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Abstract
The 2016 US election of Donald Trump ushered in a wave of anti-immigrant rhe-

toric and federal policies that have been shown to harm immigrant families. This

study examines how the election affected immigrant-serving community-based orga-

nizations (CBOs), which provide vital support to these communities and may mit-

igate harm. Focusing on migrant-legal CBOs — a key subset that offers pro-bono

or low-cost legal services — and incorporating theories from organizations, social

movements, and political opportunity, we assess whether these organizations

were able to leverage the election as a focusing event to attract funding and whether

they sustained this support over time. Using Internal Revenue Service records, we

identify migrant-legal aid CBOs with a track record of delivering legal services to

immigrant communities. Using synthetic control methods, we find that financial

resources to migrant-legal CBOs increased from 4 to 11 percentage points during

the 2016 election, and were 8 to 17 percentage points higher through 2019, the last
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year of available data. Our study shows that amid the shifting anti-immigrant policy

climate of the Trump election, migrant-legal CBOs mobilized as a counterforce,

using the socio-political landscape and public response as an opportunity to secure

and sustain financial support, potentially acting as a safeguard against the escalating

anti-immigrant climate.
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Introduction
Immigrant-serving community-based organizations (CBOs) are at the forefront of
efforts to support immigrant and noncitizen families. They play a critical role in
helping newcomers integrate by filling the gap left by the federal immigration
system, which offers no national or subnational immigrant integration program and
restricts most immigrants’ access to public benefits (de Graauw 2016; De Graauw
and Bloemraad 2017; Sorrell-Medina 2024b; Carrillo 2024). Consequently,
immigrant-serving CBOs respond to these policies of exclusion (Sorrell-Medina
2024a) as the main providers of basic economic (e.g., foodbanks), social (e.g.,
English language classes), legal (e.g., pro-bono legal services), and civic (e.g., natu-
ralization classes) assistance to immigrant families in the United States.

Whether immigrant-serving CBOs can provide these services, however, depends
heavily on their capacity to secure financial resources, a fundamental need for all
CBOs. Building on established insights into organizational survival amidst unfore-
seen changes (Thompson 1967; Pfefer and Salancik 1978), CBOs must continuously
seek funding (e.g., donations, grants), often contingent on evolving environmental
demands (Vermeulen, Minkoff, and van der Meer 2016). Individuals and funders
are more likely to support CBOs they view as legitimate — that is organizations
whose actions align with widely diffused norms, values, and beliefs (DiMaggio
and Powell 1983; Suchman 1995). Context-dependent, this sense of legitimacy
often depends on the broader temporal, economic, social, and political opportunity
structures in which CBOs are embedded (Bloemraad, Chaudhary, and Gleeson
2022).

For immigrant-serving CBOs, anti-immigrant rhetoric and restrictive immigration
enforcement policies in the US political context are likely to impact their perceived
sense of legitimacy and organizational survivability. Presidential elections, in partic-
ular, significantly influence the broader national discourse and narrative surrounding
immigration and the perceived value of supporting immigrant causes and organiza-
tions. The Trump 2016 election is a key example. During his campaign, Trump used
inflammatory language about immigrants (e.g., calling Mexicans ‘rapists’) to garner
support and, once elected, enacted exclusionary policies (e.g., raids, travel bans) as
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promised (Bolter, Israel, and Pierce 2022). Research shows that such rhetoric and
restrictive policies create fear and mistrust in immigrant communities, directly
harming families, including US citizen children (Dreby 2012; Heinrich,
Hernández, and Shero 2023; Perreira and Pedroza 2019). However, little research
has explored how anti-immigrant climates, like that of the Trump era, affected the
financial resource capacity of immigrant-serving CBOs. If immigrant-serving
CBOs are directly harmed by anti-immigrant climates and policies, the negative
impact on immigrant families and communities can be exacerbated. The protective
influence of these organizations will weaken, and there will be fewer resources avail-
able to meet the increased needs of immigrant communities.

Whether and how anti-immigrant climates, like that of Trump’s 2016 election,
impact immigrant-serving CBOs’ financial resource capacity and thus survivability
is unclear. Instead of losing support because of the election, immigrant-serving
CBOs may have benefited from the counter-response to the Trump election, as
reported in media and anecdotal evidence. These sources indicate that the election
triggered a surge in donations and support (e.g., volunteering, membership dues)
for progressive nonprofit causes, including immigrant rights, in reaction to the elec-
tion outcome (Campisi and Ahmed 2018; Mesch et al. 2020). However, empirical
evidence on this outpouring of support is mixed (Lamothe and Lavastida 2020;
Mesch et al. 2020), and research has yet to examine its impacts on immigrant-serving
CBOs specifically. Evidence specific to immigrant-serving CBOs suggests that some
organizations were able to leverage public outcry over Trump’s policies (e.g., family
separation) to raise record-level donations and support (Campisi and Ahmed 2018).
However, other evidence suggests that funder hesitancy to support controversial
causes like immigration may have negatively impacted the financial resources of
immigrant-serving CBOs (Tremblay-Boire, Prakash, and Calderon 2023). Further-
more, a reduction in federal grant funding may have exacerbated these challenges.
The Trump administration’s enforcement policies, which restricted various immi-
grant rights and services, often led to fewer federal grant dollars for CBOs providing
these services (e.g., refugee resettlement), potentially further limiting their overall
financial capacity (Darrow and Scholl 2020).

Extending theories from organizations, social movements, and political opportu-
nity, this study seeks to understand how the 2016 presidential race impacted the
financial resources of immigrant-serving CBOs both during and through the election.
Theoretically, broader socio-political contexts, such as Trump’s 2016 election, are
believed to impact the organizational resource capacity of immigrant-serving
CBOs (Bloemraad, Chaudhary, and Gleeson 2022), but empirical evidence on this
assumption is limited. Treating support for immigrant-serving CBOs as a potential
social movement, we assess whether these organizations were able to leverage the
Trump election as a major focusing event (like an unexpected disaster) to create a
political opportunity for garnering support and financial resources for their cause
(Lamothe and Lavastida 2020). Additionally, we examine whether they were able
to sustain such support over time. As suggested by issue-attention cycle theory,
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sustaining initial surges in public support can be difficult, especially when progress
on the issue stalls or appears insurmountable (Downs 1972). Organizations can
address this issue by mobilizing supporters, emphasizing the importance of their
cause in response to a rising anti-immigrant climate, and showcasing their proven
track record of serving immigrant communities. Initial evidence suggests immigrant-
serving CBOs did just that: despite the added stress of the Trump administration’s
restrictive policies, front-line workers mobilized and intensified efforts to support
immigrant families (Barajas-Gonzalez, Hoque, and Gutkin 2024). To gauge the
extent of this phenomenon and whether it was short-lived, we assess two research
questions: (1) How did the 2016 Trump election impact the financial resources of
immigrant-serving CBOs? and (2) If immigrant-serving CBOs’ financial resources
increased as a result of the Trump election, were these increases sustained over time?

To answer these research questions, we focus on one specific type of CBO, termed
“migrant-legal” CBOs. We do so for both theoretical and pragmatic reasons.
Theoretically, much of Trump’s anti-immigrant rhetoric and immigration enforce-
ment policies focused on undocumented immigration, aiming to make every undoc-
umented immigrant deportable (Reich and Scott 2023). This marked a shift from the
previous administration, which emphasized high-priority cases (e.g., those with fel-
onies) (Capps et al. 2018; Reich and Scott 2023), and increased the legal service
needs of immigrant communities (Kerwin and Millet 2022). Migrant-legal CBOs,
which offer pro-bono or low-cost legal services to immigrants, are often the
primary providers of these services. Therefore, if the 2016 Trump election impacted
the resource capacity of immigrant-serving CBOs, we would expect this effect to be
particularly evident in migrant-legal CBOs. Pragmatically, we focus on migrant-legal
CBOs because we have identified a credible way to identify them. In the absence of a
national database for immigrant-serving CBOs, we created a novel dataset of 724
migrant-legal CBOs from 2006 to 2019 by combining Internal Revenue Service
(IRS) Form 990 financial data with a Department of Justice (DOJ)-recognized list
of organizations authorized to provide immigrant-related legal services. Our goal
is to assess whether contributions to migrant-legal CBOs changed around the 2016
election relative to other causes. As this is a cause-specific question, we compare
aggregate resources across different CBO cause categories (e.g., migrant-legal vs.
other causes) using synthetic control methods to estimate relative changes in contri-
butions over time. We compare migrant-legal CBOs as its own activity code amongst
the 200 largest nonprofit categories based on the total number of reporting CBOs
over the panel. Given the focus on aggregate contributions and the single event
(the 2016 election), we conduct the analysis on a range of samples based on different
CBO inclusion criteria and present the results side-by-side to ensure transparency
with our analysis decisions and findings.

Our analysis reveals two main findings. First, monetary contributions to
migrant-legal CBOs increased during the 2016 presidential campaign, with estimates
ranging from 4 to 10 percentage points. Second, these increases in contributions were
sustained through 2019. We interpret these results as evidence that migrant-legal
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CBOs were able to leverage the shifting socio-political and growing anti-immigrant
landscape, along with a public response, as a political opportunity to garner and
sustain financial support. This support potentially serves as a safeguard against the
escalating anti-immigrant climate — an avenue for future research.

Theoretical Motivation
Organizational and Social Movement Theory Insights
Organizational and social movement literature offers insights into how immigrant-
serving CBOs may adapt to political shifts while seeking necessary funding.
Organizational scholars have examined how organizations, including CBOs, adapt
amidst shifting environments that create constraints and contingencies beyond
their control (Thompson 1967). This literature suggests that CBOs facing uncertain
environments can thrive by demonstrating their capacity to meet emerging needs that
align with public concerns (Pfefer and Salancik 1978; Vermeulen, Minkoff, and van
der Meer 2016). Public support often flows to entities occupying legitimate practices
(Suchman 1995) and viewed as leaders in their field (DiMaggio and Powell 1983).
Social movement scholars add that mobilization opportunities — otherwise known
as “political opportunity structures” — arise when groups rally around a common
cause, often triggered by visible signals of impending change or after structural
changes take root (Meyer and Minkoff 2004; Tarrow 2022). Together, these perspec-
tives suggest that political shifts like that of the 2016 Trump election often prompt
public support for CBOs engaged in legitimate, leadership practices.

