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Abstract

This research studies the effects of state lawsibgraccess to in-state resident tuition
(ISRT) rates and other educational benefits foutimarized immigrant students (UIS) in five
states: Arizona, Colorado, Georgia, Indiana, antbOh measures the overall effect of policies
denying ISRT that were implemented between 20022201he United States.

Three potential effects are evaluated. Firststhey estimates the policy effects on the
college enrollment of UIS. Because the policy dogisdeny access to higher education
institutions, the possibility exists for this pogatibn to attend public or private colleges.
However, facing higher costs (i.e., out-of-staiédn) can deter them from continuing their
educational plans. Second, considering the potehtreamic effects of policies banning access
to ISRT for UIS, the research evaluates the paditgcts on school drop out rates among
unauthorized immigrants. The lack of real oppattes to attend higher education might
demotivate secondary UIS, thus prompting them op dwut of school. Finally, the research
estimates the effects of banning ISRT access f8rdsl the enrollment of citizens and legal
residents in higher education.

To answer the research questions a multivariatessgn difference-in-differences
identification strategy is advanced through thestauttion of a natural quasi-experiment using
as the main data source the American Communityeurifhe research finds significant
negative policy effects on the college attendaatesrof Hispanic foreign-born non-citizens who
are highly likely to be unauthorized immigrantpmlicy states compared to their peers in non-
policy states. The results also indicate that ajtbe groups analyzed, policies have mainly
affected recent high school graduates. With regadtopping out of school, no-statistically

significant evidence was found to support tgpdthesis of dynamic effects of the policies on



the enrollment of unauthorized immigrants in se@geducation. This research finds no
evidence of college attendance benefits for U.$n-bdizens associated with the ISRT policy,
save for suggestive evidence for a subgroup ofiBhaen. Suggestive evidence of moderate

benefits among two subgroups of naturalized ciszsralso found.
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Chapter |

The purpose of this research is to study the effetbanning access to in-state resident
tuition (ISRT) and other state financial benefikg Ischolarships and grants for unauthorized
immigrant students (UIS).Public policy providing or restricting accesI8RT) and other
higher education benefits for this group has beselbped within a diverse and complex
environment in the United States. Influenced lefal laws and ultimately defined by
policymakers at the state level, legislation os tesue has been the product of a wide array of
social, economic, and political conditions in eatdte. Not surprisingly, as a result of the
differentiated conditions among states and therdevaature of the relationship between the
federal and state governments, a spectrum of pslitave been adopted, which range from the
total prohibition of access to public postsecondastitutions for UIS to the provision of not
only ISRT, but also private and state-funded grant$ scholarships to this population.

The ISRT theme has reached the federal and staggrguent agendas on multiple occasions for
more than a decade (Frum, 2007; National Confereh&tate Legislatures, 2011a, 2014b;
Olivas, 2004, 2009). Although there are no fedenak that explicitly prohibit the admission of
UIS to higher education, federal legislation matkesn ineligible for federal financial aid and
conditions their access to state financial aider€&fore, under federal provisions, UIS wanting to
pursue postsecondary studies have to pay out-t&f-stidion no matter how long they have
resided in the state and have no access to amyfstahcial help unless the same state benefits
are given to every other citizen even if they ava-state residents (IIRIRA, 1996; Olivas, 2004;

PRWORA, 1996). In an extreme scenario, even thassion of UIS to higher education public

! “The unauthorized resident immigrant populatiodé$ined as all foreign-born non-citizens
who are not legal residents. Most unauthorizediezgs either entered the United States without
inspection or were admitted temporarily and stgyast the date they were required to leave"
(U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 2012, p.2).



institutions can be declared illegal by the statelsigher education institutions. This type of
policy is in stark contrast with the treatment timatst be provided by public institutions in the
previous level of education to this group of peogdlethe case of K-12 education, unauthorized
immigrants have a constitutional right to recenstiuction at public institutions in the U.S. In
Plyler v. Doethe Supreme Court ruled that public schools ap&ipited from denying access to
public education for immigrant students based @ir iilnmigration status Plyler v. Dog"

1982). Also, schools are prohibited from chargimgm costs that are not charged to other
students. To be sure, undocumented students milusteato state laws governing compulsory
school attendance. Regarding postsecondary edachtwever, UIS face very different
conditions.

At the federal level, the issue was first framethwi two bills dealing with broad topics,
immigration and noncitizen eligibility for federpublic assistance programs in 1996. The
lllegal Immigration Reform and Immigration Respdnlksty Act (IIRIRA) indicates that states
are not able to provide a higher education bebabed on residency to unauthorized immigrants
unless the same benefit is provided to all U.Szaniis, regardless of residency (IIRIRA, 1996).
Additionally, through the Personal ResponsibilindaNork Opportunity Act (PRWORA),
Section 401, Congress conditioned the access &depublic benefits, including postsecondary
education financial assistance, exclusively to ¢lfggialified aliens” legally present in the
country (PRWORA, 1996). Finally, in 2008, the Ul®partment of Homeland Security,
Immigration and Customs Enforcement clarified thatenrollment of UIS in public
postsecondary institutions does not violate fedexa] it is a decision of the states, and a
decision of the institutions if no state law exi&Mivas, 2009; Russell, 2011). Under this

scenario, the possibility of unauthorized immigsanéving access to ISRT and other state



educational benefits has depended on the stassiofence and its interpretation of federal
immigration legislation as well as the state regjoiaof the higher education system (Olivas,
2004, 2009).

Regardless of federal government legislation, umaized immigrants’ access to higher
education benefits funded with state resourcegsatross states. Table 1 presents the states
that have advanced any type of measure on this.td}s of Summer 2014, sixteen states—
California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, lllispiKansas, Maryland, Minnesota, Nebraska,
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Oregon, Texagh Hind Washington—allow access to
ISRT for unauthorized immigrants through statedigion. Five of those states—California,
Minnesota, New Mexico, Texas, and Washington—adidily allow unauthorized students to
receive state financial aid in the form of schdigrs and grants. Four states—Hawalii,
Michigan, Oklahoma, and Rhode Island—through Badirdegents’ decisions have also open
the possibility for unauthorized immigrants to paystate tuition rates. On the other hand, six
states—Avrizona, Colorado, Georgia, Indiana, Montanad Ohio—have enacted laws banning
UIS from receiving ISRT and any other type of sfatancial aid: Two states, Arizona and
Montana, approved ISRT prohibition by referendunt,the measure in Montana was later
overturned by a District Couft.Finally, the most extreme measures have been take
Alabama and South Carolina where the enrolimenmafithorized immigrants in state higher
education institutions is prohibited (Education Goission of the States; Institute of Higher
Education Law and Governance, 2014b; National Genfse of State Legislatures, 2014b).

The intensity of debate is captured not only byrthmber of states that enacted laws on

2 Colorado banned the access to ISRT for UIS in 2@6evoked the measure in 2013.



Table 1
In-state Tuition Access for Unauthorized ImmigramysState as of Summer 2014

State Action Year Notes
Adopted
Allow In-state  California A.B. 540 2001  Allow also state financaati
tuition rates
Texas H.B. 1403 2001  Allow also state financidl a
New York  S.B. 7784 2002
Utah H.B. 144 2002
lllinois H.B. 60 2003
Oklahoma  S.B. 546 2003  In 2007 the measure wadkee and left the decision of allowing or
banning ISRT to the Board of Regents.
Washington H.B. 1079 2003  Allow also state finahaid
Kansas H.B. 2145 2004
New Mexico S.B. 582 2005  Allow also state financial aid
Nebraska L.B. 239 2006
Wisconsin  A.B. 75 2009 Repealedin 2011
Connecticut H.B. 6390 2011
Maryland S.B. 167 2011  Apply only for communitlleges. Enacted on May 10, 2011 and
suspended on July 22, 2011. Approved on Novemp20 B by
referendum.
Rhode S.5.0 2011  Established by the Board of Goverrmrsifgher Education
Island
Colorado S.B. 13-033 2013
Hawaii n.a. 2013 Established by Hawaii's Boar&Refjents
Michigan n.a. 2013  Established by University aEMgan's Board of Regents.
Minnesota  S.F. 1236 2013  Allow also state finahaid
New Jersey S. 2479 2013
Oregon H.B. 2787 2013
Florida Fla. Stat. 8§ 2014

1009.26




Table 1 (Cont.)

State Action Year Notes
Adopted
Ban In-state  Arizona Proposition 2006  Approved by referendum
tuition rates 300
Colorado H.B. 1023 2006  Revoked in 2013
Georgia S.B. 492 2008  Since 2011, UIS are notitéebto any institution in the University
System of Georgia, which did not admit all acadethyoqualified
applicants during the two previous years.
Indiana H.B. 1402 2011
Ohio H.B. 153 2011
Montana H.B. 638/ 2012  Approved by referendum on November 6, 201#Bdhe law went into
L.R. 121 effect, its constitutionality was challenged in toarts. Overturned by a
District Court on June 2014.
Prohibit South H.B. 4400 2008
enrollment Carolina
Alabama H.B. 56 2011

Sources(Education Commission of the States; Institutéligher Education Law and Governance, 2014a, 20ildbpnal
Conference of State Legislatures, 2014a, 2014b).



the issue, but additionally by state legislatuhes have considered legislation in recent years.
During the 2010 legislative sessions, eight biikst would have allowed UIS to receive in-state
tuition rates were considered in five states, lmntenpassed. In the 2011 session, the number of
bills introduced rose to 19 involving legislativedies in at least 12 states. Only two of these
bills became law. On the other hand, during 2A@80states discussed 26 bills banning access to
in-state tuition for UIS, none of which passed.2011, 13 states considered 22 bills with the
same purpose, four of which passed (National Cenfe of State Legislatures, 2011b).
Updated information, offered by the National Imnaigon Law Center, shows that during 2013
state legislative sessions, 62 bills in 23 statesevintroduced seeking to improve access to
higher education for UIS, making them eligible IBRT, scholarships, and financial aid. During
the same legislative year, however, 11 bills restrgy UIS access to postsecondary education
were introduced in 8 states (National Immigrati@awiCenter, 2013).

The discussion around the eligibility of UIS to g®RT has become important, among
other factors, because the number of people patgnéiffected by the measure. According to
the most recent estimate available from the Pewaiig Center, 11.7 million unauthorized
immigrants were living in the United States as @frbh 2012, a half million people less than in
2007 (Passel, Cohn, & Gonzalez-Barrera, 2013). Agrthis population is a group identified as
the “1.5 immigrant generatiofy"which consists of foreign-born children that wbreught by
their parents to the United States and have grgwin the country. An estimation of the impact
of this group of immigrants on the present andreidemand for higher education in the U.S.,

projected by the Migration Policy Institute, showhdt in 2012, 140,000 unauthorized

3 First-generation immigrants are those who deadaigrate to U.S. and second-generation
immigrants are the children of first-generation ilgrants who born in this country.
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immigrants were enrolled in college; 390,000 waghtschool graduates or had a GED; and
800,000 were enrolled in K-12 institutions (Batad Mittelstadt, 2012).

It is estimated that of the 65,000 UIS who annugilyduate from high school, only about
5 to 10 percent enroll in postsecondary educatusgell, 2011) while the percent for U.S.
recent high school completers was 66.2% in 2012i¢gNal Center for Educational Statistics,
2014). UIS as a whole exhibit lower educationiatteents in comparison to other groups with
different citizenship statuses. In 2008 40% ofutharized immigrants ages 18-24 had not
completed high school while among legal immigrahis category represented only 15% and
just 8% among U.S.-born residents. Among thos24L8inauthorized immigrants who
graduated from high school, about a half (49%) virei@llege or had attended college; the
percentage of legal immigrants was higher at 768cfanU.S.-born residents reached 71%
(Passel & Cohn, 2009). Among the factors that@&rdbw educational achievements of UIS
are: (1) the unfavorable economic conditions fa¢hegr families (Fortuny, Capps, & Passel,
2007; Lépez, 2010; Passel & Cohn, 2009); (2) tiyh lebsts of attending postsecondary
education (Abrego & Gonzales, 2010; Lopez, 201 @) the undocumented status which
prevents them from enrolling in higher educatioograms, being eligible for ISRT and other
state financial aid, and qualifying for federallyntied help (Biswas, 2005; Ruge & Iza, 2005;
Salinas, 2006). The magnitude of the number of grEluating from high school and facing
difficulties to continue in the education pipelipet the issue of college access for this
population on the public policy agenda (Biswas,2@ougherty, Nienhusser, & Vega, 2010;

Olivas, 2004).



The relevance of the topic is clearly suggestethbyintense debate in state legislatures
and the number of people affected by the laws edaeind yet the factual information available
to guide policymakers’ decisions is, at best, inptate.

Statement of the Problem

Research on the empirical effects of state legmsighat defines the access to ISRT and
other higher education benefits for UIS is scatggisting works essentially focus on analyzing
the effects of laws providing access to ISRT, nathan on those laws that forbid it (Chin &
Juhn, 2011; Cojoc, 2010; Dickson & Pender, 2018rdd, 2010a, 2010b; Flores & Horn, 2010;
Kaushal, 2008; Nores, 2010; Potochnick, 2014). Siwt period of time that the legislation has
been in effect (Chin & Juhn, 2011), which is evlarger for the group of laws limiting access to
benefits, and the difficult identification of thedocumented population (Kaushal, 2008), largely
explain the lack of empirical research. Becausthede limitations, the policymaking process
has been hindered by the lack of scientific analyddhe effects of UIS access to and restriction
from ISRT. Research on this issue would informqyohnd practice enriching the policy
process and hopefully leading to data-driven dentsnaking by policymakers and voters as
well.

Purpose of the Study

This research examines the effects of state lawsibg access to ISRT and other
educational benefits for UIS in five states: AriapColorado, Georgia, Indiana, and Ohio.
Chiefly, it measures the overall effect of denyiBRT policies implemented between 2005-
2012.

Three potential effects are evaluated. Firststhdy estimates the policy effects on the

enrollment of UIS in higher education. Becausepbkcy does not deny access to higher



education institutions to unauthorized studentsréquires that they pay out-of-state tuition
rates, the possibility exists for those studentsaaly enrolled to keep attending public or private
colleges and universities. However, facing higtasts can deter students from continuing their
educational plans.

