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Social Distance Item in Values Surveys
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Since there has been a considerable increase in studies on attitudes toward immigrants in re-
cent years, particular attention must be devoted to the survey instruments used to measure
them. Since they first appeared, both the European Values Study and the World Values Study
have included a battery of questions to measure social distance, asking which social groups
respondents would not be willing to have as neighbors. One of these social groups is “im-
migrants/foreign workers.” The wording of this item contains a certain degree of ambiguity,
as the terms “immigrants” and “foreign workers” refer to two different social groups. For-
eign workers are in fact a subcategory of immigrants. Our contribution sets out to assess the
working of the item, using a survey experiment randomly assigning respondents three differ-
ent formulations (“immigrants/foreign workers”, “immigrants”, and “foreign workers”). The
data come from the Italian joint edition of the European Values Study-World Values Survey
2017. The results show that Italians perceive a much larger distance toward immigrants than
toward foreign workers, which is nevertheless similar to the distance perceived toward “immi-
grants/foreign workers.” Overall, the empirical evidence suggests the semantic prevalence of
the item “immigrants” over “foreign workers” in respondents’ answers. In light of the results,
we will discuss their implications for both data users and future values surveys.
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1 Introduction

In longitudinal survey research, question wording should
remain as similar as possible across different points in time
to enable the comparison of attitudes and behaviors over
time. This is why longitudinal surveys include questions that
maintain their original wording despite methodological de-
velopments in questionnaire design suggesting better formu-
lations. An example comes from the European Values Study
(EVS) and the World Values Survey (WVS), which were first
carried out in 1981. Both surveys contain a standardized bat-
tery of social distance questions, commonly used to measure
prejudice (Evans & Kelley, 2019; Shin & Dovidio, 2018) and
intolerance (Rapp & Ackermann, 2016; Strabac et al., 2012).
To answer these questions, respondents have to say which so-
cial groups, if any, they would not like to have as neighbors.
Among the groups listed, both of the surveys include the item
“immigrants/foreign workers” as an indicator of ethno-racial
social distance. Since 1981, more than 600,000 individual
respondents, living in over 100 countries, have provided an
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answer to the item in the values surveys. Nonetheless, the
ambiguity of the item’s formulation makes it impossible to
identify the exact social categories respondents have in mind
when they answer the question. Do the respondents’ answers
refer to immigrants? To foreign workers? To both?

This paper aims to address this issue by analyzing the
working of the item through a survey experiment which ran-
domly manipulates its wording. The objective of the experi-
mental design, which was included in the joint Italian EVS-
WVS 2017 survey, is to detect whether one of the two cate-
gories “carries more weight” in the respondents’ evaluation
when answering the question.

The findings showed that there is a great difference in
the levels of social distance toward immigrants and foreign
workers: the percentage of respondents not wanting immi-
grants as neighbors was more than twice as high as the per-
centage of respondents not wanting foreign workers. More-
over, respondents’ answers suggested the semantic preva-
lence of the label “immigrants” in the item. The result has
implications on this standard item used in comparative sur-
vey projects; thus, the concluding section will provide some
suggestions for future EVS and WVS surveys.

http://dx.doi.org/10.18148/srm/2023.v17i1.8016
https://www.europeansurveyresearch.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/deed.en
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2 Background

Since 1910s, the widespread climate of discrimination
and prejudice toward many immigrant groups in the United
States has led social sciences scholars to turn increased at-
tention to the study of ethnic and race relations (Wark &
Galliher, 2007). In this socio-cultural environment, R. E.
Park (1924, p. 339) first defined the concept of social dis-
tance as “an attempt to reduce to something like measurable
terms the grades and degrees of understanding and intimacy
which characterize personal and social relations generally.”
The concept can be measured thanks to Bogardus (1925),
who created one of the oldest attitudinal scales in social and
psychological research. Various versions of the scale have
been proposed (Bogardus, 1925, 1933), but all of them ask
respondents the type of relationship into which they are will-
ing to accept the members of a certain social group.1 The
first version of Borgardus’ (1925) scale gave the following
types of relationship to choose from: close kinship by mar-
riage; my club as personal chums; my street as neighbors;
employment in my occupation in my country; as citizens in
my country; as visitors only to my country; would exclude
them from my country.