Sustaining support, however, is not a given. CBOs must contend with the rise and
fall of the public’s attention to any given issue (Downs 1972). A central concern in
research on political opportunities is the extent to which mobilization is short-lived or
sustained over time. Immigration scholarship has weighed in on this issue by exam-
ining past mobilization efforts for immigrant rights. In 2005–2006, congressional
action proposed restricting immigrant rights and culminated in nationwide,
pro-immigrant street marches in 2006 (Zepeda-Millán 2017). The marches prompted
scholars to assess whether the 2006 marches were ephemeral or not — whether that
instance of large-scale opposition to anti-immigrant proposals was a moment or a
movement (Voss and Bloemraad 2011). A decade later, the rise of the 2016
Trump candidacy posed a similar challenge.

A Shifting Anti-Immigrant Political Environment: The 2016 Presidential
Election
To better understand immigrant-serving CBOs and their potential impacts and responses
to anti-immigrant climates, we focus on Trump’s 2016 election and presidency— a clear
example of a sudden shift toward anti-immigrant discourse. National elections allow
candidates to announce intended policies, often shaping the policy climate on key
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issues. When Trump launched his Republican candidacy in 2015, his speech included
disparaging remarks against immigrants, making his potential presidency especially
high-stakes for immigrant communities (Mutz 2018). Trump’s rise was part of a
broader movement supporting exclusionary policies with a persistent focus on immigra-
tion (Parker and Barreto 2014). During the 2016 election cycle, inflammatory rhetoric
(Eshbaugh-Soha and Barnes 2021) shaped public opinion, increased anti-Latino preju-
dices (Newman et al. 2021), and activated support among voters aligned with Trump’s
immigration views (Sagir and Mockabee 2023), with anti-immigrant voters feeling par-
ticularly energized during the general election (Kustov 2023).

Once elected, Trump enacted many of the anti-immigrant, exclusionary policies
he had proposed during his campaign. Examples include the 2017 “Muslim” travel
bans (Amuedo-Dorantes, Bansak, and Pozo 2021), efforts in 2019 to end the
Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program, and “metering” practices
that limited asylum-seeking starting in 2016 and intensified under his administration
(Amuedo-Dorantes and Bucheli 2023). The 2019 Migrant Protection Protocols
(MPP) forced asylum seekers to remain in Mexico during their immigration proceed-
ings. Additionally, Trump’s 2018 “public charge” rule aimed to restrict pathways to
legalization for immigrants (Barofsky et al. 2020; Miller et al. 2022; Dias and Chance
2024). Thus, Trump’s anti-immigrant rhetoric was not just a “discursive” shift in
immigration narratives; it also resulted in formal structural political changes
through multiple policy exclusions.

Extensive research indicates that Trump’s 2016 anti-immigrant rhetoric and pol-
icies harmed immigrant communities. Trump’s executive orders and increased
emphasis on immigrant arrests coincided with diminished mental health outcomes
among Hispanic individuals (Bruzelius and Baum 2019), and his election was
related to adverse infant health for multiple groups (Langer, Patler, and Hamilton
2024; Gemmill et al. 2019, 2020). These trends persisted through 2017 and 2018
as distress and poor mental health became more common among Latinos (Morey
et al. 2021; Johnson et al. 2024). These harms align with extensive research on the
detrimental effects of anti-immigrant policies that predate the first Trump presidency
(Amuedo-Dorantes and Antman 2016; Pedroza 2022a; Potochnick, Chen, and
Perreira 2017).

Less is known about how these policies and the 2016 Trump election impacted
immigrant-serving CBOs, which are on the front lines of serving immigrant commu-
nities. The few studies examining the experiences of social helpers during the Trump
administration indicate that they encountered significant challenges, including
strained staff capacities, particularly in educational settings (Ee and Gándara 2019;
Barajas-Gonzalez et al. 2022). Refugee-focused CBOs lost government funding,
which hindered their ability to continue supporting refugees and forced them to
seek alternative sources of financing (Darrow and Scholl 2020). If such strains and
resource losses are widespread, immigrant-serving CBOs may no longer be able to
provide vital services, further intensifying the harms that anti-immigrant policies
inflict on immigrant communities.
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Immigrant Serving CBOs and Counter-Responses to Anti-Immigrant
Climates
In response, immigrant-serving CBOs and advocates may take a proactive approach,
leveraging Trump’s rise as a national political figure and his anti-immigrant rhetoric
as an opportunity to mobilize resources and public support to protect immigrant com-
munities. During the first Trump administration, pro-immigrant actors faced
renewed, urgent opportunities to mobilize counter-responses. As Trump rallied
support for a presidential bid by framing immigrants as a threat to the nation, his
rise also opened opportunities for immigrant rights supporters to defend immigrants.
This response became especially pronounced following Trump’s 2016 election.
Newly enacted sanctuary laws became increasingly common after Trump’s inaugu-
ration, with more sanctuary laws passed in 2017 than in the previous twelve years
combined (Pham and Van 2019). Whether this same counter-response extended to
immigrant-serving CBOs is unclear (Figure 1).

We know Trump motivated opposition forces that included women’s (Fisher
2019; M. Berry and Chenoweth 2018) and immigrants’ rights organizations and
advocates (Zepeda-Millán and Wallace 2018). Yet, evidence is mixed on whether
this opposition led to increased and sustained financial resources for these causes
and organizations. An analysis of online giving before and after the 2016 election
shows no overall increase in donations to political causes, including immigrant
rights; though, women were more likely to make targeted donations to specific orga-
nizations like Planned Parenthood (Mesch et al. 2020). In contrast, state-level anal-
ysis of support for CBOs in Oklahoma shows evidence of increased and sustained
mobilization, including donations, following the 2016 election (Lamothe and
Lavastida 2020). This suggests that some CBOs were successful in soliciting and
maintaining financial support to advance their cause. Whether immigrant-serving
CBOs were able to garner similar support is unclear. Despite public outcry against
many of Trump’s anti-immigrant policies (e.g., family separation), immigrant-
serving CBOs faced challenges in overcoming hesitance to donate to organizations
serving unauthorized immigrants (Tremblay-Boire, Prakash, and Calderon 2023)
and narratives about deserving versus undeserving immigrant populations
(Bloemraad, Chaudhary, and Gleeson 2022).

Our Contribution: Migrant-Legal Aid CBO Responses to Anti-Immigrant
Climates
Our work responds to calls to examine the potential role of political opportunity
structures in shaping the embeddedness of immigrant organizations (Bloemraad,
Chaudhary, and Gleeson 2022). Specifically, we explore whether the rise of
Trump’s 2016 national candidacy — a potential political opportunity — spurred a
corresponding organizational and public response by focusing on a critical subset
of immigrant-serving CBOs: migrant legal CBOs. These CBOs provide essential
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legal services, which are especially important during periods of increased deportation
risk, as seen in the 2016 election. We examine whether migrant-legal CBO
support — in the form of contributions from individual donors, foundations, and
public sector grantees— grew during the 2016 election, when a shift in the immigra-
tion discourse signaled an opportunity for action, and continued after the election
outcome when the new administration expanded restrictive policies. If pro-immigrant
actors were mobilized early on to support migrant-legal CBOs, we expect a signaling
relationship in the form of more contributions to migrant-legal CBOs starting in the
2015–2016 election cycle when candidates announced presidential campaigns. Past
work similarly focuses on policy changes before and after the 2016 election to study
health outcomes and access to social services (Bruzelius and Baum 2019; Miller et al.
2022; Langer, Patler, and Hamilton 2024). Given that support for causes and move-
ments often wanes over time, we also investigate whether any increase in contribu-
tions to migrant-legal CBOs was sustained throughout the first Trump presidency,
particularly as policy changes were implemented.

Data and Methods
This study relies on a novel dataset we created by linking IRS 501(c)(3) organization
financial data, notably contributions, with a list of 724 migrant-legal CBOs that are
formally recognized by the DOJ. Here we describe these two data sources, clarify
how we linked them, and provide details on the creation of our analysis file. We
then discuss the methods used to perform the analysis.

Data from the National Center for Charitable Statistics
The primary source of data for this study is the National Center for Charitable Statistics
(NCCS) (Urban Institute 2019).1 This dataset includes contributions for over half a
million CBOs that reported Form 990 to the IRS from 2006 to 2019. We exclude
years before 2006 based on changes in IRS reporting policies, and 2019 is the latest
year available.2 We focus on contributions — which include individual contributions
as well as government grants and other sources of donated income — because we
believe they reflect the most reliable report of financial support over the entire time

1Original data can be obtained here: https://nccs.urban.org/nccs/datasets/core.
2According to the NCCS: “Prior to 2006, most 501(c)(3) organizations were required to file
Form 1023 in order for the IRS to recognize their 501(c)(3) status. The introduction of
IRS Form 990-N (e-Postcard), as specified in the Pension Protection Act (PPA) of 2006,
has changed these reporting requirements for small organizations, and has shed new light
on the number of organizations that are truly active.” For more information, see: https://
nccs.urban.org/pubs/nccs-data-guide.pdf
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period.3 Although NCCS data sometimes includes contribution components — like
government grants — as a separate data field, it is only available before 2014 and
appears inconsistent over time, so we do not use it for analysis.

The NCCS has several advantages. A key strength is the mandatory reporting
requirement, which results in a large, nationwide administrative dataset. Second,
because CBOs are assigned a unique Employer Identification Number (EIN) by
the IRS, we can track CBOs over time. Third, we can use the 631 unique National
Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE) classification codes, which CBOs self-report
on Form 990 to identify their primary activity (e.g., P20: Human Service
Organizations; D31: Protection of Endangered Species), to categorize CBOs by
cause. Finally, we can distinguish service-providing nonprofits — more comparable
to migrant-legal CBOs — from other types of nonprofits (e.g., churches, hospitals,
government units, medical research, and college-affiliated organizations) using the
IRS administrative “reason” field that indicates the basis for tax-exempt status.