Second, considering the potential dynamic effetimobcies banning access to ISRT for
UIS, the research evaluates the effects of ISRiCipslon the school dropout behavior of UIS.
The dynamic effects of the policy are based ondka that the lack of real opportunities to
attend higher education, among other factors, deates UIS from attending secondary
schools, prompting them to drop out of school (Ghiduhn, 2011).

Finally, the research estimates the effects of mgniSRT access for UIS on the
enrollment of citizens and legal residents in hrgegiucation institutions. One of the arguments
of opponents to ISRT initiatives is that giving LA8cess to these benefits harms U.S. citizens
and legal residents who have to face a greater et for the limited places and financial aid
at state universities and colleges constraineddig sunding (Connolly, 2005; FAIR, 2003;
National Conference of State Legislatures, 2014aplain words, the gains obtained by UIS
would represent losses for U.S. citizens and |legmtents producing a trade-off in terms of
access between the two groups: undocumented ensgtand legal residents. Using the same
logic but in the opposite direction, the study ea#ds the impact of denying UIS access to in-
state tuition on the enrollment of citizens andalagsidents at higher education institutions.
Resear ch Questions

This study seeks to answer three research questions

Research question 1. How did the prohibition aiess to ISRT and state financial aid to

UIS affect their college-participation rates durthg period analyzed (2005-2012)7?



Research question 2. How did the prohibition aiess to ISRT and state financial aid to
UIS affect their school dropout behavior during flegiod analyzed (2005-2012)?

Research question 3. How did the prohibition @iess to ISRT and state financial aid to
UIS affect the college-participation rates of Uitizens and legal residents during the period
analyzed (2005-2012)?

Significance of the Study

The issue of access to ISRT and other publicalhgdéa higher education benefits for UIS
has been framed by the distribution of powers bebitbe federal government and the states
under a federalist system of government. Underdahiangement, higher education policy has
traditionally been a matter left to the statesdoide. However, in the case of ISRT for UIS the
topic is also intersected by immigration, primaalyederal government issue. This situation has
created an environment of uncertainty for statecyp makers, in part because of the ambiguity
of the federal government on the issue of accekSRad for UIS.

In 2001 the Development, Relief, and Educationdien Minors Act, known as the
DREAM Act was introduced for first time in CongresEhe bill’'s aim was to provide a pathway
to citizenship and work authorization for 1.5 imnaigt generation people (i.e., foreign-born
children brought by their parents to the U.S. tieate grown up in the country) identified also as
DREAMers, who fulfill some requirements regardirnggeaeducational attainments, time in the
United States, and good moral character, amongo{tBREAM Act,” 2001). Despite the
bipartisan support that the initiative has enjogre@imultiple times it has been introduced, it has
failed to become federal law, regardless of whiattypcontrolled Congress (Olivas, 2009). The
most recent version, DREAM Act 2013, was approvethie U.S. Senate as part of the Border

Security, Economic Opportunity, and Immigration Magization Act of 2013, a comprehensive
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immigration reform introduced by a bipartisan grafight senators (Gang of Eight), which
also has received the support of President Bard&aa@. As in previous versions of the bill, the
DREAM Act 2013 keeps the decision of allowing onbeng access to ISRT in the hands of
states legislatures ("Border Security, Economic @pmity, and Immigration Modernization
Act," 2013).

As shown above, the topic of ISRT for UIS has bean of the policy agenda at both the
federal and state levels, with multiple proposalgitng emerged, and some of them having been
effectively adopted and implemented in differeates. Policy research on every stage of the
process has been conducted (Dougherty et al., Zdf&s, 2010a, 2010b; Flores & Horn, 2010;
Flores & Oseguera, 2009; McLendon, Mokher, & Flp28l1; Reich & Mendoza, 2008;
Sanders, 2010; Sponsler, 2011; Thangasamy, 200ga¥a2011). However, the policy
evaluation stage has only been partially studiedesit has focused exclusively on the effects of
the group of policies enacted for improving aced#sdIS to higher education. The evaluation of
states’ policies restricting or forbidding acces$3RT and other education benefits for UIS,
conversely, has not received enough attentiora doenario of continuous change where laws
enacted to handle the policy problem, both thoppating and restraining access to ISRT, are
threatened by the introduction of opposing bill®grchallenges in the courts, and where some
states have failed repeatedly to advance initiatimesither direction, the availability of
information accounting for the educational effedtpolicies banning access to ISRT for UIS
will contribute to the future development of thdipp.

This research adds to the limited scholarship uguantitative methods to study the
effects of ISRT policies for UIS. The results po®/new knowledge to be used by decision

makers, stakeholders, interest groups and polegarehers interested on the issue of ISRT for
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UIS. In the case of ISRT policies restricting #oeess to higher education for UIS, but not
prohibiting the enrollment of this group of peoglegre is an implied assumption: UIS could
attend a postsecondary education institution witigowrernment-funded financial aid.
Additionally, one of the common arguments of thpmarters of these restrictive policies is that
giving access to ISRT and other education benfgiitslIS is detrimental to natives and
naturalized citizens. This research provides neamkedge, based on systematic analysis, on
how the group of policies banning access to ISRTUi®, have affected the higher education
enrollment of both unauthorized immigrants andzettis as well as the enrollment of the former
group in secondary education.

The current political environment with the approghthe DREAM Act 2013 as part of
the Border Security, Economic Opportunity, and lquation Modernization Act by the Senate
(S.744), the introduction of the House of Represtirds version of the same Act (H.R.15), and
the support of Obama administration to pass imrimnaeform, make it highly likely that the
issue of access to in-state resident tuition ahdratducation benefits for unauthorized
immigrants will gain momentum in the states ledigles even if Congress fails to define a
pathway to citizenship. In a scenario with immigra reform approval, those states that
previously have used the lack of jurisdictionalrauity to legislate on the topic will have to
resume the discussion and define if the newly teged provisional immigrants will have access
to state education benefits (Olivas, 2009). Addidilly, those states that have already
implemented ISRT policies may be pressured to eetvie current law. On the other hand, if
Congress fails to pass immigration reform, curtegrids suggest that the issue will continue to
appear on state legislative agendas. In any skteeenarios, the availability of unbiased,

systematic, and reliable information about the@fef ISRT policies is fundamental for future
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state decisions on the topic of access to educataia benefits for unauthorized immigrant
students.

This dissertation comprises of five chapters. @éral presents a review of scholarship
on the effects of access to ISRT for unauthoripahigrants. The chapter also presents the
theoretical framework as well as the hypothesed tmethis research. Chapter Ill describes the
research design, including a description of datacas, sample employed, analytical strategy,
and the empirical model. Descriptive analysisjifigs, and robustness tests are analyzed in
Chapter IV. Finally, Chapter V presents the fimgdimliscussion, research limitations, and policy

recommendations.
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Chapter I1

Review of the Literature and Theor etical Framewor k

The Scholarship on the Effects of ISRT for UIS Policy

This chapter discusses how the study of the efftddiSRT policies has been advanced,
principal findings in the literature, and what gapshe literature still remain. The studies
presented below are classified into three categ@oeording to the aggregation level of the
effect analyzed: multiple states overall effectfedentiated state effects, and effects on
particular institutions. The first category isrfed of those studies that group several states that
implemented ISRT policies and searched for aveoageall effects. The differentiated state
effects category includes those studies that sealentify particular effects for each state or for
subgroups of states with common characteristi@sallly, those studies examining the effects on
specific higher education institutions are reviewethe last category. All the reviews highlight
the quantitative methods technique, the data spanzkthe statistically significant findings of
the studies.

Multiple states overall effect. Kaushal (2008) published the first scientific work
studying the effects of ISRT policies on the ediocet! outcomes of UIS. The study estimated
the effects of policies implemented in ten stab@sa national sample of Mexican young adults
who exhibit a high probability of being undocumehgand yet meet the conditions defined by
state laws to receive benefits. Also, the reseastimated the potential negative effects of the
policy on the academic outcomes of U.S.-born sttedefhe author used a subset of the Current
Population Survey known as the Monthly Outgoinga®on Group Files for the period 1997-
2005. Using multivariate regression models withstgr-robust standard errors, the author found

that access to ISRT rates for Mexican young adwh®, were highly likely to be both
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undocumented and beneficiaries of the policiesemsed the college enrollment and education
of this population. In short, using the samplg@iing Mexican adults, the policy was associated
with a 31% increase in college enrollment, a 14@tdase in the proportion with at least a high
school diploma, a 37% increase in the proportiai &t least some college education, and a
33% increase in the proportion with a college dedkaushal, 2008). Additionally, the study
showed no-evidence of adverse effects of the palicthe educational outcomes of the U.S.-
born college age population, and positive effeat$he college enrollment of U.S. citizens of
Mexican parentage.

Another early work on the effects of in-state ttipolicies was Chin and Juhn (2011).
The authors sought to determine the overall aveefiget of these laws on the probability of
attending college and the probability of dropping of high school for the young undocumented
non-citizen population. Considering that only sastaes implemented these types of policies
and also that they did it at different times, théhars calibrated a difference-in-differences
model using Ordinary Least Squares. They usedrihgp of states that adopted the law later or
never adopted it as a control group to compare thidke states with earlier adopting dates.
They also used U.S.-born Hispanics as a compagsmp for the undocumented people
targeted by the policy. The sources of informatised by Chin and Juhn (2011) were the
American Community Survey for 2001-2005 and the®005. Census. As in the Kaushal
(2008) study, the authors had to work with a preasgiable for the policy’s target population.
The proxy is the group of foreign-born Hispaniciinduals who were not citizens and were
highly likely beneficiaries of the in-state tuitidtews. The statistical results reported by Chin
and Juhn (2011) were, in general, not significadifierent from zero, meaning that the in-state

tuition laws had no-effect on the probability ofesiding college and the probability of dropping
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out of high school for UIS. The only significamisult found was the effect of the policy on the
probability of enroliment for older Mexican menesg22-24 years.

Unlike Chin and Juhn (2011), positive and statalycsignificant results were found by
Flores (2010b), who sought to estimate the effet$RT policies on the higher education
enrollment odds of Latino individuals likely to bedocumented who lived in the group of nine
states that had implemented the law up until 2008xas, California, Utah, New York,
Washington, Oklahoma, lllinois, Kansas, and New Mex The study also used the differences-
in-differences, but the primary data source use#lbges (2010b) was the Merged Outgoing
Rotation Group Files, a data subset from the CtuPepulation Survey representative at the
national and state levels. The period of analysis 1998 to 2005 and the control group
consisted of the foreign-born non-citizen Latin@plation in states without policies granting
access to ISRT for UIS. The research found pasdivd statistically significant effects of the
tuition policies on the odds of UIS being enrolirdan institution of higher education. The
complete model showed that Latino individuals whelaghly likely to be undocumented living
in those states with in-state tuition for UIS wé&rg4 times more likely than not of attending a
higher education institution after the implemermtatof the policy compared to the same
population in the rest of the states without tlgpetof policy. Finally, the author found no
statistically significant effects on the college@ment of three underrepresented minority
groups that were U.S. citizens—Latinos, African Aitens, and Asians.

The last work analyzing an overall single effecpoficies granting ISRT for UIS
focused on effects on the likelihood of dropping ofuhigh school among young Mexican
foreign-born non-citizens. Following previous sas] Potochnick (2014) implemented a

difference-in-differences strategy using data ftbe Current Population Survey (1998-2011).
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The author found that the policy caused a stasibyisignificant reduction of eight percentage
points in the proportion of young Mexican (16-1®sgunauthorized immigrants that drop out of
high school.

Differentiated state effects. The four studies reviewed above relied on the aptom
that the policy had the same effect across akkstaCojoc (2010) claimed that because of the
large variation in the difference between resigem nonresident tuition rates charged by public
higher education institutions, the effects of t8&T policies for UIS differ across states. Using
multivariate regression and monthly data from therént Population Survey from 1997 to 2008
and working with a sample of young adult non-citigérom Mexico, the author confirmed his
hypothesis of differentiated effects across staldserefore, out of the nine states studied, the
introduction of this policy had the largest impantcollege enroliment of non-citizen Mexican
immigrants in California (44% increase), Texas (28%ease), and Washington (89% increase).
On the other hand, in Oklahoma and Nebraska tls¢aite-tuition policy resulted in non-citizen
Mexicans dropping out of college. The remainiragest (lllinois, Kansas, New Mexico and
Utah) exhibited negligible effects on the collegeadiment of the target population. The
findings obtained by Cojoc showed additional deéferes between other groups. The policy
doubled the odds of college enroliment for oldedasumented immigrants (ages 21 to 22) while
the younger group (ages 18 to 20) was less resgoiwsihe policy with a 15% increase.
Differences by sex and marital status showed tiepblicy affected men’s enrollment
positively and women’ negatively, and had highepatt on single than on married men.
Finally, the author found that granting ISRT to Wi&d no-effects on the college attendance of

U.S. citizens except for those with Mexican parewtsich exhibited a positive effect.
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An additional two studies looking at state levdéefs are Flores (2010a) and Flores and
Chapa (2009). Similar to Flores (2010b), both ietsidsed logistic regression to estimate
differences-in-differences models. Flores (20X0alised on the Texas case while Flores and
Chapa (2009) focused on the group of all statesitif@emented the policy before 2006. Both
studies used as their primary data source the MeBy#going Rotation Group Files of the
Current Population Survey, and Flores (2010a) cemphted it with institutional data from the
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board.

In the study by Flores (2010a) the control or congea group consisted of five states in
the Southwest that shared with Texas some demagragdonomic, and institutional
characteristics relevant to the study of in-statigon laws for UIS. Analyzing the period 1998-
2004, the author found that Latino foreign-born+egizen students, which were highly likely to
be undocumented, were more likely to enroll inghkr education institution after Texas
adopted the policy. The strongest effect of poimplementation was on older high school
graduates (ages 21 to 24), reported to be 4.84tmwe likely to be enrolled than those in the
control group. The study also found that the papoih targeted by the policy tended to enroll
more in community colleges rather than in four-yi@atitutions. There were increasing yearly
effects of the policy from 2001 to 2003, but naeefffor 2004, and the effect of the policy on
college enroliment odds was captured particulaylyhie target population, i.e., Latino UIS, and
not by all Latinos or U.S.-citizen Latinos.

