 
0.196

*** -0.061  1     

Northeast -0.073* -0.003 -0.002  0.067**  0.040 -0.012  0.054* -0.064  1    

Midwest  0.009 -0.050 

-

0.118***  0.020 -0.063  0.009  0.032  0.018 

-
0.207**

*  1   

West -0.001 

-

0.115*** 

 

0.199*** -0.040  0.006 

-
0.057

*  0.031 

-
0.127**

* 

-
0.226**

* 

-
0.298**

* 1  

F.B. -0.141*** -0.045 

 

0.423*** -0.066*  0.035 

-
0.046

* -0.147*** -0.056*  0.021 

-
0.106**

* 

0.069

* 1 

 Note. E.D.= Everyday discrimination; O.R.=Other race; F.B.= Foreign-born. 

 *p < .05     **p < .01     ***p < .001  (1-tailed test) 
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Table 3 

OLS Regression Models Predicting Respondents Experience with Everyday Discrimination, U.S. 

Adults, 2018 (standard error in parentheses) 

    Model  1    Model  2 Model  3 

Predictor B β B β B β 

       
Constant   9.121***  11.702***  12.267***  

     (.487)  (.745)  (.782)         
Race (reference = White)         
        Black 1.440*** 0.108 1.099*** .082 -1.069*** -0.08 

 (.341)  (.340)  (1.273)  
        Other race -0.886* 0.061    -.463 .032  -2.208 0.151 

 (.371)  (.411)  (1.390)         
Class -1.033*** 0.147 -.852*** .121 -1.164*** 0.165 

 (.178)  (.183)  (.214)         
Female -0.300 0.032    -.187 .020 .017 0.002 

 (.238)  (.233)  (.270)         
Age   -.059*** .221 -.058*** 0.219 

   (.007)  (.007)         
Education   .013 .008 .021 0.013 

   (.042)  (.042)         
Christian   -.165 .016 -.188 0.018 

   (.262)  (.262)         
Region (reference = South)       
        Northeast   -.966* .070 -1.026** 0.074 

   (.365)  (.365)  
        Midwest   -.310 .027 -.360 0.031 

   (.310)  (.310)  
        West   -.193 .018 -.201 0.018 

   (.305)  (.304)         
Foreign Born   -1.968*** .141 -1.968*** 0.142 

   (.380)  (.379)         
Interactions       

      Female x Black 
    -1.285* 

-

0.076 

     (.678)  

      Female x Other race 
    -.136 

-

0.007 

     (.725)  

      Class x Black     1.251** 0.224 

     (.480)  

      Class x Other race     .776 0.128 

     (.554)  

       

R2 0.04  .107  .115  
F 16.044***  16.399***  12.948***  
N 1532  1515  1515  

              

Note. *p < .05     **p < .01     ***p < .001  (1-tailed test) 

The effects of the control variables in Model 2 deserve some notice. Age had a highly 
significant negative effect on EDI. Each year increase in age was associated with a .059 level 

decline in EDI.  The foreign-born were also significantly less likely to self-claim everyday 
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discrimination than the U.S.-born (B = -1.968). There were some regional differences in EDI. 
Northeasterners were significantly less likely to self-claim everyday discrimination than 

Southerners (B = -.966), but residents in the West and Midwest did not differ significantly from 
Southerners in DEI, although they were slightly less likely to do so.  Education and religious 

affiliation did not have a significant effect on EDI.  The variables with the greatest impact on DEI 

in terms of βs include age (.221) and class (.121). Among the dummy variables, some stronger 
predictors include the foreign-born (.141) and Black (.082). 

 Is it possible that the effect of gender is moderated by race? Does class also interact with 
race to influence EDI? Model 3 tests these possibilities by including several interaction variables. 