Despite these strengths, there are limitations. As Form 990 is an “information
return” rather than an audited tax return, it may contain undetected reporting
errors, especially among outliers in reported contributions. This can also affect
how CBOs are categorized by cause over time. As discussed below, we address
these concerns by creating analytic samples under different CBO inclusion restric-
tions. For transparency, we do not rely on any one of these researcher decisions
when presenting the results but perform our analysis on all sample definitions.

Data Identifying Migrant-Legal Organizations
Since few immigrant-serving CBOs select the NTEE code specifically for immigrant/
ethnic services (P84) and instead opt for other codes (e.g., P20 for human services or
I80 for legal services; Bloemraad, Gleeson, and de Graauw 2020), we use the
Department of Justice’s “Recognized Organizations and Accredited Representatives
Roster” to identify 724 migrant-legal CBOs. This DOJ registry lists US organizations
formally recognized to provide legal services to immigrants, making it a credible
source used in previous research (e.g., Calderon, Chand, and Hawes 2021).

To ensure our comparison group includes only non-migrant-legal organizations,
we identified and excluded migrant-legal CBOs not recognized by the DOJ. By
cross-referencing legal-aid directories from the Immigration Advocacy Network

3The collection of contributions did change on Form 990 between the 2007 (Part I 1e) and
2008 (Part VIII 1h) reporting years. However, both include a single “contributions”
amount as an aggregate across different funding that excludes service revenue or income
from assets. Contributions are the combination of direct gifts from donors or public
support, as well as government grants and indirect support.

Form 990 for 2007 can be found here: https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-prior/f990–2007.pdf.
Form 990 for 2008 can be found here: https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-prior/f990–2008.pdf.
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(IAN) and the Catholic Legal Immigration Network (CLINIC) with the DOJ list, we
found that 80 percent of DOJ-recognized CBOs appeared on these lists, while IAN
and CLINIC added 155 and 42 additional CBOs, respectively. To be cautious, we
exclude these additional IAN and CLINIC CBOs from analysis and focus solely
on DOJ-recognized CBOs given their formal identification process.

Data Linkages and Migrant-Legal CBO Sample
Using these data sources, we manually linked them by identifying each organization
from the DOJ, IAN, and CLINIC lists in GuideStar’s online search tool. GuideStar
provides each CBO’s IRS-assigned EIN — which we added to each record —
along with mission details for verification. This process enabled us to link all data
sources through the EIN administrative identifier.

Merging these two data sources reveals the value of our approach. The 724
DOJ-identified migrant-legal CBOs had classified themselves under 125 unique
NTEE activity codes. The three most commonly reported codes were P84: Ethnic
& Immigrant Centers (27 percent); I80: Legal Services (14 percent); and P20:
Human Service Organizations (14 percent). The remaining 45 percent of
DOJ-identified CBOs were split across 122 separate activity codes— each represent-
ing 3 percent or less of these CBOs. This verifies the unique contribution of combin-
ing these lists to identify a specific type of immigrant-serving CBO that would not be
possible using activity codes or categories in the NCCS alone (Pedroza 2022b)— an
approach often used in the literature.4

Analysis File Creation and Comparison CBO Sample
Our empirical goal is to determine whether contributions to migrant-legal CBOs
changed around the 2016 election relative to other causes. Since this is a
cause-specific rather than CBO-specific question, we aim to compare the aggregate
resources available over time across different CBO cause categories (e.g.,
migrant-legal CBOs vs. other causes). To proceed, we create our analysis file by
pooling all CBO contributions by cause and year, where we consider migrant-legal
CBOs a new and separate category.

We identify relevant CBOs using IRS tax-exempt reasons and categorize CBOs to
causes based on reported NTEE activity codes. First, we limit CBOs to those ever

4Existing work has relied on proxy NTEE codes and machine learning techniques to identify
immigrant-serving CBOs (Gleeson 2009; Martínez-Schuldt 2020; Yasenov et al. 2020;
Kerwin and Millet 2022; Kim, Potochnick, and Olson 2022; Pedroza 2022b; Ren and
Bloemraad 2022; Roubenoff, Slootjes, and Bloemraad 2023). Scholars of immigrant organi-
zations also recommend manually hand-coding rosters of immigrant-serving organizations
(Bloemraad, Gleeson, and de Graauw 2020).
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reporting two specific IRS “reasons”: (1) receive substantial support from govern-
ment sources, or (2) more than 1/3 of support comes from contributions/fees. This
is effective at removing less relevant CBOs from comparison, such as churches, hos-
pitals, and medical research organizations. Overall, the two included reasons repre-
sent 83 percent of all reporting CBOs but represent 97 percent of migrant-legal
CBOs. We believe this high rate of inclusion for migrant-legal CBOs is evidence
of a relevant restriction. For consistency, we also exclude the 21 (of 724)
migrant-legal CBOs that are not identified by these two focal reasons. After this,
we group the remaining CBOs by NTEE activity code. Note, that approximately
11 percent of CBOs change their reported NTEE code over time. We proceed by
using their most recently reported code so that each CBO is consistently grouped
with the same activity code across the panel.

We focus our analysis on causes represented by the largest 200 of the 631 NTEE
codes. When counting CBOs by code, the median code has 249 organizations, but
some have as few as one over the entire panel. Comparing available financial
resources for smaller codes is not our goal and also increases the chance of noise
being introduced into the panel. To respond, we focus on the 200 NTEE codes
with the largest number of reporting CBOs. Once we do this, the smallest code rep-
resents 530 CBOs and the median number of CBOs across codes is 1,162. We also
decided on this cutoff because it is inclusive of migrant-legal CBOs (N= 703) as a
group. Although this decision may seem subjective, it is still meaningful.
Specifically, the study will reflect relative changes in financial support that is
given to the 200 causes with the most CBOs across the country.

Finally, when aggregating contributions across CBOs for each code, we produce a
range of outcome definitions to present the role of outliers and show robustness. We
do this by adjusting which CBOs are included in the aggregation by code. We start by
including all contributions for all CBOs. This is the simplest definition and will
include contributions to CBOs who are inconsistently present across the panel.
Next, we include just those CBOs with a balanced sample across the 14-year
panel. We believe this is an important definition because it reflects a stable group
of CBOs working on their cause for 14 consecutive years. Finally, we noticed that
contributions to a code can be dominated by a handful of organizations with their
contributions fluctuating by orders of magnitude more than the others. This made
us want to specifically understand how the results would be influenced by these
larger CBOs. To respond, we create a series of outcomes where we sequentially
remove CBOs within each code based on having their largest contribution be
above thresholds at the 98th, 96th, 94th, and 92nd centiles.5 This will tell us
whether relative contributions to the various causes are driven by the largest
CBOs. Again, this decision may seem subjective, but each analysis is still meaning-
ful. For example, after excluding CBOs with a contribution above the 92nd centile,

5Contributions across years were inflation adjusted to 2010 dollars before creating centiles.
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we can still study the financial support available for the vast majority of CBOs in each
code. This will speak to whether financial resources are spread amongst more CBOs
or if changes are concentrated amongst just a few. For transparency, we perform the
analysis on all of the above outcome definitions and report the results together so that
any differences can be compared directly.

The above decisions result in a balanced sample of aggregate contributions to 200
NTEE codes from 2006 to 2019. Because we are interested in studying relative
changes over time, we also normalize aggregate contributions within each NTEE
code to contributions in 2010 when performing the analysis. This simplifies compar-
isons by abstracting away from levels while still allowing for relative comparisons to
be made. We present summary statistics for all CBO inclusion criteria in the results
section below to help us interpret findings from the analysis.

Synthetic Control Method
Our goal is to empirically measure whether contributions to migrant-legal CBOs
changed surrounding the 2016 presidential election. Because this is a case study
(i.e., there are no CBOs who were not exposed to the election), and we want to under-
stand the experiences of causes, we decided to employ synthetic control methods
(Abadie, Diamond, and Hainmueller 2010). The idea is that trends in contributions
preceding the election should not be influenced by the anti-immigrant climate
during the election because it had not yet happened. If we can find other activity
groups that had similar trends before the election, but those other activities were
not similarly influenced by the shifting political climate, then they can act as a
valid comparison. To be clear, we are not trying to claim that other non-profit inter-
ests were not also influenced by the election. However, given the direct focus on
immigrants during the election, we want to understand how migrant-legal CBOs gen-
erally fared relative to other causes.

Using the analysis sample of the 200 largest activity codes, we estimate synthetic
controls for each code to study relative changes in contribution-growth trajectories
over time. We focus on growth instead of levels because the size of the activity-code
groups are meaningfully different and there is no natural definition of how much we
should expect the public to contribute to different causes. For simplicity, we normal-
ize annual contributions to 2010 within code before applying the method so that all
findings should be interpreted as growth in contributions relative to that year. We
then identify synthetic-control weights by including all years from 2006 through
2013 in the weighting process.6

We assess the results in the following way. First, we exclude 2014 from the
synthetic-control region to act as a placebo check against changes before candidates
announced their intentions. Second, we show synthetic differences for all causes and

6In practice, this is estimated using the “synth” command in Stata.
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estimate relative changes for migrant-legal CBOs by calculating their centile across
the 200 codes. This is related to a Fisher-exact p-value on the synthetic differences,
but we present them in centiles to show where contributions to migrant-legal CBOs
rank relative to other causes. Finally, we perform the analysis separately for each of
the CBO-inclusion criteria to improve our understanding of which CBOs are relevant
for any observed differences.

We want to openly acknowledge the empirical limitations in this setting. First, we
do not have a very long time period to perform the weighting. Second, we do not have
reliable characteristics other than contribution amounts to create synthetic weights.
Finally, we cannot cleanly separate causes that could have also been influenced by
the election. It is because of this last reason that we do not believe it is appropriate
to rely on traditional measures of inference and make strong causal claims from
our approach. That said, we believe our strategy is able to provide evidence of rela-
tive changes over time, and our ability to use 2014 as a ‘placebo’ year will provide a
test about whether our strategy is working as intended— since we should see no dif-
ferences in that year.

