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Abstract
We describe a Dreamer Ally training provided to staff and faculty on a university campus and present results of
a pilot evaluation of this training. The Dreamer Ally training was designed to (a) increase university faculty and
staff awareness, understanding, and self-efficacy for working with Dreamer students and (b) stimulate action to
make the campus more responsive to the challenges and contributions of Dreamer students. For the purpose
of this study we define Dreamer students as inclusive of undocumented students, students with the temporary
protection of DACA (Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals), students who qualify for the state’s tuition
equity program, and students from mixed legal status families. Study goals were to describe the training, gather
pilot data on participant learning goals, post-training satisfaction and self-efficacy for supporting Dreamer
students, and generate participant feedback about utility of training components and their plans for subsequent
action. Participants completed questionnaires before and after the training. Responses to open-ended questions
indicated that most participants attended in order to learn how to better support Dreamer students. Paired
samples (pre and post) t-tests indicated significantly higher self-efficacy for supporting Dreamer students at
posttest. Participant satisfaction with the training was high and they found the information session content and
working through different Dreamer student scenarios most useful. Action plans included changing program or
unit websites to be more inclusive of Dreamers. Limitations include the absence of a control group. Findings
can inform institutional efforts to raise faculty and staff awareness of and responsiveness to the challenges
facing Dreamer students.
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Approximately 98,000 undocumented students graduate from U.S. high schools each year (Zong &
Batalova, 2019). Only about 26% matriculate into higher education (Warren & Warren, 2013) and even fewer
complete their degrees. Barriers and stressors that undocumented college students encounter include lack of
funds, limited legal work options, discrimination, transportation (ineligibility for drivers’ licenses in some
states, inability to leave the country for educational or familial reasons), and mental health challenges such as
depression, anxiety, and fear associated with potential discovery of their status or that of their family members,
arrest, and deportation to a country that is not home (Abrego & Gonzalez, 2010; Suárez-Orozco, et al., 2015).
Compounding the issues faced by undocumented college students is a rise in national anti-immigrant
rhetoric that is disparaging and punitive of people who are in the country without authorization (Gemignani
& Hernandez-Albujar, 2015; Pierce et al., 2018). Even students with the temporary protection of the Deferred
Action for Childhood Arrival (DACA) program experience significant fear and anxiety (Suárez-Orozco et al.,
2015), particularly since the 2017 attempt to rescind this program (Pierce et al., 2018; Pierce & Selee, 2017)
and continuing uncertainty about its future (Department of Homeland Security [DHS], 2020). DACA offers a
temporary legal status to qualified applicants such that they can work and/or to attend college for a two-year
period, though it is not a pathway to citizenship. Applying for DACA requires providing personal information
that could be used to find and deport the applicant or their family members. The attempt to end DACA has
been accompanied by other policy changes hostile toward immigrants, such as efforts to eliminate Temporary
Protected Status (TPS; U.S. Citizenship & Immigration Services, n.d.) protection for refugees from Honduras
and El Salvador, failure to enact comprehensive immigration reform, and the indefinite holding of asylumseeking, unaccompanied children and families in detention centers across the U.S. (Dash, 2020; Muñoz et
al., 2018; Pierce, 2019). Such rhetoric and policies adversely affect undocumented, refugee, and immigrant
students and their parents, for example, raising financial barriers, diminishing hopes of attending college,
severely constricting opportunities, reducing available support resources, and creating barriers to belonging
and integration (Gurrola et al., 2016; McHugh, 2018; Roche et al., 2018).
Many college and university campuses are engaged in actions to attract, support, and retain undocumented
college students. College-based initiatives are key to the immediate and longer-term academic success and wellbeing of undocumented students (Caicedo, 2019; Gonzales, 2016). To succeed, these efforts must attend to the
many contextual constraints such students encounter, including high rates of unfair or negative treatment by
faculty and staff (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2015). Suárez-Orozco, Katsiafikas et al. (2015) described an ecological
model of “undocu-friendly” campuses, characterized by efforts to: 1) understand undocumented students’
experiences and challenges and educate service providers on campus, 2) provide support—academic advising,
mental health counseling, guidance about financial aid, and offering safe spaces, and 3) public and official
endorsement of undocumented students.
A growing number of studies have focused on the experiences of undocumented college students and
provided suggestions for how to support them (see review by Bjorkland, 2018; Yasuike, 2019). In addition, there
is evidence that universities can enact policies and practices that improve the experience of undocumented
students (e.g., Enriquez et al., 2019; Valenzuela et al., 2015). Effective transformation of campus climates to
“undocu-friendly” sites requires a clear stance from university leadership as well as developing, “…a cadre of
allies to work toward transforming passive indifference or regressive attitudes so that long-term widespread
support for undocumented students’ educational access and attainment is realized” (p. 3, Barnhardt et al.,
2017). In spite of calls to enhance university faculty and staff responsiveness to the concerns of undocumented
students, there is scant empirical research on interventions aiming to do so.
In what follows, we review the literature on training allies of undocumented college students. We describe
the context in which we developed a training intervention designed to create such a ‘cadre of allies’ among staff
and faculty, the conceptual model framing our efforts, and the targets of our intervention. We describe the
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training itself and an evaluation of the training. Our specific study aims are to describe the development and
components of the training, and to present feedback from participants that sheds light on their goals for seeking
the training, elements they found most helpful, and their plans for subsequent action to support undocumented
students. We also present data on participants’ self-efficacy for supporting Dreamer students before and after
the training. First, we clarify terminology.
For the purpose of this study, we use the operational definition of “Dreamer” students that we have
employed on our campus, which is inclusive of undocumented students, students with the temporary protection
of DACA (“DACAmented”), students who qualify for the state’s tuition equity program (which grants in-state
tuition to undocumented students who meet specific criteria), and students from mixed legal status families.
Such students share many challenges related to immigration-related stressors, anxiety, and uncertainty, albeit
with differential access to resources based on immigration status (Abrego, 2019). It is important to note that our
