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Abstract

Selection bias represents a persistent challenge to understanding the effects of contact with
outgroups on political attitudes. We break the connection between self-selection and attitudes
by focusing on a unique sample of individuals who were assigned to a new social context for
an extended period without control over location: missionaries for the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints. We interviewed a sample of 1804 young people before and after their
mission service in a diverse set of locations around the world, and found that the policy views of
respondents became more tolerant, on average, toward undocumented immigrants, regardless
of where they were placed. However, this effect was largest among those who served in places
with more immigrants, especially the United States. Within the U.S., missionaries who served in
communities with larger Hispanic populations, and those assigned to speak a language other
than English, experienced the largest increases in pro-immigrant attitudes.



1 Out-groups and Immigration

Politicized nativism appears to be on the rise in many advanced industrial societies. From El Paso
to Christchurch, acts of hostility and even violence by natives have been aimed at new migrants.
Basic theories in anthropology and psychology suggest that such hostility might be a core human
trait, such that members of in-groups easily come to feel threatened by the sudden appearance of
out-groups. In media accounts and academic studies alike, a common claim is that the arrival of
new, unfamiliar groups among stable populations provokes antagonism among natives toward
immigrants, clearing the way for anti-immigrant political parties and policies. This is a worrisome
phenomenon, given that continued violence, poor governance, and climate change are likely to
induce considerable additional migration around the world in the years ahead, and contact between
migrants and long-time residents will become ever more common.

However, it is clearly not the case that immigration inevitably provokes lasting cycles of
nativist backlash. Countries like the United States, Australia, and Canada have seen massive
in-migration over the last 200 years, and in contemporary surveys, voters in those places express
some of the warmest attitudes toward migrants, especially in the locales where immigrants are
concentrated. And as we demonstrate below, it is in the countries and neighborhoods with the
most limited history of in-migration that natives are most distrustful of immigrants. Furthermore,
other studies have shown that votes for anti-immigrant parties and candidates have grown fastest
in places with relatively few immigrants.

What explains the geographic clustering of pro-immigrant sentiment in places with relatively
large numbers of immigrants? This paper addresses the possibility that at least some part of the
explanation lies in Allport’s (1954) classic conjecture about the palliative impact of intergroup
contact on social relations between groups. It is possible that positive contact between immigrants
and natives can lead to “perceptions of common interests and common humanity” (Allport, 1954,
261), diminished ethnocentrism, or, at the very least, an understanding among natives of the policy
interests of immigrants. Moreover, it is possible that in geographic clusters containing immigrants
and a set of natives with pro-immigrant attitudes, those attitudes can spread to other natives via
contact in local social networks that do not include immigrants themselves.

Any such impact of social context or inter-group contact on individual preferences is notori-
ously difficult to identify. The mere presence of a correlation between neighborhood-level exposure
to or contact with immigrants and the expression of pro-immigrant attitudes could have a number
of alternative explanations. For example, immigrants and pro-immigrant natives might select into
the same communities for a variety of reasons, and anti-immigrant political entrepreneurs might
be more successful in places with few labor market opportunities, and hence few immigrants.

How, then, might researchers evaluate the simple hypothesis that exposure to and social
interaction with immigrant communities has a causal impact on attitudes related to immigration?
A large observational literature has examined the correlation between attitudes and neighborhood
characteristics or self-reported contact with out-groups (see, for examples, Taylor, 1998; Schneider,
2007; Hawley, 2011; Newman, 2013). A more recent set of studies examines the short-term voting
behavior and attitudes of natives in the wake of “shocks” to immigration that might be viewed
as natural experiments (see, for example, Genovese et al., 2017). And finally, a nascent literature
attempts to experimentally manipulate social contact and context either in the laboratory or through
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novel lab-in-the-field experiments (see, for examples, Enos, 2014; Busby, 2018).
For the most part, the experimental literature focuses on relatively weak, one-off manipulations

of a native ingroup’s social context and/or contact with members of an immigrant outgroup. These
studies are few in number, and their findings are mixed. Important problems relate to timing and
the intensity of the treatment: it is possible that hostile but fleeting reactions to an out-group will
occur in the short term, but that warmer attitudes can develop over time through acclimation
or deep and sustained social interaction. Studies with treatments of appropriate duration and
intensity are needed, but they are notoriously difficult to implement.

This paper makes use of a unique opportunity to examine a strong, immersive treatment in
which the social context of each subject is dramatically altered for an extended period of time, and
where individuals have no ability to sort themselves into their desired locations. Specifically, we
exploit the assignment of young college-age members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints (hereafter, LDS) to missionary assignments in a diverse set of places around the world. We
interviewed 2,193 missionaries before they departed for their missions, then re-interviewed 1,804
upon their return. The individual missionaries in our data set are relatively similar with respect
to age and pre-mission geographic experiences. Most importantly for our purposes, they have
no ability to choose the residential setting of their mission, which generates for each missionary
random exposure to widely varying interaction with immigrants and attitudes about immigrants,
both in the United States and abroad.

We examine changes in the missionaries’ attitudes about immigration policy after spending an
average of 19 months in a new location. As a descriptive matter, we note that across a wide swath of
residential environments, the daunting experience of being an outsider in a new place is associated
with warmer attitudes toward immigrants in the post-mission survey. Our main focus, however,
is on differences-in-differences related to specifics of the residential environment of the mission.
First of all, the United States — a nation of immigrants — is one of the most immigrant-friendly of
all countries, and missionaries assigned to the United States were those with the largest increases
in pro-immigrant sentiment, including both policy views and rejection of negative stereotypes
about immigrants. A country-level correlation between local attitudes toward immigration and the
magnitude of the change in the sentiment of the missionaries can also be seen more broadly in the
full sample of countries.

We are also able to examine variation within the United States, where we discover that the
positive changes in respondents’ views about immigrants, and pro-immigration policy preferences,
were larger in counties with larger Latino populations and among missionaries assigned to speak a
language other than English.1 What is particularly noteworthy is that we find these effects weeks
and months after the end of the missions, which means that contact with outgroups — oftentimes
with less-than-fluent conversations and unequal power dynamics — had a lasting impact on
people’s opinions, sustained even after settling back into the comfort of one’s own home.

1Though we recognize the distinct origins of the terms Hispanic and Latino, we use the two terms interchangeably.
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2 Contact, Context, and Causality in the Study of Immigration

Considerable scholarly effort has been devoted to exploring the relationship between social context
and attitudes towards outgroups (see, for examples, Key, 1949; Giles and Buckner, 1993; Gay,
2006), but only a small portion of this literature explicitly focuses on foreign-born immigrants or
policies related to immigration (Pettigrew et al., 2007; Hopkins, 2010; Maxwell, 2019). The empirical
literature is motivated by two broad and contrasting theoretical ideas about how context might
matter. First, the introduction of an outgroup can trigger a perception of economic or power threat
that fosters hostility among the ingroup (Blalock, 1967; Fossett and Kiecolt, 1989; Taylor, 1998).
Second, positive social contact and interaction might lead to warmer attitudes, or even a dissolution
of boundaries between in-groups and out-groups (Allport, 1954; Pettigrew, 1998).

One of the vexing problems in this literature is that both things can happen in a specific context
through a process that unfolds over time (Stein et al., 2000; Clayton et al., 2019; Laurence and
Bentley, 2018). In the short run, a sudden large-scale influx of an unfamiliar group may provoke a
hostile reaction as natives feel threatened, but over time, after sufficient interaction and efforts at
acculturation, perceived boundaries between ingroups and outgroups can change, especially with
the arrival of new outgroups (Higham, 1955; Ignatiev, 1996; Gerstle, 2001). For instance, after an
initial period during which they were met with intense hostility, Irish and Italian immigrants to
American cities eventually came to be viewed as “white,” especially after the arrival of African
Americans in the Great Migration from the South (Fouka et al., 2019).

At the aggregate level, the patterns of results appears to support contact theory. Figure 1
presents the relationship between percent foreign born and anti-immigrant sentiment at three levels
of aggregation: countries throughout the world, states in the U.S., and counties in the U.S. People
in countries with larger immigrant populations express warmer attitudes toward immigrants.
The same is true at the level of U.S. states and U.S. counties. Because of concerns about selection
effects, however, Figure 1 is little more than an invitation to research. It is possible that diverse
places with histories of immigration and social contact between groups develop norms of civility
and forbearance (Wessendorf, 2014; Anderson, 2011; Ha, 2010). But it is also likely that migrants
and immigrant-friendly natives sort themselves into tolerant and more diverse neighborhoods
(Ebert and Ovink, 2014; Laurence and Bentley, 2016; Maxwell, 2019), with migrants avoiding
areas where hostile residents might implement legal restrictions on immigration (Varsanyi, 2010;
Slotwinski and Stutzer, 2018). And migrants are likely to end up in locations where there is a
demand for their labor, ranging from poultry processing in rural areas to janitorial services in
global cities. These locations are not randomly distributed; a history of immigration in an area
means that both elites and the public were relatively amenable to newcomers. Finally, both a
paucity of immigrants and high levels of anti-immigrant sentiment might be clustered in areas
that have been left behind in the globalized knowledge economy. Immigrants are not drawn to
places without economic opportunities, and natives in such places may be especially receptive to
nativist arguments that scapegoat immigrants for taking jobs or consuming public resources. All of
these possibilities suggest the need for more precise causal estimates of the effects of contact with
immigrant populations on attitudes toward immigrants.

Moving beyond aggregate data, a large empirical literature from a wide variety of contexts has
established a connection between inter-group contact, as self-reported by individuals, and lower
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Figure 1
We used the international migrant stock (in 2010) as a percentage of total population to measure the size of the immigrant community

in each country. We took the average of the responses to three questions from the World Value Survey (2000-2018) asking respondents

about their attitudes toward immigrants to create a score of anti-immigrant sentiment in the country. 0 indicates the lowest level of

anti-immigrant attitudes while 1 represents the highest level. Questions used to construct the composite index can be found in the

Appendix. We used the foreign-born population as a percentage of total population to measure the size of immigrant community

in each US state and county. In the U.S. context, responses to three questions about attitudes toward immigrants were drawn from

the 2010-2011 Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) to create a score of anti-immigrant sentiment in that state/county. 0

indicates the lowest level of anti-immigrant sentiment while 1 represents the highest level. Questions used to construct the composite

index can be found in the Appendix.

levels of inter-group prejudice (Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006; Eric Oliver and Wong, 2003). However,
the vast majority of these studies have little to do with immigration, and many are observational
studies that do not randomly assign contact, and thus do not allow for strong inferences about its
causal role (Bertrand and Duflo, 2017; Paluck et al., 2019).

There are, however, other ways to study this phenomenon. Motivated by growing concerns
about anti-immigrant hostility around the world, several recent studies attempt to gain causal
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leverage by focusing on large-scale shocks to the stock of immigrants in a community and focus-
ing on short-term attitudinal and behavioral responses (Genovese et al., 2017; Steinmayr, 2016;
Hangartner et al., 2019; Schaub et al., 2019).