Results
We present our findings in three parts. First, we provide statistics for the 200 largest
activity codes to improve our understanding of which organizations are included in
our different samples. Second, we present the synthetic control results for migrant-legal
CBOs when using one of the CBO-inclusion criteria. Finally, we summarize the results
for migrant-legal CBOs when using all of the CBO-inclusion criteria.

Summary Statistics
We start our summary statistics with a focus on how the analysis sample changes
under the different CBO-inclusion criteria. Table 1 presents the number of CBOs
and the share of total contributions that are included in the analysis across the criteria.
To highlight how these changes differ for the migrant-legal CBOs, we present aver-
ages for the 199 non-migrant legal codes and place them next to the statistics for the
migrant-legal CBO category.

Three features from Table 1 are notable. First, on average, the number of CBOs
included for each code decreases by more than half when going from “all” CBOs
who had ever reported Form 990 to those with a balanced panel (1,948 to 729, or
63 percent). This decrease is smaller for migrant-legal CBOs (703 to 540, or 23
percent). This tells us that it is common for CBOs to irregularly report to the IRS
across the panel, although DOJ-identified migrant-legal CBOs reflect a relatively
more stable reporting group. Second, even though the percentage of CBOs that are
excluded when going to the balanced panel is high, the drop in contributions is
much smaller. For the panel that only includes CBOs with a balanced panel, 79
percent of all recorded contributions are still included for non-migrant codes and

Pedroza et al. 13



95 percent are included for migrant-legal CBOs. Finally, once we start to exclude
CBOs with the largest contributions across the panel based on centiles, the share
of remaining contributions drops meaningfully. For example, on average, after
excluding CBOs with contributions above the 98th centile, only 45 percent of total
contributions remain for non-migrant-legal CBOs and 60 percent remain for
migrant-legal CBOs. These differences clarify how meaningful outliers are for the
overall amount of contributions and how contributions to a small group of CBOs
might influence overall trends. Our analysis will present side-by-side results for all
of these samples.

Next, we summarize the levels of contributions for the 200 largest codes. Table 2
presents the average annual contribution for these codes in millions of $2010 dollars.
For migrant-legal CBOs, average annual contributions are $3.8 billion when includ-
ing contributions to all CBOs, and stay high at $3.6 billion for the CBOs with a
balanced panel before shrinking to $2.3 billion once we exclude CBOs receiving con-
tributions in the top 2 deciles. Similar decreases exist when looking at the mean for
non-migrant legal codes. When looking at the distribution for non-migrant CBOs, it
is clear that migrant-legal CBOs represent one of the codes that receive the most con-
tributions, but it is not the largest.

Between 2006 and 2019, after adjusting for inflation to 2010 dollars, national con-
tributions to migrant-legal CBOs steadily increased from $2.9 billion to $6.7 billion.
But they increased for many other groups of CBOs as well. To better understand the
relative growth in contributions, we present normalized contributions growth in
Figure 1. We present this for two of the CBO inclusion samples: all CBOs are
shown in Panel A, and balanced-panel CBOs after excluding those above the 98th
centile are shown in Panel B. Starting with Panel A, the growth in contributions presents

Table 1. Inclusion Statistics from 200 Largest Activity Codes, by CBO-Inclusion Criteria.

Centile threshold samples

Statistic All Balanced-Panel 98th 96th 94th 92nd

CBOs: N
Average: non-migrant-legal codes 1,948 729 714 699 685 670

Migrant-legal CBOs 703 540 529 518 507 496

Average contributions included from all CBOs (%)
Average: non-migrant-legal codes 100 79 45 36 31 26

Migrant-legal CBOs 100 95 60 51 44 39

Notes: Author’s calculations from contributions reported to the IRS on Form 990 by CBOs from 2006 to

2019. Summary statistics are for the 200 activity codes with the largest number of reporting CBOs across

the panel. Columns represent samples of CBOs when aggregating contributions under different inclusion

criteria. “All” includes all CBOs, “Balanced-panel” includes only CBOs reporting in all years, and the

“centile threshold” sequentially excludes balanced-panel CBOs with the ever-largest contributions above

each centile across the panel. Contributions were adjusted for inflation to $2010 dollars before identifying

centiles.
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a lot of variance across codes, with some reporting contribution growth as high as 350
percent in 2019 relative to 2010. There is also evidence of large variation within codes,
which can be seen from spikes and sharp adjustments. These could be real, but it may
also represent volatility in which CBOs are reporting and what they are reporting over
time. Now, looking at Panel B, after limiting to CBOswith a balanced panel and remov-
ing the top 2 centiles within each code, there are much smoother trends. There are still
some outliers with the largest code having CBOs that reported around 180 percent of
contributions in 2019 relative to 2010, but the trends are much more stable. As dis-
cussed above, a large percentage of overall contributions is removed when making
this type of CBO-sample restriction, but they still represent 98 percent of all CBOs
in each category and receive nearly half a billion dollars in contributions, on average.

Synthetic Results for 98th Centile Exclusion
Wenowpresent results from the synthetic control analysis when excludingCBOs above
the 98th centile. We do this as an example of how the estimates are created and to dem-
onstrate the method. In the following section, we present and interpret results for
migrant-legal CBOs after performing the analysis for all CBO-inclusion samples.

Recall, to assess whether the growth in contributions was differentially influenced
around the 2016 presidential campaign, we created synthetic comparison groups
using the other activity codes. Specifically, for each activity code, we created
weighted combinations from the remaining 199 activity codes based on annual con-
tributions from 2006 through 2013— where we exclude 2014 from the weighting to
act as a placebo check on the method. These weights are strictly non-negative and

Table 2. Average Annual Contributions from 200 Largest Codes ($2010 Millions), by

CBO-Inclusion Criteria.

Centile threshold samples

Statistic All Balanced 98th 96th 94th 92nd

Migrant-legal CBOs 3,825 3,639 2,282 1,956 1,684 1,472

Non-migrant legal codes
Mean 1,008 854 441 349 291 248

Standard Deviation 1,555 1,393 694 546 450 380

Min 37 19 9 7 6 5

Max 9,261 7,667 5,126 4,255 3,607 3,042

Notes: Author’s calculations from contributions reported to the IRS on Form 990 by CBOs from 2006 to

2019. Summary statistics are for the 200 activity codes with the largest number of reporting CBOs across

the panel. Columns represent samples of CBOs when aggregating contributions under different inclusion

criteria. “All” includes all CBOs, “Balanced-panel” includes only CBOs reporting in all years, and the

“centile threshold” sequentially excludes balanced-panel CBOs with the ever-largest contributions above

each centile across the panel. Contributions were adjusted for inflation to $2010 dollars before identifying

centiles.
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result in a weighted combination of other codes that minimize the difference in trends
over the synthetic-control region. Note that when estimating the synthetic panel for
migrant-legal CBOs, we found strictly positive weights across all other activity
codes. This is useful because it implies that the synthetic version is not driven by
a small number of comparison codes, but rather is a general reflection of many dif-
ferent codes.

Figure 1. Contribution growth trajectories for CBOs grouped by activity code, relative to

2010. Panel A: All CBOs. Panel B: Excluding CBOs above the 98th centile in their code.

Note: Authors’ calculations using contributions on Form 990 to the 200 largest activity codes.

Contributions were adjusted for inflation and normalized within code to contributions from

2010.

16 International Migration Review 0(0)



The synthetic results for migrant-legal CBOs are presented in Figure 2. The synthetic
match between the synthetic control and migrant-legal CBOs is very aligned in the
synthetic-control region and stays relatively close through 2015. However, a gap of
10 percentage points emerged in the election year of 2016 and increased to 16 percent-
age points in 2019. Taking this evidence alone, it would appear that migrant-legal
CBOs did receive an increase in contributions relative to a weighted group of codes
with a similar historical trend. However, this does not provide any inference on
whether these differences are meaningfully different relative to all of the other codes.

To assess the meaningfulness of the synthetic-control differences for migrant-legal
CBOs, we repeated the process for each of the 199 other activity codes so that we could
compare the reported and synthetic differences directly. This allows us to calculate the
centile of the synthetic-control difference for migrant-legal CBOs relative to all the
other codes in each year.7 The results are presented in Figure 3. In the synthetic-control
region, migrant-legal CBOs are well matched with a clear trend line at 0. The other
codes are also relatively clustered around the 0 trend line with a few exceptions.

Figure 2. Actual and synthetic contribution growth for migrant-legal CBOs, 98th centile

sample.

Note: Sample excludes CBOs with an inflation-adjusted contribution above the 98th centile

within each code. Synthetic weights for the 199 comparison codes are based on annual

growth trajectories from 2006 to 2013.

7This is directly related to a Fisher exact p-value, but we prefer to interpret this as percentile
since we are not trying to statistically test whether migrant-legal CBOs received the highest
growth amongst causes.
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Outside of the synthetic-control region, there is an increase in the variation in synthetic
differences across codes starting in 2014 that expands through 2019. For migrant-legal
CBOs in 2014, although increasing, the difference is not particularly large in magni-
tude or relative size (69th centile). However, the difference for migrant-legal CBOs
starts to increase relatively over time and is at the 89th centile by 2016 and stays at
the 88th centile in 2019.

For this particular sample, we take this as evidence that nationwide contributions
did, in fact, increase in response to the political environment of the 2016 presidential
election. Migrant-legal CBOs did not experience the largest relative growth over the
time period, but the relative growth was 10 percentage points higher than those with
comparable historic trends by 2016, and this larger level of contributions was sus-
tained through 2019. Further, the differences remained near the top decile over
this period when compared to the other 199 largest activity codes.

Results Across CBO-Inclusion Criteria
We now present the synthetic-control results for migrant-legal CBOs under all
CBO-inclusion criteria. Before conducting any of the analyses, we were concerned
about the stability of CBOs that reported Form 990 and whether there were small
groups of large CBOs that would drive the results. By presenting the results for

Figure 3. Synthetic differences for CBOs grouped by activity code, 98th centile sample.