encompassing use of the term ‘Dreamer’ was derived from conversations with undocumented and DACAmented
students on our campus, but this term is not universally preferred or employed consistently in the literature. By
allies, we refer to individuals who work from positions of relative power, privilege, and resources vis-à-vis the
impacted community (in this case, Dreamer students) to provide empathy and concrete supports to facilitate
that community’s success and well-being (Broido, 2000).
Training Dreamer Allies
Numerous university campuses implement trainings to foster allyship with undocumented students,
as evidenced by the links to campus events across the country that we generated in a cursory search for
“undocumented student ally training.” The effect of such trainings remains an open question, however,
because empirical studies of such interventions remain scarce. We used varied combinations of the keywords
“undocumented” “college student” ”ally” “training” and “workshop” to search for peer reviewed journal articles
in the following databases: Proquest Education Data Base, Social Science Database, and Psychology Behavioral
Science Collection. We also searched using Google Scholar. Our search yielded one study describing the
development of the “DREAMzone” workshop (Cisneros & Lopez, 2016) and four studies that assessed outcomes
of trainings designed to increase campus support for undocumented students.
Three of the intervention studies evaluated outcomes associated with the Arizona-based DREAMzone
ally training. First, Cadenas and colleagues used an experimental research design to test the effectiveness
of DREAMzone and an alternative intervention on changing faculty, staff and student attitudes towards
undocumented immigrants at a university campus (Cadenas et al., 2016). Participants were assigned to a control
group, to the four-hour DREAMzone training that includes a panel of undocumented university students and
activities for enhancing supports, or to a 30-minute documentary film featuring the stories of five undocumented
students. Participants in both intervention groups demonstrated increased empathy and reductions in prejudice
and anxiety toward undocumented immigrants, relative to the control group, with greater changes in empathy
and prejudice reduction among DREAMzone workshop participants relative to participants viewing the film
(Cadenas et al., 2016). In a subsequent study, Cisneros and Cadenas (2017) demonstrated that participation
in a DREAMzone training resulted in greater faculty and staff knowledge and self-efficacy for working with
undocumented students. Most recently, a longitudinal qualitative study assessed higher education professionals’
awareness, knowledge, skills, and self-efficacy for responding to the concerns of undocumented students after
participating in the DREAMzone intervention (Cisneros & Lopez, 2020). Findings from analysis of 2-month
and 8-month post-intervention responses suggested that participants felt greater empathy for undocumented
students, as well as confidence in their ability to support and advocate for them. Combined, these studies suggest
that the DREAMzone ally training has the potential to change attitudes, knowledge, and agency for supporting
undocumented students.
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In the fourth study, Chen and Rhoads (2016) explored possibilities for a university ally training program
to lead to institutional changes. Using semi-structured interviews, the authors assessed the impact of an undocually training on faculty and staff ‘critical consciousness’, which they defined as awareness of undocumented
students’ realities. Further, the authors explored participants’ abilities to engage in “transformative resistance,”
fostering more inclusive policies and practices at the institutional (university) level towards undocumented
students (Chen & Rhoads, 2016). Themes generated from the interviews were: one, student activism is important
to raising allies’ awareness and empathy towards student needs and struggles; two, the university context itself
produced contradictions vis-à-vis undocumented students—offering support but within a constrained climate;
three, working alongside students, allies were able to successfully institutionalize supports (such as tuition
assistance and student advising); and four, developing community networks expands the resources available for
undocumented students.
Findings from these four empirical studies suggest that brief interventions can enhance empathy and
faculty and staff confidence in their ability to support undocumented students. Further, these findings suggest
that collaborative efforts by allies and undocumented students can foster more supportive and inclusive campus,
community, and political institutional climates. This is promising, but it is clear that additional research is
needed to explore a broader set of ally interventions, particularly given variation in institutional and regional
dynamics, policies, and administrative stances (Mwangi et al., 2019). Cisneros and Lopez (2020) called for
evaluations of ally trainings developed in various state, local, and institution-specific climates in order to shed
light on the development and impact of interventions within particular ecologies, and create a stronger evidence
base for what works. For this reason, we next provide brief information about the particular context of our
training intervention.
Contextual Considerations
The effects of national policies on local attitudes toward immigrants varies across state and institutional
contexts, in part as a function of demographic, sociohistorical, economic, and political characteristics (McHugh,
2018; Nájera, 2020). State dynamics in turn shape and constrain public university supports for undocumented
students. Some characteristics of the context in which our intervention was developed include that this is a
predominantly White institution (85% of staff, 86% of faculty, and 59% of students) in a predominantly White
state (75%) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019), with a rapidly growing Latinx population. In 2016, 22% of K-12 students
in the state were Latinx/Latino/a (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017), and an estimated 7.5% of K-12 students had at
least one undocumented parent (Capps, Fix, & Jong, 2016). Of undocumented immigrants in the state, 82% are
of Mexican or Central American origin. The state legislature has sought to increase access to higher education
for undocumented students, for example, by offering in-state tuition for undocumented high school graduates
who meet qualifying criteria, passage of a 2018 bill extending in-state tuition for students with non-renewed
DACA permits, and the extension of tuition equity to qualifying graduate students in 2019. Nearly 10,000
people in the state have applied for DACA status since 2012 (Center for American Progress, 2019). Overall our
context can be described in terms of immigrant-inclusive state policies, and low levels of ethnic diversity among
students, faculty, and staff at our institution. Generally, Dreamer students on our campus keep a low profile and
have chosen not to be as collectively-visible as Dreamer students at university campuses in California or Texas,
for instance.
Conceptual Framework and Intervention Targets
The broad conceptual framework for this study is an ecological model (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), which
has been employed by other scholars to capture the varied levels at which transformative change is important
in supporting undocumented college students (Nájera, 2020; Suárez-Orozco et al., 2015). Examples of changes
beneficial to Dreamer students at different levels of a campus ecology could include reducing microaggressions
ISSN 2159-8142