Although these “immigration shock” studies are designed to find evidence of hostility from
threat, the findings are actually quite mixed. On the one hand, in studies exploiting plausibly
exogenous variation in Syrian refugee flows to Greece and to Austria, very brief exposure to
migrants was associated with higher vote shares for the far right and increased anti-immigrant
attitudes (Dinas et al., 2019; Hangartner et al., 2019; Steinmayr, 2017). However, other analyses
lead to different conclusions. In the communities of Upper Austria where asylum-seekers actually
settled, for example, the communities with direct exposure to refugees actually experienced lower
levels of support for the far right, and respondents expressed greater optimism about the possibility
of successful integration (Steinmayr, 2016). A similar study of rural villages in East Germany
demonstrated that the presence of migrants was associated with political moderation (Schaub et al.,
2019).

It is plausible that the economic and political context of migrant inflows is critical, as are the
opportunities and efforts to facilitate social contact between natives and migrants (Adida, 2014;
Williamson, 2018; Hopkins, 2010). At the aggregate country level, the timing of increasing support
for far-right parties is closely associated with immigration shocks during a period of economic stress
in Europe accompanied by negative media coverage of refugees (Steinmayr, 2017). However, at the
micro level, in many countries it appears that increased far-right support and anti-immigration
sentiment have occurred primarily in areas without large inflows of migrants (Hill et al., 2019;
Steinmayr, 2016; Dal Bó et al., 2018; van Gent et al., 2014; Alba and Foner, 2017).

More recently, scholars have endeavored to solve the problem of causal inference by manip-
ulating social contact via experimental methods. One approach is to use classroom and training
settings, exposing students to either mixed or heterogeneous learning groups, and examining
whether changes in attitudes or interactions were different between the two groups after some days
or weeks of classroom interaction (Scacco and Warren, 2018; Page-Gould et al., 2008; Enos, 2017).
Outside the immigration context, scholars have manipulated the assignment of college roommates
to examine the impact of sustained interaction with a member of a different racial group (Shook
and Fazio, 2008; Gaither and Sommers, 2013; West et al., 2009).

Experimental work of this kind is very illuminating, but problems of timing, intensity of
treatment, and external validity remain. We do not know the duration and level of intensity with
which subjects must be exposed to interaction with the out-group before we might expect contact
to yield improvements in attitudes. For instance, Enos (2014) found very short-term increases in
anti-immigrant attitudes associated with Spanish-speakers on train platforms in white suburban
areas, but the effect quickly dissipated. Similarly, Kalla and Broockman (2020) and Adida et al.
(2018) found that perspective-taking exercises decreased exclusionary immigration attitudes and
increased the immediate likelihood of writing a letter in support of Syrian refugees, respectively,
but these effects tended to be small in magnitude or disappeared within months if not weeks. With
the exception of the roommate studies, experimental treatments have thus far been rather fleeting
and far-removed from the experience of actually living in a heterogeneous daily social setting. The
more sustained studies also do not look at contact between immigrant and native-born individuals,
much less how effects may differ given the ethnic heterogeneity of both immigrant and native

5



groups.
Ideally, rather than observing unexpected immigration shocks, or attempting to create them

artificially in the laboratory or the field, one would assign subjects to a holistic, immersive treatment
condition that involves finding housing, shopping, negotiating public transportation, and eating
at restaurants in different types of neighborhoods. As we have seen in Figure 1 above, areas
with many immigrants also tend to be areas with immigrant-friendly natives, and pro-immigrant
attitudes might be spread either through contact with immigrants themselves, or through contact
with immigrant-friendly natives. Ideally, one might examine the reaction of subjects to this bundled
treatment in a way that resembles the real world.

Such a research design requires something that is rarely available to researchers: a long-term,
longitudinal study involving quasi-random assignment of individuals to pre-existing real-world
social contexts. Perhaps the most relevant example of this type of study is Mo and Conn (2018),
which contrasted attitudes of those who were selected for the “Teach for America” program with
those who just fell short of selection.2 In this study, we survey missionaries for the Church of
Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints (hereafter LDS missionaries) before and after their missions in the
United States and around the world.

3 Research Design and Data

Because they do not choose the geographic locations in which they are placed, LDS missionaries
are a valuable population on which to carry out a quasi-experimental study aimed at examining the
effects of social contact and context on immigration attitudes. This study asks how the experience
of living in different locations affects respondents’ views on immigration policy. By asking a variety
of identical questions before and after the mission, we gauge the degree of influence location has
on a range of political attitudes and policy preferences.

Our focus is on young adult members of the Church of Jesus Christ who serve voluntary
full-time missions — a period of intense service and proselytizing that missionaries fund entirely
on their own.3 For our purposes, what is important is that individuals do not choose their mission
location. Instead, missionaries receive their assignment from Church headquarters. This assignment
includes both a geographic area and a language of service. Within the United States, for example,
an assignment to speak a language other than English substantially affects the likelihood that
missionaries will come into contact with immigrant populations. From the perspective of the
missionary, these location and language assignments are seemingly random. We exploit this fact to
investigate the impact of their mission experience on their political attitudes.

2Using a regression discontinuity design, they find strong evidence that extended contact affects the political and
social attitudes of advantaged groups, especially when contextualized in a service context. Particularly important for our
purposes, they found movement on a measure of immigration attitudes; service placed teachers closer to the perceptions
of the disadvantaged groups with whom they had prolonged contact.

3One concern about our focus might be that only those at higher SES levels or who are more liberal or tolerant with
respect to immigrant outgroups select into missionary service. Though the bulk of our sample has had some college
education, we find no evidence that missionaries in general are especially liberal — if anything, the opposite is true (see
Table 1 below). Moreover, our difference-in-differences experimental design measures change from the pre-mission
starting point. If those who self-select as missionaries are somehow more tolerant toward out-groups, such an elevated
baseline would likely make detecting experimental effects even more challenging.
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Men are eligible for missionary service at age 18 and are expected to serve for a period of
24 months, while women become eligible at age 19 and serve for 18 months. The Pew Religious
Landscape Survey reports that approximately 27 percent of U.S. members of the church have served
a full-time mission (The Pew Forum on Religion & Public Life, 2012, 13). As of 2019, approximately
65,000 individuals were actively serving in 407 missions around the world (Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter-day Saints, 2019), numbers that represent a slight decline from a peak of about 70,000
shortly after ages for mission eligibility were reduced (from 19 to 18 for men and from 21 to 19 for
women) in 2012 (Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 2012).

Missionary life is rigorous and includes time for personal study of languages and scriptures
in the morning, followed by appointments, service efforts, visiting homes to share the gospel, or
contacting people in the streets or other public venues. The expected missionary schedule is similar
regardless of specific missionary location, a fact that gives us added confidence that differences
across locations can be attributed to contact with local populations. Typically, missionaries are
expected to interact with local populations in the language assigned. But as we show below,
location assignment is given without regard to existing language skills. Missionaries assigned to
speak a foreign language receive some initial language and other training at one of 12 Missionary
Training Centers around the world, though this training tends to be brief — between 3 weeks (for
missionaries serving in their native language) and 9 weeks (depending on the language being
learned).

Our data maximizes internal validity in addressing the question of the effects of geographic lo-
cation on political attitudes, but with some cost to external validity. Specifically, while missionaries
live and work in the locations in which they are embedded, interacting daily with local residents
in the native languages of those residents, they are also part of a unique missionary culture of
fellow volunteers, the vast majority of whom are from outside the geographic locations in which
they are serving. Geographically-based missions, which typically consist of about 200 missionaries,
are presided over by a mission president. Missionaries serve in teams of two or three with their
missionary “companions,” which means that their closest and most consistent contact is likely to
be with someone from outside the geographic location in which they serve, though they also spend
many hours talking to local residents in their homes and on the streets. Missionary life is focused
on service to others and to the church, so missionary exposure to some forms of entertainment
and cultural life is also likely to be more limited than what a typical visitor to the location might
experience.

In addition, missionaries typically live in several different locations within their mission
“boundaries,” which themselves can vary in geographic size. For example, a missionary assigned to
the Berlin, Germany mission, which spans a wide geographic area, may have experience living in
both very large and diverse urban environments as well as relatively smaller, somewhat more rural
places in other parts of Germany. Other missions may be concentrated in rural or urban locations
(Mexico City alone, for example, is home to at least seven different missions). For all of these
reasons, exposure to the treatment of the geographic location and embeddedness in local networks
may be more unique and in some ways more limited than it would be for a person who moves to
a geographic location without the structure and support of the mission organization. These facts
may limit the size of the effects we find. Nonetheless, we are also able to exploit variation across
individuals in the nature of this exposure.
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Another potential threat to external validity is the extent to which the opinions of LDS mission-
aries in our sample are more or less malleable than those of the wider population (Crawfurd, 2019).
For one, missionaries are young — typically under 25 years old — which means that their attitudes
may be in flux and that new experiences may have a greater formative effect on their political
views (Niemi and Jennings, 1981). Conversely, perhaps there is something unusually sticky about
the political attitudes of church members that would make them less vulnerable to change as they
experience it. Previous work has described Latter-day Saints as an “ethno-religious group with
a distinctive subculture,” a subculture that affects political and social opinions (Campbell et al.,
2014). Politically, members of the church tend to self-identify as conservative and are far more
likely to align themselves with the Republican Party than Americans as a whole (The Pew Forum
on Religion & Public Life, 2012; Campbell et al., 2014; but see Riess, 2019 for some evidence of
change among younger church members). Since the church’s establishment, outside observers have
wondered whether members were excessively responsive to church leaders’ preferences on social
or political issues (Campbell et al., 2014), which would perhaps make missionaries less vulnerable
to influence from the cultures where they live.

At the same time, responsiveness to the messages of religious leaders does not always work
in a conservative direction. For example, church members tend to be much more moderate on
issues of immigration than are Republicans generally (Campbell et al., 2018). Of special interest to
us, this moderation is especially likely to be found among church members who served a foreign-
language-speaking mission (Campbell et al., 2014). Additional evidence shows that missionaries
assigned to Africa, Asia, and Latin America report greater interest in the challenges of poverty and
development than do missionaries assigned to Europe, indicating that church members are, in fact,
open to being influenced by the places where they live and serve as missionaries (Crawfurd, 2019).

To assess the effect of mission experience on political attitudes, we embarked on a multi-year
data collection effort. We sought to survey missionaries immediately prior to and shortly after their
mission service concluded. We recruited participants to the study in multiple waves over several
years. Specifically, we obtained samples from Brigham Young University’s Office of Institutional
Assessment of all enrolled, single students between the ages of eighteen and twenty-one in March
2013, October 2013, and September 2014.4 We sent all students on the BYU student lists an email
invitation and up to two reminders to take part in the study. In total, 24,730 students received
email invitations in which we asked students who were planning to serve a mission in the next
six months to indicate their interest in the study and complete a short screening questionnaire.
Approximately 5,217 students indicated some interest in the study (a response rate of about 21
percent), and 4,322 completed the signup screener, 3,999 of whom were eligible for the study.