Note: Sample excludes CBOswith an inflation-adjusted contribution above the 98th centilewithin

each code. Synthetic weights for each comparison are based on annual growth trajectories from

2006 to 2013. Numbers above the migrant-legal CBO trend are based on the centile rank of their

difference across the 200 largest codes.
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different CBO-inclusion criteria side-by-side, we can empirically check if these con-
cerns were valid.

We present the synthetic difference for migrant-legal CBOs under different inclu-
sion criteria in Figure 4. When including all CBOs, the synthetic difference is 4 per-
centage points in 2014 and 8 percentage points in 2019, with a noticeable dip toward
0 for the in-between years. Once we limit the sample to balanced-panel CBOs, the
synthetic control differences shift upward across the entire panel, although they
still maintain a relative dip in the 2017 and 2018 years. Finally, once we exclude
those CBOs reporting in the top centiles of their code, there is a much clearer
upward trend in relative contribution growth.

To assess the meaningfulness of these differences relative to the growth in other
codes, Figure 5 presents the centiles of synthetic-control differences across the inclu-
sion criteria. In the synthetic-control region, there is large variation in the centiles
across criteria, but this is not meaningful since the level differences are centered
around zero by construction. However, outside of the synthetic-control region, the
centiles generally increase from 2014 to 2019 across all inclusion criteria. This
implies that migrant-legal CBOs were experiencing relative increases in their contri-
butions over time. This growth was relatively smallest when including all CBOs, and
peaks in 2019 at the 72nd centile. Similar to the synthetic differences, these centiles
shift upward when focusing on balanced-panel CBOs. Finally, the trends become
bunched and generally higher once we start excluding the largest CBOs, where the
synthetic differences hover around the 90th centile from 2016 through 2019.

Figure 4. Synthetic differences for migrant-legal CBOs, by CBO-included samples.

Note: Samples represent different exclusion criteria for CBOs within each code. Synthetic weights

for the 199 comparison codes are based on annual growth trajectories from 2006 to 2013.
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Combined, we take this as evidence that migrant-legal CBOs did experience rel-
ative increases in contributions over time. This growth was not as large when includ-
ing all CBOs, but was persistent when focusing on a balanced-panel of CBOs who
reported in every year, as well as for contributions to CBOs after excluding those
reporting the largest contributions. Even though excluding CBOs with the largest
contributions leads to a meaningful drop in all contributions reported to a code, esti-
mating their relative growth is meaningful because it still reflects resources that are
available to the vast majority of reporting CBOs.

Discussion and Conclusion
We examine how contributions to migrant-legal CBOs fared during and after the
2016 presidential election. Using our synthetic-control analysis, we show that, com-
pared to causes with similar historic trends, financial contributions to migrant-legal
CBOs began rising (by 4 to 11 percentage points) as early as 2015, suggesting
pro-immigrant actors responded to early signals (Meyer and Minkoff 2004) of
Trump’s intentions to reshape the immigration policy landscape. Based on the
timing and duration of contributions, we show that these CBOs became leading
recipients of CBO contributions by the time Trump first ascended to the presidency.
In fact, contributions remained relatively high (between 8 to 17 percentage points
higher) after the new administration took office suggesting sustainability. By 2019,
migrant-legal CBOs were among the nation’s top leaders in reported contributions;

Figure 5. Centile of migrant-legal CBOs synthetic-control difference, by CBO-included

samples.

Note: Samples represent different exclusion criteria for CBOs within each code. Synthetic weights

for the 199 comparison codes are based on annual growth trajectories from 2006 to 2013.

20 International Migration Review 0(0)



which marked a break from past trends. We interpret these results as evidence that
pro-immigrant actors and migrant-legal CBOs leveraged the shifting climate as a
political opportunity to garner and sustain financial support. Future work should
determine whether these increased contributions acted as a safeguard against the
escalating anti-immigrant climate.

Support Activation for Immigrant-Serving CBOs
Recent work shows that anti-immigrant supporters are activated by elite pressure and
high-stakes election cycles (Flores 2018; Eshbaugh-Soha and Barnes 2021; Kustov
2023). Our study provides evidence of a mobilized counter-response by immigrant-
serving CBOs and pro-immigrant actors. The increase in contributions to
migrant-legal CBOs during and after the 2016 election suggests that, as organiza-
tional research indicates (DiMaggio and Powell 1983, Suchman 1995), these organi-
zations are viewed as legitimate leaders capable of effectively combating the
anti-immigrant climate and protecting immigrant communities. We suspect that
migrant-legal CBOs, closely monitoring the changing policy climate, likely lever-
aged their networks and perceived legitimacy to secure additional support.

Although our study cannot disaggregate the sources of the increase in contributions
to migrant-legal CBOs, evidence suggests that all sources— individual donors, foun-
dations, and public sector grantees — likely played a role. First, research and news
reports on 2016 donations suggest that individual donations to immigrant-serving
CBOs increased. We know donations from individuals were mobilized during the
2015–2016 primaries (Kreiss 2019). Additionally, news coverage captured how
rising donations correlated with newly announced immigration policy changes;
which then funded new clients with legal and social service needs (Cerullo 2018).
Second, in addition to mobilizing individual giving, foundations also likely played a
role in making migrant-legal CBOs a leading destination of Trump-era contributions.
Already actively involved in shaping immigration policy outcomes (Calderon 2020),
foundations were in a position to respond to quickly changing conditions starting in the
2016 election cycle. Based on interview data, foundation giving may have lagged
behind individual donors, but foundations did eventually mobilize to respond to
newly emerging needs under the first Trump administration (J. M. Berry and Goss
2018). Third, the contributions we observe also likely came, at least in part, from gov-
ernment grants. Given that migrant-legal CBOs receiving foundation and government
grants face restrictions on how they can use these funds (de Graauw 2016), it seems
foundations and government entities were thus mobilized to serve a growing immi-
grant client base— and not as political advocates against a particular Trump immigra-
tion policy. Fourth, migrant-legal CBOs scanning the changing policy likely also
leveraged their networks to secure added support. Rather than wait for financial
support, the new conditions of the 2016 Trump era could have motivated at least
some of these CBOs to mobilize in their role as social helpers for immigrants in
need of assistance. As an example of ‘structured mobilization’ (Bloemraad 2006),
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they saw an opportunity to activate their mobilization capacity by securing new
funding sources, including donations and grants.

Though we do not observe the exact source of each dollar donated, we assume the
influx was intended to help these CBOs navigate a shifting and increasingly tenuous
climate. Given the added strain that immigrant-serving institutions faced in the first
Trump era (Ee and Gándara 2019; Barajas-Gonzalez et al. 2022), the rise in contri-
butions may have helped CBOs address client needs in a new climate. Past work has
documented the protective role of access to legal aid and experienced attorneys for
hate crime reporting (McVeigh, Welch, and Bjarnason 2003), crime reporting and
property values (Cunningham 2016), and deportation outcomes (Ryo and Peacock
2019; Chand et al. 2021). Our results add to the positive evidence by showing that
migrant-legal CBOs and other pro-immigrant actors can mobilize to secure
funding and potentially meet emerging needs.

Implications for CBOs
Finally, our results coupled with long-standing research on nonprofit giving suggest
opportunities for CBOs receiving donations to assist immigrants. To begin, the vol-
atility of funding for CBOs is well-known (Gronbjerg 1991), but our results suggest
that immigrant-serving CBOs may be able to leverage a high-stakes climate, like the
Trump 2016 election, to ease some of this volatility. Based on prior research using
comparable IRS data, growth in donations to migrant-legal CBOs likely benefited
from increased information and advertising; which promotes giving among individ-
ual donors and tends to complement government grants (Payne 1998; Okten and
Weisbrod 2000). This is not to say that we should have more high-stakes conditions
but instead speaks to the challenges CBOs face and their adaptive skill-set to meet
that challenge. It appears that migrant-legal CBOs are recognized as high-profile
and legitimate social helpers in the immigrant community.

Connecting donations to services for those in need, however, is not a given.
Amidst the uncertainty of a shifting anti-immigrant climate, we know organizational
constraints and administrative burdens (Yu 2023c; 2023a; Barajas-Gonzalez, Hoque,
and Gutkin 2024) as well as ideas about which immigrants do or do not ‘deserve’
representation (Yu 2023b) can hamper nonprofit attorneys working with immigrants.
Organization scholars long ago pointed to the tension between achieving tangible
goals and maintaining survival (Thompson 1967) and how organizations vying for
limited resources tend to become increasingly interdependent and interconnected
(Pfefer and Salancik 1978). As awareness of immigration issues remains high,
migrant-legal CBOs can apply recent lessons learned from other organizations
responding to unforeseen spikes in donations. For instance, in the aftermath of
Hurricane Katrina, CBOs collaborated to build legitimacy and trust in local commu-
nities and distributed in-demand goods and services (Simo and Bies 2007).
Qualitative evidence on CBO responses to immigration raids comes to similar con-
clusions, especially in locations where CBOs draw from multiple sources of support
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(Chaudry et al. 2010). Through impact and collaborations, these organizations have
been successful in maintaining public trust and hopefully continued public support.

Limitations and Avenues for Future Research
Key limitations apply to our study. First, records of contributions to CBOs rely on
IRS records, which are available annually. Therefore, the evidence presented does
not tie changes in when the general public gave to CBOs to specific changes in
the nation’s immigration policy climate. We do see migrant-legal CBOs eventually
experience a relatively large growth in contributions compared to other activity
codes, and the first Trump administration signaled important changes to immigration
policy priorities each year in elected office. But we are unable to test whether or how
much Trump’s first presidential campaign (2015–16), inauguration (2017), or
changes during our study period and under his administration between 2017 and
2019 (e.g., travel bans, public charge rule changes, efforts to end DACA, metering
and MPP) directly led to such changes. In addition, CBO service providers do not
operate independently of other CBOs. Some CBOs have extensive operations
across multiple locations, and some pool information and resources across shared
networks. Future work could investigate how individual CBOs with divergent char-
acteristics respond to changing environments and the role that the location of their
offices (and the networks in which CBOs participate) might play in determining
levels of financial support. Although we do not directly account for these relation-
ships and the potential for interdependence across networks and locations, we
believe the results are able to capture important trends over time and the extent to
which donations to migrant-legal CBOs resemble and differ from secular trends.