6

JSACP | Volume 13, No. 1 | Summer 2021

and increasing empathy from peers, staff, and faculty (microsystem), increasing availability of institutional
web-based resources for the families of Dreamers to better navigate higher education (mesosystem), removing
citizenship criteria from scholarships (exosystem), and consistent, visible messages of support and inclusion
from the administration (macrosystem).
Consistent with this conceptual model, and in line with efforts and recommendations by Cisneros and
colleagues, we sought to enhance staff and faculty awareness and empathy regarding the challenges faced by
Dreamer students, and increase their knowledge and skills for supporting Dreamers, in terms of helpful (and
unhelpful) responses and behaviors, as well as through learning about available resources. The definition of an
ally of undocumented students used by one national organization (TheDream.US, n.d.) includes knowledge,
awareness, and skills along with committed action that addresses multiple facets of the campus (e.g., barriers,
resources, practices). Committed actions may target individual, departmental, and institutional levels of change.
But knowledge, awareness, and skills are not always sufficient to support behavior change. In order to support
the translation of knowledge and awareness into committed action, we also aimed to enhance staff and faculty
self-efficacy for supporting Dreamer students.
Self-efficacy expectations are beliefs about one’s ability to carry out domain-specific tasks (Bandura,
1986). Self-efficacy expectations influence an individual’s likelihood of attempting a behavior, and persistence
in that behavior in the face of difficulties (Bandura, 1986). For example, a person with greater self-efficacy for
supporting Dreamer students will be more likely to take action to support students (e.g., identify themselves
as an Ally, refer the student to campus resources, advocate for systemic change) and to persist in the face of
challenges (e.g., resistance to support for Dreamers, limited resources for supporting students). Faculty and
staff failure to engage with and support undocumented students has been attributed to a lack of self-efficacy for
doing so (Canedo Sanchez & So, 2015). Consistent with Cisneros and colleagues (Cisneros & Cadenas, 2017;
Cisneros & Lopez, 2020), therefore, we sought to raise self-efficacy for supporting Dreamer students, in order to
increase the likelihood that staff and faculty would take committed action.
Study Purpose and Research Questions
The first goal of this study was to describe the development and nature of our Dreamer Ally training
for faculty and staff (including graduate students with instructor, teaching assistant, counselor, and advisor
roles). We did not include undergraduate students in the ally training in order to focus more specifically on
ally behavior in roles with authority relative to undocumented students. In addition, we sought to answer
the following questions: 1) What were participants’ goals for the training? 2) Did participant self-efficacy for
supporting Dreamer students increase after participation in the Dreamer Ally training (hereafter, Ally training)?
3) How satisfied were participants with the Ally training? 4) What did participants find most useful, and what
suggestions did they have for improvement of the training? Finally, 5) What actions did participants commit to
taking in order to support Dreamer students on campus? We hypothesized that participants completing the Ally
training would have higher self-efficacy for understanding challenges and barriers faced by Dreamer students,
referring Dreamers to appropriate resources, knowing how to respond if ICE comes to campus, and for carrying
out their Ally action plans, relative to their pre-training self-efficacy. The remaining aims are descriptive and as
such have no associated hypotheses.
Methods
Participants
The Dreamer Ally training was held at a large public university. A total of 253 participants completed
the pre-training survey and 173 completed the post training survey. Demographic descriptors are reported for
those completing the post-test, as not all of those completing the pretest attended the training. Participants self-
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reported their roles as university staff (61%), faculty (26%), graduate student employees (e.g., instructors, TAs,
or student services providers, 7.5%) and other (5.2%). Staff members were from units across the university
such as the university counseling center, academic advising, the career center, financial aid, admissions, and
academic departments (e.g., program assistants and student services coordinators); as such, staff members
held a wide variety of roles and responsibilities with students. Participants tended to be newer employees; 56%
had worked at the university for 0-5 years, 20% from 6 -10 years, and 24% for more than 10 years. Reported
age ranges were 21-29 (19.2%), 30-45 (52.3%), and 46 or older (28.5%). Of these 173, pre and post surveys
could be matched for 133 participants. No other demographic data was collected.
Procedures
Four Ally trainings were implemented in AY 2017-18, three of which were campus-wide and one that
was restricted to the college of arts and sciences. Notice of each training was distributed over university email
via college, department, and student service unit listservs. Participation in the training was voluntary, with
faculty and staff completing the training as part of their (paid) work time. Participants pre-registered to reserve
a spot in the training, and all four trainings filled within days of being announced. For each training, there
were a handful of last-minute cancellations. Those registered received an email approximately one week prior
to the training requesting that they complete the pre-training survey. Upon check-in the day of the training,
participants who had not completed the survey were invited to do so on their phones using a tinyurl. After the
workshop was completed, within 24 hours participants received a link to the follow-up survey. A follow up
email requesting survey completion was sent 3 times over the next 10 days.
Participants responded to a series of questions in order to generate a unique ID code that was used to
match pre and post surveys (e.g., first letter of your mother’s name or the person most like a mother to you, last
digit of your cell phone number). No demographic or other personally-identifiable information was collected
beyond that reported in the participant section, in order to meet the standard for exempt status, which was
granted by our University IRB.
University support for the trainings was provided from multiple sources including the institution’s
offices for diversity and equity, international affairs, and the office of the president. This support covered costs
such as a box lunch for each participant, campus space in which to hold the trainings, supplies (e.g., handouts,
Ally placards) and administrative support.
Development and Content of the Ally Training Intervention
The Dreamers Working Group (DWG) at our institution formed in 2014 in response to growing
numbers of Dreamer students and the desire to ensure the retention, academic success, and overall wellbeing
of these students. The DWG consists of faculty, staff, and Dreamer students who come together on a voluntary
basis to make our institution more “undocu-friendly” by raising awareness of the challenges and realities
of Dreamer students, increasing support services for Dreamer students, and using institutional resources to
advocate for policy changes to improve the lives of Dreamer students (Suárez-Orozco et al., 2015; United
We Dream, n.d.). Members of the DWG include the authors, and are from a range of units (e.g., faculty and
student affiliations include international studies, education, counseling psychology, political science, and
anthropology; staff affiliations include the multicultural center, admissions, division of equity and inclusion,
student advising, and the counseling and career centers). Consistent with our mission, in the fall of 2014
the first author developed a presentation on undocumented college students for the campus career center.
This became the basis for the one-hour DWG “information session” that we continue to offer to campus and
community units upon request. The information sessions contribute to campus knowledge and awareness, but
we did not view these as sufficient to foster the skills, self-efficacy, and committed action that define allies.
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In 2015-16 the DWG developed the ally training evaluated in the present study. The four-hour
intervention was modeled in part on similar undocu-ally training programs implemented at several California
State University and University of California campuses (e.g., http://web.csulb.edu/divisions/students/
dream/ advocacy/ally.html), which had in turn been based on queer ally trainings implemented on college
and university campuses in the 1990s (e.g., Evans & Wall, 1991). The contents of the intervention were also
informed by the literature on undocumented students and by interviews conducted with undocumented,
DACAmented, and mixed status students on campuses in our region by a student member of the DWG for her
MA thesis (Cebreros, 2016). The training is delivered by members of the DWG, typically with 5 or 6 members
