The Gendered Impact of In-State Tuition
Policies on Undocumented Immigrants’
College Enroliment, Graduation, and
Employment

Authors:
Susan Averett?
Cynthia Bansak®
Grace Condon¢
Eva Dziadula®

December 2023
Working Paper

The Center for Growth and Opportunity at Utah State University is a university-based academic research
center that explores the scientific foundations of the interaction between individuals, business, and
government.

This working paper represents scientific research that is intended for submission to an academic journal. The
views expressed in this paper are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Center
for Growth and Opportunity at Utah State University or the views of Utah State University.

a Department of Economics, Lafayette College, IZA Fellow, GLO Fellow, averetts@lafayette.edu, ORCiD: 0000-0002-6499- 3334
b Department of Economics, St. Lawrence University, IZA Fellow, GLO Fellow, cbansak@stlawu.edu, ORCiD: 0000-0002-4551-1459

¢ Boston Consulting Group. The foundation of this paper was Condon'’s undergraduate honors thesis advised by Dziadula at the University of
Notre Dame.

d Corresponding Author; Department of Economics, University of Notre Dame, GLO Fellow, edziadul@nd.edu, ORCiD: 0000-0002-
1302-6993

* We thank Angel Lai, Zeina Shalaby, and William Hurley for their invaluable assistance on this project. Dziadula thanks the Kellogg
Institute for International Studies and the Institute for Scholarship in the Liberal Arts, College of Arts and Letters, University of Notre
Dame for their support. We also thank participants of the GLO and University of Valencia seminar series, the Eastern Economics
Association, and the Western Economics Association.

The Center for
Growth and Opportunity

at Utah State University



Abstract

Since 2001, about half of U.S. states have extended in-state college tuition benefits to
undocumented immigrants. Some states have also offered financial aid, while others became
more restrictive. Building on previous research, we exploit these additional policies, control for
Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA), and estimate the impact of in-state tuition on
college enrollment, college graduation, employment, and self-employment. In our pooled sample
of likely undocumented Hispanic youth, we corroborate the most recent work by also finding no
effect of in-state tuition policies on enrollment. However, unlike previous studies, we allow for
heterogeneity by gender and marital status and we demonstrate that there are gendered impacts.
Women do not respond to in-state tuition. In contrast, men do enroll in college at higher rates
regardless of financial aid opportunities. In-state tuition access results in higher graduation rates
for women, driven by single women, but not for men. In terms of labor market attachment for
undocumented youth, we find single women are more likely to work and single men to be self-
employed when eligible for in-state tuition. Thus, the in-state policy motivates single women to
complete their degrees and work. If policymakers intend to have a broader impact and target a
more inclusive group of undocumented youth, including men, they should consider enhancing
their opportunities in formal labor markets after college graduation. In support of this argument,
we document a higher graduation and employment rates, along with lower self-employment rates,
among DACA-eligible youth who have legal access to formal employment.
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Introduction

Undocumented immigrant children in the U.S. often face different educational opportunities
compared to their native-born counterparts. These differences vary across states, by time, and by
the age of the child. While at the federal level, Plyler v. Doe (1982) guarantees undocumented
students a right to free public K-12 education, this equal access does not apply to higher education.
In particular, Section 505 of the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act
(ITRIRA) of 1996 bars states from providing undocumented students post-secondary education
benefits that they do not offer to all U.S. citizens (National Conference of State Legislatures,
2021). This legislation restricts these students from accessing in-state college tuition rates as these
subsidies are not offered universally to U.S. citizens. While approximately 65,000 undocumented
students graduate from U.S. high schools every year, only 5 to 10 percent pursue higher education
compared to the national average of 62.5 percent, and even fewer graduate (US Department of

Education, 2015).

Although the IIRIRA still stands, since 2001 over 20 states have passed work-around legislation
providing access to in-state benefits for undocumented immigrants, and a subset of these states
have also extended access to financial aid for this population. However, these immigrant-friendly
policies continue to be actively challenged in court! On the other hand, some states have enacted
hostile policies to limit higher education access for the undocumented and have passed legislation
explicitly banning these individuals from paying in-state tuition.

Studies show that a large proportion of undocumented youth are likely to remain in the U.S.
regardless of whether or not they have access to college education (National Conference of State
Legislatures, 2021). Yet, without a college degree, participation and opportunities in the U.S.
economy are more limited, reducing social mobility. Research finds that if undocumented students
pursued higher education and gained access to better-paying jobs, they would pay considerably
more in taxes (Gee et al., 2016). Moreover, existing research highlights the relatively large societal
gains from degree completion in community colleges for low-income populations (Evans et al.,
2020). Therefore, some states have recognized the benefits of granting undocumented youth
opportunities to improve their educational outcomes and to pursue higher education by reducing
the financial barriers to attending college.

While the majority of research to date shows an increase in enrollment following the expansion
of access to in-state college tuition, we corroborate the more recent research that finds no impact
on the aggregate enrollment rates when properly controlling for additional policies (Bozick et

al., 2016). This research identifies the critical importance of financial aid availability, hostile
educational policies, and other social policies targeted at undocumented immigrants in measuring
the impact of in-state tuition access. Newly available data, which doubles the number of new states
implementing additional policies, allow us to assess the impact on graduation—the completion of
at least an Associate’s (AA) degree. These two-year degrees, offered at community colleges, allow
for more flexible attendance and are geographically accessible to low-income populations. When
examining this outcome that is not assessed by the majority of previous research studies, we find
an increase in graduation rates in response to in-state tuition accessibility. We also analyze the
labor market attachment of eligible youth by examining the probability of employment and self-
employment for undocumented youth. Given the limited access to formal employment and career

1 For example, California’s policy was upheld by the state supreme court in 2010 (Feldblum et al., 2020).



advancement, self-employment is often the only option for this population(Amuedo-Dorantes et

al., 2022; Wang and Lofstrom, 2020).

Moreover, unlike existing studies, we conduct our analyses separately by gender, allow for
heterogeneity by marital status, and highlight the differences between the samples of likely
undocumented from different countries of origin. Our results suggest that in-state tuition rates
do not increase enrollment among women but allow them to continue taking classes and graduate.
Men, on the other hand, are incentivized to take a college class at a lower cost but the impact is
short-lived as they are not more likely to graduate. Given the importance of college leading to
higher labor market returns, we examine whether eligible students have simultaneously changed
their labor market attachment in response to in-state tuition access. Overall, we find no impact
of in-state tuition policy on employment, but we find a higher likelihood of self-employment.
By gender, the in-state tuition policies encourage employment among single women and self-
employment among single men.

In addition to expanding the research questions concerning the impact of in-state policies, we
also contribute to the literature by identifying and controlling for DACA eligibility and believe
we are the first to do so. While DACA eligibility does not impact enrollment rates, we show that
it is positively associated with graduation and employment. Simultaneously, DACA eligibility is
negatively associated with self-employment as this group of undocumented youth likely has access
to the formal labor market in contrast to those only gaining access to low-cost tuition. Our study
also contributes to the literature in several additional dimensions relating to measurement and
methodology. First, we derive a more precise identification of the undocumented, a group that is
difficult to quantify. Second, we use the state’s exact residency requirements to qualify for in-state
tuition as opposed to a fixed number of years applied to all states used in previous studies. Lastly,
given the challenges of multiple policies with different staggered timing, we address concerns
regarding two-way fixed-effects (TWFE) estimation through event studies and difference-in-
differences heterogeneous treatment estimators focusing on in-state tuition access.

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. In Section 2 we provide policy context for

our work and discuss the related literature. Section 3 describes our data, our methodology for
determining who is undocumented, and presents descriptive statistics for our samples. Section 4
presents our empirical model and section 5 has our results. In section 6 we present specification
checks. In section 7 we discuss the implications of our results.

2 Policy Context and Literature Review

2.1 Undocumented immigrants in the United States

There are approximately 10.5 million undocumented immigrants living in the U.S. This group
accounts for 3.2 percent of the total population and 23 percent of the foreign-born population
(Lopez et al., 2021). Historically, immigrants from Mexico made up the majority of this group, but
the number from Central America and Asia has been increasing. Even though they are ineligible
for many government benefits, they are estimated to contribute 11.6 billion dollars in state and
local taxes each year through sales, property, and personal income taxes (Gee et al., 2016). Thus,
undocumented immigrants have a net positive effect on U.S. federal welfare programs (National
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine and others, 2017).



Turning to educational outcomes, only 54 percent of undocumented youth have at least a

high school diploma, compared to 82 percent of U.S.-born natives and only 5 to 10 percent

of high school graduates pursue higher education compared to the national average of 62.5
percent (US Department of Education, 2015). An American Association of State Colleges and
Universities report found that a large proportion of college-age undocumented immigrants stay

in the U.S. regardless of their ability to access higher education (National Conference of State
Legislatures, 2021). Those who have or are eligible for DACA status represent less than half of
the undocumented student population (Feldblum et al., 2020).? Given the low college enrollment
and the relatively strong ties to public education (80.7 percent attend public institutions), there are
potentially sizable impacts of in-state tuition rates and financial aid to attract those contemplating
higher education.

2.2 Overview of state policies

There is no federal law prohibiting immigrants from enrolling in higher education regardless

of their legal status. However, the IIRIRA of 1996 states that undocumented immigrants "shall
not be eligible on the basis of residence within a State (or a political subdivision) for any post-
secondary education benefit unless a citizen or national of the United States is eligible for such

a benefit ... without regard to whether the citizen or national is such a resident". Thus, this act
bars undocumented residents access from receiving in-state tuition or state financial aid (National
Conference of State Legislatures, 2021).

Numerous bills have been proposed to repeal the federal restriction to tuition subsidies but none
have passed (American Immigration Council, 2021). For example, at least eleven versions of the
Development, Relief, and Education for Alien Minors (DREAM) Act have been introduced

in Congress. In lieu of federal action, many states have opted to bypass the IIRIRA and extend
in-state tuition rates to their undocumented students through legislation, board of regents’ policies,
and ballot initiatives that require high school graduation and an in-state residency for a minimum
number of years. A list of adopting states in chronological order is in Appendix Table A.1. Over
time a majority of these states have also granted access to financial aid for undocumented students
(Appendix Table A.2). Despite the push on the legal front by some states to increase access to
higher education for undocumented immigrants, no legislation grants additional access to labor
markets. Thus, the incentives to attend college may be muted despite immigrant-friendly laws.
Meanwhile, some states implemented hostile policies that explicitly restrict access to in-state

tuition by requiring proof of legal residency (Appendix Table A.3).

Table 1 provides an overview of the state policies and the year in which they were implemented.
While the qualification requirements vary by state, students typically need to meet certain
residency requirements such as living in the state and attending high school for a certain number
of years, obtaining a high school diploma or GED, and signing an affidavit of their intention

to file for legal immigration status. Some states have reversed their policies. For example,
Oklahoma ended the financial aid option in 2007 and Wisconsin revoked the in-state policy
altogether in 2011. New York staggered the implementation by type of college. Specifically, the
State University of New York (SUNY) and City University of New York (CUNY) already had

policies granting reduced tuition rates for undocumented immigrants before the state passed its

2 While DACA gives undocumented immigrants protection from deportation and a work permit, undocumented youth without DACA
are not authorized to work and tend to have worse educational outcomes than their U.S.-born peers. Even among DACA-eligible
individuals, access to other benefits such as health insurance affects college enrollment (Garcia-Perez, 2019).



Table 1: State higher education policies toward undocumented migrants

State In-state tuition Financial aid  Hostile

Alabama 2011

Arizona 2006

Arkansas 2019

California 2001 2011

Colorado 2013 2019 2006-2012

Connecticut 2011 2018

District of Columbia 2017 2017

Florida 2014

Georgia 2008

Hawaii 2013 2013

Idaho 2016

Illinois 2003 2019

Indiana 2011

Kansas 2004

Kentucky 2015

Maryland 2011 2018

Minnesota 2013 2013

Missouri 2015

Nebraska 2006

Nevada 2021 2021

New Hampshire 2012

New Jersey 2013 2018

New Mexico 2005 2005

New York 2002 2019

QOklahoma 2003 2003-2006

Oregon 2013 2015

Rhode Island 2011 2019

South Carolina 2008

Tennessee 2014

Texas 2001 2001

Utah 2002 2015

Virginia 2020 2022 2016-2019

Washington 2003 2013

Wisconsin 2009-2011 2011
Notes: Data updated from https://www.higheredimmigrationportal.org/data-tools/ and

https://www.ncsl.org/research/immigration/immigration-laws-database.aspx.

state-wide legislation in 2002 (Kobach, 2007). For example, Oklahoma ended the financial aid
option in 2007 and Wisconsin revoked the in-state policy altogether in 2011. New York staggered
the implementation by type of college. Specifically, the State University of New York (SUNY')
and City University of New York (CUNY) already had policies granting reduced tuition rates

for undocumented immigrants before the state passed its state-wide legislation in 2002 (Kobach,

2007).

The four panels of Figure 1 show the landscape of states with in-state tuition and financial aid
access for undocumented immigrants from the inception of these policies in 2001 until 2018,
which concludes the period of our sample. The darkest-shaded states are those that offer in-state



tuition and financial aid. The light grey states offer in-state tuition only and the white states
provide no in-state tuition or financial aid access. As time progresses, the more generous states
tend to be located in the West and parts of the Northeast and Midwest. These states also have
relatively more undocumented immigrants—a pattern we address with our specification checks.

Figure 1: Roll out of in-state tuition and financial aid policies

2001 2006

Notes: White: No in-state tuition or financial aid legislation. Light grey: In-state tuition only. Dark grey: In-state tuition and financial aid.

2.3 Pros and cons of in-state tuition access for undocumented
immigrants

State policies granting in-state tuition to undocumented students have sparked debate about the
rights of immigrants. Opponents argue that in-state tuition legislation rewards undocumented
immigrants for breaking the law and provides incentives for people to unlawfully immigrate to the
U.S. or to stay with an expired visa. They argue that the policies are illegal because they violate the
ITRIRA and have challenged them in court in both California and Kansas (National Conference
of State Legislatures, 2021). Furthermore, objectors argue that the policies take away opportunities
from U.S. citizens and legal immigrants by increasing competition and reducing the acceptance
rates of natives at public colleges and universities. Camarota (2010) shows that tuition subsidies
could also imply a loss of funds for these institutions and lead to a reduction in financial aid for
natives or an increase in tuition rates. They calculated that if these policies were implemented
nationally, there would be an annual cost of 6.2 billion dollars (a $5,970 annual subsidy for

1.038 million new students). However, this calculation assumes a 100 percent take-up rate by
undocumented high-school graduates.



