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Abstract
Previous scholarship has shown that experience with public policies can affect citizens’
willingness to participate in politics. However, few studies have examined whether the
effect of experience with policy is moderated by existing policy environments. We focus on
the impact of Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) and examine how it affects
foreign-born Latinos’ political orientation and behavior. We find a relationship between
enrollment in DACA and political orientation and that the effect on participation is
moderated by the intensity of enforcement in an immigrant’s county of residence.

Keywords: DACA; immigration policy; Latina/o/x politics; policy feedback; public policy

Introduction
How does the context of prior policy influence the outcomes of new policies? In the
summer of 2012, President Obama signed an executive order requiring the
Department of Homeland Security to temporarily cease apprehending and
deporting unauthorized immigrants who had entered the United States as children,
provided they met certain criteria, including having no criminal record and
completing high school or entering the armed forces. In the decade since, Deferred
Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) has offered relief to nearly one million
individuals and, perhaps, signaled that the US government values childhood arrivals
despite their legal status. Although DACA recipients often express both relief and
frustration at their political limbo, questions remain for scholars about what impact
DACA has made on immigrant communities. In this paper, we ask how has the
broad policy environment – understood here as the overall intensity of immigration
enforcement – moderated the effect of policy experiences with accommodationist
programs like DACA?
© The Author(s), 2023. Published by Cambridge University Press. This is an Open Access article, distributed under the
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Policy feedback theory and related arguments, such as social construction theory,
teach us that government policy affects individuals’ political orientation and
engagement (Béland et al. 2022; Mettler and SoRelle 2014). When the government
offers benefits to a broad class of people, such as senior citizens receiving social
security, members of that group are more efficacious and participate in more
political activities. Even when they do not participate directly in programs,
individuals who are strongly tied to those with policy experience are also subject to
feedback effects. By virtue of its design, DACA is the type of policy that should
produce such effects among immigrants and those who know them. Although this
project attempts to explore the dynamics of these effects, we also consider context as
a moderating factor and theorize how it complicates an otherwise straightforward
application of policy feedback theory. We hope to build upon Michener’s (2019)
two-tiered racialized feedback framework (RFF). RFF bridges the fields of racial
politics and policy theory by identifying the conditions under which race and
ethnicity should be centered in feedback studies. Michener argues that policies
administrated in a decentralized or discretionary manner constitute one such
circumstance. We expand on this idea by studying universalistic protection against
discretionary actions.

Using data from the 2016 Cooperative Congressional Election Study (Table 1),
we found that experience with DACA is positively associated with external efficacy
and political participation, which confirms feedback theory. However, these effects
are moderated by the intensity of enforcement in an immigrant’s county of
residence, suggesting that scholars studying the feedback effects need to be attentive
to the broader policy environment, even when studying seemingly universalistic
programs. This suggests that to understand the full effects of a policy, scholars must
also consider the prior contexts and policy exposures in which the policies are
implemented.

Policy feedback and context
Policy feedback theory argues that policies shape mass political behavior by
distributing resources to some groups and doling out punishments to others
(Campbell 2012). Policies send a message to the public and individual policy
recipients about which groups are worthy of government help and which are not.
The type of feedback effects from policy depends on whether policy recipients are
framed in a positive or negative light. Interactions with positive policies, such as the
GI Bill’s educational provisions or Social Security, teach individuals that they are
valued in society and that the government is likely to be responsive to their needs. As
a result, individuals receiving these messages have more positive political
orientations and increased civic engagement than those who don’t (Campbell
2003; Mettler 2002).

Conversely, experience with negative or burdensome policies, such as certain
welfare programs or the criminal justice system, tells individuals that the
government is there to regulate or punish their behavior, leading to reduced
feelings of efficacy and trust as well as lower rates of participation (Kumlin et al.
2018; Lerman and Weaver 2014a, 2014b; Soss 1999). Furthermore, these effects can
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spill over to community members, who gain proximal policy experience (Walker
2020). However, few scholars account for the fact that individuals do not experience
any policy in isolation. Instead, individuals’ experiences with various policies
simultaneously exist within the context of their policy environment.

Policy environments, such as rates of deportation or incarceration in an
individual’s county or city, refer to the degree to which a policy is enforced in an
individual’s context of residence. When policy environments reinforce the messages
from policy experience, the feedback effects from direct policy experience are likely
to be amplified. An example of this reinforcement mechanism is when experiences
with policy and the policy environment are restrictionist, such as when an
individual is arrested and resides in an area with high incarceration rates. Punitive
policy environments affect political orientation (Maltby 2017; Rocha et al. 2015),
group attachment (Maltby et al. 2020), and participation (Burch 2013; Maltby 2017;
Pedraza et al. 2017; Sanchez et al. 2017; Garcia-Rios et al. 2021).1 Similarly, when
individuals interact with beneficial policies, they learn that society views them
positively and that the government is likely to be responsive to their needs. When
this policy interaction occurs in areas with accommodative or, at least, neutral
policy environments, the messages from policy contact are reinforced by their
environment. In these scenarios, the messages individuals receive about their worth
in society from interacting directly with a policy are mirrored by those from the
broader policy environment, meaning we should expect behavior to change in ways
that match traditional policy feedback theory: beneficial policies positively affect
orientations and behavior while burdensome laws produce negative effects.

At times, however, individuals may receive different messages from personal
policy experience and their overall policy environment. For instance, for those who
have experience with a beneficial policy but reside in a hostile policy environment,
the messages from the policy are mixed. In these situations, individuals’ personal
experiences with policy and the resulting positive feedback effects may be mitigated
by their context. Although contact with policy teaches individuals that the
government cares, the surrounding policy environment reminds them of the
limitations of governmental acceptance. As a result, the policy environment may
reduce the potential benefits of positive policy contact.

Policy contact occurs in pre-existing policy environments. These policy environ-
ments can either reinforce or contradict the messages from direct policy experience,
meaning environments will moderate the effect of direct policy feedback. Although
experience and environment work in tandem, the feedback effects from policy work as
traditionally expected. But when policies clash, the feedback from direct policy contact
will be, at best, mitigated and, at worst, reversed. By deporting unauthorized
immigrants, immigration policy sends the message that immigrants are unworthy of
governmental help and deserve to be punished. However, accommodationist policies,
such as providing legal status for undocumented youth, signal to the public that
this group merits government protection and is worthy of beneficial policies. As
individuals experience policy, the signals and resources provided (or threatened) by
policy influence how individuals relate to the government (Mettler and SoRelle 2014).

1In a similar vein, other scholars have found evidence that just the adoption of specific policies can
influence mass behavior (Anoll and Israel-Trummel 2019; White 2016).
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This prompts us to ask: how does context influence the outcomes of new policies?
When individuals are exposed to beneficial policy interactions in hostile policy
environments, what is the effect on political orientations and behaviors?

Secure communities
From 2008 to 2014, Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) implemented the
Secure Communities program. Developed internally by the Department of
Homeland Security, Secure Communities relies on partnerships between federal,
state, and local law enforcement agencies, with the expressed goal of prioritizing the
increased deportation of immigrants deemed “dangerous.”Whenever an individual
is arrested and booked in a state or local jailing facility, they are fingerprinted.
Under the Secure Communities program, authorities run each set of fingerprints
against federal immigration databases. If someone is found without authorization,
ICE can request that the individual be detained to begin deportation proceedings.