actively delivering content, and an additional DWG member sitting at each table in the room to facilitate small
group conversations. All three authors were involved in the development and implementation of the training,
including the third author, a formerly undocumented immigrant from Central America, DREAM activist, and
doctoral student.
Contents of the Ally Training include, in chronological order, introductions and aims of the DWG,
empathy building, an information session, presentation of legal information, Dreamer scenarios, and
developing action plans. See Figure 1 for a visual summary of the training components. The empathy building
section opens with either a short video of a first-person narrative of a Dreamer’s transition to college or an inperson account of a Dreamer student on our campus. Participants then read short paragraphs that describe
typical Dreamers’ experiences and engage in small group discussion. For example, one paragraph described a
young person becoming aware of their undocumented status when attempting to obtain a driver’s license. We
encouraged participants to reflect on these situations from an emotional standpoint, asking them to consider
“How would that make you feel?” The opportunity to learn about such stressors and connect emotionally with
these experiences, developing social empathy, may increase the likelihood of committed actions in support of
Dreamer students (Segal & Wagaman, 2017).
Figure 1. Dreamer Ally Training
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The information session developed in 2014 and continuously updated by the DWG is the next part of
the Ally Training. Delivered by power point, this portion of the intervention reviews terminology (e.g., mixed
status, DACAmented, and undocumented), relevant federal legislation such as the DREAM Act and DACA,
state tuition equity legislation and sanctuary policies, and existing university resources for Dreamer students,
such as financial aid, scholarships, mental health supports, and academic advising.
The legal information section is presented by the university General Counsel. This ten-minute session
focuses on legal rights and recommended steps to take should faculty or staff encounter ICE on campus. The
empathy-building and information sharing sessions comprise Phase I of the Ally Training, as indicated in
Figure 1.
The scenario component of the training consists of a small group discussion in which participants
work at their tables to engage with a real-world situation faced by a Dreamer student, and discuss and evaluate
possible faculty or staff responses. In order to enhance the discussion and application of training content, table
seating is arranged in advance and organized by participant unit or department (e.g., career center staff, or
faculty and staff in the same department). The scenarios were derived from actual experiences of Dreamer
students on our campus and similar campuses (Cebreros, 2016). For example, in one scenario a student learns
from a staff member that the major they enrolled in requires legal documentation; in another scenario, a faculty
member encourages all students to study abroad, alienating an undocumented student who is unable to do so.
For 15 minutes, participants share responses to, “What was the intention of the faculty/staff?” and then “How
could the faculty / staff have done this differently?” Next, each small group reports their responses to the large
group. Then the DWG presents best practices in fostering undocu-friendly college and university campuses,
using resources derived from scholarly literature (e.g., Suárez-Orozco, Katsiafikas et al., 2015) and a number of
national organizations (e.g., Educators for Fair Consideration, now called “Immigrants Rising: Transforming
Lives through Education”, and United We Dream). Example practices include displaying support for Dreamer
students and expanding access to scholarships and financial aid. These activities, Phase II of the training, aim
to build skills and self-efficacy.
In the final section of the training (Phase III), over a working lunch, participants develop action plans
for supporting Dreamers and discuss the plans with those at their table. Participants are invited to sign Ally
contracts expressing their commitment to support Dreamer students. In this way, the training seeks to translate
individual-level changes in self-efficacy into unit- and institutional-level changes that make the university more
supportive and inclusive of Dreamer students (“undocu-friendly”). Participants turn in their Ally action plans
to DWG members at the conclusion of the training, which are scanned and returned, along with DREAMER
ALLY placards and buttons, via campus mail. Note that because action plans were not de-identified, the scanned
pledges were not included as data for this study. Instead, we analyzed participant action plan descriptions,
provided via the anonymous follow up survey.
Measures
Demographic questions. Participants selected from a menu of options to indicate their age range, role
at the university (faculty, staff, or graduate assistant), and number of years (range) at the university.
Self-efficacy for supporting Dreamer students. Competencies for working with undocumented
students include awareness of undocumented student needs and assets, knowledge of academic, legal, and
personal experiences facing Dreamers, and ability to connect Dreamers with appropriate resources and
advocate with and for Dreamer students (Cisneros & Cadenas, 2017; Neinhusser & Espino, 2018). Based on
such competencies and the content of our training, the first author developed five items to assess participants’
perceived capability in their awareness, knowledge, or skills related to working with Dreamer students (e.g.,
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know what to do if ICE comes to campus). We followed Bandura’s (2001) recommendations for developing selfefficacy items. Likert-type response options ranged from 1 (Not at all Confident) to 5 (Very Confident). Items
were analyzed separately.
Satisfaction with training. Five items were developed for the purpose of this study assessing satisfaction
with the training with respect to content, clarity of information, pace, helpfulness, and structure, using a scale
ranging from 1 (Not at all Satisfied) to 4 (Very Satisfied).
Open ended questions. Prior to the training, participants responded to “What do you hope to get out
of this training?” At post-test, participants responded the following questions: “What part of the Ally Training
did you find most helpful?”, “Are there any suggestions for improvement you’d like to share?”, and “Please briefly
describe your pledge or action plan.”
Data Analysis
Thematic content analysis was used to analyze responses to the four open-ended questions (Braun &
Clarke, 2006). We made the assumption that the data reflects the realities of participants and analyzed the data
at the explicit level. Our goal was to provide a thorough description that captured the breadth of participant
responses rather than to minimize the number of themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). The first and second authors
conducted the qualitative data analysis. Prior to analyses we discussed potential influences and biases associated
with our positionality as White female academics engaged in scholarship, teaching, and service focused on
Latinx communities, and as members of the DWG. Following the same process for each open-ended question,
we first independently read responses, attending to patterns and generating an initial list of codes. Next, we came
to mutual agreement on an initial list of codes and independently coded the responses for 20 entries. We then
discussed our coding of this initial subset of questions and remedied any discrepancies by clarifying the scope
of each code or creating more inclusive definitions. After agreeing upon a master list of codes for each question,
we then independently coded the remaining participant responses. Each response could receive more than
one code. Next, we compared coding results, identified discrepancies, and came to consensus on final coding.
Finally, we organized the codes into themes. Given our aim to describe the breadth of participant responses, we
did not limit themes by prevalence of content. We repeated this process for each question sequentially.
Results
“What do you hope to get out of this training?”
As indicated in Table 1, the most frequent of the three themes was to support students. For example,
one participant wrote, “I hope to be able to stand for Dreamers and to help them achieve their goals. I want to
remove barriers that hinder their progress and their growth.” Another offered: “I both teach and serve as my
department’s undergraduate advisor. I seek an understanding of the challenges facing students who face the risk
of possible deportation for themselves, friends, or family.” The second theme, “Gain Knowledge” is illustrated
by the following: “To gain a better understanding of the current issues and challenges facing Dreamer students,
… [and] tools and resources to be a strong ally.” Finally, a smaller set of responses were coded as “To Learn the
(university) position towards undocumented students”, such as “To understand what my legal responsibilities
are if ICE comes to campus and how to respond.”
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Table 1. Themes Derived from Open-Ended Questions
n