A simplified version of the Bogardus scale of social dis-
tance has been included in the EVS and WVS surveys since
they first appeared in 1981. The question only considers one
of the several items on the Bogardus scale, as it asks indi-
viduals whether they would like to have each of the social
groups listed in a battery as neighbors. In the fifth and most
recent EVS, the question reads as follows: “On this list are
various groups of people. Could you please identify any that
you would not like to have as neighbors? People of a differ-
ent race; heavy drinkers; immigrants/foreign workers; drug
addicts; homosexuals; Christians; Muslims; Jews; gypsies.”
Thus, individuals express social distance toward a certain
social group by mentioning that category. Among the cat-
egories listed, ‘immigrants/foreign workers’ is the only one
which includes two different categories of individuals: im-
migrants and foreign workers. The item is present in every
EVS and WVS survey. Nonetheless, its meaning is ambigu-
ous, as immigrants and foreign workers are not synonymous.
Foreign workers are in fact a subcategory of immigrants.

The meaning that survey respondents give to the generic
label “immigrants”, as well as to the labels “strangers” and
‘foreigners,’ is very heterogenous. Spruyt et al. (2016)
showed that the criterion most employed to define the generic
item “strangers” was nationality. In addition, a sizeable por-
tion of respondents (22%) associated strangers with people
from Islamic countries, who also reported the highest level
of ethnic prejudice. In Germany, when asked about “foreign-
ers”, the majority of natives thought of Turks, and in the East
of the country those people are more prejudicial toward for-
eigners than others (Asbrock et al., 2014). Comparative re-
search has also shown that up to one third of respondents in

any of six countries (Canada, Denmark, Germany, Hungary,
Spain, United States) think about a generic immigrant when
asked about the label “immigrant” (Asbrock et al., 2014;
Braun et al., 2013; Spruyt et al., 2016).

Other than reflecting the distribution of immigrant groups
by background in a certain country, media representation has
a great impact on the meaning of the label “immigrants”
among the public (K. Park, 2014). As people are often not
familiar with the phenomenon, especially in countries with a
recent immigration history, they tend to refer to what Blin-
der (2015) defined as “imagined immigration”. For instance,
British people thought that the first reason for immigration
to the UK is to seek asylum, even though according to of-
ficial statistics asylum seekers make up a very small minor-
ity of immigrants. Moreover, there has been a substantial
overlap between the terms “migrant” and “refugee” in media
language (Georgiou & Zaborowski, 2017), especially during
the 2015 European migration crisis, and the salience of the
migration crisis itself could have helped reinforce the opinion
that immigrant is equal to refugee.

These considerations also hold for the Italian context. The
migration crisis had a huge impact on Italy, with more than
600,000 sea arrivals in the period 2014–2017 (UNHCR data).
During that time span, the immigration issue became much
more salient among the public, as the percentage of people
who considered immigration the first or the second most im-
portant problem faced by the country rose from 4% in 2013
to 23% in 2018 (Vezzoni, 2018). Moreover, in the Italian
public opinion, even before the migration crisis, the immi-
gration phenomenon was generally painted in negative terms
as “a massive invasion” or “a threat” to be addressed by “the
politics of fear” (Colombo, 2018; Quassoli, 2013).

Given this framework, the “immigrants/foreign workers”
item employed in the EVS and WVS surveys is deemed to
contain a certain degree of ambiguity. Indeed, previous re-
search had shown that in Britain only half of respondents
perceived immigrants as workers (Blinder, 2015). “Foreign
workers” is a more specific label than “immigrants”, since it
only refers to those foreign people working in the destination
country. Unlike the label “immigrants”, we tend to rule out
that respondents associate the label “foreign workers” with
the refugees.