Participants who were eligible for the study were then invited to complete the pre-mission
survey. This survey included nearly all of the questions on the official church missionary application,
including information about the prospective missionary’s health status, education and work
experience, country of origin, languages spoken (including self-assessments of fluency), interest in
learning a language while serving a mission, religious activity levels and experiences, demographic
characteristics (race/ethnicity and family income, for example), and family history of mission

4We also recruited a small number (N=40) of additional participants through social media and LDS Student Associa-
tion programs at other colleges and universities, but the vast majority of participants were recruited through the BYU
samples.
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service.5 We also asked detailed information about previous geographic locations where the
participant had lived to that point in his or her life, length of time lived in each location, and self-
assessments about which locations had the greatest influence on the participant and with which
location the participant most closely identified. The pre-mission survey also included questions
about a variety of political and social issues and beliefs, as well as ideological self-placement and
partisan identification. We asked participants to provide us multiple points of contact (emails and
phone numbers) so that we could contact them again at the conclusion of their mission service.
Participants who completed the pre-mission survey were also entered into a drawing for several
$100 gift certificates.

Of those who indicated interest in the study, 2,193 respondents completed at least some
portion of the pre-mission survey — a response rate of approximately 54 percent of those who
were eligible from the pre-mission screener. About halfway through their mission experience,
we sent participants a short email message extending our hope that their mission experience
was going well and letting them know that we still planned to contact them at the end of their
missions. We then contacted participants again approximately 18-24 months after the estimated
start time for their missions (based on the information provided in the pre-mission survey). A total
of 1,804 participants (82 percent of those who completed the pre-mission survey) also completed
the post-mission survey, which included detailed information about the length of mission service,
the locations in which the participant lived while serving on a mission, open-ended opportunities
to tell us about the mission experience, and the exact same questions about social and political
issues that were on the pre-mission survey. Participants who completed the post-mission survey
were entered into a drawing for a $500 gift card.

As Table 1 shows, our sample reflects many of the attributes that we might have expected
of a highly religious sample of church members (Campbell et al., 2014). More than two-thirds
of the sample identified as conservative and over three-quarters were Republican. It is also
overwhelmingly white, and just over 10 percent had prior exposure to a language other than their
native language. One additional fact about our sample is worth some additional discussion: it
is overwhelmingly (about 70 percent) female. This may seem surprising, given that the typical
image of LDS missionaries is of men in suits and ties — and in fact, more men than women serve
missions. However, just prior to the beginning of our study, church leaders announced that the age
for women to serve missions would be reduced, from 21 to 19. This change prompted a large wave
of women to enter missionary service, and because we began recruiting just a few months after the
change was announced, our sample caught the full force of this surge of women missionaries.

5Prior to the beginning of data collection, we inquired with LDS Church officials about the possibility of conducting a
collaborative study in which participants were sampled from the Church’s list of all missionary applicants. Though
Church officials did not oppose our study, they did not accept the invitation to collaborate, and all invitations to potential
participants made clear that the study was conducted by researchers at their respective institutions. Because the study
was separate from the missionary application process, we asked participants to report the same information that is
contained on the mission application.
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of the LDS Missionaries

Mean Standard Deviation
Female 0.70 0.46

Age 19.47 0.92
White 0.96 0.20

Family Income 0.64 0.27
Prior Foreign Language 0.13 0.33

Prior Health Issue 0.10 0.30
Republican 0.77 0.23

Conservative 0.70 0.21

4 Assignment to Mission Locations

A key feature of our study is the desire to avoid problems of self-selection in understanding the
effects of geographic location on political and social attitudes. Specifically, we assume that — from
the standpoint of the missionaries — the assignment of LDS missionaries to geographic locations is
quasi-random. We can definitely say that missionaries do not choose the locations where they serve,
nor do they know beforehand to which part of the world they might be assigned or the language
they will be assigned to speak. This decision is, instead, made by church leaders at the church’s
worldwide headquarters, and details of the process are described in the appendix.

While we have little to say about the religious meaning of the process, our data allow us to test
for pretreatment covariate balance in the assignment of missionaries to missions in either the United
States or abroad. We computed the standardized difference-in-means for those covariates. We
find no statistically significant differences between domestic or foreign assignments based on race,
language familiarity, partisanship, or ideology (see Appendix Table A1). Those with prior health
problems were slightly more likely to be assigned to the United States, as were those with lower
incomes, though the magnitude of the differences is small.6 We do find one unexpected difference:
women were more likely to be assigned to missions in the United States than to foreign countries.7

It is possible that this difference is another result of the large influx of women missionaries (with
missions in the United States having a greater capacity to take in a large wave of new missionaries).
Nonetheless, given this difference, we also explored the findings we report below separately for
men and women. As we detail below, all results are robust to the gender of the missionary.

Participants in our study were assigned to a wide variety of different contexts, both in the
United States and in other countries. Figure 2 highlights the locations where missionaries in our
sample served. In total, 65% were assigned to foreign locations, and our sample includes missionar-
ies who served in 120 distinct countries and territories. Within the United States, missionaries in
our sample served in all 50 states and Washington DC, and approximately one quarter of those

6The cost of missionary service is standardized by the church to be the same regardless of mission, so family income
does not determine the location of missionary assignments.

7Because women are eligible for missionary service at 19 and men at 18, this gender difference also has implications
for differences in age between missionaries assigned to serve abroad and those serving in the United States. However,
once we stratify by gender, the difference in age disappears (see Appendix Table A1), though missionaries with prior
health issues and lower incomes were still more likely to be assigned to the United States.
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who served in the United States were assigned to speak a language other than English.

Figure 2
LDS missions around world (Left) and in the US (Right). Colors indicate the number of missionaries in our sample assigned to that

location. Missionaries can serve in multiple places within the geographic area of their assigned mission.

We have slightly different expectations for how serving abroad and serving in the U.S. will
affect missionaries’ attitudes about immigration. For those serving outside of the U.S., we believe
that attitudes can change because of (1) direct exposure to migrants in the host country (e.g.,
working with Venezuelan refugees in Brazil), (2) “spillover” from natives who have contact with
migrants in the host country (e.g., talking with Brazilians about their experiences with Venezuelan
refugees), and (3) personal experiences living as newcomers / migrants themselves in a country
where they have to learn to navigate the local culture and language. When these missionaries
come back to the U.S., their attitudes about American immigrants can be affected via any of these
three mechanisms. They could gain knowledge (and change stereotypes) about the motivations of
migrants to leave their homes, with or without authorization; they could learn how native groups
meet migrants with barricades or open arms; and they could feel empathy for newcomers who
struggle to buy groceries, for example, when they do not speak the native language. This knowledge
and empathy could be applied to domestic debates about immigration, although it requires a small
cognitive leap to translate lessons learned from one context to another (e.g., from the experiences
with Venezuelan refugees in Brazil to those with Mexican immigrants in the American Southwest).

For missionaries assigned to U.S. locales, we expect the same potential pathways for atti-
tudes about immigration to change — via contact with immigrants, contact with Americans in
a new part of the country, and personal experiences as outsiders. The main difference is that
we hypothesize that we will see larger effects on attitudinal changes for domestic missionaries
because our outcome measures about immigration focus on the quintessentially American case of
undocumented immigrants, stereotypes of them, and their rights and opportunities (contrasted in
particular with legal immigrants). In other words, for missionaries based in the U.S., their contact
with immigrants and/or natives’ opinions of immigrants can be applied directly to the stereotype
and policy questions found in our survey.

And perhaps most importantly, the United States is one of the most immigrant-friendly
countries in our sample. We anticipate that living among immigrants, and immigrant-friendly
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natives, has an impact on missionaries’ attitudes. We expect to see evidence of this using cross-
county and within-U.S. variation.

5 Background of Sample

We are also interested in the socio-cultural backgrounds of the missionaries in our sample. We asked
our respondents to list up to 15 places (specific cities or towns) they lived in prior to beginning
the pre-mission survey. This list of places was followed by two questions asking respondents to
indicate which of the locations listed influenced them the most and to select the place with which
they most closely identified. These items were strongly correlated. In the end, we chose to use
closest identification with a place as our indicator of baseline context because we believed it most
closely captured a sense of geographic attachment. It is difficult to discern from someone’s mobility
history which location or locations had the most memorable impact, and asking respondents what
place influenced them most blurs our independent and dependent variables, since we want to
measure whether and how much places influence their politics.

The full distribution is presented in Appendix Tables A2-3. Nearly one third of the respondents
were Utah locals and almost 10 percent most closely identified with a place in California. Mean-
ingful numbers of respondents also most closely identified with other western states, including
Washington, Arizona, Idaho, and Colorado. This western skew in the sample is not surprising given
the geographic distribution of church members in the United States. Within Utah, respondents
were likely to identify with Provo, Orem, and Salt Lake City, some of the largest cities in the state.
These choices are not simply a reflection of where missionaries were living at the time of the survey
(i.e., cities near BYU), since Utah was also the state where most had spent their time before college.

Our sample is fairly homogeneous, with large percentages of study participants having similar
pre-mission place-based identities. Thus, our sample is not representative of either members of
the LDS Church generally or of BYU students specifically (e.g., it is more heavily female and more
Utah-centric than either of those populations), but this homogeneity has some virtues for purposes
of understanding the effects of new geographic locations. Study participants began with a fairly
similar set of place-based experiences and were then assigned to very different mission locations.
From the perspective of understanding the effects of contact with immigrants, this relatively
homogeneous geographic baseline allows us to avoid the concern that pre-mission experiences are
somehow driving the result.

Moreover, the Utah-centric nature of the sample is important for understanding immigration
attitudes, specifically. While Utah did not feature the largest foreign-born or Latino population
communities in the US, its share of foreign-born population – 8.2% in 2010 – is higher than many
Midwest and mountain states, including Montana (2.0%), Wyoming (3.0%), Iowa (4.1%), and
Wisconsin (4.6%). Using the 2010 Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES) survey, we
found that Utah’s residents were more friendly toward immigrants than most states that lean
toward Republicans during the presidential elections (Figures A3-4). So, in this way, we are
creating a harder test for ourselves; the missionaries started out in a relatively immigrant-friendly
environment, arguably making it harder to detect shifts in a pro-immigrant direction given potential
ceiling effects.
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6 Empirical Results

Do LDS missionaries change their views on immigration after serving among immigrants? Did
missionaries become more tolerant towards undocumented immigrants if the people they interacted
with were friendly towards immigrants? Did they become more supportive of liberal immigration
policies? Our data allow us to offer preliminary answers to these questions.

We measured attitudes towards immigration with two types of items. The first was a series
of six questions focused on policy views, while the second tapped acceptance of three group
stereotypes. Put another way, we measured both views concerning immigrants and desired policies
towards those immigrants. Importantly, these questions focused primarily on undocumented
immigrants and policies that were relevant in the United States, where much of the debate focuses
on Latino immigrants at the time the surveys were administered.8

The exact question wordings are shown in the Appendix, and we also present there the
distributions of responses to individual survey items (Appendix Figure A5). We conducted a
principal components analysis to assess the structure of the survey items. As expected, we find
that two factors sufficiently explained the survey questions about immigration attitudes.9 Based on
Appendix Tables A4a-A4b, the first principal component captures six policy-relevant questions
such as requiring undocumented immigrants to pay out-of-state tuition and restricting their welfare
access, while the second component explained three stereotype questions such as whether legal
residents are more honest and moral.10 Cronbach’s alphas were 0.76 for pre-mission policy-related
items, 0.77 for post-mission policy-related items, 0.59 for pre-mission stereotype-related items, and
0.62 for post-mission stereotype-related items. In the rest of the paper, we present the analysis
using two compound additive scales of these items — the first reflecting policy and the second
measuring support for negative stereotypes.11 Both dependent variables were coded to a 0-1 scale,
with 0 suggesting most liberal view and 1 representing most conservative view.12

Our main analysis focuses on differences in attitude changes depending on specific mission
locations. But first, it is useful to describe and contextualize the attitude changes we observed. Prior
to mission service, responses to the policy measure were roughly normally distributed around the
scale midpoint on the policy measure (mean = 0.50, SD = 0.20), and the stereotype measure was
skewed in the direction of disagreement with negative stereotypes (mean = 0.24, SD = 0.23). These
views changed after the mission experience. Figure 3 shows that on average, missionaries became
more liberal on immigration policy issues after spending time in locations other than the one
where they were raised. In other words, after leaving home and serving on a mission, missionaries
expressed greater support for the rights of undocumented immigrants. These effects are largest
among those who served in the United States: missionaries who only served in the US became
about 0.07 points more pro-immigrant on policy-relevant questions than those who went abroad, a

8Had we asked about immigrant populations that have a larger presence in other countries or about immigration-
related policies being considered in other contexts, it is possible results would be different.