%
within
question

Question 1: What do you want to get out of this training?
206 participants respond, 1-3 Themes assigned per respondent, M=1.9 sd=.61
Theme 1: Better Support Students (gain confidence, be better at supporting students, be 186
better prepared, be an advocate for students)

48.2

Example: “I hope to gain a lot of information about the challenges and barriers that
Dreamer students face and how to best support them.” (coded as 2 also)
Example: “How I can support Dreamers achieve their academic and career goals”
Theme 2: Gain Knowledge (information, resources, understanding of issues)

163

42.2

37

10.0

Example: “I seek an understanding of the challenges facing students who face the risk of
possible deportation for themselves, friends, or family.”
Example: “I also would love to have more clarity on financial challenges that Dreamers
face and specific financial resources and scholarships available to Dreamer students.”
Theme 3: Know University Stance (understand university stance, legal issues, what to do if
ICE comes to campus, to be able to act within bounds of work responsibilities)
Example: “A deeper understanding of what the (school) is doing, and what individual
units can do, to support Dreamer students.”
Example: “Would like to know campus resources as well as overall support DREAMers
might expect from official campus representatives.”

Question 2 (post-intervention): What suggestions do you have for us to improve the training?
101 participants respond, 1-2 Themes assigned per respondent, M=1.2 sd=.37

Theme 1: Specific suggestions regarding details of training

36

31

Example: “When presenter X was presenting, it was hard to follow because what she
was saying was not on the slides.”
Theme 2: No change, no suggestions, only compliments

29

25

21

17.9

Example: “I have nothing but positive things to say. Thank you.”
Theme 3: More time (Move more slowly through material, more networking time, time for
action plans)
Example: “It would be great if we had more time to network with people outside our
department and not just in our own department.”
Example: “I felt rushed and didn’t have enough time to develop and share my plan.”
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10

8.5

Example: “Printed information that we could give students who need answers quickly.”
Theme 5: Changes to light, audio, technology

8

6.8

Example: “The main speaker was too loud into the microphone.”
Theme 6: More UO Dreamer student voices

7

6.0

Example: “One or more additional student examples via video and follow-up discussion
on real-life experiences would be great”
Theme 7: Less time

6

5.1

145 participants respond, 1-4 Themes assigned per respondent, M= 1.8 sd=.85 )
54
Theme 1: Information Session (includes any specific information shared during this
portion of training)

21

Theme 4: More attention to resources on and off campus (for both students and their
families)

Example: “Too much time was spent on the scenarios”

Question 3: What part of the Ally Training did you find most helpful?