In another state level study, Flores and Chapa9P@iaimed that in-state tuition policies
can differ among states depending on state-levéésent migration patterns. Therefore, the
authors sought to study the effect of this polityhe ten states that had implemented it as of

2006, differentiating them by Latino migration $&ttent patterns. Three regions were
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considered—traditional, new non-Southern, and Smathatino destinations in the United
States. Controlling for demographic and economara&tteristics, the findings suggested that the
policies implemented in those states seen asitaditsettlements of Latino population had a
significant impact on the enrollment of Latino faye-born students. They were 1.69 times more
likely to enroll in a higher education institutitimn their peers in states with similar Latino
migration patterns, but without the policy.

On the other hand, states experiencing new Latiigoation settlements (i.e. new non-
Southern states) seemed to have no-significanttedfethe enrollment of Latino foreign-born
students after the implementation of the policyc@®pared to similar states without the policy.
Finally, after the implementation of the policyettarget population in the traditional Latino
destination region had a higher probability of éimrg than did the same population in the
Southern states without an ISRT policy. Thus, theye 1.79 times more likely to be enrolled in
an institution of higher education.

Institutional case study effects. Dickson and Pender (2013) and Nores (2010) studied
the effects of granting in-state tuition to nonzghs (including unauthorized immigrants) using
administrative data from higher education institn§ in Texas. Through a quasi-experimental
design and using information from five public unsiéies, the first study found that the
reduction in the education cost generated by thartgplemented in 2001 in Texas produced: (1)
large and positive (11 and 18 percentage poineas®) significant effects on the probability of
enrollment of non-citizens accepted at two pubigtitutions that already served a large number
of Hispanics; (2) no significant effects on theaiment probability of non-citizens accepted to
state flagship universities; (3) significant bupopite results (+15 and -2 percentage points) at

two universities when the sample was limited topdisc students. The authors tested the
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robustness of their results using an alternatieeifipation model (including fixed year effects)
and a non-linear estimation technique (probit regjan), finding no significant differences.

Like Dickson and Pender(2013), Nores (2010) alsdyaed the effects of Texas’
legislation, but focused on a different educatiangcome. The author used administrative data
from two public universities to evaluate if prowvidi ISRT access for UIS affected students’ first
major choices. The results provided strong evidehat the policy affected not only the non-
citizens students’ decisions, but also those mgdetbrnational students. In both of the
institutions studied, international students sigaifitly shifted away from science, engineering,
and math towards social sciences fields, with lglalver private economic returns to
investment in education.

Texas in 2001 and New York in 2002 were two offtrst states passing laws giving
access to ISRT rates for UIS; this fact makes sspgae to advance the analysis of education
issues that involve long periods of time. Flored Blorn (2010) and Conger and Chellman
(2013) exploited this condition to compare the parfance of UIS beneficiaries of ISRT
policies to those of their legal immigrant andzsta peers. The first study examined the college
persistence patterns among UIS paying ISRT ratesfafur years of enrollment in the most
selective higher education institution in Texase Thniversity of Texas at Austin. Using
institutional information from admitted and enrallstudents in 2004 who were beneficiaries of
the policy, and Latino peers who were legal resslen U.S. citizens, the authors sought to
identify differences in college persistence betwientwo groups. The analytic strategy used in
this study was a Cox proportional hazard regressiich is a variant of survival analysis.

Flores and Horn (2010) found non-significant diffieces in the persistence patterns between
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UIS granted with ISRT and their Latino legal or UcBizens peers—students in both groups
exhibited similar retention rates during each ohgewven semesters after enrollment.

In the second study, Conger and Chellman (2013pened the academic achievements
of undocumented students enrolled in the UrbaneQellSystem in New York between 1999 and
2004 to those who were legal immigrants, permaresitlents, and U.S. citizens. The results
showed that even though undocumented studentveelcen average less financial aid and
exhibited a lower probability of full time enrollmg they earned higher GPAs and higher
completion rates than resident U.S. citizens ai@sate degree programs. Undocumented
students, however, had the worst record in ternimohelor program completion rates. All the
performance differences among the students bas#teordocumentation status were
statistically significant even when the authorstoarfor demographic and academic
characteristics.

Summary of theliteraturereview. This review sought to achieve three goals: to
determine how the study of the effects of poligesnting in-state tuition rates for
undocumented students has developed; to idengfyndin findings of these studies; and to
define the gaps in the study of this public polidy reach these objectives, the previous section
provides the review of 11 studies classified ireéhcategories according to the level of the
policy effects analyzed—overall single effects agnamultiple states, differentiated state effects,
and patrticular institutional effects. This sectamtomplishes the goals based on the above
review and summarizes methodological issues, confimdimgs, and gaps in the scholarship on
ISRT policy effects.

Methods issues. Methodologically, a distinguishing characteristfdloe studies

analyzing the effects of giving access to in-staiton rates for UIS has been to only merely
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estimate the population targeted by the policy,(LdS). Because no United States government
agency directly registers undocumented migrant [adjom (Passel, 2005), studies that have
measured the overall effects of the policy on aigrof states or on a state level of analysis have
had to work with samples that are highly likelyb® undocumented (Chin & Juhn, 2011; Cojoc,
2010; Flores, 2010a, 2010b; Flores & Chapa, 20@2skal, 2008; Potochnick, 2014). On the
other hand, three of the four studies that examihegolicy effects at the institutional level
precisely identified UIS through the use of spectdministrative databases that report the
students served by the policy (Conger & Chellm&4,3 Flores & Horn, 2010; Nores, 2010).
Even though the remaining study also worked atrib#tutional level of analysis, it used an
imperfect treatment group consisted of non-citiazehgh may include individuals who fulfill

the policy requirements as well as individuals vahe not covered by the measure (Dickson &
Pender, 2013).

The most common source of information among thdissuclassified in the two first
categories—multiple states overall effect and d#feiated state effects—was the Merged
Outgoing Rotation Groups Files version of the CairRopulation Survey. The complete
monthly version of this survey was used by onénefdtudies. The American Community
Survey, modeled after the Census of PopulationHmgsing and fully implemented since 2005,
was used as the primary data source for one studiasa complementary source of information
in another one. The shared property of the daesbasployed is that they registered individual
characteristics that permit the data to be combinedich a way as to approximately identify the
study sample as close as possible to the undocedhpopulation potentially served by the in-

state tuition policy. Among characteristics comnoill the studies is the origin of the
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individuals potentially affected by the policy—Héapc, Latino or Mexican non-citizens. This is
because they are the ethnic groups with highe$igibty of being undocumented.

Regarding statistical methods, the difference-ifedences identification strategy was the
most popular among being employed in six of thegexestudies reviewed (Chin & Juhn, 2011;
Dickson & Pender, 2013; Flores, 2010a, 2010b; Bl&&€hapa, 2009; Potochnick, 2014).
Multivariate regression analysis was used in tistadies (Cojoc, 2010; Kaushal, 2008; Nores,
2010) and it was also used to validate the findofgenother (Conger & Chellman, 2013). Only
one study used Cox proportional hazard regrestibecause of the singular type of effects it
sought to measure, college persistence differenewgeen UIS beneficiaries of the in-state
tuition policy and Latino peers who were legal desits or U.S. citizens (Flores & Horn, 2010).

Common significant measured effects. The main conclusion in terms of the effects of
policies giving access to in-state tuition ratasdéS, based on the existing scholarship, is that
this type of policy has produced positive and statally significant effects on the educational
outcomes of students highly likely to be undocuradntThe enroliment probability of this
population has been the most common indicator arttwagtudies (Cojoc, 2010; Dickson &
Pender, 2013; Flores, 2010a, 2010b; Flores & Ch2(29; Kaushal, 2008). Also, those studies
that measured the effect of the policies on legahigrants or U.S. citizens groups found, in
general, no harmful effects on the enrollment cafdtese individuals at postsecondary
institutions (Cojoc, 2010; Flores, 2010a, 2010bystel, 2008). Focusing on more specific
groups, however, Cojoc (2010) and Flores (2010andaespectively, a positive effect on U.S.
citizens with Mexicans parents and a negative, maidesffect on Black U.S. citizens.

The works that compared the academic performanweeka ISRT recipients and legal

immigrants, permanent residents, and U.S. citifieaisno major differences. Despite the harder
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conditions faced by the UIS since their legal #athiey performed similar and even better in the
majority of indicators examined (Conger & ChellmaA13; Flores & Horn, 2010).

It also follows from the literature review that theare multiple factors that make the
effects of in-state tuition policy distinguishaldbeeach state and institution. The variability in
the amount of subsidy granted (i.e., the differdpetveen out-of-state tuition and in-state
tuition), the time that the population has beenoseg to the policy, the undocumented migration
settlement patterns, and institutional particukesitamong other factors, play key roles in
properly identifying the real impact of in-statétitan access for UIS at disaggregated units of
analysis.

Thegap in theliterature. The evident gap in the study of the educationaat$f of in-
state tuition policies is the lack of analysislodse state laws that ban the access to ISTR for
UIS. Despite the significant number of undocumemepulation living in these states, the
effects of the in-state tuition laws enacted inzAria and Colorado in 2006, Georgia in 2008,
and Indiana and Ohio in 2011 have not been studigtike the laws enacted in South Carolina
in 2008 and Alabama in 2011, which prohibited W& enrolling in state’s colleges or
universities, the laws merely banning access state tuition for UIS leave the higher education
gates still open to this population, but at a higtest. These costs can make higher education
prohibitive for many UIS and produce the same tegthkt those laws implemented in South
Carolina and Alabama presumably sought (i.e., harentire access to higher education for this
population). The real educational effects of bagraccess to ISRT for UIS on this population

as well as on naturalized and native citizens ak®mown. It is in the direction of measuring

* According to the Pew Research Center the estimatadthorized immigrant populations in the
five states summed around 1.2 million people in®2@&presenting 11% of the total unauthorized
population in the country (Passel & Cohn, 2011).
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those effects, analyzing them, and studying tmeplications to guide informed public policy
that this study adds to the current scholarshiphantopic.
Theoretical Framework

Human capital theory indicates that investmeniseiople produce economic benefits to
individuals as well as society (Sweetland, 1996ince the pioneering works of this theory
during the early 1960s, education has been coreidare of the most worthwhile investments in
human capital along with health and job training¢Ber, 1962, 1993; Shultz, 1963). According
to human capital theory, these investments enhadoaduals’ “mental and physical abilities,”
which at the same time enhance their productivitya market economy, the productivity
differentials of different human capital investmeetisions result in lifetime earnings
differentials where higher investments are rewarttieosugh higher earnings (Becker, 1962).

In the study of schooling decisions where an irdiiai is attempting to determine the
appropriate level of education to acquire, the hucepital model has been used extensively in
both theoretical and empirical works (DesJardinEautkoushian, 2005). Basically, the human
capital model assumes that students are ratioc#&ide makers who compare all monetary and
non-monetary expected direct and indirect costdltihe monetary and non-monetary expected
benefits associated to the educational alternatiiasge to them in order to decide their
education investments (DesJardins & Toutkoushi@f@52Paulsen & Toutkoushian, 2008).

Authors studying the educational decisions of umated immigrants have recognized
that in addition to the usual factors involvedhe tollege decisions of traditional groups, such
as those presented above, unauthorized immigracgspfarticular conditions that must to be
incorporated. For instance, in the analysis olutimarized immigrants’ educational decisions,

incomplete information and uncertain conditionsethby undocumented students make the
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decision to invest in college education even moragex. The lack of means to cover the
payment of tuition and fees or to secure the adoeisancial aid, the deportation risk, and the
fact that after finishing the educational programuadocumented student is not allowed to be
legally hired in the labor market, are some ofuheertain conditions faced by unauthorized
immigrants that should be added to the list of nonetary costs (Chin & Juhn, 2011; Cojoc,
2010; Flores, 2010a, 2010b; Kaushal, 2008).

In the context of the human capital model, the ygsialof the effect of state policies
banning access to ISRT for UIS would exhibit twdegpial scenarios depending on the pre-
policy conditions faced by this group in terms ofess to in-state tuition rates. The first
scenario assumes that UIS did have access to 18R®felbanning policies were implemented.
The lllegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Respibility Act of 1996 banned states from
providing public benefits to unauthorized immigbaised on residence criteria, but Stevenson
(2004) claims that the practice of a “longstandmagjcy of ‘don’t ask, don’t tell” allowed UIS
to have access to ISRT at public colleges evenréasiome states started to enact policies
regulating the issue (pp. 576-577). An additiarglument supporting this assumption is the
administrative arrangement present in some statesainthe lack of a definite state legislation
has left the decision of access to ISRT for Ul8aath institution on a case-by-case basis (Bell
Policy Center, 2005, April) or to the potentialigetrole of bureaucracies making progressive
legislation a benefit to this group (Thangasam@730

Under the first scenario, the implementation ofi@e$ banning access to ISRT for UIS
clearly would mean an increase in the monetarysaafsbostsecondary education paid by this

group moving from paying the lower in-state residertion rates to higher out-of-state or
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international student rates. This would make d@rekarder for unauthorized immigrants to
pursue this level of education.

On the other hand, the second scenario assumgsrdvatus to the enactment of state
legislation banning access to ISRT for UIS, thisugr of people already had no access to this
education benefit. This would reflect the factttbiates interpret federal legislation as
prohibiting them from providing in-state tuition tmdocumented students as was the case across
the country until late 1990s (Romero, 2002). Etreugh with California and Texas progressive
legislation in favor of UIS enacted in 2001 sonaestegislators and governors have departed
from the prohibiting unanimous position, there st states that deny the access to ISRT based
exclusively on the federal legislation (i.e., witthdhe enactment of state laws) primarily because
of section 505 of IIRIRA (1996).