Our study highlights several future research avenues when it comes to charitable
contributions to migrant-legal CBOs. Future research should examine whether dona-
tions to CBOs act as a countervailing force to anti-immigrant forces by linking those
in need to legal representation. Currently, many people turn to ad hoc solutions
(García Valdivia 2022) where such capacity is limited (de Graauw and Gleeson
2020). Whether — and under what kinds of conditions or contexts — CBOs and
their uneven concentration (de Yasenov et al. 2020; Roubenoff, Slootjes, and
Bloemraad 2023; Vries, Kim, and Han 2024) serve immigrants and reduce inequal-
ities deserves careful attention. We do know it can be more difficult to undo the neg-
ative effects of exclusionary immigration policies (Vo 2024). As such, it may be
unrealistic to expect donations alone to undo negative effects pre-dating our study
period. Additionally, future research should examine whether the public support
for migrant-legal CBOs persisted beyond Trump’s administration and the onset of
COVID. It remains to be seen whether donation growth continued into the Biden
era, as needs among immigrants continued. Nor has research examined how
COVID-related disruptions — which exacerbated inequalities in CBO capacity to
meet immigrants’ rising need for assistance (Doering-White, Roth, and Woo 2022)
— impacted public support and donations.
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Conclusion
Our study shows that contributions to migrant-legal CBOs increased in response to
the rising anti-immigrant rhetoric and enforcement policies of the 2016 US election.
This is important because we know that legal aid and nonprofit capacity, which is
often highly dependent on donations, grants, and renewed funding sources, supports
immigrant rights (Gleeson 2009), including noncitizens undergoing deportation pro-
ceedings (Ryo and Peacock 2019; Chand et al. 2021). Our results suggest that
immigrant-serving CBOs can effectively mobilize in response to anti-immigration
rhetoric; and that the public demonstrates, through funding, trust in these organiza-
tions to effectively combat an anti-immigrant climate and promote immigrant
well-being.

Acknowledgements
We acknowledge valuable feedback at the annual meetings of the Population Association of
America, the Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management, the Cornell
Population Center conference on The New Demography of Migration and Mobility, and the
Allied Social Science Associations (hosted by the American Society of Hispanic Economists).

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research, authorship,
and/or publication of this article.

Funding
The authors disclosed receipt of the following financial support for the research, authorship, and/or
publication of this article: This work was supported by the University of California Santa Cruz
Hellman Fellowship, University ofWisconsin, Madison (Emerging Poverty Scholars Fellowship).

ORCID iD
Juan Pedroza https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4929-5586

References

Abadie, Alberto, Alexis Diamond, and Jens Hainmueller. 2010. “Synthetic Control Methods
for Comparative Case Studies: Estimating the Effect of California’s Tobacco Control
Program.” Journal of the American Statistical Association 105 (490): 493–505. https://
doi.org/10.1198/jasa.2009.ap08746.

Amuedo-Dorantes, Catalina, and Francisca Antman. 2016. “Can Authorization Reduce
Poverty among Undocumented Immigrants? Evidence from the Deferred Action for
Childhood Arrivals Program.” Economics Letters 147: 1–4. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
econlet.2016.08.001.

, Cynthia Bansak, and Susan Pozo. 2021. “Refugee Admissions and Public Safety:
Are Refugee Settlement Areas More Prone to Crime?” International Migration Review
55 (1): 135–65. https://doi.org/10.1177/0197918320920192.

24 International Migration Review 0(0)

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4929-5586
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4929-5586
https://doi.org/10.1198/jasa.2009.ap08746
https://doi.org/10.1198/jasa.2009.ap08746
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2016.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2016.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0197918320920192


, and José R. Bucheli. 2023. “Implications of Restrictive Asylum Policies: Evidence
from Metering Along the US-Mexico Border.” Journal of Population Economics 36 (3):
1941–62. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-023-00949-x.

Barajas-Gonzalez, R. Gabriela, Sharmin Hoque, and Stephanie L. Gutkin. 2024. “Impact of the
2016 Presidential Election and Restrictive Immigration Climate on the Work and
Wellbeing of Bangladeshi Immigrant Community Frontline Workers in New York City,
USA.” Journal of Community Practice 32 (1): 68–85. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705422.
2024.2310313.

, Heliana Linares Torres, Anya Urcuyo, Elaine Salamanca, Melissa Santos, and
Olga Pagán. 2022. “‘You’re Part of Some Hope and Then You Fall into Despair’:
Exploring the Impact of a Restrictive Immigration Climate on Educators in Latinx
Immigrant Communities.” Journal of Latinos and Education 23 (2): 492–513. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15348431.2022.2153846.

Barofsky, Jeremy, Ariadna Vargas, Dinardo Rodriguez, and Anthony Barrows. 2020.
“Spreading Fear: The Announcement of the Public Charge Rule Reduced Enrollment In
Child Safety-Net Programs.” Health Affairs 39 (10): 1752–61. https://doi.org/10.1377/
hlthaff.2020.00763.

Berry, Marie, and Erica Chenoweth. 2018. “Who Made the Women’s March?” In The
Resistance: The Dawn of the Anti-Trump Opposition Movement, edited by David
S. Meyer and Sidney Tarrow, 75–89. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Berry, Jeffrey M., and Kristin A. Goss. 2018. “Donors for Democracy? Philanthropy and the
Challenges Facing America in the Twenty-First Century.” Interest Groups & Advocacy 7:
233–57. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41309-018-0041-5.

Bloemraad, Irene. 2006. “Becoming a Citizen in the United States and Canada: Structured
Mobilization and Immigrant Political Incorporation.” Social Forces 85 (2): 667–95.
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2007.0002.

Bloemraad, Irene, Ali R. Chaudhary, and Shannon Gleeson. 2022. “Immigrant Organizations.”
Annual Review of Sociology 48: 319–41. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-030420-
015613.

, Shannon Gleeson, and Els de Graauw. 2020. “Immigrant Organizations: Civic (In)
Equality and Civic (In)Visibility.” In The Nonprofit Sector: A Research Handbook, 3rd
Edition, edited by Walter W. Powell and Patricia Bromley, 3rd ed., 292–313. Stanford,
CA: Stanford University Press.

Bolter, Jessic, Emma Israel, and Sarah Pierce. 2022. “Four Years of Profound Change:
Immigration Policy during the Trump Presidency.” Washington, DC: Migration Policy
Institute. https://www.migrationpolicy.org/research/four-years-change-immigration-trump.

Bruzelius, Emilie, and Aaron Baum. 2019. “The Mental Health of Hispanic/Latino Americans
Following National Immigration Policy Changes: United States, 2014–2018.” American
Journal of Public Health 109 (12): 1786–88. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2019.305337.

Calderon, Maria Apolonia. 2020. “Foundations as ‘Amigos o Rebeldes’: The Influence of Philan-
thropic Funding on Local Immigration Policy Outputs.” Nonprofit Policy Forum 11 (2): 1–31.
https://doi.org/10.1515/npf-2019-0053.

Pedroza et al. 25

https://doi.org/10.1007/s00148-023-00949-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705422.2024.2310313
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705422.2024.2310313
https://doi.org/10.1080/15348431.2022.2153846
https://doi.org/10.1080/15348431.2022.2153846
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2020.00763
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2020.00763
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41309-018-0041-5
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2007.0002
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-030420-015613
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-030420-015613
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/research/four-years-change-immigration-trump
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/research/four-years-change-immigration-trump
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2019.305337
https://doi.org/10.1515/npf-2019-0053


, Daniel E. Chand, and Daniel P. Hawes. 2021. “Final Lines of Defense: Explaining
Policy Advocacy by Immigrant-Serving Organizations.” Nonprofit Policy Forum 12: 285–
310. https://doi.org/10.1515/npf-2020-0023.

Campisi, Jessica, and Saeed Ahmed. 2018. “What We Know About RAICES, the Group
Raising Money to Reunite Separated Immigrant Families.” CNN, July 6, 2018. https://
www.cnn.com/2018/07/06/us/what-is-raices-immigration-refugees-profile-trnd/index.html.

Capps, Randy, Muzaffar Chishti, Julia Gelatt, Jessica Bolter, and Ariel G. Ruiz Soto. 2018.
Revving up the Deportation Machinery. Washington, DC: Migration Policy Institute.
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/research/revving-deportation-machinery-under-trump-
and-pushback.

Carrillo, Dani. 2024. When Care Is Conditional: Immigrants and the US Safety Net. New
York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.

Cerullo, Megan. 2018. “Markets Immigrant Rights Groups Find Trump Is Their Best
Fundraiser.” CBS News: Moneywatch, November 29, 2018. https://www.cbsnews.com/
news/immigrant-rights-groups-find-trump-is-their-best-fundraiser.

Chand, Daniel E., M. Apolonia Calderon, Daniel P. Hawes, and Lauren O’Keeffe. 2021.
“Serving Immigrant Communities: Effectiveness of Nonprofit Legal Aid Organizations
in an Age of Heightened Enforcement.” VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary
and Nonprofit Organizations 32 (3): 621–33. https://doi-org.oca.ucsc.edu/10.1007/
s11266-020-00205-w.

Chaudry, Ajay, Randy Capps, Juan Manuel Pedroza, Rosa M. Castañeda, Rob Santos, and
Molly Scott. 2010. Facing Our Future: Children in the Aftermath of Immigration
Enforcement. Washington, DC: Urban Institute. https://www.urban.org/research/publica-
tion/facing-our-future.

Cunningham, Jamein P. 2016. “An Evaluation of the Federal Legal Services Program:
Evidence from Crime Rates and Property Values.” Journal of Urban Economics 92: 76–
90. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2015.11.008.

Darrow, Jessica H., and Jess Howsam Scholl. 2020. “Chaos and Confusion: Impacts of the
Trump Administration Executive Orders on the US Refugee Resettlement System.”
Human Service Organizations: Management, Leadership & Governance 44 (4): 362–80.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23303131.2020.1767745.