Although originally created under the Bush administration in 2008, the program
was drastically expanded under Obama, resulting in the highest rate of interior
removals (over 200,000 per year) to date (Capps et al. 2018). Although briefly
replaced with Obama’s Priority Enforcement Program (a change, in many ways, in
name only), Secure Communities was reintroduced and strengthened by the Trump
administration. Unlike prior administrations, the Trump administration expanded
enforcement priorities to include all noncitizens. Unsurprisingly, most individuals
identified and deported under Secure Communities have never been convicted of a
crime (Kohli et al. 2011). Although the Biden administration has halted Secure
Communities, ICE claims the program is “not reflective of current practice,” and the
data infrastructure of Secure Communities remains untouched and active
(Immigration and Customs Enforcement n.d.).

Secure Communities has overwhelmingly targeted immigrants from Latin
America. Over 90% of program deportees are Latino, and arrest rates for Latinos,
even those who are documented or citizens, have increased in localities that
participate in local immigration enforcement (Capps et al. 2018). In such hostile
enforcement contexts, Latino immigrants and citizens learn that the government
does not care about them, leading to reduced efficacy and political engagement.
Rocha et al. (2015) found that feelings of trust among both native- and foreign-born
Latinos are decreased in areas with intense immigration enforcement (Cruz Nichols
et al. 2018). The criminal justice literature has similarly found that hostile
enforcement contexts lead to negative political orientations and reduced participation
(Burch 2013; Maltby 2017).2

When any new immigration legislation is signed into law, Secure Communities is
the policy context it must contend with. This is critical because existing rates of
immigration enforcement shape political orientation and behavior. However, ICE
activity is not consistent across the US. ICE agents have historically high levels of
discretion and, thus, can make strategic choices about where and how they operate

2Conversely, some scholars find that threatening policy context has a mobilizing effect (see Barreto and
Woods 2000; Walker 2020; White 2016). However, many of these studies examined the effects of policy
adoption rather than actual enforcement.
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because the responsibility for making arrests has devolved to line officers (Cortez
2021; Stumpf 2015). The variation in enforcement holds consequences for the
communities targeted. Scholars have found that Latinos struggle to maintain a
cohesive and unified sense of group identity because of the disparate immigration
histories that have affected groups over time (Beltrán 2010). That said, the negative
effects of enforcement affect more than simply those directly targeted.

Many Latinos exist in what is defined as “mixed-status families,” families where
one or more family member is undocumented, and Latinos who share a close
relationship with the foreign-born population generally express more support for
the undocumented than non-Latinos (Leighley and Nagler 2013; Masuoka and
Junn 2013; Vargas 2015). Similarly, Maltby et al. (2020) found that threatening
immigration policy environments lead to close ethnic ties, particularly for native-
born Latinos, possibly because environments highlight the ways native-born Latinos
are treated like their foreign-born counterparts. However, this presents a critical
question: if the negative effects of enforcement within one’s context spill over to
populations with linked fate, do the effects of accommodative programs, like DACA,
operate in the same way?

DACA
DACA was never created with the intention of providing legal status for all
unauthorized immigrants. This was made clear by the program’s strict eligibility
requirements. Recipients must prove a continuous presence in the US since 2007, be
younger than 31 as of June 2012, meet specific educational requirements, and show
evidence of “good moral character” by having few to no interactions with law
enforcement (Alulema 2019). Even with these requirements, the US Citizenship
and Immigration Services (USCIS) reported as of June 30, 2020, that DACA covers
over 650,000 recipients living in all US states and territories. DACA allows
Dreamers to defer deportation on a renewable two-year basis and increases
recipients’ access to education and employment. By allowing undocumented
individuals to live openly, DACA helps “deepen [the recipients’] social ties in the
US” (Alulema 2019, 2). DACA promotes a positive image of its recipients, signaling
to the public that Dreamers are valued in society and deserve governmental
protection (Terriquez 2017).

Consistent with seminal policy feedback theory (Pierson 1993), DACA shapes
the attitudes and behaviors of beneficiaries through interpretive and resource
effects. Because DACA positively constructs its recipients, DACA also signals to
recipients that they are deserving members of society whose voices and participation
are important. DACA also provides resources by deferring deportation and
increasing access to education and employment. DACA recipients report increased
educational attainment and higher wages (Kuka et al. 2020), and better mental and
physical health (Giuntella and Lonsky 2020; Hainmueller et al. 2017; Patler et al.
2019). DACA recipients also incur costs associated with political opposition or
threats to take those benefits away from them. The positive interpretive effects
combined with both accommodating and restrictive resource effects incentivize
recipients to become politically active (Williamson 2020).
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Overlooked, however, is the effect of DACA across the full range of political
contexts. Although previous studies have examined DACA recipients’ control over
where they live, scholars often do not account for factors related to immigration
enforcement within those localities (Wong and García 2016). To ascertain the exact
influence of DACA on political orientations and behavior, it is necessary to examine
the various enforcement realities that applicants live with.

Given that public attitudes toward documented and undocumented immigration
depend on moralistic rather than attribute-based consideration, DACA recipients
are perceived by most of the public as deserving of protection (Wright et al. 2016).
Public officials also find it advantageous to support and advocate for immigration
reforms like DACA and defend Dreamers (Barreto and Collingwood 2015).
Traditional policy feedback theory would therefore suggest that individuals who
have experience with DACA, either personally or proximally, would have a more
positive political orientation and be more likely to get involved in politics than those
who don’t have experience with DACA. For example, Hipsman et al. (2016) found
that DACA recipients feel a greater sense of belonging in the US and are less afraid
of deportation. Both feelings are likely linked to increased political involvement and
efficacy. However, we contend that the story is more complex. DACA may provide
protection, but it is relevant to account for the level of threat in one’s context. These
studies are missing a critical piece of the puzzle.

Theory
We contend that policy feedback theory must be revised to explicitly explain how
pre-existing policy context influences policy outcomes experienced by targeted
communities through the RFF proposed by Michener (2019). The RFF asserts that
race is an essential component of policy design, implementation, and outcomes,
often leading to differences in how racial and ethnic minorities are treated compared
to Whites (Wallace and Zepeda-Millán 2020). Michener (2019) argued that race is
important when policies are implemented in a decentralized manner and lead to
disparities across groups.

To test this theory, we examined DACA and Secure Communities, policies that
fit at least part of the RFF classification. Both disproportionately target Latinos, who
comprise the majority of Secure Communities removals and DACA recipients, and,
in many cases, the bulk of local immigrant communities (Albarracín 2016; Capps
et al. 2018; USCIS 2022). Although it is a federal policy, Secure Communities is
decentralized because it is enforced by local law enforcement, who control initial
processing and choose whether to detain unauthorized individuals (Maggio 2021;
Juárez et al. 2018). Many communities explicitly decide not to enforce this policy,
often after declaring sanctuary status. As with other policies that target one or more
racial groups and that are enforced at local levels, this has led to inequality both
across Latinos and non-Latinos and between Latinos in different policy environments.
Conversely, DACA is a more centralized policy. State and local governments cannot
accept or reject applicants, nor do they have the discretion to create standards for
DACA recipients. DACA applicants must meet the same qualifications and can
expect a standardized process regardless of where they reside. With these explicitly
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racialized policies, we compare the effects of universal and decentralized policies on
Latinos’ political behavior, a step few scholars have taken. We argue that it is essential
to understand how the effects of a universal and beneficial policy differ based on the
ways that localities implement a burdensome and decentralized policy.