9Two scree plots presented in the Appendix also suggest that adding a third dimension only explains less than 10% of
the variance.

10We have one question asking whether native people are the victims of increasing immigration. This question did not
fit clearly on either dimension, so we have excluded it from the indices.

11Results reported below hold in the item-by-item analysis in Appendix Figure A7, where we present figures demon-
strating the impact of missionary assignment on the individual survey items.

12See Appendix Figure A5 for distributions of the summary indexes.
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difference of more than one-third of the standard deviation of the pre-mission scale.
As can be seen in Figure 3, serving in the United States had a similarly pro-immigrant effect on

acceptance of negative stereotypes, though the size of the effect is somewhat smaller — a little less
than one-quarter of the standard deviation of the original scale. The pre-mission stereotype index
was already skewed in the direction of resistance to negative stereotypes (see Appendix Figure
A5), but mission service pushed those who served in the United States even more in that direction.
More precisely, Cohen’s D for the effect of service in the United States on the policy dimension
is -0.40 and -0.23 for the stereotype measure — these represent moderate effect sizes for policy
and modest but reliable changes in stereotype judgments. As a point of comparison, the effects on
policy are more than 4 times larger than the pooled ITT effects reported by Kalla and Broockman
(2020) on attitudes toward immigrants in their recent study of the effects of perspective-taking and
interpersonal conversation.13

Full Sample

Served Abroad

Served in US

−0.1 0.0 0.1

Policy

−0.1 0.0 0.1

Stereotype

covariates
No Covariate
with Covariates
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S
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e

Figure 3
Pre-Post Comparison: Responses to policy-related survey questions. Larger values indicate higher levels of anti-immigrant sentiment.

Thicker error bars indicate 90% confidence interval and the thinner ones represent 95% confidence interval.

The experience of going abroad had a small effect in the opposite direction with respect to
stereotypes about immigrant populations. Perhaps missionaries established especially strong ties
with the native cultures in which they served and thus made negative inferences about those who
emigrated away from those contexts (in contrast to those who stayed), though whatever negative
stereotypes were created did not spill over to policy attitudes about immigrants. Whatever the

13More specifically, our effects on policy attitudes are approximately 4 times larger than the effect they measured
one week after treatment and 5 times larger than the effects after 3-6 months. Like our study, Kalla and Broockman
(forthcoming) also measured attitudes along two dimensions: policies related to immigrants and anti-immigrant
prejudice. The effects on stereotypes among missionaries who served in the United States are more than 3 times larger
than the pooled effect on prejudice reported by Kalla and Broockman.
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reason, serving in countries outside the United States slightly increased endorsement of negative
stereotypes about immigrants living in the United States, meaning that the overall effect of mission
service on stereotypes was null. Across both the policy and stereotype results, adding mission year-
fixed effects to account for the fact that our dataset contains multiple cohorts of missionaries does
not substantively alter any of our point estimates for either the policy or the stereotype measure.
These results further suggest that any pre-post difference is not due to any general pro-immigration
opinion trend over time.

These results cannot be interpreted as capturing a causal impact of missionary service itself,
since we did not follow an otherwise similar cohort of students that stayed home. However, to
put the observed pro-immigrant trend in context, it is useful to examine the 2012-2014 CCES panel
study, which asked a battery of questions about immigration attitudes in both 2012 and 2014.14

The study included over 4,000 Republicans and 145 respondents who identified as members of the
LDS Church. Though the panel study does not perfectly overlap with ours, our sample includes
missionaries who returned from their missions and completed the post-mission survey in 2014.
The CCES data show no evidence of a secular trend toward more immigrant-friendly attitudes
among either Republicans or LDS respondents. If anything, opinions move in a slightly more
hostile direction between 2012-2014, and among the large sample of Republicans, that movement is
statistically significant. (Full results can be seen Appendix Figure A8.) While the CCES data do not
preclude the possibility of change in a more liberal direction after 2014, opinions in our relatively
conservative and Republican sample appear to be moving in the opposite direction from those of
Republicans and of church members collected at similar points in time.

Our main goal, however, is to examine not the impact of mission participation itself, but to
compare differences in attitude changes in different missionary locations. First, we divided our
sample into two groups — those who served abroad and those who served in the US — and
then applied a difference-in-differences (DID) approach, using “serving abroad” as the baseline,
to verify the results in Figure 3. The point estimates presented in Figure 3 are negative and
significantly different from 0, whether or not covariates are included in the analysis. Note that with
respect to policy, this does not suggest that serving abroad makes missionaries more conservative
on immigration issues. Rather, serving in the U.S. shifted missionaries’ immigration attitudes
further to the left relative to serving abroad. While this may make intuitive sense — given that
the immigration attitudes measured had a distinctive American focus — we also hypothesized
that serving a mission abroad could change opinions about domestic immigration politics as well;
experience living as an outsider, potential contact with immigrants newly arrived in the areas
near the missions, and contact with local residents who are themselves making judgments about
immigrants could all lead missionaries who served outside the U.S. to change their perspectives
on immigration broadly and the issues facing undocumented immigrants in the U.S. specifically.
Instead, we find that service in the United States had the largest and most statistically robust effect.

The difference-in-difference effect on stereotype questions was in the same direction and of
similar size to what we find for policy. The magnitude of the difference-in-difference effect was
again sizeable.

In light of the wide variety of mission locations in our sample, we are also able to examine how
the context of different countries might shape attitudes toward immigration. We obtained data

14Details of the items available in the appendix.
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Figure 4
DID Estimate, Abroad versus US: Responses to policy-related survey questions. Larger values
indicate higher levels of anti-immigrant sentiment.

from the United Nations about the international migrant stock in each country where missionaries
in our sample served. These indicators allow us to measure the country-level size of the immigrant
community in each location. We also regressed the change in missionaries’ immigration attitudes
on the international migrant stock as a percentage of total population. The negative signs of the
coefficients (Table 2) suggest that missionaries’ opinions moved in a liberal direction on both policy
and stereotype measures when they served in places with larger immigrant communities. That
is, missionaries who served in a country with higher levels of immigration became less likely to
hold exclusionary views, and this effect holds even after controlling for other demographic and
political factors. The size of the effects on our two dimensions was fairly similar, though largest
with respect to the policy variable. The magnitude of the effect was again sizeable. To illustrate,
missionaries who served in countries with more than 20% foreign-born population (for example,
Australia) became 0.09 points more liberal on our 0-1 policy scale than those served in countries
with few immigrants (for example, South Korea with around 1.9%). While we do not know if
contact with migrants always occurred in the countries with larger foreign-born populations, we
can safely assume that the missionaries had contact with the native-born population and were
exposed to their attitudes.
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Table 2: Effects of Larger Immigrant Communities

Policy Stereotype

(1) (2) (3) (4)

% International Migrant −0.005∗∗∗ −0.005∗∗∗ −0.004∗∗∗ −0.004∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Constant 0.011 −0.047 0.032∗∗∗ −0.326

(0.008) (0.159) (0.012) (0.241)
Demographics No Yes No Yes
Year FE? No Yes No Yes
N 1,436 1,292 1,422 1,287

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01.
We regressed the change of missionaries’ immigration attitudes on the size of local immigrant communities in each host country.

Because higher values of the dependent variable suggest increased anti-immigrant sentiments, we expected the sign of the coefficient
to be negative. We present the full table with coefficients on covariates in the Appendix.

As noted previously, effects on immigration attitudes were greatest among missionaries who
stayed in the United States. This is perhaps not surprising, since the immigration questions focus on
a very American distinction between legal and illegal immigration, and missionaries who remained
in the U.S. were more likely confronted with these distinct policy questions. Given this fact, we
also conducted a local-level analysis for missionaries serving in the U.S. only (Tables 3a and 3b).
We are interested in the impact of interacting with three types of communities: Latinos, residents
who were born outside the US, and immigrants who came from Latin American countries. We look
at these three different potential “outgroups” because missionaries may not be able to determine
with which group they are interacting (or simply observing in their surroundings).

We are interested in their reactions to all immigrants, but given the political discourse on unau-
thorized immigration in the U.S., the public has been focused on Latinos in particular; furthermore,
a casual observer cannot easily differentiate between foreign-born and native-born Latinos. To mea-
sure the sizes of these three communities, we obtained from the 2010 American Community Survey
(ACS) the county-level Latino, foreign-born population, and foreign-born individuals from Latin
America as percentages of total population. We also used the population context of missionaries’
backgrounds as the baseline and computed the difference between the size of Latino/foreign born
population in host counties and the size of Latino/foreign born population in counties containing
the cities with which those missionaries most closely identified, as we presented in the missionaries’
background section. Then, we obtained the statistical association between missionaries’ attitudinal
change and those contextual differences, making it a double DID model.
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Table 3a: Effects of Larger Latino/Immigrant Communities: Policy Items, US Sample

Policy Items

(1) (2) (3)

% Latino −0.001∗

(0.0004)
% Foreign Born −0.001

(0.001)
% Foreign Born from Latin America −0.002∗∗

(0.001)
Constant −0.079 −0.085 −0.082

(0.254) (0.254) (0.253)
Demographics? Yes Yes Yes
Mission Year FE? Yes Yes Yes
N 413 413 413

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01.
For the US sample, we first compute the difference between the size of the Latino/foreign born population in host counties and the

size of Latino/foreign born population in counties that contain the cities with which those missionaries identified most. We then
regress the change of missionaries’ immigration policy attitudes on the difference. The signs of the coefficients are expected to be

negative.

Table 3b: Effects of Larger Latino/Immigrant Communities: Stereotype Items, US Sample

Stereotype Items

(1) (2) (3)

% Latino −0.001∗

(0.001)
% Foreign Born −0.001

(0.001)
% Foreign Born from Latin America −0.003∗∗

(0.002)
Constant −0.130 −0.144 −0.134

(0.376) (0.377) (0.375)
Demographics? Yes Yes Yes
Mission Year FE? Yes Yes Yes
N 412 412 412

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01.
Change in missionaries’ immigrant stereotype attitudes is computed using the same procedures outlined above for policy attitudes.