Alternatively, supporters of these policies argue that many undocumented students were brought to
the U.S. when they were very young, so they should not be deprived of educational opportunities
due to their parents’ choices. Almost half of undocumented college students arrived in the U.S.
before they turned 12 and an overwhelming majority of students (86 percent) arrived before the
age of 21 (Feldblum et al., 2020). Some countries, such as France, Latvia, and Portugal, have begun
implementing a pathway to citizenship for young arrivers via jus culturae (Bertocchi and Strozzi,
2020). This approach is found to have higher investments in human capital similar to the jus soli

policy that grants citizenship at birth (Felfe de Ormefio and Rainer, 2020).

For the students themselves, in-state tuition policies generate sizable cost savings by making
public colleges and universities more affordable. The average cost of tuition at a public institution
is $15,742 for out-of-state students and $6,752 for in-state students (HEATH Resource Center,
George Washington University, 2021). Studies that evaluate different state and federal programs
to determine the elasticity of demand for college find that cost reductions are correlated with
significant increases in enrollment. Kane (2007) reports that the D.C. Tuition Assistance Program
that allowed D.C. residents to pay instate tuition at public universities in Maryland and Virginia
increased the enrollment of D.C. residents by 15 percent. Dynarski (2003) analyzes a natural
experiment involving the elimination of the Social Security student benefit program and finds
that a $1,000 increase in grant aid increases the probability of attending college by 3.6 percentage
points. Moreover, Denning et al. (2019) show that grant eligibility significantly increases degree
completion among first-time students.

Overall, proponents argue that legislation granting undocumented students in-state tuition rates
provides an incentive to graduate from high school, attend college, and ultimately better contribute
to their state’s society and the U.S. economy overall through improved labor market opportunities.
Research shows that an increase in spending on public education of minority youth, specifically
Hispanic and African-American, is offset by savings in public health and welfare expenditures and
increased tax revenues. This is primarily driven by raising their college graduation rates (Vernez

et al., 2000). Among low-income students access to federal grants also results in higher lifetime
earnings which more than offsets the initial government expenditure (Denning et al., 2019). These
findings suggest college graduation among undocumented immigrant youth may have similar
benefits. However, policies that grant access to the formal labor market, such as DACA, may
mitigate the benefits from in-state tuition as short-term gains from better job opportunities may
outweigh the long-term investments in higher education (Amuedo-Dorantes and Antman, 2017).

2.4 Policy effects on college enrollment and our contributions

At the state level, studies use detailed administrative data that allow them to identify the targeted
population. Conger and Turner (2017) focus on New York State’s temporary and arguably exoge-
nous removal of their in-state tuition subsidy. Tuition increased by 113 percent which led to an 8
percent decrease in re-enrollment and a reduction in credit accumulation. Alternatively, a tuition
reduction in Texas increased enrollment at non-flagship universities by 11 to 18 percentage points
but did not increase enrollment at the state’s flagship universities (Dickson and Pender, 2013).
Meanwhile in Colorado, using student-level data, Grosz and Hines (2022) show that among
undocumented immigrants the education policy increased the number of applications, number of
credit hours, and student retention from freshman to sophomore year.



On the other hand, the aggregate effects, when looking at the federal level, are mixed. Part of

this is likely due to the use of differential data sources, country of origin, years, the use of sample
weights, as well as the definition of undocumented. Papers using the American Community Survey
(ACS) or the Current Population Survey (CPS) must identify undocumented immigrants using
one of two approaches — the ethnicity proxy method or the residual method. The ethnicity proxy
approach classifies Hispanic noncitizens as likely undocumented immigrants and this has been the
primary identification strategy. The residual method, which is the official methodology of the U.S.
Department of Homeland Security, determines individuals’ undocumented status based on their
demographic, economic, social, and geographic characteristics. This method uses variables such as
citizenship status, the utilization of government welfare benefits, year of arrival, and occupation to
eliminate likely legal immigrants and categorize the remainder (or residual) as likely unauthorized.

Using CPS data and the ethnicity proxy, Kaushal (2008), Flores (2010), Amuedo-Dorantes and
Sparber (2014) report that offering in-state tuition results in a significant increase in college
enrollment among likely undocumented immigrants. Kaushal (2008) finds that in-state tuition
policies increase college enrollment of Mexican noncitizens by 2.5 percentage points (or 31
percent). Flores (2010) shows that Hispanic noncitizens were 1.54 times more likely to enroll

in college after the policy implementation. Amuedo-Dorantes and Sparber (2014) find that the
policies increase Mexican noncitizens’ college enrollment by 4 percentage points. Bozick et al.
(2016) also use the ethnicity method in the CPS, but for 1997-2010. However, they find no effect
on college enrollment of in-state tuition for Mexican noncitizens. To our knowledge, their study
is the first to include hostile policies or policies that restrict undocumented immigrants’ access to
in-state tuition and they report that enrollment is lower for those living in states that enact such
hostile policies. Liu and Song (2020) apply both the ethnicity proxy and the residual method and
find that the policies induce a 3.2 percentage point increase in college enrollment when identifying
likely undocumented immigrants using the ethnicity proxy and a 3.5 percentage point increase
when using the residual method. However, they do not have similar controls and are missing
hostile policies in particular.

Building on this research, our study contributes to the literature in several dimensions. First,

we include the controls used by Bozick et al. (2016), but also identify and control for DACA
eligibility. This allows us to examine the impact of a policy that granted undocumented youth
access to formal labor markets. Second, in addition to a fuller set of controls, we also look at the
impact on an expanded set of outcomes including graduation rates and the likelihood of being
employed and self-employed for the eligible undocumented youth. Lastly, after estimating the
overall results in a pooled sample of men and women, we examine the gendered impact of in-state
tuition policies and allow for heterogeneity by marital status. These enhancements give us a rich
set of results that help explain both education outcomes and labor market outcomes.’

3 We also have more precise definitions of our variables and have newer data. For example, we use the exact residency requirement to
define in-state eligibility rather than a simple average residency requirement as has been done in the literature. We also use up-to-date
ACS data — data which have not been used to analyze these policies since Chin and Juhn (2011). Having more years in our sample
allows us to analyze the impact of the legislation on college graduation and not just enrollment.



3 Data

We use the 2005-2019 ACS data (Ruggles et al., 2023) to identify individuals who may be
impacted by in-state tuition policies.* We take the following steps to construct a new proxy for
the undocumented. We start with the crude ethnicity proxy (Hispanic noncitizens) as the first
selection criterion of our sample and then apply the residual method which eliminates likely legal
immigrants from this group.® The distribution of countries of origin is available in Appendix Table
A.4 and Mexico is the largest source country in the sample by far comprising nearly 75 percent.
Since previous research in this area often analyzes samples restricted to Mexican noncitizens, for
comparison, we create a subsample that includes only those of Mexican origin. We also create

an indicator for DACA eligibility based on the criteria identified by the U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services.® In years after 2012, we classify the youth in our sample as DACA-eligible
if they were born after 1981, arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16 and by 2007, and are currently

enrolled in school or graduated from high school or have a veteran status.

After we identify the likely target group for in-state tuition, similar to previous research, we
identify state-year-level policies that explicitly allow undocumented residents to attend college at
the in-state tuition rate as well as policies that extend access to financial aid.” For our analysis, we
rely on the differential timing of policy implementation which we obtained from the Higher Ed
Immigration Portal® and from the National Conference of State Legislatures database.” The ACS
data are annual and some data were collected early in the calendar year, whereas some policies
were implemented late in the calendar year. Consequently, we consider the first "treated" year to
be the year after the policy was implemented, i.e., the first year the policy is in full effect, and thus
our study does not capture the effect of policies implemented after 2018. The comprehensive lists
of policies and years of implementation are presented in Appendix Tables A.1 and A.2. We also
take into consideration that some states explicitly started requiring verification of legal residency
to obtain in-state tuition (effectively denying the undocumented access to in-state tuition); we
classify these policies as hostile policies and the full set is presented in Appendix Table A.3.
Turning to actual tuition cost, we merge in the average annual in-state and out-of-state tuition
rates for 2-year public institutions obtained from the National Center for Education Statistics

to capture the level of out-of-pocket costs.!® We focus on the completion of at least a two-year
associate’s degree because it has lower costs and lower time commitments than four-year degrees.
There is some evidence that access to in-state tuition may not be enough to allow undocumented
students to complete a bachelor’s degree (Conger and Turner, 2017). AA degrees can offer career
advancement, are transferable to many bachelor’s programs and provide vocational training for
job-specific skills.

4 We start our sample in 2005, as the ACS was not nationally representative prior to this year

5 Despite our efforts to combine the residual and proxy methods to obtain a more precise accounting of who is likely undocumented in
our sample, we may still have some legal immigrants in our sample which could bias our policy effect estimates downward.

6 DACA or Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals delayed deportation and granted temporary employment authorization for those
who met the criteria (see https://www.uscis.gov/DACA).

7 The financial aid control is a binary indicator at the state level. The data do not report whether an individual actually received
financial aid or the composition of it

8 https://www.higheredimmigrationportal.org/data-tools/
9 https://www.ncsl.org/research/immigration/immigration-laws-database.aspx
10 https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d17/tables/dt17_330.10.asp



In order to control for the state’s overall environment toward its undocumented population,
tollowing Bozick et al. (2016), we also identify policies targeting the undocumented and classify
the positive ones, such as access to health care as prosocial, and those that restrict access as
antisocial (Appendix Table A.5). Including measures of a state’s prosocial versus antisocial policies
addresses the potentially confounding effects of the state’s overall receptivity toward immigrants.
In addition, we control for the state’s labor market conditions by computing the annual state-level
Hispanic unemployment and labor force participation rates for men and women from the ACS.
We also calculate the percentage of Mexican men and women with a college degree for each year
to estimate the average propensity of college graduation over time and by gender. Furthermore, we
calculate the current proportion of foreign-born individuals and individuals from the same origin
country in one’s Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA) to control for the size of ethnic enclaves and
information networks.!!

The main analysis of college enrollment and employment outcomes is conducted using samples
of likely undocumented immigrants between the ages of 18-22 with a high school diploma or
GED. As the policies require a local high school degree to qualify for the in-state tuition rate,
the sample is restricted to individuals who arrived in the United States before the age of 16.
Additionally, states have different residency requirements for tuition subsidy eligibility (see
Appendix Table A.1). Previous literature differs on how to restrict the sample based on these
residency requirements. Kaushal (2008) limits her sample to those who have lived in the U.S. for at
least three years, while Amuedo-Dorantes and Sparber (2014) do not impose a selection criterion
as the residency requirements vary across states. We use the state’s actual residency requirement
as a selection criterion for our treated states (those with an in-state tuition policy in place)

and we use the modal 3-year residency requirement to construct a comparable control group in
non-implementing states.'> Moreover, we exclude individuals who moved across state borders in
the last year.

For the analysis of eligible youth graduating with at least an AA degree, we use a sample of those
aged 23-28 years. As it is more likely that the undocumented individuals are attending part-time
as they are more likely to be low-income and employed, we allow six years for the policy to be

in effect prior to measuring degree completion. Although the typical AA degree takes two years
to complete as a full-time student, the average time to complete varies and one report states it
averages over 4 years.” Thus, our use of a lag allows students to have had the policy in effect
close to when they started their degrees, similar to existing research (Conger and Turner, 2017).
Specifically, the analysis uses the policy that was in effect at least six years prior to the survey year
when measuring the impact on graduation.

Table 2 provides selected summary statistics. The table presents the means for all the likely
undocumented Hispanic noncitizens and for the subsample of individuals from Mexico in two
panels. Panel A is restricted to those 18-22 years of age, and Panel B to those 23-28 years of age.
Panel A is the main sample used for most of our analysis. Panel B includes older likely
undocumented youth to allow us to examine the impact of in-state polices on graduation rates.
Within each group we present descriptive statistics for the full sample, and whether the state has

11 PUMA is a geographic area of 100,000-200,000 people. While an enclave may increase access to information about college in
general, Bergman et al. (2019) find that awareness of tax benefits (similar to our lower tuition) does not change motivation to enroll

12 We also conduct the analysis using the 3-year residency requirement for all states (treated and nontreated) and the results are robust

13 https://edsource.org/2014/report-two-year-associate-degree-becoming-myth/65037



Table 2: Descriptive statistics - selected variables

Hispanic Mexican
All No irrlislate In—Astrate All No ipistate In—;ngte
tuition tuition tuition tuition
Panel A: age 18-22 Before  After Before  After
No policy 0.229 0.611 0.897  0.000  0.164 0.562 0.789  0.000
(0.420) (0.488) (0.304) (0.000) (0.370) (0.496) (0.408) (0.000)
In-state 0.682 0.000 0.000 1000  0.737 0.000 0.000 1.000
(0.466) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.440) (0.000) (0.000)  (0.000)
In-state & financial aid  0.340 0.000 0.000 0.499 0.401 0.000 0.000 0.545
(0.474)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.500) (0.490)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.498)
DACA 0.355 0.418 0.165 0.370 0.376 0.445 0.190 0.376
(0.478)  (0.493)  (0.371) (0.483) (0.484)  (0.497)  (0.393) (0.484)
Hostile 0.089 0.389 0.103 0.000 0.099 0.438 0.211 0.000
(0.285) (0.488) (0.304) (0.000) (0.299) (0.496) (0.408)  (0.000)
Enrolled 0.349 0.283 0.350 0368  0.315 0.240 0.221  0.344
(0.477) (0.451) (0.477)  (0.482) (0.465) (0.427) (0.415) (0.475)
Employed 0.617 0.654 0.610 0608 0619 0.654 0.643  0.607
(0.486) (0.476) (0.488) (0.488) (0.486) (0.476) (0.479)  (0.488)
Self-employed 0.025 0.026 0.025 0025 0.025 0.028 0.022  0.025
(0.157) (0.158) (0.157) (0.157) (0.156) (0.165) (0.148) (0.155)
Observations 31,943 6,143 3,839 21961 23,819 4491 1,630 17,698
Panel B: age 23-28
No policy 0.180 0.552 0.885  0.000 0.125 0.484 0.764  0.000
(0.384) (0.497) (0.319) (0.000) (0.330) (0.500) (0.425) (0.000)
In-state 0.731 0.000 0.000  1.000  0.774 0.000 0.000 1.000