Typically, when scholars examine feedback from a nationalized policy, such as
the GI Bill (Mettler 2002) or Social Security (Campbell 2003), they focus on the
overall benefits for groups without considering how more localized policy
environments can uphold or contradict a policy’s messages. This may be because,
unlike DACA, many centralized and beneficial policies are aimed at Whites who do
not have to contend with disproportionately burdensome policies from their local
governments. However, racial and ethnic minority populations’ experiences with
policy and government vary considerably depending on local context. Therefore, it
is especially important to understand the interaction between new policies and pre-
existing policy environments for these groups. Thus, when scholars study the impact
of a centralized policy on a targeted minority group, they observe the effect of that
specific policy within the context of the group’s pre-existing policy environment.

When new, centralized policies do not contradict the political status quo, they
reinforce the positive or negative signaling effect on the group’s political behavior.
These can be considered non-conflictual policies, which work in the same direction,
target the same population, and follow standard social construction and policy
feedback expectations. In contrast, conflictual policies send opposite or contradictory
signals to the pre-existing political environment of the targeted population, leading to
outcomes unanticipated by traditional theories. This suggests that mixed findings
regarding how policies influence group behavior within the literature are not
conflictual. They are instead incomplete snapshots of how targeted groups react to
contrasting policy signals across time and space.

Depending on how policy environments and personal policy experiences
stereotype targeted communities, policy environments can either reinforce or
moderate the feedback effects from universal policies and direct policy experience.
Because racial and ethnic minority populations face more significant variation in how
punitive local policy environments can be compared to Whites, it is essential to
understand whether the benefits of centralized policies can break through the negative
feedback from the local policy context. An important test of this is through the
interaction of DACA, a centralized and beneficial policy, and Secure Communities,
a decentralized and burdensome policy, on Latinos’ beliefs and behaviors.

We argue that pre-existing policy environments determine the direction and size
of direct feedback effects. Depending on how local policy environments and
personal experience with a nationalized policy affect individuals, policy environ-
ments can either reinforce or moderate the feedback effects from direct experience.
We contend that DACA has had substantial positive effects on foreign-born Latinos’
political efficacy and behavior but that these effects have not been studied within the
context of existing immigration enforcement policies in their communities. In
Figure 1, we give a visualization of our expected outcomes in this theoretical
framework.

We should note that exploring the interaction of DACA and Secure
Communities only tests half of our proposed theory because DACA is a positive
policy exposure and Secure Communities is a negative policy context. Given that
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previous scholars have studied the effect of restrictionist policies on marginalized
communities, exploring DACA from this theoretical perspective provides a novel
and difficult test of our theory. However, more work needs to be done to clarify the
effect of restrictionist policies across the spectrum of contexts.

Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 (H1a): Enrollment in DACA is positively associated with external
efficacy, but this effect is negatively moderated by communities with high levels of
immigration enforcement. The association between DACA and external efficacy
will lessen in areas where immigration enforcement is high.

(H1b): Enrollment in DACA is positively associated with internal efficacy, but this
effect is negatively moderated by communities with high levels of immigration
enforcement. The association between DACA and internal efficacy will lessen in
areas where immigration enforcement is high.

Hypothesis 2 (H2): Enrollment in DACA is positively associated with political
participation, but this effect is negatively moderated by communities with high
levels of immigration enforcement. The association between DACA and
participation will lessen in areas where immigration enforcement is high.

Data and methods
We tested our hypotheses using a Latino-only module from the 2016 Cooperative
Congressional Election Study. This survey was conducted online by YouGov in both
pre- (September 28–November 7, 2016) and post-election (November 9–December
14, 2016) waves. The survey contains 2,023 adult Latino respondents. However, we
restricted our sample to the 54% of respondents identifying as foreign-born. We did

Figure 1. Visualization of theory.
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this because this survey offers a unique opportunity to understand the political
orientations and participation of Latinos who have first- or second-hand experience
with DACA. Our theory predicts that the interaction between decentralized policy
environments and experience with centralized accommodation programs, such as
DACA, affects political efficacy and participation. Our first four dependent variables
capture respondents’ feelings of efficacy. We relied on the following two survey
statements to measure respondents’ external political efficacy:

Public officials don’t care much what people like me think. (Agree strongly;
Somewhat agree; Neither agree nor disagree; Somewhat disagree; Disagree
strongly).

People like me don’t have any say about what the government does. (Agree
strongly; Somewhat agree; Neither agree nor disagree; Somewhat disagree;
Disagree strongly).

From these questions, we generated two five-category ordinal variables ranging
from 1 (Agree strongly) to 5 (Disagree strongly), with higher values indicating
greater efficacy. External efficacy was not high among our respondents, with only
10% disagreeing with “Public officials don’t care much about what people like me
think” and only 16% disagreeing with the statement “People like me don’t have any
say about what the government does.”3

To measure internal efficacy, we used the following two statements:

I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues
facing our country. (Disagree strongly; Somewhat disagree; Neither agree nor
disagree; Somewhat agree; Agree strongly).

Sometimes, politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me
can’t really understand what’s going on. (Disagree strongly; Somewhat
disagree; Neither agree nor disagree; Somewhat agree; Agree strongly).

As with external efficacy, we used these to make two five-category ordinal variables
with higher values indicating higher levels of internal political efficacy (For
understanding, Agree strongly = 5; for complicated, Disagree strongly = 5). Our
sample showed much higher levels of internal efficacy. Roughly 20% of respondents
strongly or somewhat disagreed with the statement that politics is too complicated.
Over half of our sample (56%) agreed with the statement that they had a good
understanding of politics.

We also hypothesized that policy environment and experience will affect political
participation. To test this, we created two measures of participation. First, we
created a participation index that counts the total number of participatory acts that a
respondent performed. Included in this index are whether or not respondents joined
in a protest march, rally, or demonstration; attended a meeting of a town or city
government or school board; signed a paper petition about a political or social issue;

3See Appendix A for the histograms of all the dependent variables.
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signed an Internet petition about a political or social issue; worked with other people
to deal with some issue facing their community; telephoned, wrote a letter to, or
visited a government official to express views on a public issue facing their
community or schools; attended a meeting about an issue facing their community or
schools; or devoted time to volunteer work. This variable ranges from 0 to 8.
Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach 1951) suggests that our summative participation scale
is reliable because the estimated correlation between it and the underlying factor it
measures was 0.91. In addition, the correlation between a participatory act and the
overall scale suggests that all participatory acts fit well in the scale.