Given that the meanings provided by the same person for
the label “immigrants” and “foreign workers” are different,
we hypothesize that the two labels are not equivalent. There-
fore, we should expect that the proportion of respondents
not willing to have foreign workers as neighbors is different
to the proportion of respondents not wanting immigrants as
neighbors. Moreover, we need to understand whether one
label has semantic prevalence over the other. If so, when
answering the question on social distance toward “immi-

1In Bogardus’ (1925, 1933) seminal scales, social groups are all
defined in terms of “racial groups”.
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grants/foreign workers”, individuals will be more likely to
refer to immigrants than foreign workers, or vice versa. This
possible result could have substantial implications on the
functioning of the original item. Above all, the survey data
provides estimations of a proportion of people not willing to
have a nevertheless ambiguous group of people as neighbors.
While this ambiguity will have less influence when the item
is combined with others in a generic multiple-item scale of
social tolerance (Dunn & Singh, 2011; Kirchner et al., 2011;
Rapp & Ackermann, 2016), the issue becomes especially rel-
evant when analyzing the single item, both as a dependent
(Doebler, 2014; Ruedin, 2019; Shin & Dovidio, 2017, 2018)
and independent variable (Haney, 2016).

3 Data, measures, and experimental design

The data come from the Italian joint EVS-WVS 2017 sur-
vey. By means of a probabilistic three-stage (municipalities,
electoral sections, and individuals) and three-domain (self-
representative Italian cities with more than 500,000 residents
aged 18 and over, provincial capital cities, other municipali-
ties) sampling design, 2,277 Italian citizens aged 18 and over
were CAPI (Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing) inter-
viewed between September 24, 2018 and January 30, 2019.
Our empirical analysis thus considers the Italian subsample
of the European Values Study 2017 Integrated Dataset.

The EVS and WVS master questionnaire includes a bat-
tery of items measuring social distance, using the word-
ing given above. Respondents are asked to provide a di-
chotomous answer (mentioned/not mentioned) for all social
groups; therefore, they have to mention which of the listed
social groups they are not willing to have as neighbors. Our
research questions were answered by analyzing a survey
experiment which randomized the formulation of the item
concerning social distance towards immigrants and foreign
workers: 70% of respondents received the standard item “im-
migrants/foreign workers” (n = 1, 596),2 while the remain-
ing 30% of respondents were respectively assigned the “for-
eign workers” (n = 324) or “immigrants” item (n = 357).3

Randomization checks showed that the distributions of the
experimental groups—by item formulation—did not signifi-
cantly differ in terms of socio-demographic variables or left-
right orientation (p-value > 0.05 in every chi-square test. See
Table A1 in Appendix).

4 Methods

To test the equivalence across the three items, we first
compared the distribution of the manipulated item depend-
ing on its formulation. Significant differences across the dis-
tributions were preliminary evidence of the non-equivalence
of the items “immigrants” and “foreign workers”. To assess
whether one item had semantic prevalence over the other, we
compared the differences in the percentages of affirmative
answers between the original item with the two manipulated

ones respectively. For instance, if there were differences
in the distribution of the three items but similarities in the
percentage of affirmative answers between the original item
and the two manipulated ones respectively, we could suggest
an overall balance between the “immigrants” and “foreign
workers” labels in respondents’ answers to the original item

Moreover, we employed multi-group item response the-
ory (IRT) models, also known as differential item function-
ing (DIF) analysis, to test whether the working of the ma-
nipulated item in relation to the other items in the battery
of social distance items varied depending on its formulation.
These models enabled us to test the measurement equiva-
lence of the scale of social distance across the three exper-
imental groups, namely, whether “the relations between ob-
served test scores and the latent attribute measured by the
test [were] identical across subpopulations” (Drasgow, 1984,
p. 134). In our application, we analyzed whether the func-
tioning of the three different formulations of the manipulated
item varied when associated with the other items of social
distance. It could be argued that DIF was present when the
relationship between the item score and the latent trait varied
across the groups. When analyzing the measurement equiva-
lence of scales of dichotomous items, the main advantage of
IRT models over Confirmatory Factor Analysis is that they
avoid expected item responses lower than zero and higher
than one and do not consider dichotomous answers as con-
tinuous latent scores (Tay et al., 2015). Using multi-group
IRT models as a framework, we formally tested the measure-
ment equivalence of the scale of social distance depending
on the formulation of the manipulated item by comparing
two nested models: a less constrained model which only al-
lowed DIF for the manipulated item across two experimental
groups, while all the parameters concerning the other items
were fixed between the two groups, and a more constrained
model where the parameters of every item of the scale of
social distance was fixed between the groups. Likelihood
ratio tests were used to test the difference between the two
IRT models. If the differences were found to be statistically
significant, this gave evidence of DIF: namely, a significant
difference between the parameters of the manipulated items
in the more constrained and the less constrained models. On
the contrary, if the likelihood ratio test led to non-statistically
significant differences between the models, this was not evi-
dence of DIF: in other words, there was no substantial varia-
tion in the working of the two items within the scale of social
distance. In detail, we used two pairwise likelihood ratio