De Graauw, Els, and Irene Bloemraad. 2017. “Working Together: Building Successful Policy
and Program Partnerships for Immigrant Integration.” Journal on Migration and Human
Security 5 (1): 105–23. https://doi.org/10.1177/233150241700500106.

Dias, Felipe, and Joseph Chance. 2024. “The Real Consequences of Symbolic Social Policies:
The Public Charge Rule and Benefits Use among Noncitizen Immigrants.” International
Migration Review 0 (0): 1–28. https://doi.org/10.1177/01979183241228208.

DiMaggio, Paul J., and Walter W Powell. 1983. “The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional
Isomorphism and Collective Rationality in Organizational Fields.” American
Sociological Review 48 (2): 147–60. https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101.

Doering-White, John, Benjamin Roth, and Bongki Woo. 2022. “‘Which Clinic? Pre-Covid or
Post-Covid?’: Immigration Policy Uncertainty, Immigrant Serving Organization, and the

26 International Migration Review 0(0)

https://doi.org/10.1515/npf-2020-0023
https://www.cnn.com/2018/07/06/us/what-is-raices-immigration-refugees-profile-trnd/index.html
https://www.cnn.com/2018/07/06/us/what-is-raices-immigration-refugees-profile-trnd/index.html
https://www.cnn.com/2018/07/06/us/what-is-raices-immigration-refugees-profile-trnd/index.html
https://doi-org.oca.ucsc.edu/10.1007/s11266-020-00205-w
https://doi-org.oca.ucsc.edu/10.1007/s11266-020-00205-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2015.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/23303131.2020.1767745
https://doi.org/10.1177/233150241700500106
https://doi.org/10.1177/01979183241228208
https://doi.org/10.2307/2095101


Response to COVID-19.” Journal of Immigrant and Minority Health 24 (4): 862–67.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10903-022-01348-2.

Downs, Anthony. 1972. “Up and Down with Ecology: The ‘Issue-Attention Cycle.” The
Public INterest 28 (Summer): 38–50. https://www.proquest.com/magazines/up-down-
with-ecology-issue-attention-cycle/docview/1298108041/se-2.

Dreby, Joanna. 2012. “The Burden of Deportation on Children in Mexican Immigrant
Families.” Journal of Marriage and Family 74 (4): 829–45. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1741-3737.2012.00989.x.

Ee, Jongyeon, and Patricia Gándara. 2019. “The Impact of Immigration Enforcement on the
Nation’s Schools.” American Educational Research Journal 57 (2): 840–71. https://doi.
org/10.3102/0002831219862998.

Eshbaugh-Soha, Matthew, and Kenlea Barnes. 2021. “The Immigration Rhetoric of Donald
Trump.” Presidential Studies Quarterly 51 (4): 781–801. https://doi.org/10.1111/psq.
12741.

Fisher, Dana R. 2019. American Resistance: From the Women’s March to the Blue Wave.
New York, NY: Columbia University Press.

Flores, René D. 2018. “Can Elites Shape Public Attitudes Toward Immigrants?: Evidence from
the 2016 US Presidential Election.” Social Forces 96 (4): 1649–90. https://doi.org/10.1093/
sf/soy001.

García Valdivia, Isabel. 2022. “Legal Power in Action: How Latinx Adult Children Mitigate
the Effects of Parents’ Legal Status Through Brokering.” Social Problems 69 (2): 335–55.
https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spaa027.

Gemmill, A., R. Catalano, H. Alcala, D. Karasek, J. A. Casey, and T. A. Bruckner. 2020.
“The 2016 Presidential Election and Periviable Births among Latina Women.”
Early Human Development 151: 105203. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earlhumdev.2020.
105203.

, R. Catalano, J. A. Casey, D. Karasek, H. E. Alcalá, H. Elser, and J. M. Torres. 2019.
“Association of Preterm Births among US Latina Women with the 2016 Presidential
Election.” JAMA Network Open 2 (7): e197084–e197084. https://doi.org/10.1001/
jamanetworkopen.2019.7084.

Gleeson, Shannon. 2009. “From Rights to Claims: The Role of Civil Society in Making Rights
Real for Vulnerable Workers.” Law & Society Review 43 (3): 669–700. https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1540-5893.2009.00385.x.

Graauw, Els de. 2016. Making Immigrant Rights Real: Nonprofits and the Politics of
Integration in San Francisco. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

, and Shannon Gleeson. 2020. “Metropolitan Context and Immigrant Rights
Experiences: DACA Awareness and Support in Houston.” Urban Geography 42 (8):
1119–46. https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2020.1752988.

Gronbjerg, Kirsten A. 1991. “How Nonprofit Human Service Organizations Manage Their
Funding Sources: Key Findings and Policy Implications.” Nonprofit Management and
Leadership 2 (2): 159–75. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.4130020206.

Heinrich, Carolyn, Mónica Hernández, and Mason Shero. 2023. “Repercussions of a Raid:
Health and Education Outcomes of Children Entangled in Immigration Enforcement.”

Pedroza et al. 27

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10903-022-01348-2
https://www.proquest.com/magazines/up-down-with-ecology-issue-attention-cycle/docview/1298108041/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/magazines/up-down-with-ecology-issue-attention-cycle/docview/1298108041/se-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2012.00989.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2012.00989.x
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831219862998
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831219862998
https://doi.org/10.1111/psq.12741
https://doi.org/10.1111/psq.12741
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy001
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soy001
https://doi.org/10.1093/socpro/spaa027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earlhumdev.2020.105203
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.earlhumdev.2020.105203
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.7084
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.7084
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5893.2009.00385.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5893.2009.00385.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/02723638.2020.1752988
https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.4130020206


Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 42 (2): 350–92. https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.
22443.

Johnson, Amy L., Christopher Levesque, Neil A. Lewis Jr, and Asad L. Asad. 2024. “Deportation
Threat Predicts Latino US Citizens and Noncitizens’ Psychological Distress, 2011 to 2018.”
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 121 (9): e2306554121. https://doi.org/10.
1073/pnas.2306554121.

Kerwin, Donald, and Evin Millet. 2022. “Charitable Legal Immigration Programs and the US
Undocumented Population: A Study in Access to Justice in an Era of Political
Dysfunction.” Journal on Migration and Human Security 10 (3): 190–214. https://doi.
org/10.1177/23315024221124924.

Kim, Mirae, Stephanie Potochnick, and Kate Olson. 2022. “The Prevalence of Ethnic,
Cultural, and Folk Nonprofit Organizations in Increasingly Diverse Communities: A
Case of Demand Heterogeneity.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 51: 301–26.
https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640211007210.

Kreiss, Daniel. 2019. “Digital Opportunity Structures: Explaining Variation in Digital
Mobilization During the 2016 Democratic Primaries.” In Digital Media and Democratic
Futures, edited by Michael X. Delli Carpini, 42–68. Philadelphia, PA: University of
Pennsylvania Press.

Kustov, Alexander. 2023. “Do Anti-Immigration Voters Care More? Documenting the Issue
Importance Asymmetry of Immigration Attitudes.” British Journal of Political Science
53 (2): 796–805. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123422000369.

Lamothe, Meeyoung, and Vicki Lavastida. 2020. “Nonprofit Advocacy in the Era of Trump.”
Nonprofit Policy Forum 11 (3): 20200018. https://doi.org/10.1515/npf-2020-0018.

Langer, Paola D., Caitlin Patler, and Erin R. Hamilton. 2024. “Adverse Infant Health
Outcomes Increased After the 2016 US Presidential Election Among Non-White
US-Born and Foreign-Born Mothers.” Demography 61 (4): 1211–39. https://doi.org/10.
1215/00703370-11477581.

Martínez-Schuldt, Ricardo D. 2020. “Mexican Consular Protection Services Across the United
States: How Local Social, Economic, and Political Conditions Structure the Sociolegal
Support of Emigrants.” International Migration Review 54 (4): 1016–44. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0197918319901264.

McVeigh, Rory, Michael R. Welch, and Thoroddur Bjarnason. 2003. “Hate Crime Reporting
as a Successful Social Movement Outcome.” American Sociological Review 68 (6): 843–
67. https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240306800603.

Mesch, Debra J., Una O. Osili, Jonathan J. Bergdoll, Tessa B. Skidmore, Jacqueline
EL Ackerman, and Xiao Han. 2020. “Giving Voice Beyond Her Vote: How Women Used
Charitable Giving to Create Social Change After the 2016 US Presidential Election.”
Nonprofit Policy Forum 11 (2): 20190054. https://doi.org/10.1515/npf-2019-0054.

Meyer, David S., and Debra C. Minkoff. 2004. “Conceptualizing Political Opportunity.”
Social Forces 82 (4): 1457–92. https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2004.0082.

Miller, Daniel P., Rachel S. John, Mengni Yao, and Melanie Morris. 2022. “The 2016
Presidential Election, the Public Charge Rule, and Food and Nutrition Assistance

28 International Migration Review 0(0)

https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22443
https://doi.org/10.1002/pam.22443
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2306554121
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2306554121
https://doi.org/10.1177/23315024221124924
https://doi.org/10.1177/23315024221124924
https://doi.org/10.1177/08997640211007210
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123422000369
https://doi.org/10.1515/npf-2020-0018
https://doi.org/10.1215/00703370-11477581
https://doi.org/10.1215/00703370-11477581
https://doi.org/10.1177/0197918319901264
https://doi.org/10.1177/0197918319901264
https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240306800603
https://doi.org/10.1515/npf-2019-0054
https://doi.org/10.1353/sof.2004.0082


Among Immigrant Households.” American Journal of Public Health 112 (12): 1738–46.
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2022.307011.

Morey, Brittany N., San Juanita García, Tanya Nieri, Tim A. Bruckner, and Bruce G. Link.
2021. “Symbolic Disempowerment and Donald Trump’s 2016 Presidential Election:
Mental Health Responses among Latinx and White Populations.” Social Science &
Medicine 289: 114417. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114417.