On average, foreign-born Latinos participated in two acts. However, participa-
tion in politics in any form was relatively rare. Thus, we also created a binary
measure of participation that captures whether respondents participated in any way,
with a 1 indicating they performed at least one political act and a 0 otherwise. Nearly
60% of our sample participated in at least one activity.

To capture the relevant existing policy environment, we supplemented our
survey data with information on immigration enforcement intensity from ICE. We
collected county-level statistics on the number of individuals deported as well as
their criminal statuses under the Secure Communities programs from their internal
2015 report. From this, we focused on the number of individuals deported for low-
level and noncriminal offenses. This includes individuals convicted of offenses
punishable by less than one year, such as overstaying visas. In doing so, we followed
previous scholars who found that the effect of immigration enforcement on
attitudes and behavior depends on who is deported (Cruz Nichols et al. 2018;
Maltby et al. 2020; Rocha et al. 2015). We measured contextual immigration
enforcement by taking the number of low-level and noncriminal immigrants per

Table 1. Descriptive statistics

Count Mean S.D. Min. Max.

Public officials don’t care 490 2.2 1.01 1 5
People like me have no say 490 2.4 1.13 1 5
Politics is complicated 491 2.5 1.11 1 5
I have a good understanding 491 3.6 1.01 1 5
Participation index 1043 2.1 2.39 0 8
Participation binary 1043 0.6 0.49 0 1
DACA 1085 0.1 0.35 0 1
Noncriminal deportation rate 989 2.9 4.87 0 31
Age 1100 41.4 14.80 19 86
Age squared 1100 1931.4 1379.30 361 7396
Female 1100 0.6 0.49 0 1
Education 1100 3.4 1.57 1 6
Democrat 987 0.7 0.44 0 1
Independent 987 0.1 0.32 0 1
Has child 1098 0.5 0.50 0 1
Employed full time 1100 0.4 0.49 0 1
Married 1043 0.7 0.46 0 1
Border county 1100 0.0 0.20 0 1
Noncitizen 1100 0.4 0.49 0 1
Survey in Spanish 1100 0.7 0.44 0 1
% Foreign-born in county 1046 0.3 0.15 0 1

Note: The table shows descriptive statistics only of foreign-born Latinos used in the analysis.
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one thousand foreign-born residents in a county. The noncriminal deportation rate
varied widely across the country, ranging from no deportations to 31 deportations
per 1,000 foreign-born residents. On average, counties in our sample had a
noncriminal deportation rate of 3.

To measure contact with accommodating social programs, we used a question
that asks individuals whether they have had experience with DACA. This is a binary
variable that equals 1 if the respondent had experience with DACA and 0 otherwise.
Roughly 14% of our respondents either knew someone with DACA or were DACA
recipients themselves. With this data, we cannot distinguish whether individuals
were personal recipients of DACA or whether they knew someone with DACA.
Thus, we believe that our models likely underestimated the true effect of DACA on
political behavior because the effect of policy on attitudes is likely stronger for those
with personal rather than second-hand experience. We argue that the effect of
DACA on efficacy and participation depends on the level of immigration
enforcement in one’s county. To test this, we interacted DACA experience with the
deportation rate in the respondent’s county.

We controlled for individual-level factors known to affect feelings of efficacy and
participation, including age, gender, and partisan affiliation. We measured
socioeconomic status by education level, an ordinal variable ranging from 1 (less
than a high school education) to 6 (post-graduate education), and by whether the
respondent had full-time employment. We also included measures for whether
respondents had a child living at home and whether a respondent was married
(domestic partnerships are counted as married). We controlled for several
characteristics specific to foreign-born Latinos, including Spanish language use
(a binary variable that measures whether they took the survey in English [0] or
Spanish [1]) and whether the respondent was a citizen.

Our models also controlled for several contextual factors that may have affected
feelings of efficacy and participation. Immigration is more salient in some parts
of the country than others, which likely affects an individual’s willingness to engage in
politics. To account for this, we included the proportion of the respondent’s county
that is foreign-born and whether the respondent lived in a county bordering Mexico.

Analysis
First, we examined whether policy feedback effects from DACA varied with existing
enforcement environments. Table 2 presents a series of models that test how first- or
second-hand DACA experience, moderated by the enforcement intensity within a
county, shapes respondents’ external efficacy. Because our four dependent variables
are measured on an ordinal scale, we used ordinal logistic regression models. We
clustered our standard errors by county.4

4The percentages of correctly predicted for our models are about 0.3 for ordinal logistic regression models
with five categories. However, Kennedy (2008) remarks that using the percentage of correct predictions as a
measure of goodness of fit can be misleading. This is because, for example, a naive predictor that predicts
one for every case could do well on this criterion if one class dominates the population for a binary
classification problem. A better measure is the sum of the fraction of each class correctly predicted.
Therefore, we also report this measure for our discrete models, and they all exceed or are very close to unity,
which confirms the value of our models.
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Models (1) and (3) in Table 2 examine the impacts of DACA experience on
external efficacy without including the interaction term. Neither experience with
DACA nor immigration enforcement significantly affected feelings of external

Table 2. Political efficacy – External

(1)
Public officials
don’t care

(2)
Public officials
don’t care

(3)
People like me
have no say

(4)
People like me
have no say

DACA 0.016 0.414 0.086 0.694
(0.357) (0.371) (0.461) (0.530)

Noncriminal deportation rate −0.049 −0.034 −0.033 −0.011
(0.051) (0.052) (0.033) (0.031)

DACA × noncriminal
deportation rate

−0.126* −0.191*
(0.061) (0.080)

Age 0.019 0.017 −0.002 −0.005
(0.069) (0.069) (0.056) (0.057)

Age squared −0.000 −0.000 −0.000 −0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Female 0.456 0.488 0.892* 0.944*
(0.304) (0.305) (0.385) (0.398)

Education −0.044 −0.064 0.036 0.010
(0.094) (0.095) (0.109) (0.117)

Democrat −0.254 −0.232 −0.725* −0.703*
(0.474) (0.467) (0.342) (0.342)

Independent −0.770 −0.714 −0.781* −0.724+
(0.595) (0.600) (0.380) (0.378)

Has child −0.326 −0.309 −0.671 −0.628
(0.541) (0.545) (0.462) (0.468)

Employed full time 0.648* 0.639* 0.160 0.162
(0.288) (0.293) (0.321) (0.328)

Married −0.036 −0.063 0.250 0.232
(0.388) (0.388) (0.318) (0.314)

Border county 1.245 1.343 1.383* 1.582*
(1.404) (1.462) (0.673) (0.622)

Noncitizen 0.109 0.141 −0.299 −0.256
(0.269) (0.263) (0.330) (0.339)

Survey in Spanish −0.031 −0.031 0.546* 0.528+
(0.333) (0.331) (0.271) (0.271)

% Foreign-born in county −0.637 −0.648 −0.753 −0.733
(1.145) (1.164) (1.228) (1.207)

Cut 1 −0.791 −0.789 −1.517+ −1.547+
(1.480) (1.506) (0.899) (0.885)

Cut 2 0.836 0.851 −0.193 −0.191
(1.511) (1.533) (0.901) (0.877)

Cut 3 2.406 2.424 1.082 1.104
(1.565) (1.586) (0.926) (0.894)

Cut 4 4.010* 4.025* 2.516* 2.542*
(1.558) (1.580) (0.878) (0.837)

% correctly predicted 0.30 0.30 0.24 0.22
The sum of the fraction of each

class correctly predicted
1.21 1.20 1.05 0.99

Observations 385 385 385 385

Note: (1) Models estimated using ordered logit. Efficacy questions were asked of only half the sample.
(2) Standard errors are in parentheses. +p< 0.10, *p< 0.05.
(3) All dependent variables in this table have 5 categories. When calculating % correctly predicted, we made the predicted
category to be the category with the highest predicted probability.
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efficacy. Models (2) and (4) examine how the effects of DACA experience on
external efficacy varied with the existing enforcement environment. The results
suggest that restrictionist policy environments significantly reduced DACA’s
positive impact on external efficacy measured by the two survey questions, which
provides evidence for H1a.