2To preserve comparability across time and space, the majority
of respondents were assigned the original item.

3To guarantee the internal validity of the experiment, namely,
that respondents answered the randomly assigned item, interview-
ers received specific training on this question. They were explicitly
asked to read the exact text of the item as displayed on the monitor
of their tablet.
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Percentage distribution of the manipulated item by experi-
mental condition (95% confidence intervals)

tests between the experimental group answering the origi-
nal item and the groups answering the “foreign workers” and
“immigrants” items respectively. This is because we were
interested in analyzing whether the latter items functioned
differently to the original one. All these analyses were car-
ried out with the “irt” package of Stata 16.

5 Results

Figure 1 shows the proportion of individuals who declared
to be unwilling to have foreign workers, immigrants/foreign
workers, and immigrants respectively as neighbors. The
percentage of respondents not wanting immigrants/foreign
workers and immigrants as neighbors was similar, at 16.4%
and 18.2% respectively. As the overlapping confidence inter-
vals indicate, the difference between the two percentages was
not statistically significant (z-test for differences between
two proportions = −0.82; p-value = 0.41). Instead, the per-
centage of respondents not wanting foreign workers as neigh-
bors was far lower—less than half, equal to 8%—compared
to immigrants/foreign workers (z-test for differences be-
tween the two proportions = 3.86; p-value = 0.0001). Thus,
preliminary analyses based on comparison of the percent-
age answers to the different formulations of the item sug-
gested that the “immigrants” category carried much more
weight than the “foreign workers” category when answering
the original item. In other words, since the difference in the
proportion of answers to the “immigrants” item and the “im-
migrants/foreign workers” item was minimal and not statis-
tically significant, this provided preliminary evidence toward
an equivalence between the two items.

To evaluate the possible DIF on the manipulated scale
of social distance item across the experimental groups, we

assessed the DIF according to the formulation of the ma-
nipulated item. A preliminary analysis showed that a two-
parameter logistic (2PL) IRT model was more appropriate
than a one-parameter model to analyze the measure of the
scale of social distance: we estimated and compared the
two models on the group of respondents assigned the “im-
migrants/foreign workers” item, and the likelihood ratio test
was found to be statistically significant (likelihood ratio chi-
square statistic (7) = 118.3; p-value = 0.000).4

Table 1 compares the results of two two-group 2PL IRT
models where the two groups of respondents were those as-
signed respectively the “immigrants/foreign workers” and
“foreign workers” items. A more constrained model (right
panel) assumed that for all eight items in the scale of social
distance, the parameters of difficulty – the point in the ability
scale at which the probability of answering the item affir-
matively is 50%—and discrimination—the capability of an
item to distinguish respondents on the latent trait measured
by the item—would be equal across the two groups of re-
spondents. More specifically, it was assumed that the param-
eters of the IRT model estimated for the respondents assigned
the “immigrants/foreign workers” item would be the same
for the respondents assigned the “foreign workers” item. A
less constrained model instead assumed that the parameters
of difficulty and discrimination of the manipulated item var-
ied across the two groups, while all the other parameters were
assumed to be equal across the groups. In other words, the
more constrained model assumed that there would be no DIF
on the manipulated item (“immigrants/foreign workers” vs
“foreign workers”) while the less constrained item assumed
there would be DIF on that item.