(0.444)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000) (0.418)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)
In-state & financial aid ~ 0.405 0.000 0.000 0554 0470 0.000 0.000  0.608
(0.491)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.497) (0.499)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.488)

DACA 0.536 0.583 0.267 0559  0.552 0.608 0311  0.557
(0.499)  (0.493)  (0.442) (0.497) (0.497)  (0.488)  (0.463) (0.497)
Hostile 0.090 0.448 0.115  0.000  0.101 0.516 0236 0.000
(0.286)  (0.497)  (0.319) (0.000) (0.302)  (0.500)  (0.425) (0.000)
Graduated 0.131 0.114 0157  0.131  0.110 0.091 0081  0.116
(0.337)  (0.318)  (0.364) (0.338) (0.313)  (0.287)  (0.274) (0.321)
Observations 23682 4,199 2109 17,374 17,822 3,104 897 13,821

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 (22-23 for graduation sample) with a high
school diploma or GED, who arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or
at least 3 years, and have not moved in the past year. Standard errors are in parentheses.

statistics before and after the policy change. About 68 percent of our Hispanic sample of 31,943
likely undocumented youth live in states that offer in-state tuition at some point in our analysis
while 73.7 percent of 23,819 Mexican youth live in those same states offering in-state tuition.
Conditioning on having an in-state policy in place, approximately 34 percent of Hispanic (40
percent of Mexican) undocumented youth live in states that also offer financial aid. In our sample,
we identify that about 35-38 percent of the likely undocumented are eligible for DACA. About 9
to 10 percent of each of our samples reported in Panel A (Hispanic and Mexican) live in states
that have enacted policies that are hostile to higher education.

Approximately 35 percent of Hispanic undocumented youth are enrolled in college, while only
31.5 percent of Mexican youth report being enrolled. We do see higher shares of enrollment when
likely undocumented youth live in states that enacted in-state tuition benefits after the enactment
of such benefits. Turning to labor market attachment measures for this age group, nearly 62 percent
of the likely undocumented are employed while approximately 2.5 percent are self-employed. In
Panel B, the slightly older sample, we examine the share that graduate with at least an AA degree.
This sample includes 23,682 observations of older likely unauthorized Hispanic (17,822 Mexican)



individuals ages 23-28. Approximately 13 percent of Hispanic youth and 11 percent of Mexican
youth graduated with at least an AA degree.

The complete set of the summary statistics for our pooled samples including the control variables
discussed above and those introduced in the next section can be found in the appendix (Appendix

Table A.6, A.7), as well as the summary statistics for the sub-samples used for heterogeneity
analysis by gender and marital status (Appendix Tables A.8, A.9, A.10, A.11, A.12, and A.13).

4 Empirical Approach

In our empirical analysis, we exploit temporal and state variation in the implementation of
education access policies at public institutions of higher education for undocumented residents in
order to understand the effect of these policies on college enrollment, graduation, and employment
outcomes. We focus our analysis on a sample of young Hispanic (Mexican only in an alternative
specification) noncitizen immigrants who are classified as likely undocumented and who should be

impacted by these policy changes.

We estimate the effect of access to in-state tuition by using a two-way fixed-effects regression
model to conduct causal inference. The regression equation has the following form:

Y. = a+ pInState  + f,(InState , * FinancialAid ) + f,DACA,

+ p,Hostile , + X, vy, + Wy, + Zy, +6 +7 +¢, (1)

where Yist is the outcome for person 7 in state s and year #. We examine four outcomes: college
enrollment, college graduation (graduated with at least an AA degree), currently employed, and
currently self-employed. The key independent variables of interest are InSzate which equals 1 if

a state allows undocumented individuals to attend college paying in-state tuition in that year.

The Financialdid indicator take the value 1 if a state allows undocumented students to receive
financial aid (recall that only states with InState policy can also allow financial aid); DACA is equal
to 1 if the individual is likely DACA eligible, and Hostile equals 1 if states have adopted an anti-
immigrant education policy in that year.

Controls in X are at the individual level and include age at arrival, years since migration, English
ability, mother’s education, married, and urban residency. Controls in ¥ are at the PUMA level
and include the percentage of Mexicans with a college education, the percentage of Whites with

a college education, the percentage of foreigners, and the percentage of conationals in PUMA 4.
Controls in Z are additional state-level controls including the average annual in-state tuition cost
for 2-year public institutions, unemployment and labor force participation rates for Hispanics, as
well as state social policies (prosocial and antisocial) towards the undocumented. §_and 7, are state
and year fixed effects. All regressions use ACS person weights and are clustered at the state level.

We also estimate the following event studies, which allow us to evaluate the presence of pre-trends
and show any dynamic effects:



-1 1
Y = a+ ) tt-I(InState > 0) +Yp -[1(InState > 0) ]+f (InState, FinancialAid )

ist
t=-7 t=7

+ ,BZDACAm + ﬂjHostile” + Xy, +Wy,+Zy,+6 +6, +¢, (2)

where Y, is the outcome for for person i in state s in year £ The indicator function: (policy>0),

represents the t™ year before or after the in-state tuition policy was adopted by state s. We examine

the existence of pre-trends up to seven years prior to this adoption date as captured by coefficients

7. The coefficients p, measure the differential policy dynamics annually for seven years after policy
t

implementation.

Recent literature has shown that the TWFE model can produce biased results in the presence of
staggered treatment timing and heterogeneous treatment effects (Goodman-Bacon, 2021). There
are several alternative estimators that have been proposed to address this potential bias (Callaway
and Sant’Anna, 2021; Sun and Abraham, 2021; de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfceuille, 2020).
However, we are unable to employ these methods directly because we have multiple staggered
higher education policy treatments: the offering of in-state tuition, the offering by some of these
states of additional access to financial aid, and the hostile policies restricting access to higher
education. To assess the potential bias using one of these alternatives, we estimate the baseline
model evaluating the role of just one policy, the instate tuition policy, and ignore the other policies,
using the Callaway Sant’Anna (CSDID) method.

5 Results: Impact of In-State College Tuition
Policies
5.1 TWEFE and event studies: pooled sample

Turning to our results, the impact of access to in-state tuition rates (In-state) and financial aid
availability (In-state*Financial Aid) on current enrollment and graduation are presented in Table 3
for a sample where we pool men and women together. We allow for differential effects by country
of origin (Hispanic, only Mexican). These specifications allow us to test for aggregate effects and
to compare our results to those presented in the literature. The odd columns present the regression
results using estimating equation 1 that controls for in-state tuition, demographic and location
characteristics, and state and year fixed effects, following the majority of existing literature. The
even columns add three additional education policy measures (In-state tuition*Financial aid, DACA
eligibility, and Hostile) and other state-level social policies.

We first estimate the impact of access to in-state tuition on college enrollment. As reported

in Table 3 columns 1-4, we find no significant impact among undocumented Hispanic youth,
though there is some evidence that additional access to financial aid increases enrollment among
Mexican youth. This former result corroborates the main finding of Bozick et al. (2016) in that
on aggregate, there is no impact of in-state tuition policies on the likelihood of enrollment. Using
the older sample and a six-year lag to allow for part-time attendance and degree completion, we

also look at the likelihood of graduating with at least an AA degree in columns 5-8. We find that



among undocumented Hispanic youth, access to in-state tuition rates increases college graduation
with at least an AA degree by 1.7 to 1.9 percentage points. The average graduation rate is 13.1
percent and the estimated impact is thus over a 10 percent increase (e.g., 1.7/13.1). Interestingly,
while DACA eligibility does not impact enrollment, it increases the probability of graduation for
Hispanic youth. We also find that undocumented youth residing in hostile states are less likely to
be enrolled and to graduate as one would expect.

The effects of in-state tuition access are supported by the event study results (Figure 2). The
periods prior to policy implementation do not reveal significant pre-trends between treated and
control groups and the event study estimates following the onset of policy are consistent with our
TWFE results. The first two panels show the lack of response in current enrollment among
Hispanic youth and confirm the increased probability of being enrolled among Mexican youth, and
they correspond to columns 2-4 in Table 3. The bottom two panels correspond to columns 6 and 8
and highlight the increased likelihood of graduation six years after policy implementation. We also
show the lighter-shaded vertical line that identifies the cohorts that may have been partially
treated and we do indeed observe an increase in graduation rates even prior to the full lag we use
to allow for degree completion. These findings are consistent with an interpretation that degree
completion is easier in states with policies that lower the cost of attendance.

Table 3: The impact of in-state college tuition policies: college outcomes

Enrolled Graduated
Hispanic Mexican Hispanic Mexican
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
In-state 0.043 0.051 0.074 0.076  0.019%* 0.017* 0.011 0.009
(0.041) (0.037) (0.071) (0.067) (0.009)  (0.010) (0.012) (0.014)

In-state*financial aid 0.016 0.025%* 0.001 -0.009

(0.011) (0.011) (0.008) (0.010)
DACA 0.005 0.000 0.022* 0.018

(0.018) (0.022) (0.012) (0.012)
Hostile -0.043* -0.018 -0.024%*%* -0.022%*

(0.022) (0.024) (0.008) (0.010)
Controls x x x x x x x x
Other policies x x x x
Mean 0.349 0349 0315  0.315 0.131 0.131 0.110 0.110
Observations 31,943 31,943 23,819 23819 23,682 23,682 17,822 17,822
R-squared 0.108  0.108  0.081 0.081 0.019 0.020 0.015 0.016

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 (23-28 for AA plus) with a high school
diploma or GED, who arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least
3 years, and have not moved in the past year. Notes: The variable of interest is InState which equals one if the state allows undocumented
immigrants access to in-state tuition rates (see Table 1). Some states also offer access to Financialdid. DACA equals one if the respondent is
likely eligible. Hostile equals one if a state made it more difficult for the undocumented to enroll in college. All models include a constant term
and controls specified in Appendix Tables A.6 and A.7, as well as state and year fixed effects. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. All regressions
are weighted using ACS person weights. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are in parentheses,



Figure 2: Event studies: college outcomes
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Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 with a high school diploma or GED, who
arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years, and have not
moved in the past year. Notes: This figure shows the coefficients and the 90 percent confidence intervals from a TWFE event study regression
where the outcome equals 1 if the in-state tuition policy was active in year t+1. Treatment is defined as living in a state with an in-state tuition
policy at time t and the comparison group is comprised of those who live in a state without it. The x-axis measures time relative to treatment.
Models include the full set of controls as shown in Tables A.6 and A.7, plus year and state fixed effects. All regressions are weighted using ACS
person weights and robust standard errors are clustered at the state level.

Next, we turn our attention to the impact of access to in-state tuition rates on employment
outcomes. Table 4 shows that access to cheaper college tuition does not impact current
employment among undocumented youth but it does increase the likelihood of selfemployment
by 1.7 to 1.9 percentage points, a rather large increase of about 70 percent as only about 2.5
percent of the undocumented youth report being self-employed. Likely undocumented individuals
without access to formal labor markets may find that career advancement is only possible via
self-employment and if they have access to lower-cost education these returns may increase.

For example, taking a business class in community college may facilitate self-employment. As
expected, DACA eligibility is associated with a higher likelihood of employment and decreases the
likelihood of self-employment. We present the panel of event-studies in Figure 3 which show the
lack of response in employment rates following the implementation of in-state tuition access and
the increase in self-employment.

The events studies are consistent with our TWFE results. Thus, in the following sections where we
conduct further analyses to explore the heterogeneity by gender and marital status, we only present
the TWFE results in tables for conciseness.



Table 4: The impact of in-state college tuition policies: employment outcomes

Employed Self-employed
Hispanic Mexican Hispanic Mexican
m @ @ @ 5 ®  @®  ®
In-state 0.011 0.017 0.063 0.055  0.017*F 0.019%** 0.014 0.018
(0.041) (0.035) (0.054) (0.048) (0.007) (0.007) (0.010) (0.011)
In-state*financial aid -0.015 -0.018 -0.001 -0.003
(0.010) (0.013) (0.003) (0.003)
DACA 0.067%** 0.066%** -0.015%* -0.010%*
(0.013) (0.017) (0.006) (0.005)
Hostile -0.027 -0.041 -0.014%* -0.011
(0.028) (0.029) (0.006) (0.009)
Controls X e X X X X X X
Other policies X X X X
Mean 0.617 0.617 0.619 0.619 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.025
Observations 31,943 31,943 23819 23819 31943 31,943 23819 23819
R-squared 0.089 0.089 0.094 0.095 0.011 0.011 0.010 0.010

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 with a high school diploma or GED, who
arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years, and have not
moved in the past year. Notes: The variable of interest is InState which equals one if the state allows undocumented immigrants access to
in-state tuition rates (see Table 1). Some states also offer access to FinancialAid. DACA equals one if the respondent is likely eligible. Hostile
equals one if a state made it more difficult for the undocumented to enroll in college. All models include a constant term and controls specified in
Appendix Table A.6, as well as state and year fixed effects. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. All regressions are weighted using ACS person
weights. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are in parentheses

Despite the limitations of the CSDID method which does not allow for additional policies

to change over time, as an exercise, we estimate the impact of in-state tuition policy using the
CSDID method and the corresponding event studies are presented in Appendix Figure A.1.