Example: “The information session was very helpful.”
Example: “The information dump section after the initial discussion about the emotional
impact of Dreamer status was incredibly helpful context.”
Theme 2: Scenario portion of training; ways to handle “situations”

36

14

Example: “The small group work around scenarios.”
Theme 3: The process and/or structure of how the training was conducted

29

11.2

28

10.9

Example: “I appreciated the table discussions and hearing the other tables ideas. This
was a much better way to focus on the information”
Theme 5: General Counsel (includes how to respond if ICE comes to campus)

28

10.9

Example: “It was very helpful to hear from the GC as well. I think it was essential that
he made an appearance.”
Theme 6: Learning about University and community resources and supports

24

9.3

Example: “Learning about resources on campus.”
Theme 7: Empathy Exercises

15

5.8

Example: “It was a nice balance of objective facts and time to consider the affective
result of policies.”
Example: “It was one of the best trainings I’ve been to on campus – well thought out and
informative.”
Theme 4: Small Group Work (includes discussing topics and issues in small groups at
tables, developing responses)

Example: “I found the exercises which helped me understand the emotional impact on
the students very informative.”

13
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5

10

3.9

10

3.9

7

2.7

4

1.6

Example: “The DACA Fact Sheet”
Question 4: Please describe your pledge or action plan
116 participants respond, 1-5 Themes assigned per respondent, M= 1.8 sd=.71
59
Theme 1: Share information with colleagues

28.1

Theme 8: Action Planning (brainstorming actions, developing pledges)
Example: “Most helpful was understanding the actions I can take. Now I feel like I can
do something.”
Theme 9: Learning (overall statements of “everything”, or general statement about
“learning” at training.)
Example: “I’d really have to say ‘all of it’!”
Theme 10: Hearing Dreamer student voices (this includes “videos”; hearing from
Dreamer students within or outside of our institution)
Example: “The video of a Berkeley DREAMer student and hearing stories from
DREAMer students to better understand their experiences and challenges.”
Theme 11 Networking (statements about meeting or connecting with campus colleagues)
Example: “What I liked about this training was coming together with others around
how to support DREAMer students.”
Theme 12: Handouts (refers to any handout other than informational session slides, which
are coded in Theme 1)

Example: “I am going to encourage colleagues to participate in training.”
Example: “Share the resources from this workshop at an upcoming staff meeting.”
Theme 2: Remove barriers to inclusion for Dreamers in my unit/ program (including
admission to program, website and syllabus language, and via diversity committees and unit
diversity action plans).

57

27.1

Example: “My pledge is to use my role in our unit Diversity Action Committee to support
DREAMer students.”
Theme 3: Display ally status publicly

48

22.9

Example: “I will use ally-focused language in my email signature and syllabus.”
Theme 4: Remove barriers in scholarships/financial aid

20

9.5

Example: “I will speak with my department about adjusting background checks to
not include social security numbers or making adjustments that would allow for
undocumented students to work in the department.”

Example: “Reviewing our scholarships and thinking about universal design in how
we address students and the information we provide.”
Example: “Make sure scholarships are as accessible as possible to students who can’t fill
out the FAFSA.”
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Theme 5: Learn more about related issues and resources

10

4.8

Example: “I pledge to continue to educate myself on the politics surrounding this
situation and keep up to date with resources available for Dreamers.”
Theme 6: Share General Counsel information

8

3.8

Example: “To support the training of our staff teams about their role if an ICE officer
were to come to their building.”
Theme 7: Join DWG

8

3.8

Example: “I pledge to join the Dreamer Working Group.”
Notes. n = number of responses with coded with this theme, rather than the number of participants who had a response with specific
theme. % = percentage within the specific theme; due to multiple possible codes these do not add to 100%. Each participant response
was coded with 1-5 themes, see details within each question.

Self-Efficacy
Quantitative data were analyzed using SPSS version 25. Means and standard deviations of the five selfefficacy (pre and post training) items for the 133 participant responses that could be matched are provided in
Table 2. Results of paired samples t-tests show that participants rated their self-efficacy significantly higher at
post-training on all five items. We also conducted two one-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) to compare, first,
pre-test confidence between those who did and did not have matched confidence scores, and second, post-test
self-efficacy for those who did and did not have matched scores. There were no significant differences (p<.10).
Table 2. Paired Samples Test Pre and Post Training Self Efficacy (N = 133)
Paired Differences
PreTraining

PostTraining

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

SEM

Lower

Upper

2.40

.98

3.87

.67

-1.50

.80

.07

-1.64

…you could refer a
Dreamer student who
approaches you for
2.22 1.15 4.16 .77
support to appropriate
resources on campus?

-1.87

1.20

.11

…you would
know what to do
if immigration
enforcement (ICE)
officials came to
campus?

-2.53

.93

.08

Item: How confident
are you that:
…you understand
the challenges and
barriers facing
Dreamers students?

1.67

.96

4.17

.74

95% CI

t

df

p

-1.37

-21.58

132

.000

-2.08

-1.66

-17.86

130

.000

-2.70

-2.37

-31.17

130

.000
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Table 2 cont’d
Paired Differences
PreTraining

PostTraining

M

SD

M

…you could carry
out an action plan to
support Dreamers
students in your
department or unit?

2.38

1.27

3.81

…you can find
accurate resources
to learn more about
Dreamer students?

2.89

1.16

4.18

Item: How confident
are you that:

95% CI
M

SD

.78

-1.46

.80

-1.32

SD

SEM

Lower

Upper

1.23

.11

-1.67

-1.25

1.19

.10

-1.53

-1.12

t

df

p

-13.57

130

.000

-12.69

130

.000

Note. Range for all items is 1-5.