Figure 2 shows the marginal effects of direct or indirect experience with DACA
on respondents strongly agreeing that public officials don’t care or people like me
have no say across a range of enforcement environments, setting all other variables
to their means.5 For both measures, we found that the effect of DACA experience
was negative, indicating greater external efficacy when immigration enforcement is
low (deportation rate = 0).6 However, this does not reach statistical significance at
standard levels, indicating that we cannot be certain that experience with a more
accommodating policy produces beneficial feedback effects. Although this does not
support our assumption that DACA has, on average, a positive effect on political
orientations, this does suggest that interactions with DACA do not reverse our
expectations. As immigration enforcement in one’s county becomes more punitive,
experience with DACA makes it more likely that individuals will strongly agree that
the government does not care about them and that people like them have no say in
politics. Particularly, when the noncriminal deportation rate was at the highest level,
the predicted probability of respondents with DACA experience strongly agreeing
that people like them have no say in politics was 0.65 times higher than those
without DACA experience. This supports our argument that any positive effects of

Figure 2. Marginal effects of DACA on external efficacy with 95% CIs.

5We chose to examine low levels of efficacy because most of our respondents express low levels of external
efficacy.

6Results based on a combined external efficacy scale are unchanged (see Appendix Table A1).
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DACA on efficacy are, at best, limited by a restrictionist pre-existing policy
environment and, at worst, reversed.7

The four models in Table 3 test our second hypothesis (H1b) that the positive effect
of DACA on internal efficacy is negatively affected when existing enforcement
environments are more intense.8 Again, we use Models (1) and (3) as baseline models
and add the interaction term inModels (2) and (4). Neither DACA experience nor the
interaction between it and the policy environment affected respondents’ beliefs that
government is too complicated. However, levels of immigration enforcement in one’s
environment did influence feelings that government is too complicated, at least for
those without direct or indirect DACA experience. For foreign-born Latinos with no
DACA experience, high rates of deportation in one’s county negatively affected
internal efficacy, as measured by the politics-is-complicated question. But this effect
was not consistent across measures of internal efficacy.

Model (4) in Table 3 suggests that direct or indirect experience with DACA
positively affected respondents’ beliefs that they have a good understanding of
politics when enforcement is low, but this reached statistical significance at only the
0.10 level. The level of immigration enforcement in one’s county significantly
decreased the internal efficacy of respondents with DACA experience. In this model,
we also found some support for our second hypothesis. Here, the interaction
between DACA experience and policy environment was negative and statistically
significant at the 0.10 level, indicating that the positive effect of DACA was reduced
in areas where many were deported. However, because this effect does not meet
traditional standards of significance and does not hold across measures of internal
efficacy, we do not find this evidence compelling.

Only a few other factors influence foreign-born Latinos’ sense of efficacy. Those
with full-time employment were more likely to believe that public officials “care
about what people like me think” compared to those who were unemployed or only
employed part-time. Latinas were more likely than men to report that “people like
me have a say in what the government does.” However, Democrats and
Independents were less likely to feel this way than their Republican counterparts.
Those who took the survey in Spanish were more likely to feel a sense of external
efficacy, but this reached statistical significance at only the 0.10 level for one model.

Additionally, respondents who lived in a county bordering Mexico were more likely
to believe that they “have a say in what the government does.”Turning toModels (2) and
(4) in Table 3, we find that education was positively linked with internal efficacy.
Those in counties bordering Mexico were also likely to disagree that “politics is too
complicated.”Those who took the survey in Spanish weremore likely to say that “politics
is too complicated” compared to those who took the survey in English. Although Latinas
and those with full-time employment were more likely to have external efficacy, they
were less likely to report that they had “a good understanding of politics.” Finally,
respondents who had a child were more likely to say that they had “a good
understanding of politics” than those without children.

7Our findings hold when using the deportation rate for all kinds of offenses (see Appendix Table A3 and
Figure A4).

8See Appendix Table A2 for results based on the combined internal efficacy scale and Table A4 to see
similar results based on the deportation rate of all types of offenses.
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When it comes to political participation, are the feedback effects from DACA
also moderated by existing enforcement environments? In Table 4, we test
how experience with DACA, moderated by the enforcement intensity, shapes

Table 3. Political efficacy – Internal

(1)
Politics is

complicated

(2)
Politics is

complicated

(3)
I have a good
understanding

(4)
I have a good
understanding

DACA −0.290 −0.489 0.378 0.701+
(0.492) (0.557) (0.372) (0.365)

Noncriminal deportation rate −0.109* −0.120* −0.061+ −0.040
(0.042) (0.044) (0.033) (0.041)

DACA × Noncriminal deportation
rate

0.053 −0.083+
(0.044) (0.048)

Age 0.016 0.014 −0.110 −0.107
(0.053) (0.053) (0.068) (0.068)

Age squared 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Female −0.450 −0.463 −0.895* −0.874*
(0.356) (0.354) (0.250) (0.252)

Education 0.234* 0.247* 0.355* 0.342*
(0.090) (0.093) (0.098) (0.093)

Democrat 0.030 0.010 0.470 0.483
(0.455) (0.452) (0.539) (0.553)

Independent −0.828 −0.858 0.743 0.776
(0.550) (0.548) (0.551) (0.561)

Has child 0.405 0.386 0.618* 0.656*
(0.434) (0.434) (0.276) (0.274)

Employed full time 0.110 0.120 −0.537* −0.544*
(0.389) (0.390) (0.233) (0.239)

Married −0.001 0.025 −0.292 −0.328
(0.391) (0.396) (0.468) (0.462)

Border county 2.039* 1.962* 0.662 0.751
(0.897) (0.925) (0.475) (0.508)

Noncitizen 0.258 0.247 −0.106 −0.086
(0.387) (0.385) (0.314) (0.313)

Survey in Spanish −0.625+ −0.637+ −0.675 −0.659
(0.379) (0.372) (0.433) (0.429)

% Foreign-born in county 0.235 0.190 0.819 0.865
(1.052) (1.065) (0.810) (0.820)

Cut 1 −0.887 −0.983 −5.693* −5.571*
(1.380) (1.403) (1.760) (1.765)

Cut 2 1.216 1.124 −4.085* −3.950*
(1.332) (1.352) (1.631) (1.638)

Cut 3 2.425+ 2.336+ −2.030 −1.878
(1.308) (1.332) (1.710) (1.725)

Cut 4 3.851* 3.763* −0.219 −0.058
(1.363) (1.385) (1.782) (1.798)

% correctly predicted 0.30 0.29 0.32 0.33
The sum of the fraction of each

class correctly predicted
1.08 1.07 1.13 1.16

Observations 385 385 385 385

Note: (1) Models estimated using ordered logit. Efficacy questions were asked of only half of the sample.
(2) Standard errors in parentheses. +p< 0.10, *p< 0.05.
(3) All the dependent variables in this table have 5 categories. When calculating % correctly predicted, we made the
predicted category to be the category with the highest predicted probability.
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foreign-born Latinos’ participation. We used ordinary least squares regression to
analyze the participation index and logistic regression to analyze the binary
participation measure. Both models cluster standard errors by county. We also
report our models’ goodness of fit in the table.