Tables 3a and 3b yield compelling evidence that contact with Latino immigrants affected
missionaries’ immigration attitudes and beliefs about immigrants. In all three models, the key
independent variable was negatively associated with county-level demographic characteristics, as
expected. The more Latinos, foreign-born residents, and foreign-born residents from Latin America
in the places where the missionaries served (relative to the pre-mission location with which they
most closely identified), the more liberal their immigration attitudes became, on both the policy and
stereotype questions. These effects were only statistically significant for the measure of foreign-born
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residents from Latin America, however, and the magnitude of the effect was substantially larger
for that variable than for the others. In other words, our strongest evidence is that missionaries
became more liberal in their immigration attitudes when they experienced contact during their
missions (over and above any previous contact in pre-mission locations) with immigrants from
Latin America and with Latino populations. As for the magnitude of the effect, missionaries
who served in places with large Latino immigrant communities like Los Angeles county (21%
foreign-born Latinos) became about 4.8 percentage points (or, alternatively, about one-quarter of a
standard deviation) more favorable toward immigrants on the policy items than those who served
in places with only about 0.18% percent immigrants from Latin America (Kanawha county, West
Virginia).

Rather than direct interactions with immigrants, an alternative explanation might be that the
attitudes of local residents influenced missionaries’ attitudes. We tentatively tested this possibility
by estimating the correlation between immigration attitudes of the locals (measured by the 2010-
2011 CCES) and change in missionaries’ attitudes (Table 4). The positive sign on the coefficient is in
the expected direction, so we cannot definitively rule out that this process is occurring. However,
the effect is not statistically discernible from 0 due to large standard errors. When it comes to
immigration attitudes, specifically, our most persuasive and robust evidence is that contact with
foreign-born populations from Latin America matters most.15

15Since we know that local attitudes are related to the size of the local immigrant population (see Figure 1), we also
ran models adding %Foreign Born alone and as an interaction with locals’ attitudes. Results are similar no matter the
specification: the local population’s attitudes about immigrants had no discernible effect on the missionaries’ policy
preferences and stereotypes.
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Table 4: Effects of Immigration Attitudes of the Local People: US Sample

Policy Stereotype

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Attitudes of the Locals 0.066 0.014 0.086 0.157
(0.065) (0.074) (0.096) (0.109)

% Foreign Born −0.002∗∗ −0.002∗∗ −0.0001 −0.0003
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002)

Female −0.014 −0.019
(0.025) (0.036)

Age −0.004 −0.006
(0.011) (0.016)

White 0.007 −0.072
(0.053) (0.078)

Family Income −0.002 0.006
(0.035) (0.051)

Prior Health Issue −0.019 −0.004
(0.024) (0.035)

Prior Foreign Language 0.011 −0.003
(0.033) (0.049)

Republican −0.067 0.004
(0.059) (0.088)

Conservative 0.050 −0.051
(0.063) (0.093)

Constant −0.043∗∗∗ 0.137 −0.042∗∗ −0.056
(0.014) (0.303) (0.021) (0.446)

Mission Year FE? No Yes No Yes
N 412 362 410 361

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01.
We used 2010-2011 CCES to measure the county-level immigration attitudes and then regressed missionaries’ attitudinal change on

the measured attitudes, using missionaries’ backgrounds as a baseline.

We have also examined the impact of serving in Latin America (see Appendix Table A6).
This analysis suggests that while those serving in Latin America also became more liberal after
returning from their mission, the effects of being assigned to the United States are significantly
larger than the effects of being assigned to a Latin American country. Thus, our finding is that
changes in attitudes about immigration were not merely a result of interacting with Latinos, but
were especially powerful when interacting with Latino immigrants in the U.S., specifically.

7 Language and Immigration Attitudes

Because the assignment of language is also exogenously determined, we can use language as an
indicator of the likelihood of interacting with immigrant communities in the U.S. context. In our
sample, roughly two-thirds of the respondents said that they were called to speak a non-English
language while serving their missions.16 As we discussed above, missionaries who had experience

16For details, see Tables A12-14 in the Appendix.
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learning a new language prior to their missions were slightly more likely to be called abroad,
though the difference in pre-mission language skills between U.S. and foreign assignments are
substantively small, and missionaries were not necessarily assigned to the language they studied
in high school. Outside of the United States, learning a foreign language means interacting with
local residents who are different in a variety of respects from U.S. residents, but such interaction
may or may not include immigrant communities. Inside the United States, assignment to speak a
foreign language is likely highly correlated with the probability of regular contact with immigrant
groups. For example, a missionary assigned to speak Spanish or Vietnamese in Oakland, California
would be dramatically more likely to spend regular time with immigrant families – visiting their
homes, sharing meals, worshipping together, and participating in other acts of service directed
toward immigrant communities – than a missionary assigned to serve English-speaking residents
of Oakland (though, of course, the English-speaking missionary may also have some contact with
immigrants). Of those assigned to serve in the United States, approximately 24% (136 out of 575)
were assigned to speak a language other than English. Among those 136 who were assigned to
speak a foreign language, 119 (87.5%) spoke Spanish.17

We applied the DID formula to estimate effects of being assigned to speak a foreign language,
again separating the sample by location of mission assignment (U.S. vs. abroad). Figure 5 suggests
that U.S. missionaries who were assigned to foreign language missions became more pro-immigrant,
while there was no corresponding language effect among missionaries serving outside the United
States.18 Results are larger for policy-related items among U.S.-based missionaries, but speaking a
foreign language also led to less negative stereotypes of immigrants. Effect sizes are very similar if
we use the assignment to speak Spanish as our instrument. As with our previous findings, effects
are substantial: for those who served in the US, being assigned to speak a foreign language is
associated with 0.092 points shift in immigration policy attitudes in a pro-immigrant direction,
accounting for more than half of the sample standard deviation.

17We also asked questions about whether missionaries actually ended up speaking the language they had been
assigned to speak. Of those 119 USA respondents who were called to Spanish, 118 of them reported that Spanish was
their most frequent language spoken during the mission.

18We caution that the interpretation of the findings for language assignment outside the United States is complex, as
we are essentially comparing missionaries who learned all foreign languages in every country outside the U.S. to those
assigned to English-speaking nations like the United Kingdom, Australia, and New Zealand.
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Figure 5
The effects of being assigned to speak a foreign language during the mission. We regressed the pre-post difference in immigration

attitudes on the variable of interest.

8 Robustness

We conducted a series of additional analyses to test the robustness of our findings. First, to ensure
that the differences between baseline pre-mission experiences in Utah locations were not merely
indicators of other demographic characteristics, we explored the correlation between respondents’
demographic profiles and the probability of identifying with Provo, Orem, Salt Lake City, and the
state of Utah. Given the strong identification of many in our sample with Utah locations, ruling
out alternative interpretations for our findings is especially important. We find no strong evidence
that living in those places prior to mission service was substantially correlated with any of the
demographic indicators we measured (Appendix Table A11). Missionaries who lived in Orem had
slightly lower incomes and those from Salt Lake were slightly older than others in the sample, but
there are no systematic patterns that might create concerns that the effects were somehow driven
by unique characteristics of missionaries in the baseline conditions that were most prevalent in our
sample.

Second and more importantly, given the fact that our sample includes more women than men,
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we divided the sample by gender and re-ran the analysis. And as Appendix Table A9 shows, the
effects of going to places with a larger percentage of migrant stock are nearly identical for both men
and women. Tables A10a-b show that within the U.S. sample, the effects of serving in places with
larger Latino immigrant communities were in the expected direction for both men and women,
though only statistically significant for women. In addition, the effect of serving in places with
larger foreign-born populations of any kind (that is, not restricted to Hispanic immigrants) was
larger and statistically significant for men and much smaller and not statistically significant for
women. In other words, we are most confident that women were affected by interaction with Latino
immigrant communities, while we see some evidence that men moved in a more liberal direction
when interacting with any immigrant population. Even with these slight distinctions between men
and women, the main finding is clear and compelling: among both men and women, experience in
places with larger immigrant communities pushed attitudes in a more immigrant-friendly direction.

9 Discussion and Conclusion

In this study, we make use of a novel participant population — LDS missionaries, who do not
choose the location of their mission service — to examine the effects of contact and geographic
location on political attitudes. The research design is more rigorous than any we are aware of
in its ability to avoid vexing problems of self-selection in assessing contextual effects. We show
evidence that we can treat the assignment of missionaries to locations as quasi-random, and the
key tests we report here — difference-in-differences, with fixed effects for missionary cohort and
controls for other pre-mission characteristics — are demanding. While these findings represent
a first cut at this unique dataset, we find strong evidence that missionaries were influenced by
the places where they were assigned to live and serve. In general, the experience of living in a
new location pushed all missionaries in a more liberal direction in their immigration-related policy
views. As one missionary explained, “Serving in Italy was an eye-opening experience. There were
thousands of illegal immigrants that I met and talked to every day. Hearing their stories made me
feel compassionate toward them and really opened my eyes to how hard life is in other parts of the
world.”19

But, these effects were concentrated among missionaries who served in places with more
immigrants and in countries with more immigrant-friendly attitudes, including and especially
the United States. And within the United States, effects were greatest among missionaries who
lived in places with the largest Hispanic immigrant populations and who were assigned to speak
a language other than English during the period of their mission service. A missionary who
served in California described this transformation: “Serving Spanish-speaking [individuals] in
northern Los Angeles County helped me appreciate humble and hard working legal and illegal
immigrants. . . Because of that, some of my political and social views changed, though I am still
forming my opinion on lots of societal issues.” Furthermore, the effects of interacting with Hispanic
immigrants in the U.S. were larger than the effects of spending time in Latin America, suggesting
that the effects of context on attitude change is tied to the contexts most directly relevant to the

19At the end of the post-mission survey, respondents were allowed to add any additional comments that they wanted
to make about their experiences. There was no prompt to discuss immigration, but many responses mentioned their
experiences with migrants.
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corresponding attitudes. One missionary who served in Mexico highlighted this contrast: “I loved
my mission. Serving the people of Mexico has changed me. I have seen what good people many
of them are. I am torn, however, on issues about immigration.” In this case, sympathy toward
Mexicans in Mexico did not automatically translate into greater support for Mexican immigrants in
the United States.

Together, this set of findings reassures us that contextual effects of political attitudes go beyond
issues of selection. The evidence from this first-of-its-kind dataset shows that years-long contact
with new groups of people in new geographic locations itself exerts a causal effect. The experience
of living and working with immigrant communities, and in settings where others have positive
attitudes about immigrants, induces measurably warmer attitudes toward immigrants that are
sustained over time. In this way, the social environment in which people live – both in the past and
in the present – can be politically consequential and long-lasting.
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Online Appendix

Appendix 1.1 Assignment of LDS Missionaries to Missions

The process of assigning missionaries to a geographic location and language begins with interviews
with local ecclesiastical leaders, who assess an individual’s readiness and his or her willingness to
live in accordance with church guidelines about personal faithfulness. Each prospective missionary
completes a long application that includes information about family background, previous church
assignments, performance in school, and other information — nearly all of which was included on
our pre-mission survey. (We do not have access to any additional confidential information provided
by local ecclesiastical leaders during the application process.) Once the prospective missionary’s
application is submitted to church headquarters, high-level church leaders prayerfully consider the
application information (which includes a picture of the missionary) and the needs of geographic
missions around the world (Pope, 2008; Ballard, 2015). Faithful church members consider the
mission assignment decision that emerges from this process to be one of divine inspiration, and
the missionary’s assignment, which is then sent via formal letter, is signed by the President of the
Church.