Overall, the results showed that the less difficult items
(gypsies, drug addicts, heavy drinkers) were also less able
to discriminate across different levels of the latent variable
of social distance. In the less constrained model, the results
showed a difference in the difficulty parameter for the ma-
nipulated item across the two groups (1.12 for the group
assigned the “immigrants/foreign workers” item, higher—
equal to 1.61—for the group assigned the “foreign workers”
item), while the discrimination parameters showed similar
values (respectively 2.95 and 2.79). Overall, when compar-
ing the less constrained and the more constrained models,
the likelihood ratio test suggested a significant difference be-
tween them (p-value = 0.000). Therefore, the significance

4The comparison between the two-parameter and the one-
parameter IRT model also provided the same result among the other
two groups of respondents (“foreign workers” group: likelihood
ratio chi-square statistic (7) = 32.65, p-value = 0.000; “immi-
grants” group: likelihood ratio chi-square statistic (7) = 30.55,
p-value = 0.000). Moreover, three-parameter IRT models are not
appropriate as the response format of the items measuring social
distance is not right/wrong, thus the answer does not involve any
guessing (Tay et al., 2015).
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Table 1

Two-group (“immigrants/foreign workers” group vs. “foreign workers” group) IRT models for the social distance items

Constrained model Augmented model

Immigrants/ Immigrants/
Item Parameter Foreign workers Foreign workers Foreign workers Foreign workers

Gypsies Difficulty −0.55 - −0.55 -
Discrimination 1.09 - 1.08 -

Drug addicted Difficulty −0.53 - −0.53 -
Discrimination 1.34 - 1.32 -

Heavy drinkers Difficulty 0.21 - 0.22 -
Discrimination 1.48 - 1.46 -

Muslims Difficulty 1.03 - 1.04 -
Discrimination 2.99 - 2.96 -

People of a different race Difficulty 1.39 - 1.40 -
Discrimination 3.23 - 3.25 -

Homosexuals Difficulty 1.57 - 1.58 -
Discrimination 2.10 - 2.10 -

Jews Difficulty 1.69 - 1.70 -
Discrimination 3.10 - 3.10 -

Manipulated item Difficulty 1.18 - 1.12 1.61
Discrimination 2.88 - 2.95 2.79

Likelihood ratio test 20.83
p-value 0.000
N 1,920

test indicated that the constraints (same parameters of diffi-
culty and discrimination for the manipulated item across the
two groups) were not supported by the data; accordingly, it
could be concluded that in the manipulated item there was
DIF between the group of respondents answering the “im-
migrants/foreign workers” item and the group answering the
“foreign workers” item.

Table 2 instead shows the results of two two-group 2PL
IRT models where the two groups of respondents were re-
spectively the ones assigned the “immigrants/foreign work-
ers” item and the ones assigned the “immigrants” item. As
for the manipulated item, the parameter of difficulty was very
similar across the two groups (respectively equal to 1.12
and 0.99) in the less constrained model, while the param-
eter of discrimination was higher for the group of respon-
dents assigned the “immigrants” item—at 4.38—compared
to the “immigrants/foreign workers” item—at 2.92—despite
being very high for both groups. Nonetheless, the overall
comparison between the more constrained and the less con-
strained models suggested there was no significant differ-
ence between the models (p-value of the likelihood ratio test
= 0.27). In other words, the data provided evidence toward

the absence of DIF on the manipulated item across the two
groups; hence, the functioning of the “immigrants” item was
not significantly different from the functioning of the “immi-
grants/foreign workers” item when related to the other social
distance items.

Besides analyzing the functioning of different formula-
tions of the item among the whole sample, another goal was
to check whether the results hid heterogeneity across differ-
ent socio-demographic and ideological subgroups. To this
end, we estimated five different logistic regression models in
which the dependent variable was the dichotomous answer
to the social distance item and the main independent vari-
able the interaction term between the experimental condition
and each of the following variables—gender, age, level of
education, geographical area, and left-right orientation—by
controlling for the remaining four variables (see Table A2
in the Appendix). These models allowed us to test whether
the differences between the proportions of people declar-
ing that they did not want foreign workers (immigrants) as
neighbors and the proportion of people not wanting “immi-
grants/foreign workers” varied depending on a third variable.
Table A3 in the Appendix shows that the differences in the
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Table 2

Two-group (“immigrants/foreign workers” group vs “immigrants” group) IRT models for the social distance items