Table 4 examines our third hypothesis (H2): the positive effects of direct or
indirect experience with DACA on participation are negatively moderated by the

Table 4. Political participation

(1)
Participation

index

(2)
Participation

index

(3)
Participation

binary

(4)
Participation

binary

DACA 2.786* 3.348* 1.866* 3.416*
(0.480) (0.471) (0.633) (0.667)

Noncriminal deportation rate 0.035 0.058 0.025 0.059
(0.044) (0.042) (0.046) (0.042)

DACA × Noncriminal deportation rate −0.196* −0.437*
(0.069) (0.138)

Age 0.031 0.036 0.003 0.011
(0.040) (0.038) (0.054) (0.051)

Age squared −0.001 −0.001 −0.000 −0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)

Female −0.667* −0.652* −0.294 −0.265
(0.237) (0.235) (0.337) (0.341)

Education 0.173* 0.149* 0.330* 0.325*
(0.064) (0.068) (0.073) (0.077)

Democrat −0.243 −0.265 −0.347 −0.388
(0.286) (0.300) (0.361) (0.383)

Independent −0.810+ −0.768+ −0.969* −0.932+
(0.445) (0.453) (0.479) (0.484)

Has child 0.652* 0.709* 1.165* 1.280*
(0.296) (0.288) (0.410) (0.411)

Employed full time −0.122 −0.171 −0.091 −0.140
(0.205) (0.204) (0.238) (0.246)

Married −0.477* −0.553* −0.911* −1.027*
(0.206) (0.210) (0.229) (0.215)

Border county −0.912 −0.632 0.029 0.395
(0.560) (0.529) (0.751) (0.771)

Noncitizen −0.647* −0.631* −0.787* −0.810*
(0.222) (0.220) (0.247) (0.249)

Survey in Spanish 0.108 0.097 0.251 0.242
(0.195) (0.186) (0.296) (0.293)

% Foreign-born in county 0.274 −.340 −0.849 −0.756
(0.536) (0.519) (0.748) (0.775)

Constant 1.536+ 1.427+ 0.692 0.492
(0.864) (0.828) (1.305) (1.292)

R2 0.31 0.33
% correctly predicted 0.65 0.64
The fraction of 0s correctly predicted

plus the fraction of 1s correctly
predicted

1.14 1.13

Observations 784 784 784 784

Note: (1) Participation index estimated using ordinary least squares regression.
(2) Binary participation estimated using logit. Standard errors in parentheses. +p< 0.10, *p< 0.05.
(3) When calculating % correctly predicted, we use a cutoff of 0.5.
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existing enforcement environment intensity. Again, we used Models (1) and (3) as a
baseline and included the interaction term in Models (2) and (4). Our results
showed that experience with DACA had a positive and statistically significant effect
on participation, measured as either the number of participatory acts or the
likelihood of engaging in any form of participation when immigration enforcement
is low. This indicates that, absent existing enforcement environments, experience
with an accommodationist policy will increase political engagement. Although
DACA continues to face political and legal scrutiny, finding it has a positive and
significant effect on participation indicates that it is at least partially functioning as it
was intended. Furthermore, the noncriminal deportation rate in a county does not
directly affect participation for those without DACA experience, but immigration
enforcement does moderate the effect of DACA experience on behavior, as
indicated by the negative and statistically significant interaction term.

Figure 3 shows the average marginal effect of DACA experience on the number
of participatory acts and the likelihood of participation across a range of
immigration enforcement contexts. Looking first at the binary measure of
participation, we find that in areas where immigration enforcement was more
lenient, experience with DACA had a positive and statistically significant effect on
one’s likelihood of participating. But the benefits of DACA disappeared as the policy
environment became more intense. In areas with a higher-than-average rate of
deportation, having experience with DACA had either no effect on participation or
a negative effect on one’s likelihood of participating.

Turning to the participation index, we see a similar effect. In areas where
immigration enforcement was low, DACA experience led to participation in more
acts. As the pre-existing policy environment became more intense, the positive

Figure 3. Marginal effects of DACA on political participation.
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effect of DACA on participation disappeared. This finding is consistent with other
studies that showed that DACA recipients, particularly women, reported higher
levels of anxiety about DACA’s uncertain future than non-DACA undocumented
students (Flores Morales and Garcia 2021). Given that our survey was administered
during the 2016 election when Trump gave clear signals about his intent to rescind
DACA, our results suggest that DACA recipients may have been afraid to be too
political because of the uncertainty surrounding the program’s future. Because
immigration enforcement is more intense in some areas of the US than others, our
argument that experience with DACA should not be studied in isolation received
further support. Instead, we need to understand how DACA affects individuals’
attitudes and behavior in relation to immigration enforcement in their area more
broadly.9

Other factors also affected foreign-born Latinos’ political engagement. Education
had a positive effect on how many acts individuals participated in as well as their
likelihood of participating. Similarly, those with children were more likely to
participate and at greater rates than those without children. Given that some of the
participatory acts dealt with concerns about local schools, this effect is unsurprising.
However, married respondents and noncitizens participated at lower rates
compared to their single and citizen counterparts. Those who identified as political
Independents were less likely to get involved in politics than Democrats or
Republicans, but this reached statistical significance at only the 0.10 level. Lastly,
women reported participating at lower rates than men, but men and women were
equally likely to participate in at least one act.

Conclusion
The current literature suggests that enrollment in DACA, a positive policy with little
to no local discretion, should have a strong positive effect on political orientation and
behavior. This study finds little evidence of a direct relationship. However, it is
important to note that we do find that enrollment in DACA is a significant predictor
of non-electoral participation and that experience with DACA influences the
attendance of political protests or signing of petitions. Accommodationist policies
have the potential to influence political behavior, even when targeted communities are
denied the full spectrum of political participation opportunities. This also suggests
that the hotly debated repeal of DACA carries potential negative effects for the
political engagement of foreign-born immigrants and members of the Latina/o/x
community who are shut out of the ballot box. We also found that the effects of
enrollment in DACA were significantly moderated by the intensity of immigration
enforcement within the immigrant’s county of residence. This suggests that local
policies and protections do matter – federal immigration policy does not “trump” all.