They confirm the null estimates of the in-state tuition policy for Hispanic youth and we do see a
significant increase in enrollment for Mexican youth. However, as previous research shows (Bozick
et al., 2016), controlling for the additional policies is critical and the CSDID method does not
allow us to include other time-varying policies. Thus we would not expect the results to match, and
we indeed do not observe the increase in graduation rates in the CSDID results when other policy
effects are not captured.™

14 Moreover, the CSDID method cannot accommodate situations where some states switch policy status on and off. de Chaisemartin
and D’Haultfceuille (2020) do allow for switching treatment on and off, but still do not accommodate multiple policies.
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Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 with a high school diploma or GED, who
arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years, and have not

moved in the past year. Notes: This figure shows the coefficients and the 90 percent confidence intervals from a TWFE event study regression

where the outcome equals 1 if the in-state tuition policy was active in year t+1. Treatment is defined as living in a state with an in-state tuition
policy at time t and the comparison group is comprised of those who live in a state without it. The x-axis measures time relative to treatment.
Models include the full set of controls as shown in Appendix Table A.G, plus year and state fixed effects. All regressions are weighted using ACS
person weights and robust standard errors are clustered at the state level.



5.2 TWEFE by gender

We next allow for the possibility of gendered responses given the differential attachment to
schooling and labor markets for men and women. The results presented in Table 5 reveal such a
gendered impact of in-state tuition access on current enrollment. While the policy does not
incentivize women to enroll at higher rates, the findings indicate that men living in states that
allow undocumented students to pay in-state tuition are more likely to be enrolled. They are, on
average, 7.2 percentage points more likely to be taking a college class and the impact is even larger
for Mexican men at 13.2 percentage points. Relative to means of 29.9 and 27.2 percent,
respectively, these are sizable impacts. DACA does not appear to affect college enrollment and may
reflect the competing incentives between long-term and short-term benefits of access to formal
labor markets. Men are more likely to enroll with access to in-state tuition, but they do not persist
as their graduation rates are not impacted. Women, on the other hand, do not enroll at higher
rates, but the lower tuition allows them to continue and they are 4.7 percentage points more likely
to graduate, representing a 30 percent increase relative to the average graduation rate of 15.7
percent.

Table 5: The impact of in-state college tuition policies by gender: college outcomes

Enrolled Graduated

Women Men Women Men
Hispanic Mexican Hispanic Mexican Hispanic Mexican Hispanic Mexican
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
In-state 0.009 0.009 0.072* 0.132* 0.047%* -0.020 -0.001 0.009
(0.073)  (0.073) (0.041)  (0.075)  (0.023)  (0.020)  (0.019)  (0.022)
In-state*Financial aid 0.006 0.006 0.026 0.018 0.016 0.006 -0.019 -0.012
(0.015)  (0.015) (0.016) (0.019)  (0.017)  (0.018)  (0.014)  (0.015)
DACA -0.013 -0.013 0.020 0.019 -0.035*% -0.029 0.006 -0.034
(0.035)  (0.035) (0.016) (0.016) (0.019)  (0.031)  (0.028)  (0.025)
Hostile -0.054 -0.054 -0.022 0.002 -0.06T7***  -0.084***  .0.026 -0.033

(0.049)  (0.049) (0.029) (0.027)  (0.015)  (0.020)  (0.028)  (0.026)

Controls x X x x X x X x
Other policies x b'e x x X x X x
Mean 0.411 0411 0.299 0.272 0.157 0.134 0.113 0.094
Observations 14,249 14,249 17,694 13,287 9,597 7,230 14,085 10,592
R-squared 0.105 0.105 0.099 0.074 0.066 0.038 0.043 0.027

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 (23-28 for graduation) with a high school
diploma or GED, who arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S5. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least
3 years, and have not moved in the past year. Notes: The variable of interest is InState which equals one if the state allows undocumented
immigrants access to in-state tuition rates (see Table 1). Some states also offer access to Financialdid. DACA equals one if the respondent is
likely eligible. Hostile equals one if a state made it more difficult for the undocumented to enroll in college. All models include a constant term
and controls specified in Appendix Tables A.B, A.9, A.11, and A.12 as well as state and year fixed effects. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. All
regressions are weighted using ACS person weights. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are in parentheses.

We now examine how these policies affect the employment of likely undocumented women and
men. As shown in Table 6, we find that Mexican women in states with generous instate tuition
policies are more likely to be employed. If women persist and continue college to earn a college
degree, they may have a stronger attachment to the labor market due to expected higher returns or
plausibly to pay for tuition. For men, we do not observe any change in labor market attachment
despite being more likely to enroll. This is consistent with our finding that they do not continue
attending college to earn a degree and thus do not change their labor market attachment.
Confirming previous evidence in the literature (Amuedo-Dorantes and Antman, 2017), DACA
eligibility is positively associated with the probability of employment for all samples. Living in a
hostile state significantly deters employment among Mexican women as they move into the



shadows. This finding lines up with other studies that show a chilling effect of hostile policies on
labor market outcomes of likely unauthorized women (East and Veldsquez, 2022). In columns 5 to
8, we examine self-employment and find that access to in-state tuition rates increases the
likelihood of self-employment among men. Perhaps attending some college classes may inspire
them to start their own businesses. Given the limited opportunities to secure formal employment,
undocumented youth with a college degree may only see increased returns to education through
self-employment. Along these lines, as expected, DACA eligibility is associated with a decrease in
self-employment, as these men have options in the formal labor market. Women are discouraged
from self-employment in states that implement hostile educational policies.

Table 6: The impact of in-state college tuition policies by gender: employment outcomes

Employed Self-employed
Women Men Women Men
Hispanic Mexican Hispanic Mexican Hispanic Mexican Hispanic Mexican
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
In-state 0.084 0.157* 0.009 0.008 0.013 0.005 0.020* 0.030%*

(0.064)  (0.090)  (0.061)  (0.092)  (0.012)  (0.016)  (0.010)  (0.015)
In-state*Financial aid  -0.026  -0.035**  -0.001  -0.002 0006  0.010%*  -0.007  -0.012%
(0.016)  (0.017)  (0.015)  (0.022)  (0.006)  (0.004)  (0.006)  (0.006)

DACA 0.062%%*  0.057%  0.073*** 0.078***  .0.003 0002  -0.023%FF  _0.016%*
(0.022)  (0.029) (0.018) (0.019)  (0.005)  (0.009)  (0.007)  (0.006)
Hostile 0.046  -0.087** 0036  -0.037 -0.030%** -0.030%**  -0.001 0.006

(0.033) (0.039) (0.031) (0.032) (0.009)  (0.011)  (0.009)  (0.012)

Controls x x x x x x x X
Other policies x x x x x x x X
Mean 0.547 0.542 0.674 0.680 0.020 0.019 0.030 0.030
Observations 14,249 10,532 17.694 13,287 14,249 10,532 17,694 13,287
R-squared 0.079 0.085 0.095 0.097 0.011 0.013 0.018 0.016

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 with a high school diploma or GED, who
arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state's residency requirement or at least 3 years, and have not
moved in the past year. Notes: The variable of interest is InState which equals one if the state allows undocumented immigrants access to
in-state tuition rates (see Table 1). Some states also offer access to FinancialAid. DACA equals one if the respondent is likely eligible. Hostile
equals one il a state made it more difficult for the undocumented to enroll in college. All models include a constant term and controls specified in
Appendix Tables A.8 and A.9 as well as state and year fixed effects. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. All regressions are weighted using ACS
person weights, Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are in parentheses.

Overall, our findings thus far indicate that while in-state tuition access does not differentially
impact women in terms of enrolling in a college class, it does provide a large enough incentive

to continue and complete an AA degree. Among men, we observe a relatively large increase in
enrolling in college classes, though they do not continue the pursuit of a degree. In terms of
employment, in-state tuition access encourages employment among Mexican women, and self-
employment among all men. DACA eligibility is not associated with higher enrollment rates but
it plays an important role in employment outcomes increasing the likelihood of employment, and
decreasing the likelihood of self-employment among men.

5.3 TWFE by gender and marital status

In this section, we further stratify our samples by marital status and estimate the in-state tuition
policy effect on the same four outcomes. The results for college enrollment and graduation with
AA degree are presented in Table 7. Panel A highlights the differences in current enrollment,
and Panel B in the completion of a college degree. Interestingly, married men are more likely

to be enrolled in states with generous tuition policies. Adding access to financial aid increases
enrollment among all married women, single Mexican women, and single Mexican men. Married



Mexican men’s enrollment increases with DACA eligibility. Panel B shows that single women are
driving the increase in graduation rates. Women are less likely to graduate in states with hostile
policies.

In Table 8 (Panels A and B) we show the impact of in-state tuition policies on employment
outcomes by gender and marital status. Single women are more likely to be employed but we do
not observe any changes in self-employment (Panel B). While access to in-state tuition doesn’t
impact single men’s employment, Panel A reveals that married men are less likely to be employed,
supporting the strong evidence of increased enrollment found in the previous table. Panel B
provides an interesting insight into the previous findings of increased selfemployment among men
with access to in-state tuition rates. There is a reduction in the probability of self-employment
among married men and an increase in the probability among single men. The increased
enrollment rates and lower employment rates among married men are consistent with a lower
likelihood of self-employment as well. Single men with access to in-state tuition may be motivated
to pursue self-employment to advance their careers and may be more open to the riskier option of
self-employment.

Table 7: The impact of in-state college tuition policies by gender and marital status: college
outcomes

Hispanic women Mexican women Hispanic men Mexican men
Married Single Married Single Married  Single Married  Single
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Panel A: Enrolled
In-state 0.025 0.009 0.226 -0.002 0.239* 0.058 0.331 0.125
(0.122)  (0.079)  (0.164)  (0.098)  (0.131) (0.042) (0.226) (0.077)
In-state*financial aid 0.103** -0.002 0.089** 0.029* 0.032 0.027* 0.021 0.017
(0.050)  (0.016)  (0.039)  (0.016)  (0.048) (0.015) (0.055)  (0.019)
DACA -0.041 -0.011 -0.014 -0.021 0.071 0.019 0.093**  0.011
(0.050)  (0.035)  (0.043)  (0.046)  (0.062) (0.014) (0.039)  (0.017)
Hostile 0.017 -0.061 -0.030 -0.027 -0.066 -0.020 -0.026 0.003
(0.073)  (0.050)  (0.071)  (0.058)  (0.054) (0.031) (0.058)  (0.030)
Controls X X X X x x X X
Other policies x x X x x x x x
Mean 0.195 0.433 0.171 0.392 0.151 0.309 0.133 0.281
Observations 1,346 12,903 1,069 9,463 1,118 16,576 891 12,396
R-squared 0.128 0.092 0.093 0.068 0.155 0.096 0.088 0.071

Panel B: Graduated

In-state 6 year lag 0.012 0.050* -0.077* -0.028 -0.013 0.009 0.011 0.014
(0.039) (0.028) (0.045) (0.026) (0.032) (0.022) (0.027)  (0.028)

In-state *Financial aid 6 year lag 0.057** 0.004 0.077***  .0.020  -0.068*** .0.006 -0.077*** 0.006
(0.024) (0.021) (0.028) (0.020) (0.023) (0.015) (0.022)  (0.016)

DACA 0.006 -0.052%* -0.003 -0.042 -0.041 0.017 -0.020 -0.042
(0.061) (0.022) (0.078) (0.041) (0.048)  (0.027)  (0.020)  (0.028)
Hostile 6 year lag -0.086%*  -0.065%** -0.008%* -0.084%**  -0.047 -0.018 -0.023 -0.032
(0.041) (0.021) (0.041) (0.024) (0.045)  (0.032)  (0.044)  (0.030)
Controls X X X X X X X X
Other policies x X x x X x X x
Mean 0.147 0.184 0.123 0.159 0.099 0.127 0.087 0.107
Observations 2,495 7,102 1,975 5,255 3,127 10,958 2,520 8,072
R-squared 0.098 0.067 0.082 0.041 0.079 0.046 0.058 0.032

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 (23-28 for AA degrees) with a high school
diploma or GED, who arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least
3 years, and have not moved in the past year. Notes: The variable of interest is InState which equals one if the state allows undocumented
immigrants access to in-state tuition rates (see Table 1). Some states also offer access to FinancialAid. DACA equals one if the respondent is likely
eligible. Hostile equals one if a state made it more difficult for the undocumented to enroll in college. All models include a constant term and
controls specified in Appendix Tables A.8 and A.9 (A.11 and A.12 for AA degrees), as well as state and year fixed effects, * p<0.10; ** p<0.05;
*** p<0.01. All regressions are weighted using ACS person weights. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are in parentheses.
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6 Specification Checks

In this section, we present several specification checks to provide supporting evidence for the
validity of our results. First, we use a large sample of U.S. natives (over 2.1 million) who meet the
equivalent sample selection criteria of age range, completing high school, and not moving in the

last year as our likel

y undocumented sample. Access to in-state tuition should have no impact on

the likelihood of college enrollment or graduation among natives since they already have access.
Table 9 presents the coefficients of interest and as expected, there are no significant impacts on the
native population. Overall, this falsification test is reassuring, as it suggests that the policy is
affecting only the group it is intended for and has no meaningful impact on native youth

Table 8: The

impact of in-state tuition policies by gender and marital status: employment

outcomes

Hispanic women

Mexican women

Hispanic men

Mexican men

Married  Single Married  Single  Married Single Married Single
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (M) (8)
Panel A: Employed
In-state -0.270 0.120* -0.293 0.198%*  -0.247** 0.010 -0.203 0.009
(0.171)  (0.068)  (0.284)  (0.095)  (0.122)  (0.063)  (0.206)  (0.095)
In-state*Financial aid 0.073 -0.029* 0.058 -0.037** 0.053 -0.006 0.115%* -0.008
(0.048) (0.015)  (0.052) (0.016) (0.042)  (0.016)  (0.054)  (0.022)
DACA 0.133*%*  0.055**  0.170*** 0.047 0.117%%*  (.065*** 0.100%*  0.074%**
(0.053)  (0.023)  (0.060) (0.032)  (0.030)  (0.018)  (0.044)  (0.019)
Hostile 0.114 -0.062 0.065 -0.101%*  -0.221%** -0.028 -0.246%%* -0.028
(0.100) (0.037)  (0.090) (0.042) (0.077)  (0.033)  (0.084)  (0.033)
Controls x x x x x x x x
Other policies x X x x x x x x
Mean 0.487 0.553 0.472 0.550 0.809 0.665 0.810 0.671
QObservations 1,346 12,903 1,069 9.463 1,118 16,576 891 12,396
R-squared 0.169 0.080 0.155 0.088 0.137 0.095 0.149 0.095
Panel B: Self-employed
In-state 0.017 0.014 0.051 0.003 -0.172** 0.028** -0.194**  0.041%*
(0.066)  (0.010)  (0.113)  (0.016)  (0.070)  (0.012)  (0.086)  (0.018)
In-state*Financial aid 0.023 0.005 0.021 0.009** -0.001 -0.006 -0.009 -0.01
(0.015)  (0.005)  (0.015)  (0.004)  (0.025)  (0.006)  (0.028)  (0.006)
DACA -0.057* 0.001 0.003 -0.001 -0.057 -0.023*** -0.084 -0.012**
(0.033)  (0.004)  (0.030) (0.010)  (0.050)  (0.007)  (0.071)  (0.005)
Hostile -0.047  -0.028*** -0.036 -0.027** 0.055 -0.006 0.072 -0.001
(0.039)  (0.010)  (0.044)  (0.013)  (0.044)  (0.010)  (0.057)  (0.012)
Controls X X X X X X X X
Other policies x x X x x x x x
Mean 0.023 0.019 0.018 0.019 0.053 0.029 0.056 0.028
Observations 1,346 12,903 1,069 9,463 1,118 16,576 891 12,396
R-squared 0.081 0.013 0.060 0.014 0.120 0.018 0.134 0.015

Data source: ACS, 20

)05-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 with a high school diploma or GED, who

arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years, and have not

moved in the past

year. Notes: The variable of interest is InState which equals one if the state allows undocumented immigrants access to

in-state tuition rates (see Table 1). Some states also offer access to FinancialAid. DACA equals one if the respondent is likely eligible. Hostile
equals one if a state made it more difficult for the undocumented to enroll in college. All models include a constant term and controls specified in
Appendix Tables A.8 and A.9, as well as state and year fixed effects. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. All regressions are weighted using ACS

Data source: ACS, 2005-2
not moved in the past ye

person weights. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are in parentheses.