Mutz, Diana C. 2018. “Status Threat, Not Economic Hardship, Explains the 2016 Presidential
Vote.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 115 (19): E4330–39. https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.1718155115.

Newman, Benjamin, Jennifer L. Merolla, Sono Shah, Danielle Casarez Lemi,
Loren Collingwood, and S. Karthick Ramakrishnan. 2021. “The Trump Effect: An
Experimental Investigation of the Emboldening Effect of Racially Inflammatory Elite
Communication.” British Journal of Political Science 51 (3): 1138–59. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S0007123419000590.

Okten, Cagla, and Burton A. Weisbrod. 2000. “Determinants of Donations in Private
Nonprofit Markets.” Journal of Public Economics 75 (2): 255–72. https://doi.org/10.
1016/S0047-2727(99)00066-3.

Parker, Christopher S., and Matt A. Barreto. 2014. Change They Can’t Believe in: The Tea
Party and Reactionary Politics in America. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Payne, A. Abigail. 1998. “Does the Government Crowd-out Private Donations? New Evidence
from a Sample of Non-Profit Firms.” Journal of Public Economics 69 (3): 323–45. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2727(98)00005-X.

Pedroza, Juan Manuel. 2022a. “Housing Instability in an Era of Mass Deportations.”
Population Research and Policy Review 41 (6): 2645–81. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11113-022-09719-1.

Pedroza, Juan. 2022b. “Making Noncitizens’ Rights Real: Evidence from Immigration Scam
Complaints.” Law and Policy 44 (1): 44–69. https://doi.org/10.1111/lapo.12180.

Perreira, Krista M., and Juan Manuel Pedroza. 2019. “Policies of Exclusion: Implications for
the Health of Immigrants and Their Children.” Annual Review of Public Health 40: 147–66.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurevpublhealth-040218-044115.

Pfefer, Jeffrey, and Gerald Salancik. 2003. “The External Control of Organizations: A
Resource Dependence Perspective.” Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Pham, Huyen, and Pham Hoang Van. 2019. “Subfederal Immigration Regulation and the
Trump Effect.” New York University Law Review 94 (1): 125–70. https://nyulawreview.
org/issues/volume-94-number-1/subfederal-immigration-regulation-and-the-trump-effect.

Potochnick, Stephanie R., Jen Hao Chen, and Krista M. Perreira. 2017. “Local-Level
Immigration Enforcement and Food Insecurity Risk among Hispanic Immigrant Families
with Children: National-Level Evidence.” Journal of Immigrant and Minority Health 19
(5): 1042–49. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10903-016-0464-5.

Reich, Gary M., andMichael C. Scott. 2023. “County Immigration Enforcement in the Context
of Unsettled Federalism: From Obama to Trump.” State and Local Government Review 55
(2): 96–119. https://doi.org/10.1177/0160323X231155946.

Pedroza et al. 29

https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2022.307011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2021.114417
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1718155115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1718155115
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123419000590
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123419000590
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2727(99)00066-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2727(99)00066-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2727(98)00005-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2727(98)00005-X
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-022-09719-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-022-09719-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/lapo.12180
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurevpublhealth-040218-044115
https://nyulawreview.org/issues/volume-94-number-1/subfederal-immigration-regulation-and-the-trump-effect
https://nyulawreview.org/issues/volume-94-number-1/subfederal-immigration-regulation-and-the-trump-effect
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10903-016-0464-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0160323X231155946


Ren, Cheng, and Irene Bloemraad. 2022. “New Methods and the Study of Vulnerable Groups:
Using Machine Learning to Identify Immigrant-Oriented Nonprofit Organizations.” Socius
8: 23780231221076992. https://doi.org/10.1177/23780231221076992.

Roubenoff, Ethan, Jasmijn Slootjes, and Irene Bloemraad. 2023. “Spatial and Sociodemographic
Vulnerability: Quantifying Accessibility to Health Care and Legal Services for Immigrants in
California, Arizona, and Nevada.” Socius 9: 23780231231157683. https://doi.org/10.1177/
23780231231157683.

Ryo, Emily, and Ian Peacock. 2019. “Beyond the Walls: The Importance of Community
Contexts in Immigration Detention.” American Behavioral Scientist 63 (9): 1250–75.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764219835269.

Sagir, Mustafa, and Stephen T. Mockabee. 2023. “Public Attitudes Toward Immigration: Was
There a Trump Effect?” American Politics Research 51 (3): 381–96. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1532673X221139762.

Simo, Gloria, and Angela L. Bies. 2007. “The Role of Nonprofits in Disaster Response: An
Expanded Model of Cross-Sector Collaboration.” Public Administration Review 67: 125–42.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2007.00821.x.

Sorrell-Medina, Zayda. 2024a. “Citizenry Exclusion Theory: Understanding Why
Immigrant-Serving Nonprofits Emerge.” Ethnic and Racial Studies 47 (10): 2174–95.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2023.2259448.

2024b. “A Strategy Typology: Unearthing How US-Immigrant-Serving Nonprofits
Contribute to Immigrant Inclusion Outcomes.” Journal of Immigrant & Refugee Studies
22 (4): 833–46. https://doi.org/10.1080/15562948.2022.2132571.

Suchman, Mark C. 1995. “Managing Legitimacy: Strategic and Institutional Approaches.”
Academy of Management Review 20 (3): 571–610. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.
9508080331.

Tarrow, Sidney. 2022. Power in Movement. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.
Thompson, James D. 1967. Organizations in Action. New York, NY: McGraw Hill.
Tremblay-Boire, Joannie, Aseem Prakash, and Maria Apolonia Calderon. 2023. “Delivering

Public Services to the Underserved: Nonprofits and the Latino Threat Narrative.” Public
Administration Review 83 (1): 78–91. https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13499.

Urban Institute. 2019. “National Center for Charitable Statistics, Core Files.” Available from
http://nccs-data.urban.org.

Vermeulen, Floris, Debra C. Minkoff, and Tom van der Meer. 2016. “The Local Embedding of
Community-Based Organizations.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 45 (1): 23–
44. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764014558933.

Vo, Austin Hoang-Nam. 2024. “Contexts of Contestation: How Competing Logics of the State
Enable and Constrain Immigrant Civic and Political Participation.” Social Forces 102 (4):
1505–34. https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soad146.

Voss, Kim, and Irene Bloemraad. 2011. Rallying for Immigrant Rights: The Fight for Inclusion
in 21st Century America. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Vries, Milan de, Jae Yeon Kim, and Hahrie Han. 2024. “The Unequal Landscape of Civic
Opportunity in America.” Nature Human Behaviour 8 (2): 256–63. https://doi.org/10.
1038/s41562-023-01743-1.

30 International Migration Review 0(0)

https://doi.org/10.1177/23780231221076992
https://doi.org/10.1177/23780231231157683
https://doi.org/10.1177/23780231231157683
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764219835269
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X221139762
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X221139762
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6210.2007.00821.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2023.2259448
https://doi.org/10.1080/15562948.2022.2132571
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9508080331
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1995.9508080331
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13499
http://nccs-data.urban.org
http://nccs-data.urban.org
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764014558933
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soad146
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-023-01743-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-023-01743-1


Yasenov, Vasil, David Hausman, Michael Hotard, Duncan Lawrence, Alexandra Siegel,
Jessica S. Wolff, David D. Laitin, and Jens Hainmueller. 2020. “Identifying
Opportunities to Improve the Network of Immigration Legal Services Providers.” arXiv
Preprint arXiv:2008.02230. https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2008.02230.

Yu, Lilly. 2023a. “A ‘Good Fit’: Client Sorting among Nonprofit, Private, and pro Bono
Immigration Attorneys.” Law & Society Review 57 (2): 141–61. https://doi.org/10.1111/
lasr.12654.

2023b. “Legibility and Burden: Representing Immigrants’ Winnable Claims to
Humanitarian Status.” Law & Social Inquiry 49 (2): 796–821. https://doi.org/10.1017/lsi.
2022.104.

2023c. “Third-Party Brokers: How Administrative Burdens on Nonprofit Attorneys
Worsen Immigrant Legal Inequality.” RSF: The Russell Sage Foundation Journal of the
Social Sciences 9 (4): 133–53. https://doi.org/10.7758/RSF.2023.9.4.06.

Zepeda-Millán, Chris. 2017. Latino Mass Mobilization: Immigration, Racialization, and
Activism. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Zepeda-Millán, Chris, and Sophia J. Wallace. 2018. “Mobilizing for Immigrant and Latino
Rights Under Trump.” In The Resistance: The Dawn of the Anti-Trump Opposition
Movement, edited by David S. Meyer and Sidney Tarrow, 90–108. New York, NY:
Oxford University Press.

Pedroza et al. 31

https://doi.org/10.1111/lasr.12654
https://doi.org/10.1111/lasr.12654
https://doi.org/10.1017/lsi.2022.104
https://doi.org/10.1017/lsi.2022.104
https://doi.org/10.7758/RSF.2023.9.4.06

	 Introduction
	 Theoretical Motivation
	 Organizational and Social Movement Theory Insights
	 A Shifting Anti-Immigrant Political Environment: The 2016 Presidential Election
	 Immigrant Serving CBOs and Counter-Responses to Anti-Immigrant Climates
	 Our Contribution: Migrant-Legal Aid CBO Responses to Anti-Immigrant Climates

	 Data and Methods
	 Data from the National Center for Charitable Statistics
	 Data Identifying Migrant-Legal Organizations
	 Data Linkages and Migrant-Legal CBO Sample
	 Analysis File Creation and Comparison CBO Sample
	 Synthetic Control Method

	 Results
	 Summary Statistics
	 Synthetic Results for 98th Centile Exclusion
	 Results Across CBO-Inclusion Criteria

	 Discussion and Conclusion
	 Support Activation for Immigrant-Serving CBOs
	 Implications for CBOs
	 Limitations and Avenues for Future Research
	 Conclusion

	 Acknowledgements
	 References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile ()
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 5
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFX1a:2003
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
    33.84000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
    9.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames false
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks true
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks true
      /AddPageInfo true
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks true
      /IncludeHyperlinks true
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 6
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