Constrained model Augmented model

Immigrants/ Immigrants/
Item Parameter Foreign workers Immigrants Foreign workers Immigrants

Gypsies Difficulty −0.52 - −0.52 -
Discrimination 1.17 - 1.08 -

Drug addicted Difficulty −0.52 - −0.53 -
Discrimination 1.35 - 1.32 -

Heavy drinkers Difficulty 1.39 - 0.23 -
Discrimination 1.48 - 1.46 -

Muslims Difficulty 1.02 - 1.02 -
Discrimination 3.05 - 2.96 -

People of a different race Difficulty 1.44 - 1.43 -
Discrimination 3.01 - 3.25 -

Homosexuals Difficulty 1.66 - 1.65 -
Discrimination 1.99 - 2.1 -

Jews Difficulty 1.72 - 1.72 -
Discrimination 2.88 - 3.1 -

Manipulated item Difficulty 1.10 - 1.13 0.99
Discrimination 3.07 - 2.92 4.38

Likelihood ratio test 2.63
p-value 0.270
N 1,954

distribution of answers to the different formulations of the
item observed on the whole sample were similar across the
categories of variables considered. For almost all the sub-
categories, there was a significantly lower social distance to-
ward foreign workers when compared to ‘immigrants/foreign
workers.’ The difference was not statistically significant only
for rightist people, but the pattern was similar to all the other
subgroups. In addition, analogously to the whole sample, the
difference in the percentages of respondents not wanting re-
spectively “immigrants” and “immigrants/foreign workers”
as neighbors was not significantly different (at the 0.05 level)
from zero for all the categories of gender, age, geographical
area, left-right position, and level of education. We highlight,
however, that at the 0.10 level of significance, the level of
social distance toward immigrants among less-educated peo-
ple was statistically higher than the level of social distance
toward “immigrants/foreign workers”.

6 Discussion and conclusions

Ambiguity in the item wording does not necessarily mean
ambiguity in the respondents’ comprehension. This is the
main result of the experiment on the wording of the “immi-

grants/foreign workers” item of the social distance scale in
the Italian EVS-WVS 2017 survey. The terms “immigrants”
and “foreign workers” refer to different groups of individ-
uals, as foreign workers are a subcategory of immigrants,
and people attach different meanings to them. Our evidence
clearly shows that Italians perceive a much larger distance
toward immigrants than toward foreign workers. Indeed, the
two items result non-equivalent in the survey experiment.
Nevertheless, when the two terms are put together, the se-
mantic prevalence of “immigrants” over “foreign workers”
is such that the second term disappears.

We can also argue that the conclusions provided here
could be generalized to almost every subcategory of respon-
dents. In this regard, future work is expected to consolidate
our results, which could be hindered by the relatively small
sample size of the experimental groups.

All in all, the results of the experiment sound like good
news for EVS, WVS, and other surveys using this item of
the social distance scale. It is quite clear that people react to
the “immigrants” and “immigrants/foreign workers” item in
a similar way; accordingly, the “foreign workers” term could
in effect be dropped without losing comparability over time.
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Yet, this does not completely solve the ambiguity issue.
Which groups people refer to when they answer this ques-
tion remains an open issue. It is nevertheless beyond the
aim of this paper to address this issue, which should be fur-
ther investigated using probing questions. However, as it is
very likely that people living in different contexts give differ-
ent meanings to the “immigrants/foreign workers” item, fur-
ther research is needed to address the issue of comparability
across countries by assessing the measurement equivalence
of the “immigrants/foreign workers” item within the social
distance scale in values surveys.

As a limitation of this study, we should mention that the
differential item functioning analysis assumes a unidimen-
sional scale of social distance (Dunn & Singh, 2011; Kirch-
ner et al., 2011; Rapp & Ackermann, 2016). Other studies
found two dimensions, one related to an ethnic and religious
factor and one related to deviant behavior (Peral & Ramos,
2014), although the measurement equivalence of the multi-
dimensionality of the scale was not explicitly tested across
countries. As a result, our analysis did not consider the pos-
sible multidimensionality of the scale. Hence, it cannot be
taken for granted that the results of our experiment will hold
when changing the dimensional structure of the scale.