Table 9: The impact of in-state tuition policies on natives

Enrolled Graduated Employed Self-Employed
1) (2) (3) (4)

In-state tuition -0.003 0.002 0.012 -0.002
(0.013) (0.003) (0.014) (0.001)
Controls X X X X
Mean 0.572 0.427 0.561 0.019
Observations 2,143,031 2,393,320 2,143,031 2,143,031
R-squared 0.072 0.056 0.049 0.002

019. The sample is restricted to natives ages 18-22 (23-28 for AA plus) with a high school diploma or GED, who have
ar. Notes: The variable of interest is InState which equals one if the state allows undocumented immigrants access to

in-state tuition rates (see Table 1). Some states also offer access to FinancialAid. Hostile equals one if a state made it more difficult for the
undocumented to enroll in college. All models include a constant term and controls, as well as state and year fixed effects. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05;
**% p<0.01. All regressions are weighted using ACS person weights. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are in parentheses.
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Next, in Table 10, we address the possibility of reverse causality; i.e., the possibility that the rate of
college attendance by the likely undocumented prompted a state to implement the policy. To do so,
we collapse the data to the state-year level and regress the adoption of in-state tuition access
(column 1), adoption of access to financial aid (column 2), and adoption of hostile policies (column
3) on the share of the sample enrolled in college (Panel A) and on the share ever enrolled (Panel
B). None of the coefficients predict the adoption of the policies, alleviating concerns of reverse
causality.

Table 10: Reverse causality

Adoption of Adoption of Adoption of
in-state tuition policy financial aid access hostile policy

(1) (2) (3)

Enrolled 0.026 0.033 -0.029
(0.031) (0.040) (0.031)
Controls X X X
Observations 653 653 653
R-squared 0.938 0.659 0.627

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019 collapsed at the state-year level. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 with a
high school diploma or GED, who arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.5. for the duration of the state’s residency
requirement or at least 3 years, and have not moved in the past year. Notes: InState equals one if the state allows undocumented immigrants
access to in-state tuition rates (see Table 1). Some states also offer access to FinancialAid. DACA equals one if the respondent is likely eligible.
Hostile equals one if a state made it more difficult for the undocumented to enroll in college. All models include a constant term and controls
specified in Appendix Tables A.8 and A.9, as well as state and year fixed effects. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. All regressions are weighted
using ACS person weights. Robust standard errors clustered at the state level are in parentheses.

Table 11: Assessing the role of confounding population changes

Share of likely undocumented

(1)

In-state; -0.001
(0.001)
Controls X
Observations 699
R-squared 0.979

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019 collapsed at the state-year level. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 with a
high school diploma or GED, who arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency
requirement or at least 3 years, and have not moved in the past year. Notes: InState equals one if the state allows undocumented immigrants
access to in-state tuition rates (see Table 1). All models include a constant term and controls specified in Appendix Tables A.8 and A.9, as well
as state and year fixed effects. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. All regressions are weighted using ACS person weights. Robust standard errors
clustered at the state level are in parentheses.

In our third and final specification test, we address concerns over the endogeneity of mobility

of immigrants. Policies friendly toward the undocumented population may attract more
undocumented immigrants to the state, which would bias our results. Table 11 aims to investigate
whether the policy adoption changes the composition of the state’s population, namely its share of
the likely undocumented. We again collapse the data at the state-year level, lag the policy by one
year, and regress the state’s share of likely undocumented on the policy. The adoption of the policy
is not associated with confounding population changes.
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7 Discussion and Conclusion

While the federal government prohibits undocumented youth from accessing in-state tuition, a
majority of states have enacted laws that allow undocumented youth access to in-state tuition and
financial aid. However, even with a degree in hand, access to the labor market remains limited for
this group, lowering the value of a degree and making the impact of state-level tuition policies an
empirical question.

In this paper, we test whether access to in-state tuition incentivizes young eligible adults to alter
their behavior with regard to investments in their human capital and labor market attachment. On
aggregate, we find these policies to have little to no impact on enrollment and a positive impact on
graduation rates. We then estimate the models separately by gender and marital status and believe
we are the first ones to do so. Our findings suggest that likely undocumented women and men
respond differently to policy incentives. While we do not find higher rates of college enrollment
for women in response to in-state tuition access, men living in states that offer in-state tuition are
7 to 13 percentage points more likely to attend college relative to similar men in non-adopting
states. However, we find evidence that women are significantly more likely to graduate when they
have access to lower-cost tuition. This result is driven by single women. There is no overall effect
of access to in-state college tuition rates on men’s degree completion despite their higher rates of
enrollment in these states.

Turning to the impact of in-state tuition access on simultaneous employment, we assess the

degree of labor market attachment among the eligible likely undocumented youth. In our pooled
sample, we find no impact on employment but document a significant increase in self-employment
for Hispanic youth. Our gendered results indicate that Mexican women are more likely to be
employed; this is driven by single women. The employment of single men is not responsive to
in-state tuition. Moreover, we find evidence that lower-cost education encourages self-employment
among men. Our results also highlight the varied responses by individuals from different countries
of origin. Married Hispanic men are less likely to be employed when in-state policy is in place, but
married Mexican men increase employment rates when they have additional access to financial aid.
This is a fertile area for future research.

As Congress continues to grapple with immigration reform, deciding the future of undocumented
youth’s access to education will determine future human capital accumulation and labor market
productivity. The findings presented in this study indicate that policies changing access to higher
education for undocumented immigrants matter and that there are differences in their impacts by
gender, marital status, and country of origin. Additionally, we document that friendly policies, such
as DACA have a positive effect on degree completion and employment, while in some cases hostile
policies appear to have a chilling effect and deter some undocumented youth from engaging in
school and labor markets. While access to higher education is an important first step in investing
in undocumented youth, the next logical step is to increase the return on this investment by
granting access to formal labor markets. Looking at the longer-term effects of in-state tuition
access, or lack thereof, on formal labor markets could provide insight into this important second
step.
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8 Appendix

Figure A.1: CSDID: event studies
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Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 (23-28 for graduation) with a high school
diploma or GED, who arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’'s residency requirement or at least
3 years, and have not moved in the past year. Notes: This figure shows the coefficients and the 90 percent confidence intervals from a Callaway
Sant’Anna estimation where the outcome equals 1 if the h:-ctate tuition pollcy wns active in year t+1. Treatment is defined as living in a state

with an in-state tuition policy at time t and the

group

P

of those who live in a state without it. The model does not

account for other policies in the state. The x-axis measures time relative to treatment. All regressions are weighted using ACS person weights
and robust standard errors are clustered at the state level.
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Table A.1: State legislation granting access to in-state tuition

State Legislation Residency requirement Year
Texas H.B. 1403 3 years 2001
California A .B. 540 3 years 2001
Utah H.B. 144 3 years 2002
New York S.B. 7784 2 years 2002
Oklahoma H.B. 60 2 years 2003
Mlinois P.A 093-0007 3 years 2003
Washington H.B. 1079 3 years 2003
Kansas H.B. 2145 3 years 2004
New Mexico S.B. 582 1 year 2005
Nebraska L.B. 239 3 years 2006
Wisconsin* AB. 75 3 years 2009
Connecticut H.B. 6390 2 years 2011
Rhode Island Board of Governors’ decision 3 years 2011
Maryland S 167 3 years 2011
New Jersey S 2479 3 years 2013
Hawaii Board of Regents Policy 6.209 3 years 2013
Colorado S.B. 13-033 3 years 2013
Minnesota S 1236 3 years 2013
Oregon H.B. 2787 5 years 2013
Florida H.B. 851 3 years 2014
Kentucky Residency Regulatory 13 KAR 2:045 2 years 2015
District of Columbia Act 21-650 3 years 2017
Arkansas H.B. 1684 3 years 2019
Virginia H.B. 1547 2 years 2020
Nevada S.B. 347 1 year 2021

Notes: Wisconsin revoked the policy in 2011. States adopting policy before 2005 are always treated and those that adopted starting in 2019 do
not have a policy in effect in our sample. Data updated from https://www. higheredimmigrationportal.org/data-tools/ and
https://www.ncsl.org/research/immigration/immigration-laws-database.aspx.
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Table A.2: State legislation granting access to state financial aid

State Legislation Year
Texas H.B. 1403 2001
Oklahoma* S.B. 596 2003
New Mexico S.B. 140 2005
California A.B. 131 2011
Washington H.B. 1817 2013
Hawaii Board of Regents Policy 6.209 2013
Minnesota S 1236 2013
Utah S.B. 253 2015
Oregon S.B. 932 2015
District of Columbia Act 21-650 2017
Connecticut P.A. 18-2 2018
New Jersey S 699 2018
Maryland S.B 532 2018
New York A.B. 792 2019
Illinois H.B. 2691 2019
Rhode Island Rhode Island Student Success Initiative, 2019
Colorado H.B. 19-1196 2019
Nevada S.B. 347 2021
Virginia S.B. 1387 2022

Notes: Oklahoma revoked the policy in 2007. States adopting policy before 2005 are always treated and those that adopted starting in 2019 do

not have a policy in effect in our sample. Data updated from https://www. higheredimmigrationportal.org/data-tools/ and
https://www.ncsl.org/research /immigration/immigration-laws-database.aspx.
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Table A.3: State legislation prohibiting access to in-state tuition (hostile)

State Legislation Year
Arizona Prop 300 2006
Colorado HB 2=1023 2006-2012
Georgia SB 492 2008
South Carolina HB 4400 2008
Alabama HB56 2011
Indiana HB 1402 2011
Wisconsin AB 40 2011
New Hamphire H1383 2012
Tennessee S2115 2014
Missouri H3 2015
Idaho SB 1280 2016
Virginia VA H 209  2016-2019

Notes: States adopting policy before 2005 are always treated and those that adopted starting in 2019 do not have a policy in effect in our sample.
Data updated from https://www.higheredimmigrationportal.org/data-tools/ and
https://www.ncsl.org/research/immigration/immigration-laws-database.aspx.
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Table A.4: Likely undocumented Hispanic noncitizens: countries of origin

Birthplace Frequency Percentage
Mexico 23,819 74.57
El Salvador 1,492 4.67
Guatemala 1,045 3.27
Colombia 1,037 3.25
Dominican Republic 889 2.81
Peru 748 2.34
Honduras 731 2.29
Ecuador 523 1.64
Venezuela 481 1.51
Argentina 315 0.99
Nicaragua 266 0.83
Bolivia 136 0.43
Costa Rica 131 0.41
Chile 127 0.40
Uruguay 95 0.30
Panama 79 0.25
Paraguay 19 0.06
Total 31,943 100

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 with a high school diploma or GED, who

arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state's residency requirement

moved in the past year.

or at least 3 years, and have not
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Table A.5: State legislation granting or prohibiting access to social services

State Legislation Year
Prosocial Antisocial

Arizona Prop 200 2004
Florida SB 498 2005
Washington H.B. 1441 2005
Nevada NRS 422.A 2005
Colorado HB1023 2006
Illinois SB 918 2006
Kansas HB 2157 2006
Virginia H.B. 1798/S.B.1 2006
Georgia SB 529 2007
Idaho SB 1157 2007
Indiana SB 504 2007

Michigan HB 4344 2007
Oklahoma HB1804 2007
Texas SB 589 2007
Alaska SB 120 2008
Hawaii HB 2966 2008
Missouri HB 1549 2008
South Carolina HB4400 2008
Virginia I1B 30 2008
Nebraska 1403 2009
New Hampshire = HB 601 2009
New York AB 10228 2009
North Dakota 111090 2009
Utah SB 81 2009
Massachusetts H4800 2010
Minnesota H.F. 1988 2010
Washington H 2782 2010
Alabama HB 56 2011
Arkansas AR S 1019 2013
Oregon OR H 2859 2013
Maine ME S 137 2015
Tennessee TN H 227 2017
Delaware DE S 228 2018
New Hampshire NH S 313 2018
Washington WA S 6219 2018

Notes: States adopting policy before 2005 are always treated and those that adopted starting in 2019 do not have a policy in effect in our sample.
Data updated from https://www.higheredimmigrationportal.org/data-tools/ and
https://www.nesl.org/research /immigration/immigration-laws-database.aspx.