Satisfaction with Training
Responses (n=173) to the satisfaction with training items were relatively high across each assessed aspect
(range 1-4): training content (M=3.50, SD=.64), clarity of information (M=3.43, SD=.68), pace of the training
(M=3.39, SD=.79), helpfulness of training (M=3.57, SD=.62), and structure of training (M=3.45, SD=.73). This
indicates that those who completed the post-training survey were generally quite satisfied with each domain of
the training.
“What did you find most helpful about this training?”
Twelve themes were derived from responses to this question. Responses varied significantly as evidenced
in Table 1. The most frequent responses were about the helpfulness of the factual information provided in the
information session, and working through the Dreamer student scenarios.
“Are there any suggestions for improvement you’d like to share?”
Seven themes were derived from responses to this question. Most often, participants provided very
specific suggestions that did not lend themselves to subcategorization (e.g., speed up the check-in process).
Another frequent theme was satisfaction with and praise for the training without any recommendations for
change. The latter is exemplified by one participant’s comment that they “really would not change a thing...
very helpful, and one of the very most thoughtful university trainings in which I have participated.” The third
most frequent theme was focused on having more time for specific components of the training, such as time for
networking with colleagues or for small group discussions of their action plans. Three of these recommendations
argued for extending the four-hour time frame of the training.
“Please briefly describe your pledge or action plan.”
Seven themes were derived from responses to this prompt. Many participants pledged to review their
unit or department’s eligibility criteria for financial aid and scholarships, to determine whether these could
be more inclusive of Dreamer students. For example, one participant wrote: “I pledged to review university
scholarships for eligibility and to create an info packet I can use to direct students to support should they
share that they need it.” A number of participants pledged to share information about what to do if ICE
comes to campus with their colleagues; others planned to simply add the university’s General Counsel contact
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information into their phones. Other participants pledged to make their unit or department website and other
information more accessible and inclusive of Dreamer students, for instance, one participant reported their
pledge to “review program website content to be sure its DREAMER friendly”. Many participants pledged to
post their Ally placard, once received, prominently in their office space, or to include a statement of support for
Dreamer students in their email signatures. Finally, many participants pledged to inform their colleagues about
future Ally trainings.
Discussion
The purpose of the present study was to describe and evaluate a Dreamer Ally training for faculty and
staff at a large, public, research university. Our findings indicate that most participants sought the training in
order to better support Dreamer students on campus. After the training, participants reported significantly
higher self-efficacy related to supporting Dreamer students. Specifically, they were more confident in their
understanding of Dreamer student challenges and barriers, in their knowledge of what to do if ICE officials came
to campus, and in their abilities to refer Dreamer students to appropriate resources, to find accurate resources
to continue learning about Dreamers, and to carry out action plans for supporting Dreamers. Participants also
reported high levels of satisfaction with the training, with suggestions for improvement focused on minor
shifts to content and format. Furthermore, participants completing the Ally training pledged to take a range of
actions in order to support Dreamer students, including, most commonly: 1) reviewing eligibility criteria for
unit- and university-level scholarships and financial aid to make these more inclusive of Dreamers; 2) visibly
displaying support for Dreamer students using email signatures, syllabus language, and stickers and placards;
and 3) committing to stay informed about the challenges facing Dreamer students and the resources available
to support Dreamers on campus.
Responses to post-training surveys suggest broad variation in the portion of the training that participants
found most helpful, with the didactic information session most frequently highlighted. Further, there were no
clear trends in suggestions for improvement that would lead to making pedagogical changes in the intervention.
We suspect that incorporating a variety of activities in the training– from lecture-style delivery of information,
to empathy-building small group discussions, to hands-on problem-solving during the scenario portion of the
training—was important to participants’ high levels of satisfaction with the training.
Implications
Our Ally training intervention drew from similar efforts developed to raise awareness of challenges
facing Dreamer students and build support systems on university and college campuses to ensure their success.
Dreamer Ally trainings initiated in the 2010s have become more important as Federal policy changes have called
in to question the future of DACA, and made other supports for immigrant students uncertain and precarious
(DHS, 2020; Muñoz et al., 2018; Pierce, 2019). The present findings contribute to the small body of literature
documenting the potential role of Dreamer Ally trainings in making U.S. university and college campuses more
undocu-friendly, that is, supportive of the academic and success and wellbeing of Dreamer students (Cadenas
et al., 2016; Chen & Rhoads, 2016; Cisneros & Cadenas, 2017; Cisneros & Lopez, 2020; Suárez-Orozco et al.,
2015).
Ally training participants in the present study expressed much higher levels of self-efficacy related
to their ability to support Dreamer students after the training intervention. Given the relationship between
self-efficacy and behavior (Bandura, 1986), these findings are promising for using Dreamer Ally interventions
targeting faculty and staff as a means of working towards broader institutional-level changes on university
campuses.
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Faculty and staff who provide critical information and resources to undocumented students have been
described as “institutional empowerment agents” (Southern, 2016, p. 308). Those allies who work within their
institutions to challenge inequities and promote critical changes that enhance the wellbeing of undocumented
students may engage in “transformative resistance” (Chen & Rhoads, 2016, p. 520). Our intervention aimed
to increase the number of institutional empowerment agents on campus, stimulate transformative resistance
by translating participants’ newfound knowledge and self-efficacy into action plans, and make the university
campus more undocu-friendly (Abrego, 2006; Suárez-Orozco, Katsiafikas et al., 2015). Although our study
design did not include follow up with participants regarding implementation of their action plans, as members of
the DWG and of the campus community, we have observed and heard of many programmatic and departmentlevel changes made by Ally training participants. For instance, participants have spearheaded efforts to review
scholarship eligibility criteria and have removed citizenship requirements wherever possible. Across campus,
and especially in the University financial aid and admissions offices, it appears that staff participation in the Ally
training has resulted in greater awareness of resources for Dreamers, and information about these resources is
more prominently displayed on unit websites. More anecdotally, the Dreamer Ally placards given to participants
upon completion of the training are now prominently displayed across many campus departments and offices,