These findings also highlight how critical it is for future studies of immigration
incorporation to understand how the effects of specific programs, whether positive
or negative, are moderated by existing policy environments. New policies, however
accommodating, cannot erase or eclipse local policy experience. We also offer this

9We also conducted a robust check using the overall deportation rate and obtained similar findings. See
Table A5 and Figure A5 in the Appendix for detailed results.
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insight as a theoretical extension of Michener’s (2019) RFF framework to encourage
policy feedback scholars to be more attentive to historical contexts going forward.
Otherwise, scholars will continue to miss the complete picture of how policy
functions. The full effects of an individual’s policy experience, both behavioral and
psychological, prove difficult to untangle. Many immigrants within the United
States find themselves trapped within that web.

Data availability statement. Replication materials are available in the Journal of Public Policy Dataverse at
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/MJWKVO.
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Appendix. Histograms of Political Efficacy and Participation

Figure A2. Internal efficacy.

Figure A1. External efficacy.
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Figure A3. Participation.

Figure A4. Marginal effects of DACA on external efficacy with 95% CIs (Deportation rates).
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Figure A5. Effects of DACA on political participation with 95% CIs (Deportation rates).
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Table A1. Regression of combined external efficacy

(1)
Combined external

efficacy scale

(2)
Public officials
don’t care

(3)
People like me
have no say

DACA 0.380 0.414 0.694
(0.470) (0.371) (0.530)

Noncriminal Deportation Rate −0.023 −0.034 −0.011
(0.032) (0.052) (0.031)

DACA × Noncriminal Deportation Rate −0.115* −0.126* −0.191*
(0.041) (0.061) (0.080)

Age 0.016 0.017 −0.005
(0.049) (0.069) (0.057)

Age2 −0.000 −0.000 −0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Female 0.789* 0.488 0.944*
(0.316) (0.305) (0.398)

Education −0.001 −0.064 0.010
(0.105) (0.095) (0.117)

Democrat −0.422 −0.232 −0.703*
(0.325) (0.467) (0.342)

Independent −0.619 −0.714 −0.724+
(0.435) (0.600) (0.378)

Has Child −0.618 −0.309 −0.628
(0.510) (0.545) (0.468)

Employed Full Time 0.392 0.639* 0.162
(0.263) (0.293) (0.328)

Married 0.229 −0.063 0.232
(0.311) (0.388) (0.314)

Border County 1.646* 1.343 1.582*
(0.695) (1.462) (0.622)

Noncitizen −0.054 0.141 −0.256
(0.275) (0.263) (0.339)

Survey in Spanish 0.436 −0.031 0.528+
(0.283) (0.331) (0.271)

% Foreign-Born in County −0.934 −0.648 −0.733
(0.984) (1.164) (1.207)

Constant 4.249*
(1.038)

Cut 1 −0.789 −1.547+
(1.506) (0.885)

Cut 2 0.851 −0.191
(1.533) (0.877)

Cut 3 2.424 1.104
(1.586) (0.894)

Cut 4 4.025* 2.542*
(1.580) (0.837)

R2 0.10
% correctly predicted 0.30 0.22
The sum of the fraction of each class

correctly predicted
1.20 0.99

Observations 385 385 385

Note: (1) External efficacy scale (sum of the other two measures) is an OLS model.
(2) Care and Say are ordered logit models. Efficacy questions were asked of only half of the sample. Standard errors in
parentheses. +p< 0.10, *p< 0.05.
(3) The dependent variables in Model (2) and (3) have 5 categories. When calculating % correctly predicted, we made the
predicted category to be the category with the highest predicted probability.
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Table A2. Regression of combined internal efficacy

(1)
Combined internal

efficacy scale

(2)
Politics is com-

plicated

(3)
I have a good
understanding

DACA 0.068 −0.489 0.701+
(0.380) (0.557) (0.365)

Noncriminal deportation rate −0.084* −0.120* −0.040
(0.035) (0.044) (0.041)

DACA × Noncriminal deportation rate −0.012 0.053 −0.083+
(0.043) (0.044) (0.048)

Age −0.043 0.014 −0.107
(0.042) (0.053) (0.068)

Age squared 0.001 0.000 0.001
(0.000) (0.001) (0.001)

Female −0.689* −0.463 −0.874*
(0.243) (0.354) (0.252)

Education 0.296* 0.247* 0.342*
(0.072) (0.093) (0.093)

Democrat 0.173 0.010 0.483
(0.473) (0.452) (0.553)

Independent −0.059 −0.858 0.776
(0.460) (0.548) (0.561)

Has child 0.511+ 0.386 0.656*
(0.294) (0.434) (0.274)

Employed full time −0.204 0.120 −0.544*
(0.248) (0.390) (0.239)

Married −0.134 0.025 −0.328
(0.308) (0.396) (0.462)

Border county 1.455* 1.962* 0.751
(0.541) (0.925) (0.508)

Noncitizen 0.070 0.247 −0.086
(0.269) (0.385) (0.313)

Survey in Spanish −0.601* −0.637+ −0.659
(0.246) (0.372) (0.429)

% Foreign-born in county 0.262 0.190 0.865
(0.653) (1.065) (0.820)

Constant 6.538*
(1.334)

Cut 1 −0.983 −5.571*
(1.403) (1.765)

Cut 2 1.124 −3.950*
(1.352) (1.638)

Cut 3 2.336+ −1.878
(1.332) (1.725)

Cut 4 3.763* −0.058
(1.385) (1.798)

R2 0.19
% correctly predicted 0.29 0.33
The sum of the fraction of each class

correctly predicted
1.07 1.16

Observations 385 385 385

Note: (1) Internal efficacy scale (sum of the other two measures) is an OLS model.
(2) Complicated and understanding are ordered logit models. Efficacy questions were asked of only half of the sample.
Standard errors in parentheses; +p< 0.10, *p< 0.05.
(3) The dependent variables in Models (2) and (3) have 5 categories. When calculating % correctly predicted, we made the
predicted category to be the category with the highest probability.

254 Rachel Torres et al.

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

01
43

81
4X

23
00

03
51

 P
ub

lis
he

d 
on

lin
e 

by
 C

am
br

id
ge

 U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 P

re
ss

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0143814X23000351


Table A3. Regressions of external efficacy on deportation rate

(1)
Public officials
don’t care

(2)
Public officials
don’t care

(3)
People like me
have no say

(4)
People like me
have no say

DACA 0.001 0.571 0.080 0.934
(0.359) (0.405) (0.475) (0.573)

Deportation rate −0.014 −0.011 −0.002 0.004
(0.017) (0.016) (0.011) (0.009)

DACA × Deportation rate −0.057* −0.083*
(0.023) (0.028)

Age 0.019 0.017 −0.001 −0.007
(0.069) (0.069) (0.056) (0.056)

Age squared −0.000 −0.000 −0.000 −0.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Female 0.453 0.493 0.870* 0.938*
(0.305) (0.306) (0.387) (0.404)

Education −0.049 −0.069 0.040 0.015
(0.092) (0.094) (0.110) (0.117)

Democrat −0.248 −0.224 −0.721* −0.688*
(0.468) (0.463) (0.336) (0.337)