At first glance, under this scenario it seems thatimplementation of policies banning
access to ISRT for UIS would have no-effects onmtin@an capital investment decisions made
by this group given that no-changes in the direahetary costs would take place. The new
policy would just confirm the previous conditionsder which UIS have had to pay out-of-state
tuition rates. However, the new policy actuallgreases both the non-monetary costs as well as
the uncertainty associated with the possibilitacduiring a college education. For instance, the
policy can be perceived by UIS as a signal of adiwesesion towards them on campuses, as an
increase in the risk of deportation, or as a fofrfabeling and discrimination.

Therefore, according to the human capital modedspective of which of the two
scenarios in terms of pre-policy access to ISRTUIS is considered, the ultimate effect of
implementing state policies banning that beneféinsncrease of the expected costs associated

with preparing for, enrolling in, persisting in,cagraduating from college. Thus, it is projected
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that the prohibition of giving access to ISRT fdSUncreases the expected monetary and
nonmonetary costs of attending higher educatiothisrgroup, thus discouraging them from
seeking postsecondary education. Also, negatilieypside effects would be expected on the
enrollment of UIS in secondary education sincelidwe would work as a disincentive for UIS to
graduate from high school given the harder conalstithey have to face to keep advancing in the
education pipeline. On the other hand, becauspdhey has no effects on the monetary costs
of higher education for citizens and naturalizétzens, it is expected that the effect of the

policy on the higher education enrollment of thisup is negligible. However, the possibility of
effects on nonmonetary costs or benefits on cifzsld potentially produce alternative results.

Based on the literature review and the theoretioakiderations stated before, three
hypotheses are proposed:

Hypothesis 1. There are statistically significaagative effects on the college-
participation rate of UIS in the group pblicy statesas result of the prohibition of access to
ISRT and state financial aid to this population.

Hypothesis 2. There are statistically significpositive effects on the school dropout
rate of UIS in the group gfolicy statesas result of the prohibition of access to ISRT stadie
financial aid to this population.

Hypothesis 3.There are no statistically significant effects ba tollege-participation
rate of U.S citizens and legal resident studentesdt of the prohibition of access to ISRT and
state financial aid to UIS in the grouppadlicy states

The following chapter presents the research desighuding data and empirical strategy

used to answer the research questions and telsyplogheses proposed.
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Chapter 111
Resear ch Design

How did the prohibition of access to ISRT and sfatancial aid to UIS affect three educational
outcomes?: (a) the college participation rate &,4b) the school dropout rate among UIS, and
(c) the college patrticipation rate of native antunalized citizens. Drawing mainly on the
research designs of the multiple states overallistypresented in the literature review section
(Chin & Juhn, 2011; Flores, 2010b; Kaushal, 20G&pEhnick, 2014) and building upon some
elements of those studies focused on the estimatidifferentiated state effects (Cojoc, 2010;
Flores, 2010a; Flores & Chapa, 2009), the aim isdtate the independent effects of policies
prohibiting the access to ISRT for UIS on the thedacational outcomes by controlling for
individual and state factors. The following twatens discuss the data and methodology used
in the research. The first of these sections ptegbe data requirements, sources, and sample
criteria employed, while the latter describes thmpeical strategy and defines the regression
model and the variables included.
TheData

Analyzing the effects of ISRT policies on UIS a¢ tate level through quantitative
methods requires two main data properties. Rhstdata must offer the possibility of creating a
proxy variable for the unauthorized immigrant p@tign that overcomes the identification
problem (i.e., that it is not possible to identifiys group of people precisely because no direct
guestions about their legal status are includexhyngovernment’s survey in the U.S. Census)
(B. C. Baker & Rytina, 2013; Hoefer, Rytina, & Bak2011; Passel & Cohn, 2011; Passel et al.,
2013; Passel & Cohn, 2012). And second, the datt assure statistical representation at the

state level and provide enough observations opadipelation of interest (Chin & Juhn, 2011;
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Cojoc, 2010; Flores, 2010a, 2010b; Flores & Chapag; Kaushal, 2008; Lofstrom, Bohn, &
Raphael, 2011).

Data sources. The principal source of information for the presanalysis is the
American Community Survey (ACS) sponsored by th®. @.ensus Bureau, which is considered
a component of a “reengineered” decennial censaated to supply more current information.
The ACS collects detailed information at the indual level on demographic, social, and
economic issues as well as physical and finanbiatacteristics of U.S housing. Based on a
monthly rolling sample of 250,000 addresses natidaewthe sample design and the data
collection process allows the Census Bureau toym®a@dnnual representative data for areas with
a population of 65,000 or more; for areas with sengdopulations, the survey estimates are
based on three and five years periods. Sinceuhmope of this research is to determine the
educational effects of ISRT policy at state letled ACS annual version is employed. This
version of the survey represents a one percentlsashthe total U.S. population and has
included about three million individual records aahy since 2005, the year in which ACS full
implementation began. Although the ACS has a snmaimple size (about 2.5%) than the
decennial census (about 16.7%), it is approximatélyimes larger than the sample size used by
the Annual Social and Economic Supplement (ASES$hefCurrent Population Survey (CPS)
which produces the official statistics on povertythe country (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009).
Because the present analysis focuses on a verifisgebpopulation group (i.e. unauthorized
immigrants), the ACS, having a larger sample sizes preferred over the CPS, which has been
commonly used in previous studies of ISRT polidgets, as shown in the literature review

presented above.
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Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) files containimdjvidual survey records from
the ACS were obtained from the Integrated Publie M&crodata Series (IPUMS-USA) project
at the Minnesota Population Center (Ruggles e@lLD). Additionally, complementary
databases on state unemployment rates and mininagesmwere obtained from the Bureau of
Labor Statistics and the Wage and Hour DivisiothatU.S. Department of Labor, respectively
(Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014; U.S. Departnwéritabor, 2013). Finally, data on in-state
tuition and fees rates at postsecondary educatgtitutions was provided by the College Board.

Sample. The ACS provides two key variables with which tpegximate the population
of main interest in this research, unauthorized ignamts. First, the survey classifies all
individuals according to the place of birth—nath@&n and foreign-born. Second, those
identified as foreign-born are asked about theizen status, resulting three groups—born
abroad of American parents, naturalized citized, @ot a citizen. The intersection of two
characteristics, foreign-born and non-citizenhis basis for construction of the proxy variable
for unauthorized immigrants. Also, the ACS colleatsnigration variables like country of birth
and year of immigration that contribute to the itfgsation strategy of the unauthorized
immigrant population.

In order to include in the analysis individuals ware highly likely unauthorized
immigrants, this group consists of foreign-born sotizens (FBNC) who: (a) entered the U.S.
after 1981, (b) were self identified as Hispan{c3were 15 years old or younger at the moment
of entrance, and (d) were 16-24 age when they wé&zeviewed (Ruggles et al., 2010).

The first condition conforms with the Immigratioreferm and Control Act (IRCA) of
1986, which offered the possibility of applying fegal status to unauthorized immigrants who

could prove their continuous presence in the couwsitrce January 1, 1982 (S. Baker, 1997;
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"IRCA," 1986). Therefore, limiting the sample tmse immigrants who arrived in 1982 and
later, it increases the likelihood of including utfaorized immigrants in the study. Condition (b)
is supported by the fact that among unauthorizedigrants in the U.S., Hispanics represent a
significant majority. Passel and Cohn (2008) ested that 81% of unauthorized immigrants
living in the U.S. in 2008 had come from Latin Anean countries. Also, based on estimates
from the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DH$}Yhe unauthorized population for years
2000 and 2005-2012, on average three quartersanftiorized immigrants living in the U.S.
were born in a Latin American country (B. C. BakeRytina, 2013)°

Condition (c) limits the sample to those individuaiho arrived to the U.S. at school ages
in order to increase the probability of UIS to attat least high school or previous levels of
education in the United States. This has threpqa@as. First, to focus the effect of the policy on
UIS that have been previously served by the U.8catibn system, either primary or secondary
education or both. Second, to take into accouatajrihe most common restrictions that states
allowing access to ISRT for UIS have implementethanpast, which requires UIS beneficiaries
to have graduated from a school in the state. dJ karemphasize the effect of the policy on
those who may exhibit better language and acadeapiacities to enroll in a postsecondary
program by having been exposed for a longer tintee¢dJ.S. culture and language.

Finally, condition (d) covers the age group tydigadefined for educational analyses of
high school and postsecondary education issueslG€l7 and 18-24, respectively). Therefore,
the group of 16-19 year-olds is used to answerdbearch question related to UIS dropping out
of high school, while 18-24 year-olds, defines shenple to study the effects of the policy on the

higher education participation. Another fact thapports the lower age limit of the second

® Figure calculated by the author based on AppeRdirm Baker & Ritina (2013).
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group is that individuals 16 or younger, less t@d&% are enrolled in higher education, while
among 17 year-olds the figure reaches only 2.5%.

The analysis covers the period 2005-2012 becaesavidilability of information. The
ACS was fully implemented in 2005 representing peecent of the total population making
previous smaller sample issues not comparablettordieased since 2005. As of this writing,
the last year of Public Use Microdata Samples (PYpitblished by the Census Bureau is 2012.
M ethodology

To answer the research questions a multivariatessgn difference-in-differences
identification strategy is advanced through thestauttion of a natural quasi-experiment
(Cameron & Trivedi, 2005; Meyer, 1995). The resbharapitalizes on two facts. First, the
enactment during years 2005-2012 of policies bapt®RT for UIS in five states: Arizona,
Colorado, Georgia, Indiana, and Ohio, and secdrednonexistence of these types of state
policies, policies neither allowing ISTR for UISmmanning the enrollment of this population in
public colleges in 29 states and the District ofufibia during the same period. The research
exploits this state-time exogenous variabilityhe tmplementation of policies banning access to
ISRT for UIS to estimate their effect on the thoegcomes of interest.

Since the implementation of the ISRT policies remulted mainly from political,
economic, fiscal, and cultural factors rather ttf@response to changes in the state’s higher
educational outcomes of UIS or US-born people (Deuty et al., 2010; McLendon et al., 2011;
Reich & Mendoza, 2008; Sanders, 2010; Thangasad®y;2/argas, 2011), the state laws
prohibiting ISRT access for unauthorized immigraares considered as an “exogenous source of
variation in the explanatory variable that detemrtine treatment assignment” (Meyer, 1995, p.

151). Therefore, this policy intervention perntlie configuration of a natural quasi-experiment.
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The sample of FBNC Hispanics living in the statéhWSRT restrictions or “policy states”
(Arizona, Colorado, Georgia, Indiana, and Ohia)sed as the treatment group affected by the
policy, while the comparison group consists ofraiksir population group living in the “non-
policy states”, i.e. states that never implemetitedoanning policy or any other state policy
regulating the access to ISRT for UIS between 20652012.

An estimation of the type described above requhasthe time trends of the outcome
variable observed in both groups, treatment andralnvould had been the same in the absence
of the intervention; this condition is known as gaallel trend assumption (Abadie, 2005;
Cameron & Trivedi, 2005; Li, Graham, & Majumdar,12). However, it is not possible to
directly test this assumption because it will ndweknown what would have happened to the
treatment group in a universe without the polidgiention, neither will it be known what
would have happened to the comparison group iptiey had been implemented in their states
simply because these two scenarios do not exist.

Fortunately, there are indirect alternatives tduai@ the validity of the parallel
assumption. Chin and Juhn proposed using a savhplspanic legal residents, a group which
in principle is not affected by the policy, to oibtan estimate of “the difference in outcome that
would exist between [policy states] and [non-poktgteskven if there were no such laws at
all” [emphasis in original] (2011, p. 72) (i.e., anieste of the differential trend between
treatment and comparison groups). In this wathefdifferential found is equal to zero, the
parallel assumption would be valid while in the opipe case with a non-zero differential, the
estimated differential can still be used to adjbsteffect of the policy on the group of affected

individuals (i.e., unauthorized immigrants).
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In their study of the effects of state laws grapti8SRT for undocumented students, Chin
and Juhn (2011) exploited the mixed citizenshipustaf immigrant families in which
unauthorized immigrant parents have children wieoegther unauthorized immigrants, U.S.-
born citizens, or both (Fix & Zimmermann, 2001; $&sLopez, Cohn, & Rohal, 2014, Taylor,
Lopez, Passel, & Motel, 2011). Passel et al. (2@%stimated that there were more than 1.6
million unauthorized children younger than 18 i®2@vhile the number of U.S.-born children at
those ages living with at least one unauthorizedmgaeached about 2.2 million in 2000. The
authors found that this figure had changed conaldgrin the last years, passing the 2012
estimates of unauthorized and U.S.-born childremnafuthorized immigrants to 775,000 and 4.5
million respectively (Passel et al., 2014, p. Bhe intuition of the strategy is that both groups,
Hispanic unauthorized immigrants and U.S.-born Bisp, share similar backgrounds and those
living in a particular state also face in commoae #iate’s economic, social, cultural and political
conditions. Given that the former group is affedvg the policy while the later is not, then the
U.S.-born Hispanics are an adequate comparisorpdooastimate the differential trend between
policy and non-policy states for the group of uhauized immigrant§.