The R2 (= .115) of Model 3 indicates this model explains 11.5% of the variance in EDI.  Two of 

the interaction terms are significant, at least at the 0.05 level. Using the coefficient for the main-
effect term Female and the coefficient for the interaction term Female x Black for our calculation, 

we found that Black women were 1.302 levels lower than Black men in self-reporting everyday 
discrimination;2  White women were only 0.017 level lower than White men in self-reporting 

everyday discrimination.3 The difference between Black women and White women in claiming 

everyday discrimination was -1.285 (= -1.302 Femaleb – (-0.017 Femalew)) as shown in the 
significant coefficient for the interaction term Female x Black (B = -1.285), which indicates that 

Black females were -1.285 levels lower than White females in claiming everyday discrimination. 
For men, the coefficient for the main-effect term Female should be the same, except that the sign 

is reversed. This can be verified by re-dummy coding Female as Male and rerunning the model. 

For the interaction terms, Female should be replaced by Male. Redoing the calculation above, we 
found that Black men were 1.302 levels higher than Black women in self-reporting everyday 

discrimination; White men were 0.017 levels higher than White women in reporting everyday 
discrimination; Black men were 1.285 levels higher than White men to self-report everyday 

discrimination. However, as shown in Model 3 of Table 3, the interaction term between the Female 

dummy variable and the Other race dummy variable was insignificant at the .05 level, indicating 
that females of other races were not significantly different from White females in self-claiming 

everyday discrimination. Hence, the effect of gender on everyday discrimination did vary across 
races. Hypothesis 4 is partly supported. 

Similarly, the significant coefficient for the interaction term Class x Black indicates that for 

each level increase in social class, Blacks were 0.087 levels higher in claiming everyday 
discrimination.4  Nonetheless, the insignificant coefficient for the interaction term Class x Other 

race indicates that for each level increase in social class, other race was 0.388 levels lower in 
claiming everyday discrimination.5 Thus, the effect of social class on everyday discrimination did 

vary across races.  Hypothesis 5 is partly supported. 

 

Discussion and Conclusions 

 

 
2.   The formula for calculating the effect of gender on everyday discrimination for Black women (Bbf) is 

as follows: Bbf = -0.017 Female – 1.285 Female x (1) – 0.136 Female x (0) = -1.302 Female 

3. The formula for calculating the effect of gender on everyday discrimination for Black women (Bwf) is as 

follows: Bwf = -0.017 Female – 1.285 Female x (0) – 0.136 Female x (0) = -0.017 Female 
4. The formula for calculating the effect of class on everyday discrimination for Blacks (Bb) is as follows:  

Bb = -1.164 Class + 1.251 Class x (1) + .776 Class x (0) =  .087 Class  

5. The formula for calculating the effect of class on everyday discrimination for other race (Bo) is as 

follows: Bo = -1.164 Class + 1.251 Class x (0) + .776 Class x (1) =  -.338 Class  
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Everyday discrimination has been studied for the last three decades, but there is a lack of 
quantitative research on the effects of race, gender, and class, and especially their intersectional 

effects, on perceived everyday discrimination for the U.S. population as a whole, despite a few 
studies at the local or group levels. Using new data from GSS 2018 and multiple regression, this 

study investigates how race, gender, and class independently and intersectionally shape everyday 

discrimination experiences in the United States. The results indicate that holding other variables 
constant, Blacks self-claimed a significantly higher level of everyday discrimination than Whites, 

but other races did not differ significantly from Whites in such an experience; the class was 
inversely associated with the level of everyday discrimination, and gender did not have an 

independent effect. However, while Black men self-reported a higher level of everyday 

discrimination than White men, Black women self-reported a lower level of everyday 
discrimination than White women; higher-class Blacks tended to report a significantly higher level 

of everyday discrimination experiences than lower-class Blacks. The intersectional approach helps 
gain a better understanding of everyday discrimination. 

The results of this study about racial differences in everyday discrimination are congruent 

with the findings of Lewis et al.’s (2012) study based on certain racial/ethnic groups of women 
aged 42-52 in seven cities, Barnes et al.’s (2004) study based on Blacks and Whites aged 68 or 

older from Chicago, and Panter et al.’s (2008) study based on the incoming law students. Our 
findings suggest that Blacks were more likely to report everyday discrimination than Whites and 

that the everyday discrimination experiences of minority groups varied as other races did not differ 

significantly from Whites. The diverse experiences in everyday discrimination suggest that one 
size does not fit all.  Various minority groups experience everyday discrimination differently.  