Independent −0.760 −0.700 −0.756* −0.691+
(0.591) (0.598) (0.379) (0.376)

Has child −0.361 −0.345 −0.703 −0.663
(0.532) (0.535) (0.464) (0.466)

Employed full time 0.641* 0.620* 0.161 0.143
(0.287) (0.294) (0.322) (0.324)

Married −0.039 −0.043 0.241 0.251
(0.386) (0.390) (0.323) (0.316)

Border county 0.938 1.122 0.956 1.250+
(1.245) (1.243) (0.717) (0.641)

Noncitizen 0.100 0.132 −0.308 −0.268
(0.265) (0.258) (0.329) (0.337)

Survey in Spanish −0.004 −0.021 0.581* 0.545*
(0.327) (0.327) (0.270) (0.272)

% Foreign-born in county −0.599 −0.659 −0.633 −0.655
(1.137) (1.160) (1.237) (1.217)

Cut 1 −0.791 −0.789 −1.517+ −1.547+
(1.480) (1.506) (0.899) (0.885)

Cut 2 0.836 0.851 −0.193 −0.191
(1.511) (1.533) (0.901) (0.877)

Cut 3 2.406 2.424 1.082 1.104
(1.565) (1.586) (0.926) (0.894)

Cut 4 4.010* 4.025* 2.516* 2.542*
(1.558) (1.580) (0.878) (0.837)

% correctly predicted 0.31 0.31 0.24 0.22
The sum of the fraction of each

class correctly predicted
1.09 1.10 1.03 0.98

Observations 385 385 385 385

Note: (1) Models estimated using ordered logit. Efficacy questions were asked of only half the sample.
(2) Standard errors in parentheses. +p< 0.10, *p< 0.05.
(3) All the dependent variables in this table have 5 categories. When calculating % correctly predicted, we made the
predicted category to be the category with the highest predicted probability.
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Table A4. Regressions of internal efficacy (Deportation rate)

(1)
Politics is

complicated

(2)
Politics is

complicated

(3)
I have a good
understanding

(4)
I have a good
understanding

DACA −0.386 −0.570 0.357 0.815*
(0.499) (0.557) (0.351) (0.382)

Deportation rate −0.047* −0.049* −0.037* −0.033*
(0.012) (0.013) (0.009) (0.010)

DACA × Deportation rate 0.018 −0.039*
(0.024) (0.019)

Age 0.019 0.018 −0.109 −0.110
(0.052) (0.052) (0.069) (0.069)

Age squared −0.000 −0.000 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Female −0.454 −0.464 −0.887* −0.857*
(0.360) (0.357) (0.249) (0.251)

Education 0.224* 0.231* 0.341* 0.328*
(0.088) (0.091) (0.099) (0.096)

Democrat −0.006 −0.019 0.449 0.471
(0.448) (0.444) (0.524) (0.537)

Independent −0.871 −0.892 0.720 0.768
(0.545) (0.544) (0.540) (0.554)

Has child 0.351 0.331 0.610* 0.658*
(0.434) (0.439) (0.273) (0.275)

Employed full time 0.100 0.110 −0.569* −0.586*
(0.392) (0.393) (0.230) (0.237)

Married 0.010 0.024 −0.282 −0.300
(0.389) (0.394) (0.479) (0.470)

Border county 2.033* 1.935* 1.009* 1.162*
(0.744) (0.829) (0.487) (0.566)

Noncitizen 0.259 0.254 −0.119 −0.101
(0.391) (0.389) (0.313) (0.314)

Survey in Spanish −0.605 −0.606 −0.703 −0.710
(0.382) (0.378) (0.428) (0.434)

% Foreign-born in county 0.086 0.073 0.636 0.607
(1.073) (1.082) (0.803) (0.812)

Cut 1 −1.127 −1.171 −6.082* −6.065*
(1.352) (1.370) (1.763) (1.769)

Cut 2 1.005 0.963 −4.433* −4.413*
(1.307) (1.326) (1.636) (1.641)

Cut 3 2.227+ 2.185+ −2.346 −2.310
(1.279) (1.303) (1.718) (1.726)

Cut 4 3.655* 3.613* −0.525 −0.477
(1.343) (1.365) (1.792) (1.798)

% correctly predicted 0.29 0.29 0.33 0.33
The sum of the fraction of each

class correctly predicted
1.08 1.09 1.15 1.15

Observations 385 385 385 385

Note: (1) Models estimated using ordered logit. Efficacy questions were asked of only half of the sample.
(2) Standard errors in parentheses. + p< 0.10, * p< 0.05.
(3) All the dependent variables in this table have 5 categories. When calculating % correctly predicted, we made the
predicted category to be the category with the highest predicted probability.
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Table A5. Regressions of political participation (Deportation rate)

(1)
Participation

index

(2)
Participation

index

(3)
Participation

binary

(4)
Participation

binary

DACA 2.822* 3.698* 1.883* 4.000*
(0.484) (0.513) (0.631) (0.800)

Deportation rate 0.021+ 0.028* 0.013 0.021+
(0.012) (0.010) (0.013) (0.012)

DACA × Deportation rate −0.097* −0.172*
(0.032) (0.046)

Age 0.032 0.031 0.004 0.006
(0.040) (0.038) (0.054) (0.053)

Age squared −0.001 −0.001 −0.000 −0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)

Female −0.655* −0.625* −0.284 −0.232
(0.231) (0.231) (0.335) (0.334)

Education 0.177* 0.152* 0.333* 0.326*
(0.063) (0.066) (0.074) (0.077)

Democrat −0.249 −0.261 −0.349 −0.342
(0.285) (0.299) (0.365) (0.378)

Independent −0.796+ −0.744+ −0.957* −0.891+
(0.444) (0.448) (0.479) (0.475)

Has child 0.666* 0.729* 1.174* 1.274*
(0.298) (0.287) (0.409) (0.406)

Employed full time −0.118 −0.178 −0.087 −0.135
(0.205) (0.205) (0.236) (0.246)

Married −0.482* −0.547* −0.916* −1.001*
(0.208) (0.203) (0.228) (0.214)

Border county −1.075* −0.702 −0.062 0.367
(0.537) (0.511) (0.747) (0.733)

Noncitizen −0.641* −0.617* −0.783* −0.788*
(0.225) (0.224) (0.248) (0.253)

Survey in Spanish 0.101 0.072 0.247 0.241
(0.193) (0.184) (0.298) (0.294)

% Foreign-born in county 0.428 0.459 −0.762 −0.728
(0.514) (0.499) (0.738) (0.768)

Constant 1.347 1.333 0.579 0.435
(0.865) (0.823) (1.318) (1.299)

R2 0.32 0.34
% correctly predicted 0.64 0.64
The fraction of 0s correctly predicted

plus the fraction of 1s correctly
predicted

1.13 1.13

Observations 784 784 784 784

Note: (1) Participation Index estimated using ordinary least squares regression.
(2) Binary participation estimated using logit. Standard errors in parentheses. +p< 0.10, *p< 0.05.
(3) When calculating % correctly predicted, we use a cutoff of 0.5.
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