Appendix 1.2 Consent Process and Confidentiality

Consent and confidentiality procedures were approved by Institutional Review Boards at the
authors’ institutions. In addition, because recruitment emails were sent to a large number of
BYU students from contact information provided by BYU’s Office of Institutional Assessment, the
recruitment and consent procedures were also approved by BYU’s Dean of Students. Potential
respondents to the study received an initial email invitation and up to two reminder emails. The
recruitment email explained the purposes of the study, identified the principal investigators, and
described the compensation for completing both the pre- and post-mission surveys. It also included
a link to a short screener questionnaire. Those who were eligible for the study subsequently
received a link to the pre-mission survey, the first screen of which included consent information.
The email inviting eligible students to complete the pre-mission survey also included a link
to “Frequently Asked Questions” that described the purposes of the study, the expected time
commitment, the criteria for inclusion, confidentiality procedures, and the fact that the study was
completely voluntary.

Because participants completed the all aspects of the study online, we received approval for
an “implied consent” procedure that did not involve an in-person signature. The first page of the
pre-mission survey explained that completion of the survey implied consent to participate and
included a link to a full statement of implied consent. This consent form (see below) explained the
purpose and expected time commitment of the study, identified the principal investigators, and
described the risks and benefits of the choosing to participate. The consent form also clearly stated
that the study was voluntary and that participants could opt out at any point or skip individual
questions. The consent form also included contact information for the research team and the BYU
IRB.

Post-mission contact messages again emphasized the voluntary and confidential nature of
the study and the expected time commitment for the post-mission survey. These messages also

1



provided a link to the “Frequently Asked Questions” document with information about study
purposes, time commitment, criterial for inclusion, confidentiality procedures, and other relevant
information. The first screen of the post-mission survey also included a link to the FAQ page, a
reminder that completing the survey implied consent to participate, and a link to the full consent
statement that was provided in the pre-mission survey.

In sum, as part of the consent process, participants and potential participants in the study
received multiple communications from researchers emphasizing the purposes, potential risks,
compensation, and time commitment involved in the study as well as answers to common ques-
tions, including contact information for reaching out to study personnel and the IRB. During the
completion of the study, there were no adverse or unexpected events, and no participants in the
study registered concerns or complaints either with the researchers or the IRB.

(The letterhead and university mentions have been removed.) 

 

PRE AND POST MISSION SURVEY Implied Consent to Participate in 
Research  

You are invited to participate in a research study in which we will be asking about your political, 
social, and religious beliefs. We are interested in how people with different life experiences view 
the world. Research will be conducted by professors (names and institutions removed). 

Your participation in this study will require completion of the attached questionnaire/following 
survey. This should take approximately 20-25 minutes of your time. Your participation will be 
confidential. Upon return from your mission, you will be asked to complete a second survey. 
You will not be paid for being in this study, though your name will be entered in a gift card 
drawing. The odds of winning the drawings are dependent upon how many people complete the 
Pre and Post Mission surveys.  

This survey involves minimal risk to you. However, the benefits of your participation may 
impact society by helping increase knowledge about geographic effects on political attitudes. 
You will be asked questions about a variety of political and social issues.  

You do not have to be in this study if you do not want to be. You do not have to answer any 
question that you do not want to answer for any reason. We will be happy to answer any 
questions you have about this study. If you have further questions about this project or if you 
have a research-related problem, you may contact the researchers directly at (801) 422-3702 or 
by email at LDSmissionsurvey@byu.edu.  

If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant you may contact the IRB 
Administrator; Brigham Young University, A-285 ASB; Provo, UT 84602; or (801) 422-1461. 
The IRB is a group of people who review research studies to protect the rights and welfare of 
research participants.  

Please complete the attached survey and return it as soon as possible. Thank you.  

 

Consent Form

Because participants were promised confidentiality, access to participant information was
restricted to approved study personnel only. The list of students we received from BYU included
names and contact information, and in the screener and pre-mission surveys, we asked for addi-
tional identifying information, including home locations, secondary emails, and phone numbers
for everyone enrolled in the study. This information allowed us to re-contact participants again at
the end of their missions. Identifying information was kept on secure cloud servers accessible only
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to approved study personnel. Replication datasets are de-identified by removing all name, phone
number, and email addresses.

Appendix 1.3 Balance Tests

Table A1: Balance Tests

Abroad USA Adjusted-Diff Std-Diff z p-value
Female 0.65 0.81 0.16 0.35 6.10 0.00

Age 19.43 19.59 0.16 0.18 3.12 0.00
White 0.97 0.95 -0.01 -0.07 -1.19 0.23

Family Income 0.66 0.61 -0.05 -0.17 -3.07 0.00
Prior Foreign Language 0.14 0.11 -0.03 -0.09 -1.57 0.12

Prior Health Issue 0.06 0.16 0.10 0.35 6.05 0.00
Republican 0.77 0.78 0.01 0.02 0.44 0.66

Conservative 0.70 0.70 0.01 0.03 0.61 0.54
Stratified by Gender

Abroad USA Adjusted-Diff Std-Diff z p-value
Age 19.51 19.57 0.06 0.06 1.10 0.27

White 0.97 0.95 -0.01 -0.07 -1.19 0.23
Family Income 0.66 0.61 -0.04 -0.16 -2.77 0.01

Prior Foreign Language 0.14 0.11 -0.03 -0.09 -1.65 0.10
Prior Health Issue 0.06 0.16 0.10 0.32 5.52 0.00

Republican 0.77 0.78 0.00 0.02 0.36 0.72
Conservative 0.70 0.70 0.01 0.03 0.59 0.56

Descriptive Statistics: Location of mission in the US vs Abroad. Republican party ID and conservative ideology are measured in

7-point and 5-point scales respectively.
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Table A2: Distribution of States with which Missionaries Most Identified

State Abbreviations Frequency State Abbreviations Frequency
UT 553 KS 10
CA 180 NC 10
ID 94 MD 9

WA 89 WI 9
AZ 85 AL 8
TX 83 NJ 8
CO 58 IA 7
OR 47 AK 6
NV 32 MT 6
VA 32 NH 6
IN 31 WY 6

OH 26 AR 4
FL 22 LA 4

NY 20 ME 4
MN 17 OK 4
NM 17 KY 3

HI 16 SC 3
MI 16 TN 3

GA 15 MS 2
IL 15 DE 1

MO 13 RI 1
MA 12 SD 1
NE 11 VT 1
PA 11 WV 1
CT 10

We asked respondents to list up to 15 places they lived in before the mission and then asked them among the locations listed, which

place they identified with the most.

Table A3: Distribution of Cities in Utah with which Missionaries Most Identified

City Count City Count City Count City Count
Provo 118 Highland 9 Clinton 2 Loa 1
Orem 52 Holladay 9 North Logan 2 Logan 1
Sandy 36 West Jordan 7 North Ogden 2 Manila 1

Salt Lake City 27 Brigham City 6 Payson 2 Manti 1
Pleasant Grove 23 Farmington 6 Providence 2 Nephi 1
American Fork 19 Fruit Heights 6 Tooele 2 Nibley 1

Lehi 17 Mapleton 6 Tremonton 2 Parowan 1
South Jordan 16 Cottonwood Heights 4 West Valley City 2 Perry 1

Bountiful 15 Eagle Mountain 4 Castle Dale 1 River Heights 1
Springville 15 Murray 4 Charleston 1 Roy 1

Kaysville 14 Bluffdale 3 Delta 1 Salem 1
Riverton 14 Cedar City 3 East Millcreek 1 Santa Clara 1

Draper 13 Elk Ridge 3 Erda 1 Saratoga Springs 1
Spanish Fork 13 Morgan 3 Fountain Green 1 South Weber 1

Alpine 11 North Salt Lake 3 Heber City 1 Spring City 1
Cedar Hills 11 Park City 3 Herriman 1 Stansbury Park 1

Layton 11 Taylorsville 3 Huntsville 1 Syracuse 1
Lindon 11 Washington 3 Hyde Park 1 Vernal 1
Ogden 11 Woodland Hills 3 Kenilworth 1 West Bountiful 1

St George 11 Centerville 2 Laketown 1 West Mountain 1
Willard 1

We asked respondents to list up to 15 places they lived in before the mission and then asked them among the locations listed, which

place they identified with the most.
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Figure A2a
Data were drawn from the American Community Survey. Darker color indicates higher value.

Figure A2b
Data were drawn from the American Community Survey. Darker color indicates higher value.
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Figure A3
We used three 2010-2011 CCES survey questions to measure the state-level attitudes toward immigrants. Aggregate results were

poststratified using 2010 American Community Survey data. Darker colors suggest greater hostility toward immigrants.
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Figure A4
We used three 2010-2011 CCES survey questions to measure the state-level attitudes toward immigrants. Aggregate results were

poststratified using 2010 American Community Survey data.
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Appendix 1.4 Dependent Variables

Policy-Related Questions

1. Thinking about immigrants who are now living in the U.S. illegally, which of the following
options for immigration reform comes closest to your view?

• Illegal immigrants should be required to go home immediately.

• Most illegal immigrants should be required to go home, but some should be allowed to
remain in the U.S. under a temporary guest worker program.

• Most illegal immigrants should be allowed to stay in the U.S. but only as temporary
workers who must eventually return home.

• Illegal immigrants should be allowed to stay permanently in the U.S.

Congress or state legislatures should pass a law...

2. requiring that all official documents be in English only.

3. requiring illegal immigrants to pay out-of-state tuition at state colleges and universities.

4. restricting welfare support to legal residents of the state only.

5. increasing penalties on employers who hire illegal immigrants.