Table A.6: Descriptive statistics, age 18-22

Hispanic Mexican
All No in-state In-state All No in-state In-state
tuition tuition tuition tuition
Before  After Before  After
No policy 0.229 0.611 0.897  0.000 0.164 0.562 0.789  0.000
(0.420) (0.488) (0.304) (0.000) (0.370) (0.496) (0.408)  (0.000)
In-state 0.682 0.000 0.000 1.000  0.737 0.000 0.000  1.000
((0.466) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.440) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
In-state & financial aid 0.340 0.000 0.000 0499 0.401 0.000 0.000  0.545
(0.474) (0.000) (0.000) (0.500) (0.490) (0.000) (0.000) (0.498)
DACA 0.355 0.418 0.165 0.370  0.376 0.445 0.190  0.376
(0.478) (0.493) (0.371) (0.483) (0.484) (0.497) (0.393) (0.484)
Hostile 0.089 0.389 0.103  0.000  0.099 0.438 0.211  0.000
(0.285) (0.488) (0.304) (0.000) (0.299) (0.496) (0.408) (0.000)
Tuition 4.164 8.833 8.368 2.066  3.605 8.622 7.995 1.874
(3.424) (2.153) (1.797) (1.199) (3.208) (2.040) (1.958) (1.048)
Enrolled 0.349 0.283 0.350 0.368  0.315 0.240 0.221  0.344
(0.477)  (0.451)  (0.477) (0.482) (0.465)  (0.427)  (0.415) (0.475)
Employed 0.617 0.654 0.610 0.608 0.619 0.654 0.643  0.607
(0.486)  (0.476)  (0.488) (0.488) (0.486)  (0.476)  (0.479) (0.488)
Self-employed 0.025 0.026 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.028 0.022 0.025
(0.157)  (0.158)  (0.157) (0.157) (0.156)  (0.165)  (0.148) (0.155)
Married 0.073 0.071 0.061 0.076 0.078 0.073 0.068  0.081
(0.261)  (0.256)  (0.240) (0.266) (0.269)  (0.260)  (0.252) (0.273)
Years since migration 12.654 12.382 11.029 13.021 13.212 12.909 11.781 13.429
(4.721) (4.694) (4.560) (4.690) (4.674) (4.714) (4.862) (4.617)
Speaks English well 0.898 0.887 0.883 0904  0.902 0.892 0.848  0.910
(0.302) (0.316) (0.321) (0.294) (0.297) (0.310) (0.359) (0.287)
Urban 0.907 0.822 0.912 0930  0.890 0.801 0.826 0919
(0.291) (0.382) (0.283) (0.255) (0.313) (0.399) (0.380) (0.272)
Age 20.104 20.084 20.024 20124 20.111 20.088 20.007 20.127
(1.333) (1.331) (1.334) (1.333) (1.335) (1.329) (1.336) (1.337)
Age at arrival 7.461 7.709 8.099 7.116 6.912 7.188 8.233  6.7T12

(4.598) (4.552) (4.428) (4.580) (4.557) (4.561) (4.704) (4.516)
Mom less than HS education 0.385 0.351 0.269 0416  0.450 0.411 0434  0.462
(0.487) (0.477) (0.444) (0.493) (0.498) (0.492) (0.496) (0.499)
Mom HS education 0.201 0.206 0.230 0.194 0.186 0.203 0.163  0.184
(0.400) (0.405) (0.421) (0.395) (0.389) (0.402) (0.370) (0.388)
Mom more than HS education 0414 0.443 0.501 0.391 0.363 0.386 0.403 0.354
(0.493) (0.497) (0.500) (0.488) (0.481) (0.487) (0.491) (0.478)

Mom unknown education 0.305 0.335 0.319 0293 0.294 0.319 0.348  0.282
(0.460) (0.472) (0.466) (0.455) (0.456) (0.466) (0.477) (0.450)
Mexican college graduates 0.066 0.074 0.068  0.064 0.061 0.060 0.059  0.061
(0.033) (0.059) (0.024) (0.022) (0.021) (0.031) (0.023) (0.018)
White college graduates 0.336 0.297 0311 0352  0.336 0.290 0.304  0.351
(0.052)  (0.051)  (0.057) (0.043) (0.052)  (0.043)  (0.066) (0.043)
Foreign enclave 0.270 0.159 0271 0301 0255 0.157 0.153  0.290
(0.167) (0.117) (0.201) (0.159) (0.156) (0.120) (0.113) (0.152)
Own origin enclave 0.120 0.068 0.063 0.145 0.141 0.085 0.049 0.164
(0.116)  (0.091)  (0.057) (0.122) (0.122)  (0.101)  (0.047) (0.123)
Unemployment rate 0.076 0.075 0.084  0.075 0.076 0.077 0.081 0.075
(0.024)  (0.025)  (0.027) (0.023) (0.024)  (0.025)  (0.027) (0.023)
LF participation rate 0.651 0.642 0.648 0.654 0.652 0.638 0.659 0.655
(0.066) (0.060) (0.067) (0.068) (0.067) (0.060) (0.066) (0.068)
Prosocial 0.123 0.074 0.433  0.083  0.050 0.024 0.247  0.038
(0.320)  (0.262)  (0.496) (0.275) (0.219)  (0.154)  (0.432) (0.192)
Antisocial 0.414 0.604 0.143 0.407 0.483 0.682 0.292 0.449
(0.492) (0.489) (0.350) (0.491) (0.500) (0.466) (0.455) (0.497)
Observations 31943 6143 3839 21961 23819 4491 1630 17698

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 with a high school diploma or GED, who
arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years, and have not
moved in the past year. Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table A.7: Descriptive statistics, age 23 to 28

Hispanic Mexican
All No in-state In-state All No in-state In-state
tuition tuition tuition tuition

Before  After Before  After

No policy 0.180 0.552 0.885  0.000 0.125 0.484 0.764  0.000
(0.384) (0.497) (0.319) (0.000) (0.330) (0.500) (0.425) (0.000)

In-state 0.731 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.774 0.000 0.000 1.000
(0.444) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.418) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

In-state & financial aid 0.405 0.000 0.000 0.554 0470 0.000 0.000  0.608
(0.491) (0.000) (0.000) (0.497) (0.499) (0.000) (0.000) (0.488)

DACA 0.536 0.583 0.267 0.559  0.552 0.608 0.311 0.557
(0.499)  (0.493)  (0442) (0497) (0497)  (0.488)  (0.463) (0.497)

Hostile 0.090 0.448 0.115 0.000 0.101 0.516 0.236  0.000
(0.286) (0.497) (0 319) (0.000) (0.302) (0.500) (0.425) (0.000)

Tuition 3.949 9.011 8485 2152  3.492 8.831 8.198 1.980
(3.318)  (2073)  (1.838) (1.254) (3.119)  (1.985)  (2.028) (1.120)

Graduated 0.131 0.114 0.157 0.131 0.110 0.091 0.081 0.116
(0.337) (0.318) (0.364) (0.338) (0.313) (0.287) (0.274) (0.321)

Married 0.215 0.233 0.164 0217 0.230 0.245 0.197  0.229
(0.411)  (0.423)  (0.370) (0.412) (0.421)  (0.430)  (0.398) (0.420)

Years since migration 16.513 16.002 14.872 16.846 16.916 16.457 15.219 17.138
(4.610) (4.527) (4.173) (4.627) (4.664) (4.576) (4.416) (4.669)

Speaks English well 0.869 0.863 0.839 0875 0.872 0.865 0.797  0.879
(0.337) (0.344) (0.368) (0.331) (0.334) (0.341) (0.402) (0.327)

Urban 0.921 0.842 0920 0.940  0.906 0.820 0.851 0.929
(0.270) (0.365) (0.271) (0.238) (0.292) (0.385) (0.356) (0.257)

Age 25.165 25.083 25.006 25.205 25.147 25.000 24929 25174
(1.662) (1.642) (1.638) (1.668) (1.649) (1.625) (1.606) (1.656)

Age at arrival 8.657 9.084 10.135 8.365  8.236 8.637 9.710  8.044

(4.456)  (4.395)  (4.053) (4.475) (4.521)  (4.484)  (4.380) (4.515)
Mom less than HS education ~ 0.262  0.204 0.165 0289  0.302 0.235 0.223  0.322
(0.440)  (0.403)  (0.372) (0.453) (0.459)  (0.424)  (0.417) (0.467)
Mom HS education 0133 0123 0.164 0131 0.123 0.122 0.111 0123

(0.339) (0.329) (0.370) (0.338) (0.328) (0.327) (0.314) (0.329)
Mom more than HS education  0.605 0.673 0.671  0.580  0.575 0.643 0.666  0.554
(0.489) (0.469) (0.470) (0.494) (0.494) (0.479) (0.472) (0.497)
Mom unknown education 0.535 0.613 0.561 0513  0.527 0.599 0.627 0.504
(0.499) (0.487) (0.496) (0.500) (0.499) (0.490) (0.484) (0.500)
Mexican college graduates 0.067 0.077 0.067 0.065 0.063 0.063 0.061 0.063
(0.034) (0.064) (0.024) (0.022) (0.022) (0.034) (0.023) (0.019)
White college graduates 0.346 0.303 0.315  0.360  0.347 0.296 0.311 0.360
(0.052) (0.052) (0.056) (0.044) (0.052) (0.044) (0.067) (0.044)
Foreign enclave 0.283 0.162 0.282 0313 0.269 0.159 0.163  0.301
(0.168) (0.118) (0.205) (0.159) (0.158) (0.121) (0.120) (0.154)
Own origin enclave 0.123 0.068 0.062 0144 0.144 0.084 0.047 0.164
(0.118)  (0.092)  (0.059) (0.122) (0.123)  (0.101)  (0.048) (0.124)
Unemployment rate 0.075 0.074 0.087 0.074  0.075 0.075 0.081 0.074
(0.024) (0.025) (0.026) (0.024) (0.024) (0.025) (0.026) (0.024)
LF Participation rate 0.654 0.645 0.649 0.657 0.655 0.639 0.663 0.658
(0.064)  (0.058)  (0.064) (0.065) (0.064)  (0.058)  (0.063) (0.065)
Prosocial 0.120 0.069 0.428 0.093  0.052 0.021 0.231  0.046
(0.325) (0.253) (0.495) (0.290) (0.221) (0.142) (0.422) (0.209)
Antisocial 0.417 0.637 0.153 0.398 0.485 0.727 0.315 0.443
(0.493)  (0.481)  (0.360) (0.490) (0.500)  (0.446)  (0.465) (0.497)
Observations 23682 4199 2109 17374 17822 3104 897 13821

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 23-28 with a high school diploma or GED, who
arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years, and have not
moved in the past year. Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table A.8: Descriptive statistics, age 18-22 by gender - Hispanic

Hispanic women Hispanic men
No in-state In-state No in-state In-state
All tuition tuition All tuition tuition

Before  After Before  After

No policy 0.221 0.599 0.883  0.000 0.236 0.620 0.908  0.000
(0.415) (0.490) (0.321) (0.000) (0.425) (0.485) (0.289) (0.000)

In-state 0.689 0.000 0.000  1.000 0.676 0.000 0.000  1.000
(0.463)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000) (0.468)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)

In-state & financial aid 0.342 0.000 0.000 0.496 0.339 0.000 0.000 0.502
(0.474) (0.000) (0.000) (0.500) (0.473) (0.000) (0.000) (0.500)

DACA 0.360 0.443 0.171 0.370 0.351 0.399 0.161 0.370
(0.480)  (0.497)  (0.376) (0.483) (0.477)  (0.490)  (0.367) (0.483)

Hostile 0.091 0.401 0.117  0.000  0.088 0.380 0.092  0.000
(0.287) (0.490) (0.321) (0.000) (0.283) (0.485) (0.289) (0.000)

Tuition 4.098 8.760 8.333 2.066 4.216 8.888 8.396 2.065
(3.361) (2.015) (1.794) (1.193) (3.474) (2.251) (1.799) (1.203)

Enrolled 0.411 0.343 0415 0430  0.299 0.238 0.300 0317
(0.492) (0.475) (0.493) (0.495) (0.458) (0.426) (0.458)  (0.466)

Employed 0.547 0.577 0.536 0540 0.674 0.713 0.669  0.663
(0.498) (0.494) (0.499) (0.498) (0.469) (0.452) (0.471)  (0.473)

Self-employed 0.020 0.018 0.023  0.020  0.030 0.031 0.027  0.030
(0.139) (0.134) (0.149) (0.138) (0.171) (0.174) (0.162) (0.171)

Married 0.089 0.089 0.073 0.092 0.061 0.057 0.051  0.063
(0.285) (0.285) (0.261) (0.290) (0.238) (0.232) (0.221) (0.243)

Years since migration 12.871 12.717 11.257 13.195 12.480 12.129 10.850  12.880
(4.679) (4.609) (4.568) (4.657) (4.747) (4.741) (4.546) (4.713)

Speaks English well 0.931 0.928 0917 0934 0.872 0.856 0.856  0.880
(0.254) (0.259) (0.276) (0.249) (0.334) (0.351) (0.351) (0.325)

Urban 0.912 0.828 0915 0935  0.902 0.818 0.910 0.926
(0.283)  (0.377)  (0.279) (0.246) (0.297)  (0.386)  (0.287) (0.261)

Age 20.042 20.017 19.943  20.065 20.154 20.135 20.087 20.171
(1341)  (1.327)  (1.345) (1.343) (1.325)  (1.332)  (1.321) (1.323)

Age at arrival T.183 7.309 8.601 6.885 7.684 8.012 9.241 7.304

Mom less than HS education ~ 0.388  0.364 0261 0416 038 0340 0276 0415
Mom HS education 0207 0219 0239 0.197 0.196 0.196 0.223  0.191