Last but not least, we would like to highlight that the sur-
vey experiment was administered to a probabilistic sample
through face-to-face interviews. This is a rare exception in
survey research, in which most experimental designs are car-
ried out in CAWI surveys administered to non-probabilistic
samples. Together with the experimental manipulation of a
single word in the text of the item, the adoption of a proba-
bilistic sample representative of the Italian population guar-
antees that the results provided here are both internally and
externally valid. Stricto sensu, the external validity is limited
to the Italian case. As Italy is a country with a recent history
of immigration, it would be useful to extend this experimen-
tal design to countries with different immigration patterns,
to assess whether these results hold across different contexts.
However, previous research mentioned has shown that even
in contexts with a long history of immigration, such as Great
Britain, the proportion of people associating immigrants with
foreign workers is minoritarian (Blinder, 2015). Therefore,
we can hypothesize that the results presented here could be
generalized to a certain extent to other countries.

However, the implementation of our survey experiment
did not come without a cost, as the inclusion of the exper-
imental design led to the loss of about 700 cases on a sin-
gle item in the comparative EVS and WVS surveys. Nev-
ertheless, since the main aim of our study was to accurately
measure the effect of a change in the formulation of the item
wording on individuals’ answers, we needed to employ the
same setting as the EVS-WVS survey. Furthermore, we ex-
pect that the small price of a few hundred cases will be out-
weighed by the great benefits for the scientific community of

values survey users, especially those who have or intend to
analyze the more than 600,000 observations on the social dis-
tance toward immigrant/foreign workers in values surveys.
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Appendix
Tables

Table A1

Randomization checks: percentage distribution of socio-demographics and left-right orientation
by item formulation (N = 2, 277) and chi-square tests of independence

Experemental condition: item formulation

Immigrants/Foreign Foreign workers Immigrants P-value
Variables workers (n = 1, 596) (n = 324) (n = 357) Chi2

Gender
Male 51.4 45.1 49.6 0.11
Female 48.6 54.9 50.4

Level of education
Low 39.0 39.1 36.9
Medium 45.3 45.0 45.1 0.86
High 15.7 15.9 18.0

Age
18-34 21.5 19.4 19.3
35-54 33.9 36.1 31.9 0.55
55 and over 44.6 44.4 48.7

Geographical area
North 45.9 43.8 46.2
Center 18.9 18.2 14.9 0.34
South 35.1 38.0 38.7

Left-right orientation
Left (1-3) 15.6 10.5 12.0
Center-left (4-5) 20.2 23.2 21.6
Center-right (6-7) 22.1 22.2 22.4 0.51
Right (8-10) 15.4 16.7 15.1
DK/DA/Do not locate 27.1 27.5 28.9
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Table A3

Estimated differences in proportions of people not wanting to have foreign workers (immigrants) as neighbors and people
not wanting immigrants/foreign workers as neighbors. Data estimated from logistic regressions shown in Table A2

Pr(Foreign workers) - Pr(Immigrants) -
Pr(Immigrants/Foreign workers) Pr(Immigrants/Foreign workers)

Variables Categories est. SE est. SE

Gender Male −0.10*** 0.02 −0.01 0.03
Female −0.08*** 0.02 0.04 0.03

Age 18-34 −0.08** 0.03 0.05 0.05
35-54 −0.10*** 0.03 0.04 0.04
55 and over −0.08*** 0.03 0.03 0.03

Level of education Low −0.09*** 0.03 0.07* 0.04
Medium −0.10*** 0.02 −0.02 0.03
High −0.07* 0.04 −0.03 0.05

Geographical area North −0.05** 0.02 0.03 0.03
Center −0.13*** 0.03 0.02 0.06
South −0.12*** 0.03 −0.01 0.04

Left-right orientation Left (1-3) −0.08* −0.05 0.01 0.06
Center-left (4-5) −0.07** −0.03 0.06 0.05
Center-right (6-7) −0.13*** 0.04 0.04 0.05
Right (8-10) −0.04 0.05 0.07 0.07
DK/DA/Do not locate −0.10*** 0.03 −0.05 −0.03

* p < 0.1 ** p < 0.05 *** p < 0.01
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