How much do you agree or disagree with the following statement

6. Given the current illegal immigration situation, denying illegal immigrants some basic
constitutional rights is justified to get the situation under control

Stereotype Questions

How much do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

1. In general, illegal immigrants are more prone to violence than legal residents of the state.

2. In general, illegal immigrants are lazy.

3. Legal residents are generally more moral and honest than the others.
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Table A4a: Principal Component Analysis of Dependent Variable Items: Pre-Mission

Question First Principal Component Second Principal Component
English 0.52 0.32
Tuition 0.76 0.06
Welfare 0.76 -0.06
Employer 0.74 0.16
Legal Status 0.63 0.25
Violence 0.14 0.71
Lazy 0.10 0.71
Honest 0.19 0.75
Victim 0.63 0.28
Rights 0.52 0.26

Table A4b: Principal component analysis of dependent variable items: post-mission

Question First Principal Component Second Principal Component
English 0.59 0.19
Tuition 0.79 0.02
Welfare 0.76 0.04
Employer 0.77 0.13
Legal Status 0.61 0.21
Violence 0.17 0.72
Lazy 0.07 0.71
Honest 0.14 0.74
Victim 0.58 0.40
Rights 0.49 0.38

10



0

10

20

30

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Dimensions

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 e

xp
la

in
ed

 v
ar

ia
nc

es

Scree Plot: Pre−Mission Items

Figure A6a: Scree Plot of Pre-Mission Immigration Items
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Figure A6b: Scree Plot of Post-Mission Immigration Items
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Appendix 1.5 Supporting Tables and Figures
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Figure A7: DID estimates: Abroad vs. US. Individual Survey Items
Higher scores indicate that serving outside the United States did not move missionaries as far to the left on immigration attitudes as

serving in the United States.
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Table A5: Pre-Post Comparisons

Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype

Full Full USA USA Abroad Abroad

Post −0.032∗∗∗ −0.003 −0.073∗∗∗ −0.042∗∗∗ −0.008 0.020∗

(0.007) (0.009) (0.012) (0.014) (0.009) (0.011)
Female −0.056∗∗∗ −0.053∗∗∗ −0.030∗ −0.055∗∗∗ −0.058∗∗∗ −0.040∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.010) (0.016) (0.019) (0.010) (0.013)
Age 0.004 −0.002 −0.010 −0.001 0.011∗ −0.005

(0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.009) (0.006) (0.008)
White −0.008 −0.034 −0.067∗∗ −0.101∗∗∗ 0.029 0.008

(0.020) (0.025) (0.031) (0.038) (0.026) (0.033)
Family Income −0.001 0.009 −0.029 −0.012 0.003 0.009

(0.013) (0.017) (0.023) (0.028) (0.016) (0.021)
Prior Health Issue 0.022∗ −0.028∗ 0.038∗∗ −0.032 0.018 −0.010

(0.012) (0.015) (0.016) (0.020) (0.018) (0.024)
Spoke Other Language −0.007 0.0002 −0.032 −0.025 −0.002 0.010

(0.011) (0.014) (0.021) (0.026) (0.013) (0.017)
Republican 0.188∗∗∗ 0.167∗∗∗ 0.153∗∗∗ 0.110∗∗ 0.202∗∗∗ 0.195∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.027) (0.037) (0.045) (0.026) (0.035)
Conservative 0.202∗∗∗ 0.110∗∗∗ 0.228∗∗∗ 0.168∗∗∗ 0.195∗∗∗ 0.085∗∗

(0.023) (0.029) (0.040) (0.048) (0.029) (0.038)
Constant 0.268∗∗ 0.270∗ 0.661∗∗∗ 0.382∗ −0.020 0.133

(0.117) (0.148) (0.174) (0.208) (0.179) (0.234)
Mission Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 1,402 1400 468 467 882 881

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01.
Regression table corresponds to Figure A7.
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Figure A8: 2012-2014 CCES Panel Study
Higher scores indicate that increasing hostility toward immigrants.

CCES 2012-2014 Panel
Immigration questions used in our index of immigration attitudes. These questions were repeated
in 2012 and 2014:

• Grant legal status to all illegal immigrants who have held jobs and paid taxes for at least 3
years, and not been convicted of any felony crimes (reverse coded)

• Increase the number of border patrols on the US-Mexican border

• Allow police to question anyone they think may be in the country illegally

• Fine US businesses that hire illegal immigrants

• Identify and deport illegal immigrants

• Deny automatic citizenship to American- born children of illegal immigrants
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Table A6: Effects of Serving in Latin American Countries

Policy Stereotype

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Latin America 0.046∗∗∗ 0.077∗∗∗ 0.041∗∗∗ 0.072∗∗∗

(0.010) (0.012) (0.015) (0.019)
Non-Latin America 0.054∗∗∗ 0.050∗∗∗

(0.011) (0.017)
Female −0.009 −0.019

(0.011) (0.017)
Age 0.006 0.013

(0.006) (0.009)
White 0.023 −0.034

(0.026) (0.040)
Family Income −0.014 −0.014

(0.018) (0.027)
Prior Health Issue −0.009 0.014

(0.016) (0.025)
Spoke Other Language 0.016 0.027

(0.015) (0.023)
Republican −0.066∗∗ 0.047

(0.029) (0.044)
Conservative 0.016 −0.085∗

(0.031) (0.048)
Constant −0.045∗∗∗ −0.141 −0.016∗∗ −0.390

(0.005) (0.157) (0.008) (0.239)
Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 1,476 1,326 1,465 1,322

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01.
We created dichotomous variable indicating whether the respondent has served in Latin American countries, using only serving in

the US as baseline for comparison.
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Table A7a: Pre-Post Comparisons: Male Missionaries

Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype
Full Full USA USA Abroad Abroad

Post −0.026∗∗ 0.004 −0.071∗∗ −0.031 −0.008 0.024
(0.013) (0.017) (0.028) (0.037) (0.015) (0.020)

Age 0.002 −0.026 −0.010 −0.007 0.005 −0.036∗

(0.012) (0.016) (0.027) (0.036) (0.014) (0.018)
White −0.035 0.012 −0.078 −0.132 −0.017 0.057

(0.039) (0.051) (0.080) (0.107) (0.047) (0.061)
Family Income 0.049∗ −0.002 0.105∗ −0.013 0.051∗ 0.016

(0.027) (0.035) (0.060) (0.081) (0.031) (0.040)
Prior Health Issue 0.024 −0.025 −0.076 −0.097 0.099∗∗∗ 0.030

(0.029) (0.038) (0.052) (0.070) (0.038) (0.049)
Spoke Other Language −0.024 −0.002 0.056 −0.042 −0.042∗ 0.001

(0.022) (0.028) (0.057) (0.077) (0.024) (0.031)
Republican 0.155∗∗∗ 0.107∗∗ 0.056 0.096 0.178∗∗∗ 0.077

(0.039) (0.051) (0.077) (0.103) (0.047) (0.061)
Conservative 0.215∗∗∗ 0.113∗∗ 0.173∗∗ 0.181∗ 0.228∗∗∗ 0.087

(0.040) (0.052) (0.082) (0.109) (0.047) (0.061)
Constant 0.187 0.417 0.568 0.198 0.122 0.770∗∗

(0.272) (0.357) (0.542) (0.728) (0.274) (0.359)
Mission Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 417 416 89 89 307 306

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01

Table A7b: Pre-Post Comparisons: Female Missionaries

Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype
Full Full USA USA Abroad Abroad

Post −0.034∗∗∗ −0.006 −0.074∗∗∗ −0.044∗∗∗ −0.009 0.017
(0.008) (0.010) (0.013) (0.015) (0.010) (0.014)

Age 0.003 0.002 −0.011 −0.004 0.011 0.005
(0.005) (0.006) (0.008) (0.009) (0.007) (0.009)

White −0.002 −0.053∗ −0.066∗ −0.101∗∗ 0.054∗ −0.014
(0.023) (0.028) (0.035) (0.041) (0.030) (0.040)

Family Income −0.018 0.014 −0.045∗ −0.008 −0.015 0.012
(0.015) (0.019) (0.025) (0.029) (0.019) (0.025)

Prior Health Issue 0.021∗ −0.029∗ 0.051∗∗∗ −0.029 −0.015 −0.020
(0.013) (0.016) (0.017) (0.020) (0.021) (0.027)

Spoke Other Language −0.001 0.001 −0.047∗∗ −0.025 0.017 0.010
(0.013) (0.016) (0.023) (0.027) (0.016) (0.021)

Republican 0.201∗∗∗ 0.195∗∗∗ 0.163∗∗∗ 0.120∗∗ 0.219∗∗∗ 0.248∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.032) (0.043) (0.051) (0.033) (0.043)
Conservative 0.196∗∗∗ 0.103∗∗∗ 0.253∗∗∗ 0.153∗∗∗ 0.169∗∗∗ 0.077

(0.029) (0.036) (0.047) (0.054) (0.038) (0.050)
Constant 0.262∗∗ 0.226 0.699∗∗∗ 0.555∗∗ −0.078 −0.114

(0.133) (0.166) (0.197) (0.231) (0.189) (0.247)
Mission Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 985 984 379 378 575 574

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01
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Table A8: Effects of Serving in US: Split by Gender

Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype
Male Male Female Female

Served in US −0.062∗∗∗ −0.048 −0.066∗∗∗ −0.063∗∗∗

(0.024) (0.035) (0.011) (0.017)
Age 0.004 0.034 0.007 0.009

(0.018) (0.026) (0.006) (0.010)
White 0.008 0.020 0.031 −0.051

(0.056) (0.084) (0.029) (0.045)
Family Income −0.023 −0.069 −0.010 0.003

(0.039) (0.059) (0.020) (0.030)
Prior Health Issue −0.033 −0.033 −0.004 0.020

(0.045) (0.067) (0.017) (0.026)
Spoke Other Language 0.022 0.061 0.015 0.014

(0.031) (0.046) (0.017) (0.026)
Republican −0.072 0.033 −0.066∗ 0.064

(0.057) (0.085) (0.034) (0.052)
Conservative 0.007 −0.070 0.027 −0.093

(0.058) (0.087) (0.038) (0.059)
Constant 0.056 −0.741 −0.147 −0.251

(0.394) (0.587) (0.172) (0.266)
Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 389 388 937 933

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01

Table A9: Effects of Larger Immigrant Communities: Split by Gender

Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype
Male Male Female Female

% International Migrant −0.007∗∗∗ −0.0002 −0.004∗∗∗ −0.006∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)
Age 0.002 0.032 0.007 0.010

(0.018) (0.027) (0.007) (0.010)
White −0.003 0.017 0.025 −0.055

(0.058) (0.088) (0.030) (0.046)
Family Income −0.017 −0.063 −0.0001 0.006

(0.039) (0.060) (0.020) (0.030)
Prior Health Issue −0.031 −0.037 −0.012 0.016

(0.045) (0.069) (0.017) (0.026)
Spoke Other Language 0.022 0.063 0.016 0.013

(0.031) (0.047) (0.017) (0.026)
Republican −0.060 0.045 −0.062∗ 0.067

(0.057) (0.086) (0.035) (0.052)
Conservative −0.004 −0.074 0.022 −0.095

(0.059) (0.089) (0.039) (0.059)
Constant 0.129 −0.770 −0.148 −0.239

(0.393) (0.596) (0.176) (0.266)
Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 376 375 916 912

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01
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Table A10a: Effects of Larger Latino/Immigrant Communities: Male Missionaries

Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Latino −0.0004 −0.001
(0.001) (0.002)

% Foreign Born −0.003 −0.003
(0.002) (0.003)

% Foreign Born from −0.002 −0.005
Latin America (0.003) (0.004)

Constant 1.243 0.045 1.365∗ 0.176 1.228 0.015
(0.782) (1.235) (0.771) (1.236) (0.779) (1.228)

Demographics? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mission Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 76 76 76 76 76 76

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01

Table A10b: Effects of Larger Latino/Immigrant Communities: Female Missionaries

Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Latino −0.001 −0.001
(0.0005) (0.001)

% Foreign Born −0.001 −0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

% Foreign Born from −0.002∗ −0.003∗

Latin America (0.001) (0.002)
Constant −0.263 −0.073 −0.281 −0.102 −0.269 −0.083

(0.267) (0.394) (0.267) (0.395) (0.267) (0.394)
Demographics? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Mission Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 337 336 337 336 337 336

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01

Survey Questions Used to Measure Aggregate Attitudes toward Immigrants:

World Values Survey
On this list are various groups of people. Could you please mention any that you would not like to
have as neighbors? (Code an answer for each group):

1. Mentioned
2. Not mentioned

V36. Drug addicts
V37. People of a different race
V38. People who have AIDS
V39. Immigrants/foreign workers
V40. Homosexuals
V41. People of a different religion
V42. Heavy drinkers
V43. Unmarried couples living together
V44. People who speak a different language
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Do you agree, disagree or neither agree nor disagree with the following statements? (Read out and
code one answer for each statement):
1. Agree
2. Disagree
3. Neither

V46. When jobs are scarce, employers should give priority to people of this country over
immigrants.