Mom more than HS education 0406 0417  0.501 0386 0421 0463 0501 0.394

Mom unknown education 0.286 0.298 0.205  0.282  0.320 0.363 0.338  0.303
(0.452) (0.457) (0.456) (0.450) (0.466) (0.481) (0.473)  (0.460)
Mexican college graduates 0.074 0.084 0.079  0.071  0.060 0.065 0.058  0.058
(0.036) (0.063) (0.026) (0.024) (0.029) (0.054) (0.019) (0.018)
White college graduates 0.326 0.294 0.206  0.340  0.344 0.300 0.322  0.361
(0.050) (0.049) (0.052) (0.042) (0.052) (0.051) (0.057) (0.042)
Foreign enclave 0.273 0.163 0274 0304  0.267 0.156 0.269  0.300
(0.167) (0.119) (0.203) (0.159) (0.167) (0.116) (0.199) (0.160)
Own origin enclave 0.123 0.073 0.065 0.148 0.118 0.064 0.062  0.144
(0.118) (0.096) (0.059) (0.123) (0.115) (0.086) (0.056) (0.121)
Unemployment rate 0.075 0.074 0.080 0.075  0.076 0.076 0.087  0.075
(0.022)  (0.023)  (0.023) (0.021) (0.025)  (0.026)  (0.029) (0.024)
LF participation rate 0.583 0.581 0.588  0.582  0.705 0.688 0.695 0.712
(0.023) (0.024) (0.039) (0.018) (0.030) (0.030 (0.043) (0.023)
Prosocial 0.127 0.076 0.442 0.086 0.121 0.073 0.427 0.080
(0.333)  (0.264)  (0.497) (0.281) (0.326)  (0.259)  (0.495) (0.271)
Antisocial 0.414 0.608 0.145 0407 0413 0.600 0.141  0.406
(0.493)  (0.488)  (0.352) (0.491) (0.492)  (0.490)  (0.348) (0.491)
Observations 14249 2679 1716 9854 17694 3464 2123 12107

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 with a high school diploma or GED, who
arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years, and have not
moved in the past year. Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table A.9: Descriptive statistics, age 18-22 by gender - Mexican

Mexican women Mexican men
All No in-state In-state All No in-state In-state
tuition tuition tuition tuition

Before  After Before  After

No policy 0.152 0.540 0.755  0.000 0.174 0.578 0.813  0.000
(0.359) (0.498) (0.431) (0.000) (0.379) (0.494) (0.390) (0.000)

In-state 0.746 0.000 0.000 1.000  0.730 0.000 0.000 1.000
(0.435) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.444) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

In-state & financial aid 0.407 0.000 0.000 0.546  0.397 0.000 0.000  0.544
(0.491) (0.000) (0.000) (0.498) (0.489) (0.000) (0.000) (0.498)

DACA 0.384 0.462 0.204 0380 0.370 0.433 0.180  0.373
(0.486) (0.499) (0.404) (0.485) (0.483) (0.496) (0.385) (0.484)

Hostile 0.102 0.460 0245 0.000 0.097 0.422 0.187  0.000
(0.303)  (0.498)  (0.431) (0.000) (0.295)  (0.494)  (0.390) (0.000)

Tuition 3.525 8.585 7.833 1.868  3.669 8.650 8.111 1.878
(3.131) (1.877) (1.960) (1.039) (3.267) (2.154) (1.950) (1.056)

Enrolled 0.370 0.287 0.245 0.402 0.272 0.204 0.203 0.297
(0.483) (0.453) (0.431) (0.490) (0.445) (0.403) (0.402) (0.457)

Employed 0.542 0.561 0.544 0537  0.680 0.723 0.715 0.664
(0.498)  (0.496)  (0.498) (0.499) (0.467)  (0.447)  (0.452) (0.472)

Self-employed 0.019 0.021 0.017 0.019 0.030 0.033 0.026 0.029
(0.137) (0.143) (0.129) (0.136) (0.170) (0.180) (0.159) (0.169)

Married 0.098 0.097 0.083 0.100 0.063 0.055 0.057 0.066
(0.207)  (0.296)  (0.277) (0.209) (0.243)  (0.228)  (0.232) (0.248)

Years since migration 13.475 13.271 12,158 13.645 13.004 12.635 11.511  13.255
(4.588) (4.572) (4.773) (4.554) (4.732) (4.802) (4.909) (4.660)

Speaks English well 0.934 0.927 0.901 0.939  0.876 0.866 0.810  0.886
(0.247) (0.261) (0.299) (0.239) (0.329) (0.341) (0.393) (0.318)

Urban 0.896 0.803 0.835 0924 0.886 0.800 0.819 0915
(0.306) (0.398) (0.372) (0.265) (0.318) (0.400) (0.385) (0.279)

Age 20.064 20.031 19.971  20.081 20.148 20.131 20.033  20.164
(1.343) (1.320) (1.357) (1.346) (1.329) (1.334) (1.322) (1.328)

Age at arrival 6.604 6.771 7.822 6452 T7.156 7.503 8.528  6.923
(4.449) (4.418) (4.602) (4.425) (4.626) (4.642) (4.757) (4.579)

Mom less than HS education 0.460 0.428 0.454  0.469  0.443 0.398 0.420  0.457
(0.498) (0.495) (0.498) (0.499) (0.497) (0.490) (0.494) (0.498)

Mom HS education 0.189 0.215 0.171 0.185  0.184 0.194 0.158  0.184
(0.392) (0.411) (0.377) (0.388) (0.387) (0.396) (0.365) (0.387)

Mom more than HS education  0.351 0.356 0.376  0.347  0.373 0.408 0.422  0.359
(0.477) (0.479) (0.485) (0.476) (0.484) (0.492) (0.494) (0.480)

Mom unknown education 0.277 0.282 0.317 0.272 0.307 0.347 0.370 0.290
(0.448) (0.450) (0.466) (0.445) (0.461) (0.476) (0.483) (0.454)

Mexican college graduates 0.067 0.068 0.069  0.067  0.056 0.054 0.053  0.057
(0.023)  (0.032)  (0.025) (0.019) (0.019)  (0.029)  (0.019) (0.015)

White college graduates 0.326 0.286 0295 0338 0344 0.293 0.311  0.361
(0.048) (0.041) (0.061) (0.041) (0.053) (0.044) (0.069) (0.042)

Foreign enclave 0.258 0.164 0.151 0.292 0.225 0.129 0.187 0.267
(0.155)  (0.124)  (0.110) (0.152) 0.251 0.151 0.155  0.288
Own origin enclave 0.145 0.092 0.051 0.167 (0.156) (0.116) (0.115) (0.153)
(0.123)  (0.107)  (0.047) (0.124) 0.137 0.079 0.048  0.162
Unemployment rate 0.076 0.076 0.076 0.076 (0.121)  (0.096)  (0.047) (0.123)
(0.022) (0.023) (0.022) (0.022) 0.076 0.078 0.085 0.075
LF Participation rate 0.582 0.576 0.599 0582 (0.025)  (0.027)  (0.029) (0.024)
(0.021)  (0.022)  (0.040) (0.016) 0.708 0.685 0.702  0.714
Prosocial 0.049 0.023 0.234  0.038 (0.028) (0.030) (0.045) (0.021)
(0.215) (0.151) (0.424) (0.192) 0.052 0.025 0.257  0.038

Antisocial 0.489 0.701 0.300 0.453 0.478 0.667 0.286 0.446
(0.500) (0.458) (0.459) (0.498) (0.500) (0.471) (0.452) (0.497)

Observations 10532 1955 674 7903 13287 2536 956 9795

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants from Mexico ages 18-22 with a high school diploma or
GED, who arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years,
and have not moved in the past year. Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table A.10: Descriptive statistics, age 18-22 by gender and marital status

Women Men
Hispanic Mexican Hispanic Mexican
Married Single Married Single Married Single Married Single
No policy 0.180 0.225 0.123 0.155 0.208 0.238 0.142 0.176
(0.384) (0.417) (0.328) (0.362) (0.406) (0.426) (0.349) (0.381)
In-state 0.712 0.687  0.758 0.745 0.706 0.674 0.762 0.727
(0.453) (0.464) (0.429) (0.436) (0.456) (0.469) (0.426) (0.445)
In-state & financial aid 0.374 0.339 0.425 0.405 0.397 0.335 0.461 0.393
(0.484) (0.473) (0.495) (0.491) (0.490) (0.472) (0.499) (0.488)
DACA 0.356 0.360 0.378 0.384 0.336 0.352 0.361 0.371
(0.479) (0.480) (0.485) (0.486) (0.473) (0.478) (0.481) (0.483)
Hostile 0.109 0.089 0.119 0.101 0.086 0.088 0.096 0.097
(0.311) (0.285) (0.324) (0.301) (0.280) (0.283) (0.295) (0.295)
Tuition 3.854 4.122 3.403 3.538 3.878 4.238 3.417 3.686
(3.194) (3.376) (2.958) (3.149) (3.232) (3.4838) (3.066) (3.280)
Enrolled 0.195 0.433 0.171 0.392 0.151 0.309 0.133 0.281
(0.396) (0.495) (0.377) (0.488) (0.358) (0.462) (0.339) (0.449)
Employed 0.487 0.553 0.472 0.550 0.809 0.665 0.810 0.671
(0.500) (0.497) (0.499) (0.498) (0.394) (0.472) (0.393) (0.470)
Self-employed 0.023 0.019 0.018 0.019 0.053 0.029 0.056 0.028

(0.149) (0.138) (0.135) (0.137) (0.224) (0.166) (0.230) (0.165)
0.000

Married 1.000 0. 1.000  0.000 1.000  0.000  1.000  0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Years since migration 13.416 12.817 13929 13426 12.821 12458 13.393 12.978
(4.750) (4.669) (4.691) (4.574) (4.887) (4.737) (4.858) (4.722)
Speaks English well 0911 0932 0922 0936 0840 0874 0839  0.879
(0.285) (0.251) (0.268) (0.245) (0.366) (0.331) (0.367) (0.327)
Urban 0.878 0916  0.867 0899 0874 0904 0.880  0.886
(0.327) (0.278) (0.340) (0.302) (0.331) (0.204) (0.325) (0.318)
Age 20,688 19978 20720 19.992 20.706 20.118 20721  20.109
(1.227) (1.334) (1.218) (1.336) (1.239) (1.322) (1.236) (1.326)
Age at arrival 7.278  7.173  6.808 6582  7.901  7.670  7.347  7.144

(4.570) (4.528) (4.519) (4.441) (4.697) (4.634) (4.684) (4.622)
Mom less than HS education 0.133 0.413 0.148 0.494 0.176 0.396 0.191 0.460
(0.339) (0.492) (0.355) (0.500) (0.381) (0.489) (0.393) (0.498)
Mom HS education 0.081 0.219 0.075 0.202 0.081 0.203 0.084 0.191
(0.273) (0.414) (0.263) (0.401) (0.273) (0.402) (0.278) (0.393)
Mom more than HS education  0.786 0.368 0.777 0.304 0.743 0.401 0.725 0.350
(0.410) (0.482) (0.416) (0.460) (0.437) (0.490) (0.447) (0.477)

Mom unknown education 0.747 0.241 0.750 0.226 0.699 0.295 0.688 0.281
(0.435) (0.428) (0.433) (0.418) (0.459) (0.456) (0.464) (0.450)
Mexican college graduates 0.072 0.074 0.068 0.067 0.059 0.060 0.056 0.056
(0.028) (0.036) (0.020) (0.023) (0.035) (0.029) (0.018) (0.019)
White college graduates 0.324 0.326 0.324 0.326 0.342 0.344 0.344 0.344
(0.049) (0.050) (0.048) (0.048) (0.053) (0.052) (0.053) (0.053)
Foreign enclave 0.252 0.275 0.242 0.260 0.245 0.268 0.238 0.252
(0.159) (0.168) (0.149) (0.156) (0.158) (0.168) (0.145) (0.157)
Own origin enclave 0.128 0.123 0.146 0.145 0.116 0.118 0.137 0.137
(0.120) (0.118) (0.124) (0.123) (0.115) (0.115) (0.119) (0.121)
Unemployment rate 0.075 0.075 0.076 0.076 0.077 0.076 0.077 0.076
(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.027) (0.025) (0.027) (0.025)
LF Participation rate 0.584 0.583 0.583 0.582 0.708 0.705 0.710 0.707
(0.022) (0.023) (0.020) (0.021) (0.027) (0.030) (0.026) (0.028)
Prosocial 0.094 0.130 0.044 0.049 0.080 0.123 0.037 0.053
(0.203) (0.336) (0.205) (0.216) (0.272) (0.329) (0.189) (0.224)
Antisocial 0.487 0.407  0.545 0.483 0.502 0.407 0.538 0.474
(0.500) (0.491) (0.498) (0.500) (0.500) (0.491) (0.499) (0.499)
Observations 1346 12903 1069 9463 1118 16576 891 12396

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 18-22 with a high school diploma or GED, who
arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years, and have not
moved in the past year. Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table A.11: Descriptive statistics, age 23 to 28 by gender - Hispanic

Hispanic women Hispanic men
All No in-state In-state All No in-state In-state
tuition tuition tuition tuition

Before  After Before  After

No policy 0.168 0.522 0.892  0.000 0.187 0.569 0.881 0.000
(0.374) (0.500) (0.311) (0.000) (0.390) (0.495) (0.324)  (0.000)

In-state 0.743 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.723 0.000 0.000  1.000
(0.437) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.448) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

In-state & financial aid 0.429 0.000 0.000  0.577  0.390 0.000 0.000  0.539
(0.495) (0.000) (0.000) (0.494) (0.488) (0.000) (0.000) (0.498)

DACA 0.534 0.584 0.264 0.556  0.537 0.582 0.269  0.561
(0.499)  (0.493)  (0.441) (0.497) (0.499)  (0.493)  (0.443) (0.496)

Hostile 0.089 0.478 0.108 0.000 0.090 0.431 0.119 0.000
(0.284)  (0.500)  (0.311) (0.000) (0.286)  (0.495)  (0.324) (0.000)

Tuition 3.816 8.975 8.301 2117 4.038 9.032 8.604 2.176
(3.228)  (1.966)  (1.802) (1.218) (3.373)  (2.134)  (1.852) (1.278)

Graduated 0.157 0.120 0.180 0.163 0.113 0.110 0.142 0.110
(0.364)  (0.324)  (0.384) (0.369) (0.317)  (0.313)  (0.349) (0.313)