Themodel. Adopting a similar strategy to the one propdsgdhin and Juhn (2011), a
pooled sample of Hispanics, both unauthorized innamty and Hispanic U.S.-citizens, is used to
estimate the policy effect on the former group atfjd for trends differentials obtained from the
later group. The sample is additionally limitedridividuals living in any of the policgnd non-

policy states to estimate the following multivagiddgistic regression model:

® Chin and Juhn (2011) used a cross section ofgadnlts with U.S.-born Hispanics as
comparison for foreign-born children of immigraniBhey were not able to use the variation in
legal status within families because of the lackaaje enough data sets linking adult siblings in
the U.S.
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LOGISTIC(EDUC_OUTCOME;;, = 1) = B BAN_STATE,, + B,FBNC;s; + B3(BAN_STATE,, -
FBNCs,) + B, INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS;s, + BsSTATE CONDITIONS,, +
BeSTATEDUMMIES,, + B,YEARDUMMIES,, + Bs(STATEDUMMIES,, - FBNC;s;) +

Bo(YEARDUMMIES,, - FBNC;s,) + €5 - (1)

The outcome variablEDUC_OUTCOME;; varies in three dimensions: individug), tate §),

and yeart). Itis a binary variable equal to 1 if individudiving in states presents the

condition defined by the research question at harygart, O otherwise. TheBAN_STATE,; is

a binary variable equal to 1 if statbans the access to ISRT for UIS at yeérotherwise;

FBNC;; is the indicator variable equal to 1 if an indivad is in the category of foreign-born
not-a-citizen defined as the group affected bybidwening ISRT policy and consisted of
individuals highly likely unauthorized immigran® otherwise.BAN_STATE,; - FBNC;s; is the
interaction term indicating the group targeted iy policy intervention living in those states that
implemented the ISRT restriction after they effeely implemented it, O otherwise. The
parameter associated with this varialfig) (s the difference-in-differences regression eaten
which is the main coefficient of interest in thtsdy and measures the effect of the state laws on
the education outcomes of unauthorized immigradiisséed for the differential trend using the
group of Hispanic U.S.-citizens. Individual- artdts-level control variables that may affect the
outcome variables are included as well as stateyaadfixed effects that respectively control for
differences between states that remain over tindedéferences across time common to all states
(Angrist & Pischke, 2009). Additionally, includede the interactions terms between state- and
year-fixed effects with the FBNC variable “to alldar variance in immigration trends by state
and year [...] and to account for observable andhsenrable characteristics among this

population” (Flores, 2010b, p. 256);; represents the random error term.
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Outcome variables. In the model presented in Equation (1), the autewariable,
EDUC_OUTCOME;, is defined accordingly to each of the three netequestions.
Consequently, for the first and third research joes regarding the effects of the policy on the
college participation rate of UIS and U.S. citizeth® outcome variable captures if an 18-24
year-old individual with a high school diploma aglmer level of education but not a bachelor
degree was or was not attending a higher educatsbitution during the last three months
before the survey interview. Concerning the fnsd third research questions, this outcome
variable is defined in a counterintuitive way taiféate the interpretation of the estimated
coefficients of the logit model; therefore, theiaate is equal to 1 if the individual is not
attending college, O otherwise. For the secorsdarh question, the outcome variable registers
if a 16-19 age individual had dropped out from s#hmeaning that the individual was not
attending high school three months prior to theesyinterview and her education attainment
was less than high school diploma.

I ndependent variables. TheBAN_STATE,; variable is defined according to the date
when ISRT policy took effect in each one of theefstates that implemented it. Since the ACS
has an annual periodicity, tBAN_STATE,; is coded 1 for those years where the policy went
into effect for the entire year. Therefore, statbere the policy started to be in effect during
Fall of yeart, the variable is coded 1 for perioell onwards and states where the policy took
effect on Spring year BAN_STATE,; is equal 1 for periotland all subsequent periods. In any
other cases the variable is coded 0.

In order to assure the independence of treatmeheicontrol group (Li et al., 2012), the
states included in the comparison group are reduadave not implemented any type of policy

either granting or banning access to in-statedtoiftor undocumented students from 2005 to
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2012. Consequently, Alabama and South Carolina@xckided from the analysis since in 2011
and 2008 respectively they implemented policiesnbanthe enroliment of UIS in public
postsecondary institutions. Also, thel5 statesahaome point during the period of analysis
apply policies granting ISRT for UIS are also exigdd (See Table ).

The indicator variabl& BNC; is equal to 1 when an individual fulfills all tfh&@lowing
conditions: being foreign-born, not a citizen, sdéntified as Hispanic, and entered the country
after 1981 at age 15 or less; otherwise the varisbéqual to 0.

Control variables. The method used controls for an individual’s eed@mographic
characteristics and for state-level factors thataffect educational outcomes; the former can
contribute to the estimate’s precision while theelahelp to reduce omitted variable bias
(Angrist & Pischke, 2009). Therefore, the vedWDVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS,,; includes
sex (female); age (continous variable); maritaiustdbeing ever married); employment status
(being employed); and English proficiency (dumnfasfour levels of proficiency). State
economic variables include living in a metropolisdatistical area (MSA); annual state
unemployment rate to control for state economiaddmns; state real minimum wage as a proxy
of the opportunity cost of attending college; atatess average in-state tuition and fees in two-
year colleges to account differential cost of atteg higher education among states (Cojoc,
2010)®

To control for state educational trends that cas e effect of the policy, it is included

the percentage of non-Hispanic Whites ages 30-84 atileast some college experience. Also,

’ In addition to the 14 states reported in TablNdrth Carolina is also excluded because of the
intermittent treatment that the state has givedi® during the period of analysis; since 2001,
the state’s Community College System has changmgiion five times (National Conference
of State Legislatures, 2014b).

% In those states that do not have minimum wagefettheral minimum wage is used.
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the percentage of Hispanic ages 30-54 with a htgbd diploma is included to control for
educational aspirations of this group (Cojoc, 2K#&yshal, 2008; Potochnick, 2014).

Statistical regression model. Since the outcome variables, attending or nehdihg an
education institution, are binary variables, lagiségression is employed. In a general binary
outcome model the dependent variable is descriged b

_ {1 with probability p,
Y=o with probability (1 — p).

The logistic regression model aims to explain ttabpbility p to depend on a set of independent
variables and the corresponding parameters. Bmditonal probability is given by

p =Prly = 1|x] = F(x'B) . (2)
where, in the case of logit modél(-) is the cumulative distribution function of the iskic
distribution. Thus,

eX'B

F'B)=——7 - ®3)

1+eX B
A common interpretation of the logit model is tdimsite the marginal impact of the independent

variables on the odds ratio or relative risk. Figquations (2) and (3),
p = exp(X'B)/(1 + exp(X'B)
= 1= exp(X') (@)

p__
=>1n1_p—x,8

wherep/(1 — p) is the relative risk or the odds ratio and in¢thse of the logit model the log-

odds ratio is a linear combination of the independariables whose estimated parametgys,
are obtained by maximum likelihood estimation (Ceone Trivedi, 2005; Wooldridge, 2002).

In the second and third equality in (4), any par&meg, is a semi-elasticity that shows how a
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marginal change in the independent variableffects the odds ratio, which in the present

research is the odds of not being enrolled in arca&iibn institution compared to being enrolled.
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Chapter 1V
Results

Descriptive Analysis

The first approximation that is advanced to analymeeffects of banning access to ISRT
rates for UIS is to performtests to evaluate if the education outcomes, iddals’
characteristics, and state conditions differ betoré after the policy is implemented in both
policy and non-policy states distinguishing betw#engroup of Hispanic FBNC and Hispanic
U.S.-citizens. For the group of non-policy states, the years52P008 are used as pre-policy
and 2009-2012 as post-policy coinciding the forpeniod with the adoption of banning laws in
two states while the remaining three policy statidsso during the second period. Tables 2 and
3 present the results for variables at the levahdividuals and states, respectively. In terms of
outcome variables (attending college and droppurtgbschool) the individuals with the poorest
indicators were those identified as Hispanic FBN@ in the group of policy states.
Therefore, individuals in this group were on aver8gp8 percentage points below the college
enrollment rates of those Hispanic FBNC living omrpolicy states and 17.59 and 27.09
percentage points away from Hispanic U.S.-citizamsg in policy and non-policy states
respectively. A similar pattern is found in th@plout rate from high school outcome where on
average 21.09% Hispanic FBNC living in policy ssatleop out from school while 16.66% do so
in non-policy states and only 9.39% and 6.91% aipldnic U.S.-citizens left school at policy
and non-policy states correspondingly.

In comparing the education outcomes before and stfite laws banning access to ISRT

rates for UIS were implemented, the results shaw khispanic FBNC living in the policy

® Each variable-group mean’s estimate uses thé\fi$ data and “Survey data analysis”
commands in Stata 12.
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Table 2

Summary statistics: Educational Outcomes and Iddadi Characteristics by Policy and Non-policy State

Policy states

Non-policy states

Hispanic FBNC

Hispanic U.S.-citizens

Hispanic FBNC

Hispanic U.S.-citizens

Pre-policy Post-policy Pre-policy Post-policy Pre-policy Post-policy Pre-policy Post-policy

(2) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Educational outcomes

Attending college 0.2699 0.2319  0.4122 0.4239 0.3240 0.3354 0.4948  0.5289
(0.0200)  (0.0131)  (0.0100)  (0.0067)  (0.0106)  (0.0102)  (0.0060)  (0.0051)

Drop out of schoof’ ~ 0.2450  0.1890 0.1030  0.0900 0.1884  0.1465 0.0869  0.0564
(0.0157)  (0.0116)  (0.0060)  (0.0037) 0.0083 0.0078 0.0036 0.0026

Individual

characteristics

Age 21.0060  21.0206 21.0024  20.9328  20.8318  20.9493 20.8878  20.8541
(0.0821)  (0.0574)  (0.0363)  (0.0242)  (0.0428)  (0.0376)  (0.0214)  (0.0181)

Female 0.4853 0.5072 0.5089 0.4987 0.4576 0.4461 0.5015 0.5047
(0.0220)  (0.0150)  (0.0096)  (0.0063)  (0.0110)  (0.0105)  (0.0057) 0.0048

Married 0.2410 0.2193 0.1579 0.1404 0.1906  0.1551 0.1485  0.1129
(0.0189)  (0.0129)  (0.0074)  (0.0049)  (0.0095)  (0.0077)  (0.0043)  (0.0033)

Employed 0.6613  0.5706 0.6614 0.6351 0.6594  0.6163 0.6603  0.6067
(0.0196)  (0.0150)  (0.0093)  (0.0064)  (0.0110) (0.0104)  (0.0055)  (0.0049)

Speaks English

Does not speak Eng.  0.0500 0.0373  0.0059 0.0024 0.0585 0.0398 0.0045 0.0024

(0.0101)  (0.0056)  (0.0013)  (0.0006)  (0.0057)  (0.0044)  (0.0008)  (0.0004)
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Table 2 (Cont.)

Policy states Non-policy states
Hispanic FBNC U.S.-born Hispanic Hispanic FBNC U.S.-born Hispanic
Pre-policy Post-policy Pre-policy Post-policy Pre-policy Post-policy Pre-policy Post-policy
1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Yes, but not well 0.1470  0.0718 0.0212  0.0115 0.0870 0.0861 0.0155 0.0127
(0.0161) (0.0079) (0.0027) (0.0014) (0.0065) (0.0061) (0.0015) (0.0011)
Yes, speaks very well 0.5552  0.6915 0.3814  0.4367 0.6518 0.6492 0.5566 0.5557
(0.0231) (0.0145) (0.0101) (0.0071) (0.0115) (0.0107) (0.0061) (0.0053)
Living in a MSA 0.8140 0.8358 0.8231 0.8437 0.8984 0.8979 0.8454 0.8530
(0.0179) (0.0123) (0.0080) (0.0053) (0.0076) (0.0071) (0.0047) (0.0038)
Individual levelN 908 1,600 4,295 9,746 2,957 3,454 11,743 17,183
N for dropouts? 1,303 1,869 4,699 10,325 4,030 3,808 12,444 16,375

Note.The sample consists of Hispanics (not includingrRuRicans) ages 18-24 with high school diplomianotg a bachelor degree
living in policy and non-policy states in years 862012,

@ Dropout of high school is calculated using a sanspldispanic (not including Puerto Ricans) agesl®6-Standard errors in
parenthesis.

o p<0.01,** p<0,05,* p<0.1



states (Columns 1 and 2), i.e. the treatment grexyperienced a reduction of 3.8 percentage
points in the college enrollment rate while thentcol group living in non-policy states
(Columns 5 and 6) exhibited a rise of 1.15 peragnfaoints; these figures provide support for
the hypothesis that the policies affect negativieé/chances of attending higher education for
UIS; the difference are not statistically signifitahough. On the other hand, the group of
Hispanic citizens (Columns 3 and 4) shows a pre-pd§ percentage points non-significant
increase in the policy states while in the nongositates (Columns 7 and 8) this group presents
a positive 3.41 percentage points significant cleang

In regards to the second outcome, dropping outlodal, all the pre-post differences are
negative and statistically significant meaning éepterformance by both groups of Hispanics.
The largest changes are for Hispanic FBNC withdaicgon of 5.6 and 4.19 percentage points in
policy and non-policy states correspondingly wiiispanic citizens showed reductions of 1.3
and 4.19 percentage point differences. Thesetseatd consistent with national trends showing
a continuous reduction in the drop out rates opkbimscs falling from 30% at the end of the 90’s
to 13% in 2012 (U.S. Department of Education; NaicCenter for Educational Statistics,
2014). First glance the pre-post year differenoehis outcome indicate a relatively higher
improvement of Hispanic FBNC in policy states, whwould invalidate this study’s second
hypothesis (i.e., that making UIS ineligible foR® may discourage them to finish secondary
education); however, as can be observed in thd pamadividual characteristics in Table 2,
there are differences among the groups and overttiat must be incorporated for a more
reliable estimate of the effects of the policy. ditanally, differences in state conditions over

time and between the two groups of states musttedaken into account.
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Table 3
Summary Statistics: State Conditions by Policy Hod-Policy States

Policy states Non-policy state’®
Pre-policy Post-policy Pre-policy Post-policy

State conditions

State unemployment rate 0.0644 0.0802° 0.0466  0.0785°
(0.0046)  (0.0050)  (0.0012)  (0.0018)
State real minimum wage 4.64 513 4.87 5.42"
(0.1445)  (0.1654)  (0.0596)  (0.0438)
In-state tuition and fees two-year 3,220 2,884 3,252 3,735
(152.4982) (164.5911) -100.135 (107.4898)
In-state tuition and fees four-year 7,379 7,561 6,954 8,229

(430.2706) (353.5167) (205.3152) (239.2405)
%White adults w/ at least some college 0.6055 0.7033" 0.6313 0.6541
(0.0144)  (0.0155)  (0.0085)  (0.0083)
%Hispanic adults w/ high school diploma0.2840 0.2702° 0.2654 0.2653
(0.0045)  (0.0050)  (0.0076)  (0.0056)
State leveN 22 18 120 120

Note Years 2005-2012.
(a) For non;policy states, January 1, 2009 definepos-years division
p<0.01, p<0.05, p<0.1

Table 3 shows statistically significant positivefmost policy changes in the mean of
state unemployment rates and real minimum wagbdtr policy and non-policy states. The
two variables that control for educational trendserepntage of White adults ages 30-54 with at
least some college and the percentage of Hispagies 30-54 with high school diploma—
exhibit positive and negative changes in the griupolicy states and a marginally significant
positive change in the first of the two variableshe non-policy states. Finally, the in-state
tuition means for two- and four-year institutions &aigher in post-policy years for the group of
states where the policy was not implemented andifferences are statistically significant; in
those states that banned ISRT for UIS, the preymmt changes in tuition rates are not
significant in statistical terms.
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Restricting the focus to the attendance collegearaée, Table 4 summarizes this
indicator for three subgroups of Hispanics and additional comparison groups differentiating
between public and private institutions. Columb)sand (2) report the estimations for Hispanics
FBNC and non-Hispanics FBNC, respectively. Th&tfyroup consists of individuals who are
highly likely unauthorized immigrants affected linetISRT policy. Columns (3) and (4) show
the results for two groups that are expected tdoratffected by the ISRT policy—naturalized
Hispanics and U.S.-born Hispanics since they whgéke for ISRT rates before and after the
policy was implemented. Column (5) presents tiselts for non-Hispanic Whites which is used
only as a reference for comparison.