offering visible signs of support and inclusion.
In addition to these changes fostered by participants, the coordination of successful and highly-attended
(including university administrators) Ally trainings has added impetus to the University administration to
dedicate greater resources to Dreamer students. For instance, with institutional support, the DWG was able
to initiate a Dreamer scholarship for the first time in the 2018-19 academic year. Additionally, the University
administration made additional resource commitments to fund a Dreamer student support coordinator and a
part-time administrative support position for the DWG. Concurrently, the campus mental health center added
two Latinx specialist positions, including one dedicated to undocumented students. These changes cannot be
attributed to the Ally trainings, but it is clear that the trainings raised the profile of the DWG on campus, and
enhanced institutional impetus for supporting Dreamer students.
As part of our ongoing work, the DWG continues to promote activities other than the Ally trainings
in order to foster an undocu-friendly campus climate at the institutional level. For example, many faculty and
staff members want members of their unit to have more information about Dreamers, but do not believe their
peers can or will commit to a four-hour training. As such, DWG members continue to voluntarily offer the
information session as a one-hour presentation to campus units, departments, and within courses. Hundreds of
faculty, staff and students have participated in these “Information Sessions,” including academic departments,
the graduate school, the office of admissions, the career center, and the mental health center. A Dreamer student
advisory board has been formed, and facilitates communication of Dreamer student concerns and goals and aid
in coordinating resources to promote Dreamer health and wellbeing (Burdette et al., 2019). All of these steps
have contributed to making our campus more undocu-friendly (Suárez-Orozco, Katsiafikas et al., 2015). That
said, continuing to work with Dreamer students and prioritize and visibilize their needs on campus, including
financial and legal assistance, academic advising, and mental health supports, remains a priority.
There are many transformations that need to take place in order to make university campuses such as
ours more undocu-friendly. Access to legal assistance and financial support, institutional statements affirming
the belonging and inclusion of Dreamer students, and plans for supporting and protecting students in the event
of the elimination of DACA, TPS protection, and other policy changes adverse to their academic success and
overall wellbeing, are also critical. Along these lines, the DWG has encouraged our University Administration
to participate in national-level advocacy work around the continuation of DACA and access to higher education
for undocumented students more broadly. Our DWG also engages with the University’s state legislative liaison,
encouraging policies such as the continuation and expansion of the state’s tuition equity program. University
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administrators can implement equity practices, such as more inclusive admissions or financial aid policies, even
in the absence of longer term federal or state policy changes (Barnhardt et al. 2017; Mwangi et al., 2019).
Limitations
The use of a one group pre-post test design precludes making causal assumptions about the effects of
this intervention. The addition of a control group, and a longitudinal design with follow up assessments of
self-efficacy and implementation of action plans, would provide a stronger test of the intervention. Assessing
participant impressions of the training after a longer time interval might yield more suggestions for improving
its utility and effectiveness. In addition, although participants were provided with multiple reminders to
complete the pre and post survey, many opted not to do so. This limits generalizability of the findings. Our
follow up analyses indicated that those who completed only a pre or a post survey did not differ in pre or
post test self-efficacy, respectively, from those who completed both pre and post measures. This increases our
confidence in the findings for self-efficacy. It is possible, however, that participants who were very dissatisfied
with the training simply did not respond to the follow up survey.
Another limitation to generalizability is that participants self-selected into the training, suggesting they
were motivated to support Dreamer students. While there was no overt resistance to the content of the training
evidenced in participants’ survey responses, the voluntary nature of the training means our findings are not
generalizable to all university faculty and staff. Along these lines, one of our study participants advocated for
more overt focus on mandatory employee involvement in such efforts, noting:
“It would have been helpful to have more of an opportunity to discuss how/ why supporting dreamers
is in line with our job responsibilities/ mission/ vision/ values. Maybe there just seemed to be an
assumption that everyone in attendance was ‘on board’ with supporting dreamer students. I think some
reminders, or discussion about how our support of dreamer students is not purely a personal political
decision, but may indeed be a responsibility as an employee of [institution].”
It seems likely that faculty and staff with attitudes counter to the support and inclusion of Dreamer
students would not participate in a voluntary training. If trainings were to be institutionalized and required of
all or new employees, it would be important to incorporate more explicit attention to employee roles, rights,
and responsibilities relative to Dreamer students. Further, it may be important to address more explicitly the
larger historical and legislative factors that guarantee the continued presence of undocumented students, as well
as how attitudes may be shaped by racial and citizenship privilege (Abrego, 2019; Patler, 2018).
Finally, a broader limitation of this study is that Ally trainings of this sort do not address the ecological
levels of federal policy and the larger climate that combine to limit students’ opportunities for adjusting their
status (becoming LPRs or citizens). So long as there remain a large group of undocumented students in our
colleges and universities, as staff and faculty committed to serving all students, we will need to continue to find
ways to support these students, within existing political limitations. As staff and faculty at a public university,
we have had to be very careful not to endorse particular political party platforms, and focus instead on services
and resources effecting students. This is sometimes a fine tightrope to walk, as students express concern about
specific political decisions (e.g. the DACA rescission) and the impact of these on their academic security and
future success.
Summary and conclusion
We described and evaluated a voluntary four-hour Dreamer Ally training to faculty and staff at our
large public university. The training was positively received by the faculty and staff who responded to our follow
up survey. Participants were satisfied with the content, clarity, pace, helpfulness, and structure of the training,
and suggestions for improvement did not yield any problematic aspects of the training. The most helpful
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components of the training were the information session and the scenarios. Participants committed to a variety
of actions to improve inclusion and support of Dreamer students, and anecdotal evidence suggests that many of
these actions have been taken. The need for Dreamer Ally trainings may grow substantially in the coming years
in light of both large numbers of undocumented and Dreamer university and college students, and continuing
policy uncertainties surrounding their possibilities for permanent authorized status and/or U.S. citizenship.
Authors Note:
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