I ‘d like to ask you how much you trust people from various groups. Could you tell me for each
whether you trust people from this group completely, somewhat, not very much or not at all? (Read
out and code one answer for each):
1. Trust completely
2. Trust somewhat
3. Do not trust very much
4. Do not trust at all

V102. Your family
V103. Your neighborhood
V104. People you know personally
V105. People you meet for the first time
V106. People of another religion
V107. People of another nationality

CCES
CC322 Immigration
What do you think the U.S. government should do about immigration? Select all that apply

• 1684. Fine Businesses

• 2162. Grant legal status to all illegal immigrants who have held jobs and paid taxes for at
least 3 years, and not been convicted of any felony crimes.

• 645. increase the number of guest workers allowed to come legally to the U.S.

• 33861. Increase the number of border patrols on the U.S.-Mexican border.

• 25999. Allow the police to question anyone they think may be in the country illegally.

• 3998. None of these.

Survey questions used to construct state/county-level estimates of immigration attitudes. We
examined whether the respondents selected any of those three options: “grant legal status”,
“increase border patrols”, and “increase police’s power”. Those who selected “None of these” were
coded as “missing”.
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Table A11: Demographics and Most Identified Places

Provo Orem Salt Lake City Utah State

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Female 0.024 −0.467 −0.119 0.212
(0.258) (0.350) (0.582) (0.133)

Age 0.106 −0.214 0.569∗∗ −0.088
(0.135) (0.230) (0.259) (0.075)

White −0.466 0.742 −0.924 −0.097
(0.495) (1.072) (0.865) (0.321)

Family Income −0.608 −1.140∗∗ −1.099 −0.809∗∗∗

(0.389) (0.575) (0.806) (0.210)
Prior Health Problem 0.302 0.325 −0.730 0.053

(0.327) (0.491) (1.038) (0.188)
Spoke Other Language 0.057 0.054 −0.791 −0.205

(0.324) (0.503) (0.830) (0.182)
Party ID 0.358 −0.591 −0.321 0.337

(0.624) (0.901) (1.207) (0.341)
Conservative −1.160∗ −0.040 −1.658 −0.652∗

(0.686) (0.996) (1.377) (0.373)
Constant −16.748 −10.779 −25.652 1.120

(717.548) (716.019) (1,163.947) (1.959)
Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 1,390 1,390 1,390 1,458

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01
Demographics and pre-mission identification with place.
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Table A12: Summary of Missionary Locations (Countries)

Country Count Country Count Country Count

Brazil 131 Uruguay 6 Zambia 1
Mexico 81 Czech Republic 5 Botswana 1

Japan 77 Albania 5 Ethiopia 1
Philippines 59 Cape Verde 5 The Bahamas 1

Argentina 50 Indonesia 5 Kiribati 1
Peru 47 Lithuania 5 Malawi 1

United Kingdom 42 Norway 5 St Vincent and the Grenadines 1
Australia 38 Malaysia 5 Marshall Islands 1

Chile 37 Denmark 4 Sierra Leone 1
Canada 32 Madagascar 4 Georgia 1

Spain 31 Austria 4 Kenya 1
Russia 28 Fiji 4 Trinidad and Tobago 1

Guatemala 27 Moldova 4 Armenia 1
France 23 Kosovo 4 French-Reunion 1

South Korea 23 India 4 Vanuatu 1
Italy 21 Poland 3 Guernsey 1

Ecuador 21 Romania 3 Mongolia 1
Germany 21 Switzerland 3 Tonga 1

Ukraine 21 Serbia 2 Republic of the Congo 1
Taiwan 20 Ireland 2 Luxembourg 1

Paraguay 15 French Polynesia 2 Reunion 1
El Salvador 14 Morocco 2 Tuvalu 1

New Zealand 14 Cambodia 2 Zimbabwe 1
Bolivia 14 Estonia 2 Cameroon 1

Honduras 13 New Caledonia 2 Venezuela 1
Dominican Republic 13 Mozambique 2 Falkland Islands 1

Belgium 12 Uganda 2 French-Martinique 1
Finland 11 French-Guadeloupe 2 Grenada 1

Netherlands 10 Bulgaria 2 Kazakhstan 1
Ghana 10 Turkey 2 Tokelau 1

Thailand 9 Singapore 2 Macao 1
Sweden 8 South Africa 2 Haiti 1

Colombia 7 Jamaica 2 Costa Rica 1
Hong Kong 9 Slovenia 2 Swaziland 1

Portugal 7 Israel 2 Malta 1
Panama 7 Jersey 2 St Martin 1

Belize 7 Croatia 2 North Korea 1
Hungary 6 Mauritius 2 Suriname 1

Nicaragua 6 Slovakia 2 Belarus 1
Puerto Rico 6 Montenegro 2 Oman 1

21



Table A13: Summary of Missionary Locations (US States)

State Count State Count
CA 97 ME 11
TX 53 CT 11

WA 38 SC 11
FL 32 OK 11
UT 31 CO 11
VA 31 AR 11
AZ 30 NH 10
NC 28 MO 10
NY 23 WY 10
IN 22 NV 9
ID 22 WV 9

OR 20 NE 8
OH 18 MA 8

IL 18 MN 8
GA 17 MI 7
NJ 17 KS 6
AL 17 MT 5
KY 16 VT 5
MS 15 HI 4
TN 14 SD 3
WI 13 AK 3

NM 13 ND 3
PA 13 DE 3
IA 13 DC 2

MD 12 RI 2
LA 12

Table A14: Serving in US and Non-English Language Assignment

Non-English Assignment

Served in USA −3.134∗∗∗

(0.165)
Female 0.221

(0.195)
Age −0.220∗∗

(0.105)
White 0.401

(0.441)
Family Income 0.455

(0.302)
Prior Health Issue −0.058

(0.264)
Spoke Other Language 1.071∗∗∗

(0.294)
Republican 0.225

(0.491)
Conservative −0.655

(0.528)
Constant 5.036∗

(2.731)
Mission Year FE? Yes
N 1,264
∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01

We applied the logit model to estimate correlation between language assignment and serving in the US.
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Table A15: Effects of Larger Immigrant Communities

Policy Stereotype

(1) (2) (3) (4)

% International Migrant −0.005∗∗∗ −0.005∗∗∗ −0.004∗∗∗ −0.004∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Female −0.018 −0.030∗

(0.011) (0.017)
Age 0.006 0.014

(0.006) (0.010)
White 0.016 −0.036

(0.027) (0.041)
Family Income −0.007 −0.007

(0.018) (0.027)
Prior Health Issue −0.014 0.006

(0.016) (0.025)
Prior Foreign Language 0.017 0.029

(0.015) (0.023)
Republican −0.059∗∗ 0.052

(0.029) (0.044)
Conservative 0.013 −0.084∗

(0.032) (0.049)
Constant 0.011 −0.047 0.032∗∗∗ −0.326

(0.008) (0.159) (0.012) (0.241)
Year FE? No Yes No Yes
N 1,436 1,292 1,422 1,287
∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01

This table corresponds to Table 2 in the body paragraph.

Table A16: Effects of being Assigned to Speak a Foreign Language

Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype

USA USA Abroad Abroad

Assigned to Speak a Foreign Language −0.092∗∗∗ −0.057∗∗ 0.029 −0.002
(0.019) (0.029) (0.020) (0.031)

Female −0.005 −0.014 −0.004 −0.015
(0.022) (0.034) (0.014) (0.022)

Age −0.0001 −0.004 0.008 0.030∗∗

(0.010) (0.016) (0.009) (0.013)
White −0.037 −0.098 0.058 0.030

(0.044) (0.066) (0.037) (0.057)
Family Income 0.033 0.039 −0.020 −0.024

(0.032) (0.048) (0.023) (0.036)
Prior Health Issue −0.028 −0.00005 0.010 0.037

(0.023) (0.035) (0.027) (0.042)
Prior Foreign Language 0.032 −0.010 0.010 0.035

(0.031) (0.047) (0.019) (0.029)
Republican −0.014 0.043 −0.077∗∗ 0.061

(0.053) (0.079) (0.037) (0.057)
Conservative −0.023 −0.149∗ 0.030 −0.053

(0.055) (0.083) (0.040) (0.062)
Constant 0.067 −0.013 −0.021 −0.431

(0.247) (0.372) (0.246) (0.381)
Mission Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 407 407 811 808
∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01

This table corresponds to Figure 5 in the manuscript.
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Table A17a: Effects of being Assigned to Speak a Foreign Language: Male Missionaries

Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype

USA USA Abroad Abroad

Assigned to Speak a Foreign Language −0.036 −0.082 0.059 −0.040
(0.046) (0.071) (0.036) (0.054)

Age −0.053 0.019 0.015 0.043
(0.040) (0.062) (0.022) (0.033)

White −0.132 −0.181 0.058 0.101
(0.129) (0.199) (0.075) (0.113)

Family Income 0.139 0.110 −0.006 −0.055
(0.095) (0.147) (0.048) (0.073)

Prior Health Issue −0.017 −0.028 −0.035 −0.012
(0.079) (0.122) (0.062) (0.093)

Spoke Other Language 0.162∗ 0.010 0.013 0.083
(0.090) (0.138) (0.037) (0.056)

Republican −0.076 0.052 −0.082 0.024
(0.122) (0.188) (0.071) (0.106)

Conservative −0.091 −0.134 0.044 −0.077
(0.117) (0.180) (0.070) (0.105)

Constant 1.195 −0.367 −0.368 −0.802
(0.786) (1.211) (0.425) (0.639)

Mission Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 79 79 283 282

∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01
Only male respondents included.

Table A17b: Effects of being Assigned to Speak a Foreign Language: Female Missionaries

Policy Stereotype Policy Stereotype

USA USA Abroad Abroad

Assigned to Speak a Foreign Language −0.112∗∗∗ −0.051 0.012 0.027
(0.021) (0.032) (0.024) (0.037)

Age 0.005 −0.007 0.007 0.027∗

(0.011) (0.016) (0.009) (0.014)
White −0.017 −0.086 0.057 0.0004

(0.047) (0.072) (0.042) (0.065)
Family Income 0.022 0.032 −0.027 −0.018

(0.034) (0.052) (0.026) (0.040)
Prior Health Issue −0.027 0.003 0.025 0.048

(0.024) (0.037) (0.029) (0.045)
Spoke Other Language 0.020 −0.017 0.010 0.016

(0.033) (0.051) (0.021) (0.033)
Republican −0.027 0.022 −0.067 0.096

(0.060) (0.093) (0.043) (0.068)
Conservative 0.028 −0.152 0.011 −0.050

(0.064) (0.098) (0.050) (0.078)
Constant −0.096 −0.018 0.028 −0.424

(0.294) (0.452) (0.250) (0.391)
Mission Year FE? Yes Yes Yes Yes
N 328 328 528 526
∗p < .1; ∗∗p < .05; ∗∗∗p < .01

Only female respondents included.
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