Panel A in Table 4 indicates that among the fivaugs, Hispanics FBNC presented the
lowest enroliment rates nationally (31.9%) beingwthl5 and 16 percentage points bellow
naturalized Hispanics and U.S.-born Hispanics,aetypely, and quite far from non-Hispanic
Whites (22 percentage points below). The groupBNXIC non-Hispanic, which has a lower
probability of being unauthorized immigrants siticis group includes, for example, authorized
international students, exhibited the highest émeht rates (64.9%). Panels B and C in Table 4
show the enrollment rates for the same groups @plean policy and non-policy states
respectively. In terms of the five groups of peom@ported, both groups of states maintain the
same intra-group pattern found in panel A for there country. However, there are some
differences between policy and non-policy states, (inter-group differences).

The higher education enroliment rates for Hispaniegardless of the citizenship status
and the type of institution, are lower for the gvanf states with ISRT policy than for the group
of non-policy states. The highest difference & in the group of naturalized Hispanics with a

12 percentage points disparity, followed by theugrof U.S.-born Hispanics with 9.6 percentage
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Table 4
Summary Statistics: College Attendance by Sectéralicy and Non-Policy States

Panel A - United States

Non-U.S.- Citizens U.S. Citizens
Hispanic Non-Hispanic  Naturalized Hispanic U.S.-born Non-Hispanic
(2) (2) 3) Hispanic White
(4) (5)
Attending public college/university 0.2790 0.5202 0.3844 0.4049 0.4126
(0.0032) (0.0047) (0.0056) (0.0016) (0.0007)
Attending private colleg/university 0.0402 0.1292 0.0835 0.0757 0.1294
(0.0013) (0.0030) (0.0030) (0.0008) (0.0004)
Attending college/university 0.3192 0.6493 0.4679 0.4806 0.5420
(0.0033) (0.0046) (0.0057) (0.0016) (0.0007)
Observations 28,692 17,261 11,451 147,256 907,713
Panel B - Policy States
Attending public coll./university 0.2175 0.5149 0.3083 0.3586 0.4286
(0.0101) (0.0172) (0.0197) (0.0053) (0.0017)
Attending private colleg/university 0.0271 0.1333 0.0844 0.0609 0.1037
(0.0038) (0.0111) (0.0131) (0.0027) (0.0010)
Attending college/university 0.2447 0.6482 0.3927 0.4195 0.5322
(0.0105) (0.0168) (0.0213) (0.0055) (0.0018)
Observations 2,508 1,364 810 12,991 127,378
Panel C - Non-policy states
Attending public college/university 0.2677 0.4829 0.4081 0.4003 0.3986
(0.0067) (0.0079) (0.0100) (0.0040) (0.0010)
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Table 4 (Cont.)

Panel C — Non-policy states

Non-U.S.- Citizens U.S. Citizens
Hispanic Non-Hispanic  Naturalized Hispanic U.S.-born Non-Hispanic
(2) (2) 3) Hispanic White
(4) )
Attending private colleg/university 0.0628 0.1388 0.1046 0.1152 0.1358
(0.0035) (0.0051) (0.0062) (0.0025) (0.0007)
Attending college/university 0.3305 0.6217 0.5127 0.5154 0.5344
(0.0071) (0.0078) (0.0103) (0.0041) (0.0010)
Observations 6,411 6,249 3,627 24,440 407,268

Note The sample consists of individuals age 18-24 wigfin school diploma but no bachelor degree, y2ags-2012.
Source: 1-year American Community Survey obtaimechflPUMS-USA Project. Column (1) and (2) inclddesign-born and not
U.S.-citizens who entered the U.S after 1981 byl&ger younger. Column (3) and (4) to (5) compositU.S. citizens.



points difference, and finally the group of HispenFBNC with 8.6 percentage points
difference. Additionally, the enrollment rate fdispanics FBNC in policy states (24.47%) is
7.5 percentage points lower than the national &dar this population (31.92%) while the non-
policy states exhibit a lower but positive diffecerof one percentage point compared to the
national rate.

On the other hand, the two non-Hispanic groupsspective of the citizenship status,
exhibit close enroliment rates between policy aod-policy groups. Therefore, non-Hispanic
Whites enrollment rates present no-differences éetwpolicy and non-policy groups while
FBNC non-Hispanics show a 2.7 percentage poin¢diffces in favor of policy states.

Focusing on the enrollment rates in public institos, which are directly affected by the
ISRT policy studied here, Hispanics FBNC livingpolicy states exhibit the lowest enroliment
rate at this type of institutions (21.75%) resgtlhpercentage points lower than that exhibited
by the same group of people but living in non-ppbtates. The differences found between
policy and non-policy states for naturalized Higparand U.S.-born Hispanics at public
institutions are of 10 and 4 percentage pointqeetsvely in favor of the later. In contrast, the
enrollment rates of non-Hispanic FBNC and non-Hmspa&Vhites in public institutions at policy
states are higher than at no-policy states by theeeentage points each.

Summarizing, Hispanics FBNC exhibit the lowest drmrent rates among the five groups
of people reported and this pattern remains regssddf the type of institution (public or private)
and the group of states (all states, policy stategd,non-policy states). Also, the three groups of
Hispanics (FBNC, naturalized, and U.S.-born) penf@oorer in policy states than in non-policy

states with Hispanic FBNC having the minimum diéfece. The opposite is found for the two
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non-Hispanic groups who show higher postseconddugation enroliment rates in policy states
as apposed to non-policy states.

The analysis provides a general idea of the diffegs in terms of higher education
attendance among the groups of Hispanics the ssuidgused living in policy and non-policy
states. However, it is necessary to incorporaégrgooral dimension to get a first notion of how
the implementation of policies banning ISRT’s ascesUIS has affected the college enroliment
of Hispanic unauthorized immigrants living in pglistates relative to those living in non-policy
states. Figure 1 shows the average college atterdates for Hispanic FBNC living in policy
and non-policy states during the period of analy8islicies took effect for whole years since

2007 in Arizona and Colorado, 2009 in Georgia, 2082 in Indiana and Ohio.
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Figure 1 College Attendance Rates of Foreign-Born Notz€iti Hispanics
Source: American Community Survey, 1-year samples.

According to Figure 1, the enrollment of HispanBNKC in those states that ban the
access to ISRT for this group suffered a continudmdine during the three first periods
presented. Thus, enroliment of Hispanic FBNC inljguhstitutions in the group of policy states
fell by 4.4 percentage points over the 2005-20062007-2008 periods and 3 additional
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percentage points over 2007-2008 and 2009-201@.1adt period, however, showed a 4.7
percentage point recovery from the previous period.the other hand, Hispanic FBNC'’s
enrollment in public institutions in non-policy t¢a exhibited an initial decrease of 2 percentage
points during 2005-2006 and 2007-2008 while theaiaemg three periods indicate a continuous
growth of 3.6 percentage points from 2007-2008ab122012. The enrollment of Hispanic
FBNC in private institutions in both policy and npalicy states show non-discernable trends.
However, once public and private sector are exadniogether, policy states showed an even
larger variability relative to non-policy stateBven though it is possible to identify trends
differences in the enrollment of Hispanic FBNCgublic institutions, it is necessary to control
for multiple factors in order to isolate the causti¢ct of policies banning the access to ISRT for
UIS on this educational outcome as shown in the sestion.
Multivariate Analysis

Policy effects on the college participation rate of unauthorized immigrants. To
estimate the causal effect of banning ISRT rate&Jf8 over their college participation rate,
logistic regression analysis is used. Table Semssthe estimated odds ratios and robust
standard errors of five different specificationgttg model in Equation 1 using a sample of
Hispanics ages 18-24 with educational attainmeunék® or more than high school diploma but
less than bachelor degree living in policy and pofiey states. The dependent variable is equal
to 1 if an individual is not currently attendingllege; O, otherwise. The baseline model in
column (1) includes only tHEBNC andBAN_STATEvariables along with the interaction

between these two variables whose estimated pasameisures the policy effect .
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Table ¢
Estimated Effects of State Laws Banning AccesS®Tl Rates for Unauthorized Immigrants on the Cellagendance of Hispanic

FBNC Highly Likely Unauthorized Immigran

VARIABLES Basic Individual State State and year FE Final Model
Model Characteristic Characteristic interaction with FBN( Clustered b State
1) (2) 3) (4) (5)
Not attending college
Policy effect 1.108 1.242 1.231° 1.596" 1.596"
(0.0919) (0.111) (0.111) (0.277) (0.205)
FBNC 2.251" 1.845" 1.8737 3.851 3.851
(0.0776) (0.0721) (0.0739) (3.920) (0.334)
Banning policy (state-years) 0.932 0.994 0.914 .87 0.870"
(0.0556) (0.0633) (0.0606) (0.0612) (0.0440)
Age 1.244" 1.304" 1.304" 1.304"
(0.0135) (0.00920) (0.00920) (0.0195)
Sex 0.608" 0.635" 0.634" 0.634"
(0.0156) (0.0157) (0.0157) (0.0152)
Married 2.721 2.592" 2.603" 2.603"
(0.112) (0.106) (0.106) (0.155)
Employed 1.460 1.453" 1.450" 1.450"
(0.0371) (0.0371) (0.0371) (0.0447)
Speaks English very well 0.935 0.950 0.948 0.948
(0.0266) (0.0272) (0.0273) (0.0384)
Speaks English well 1.692 1.709" 1.716~ 1.716~
(0.0888) (0.0908) (0.0915) (0.0943)
Speaks English but not well 3.316 3.364" 3.368" 3.368"
(0.289) (0.295) (0.297) (0.426)
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Table 5 (Cont.)

VARIABLES Basic Individual State State and year FE Final Model
Model Characteristic Characteristic interaction with FBN( Clustered b State
1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
Does not speak English 9.504 9.726" 9.970" 9.970"
(1.998) (2.047) (2.102) (2.397)
Metropolitan area 0.721 0.739" 0.740" 0.740"
(0.0296) (0.0299) (0.0300) (0.0597)
State unemployment rate 0.941 0.938" 0.938"
(0.0155) (0.0156) (0.00946)
State real minimum wage 1.013 1.020 1.020
(0.0467) (0.0470) (0.0441)
Tuition & Fees two-year 1.177 1.168 1.168
college (0.110) (0.110) (0.0742)
% White adults with some 0.933 0.934" 0.934"
college (0.00620) (0.00630) (0.00616)
% Hispanic adults with 1.002 1.001 1.001
high school (0.00627) (0.00636) (0.00660)
Observations 51,886 51,886 51,727 51,727 51,727
State- and year- FE with No No No Yes Yes

FBNC interaction

Note Robust SE in parentheses. Data weighted usiagvtp IPUMS weights. All models include state- ayehr-fixed effects.
Models (3) to (5) exclude the District of Columibi@cause the lack of information on two-year collegigon and fees.

Source: American Community Survey 2005-2012, 1-geanples.

" p<0.01,” p<0.05, p<0.1



Models in columns (2) and (3) add subsequentlyiddial and state characteristics. State and
year fixed effects interaction with the FBNC vaitahre added in column (4) while the “final
model” in column (5) includes robust standard exi@ustered by state of residence. All models
include state- and year-fixed effects and wereredd using IPUMS weights for person-level
analysis.

The final model, column (5), shows that after theming policies were implemented, the
odds of not being attending college for Hispanid\NEB living in the group of policy states are
1.596 times greater than the odds of not attencitigge for the same group of individuals,
living in non-policy states. In plain words, Hispa FBNCs highly likely unauthorized
immigrants living in policy states are 60% moreelikto not attend postsecondary education
after they became ineligible to pay ISRT in comgamito the same group of people living in
non-policy states. The odds of not attending gellalso increase for those who have been ever
married (2.6 times), those who are employed (1imBd), those who speak English but not well
(3.37 times); and those who live in states withhkigaverage in-state tuition rates (1.17 times).
On the other hand, being female (0.63 times); §vima metropolitan area (0.74 times); and
living in states with a lower unemployment rate9@times) reduce the odds of not attending
college; all the estimated odds ratios are sigaifiatp<.01, save for that on the average in-state
tuition rates variable which is significantat.05.

As stated in the literature review section, panp@vious research on the educational
effects of ISRT policies has focused on unauthdris@nigrants coming from Mexico since
they are the group with highest probability of lgetmauthorized. For consistency with that
scholarship, the final model is fit using the coetplsample of Hispanics as well as a subsample

consisting only of Mexicans, both samples includ#BNCs and U.S.-citizens. Table 6 presents
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the results by sex and by age range. Panel Apuitthed samples of men and women shows that
the effect of the policy is similar for all HispasiFBNC and the subsample of Mexicans FBNCs
in policy states. Irrespective of age group, theyrespectively 1.60 and 1.58 times as likely to
not attend college after laws banning ISRT tookd@ffelative to the same groups in non-policy
states. However, once discriminated by age rahgesffect is significant only for the subgroup
of younger individuals (ages 18-21), being higheoag Mexicans FBNCs. Differentiating by
sex, Panel B and C main result is that the largiéstt of the policy is on Mexican younger men
(2.99 times) and significant effects are found aghmomen only in the group of all Hispanic
women in the full range of age (1.57 times). Hindbr individuals with ages 21-24, only a
marginal statistically significanc@<.1) is found among Hispanic women living in pol&tates;
they are 50.4% more likely to not attend collegerathe policies were implemented than those
in no-policy states.