Our result about the effect of class validates conventional wisdom that higher-class people 
are less likely to experience everyday discrimination than their lower-class counterparts. The effect 

is highly significant and unambiguous. Class is indeed a significant predictor of everyday 

discrimination. 
Harnois and Ifatunji (2011) argued for the importance of an intersectional framework in 

survey research on racial discrimination. Our findings confirm the utility of an intersectional 
approach in understanding everyday discrimination. When we looked at the effect of gender alone, 

we found an insignificant gender difference in everyday discrimination. However, gender is proven 

to interact with race to influence everyday discrimination. We also found a significant interaction 
effect between class and race on everyday discrimination. Examining the intersectional effects did 

provide additional insights into the everyday discrimination experience. Black men’s experience 
differed from White men’s experience. In contrast, Black women’s experience was different from 

White women’s experience in the opposite direction. The experience of higher-class Blacks was 

different from that of lower-class Blacks. The finding that Black women were less likely than White 
women and Black men to self-report everyday discrimination is similar to Yang’s (2021) finding 

pertaining to employment discrimination. This result may be explained by such ideals or 
conceptions as “strongblackwoman” and “superwoman,” which suggest Black women have 

strength, perseverance, endurance, survival, rationality, and self-reliance (Harris-Perry, 2011; 
Springer, 2002). Thus, self-claiming everyday discrimination may be perceived or construed as a 

weakness, a rejection of the “strongblackwoman” image, and submission to victimization. 

Additionally, the result of a negative association between age and EDI suggests that older 
people are less likely to self-report everyday discrimination than younger people. This is probably 

because they were used to irregular everyday behaviors and did not see them as abnormal. This 
result contradicts the finding of Rippon et al. (2014) for older adults in England. We also 

unexpectedly found that the foreign-born experienced a lower level of everyday discrimination 
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than the U.S.-born, but this result coincides with the findings of other studies regarding the 
difference between the foreign-born and the U.S.-born in other types of perceived discrimination 

(e.g., Brondolo et al., 2015; Krieger et al., 2011). There are a few probable reasons. The foreign-
born are less likely to attribute their maltreatment to race-based discrimination than to some other 

factors (Clark et al., 1999; Goto et al., 2002). The foreign-born may be less conscious of the 

collective representation held by other U.S. residents about their group (Brondolo et al., 2015). 
Perhaps the foreign-born have a different reference point—experience in their home country since 

many of them probably encounter worse experiences in their homeland than in the U.S. 
Our findings also have practical implications for practitioners and policymakers. Since 

Black men appear to be the victims of everyday discrimination more than other segments of the 

population, special attention must be given to Black men in order to mitigate the impact of everyday 
discrimination on them. The findings that women were not significantly different from men in 

everyday discrimination and Black women were less likely than White women to report everyday 
discrimination may not necessarily indicate that women, and Black women in particular, suffered 

less from everyday discrimination. People may not report everyday discrimination for various 

reasons such as shame, a lack of awareness, fear of repercussions, or concerns about being viewed 
as fuzzy over trifling matters. In addition, some may not bother reporting because the penalty for 

everyday discrimination is not enforceable from a legal standpoint. Hence, all women should be 
encouraged to report problems of everyday discrimination whenever it occurs. The public may be 

less familiar with everyday discrimination than with well-known racial, gender, and disability 

discrimination. Awareness campaigns can help increase awareness of everyday discrimination. We 
should also educate people that everyday discrimination does negatively affect people’s lives and 

should not be ignored even though it may not rise to the level of law violation.  
Future research should incorporate the predictors of sexual orientation and body weight if 

better data and measurements become available. The effect of religion on everyday discrimination 

should be verified in future research. This study has included all potential determinants of 
perceived everyday discrimination available in GSS 2018 to the extent possible, but any new data 

and predictors in the future can help shed new light on this subject. This study focused on the 
intersectional effects of race, gender, and class on everyday discrimination, but future studies of 

everyday discrimination may expand the intersectional analysis beyond race, gender, and class. 
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