Married 0.237 0.260 0.191 0.237 0.200 0.217 0.146 0.203
(0.425)  (0.439)  (0.393) (0.426) (0.400)  (0.413)  (0.353) (0.402)

Years since migration 16.794 16.356 15.056 17.107 16.327 15.792 14.754  16.668
(4.548)  (4.582)  (4.131) (4.533) (4.642)  (4.482)  (4.198) (4.681)

Speaks English well 0.902 0.893 0.876 0.907 0.847 0.844 0.815 0.852
(0.297) (0.309) (0.329) (0.290) (0.360) (0.363) (0.389) (0.355)

Urban 0.924 0.847 0923 0941 0.919 0.839 0.919  0.939
(0.266) (0.361) (0.267) (0.236) (0.273) (0.367) (0.274) (0.239)

Age 25.092 25.031 24904 25.129 25.213 25.114 25.073  25.256
(1.675) (1.654) (1.641) (1.682) (1.652) (1.635) (1.633) (1.657)

Age at arrival 8.304 8.678 9.849  8.030  8.890 9.324 10.320  8.593

4.415)
0.271
0.445)

( (4404)  (4.018) (4.419) (4.469) (4.373)  (4.066) (4.498
( (
Mom HS education 0132 0133 0192 0124 0.134 0.118 0146 0.136
( (
( (

0.213 0.158 0208  0.257 0.198 0.170  0.283
0.410)  (0.365) (0.457) (0.437)  (0.399)  (0.376) (0.450

Mom less than HS education

0.338)  (0.339)  (0.394) (0.330) (0.340)  (0.322)  (0.353) (0.343

Mom more than HS education  0.597 0.654 0.650  0.578  0.610 0.684 0.684 0.581

0.491)  (0.476)  (0.477) (0.494) (0.488)  (0.465)  (0.465) (0.493

Mom unknown education 0.523 0.586 0.541 0.506 0.543 0.628 0.573 0.518

)
)
)
)
(0.500) (0.493) (0.499) (0.500) (0.498) (0.483) (0.495) (0.500)

Mexican college graduates 0.076 0.087 0.079  0.073  0.062 0.071 0.060  0.060
(0.034) (0.064) (0.026) (0.023) (0.032) (0.063) (0.019) (0.019)

White college graduates 0.337 0.299 0.300 0.349  0.352 0.305 0324  0.368
(0.050) (0.049) (0.051) (0.043) (0.053) (0.053) (0.058)  (0.043)

Foreign enclave 0.287 0.168 0.288 0313 0.281 0.159 0279 0312
(0.167)  (0.119)  (0.206) (0.159) (0.168)  (0.118)  (0.204) (0.160)

Own origin enclave 0.128 0.072 0.067 0148  0.120 0.066 0.059 0.141
(0.119)  (0.094)  (0.061) (0.123) (0.116)  (0.090)  (0.058) (0.121)

Unemployment rate 0.074 0.072 0.081 0.073 0.075 0.074 0.090 0.074
(0.023)  (0.023)  (0.024) (0.022) (0.025)  (0.026)  (0.027) (0.024)

LF Participation rate 0.582 0.579 0.589  0.582 0.701 0.684 0.689 0.707
(0.022)  (0.025)  (0.039) (0.018) (0.028)  (0.030)  (0.044) (0.022)

Prosocial 0.108 0.073 0.399 0.080 0.128 0.066 0.448 0.102
(0.311)  (0.261)  (0.490) (0.271) (0.334)  (0.249)  (0.497) (0.302)

Antisocial 0.433 0.643 0.155 0.421 0.407 0.634 0.152 0.382
(0.496)  (0.479)  (0.362) (0.494) (0.491)  (0.482)  (0.359) (0.486)

Observations 9597 1580 854 7163 14085 2619 1255 10211

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 23-28 with a high school diploma or GED, who
arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years, and have not
moved in the past year. Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table A.12: Descriptive statistics, age 23 to 28 by gender - Mexican

Mexican women Mexican men
All No in-state In-state All No in-state In-state
tuition tuition tuition tuition

Before  After Before  After

No policy 0.108 0.441 0.755 0.000 0.136 0.509 0.769  0.000
(0.310) (0.497) (0.431) (0.000) (0.343) (0.500) (0.422) (0.000)

In-state 0.791 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.763 0.000 0.000  1.000
(0.407) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.425) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

In-state & financial aid 0.501 0.000 0.000 0.633 0450 0.000 0.000  0.390
(0.500)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.482) (0.498)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.492)

DACA 0.550 0.605 0.305 0.554  0.553 0.609 0.314  0.558
(0.498)  (0.489)  (0.461) (0.497) (0.497)  (0.488)  (0.464) (0.497)

Hostile 0.101 0.559 0.245 0.000 0.101 0.491 0.231 0.000
(0.302)  (0.497)  (0.431) (0.000) (0.301)  (0.500)  (0.422) (D.000)

Tuition 3.341 8.772 7.945 1.957 3.592 8.866 8.338 1.996
(2.988)  (1.846)  (1.935) (1.081) (3.199)  (2.063)  (2.066) (1.147)

Graduated 0.134 0.098 0.090 0.144 0.094 0.086 0.077 0.097
(0.341)  (0.297)  (0.287) (0.351) (0.292)  (0.281)  (0.266) (D.296)

Married 0.251 0.261 0.240 0.250 0.216 0.235 0.174 0.215
(0.434)  (0.439)  (0.428) (0.433) (0.412)  (0.424)  (0.379) (D.411)
Years since migration 17.229 16.828 15.808 17.398 16.708 16.235 14.893 16.958
(4.582)  (4.597)  (4.334) (4.574) (4.706)  (4.550)  (4.430) (4.724)

Speaks English well 0.905 0.899 0.871 0.909 0.850 0.845 0.757 0.858
(0.293) (0.301) (0.336) (0.288) (0.358) (0.362) (0.429) (0.349)

Urban 0.909 0.820 0.841 0931  0.904 0.819 0.856  0.928
(0.288) (0.384) (0.366) (0.253) (0.294) (0.385) (0.351) (0.259)

Age 25.081 25.033 24.813 25.107 25.190 25.125 24,993 25.221
(1.661) (1.637) (1.582) (1.669) (1.640) (1.618) (1.617) (1.646)

Age at arrival 7.859 8.208 9.004 7.717  B.487 8.893 10.100  8.268
(4.462) (4.463) (4.304) (4.458) (4.543) (4.478) (4.376) (4.540)

Mom less than HS education 0.313 0.250 0.247  0.330  0.295 0.226 0.210  0.317
(0.464) (0.433) (0.432) (0.470) (0.456) (0.418) (0.408) (0.465)

Mom HS education 0.122 0.127 0.145 0119  0.123 0.119 0.092  0.126
(0.327) (0.333) (0.352) (0.324) (0.328) (0.324) (0.290) (0.332)

Mom more than HS education  0.565 0.623 0.608  0.551  0.582 0.655 0.697  0.557
(0.496)  (0.485)  (0.489) (0.497) (0.493)  (0.476)  (0.460) (0.497)

Mom unknown education 0.511 0.570 0.575 0495  0.537 0.616 0.655 0.510
(0.500) (0.495) (0.495) (0.500) (0.499) (0.486) (0.476)  (0.500)

Mexican college graduates 0.070 0.072 0.073  0.070  0.058 0.058 0.054  0.058
(0.022) (0.032) (0.026) (0.019) (0.021) (0.034) (0.019) (0.016)

White college graduates 0.337 0.293 0.305 0348 0353 0.298 0.314  0.369
(0.048) (0.039) (0.059) (0.043) (0.054) (0.046) (0.070) (0.043)

Foreign enclave 0.272 0.165 0.158 0301  0.267 0.155 0.165 0.301
(0.156)  (0.121)  (0.113) (0.152) (0.159)  (0.121)  (0.124) (0.155)

Own origin enclave 0.150 0.089 0.053 0.168  0.140 0.081 0.044 0.161
(0.124)  (0.103)  (0.051) (0.125) (0.122)  (0.100)  (0.046) (0.123)

Unemployment rate 0.074 0.074 0.075 0.074 0.075 0.075 0.085 0.074
(0.023)  (0.024)  (0.024) (0.023) (0.025)  (0.027)  (0.027) (0.025)

LF Participation rate 0.582 0.573 0.603 0.582 0.703 0.679 0.697 0.709
(0.020)  (0.022)  (0.041) (0.017) (0.026)  (0.028)  (0.045) (0.020)

Prosocial 0.039 0.012 0.170 0.036 0.060 0.026 0.265 0.052
(0.193)  (0.107)  (0.376) (0.187) (0.238)  (0.159)  (0.442) (0.222)

Antisocial 0.508 0.748 0.344 0.469 0.470 0.714 0.300 0.426
(0.500)  (0.434)  (0.476) (0.499) (0.499)  (0.452)  (0.458) (0.495)

Observations 7230 1168 331 5731 10592 1936 566 8090

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants from Mexico ages 23-28 with a high school diploma or
GED, who arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years,
and have not moved in the past year. Standard errors are in parentheses.
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Table A.13: Descriptive statistics, age 23 to 28 by gender and marital status

‘Women Men
Hispanic Mexican Hispanic Mexican
Married Single Married Single Married Single Married Single
No policy 0.161 0.170 0.111 0.106 0.174 0.191 0.142 0.134
(0.368) (0.376) (0.314) (0.308) (0.379) (0.393) (0.349) (0.341)
In-state 0.745 0.743 0.787 0.792 0.732 0.720 0.759 0.764
(0.436) (0.437) (0.410) (0.406) (0.443) (0.449) (0.428) (0.424)
In-state & financial aid 0.478 0.414 0.537 0.489 0.433 0.379 0.482 0.442
(0.500) (0.492) (0.499) (0.500) (0.496) (0.485) (0.500) (0.497)
DACA 0.566 0.524 0.576 0.541 0.564 0.531 0.580 0.546
(0.496) (0.499) (0.494) (0.498) (0.496) (0.499) (0.494) (0.498)
Hostile 0.094 0.087 0.102 0.101 0.094 0.089 0.099 0.102
(0.292) (0.282) (0.303) (0.302) (0.292) (0.285) (0.299) (0.302)
Tuition 3.761 3.833 3.331 3.344 3.908 4.070 3.607 3.589
(3.266) (3.216) (3.042) (2.970) (3.330) (3.383) (3.212) (3.196)
Graduated 0.129 0.166 0.109 0.143 0.094 0.118 0.082 0.098
(0.335) (0.372) (0.312) (0.350) (0.292) (0.323) (0.274) (0.297)
Married 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000
(0.000)  (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Years since migration 17.359 16.619 17.680 17.078 16.616 16.2556 16.932  16.647
(4.546) (4.534) (4.582) (4.573) (4.680) (4.629) (4.759) (4.690)
Speaks English well 0.920 0.897 0.918 0.901 0.870 0.841 0.868 0.845
(0.272) (0.304) (0.274) (0.298) (0.336) (0.365) (0.339) (0.362)
Urban 0.904 0.930 0.890 0.915 0.895 0.925 0.882 0.910
(0.294) (0.256) (0.313) (0.278) (0.307) (0.263) (0.322) (0.286)
Age 25331 25.018 25313 25.003 25570 25.123 25.548  25.092
(1.680) (1.667) (1.680) (1.647) (1.628) (1.646) (1.625) (1.631)
Age at arrival 7.980 8.405 7.641 7.932 8.958 8.873 8.620 8.450

(4.453) (4.398) (4.501) (4.447) (4.529) (4.453) (4.611) (4.524)
Mom less than HS education  0.094 0326 0103 0384  0.088 0299 0099  0.348
(0.292) (0.469) (0.304) (0.486) (0.284) (0.458) (0.299) (0.477)
Mom HS education 0051 0.157 0052 0145 0052 0.154 0044  0.145
(0.221) (0.364) (0.223) (0.352) (0.222) (0.361) (0.206) (0.352)
Mom more than HS education 0855  0.517  0.845 0471  0.860 0547 0857  0.507
(0.352) (0.500) (0.362) (0.499) (0.347) (0.498) (0.351) (0.500)

Mom unknown education 0.834 0.426 0.830 0.403 0.839 0.470 0.840 0.454
(0.372) (0.495) (0.376) (0.491) (0.368) (0.499) (0.367) (0.498)
Mexican college graduates 0.075 0.076 0.071 0.070 0.060 0.062 0.058 0.058
(0.020) (0.036) (0.023) (0.022) (0.029) (0.033) (0.021) (0.021)
White college graduates 0.336 0.337  0.338 0.337 0.349 0.353  0.350 0.354
(0.051) (0.049) (0.049) (0.048) (0.055) (0.052) (0.055) (0.053)
Foreign enclave 0.260 0.295 0.257 0.277 0.257 0.287 0.246 0.273
(0.157) (0.169) (0.152) (0.157) (0.164) (0.169) (0.154) (0.161)
Own origin enclave 0.122 0.130  0.143 0.152 0.122 0.119  0.139 0.141
(0.118) (0.120) (0.120) (0.125) (0.118) (0.116) (0.121) (0.123)
Unemployment rate 0.073 0.074 0.073 0.075 0.074 0.076 0.074 0.076
(0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.026) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)
LF Participation rate 0.582 0.582 0.581 0.582 0.702 0.701 0.703 0.703
(0.021) (0.022) (0.020) (0.020) (0.028) (0.028) (0.027) (0.026)
Prosocial 0.066 0.121 0.027  0.043 0.083 0.139  0.039 0.066
(0.248) (0.326) (0.161) (0.202) (0.276) (0.346) (0.194) (0.248)
Antisocial 0.480 0.419 0.522 0.503 0.473 0.390 0.519 0.456
(0.500) (0.493) (0.500) (0.500) (0.499) (0.488) (0.500) (0.498)
Observations 2,495 7,102 1,975 5,255 3,127 10,958 2,520 8,072

Data source: ACS, 2005-2019. The sample is restricted to likely undocumented immigrants ages 23-28 with a high school diploma or GED, who
arrived in the U.S. prior to age 16, have resided in the U.S. for the duration of the state’s residency requirement or at least 3 years, and have not

moved in the past year. Standard errors are in parentheses.
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