Policy effects on dropping out of school. State policies banning access to ISRT for UIS
may discourage unauthorized immigrant youths fromshing high school since for many of
them, the possibility of advancing to the next lesfeeducation and having to pay out-of-state
tuition are negligible, and thus, would make olitagra high school diploma worthless.
Estimates of the policy effects on dropping outdthHispanics FBNC and Mexicans FBNC
ages 16-19 using the model represented in Equatare presented in Table 7. The coefficient
estimates indicate that after banning ISRT poliaiese implemented, Hispanic FBNCs and
Mexican FBNCs are respectively 5.5% and 10.5% rhkeéy to drop out of school than not,
compared to the same population in the group ofpaity states; however, the results are not
statistically significant. Additionally, the covates estimated odds ratios show that being a man,

older, married, and not good at speaking Englistreiase the odds of dropping out of schoal,
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Table 6
Estimated Effects of State Laws Banning Acces$®T Rates for Unauthorized Immigrants on
College Attendance of Hispanic and Mexican Unaufiear Immigrants

Hispanics Mexicans
Policy effect (SE) Observations Policy effect (SE) Observations

A. Men and Women

Ages 18-24 1596 (0.205) 51,727 15797 (0.257) 27,201

Ages 18-20 1.870°  (0.431) 24,132 2.036  (0.468) 12,398

Ages 21-24 1.435  (0.336) 27,572 1.344  (0.291) 14,779
B. Only Men

Ages 18-24 1.602  (0.440) 25,916 1.804° (0.521) 13,786

Ages 18-20 1.875  (0.556) 11,873 2.988"  (0.922) 6,238

Ages 21-24 1.464  (0.486) 14,018 1.226  (0.398) 7,531

C. Only Women

Ages 18-24 1.566 (0.324) 25,799 1.304  (0.331) 13,396
Ages 18-20 1.739  (0.749) 12,252 1.216  (0.577) 6,138
Ages 21-24 1.504  (0.339) 13,542 1.508  (0.416) 7,216

Note Robust SE in parenthesis from clustering by siatesidence. Data weighted. Each
subgroup of estimates is from a separate logisgcassion that controls for age, gender, marital
status, employment status, English proficiency rapetlitan area, state unemployment rate, state
real minimum wage, state average in-state tuitimhfaes in two-year colleges, proportion of
non-Hispanic White adults with at least some ca|eand proportion of Hispanic with high

school diploma; includes state and year fixed ¢$faad the interaction of each one of them with
the FBNC variable.

Source: American Community Survey 2005-2012, 1-geanples.

™ p<0.01,” p<0.05, p<0.1
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Table 7

Estimated Effects of State Laws Banning Acces$®T Rates for Unauthorized Immigrants on

the Dropping Out from School for ages 16-19

Hispanics Mexicans
VARIABLES (1) (2)
Drop out of school
Policy effect 1.055 1.105
(0.343) (0.283)
FBNC 3.1747 2.267"
(0.510) (0.445)
Banning policy states (effective years) 1.014 0.970
(0.125) (0.100)
Age 1.479° 1.497”
(0.0375) (0.0367)
Sex 0.737" 0.794"
(0.0309) (0.0397)
Married 3.221" 2.983"
(0.232) (0.241)
Employed 1.059 1.057
(0.0645) (0.0697)
Speaks English very well 1.013 1.109
(0.0583) (0.0791)
Speaks English well 1.704” 1.575"
(0.106) (0.117)
Speaks English, but not well 5.393 4586
(0.715) (0.516)
Does not speak English 13.01" 11.04”
(1.117) (1.678)
Metropolitan area 1.000 1.107
(0.105) (0.0942)
State unemployment rate 1.016 1.000
(0.0161) (0.0274)
Real minimum wage 1.012 1.056
(0.0575) (0.0785)
State tuition at 2-year college 0.690" 0.660"
(0.0876) (0.125)
% White adults with some college 0.889 0.886"
(0.00845) (0.0115)
% Hispanic adults with high school 0.980" 0.981
(0.00889) (0.0118)
Observations 54,675 30,556

Robust SE in parentheses from clustering by statesadence.

Source: American Community Survey, 1-year samplesta weighted using “perwt” IPUMS
weights. All models include state- and year- fixdéécts and the interaction of each one of them
with FBNC variable.” p<0.01,” p<0.05, p<0.1
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these estimates are all significant at p<.01. I§ipa counterintuitive result is that higher
average tuition at two-year colleges reduced this @d dropping out of school for the group of
all Hispanics and the subgroup of Mexicans 0.69@6@ times, respectively.

Policy effectson U.S. citizens. The education effects of state laws making UIS
ineligible to ISRT rates can extend beyond thediaggoup. Having a reduced demand for post-
secondary education from UIS, might mean that puhbtitutions can serve more citizens and
legal immigrants, generating a trade-off betweenttto groups. To evaluate this possibility, the
complete model is fitted using a sample of non-Hisp individuals to estimate the policy
effects on three groups of citizens—Whites, Blacka] Asians. Additionally, effects on
Hispanic and Mexicans U.S.-born and naturalizedenis are evaluated. Table 8 presents the
estimated odds ratios and robust standard errosgdwand age ranges. The results show that
statistically significant effects are found only tbree of the subgroups of citizens. Therefore,
two groups of naturalized citizens (Hispanic measagj8-20 and Mexican men ages 21-24), and
one group of U.S.-born citizens (Black men age2QpBHving in policy states are less likely to
not attending college than do, compared to singitaups of people living in non-policy states
after ISRT policies were implemented. However,rdmults in two of the cases are only
marginally significant|§<.1). The remaining subgroups exhibit mixed pobffects, but none is

statistically significant.
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Table 8
Estimated Effects of State Laws Banning Acces$®I Rates for Unauthorized Immigrants on
College Attendance of U.S. Citizens

Men Women
18-20 21-24 18-20 21-24
Hispanics
Hispanic U.S.-born 1.103 1.027 1.001 1.002
(0.183) (0.192) (0.236) (0.174)
Hispanic naturalized 0.587 0.872 0.876 0.945
(0.138) (0.146) (0.159) (0.188)
Observations 11,873 14,018 12,252 13,542
Mexicans
Mexican U.S.-born 0.915 1.239 1.180 1.031
(0.229) (0.272) (0.385) (0.185)
Mexican naturalized 0.615 0.662 0.836 0.846
(0.200) (0.151) (0.184) (0.205)
Observations 6,238 7,531 6,138 7,216

Non-Hispanics

Whites 1.027 0.953 0.958 0.982
(0.0893) (0.0914) (0.0633) (0.0830)
Blacks 0.854 1.007 0.941 0.894
(0.0809) (0.0759) (0.0674) (0.0715)
Asian 1.042 1.211 1.076 1.358
(0.165) (0.414) (0.360) (0.362)
Observations 157,968 185,939 165,566 174,273

Note Robust SE in parenthesis from clustering by siatesidence. Data weighted. Each
subgroup of estimates is from a separate logisgoaession that controls for age, gender, marital
status, employment status, English proficiency rapetlitan area, state unemployment rate, state
real minimum wage, state average in-state tuitrmhfaes in two-year colleges, proportion of
non-Hispanic White adults with at least some ca|eand proportion of Hispanic with high

school diploma; includes state and year fixed éffaad the interaction of each one of them with
the FBNC variable.

Source: American Community Survey 2005-2012, 1-geanples.

™ p<0.01,” p<0.05, p<0.1
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Robustness Tests

In order to test the possibility of bias in theults presented above, three falsifications
tests are advanced. First, leaded and laggedhuguaicies are used to estimate the full model
(Model 5 from Table 5) in order to test the dynasrof the effects of the ISRT policy and the
Granger causality, i.e., that causes happen betmrgequences; second, the final model is fitted
including specific state linear trends; and thihe effect of the policy is estimated on an
alternative group of non-citizens (Angrist & PisehR009; Flores, 2010b; Kaushal, 2008;
Meyer, 1995; Potochnick, 2014).

To determine if the ISRT happened before its e$féake place, thBAN_STATE,;
variable in Equation 1 is defined with one- and{year leads, while to examine the behavior of
the effects as time passes, the variable is defiitrdone-, two-, and three-year lajsThe
estimated policy effects for the five placebo pelscand the actual ISRT policy are plotted in
Figure 2. The estimates indicate no changes indls of not attending colleges among UIS
living in policy states in comparison to those onrpolicy states during the two years prior to
ISRT implementation. The largest effects of thégs are experienced during the year of
adoption of the five state policie®R=1.597;S.E=0.204;p<.01;n=51,727). Decreasing, but
positive effects in the subsequent three period$damd. The estimated effects for the two
models with placebo leaded policies are not siedilby significant while the lagged policies are

all statistically significant, even thought thetlase is significant gt<.1. The lack of

19 Given the period of analysis, 2005-2007, and trery when the ISRT policies went into effect
in each one of the five policy states, using placgablicies defined with two periods leads makes
that Arizona and Colorado have no pre-treatmengmagions because the policy took effect in
2007. Also, Indiana and Ohio with 2012 as the yat the policy took effect are dropped from
the group of policy states in the estimated usiegthree lagged placebo policies.
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Figure 2 Estimated effects before, during, and after I$RIicies adoption. Each point in the
figure is based on a separate regression of Motteh® Table 5 using the sample of Hispanics
and adjusting the timing of the policy. Verticaruls represent 1.96 times the standard error
of each point estimate. Adapted from “Estimatedantpf implied contract exception on log
state temporary help supply industry employmenty&ars before, during, and after adoption,
1979-95" by Autor (2003, p. 26).

statistically significance of the estimated oddgosafor the two leads indicates that the effect of
the ISRT policy on Hispanic FBNC during the yeaadbption is not confounded with previous
state specific trends and suggests that the ISRGyprauses the changes in the attending
college outcome and not vice versa (Angrist & Piscl2009; Kaushal, 2008). On the other
hand, the estimated odds ratios with the placedpgeld policies show the dynamics of the post-
policy effects. Therefore, the effects of the ppleven though decrease two years after the

policy adoption, the odds of not attending collégeHispanic FBNC are higher than they were
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before the policies were implemented in comparisathe same group of people living in no-
policy states.

The second robustness check is to incorporate spaiefic linear trends to the full model
to allow policy and non-policy states to follow féifentiated trends. Nonetheless the model
represented by Equation 1 includes some variablesritrol for state education trends as well as
FBNC population, it is possible that unobservetkesspecific time trends are confounding the
results. If adding the new controls to the modielrges the policy effects obtained by the main
model, it would be an indication of the presencbéiaé (Angrist & Pischke, 2009; Kaushal,
2008). This robustness check suggest that theypeffects found by the main model
(OR=1.596;S.E.=0.204; p-000;n=51,727) are slightly modified by the inclusionstéte-
specific time trendsgR=1.625;S.E.=0.199 p=.000;n=51,689).

Finally, in order to build confidence that the fings are experienced by unauthorized
immigrants and not by other groups of immigrartig, thain model is fitted using a sample of
Asian U.S. citizens and Asian FBNC. The later gréwlfills the conditions of age (18-24), year
of entrance to the U.S. (1982 or later), age abent to the U.S. (15 or younger), and education
attainment (high school diploma but not bachelagrde) applied to the sample used to estimate
the policy effects on Hispanic FBNC highly likelpauthorized immigrants. If it is found that
policy effects using the sample of Asian peoplestaéistically different from zero, it would
indicate that banning ISRT policies can be coreslatith other unobservable factors that affect
all FBNC and not exclusively the unauthorized peoplhe final model indicates that Asian
FBNC youths are not statistically significant atet by the ISRT policy@R=0.542
S.E.=0.309 p=.283) which provides more confidence in the findifgr Hispanics and

Mexicans FBNC highly likely to be unauthorized inetU.S. This result adds to the previous
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findings for the groups of non-Hispanic Whites, &g, and Asian citizens whose policy effects
are not statistically significant (Table 8).
Summary of Results

College attendance and school retention ratearer Ifor Hispanic FBNC in policy
states in comparison to non-policy states. Furthleen comparing the case of Hispanic FBNC
with Hispanic U.S. citizens it is found that thepgan the attendance and retention rates widen
placing the former at a relatively greater disadaga. The pre-post policittests indicate no
statistically significant differences in the coléeparticipation rates of both Hispanic FBNC and
Hispanic U.S. citizens in policy states and onpoaitive difference for the later group in the
non-policy states. However, the direction of tharmges in the indicator suggests an absolute
and relative decline in this educational outcomemgrHispanic FBNCs living in policy states
as stated in the first hypothesis. The reseamdicates that for the output, dropping out of
school, theT-test shows negative changes—that is, improvenmernke indicator, among the
two groups of people in both policy and non-poktgtes, contrary to the second hypothesis.
Differences in individual characteristics as wallstate conditions indicate the need to take into
account those factors to identify the causal effetthe ISRT policies.

Therefore, the logistic multivariate analysis rdsdhat after the enactment of policies
banning access to ISRT for UIS, Hispanic FBNC hididely unauthorized immigrants living in
policy states are 1.59 times more likely to notradit college than do it, compared to the same
group of people living in non-policy states; thesult is statistically significanp€.01).
Examining the results by age range irrespectiveeaf the policy effects are significant only for
the groups of Hispanic©fR=1.870;S.E=0.431;p<.01;n=24,132); and Mexican©R=2.036;

S.E=0.468;p<.01;n=12,398) with ages 18-20; these are recent highadddraduates. Further
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disaggregation by sex shows that the largest edfiettte policy has been on young Mexican
FBNC men whose odds of not attending college aoeiairee times higher for those in policy
states compared to those in non-policy states #ifgeimplementation of the policie®R=2.988;
S.E=0.922;p<.01;n=6,238). Significant effects are also found amtiveglarger sample of
Hispanic women, but not among Mexican women atage/range examined.

With regard to the dropping out of school, the $bigimodel found no-statistically
significant evidence to support the hypothesisyofagnic effects of the policies on the
enrollment of unauthorized immigrants in secondaiycation among Hispanic or Mexican
FBNC. Finally, the evaluation of potential tradésan college enrollment between
unauthorized immigrants and citizens because optbkibition of access to ISRT for the former
group indicates that after the prohibition, Hisgamaturalized men ages 18-20 in policy states
had reduced the odds of not attending college cozdpa the same group in policy states; this
result is significant gv<.05. Also, marginally statistically significamhprovements in this
outcome are found among Mexican naturalized mess ad-24, and Black men, ages 18-24.

The results of the three robustness checks (lead@dagged placebo policies, state
specific linear trends, and estimated effects oimMEBNC) in addition to the individual and
state covariates included in the final model, al asethe fixed effects and the cluster robust
standard errors, support the validity of the firgdin Nonetheless, the possibility still exists that
policy states had also advanced other types & ptaicies at the same time that ISRT

prohibitions were implemented, that confound thkcgceffects estimated in this study.
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Chapter V
Summary and Conclusions

Unauthorized immigrants in the United States exipbor educational outcomes in both
secondary and higher education (Passel & Cohn,)2008s research seeks to estimate the
effects of state policies that create an addititwaatier to this group of students by making them
ineligible to pay in-state tuition rates in pubticlleges and universities and ineligible for state
financial aid. Three hypotheses were proposetst,Ehe implementation of state policies
prohibiting access to ISRT for UIS has a negatiiecein the college participation rate of UIS.
Second, the policy discourages UIS from finishirghhschool which results in higher school
dropout rates among this population. Third, siteepolicy does not change the access to ISRT
for U.S. citizens, no policy effects are expectadleeir college participation rates. To test the
research hypotheses, a multivariate regressioardifte-in-differences strategy was employed
using the American Community Survey 2005-2012 asnhin data source and identifying the
population of most interest as Hispanic FBNC higigly unauthorized immigrants.
Findingsand Interpretation

Policiesthat promote not-attending college. The policies analyzed in this research
were implemented in Arizona and Colorado in 20060@ia in 2008, and Indiana and Ohio in
2011. None of them completely close the door ghér education for unauthorized immigrants
because this population is welcome to enroll inligubstitutions in those states as long as they
pay out-of-state tuition rates. However, the tyimf difficult economic conditions (Fortuny et
al., 2007; Lopez, 2010; Passel & Cohn, 2009), kiggts of attending higher education (Abrego
& Gonzales, 2010; Lopez, 2010), and immigratiotustéhat makes them ineligible for federally

funded aid and in some states for education berfefitded with public resources (Biswas, 2005;
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Ruge & Iza, 2005; Salinas, 2006) prevent most effrtirom enrolling in post-secondary
education. How do state policies that explicithnlihe access to ISRT for UIS affect the odds of
not attending college among this population?

This research found very strong evidenge. (1) that supports the first research
hypothesis. Therefore, after state laws making idéfigible to pay ISRT rates were
implemented, Hispanic FBNC highly likely unauth@azimmigrants with ages 18-24 are 1.6
times more likely to not attend college than danpared to the same group of people living in
states without these policies. The results ald@ate that the policies hurt mainly the group of
younger students (18-20 year-olds) whose estinaddd of not attending college are 1.87 times
those of their peers in non-policy states aftertiy@@ementation of state laws. Restricting focus
on Mexican FBNC, the group most affected by theTi®Rohibition consists of men 18-20 years
old; this group is about three times more likelyai attend college as result of the policies.
Also, moderate evidence<.05) for the first hypothesis is found among theugp of Hispanic
women in the full age range as well as suggestnaeace (p<.1) among the 21-24 range.
However, no statistically significant evidenceaosifid for Mexican women in any of the age
ranges. Nonetheless, the direction of the effectall subgroups of FBNC highly likely
unauthorized immigrants is in the expected directib’hy are the effects of the policies larger
for the group of younger individuals?

Having restricted the population of interest irsttesearch—the highly likely
unauthorized immigrants—to those Hispanics FBNQwaithigh school diploma that came to the
U.S. at age 15 or younger, the results on the yaugigpup indicate that ISRT banning policies
have affected mainly U.S. high schools’ recent getels. Chin and Juhn (2011) offered insights

to explain these differences by age ranges. Bestyeen the two groups of students, assuming
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both of them having the same desire to attendge|lthe older group would face less credit
constraints since they have had the opportunitydik and save for college while the younger
group depends mainly on their parents’ resourcashndre usually low. Therefore, human
capital theory would predict that state policieskimg UIS ineligible to ISRT would have larger
effects on younger students through higher monetasy and larger credit constraints relative to
older students. Second, the group of younger iddats may exhibit higher nonmonetary costs
associated with the risk of deportation than tliepbroup. Since recent high school graduates
are more likely to live with their parents, the anore reluctant to share information with a
government agency like colleges and universitieaiboth, their immigration status and
information that can link them to their families.

In addition to the explanations based on Chin aroh J2011) study, a third reason for
the dissimilar effects by age range is proposed.h&ounger and older individuals may value
present and future consumption differently. Confnogn poor families, Hispanic FBNC highly
likely unauthorized immigrants at college agestaaally first generation students without a role
model within their families to follow. Furthermgreconomic pressures can lead recent high
school graduates to participate in the labor mandtiier than to enroll in higher education (i.e.,
present consumption is value more than future aopson). However, at older ages,
individuals may realize the value of education dredfuture benefits it would bring,
encouraging them to return to school. If this wikecase, those individuals who value more
future consumption would be less affected by pesichat make them to pay higher prices for
education because they would exhibit a higher mgliess to pay.

No dynamic policy effects. No real evidence is found to support the seconehres

hypothesis—the presence of dynamic effects of mant8RT state policies on the dropping out
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behavior of UIS. Even though the estimated odtiegdor Hispanic and Mexican FBNC ages
16-19 suggest that after the polices were impleatetitey are 5.5% and 10.5% more likely to
drop out of school than do not, compared to theimdéerparts in non-policy states, the results are
not statistically significant. An explanation dktlack of dynamic effects may be that during the
school years unauthorized immigrants are not faare of their immigration status and its
implications in terms of access to college educatialso, it is possible that the effects of other
state education policies seeking to reduce schopladit rates are confounded with the effects of
ISRT banning policies. Since the model fittedhis research has no-control for the presence of
other contemporaneous policies, these policies haiffbet the actual effect of ISRT prohibitions
on unauthorized immigrants at school ages.

Small tradeoffsif any. Supporters of state policies making UIS ineligitdelISRT rates
would find support in one of their arguments if UBrn citizens would benefit in terms of
access to college education with these restrictigasures. However, this research finds no
policy effects on the non attendance of WhitescBdaAsians, Hispanics and Mexicans who are
U.S.-born citizens save for suggestive evidepsel( for a subgroup of Black men ages 18-20
who after ISRT policies were implemented were Qi8es more likely to not attend college
than do, in comparison to the same group in noreypstates. With regard to the effects on
naturalized citizens, moderate evidence is foundhe presence of college attendance benefits
associated with the ISRT policy for Hispanic meiha 18-20 age range as well as suggestive
evidence for the group of Mexican men ages 21-D4ese improvements may be explained
because the new policies can make this populatare mware of and value more the higher

education benefits available for them, inducingritte enroll in postsecondary education.
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Limitations of the Resear ch

Despite the methodological strategies implememddis research, in order to isolate the
causal policy effects on the three outcomes stuadidew limitations remain. First, the inability
to accurately identify the population of most ie&r unauthorized immigrants, indicates that the
results may be downwardly biased. Since HispaBN® highly likely unauthorized
immigrants data also included legal immigrants \al®not affected by the ISRT banning
policies, it is difficult to find significant efféas. However, the overall effects, using the congple
sample of Hispanics and the subsample of Mexiceshighly significant. Second, the lack of
control for other contemporaneous state policias ¢buld affect unauthorized immigrants (for
instance, drivers license, access to health benafid law enforcement measures) may
indirectly affect the education outcomes of interaad consequently, the effects detected here
can be confounded with these other policies. Thirel period of analysis determined by the
availability of data from the main source of infation, the ACS, limits the research to only two
pre-policy years of information for the first twtates with ISRT prohibitions (Arizona and
Colorado), and only one post-policy year of datatlfie last two states implementing the policy
(Indiana and Ohio). The policy effects may varpeleding on how long the policies have been
effectively in use, as the placebo policy analgsiswed. However, the analysis itself can be
contaminated by the restriction in the availabibfymore pre- and post-policy observations.
Policy Recommendations

Comparing the effects of states’ legislative adiprohibiting UIS’ access to ISRT, on
the Hispanic FBNC (who are highly likely to be utfarized immigrants) and U.S.-born
citizens, the research indicates that the effeet®wegative for the former group while there

were no gains for the latter group. Since fedienas (IIRIRA, 1996; PRWORA, 1996) already
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made unauthorized immigrants ineligible for in-statition save for the cases in which the states
themselves advance laws to provide that beneétbtnning policies implemented in Arizona,
Colorado, Georgia, Indiana, and Ohio seem to haveunpose, at least not one in terms of the
availability of this benefit for UIS. However, thesults show important negative effects on the
college attendance chances for this populatioreréfbre, the policies implemented in the five
states not only increase tuition prices for unautiea immigrants but also increase the
nonmonetary costs associated with higher educédiothis group, like for example the risk of
deportation, discrimination because of their immaigm status, and animosity towards UIS in
colleges and universities. In addition, the cdshe banning ISRT policies has been born
mainly by recent high school graduates ages 1&2€he research showed. On average, the
total expenditure per student in public elementarg secondary schools was $12,672 between
2005 and 2009 school years. ISRT banning politéa® helped to become part of these
resources inefficient public spending since thegmes truncate the education aspirations of some
of those who have been previously served by the jpuBlic education system.

This research informs policy and practice not dahthose states that have effectively
implemented the ISRT restrictions, but also forsthetates that are considering the adoption of
such measures. Unauthorized immigrants exhibiptiweest education outputs studied here,
college attendance and school dropout rates, arthencountry. They do even worse in the
group of policy states after ISRT prohibitions werglemented. In an era characterized by fast
technological changes, increasing demand for skilbor, and global competition, states would
benefit from having a more educated populationusiag unauthorized immigrants who would

not move anywhere. Facilitating the access todrigiducation by at least reevaluating and
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revoking previous state decisions as those takeéhdfive policy states examined in this
research would be a first step towards more efftcamd fairer states education systems.

Colorado, one of the five banning policy statesktten years and six bills to finally join
the group of states that provide access to ISRUf8t The Advancing Students for a Stronger
Economy Tomorrow (ASSET) bill was supported by aliisan group of legislators, a broad-
based state coalition of organizations and indizisiuand was signed by a Democratic governor
in 2013 (Martinez, 2014; "Tuition aid for Undocuntea,” 2013). Colorado’s experience and
Arnold’s (1990) theory on the rationality of polityakers in legislatures highlight the political
implications of change in policy direction regamglifSRT access for UIS. The theory sustained
that Congress members’ main motivation is reeledciod their actions are highly influenced by
citizens’ “potential policy preferences” and theapability of incorporating their policy
preferences into the evaluation of candidatesentin or reelection decisions. Citizens’
potential preferences are determined by the paarept policy effects—costs and/or benefits,
which depends on their magnitude, timing, proximagd the action of an instigator (Arnold,
1990).

As the findings indicate, considerable “early-ofdmsts (i.e., there are no intermediary
steps between policy implementation and the effaécterms of college attendance are
associated with states’ banning ISRT policies; haxethese costs are concentrated on the
group of high school recent graduates who are eazed immigrants. Also, no early-order
policy benefits were found among the groups of W@&n citizens. These results indicate the
probability of citizens noticing the policy effeat§ banning ISRT access for UIS is small. On
the other hand, the potential general benefits—driglducation positive externalities—of

changing the orientation of states ISRT policiegai@ls more progressive legislative actions are
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of later-order (i.e., intermediary steps betweelicgomplementation and effects are required),
while the early-order benefits—access to collegecation—would be concentrated on the
group of UIS. However, later-order benefits likgtter salaries earned by UIS in the future are
not assured because of the impossibility of unaizbd immigrants to work legally. Again,
these features of the policy contribute to the laic&itizens’ awareness on the effects of state
policies regulating the access to ISRT for UIS, altienately, on the state policies that currently
govern the issue.

Strategies taken by supporters of the ASSET bilatorado suggest that they were
aware of the circumstances mentioned above. Btanoe, the acronym employed and what it
stands for—Advancing Students for a Stronger Econdomorrow—indicate the positive
externalities of the initiative in terms of its efts on the state’s labor force and economic
conditions. Also, the policy was framed in ternigieneral rather than group benefits, as the
director of The Bell Policy Center, one of the msiipporters, declared: “We believe that all
qualified students who graduate from high scho&ahorado deserve the chance to go to
college for the lower tuition paid by residentdlug state” ("Tuition aid for Undocumented,”
2013). Finally, the future benefits in terms ofabhing better-paid jobs by UIS were justified
through the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivd[BACA) federal program that provides,
among other benefits, the possibility of workingd#y to individuals who came to U.S. while
under the age of 16 and fulfill other requiremdhBACA," 2013).

Future policy decisions related to the access RII®r UIS not only concern those
states that have made this group of people inédigiBtates that have never implemented any
type of formal action to regulate the issue, sucthase in the non-policy states group, will have

to make a decision in the event that an immigratedarm or other federal action provides a
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pathway to permanent legal status for thousangsesiously UIS or revokes current federal
laws that constrain state policymakers from advamnprogressive policies for youths
DREAMers. Finally, states that have already adedmrogressive policies still face threats
since repeal bills are constantly introduced andeci law is in the courts. This research
provides new insights on the debate on issuesagfsado ISRT for UIS that will hopefully

contribute to the future development of state pesion this matter.
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