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	Appendix Table A1. Variable Construction and Definitions 

	Variable
	Data Source
	Definition

	Outcome Variables 
	
	

	Incidence of Involvement in Surveilling Institutions
	ATUS
	A binary indicator for whether a Latino ATUS respondent is involved in any surveilling institution in a given state-year. A respondent is Latino if they identify as Hispanic of any race in the data. This indicator is coded as one when a Latino respondent reports involvement in any surveilling institution in a given year and zero otherwise. Medical institutional involvement includes the use or purchase of medical and care services for oneself or one’s children. Financial institutional involvement includes the use or purchase of financial services and banking for oneself. Educational institutional involvement includes participation in educational activities for oneself or one’s children. Labor market institutional involvement participation in work and work-related activities for oneself. The state estimates were created using the probability weight and weighting methodology introduced in 2006 by the ATUS.


	Conditional Amount of Involvement in Surveilling Institutions
	ATUS
	Among Latino ATUS respondents involved in surveilling institutions in a given state-year, the amount of time they spend involved. The state estimates were created using the probability weight and weighting methodology introduced in 2006 by the ATUS.   


	Explanatory and Control Variables
	
	All explanatory and control variables are observed one year prior to the outcome variables to minimize the possibility of reverse causality.

	Log of Detainer Rate
	TRAC
	Log of the count of Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) detainers per 1,000 noncitizens in a state-year. 


	State Population in Thousands
	ACS
	The 5-year estimated state population size per thousand. The state-level estimates were created using the person-level weights provided by the ACS.

	Percent Latino (%) 
	ACS
	The percent of the estimated state population that is Latino or Hispanic. 


	Total Crime Rate Per 1,000 Residents
	UCR
	Log of the count of crimes (actual murder, manslaughter, rape, robbery, assault, burglary, theft, and motor vehicle theft) per 1,000 residents in a state-year.  

	Per Capita State-Level Police and Fire Protection Expenses (2019 Dollars)
	ASSLGF
	The state-level police and fire protection direct expenses, adjusted to 2019 dollars and divided by the mid-year state population.


	Percent Republican Presidential Vote
	Vera
	The percentage of votes for the Republican presidential candidate in a state. For intervening election years, we use the percentage from the most recent presidential election to assign the value.

	Moderator Variables
	
	

	Partial Implementation
	See note below.*
	A binary indicator of whether, in a given year, a state has a sanctuary policy present that circumscribes police cooperation with immigration officers. 


	Aggressiveness
	TRAC
	A conversion rate of the total number of deportations that originated from the total number of detainers issued in a state-year. These data are available between 2008 and 2014 because the DHS was no longer required to report this information after 2014.


	Predictability
	N/A
	Dummy variables demarcating three different national contexts of immigration policing: pre-2012, when the Obama administration did not have a formal policy in place that focused immigration policing on noncitizens with criminal records; 2012-2016, when the Obama administration had such a policy in place; and 2017-2019, when the Trump administration removed enforcement priorities and expanded the threat of immigration policing in daily life.


	Immigration Enforcement Index
	See note below.**
	Each state was categorized as “welcoming,” “neutral,” or “punitive” by calculating a differential score that reflects the number of state accommodating laws or policies minus the number of state restrictive laws and policies in a state-year. Our database includes seven accommodating laws and policies and five restrictive laws and policies, which means that the index scores range from -5 to +7. Any state-year with a negative score is classified as “punitive.” Any state-year with a positive score is classified as “welcoming.” Any state-year with a score of zero is classified as “neutral.” Our measure of welcoming laws and policies includes state-years with the presence of: a sanctuary policy; health coverage for undocumented pregnant women; health coverage for legal immigrant children via the Children’s Health Insurance Program; health coverage for legally present pregnant women via Medicaid; funding to cover health insurance for immigrants not eligible for other funding; a policy allowing undocumented immigrants to apply for a driver’s license; and eligibility for in-state tuition for undocumented immigrants. Our measure of restrictive laws and policies include state-years with the presence of: a 287(g) agreement; Secure Communities; an E-Verify policy; an omnibus bill; and a ban on undocumented immigrants’ eligibility for in-state tuition.

	Healthcare Access
	See note below.**
	Whether a state-year offers health coverage for undocumented pregnant women; health coverage for legal immigrant children via the Children’s Health Insurance Program; health coverage for legally present pregnant women via Medicaid; and funding to cover health insurance for immigrants not eligible for other funding. State-years offering all of these are “Comprehensive;” those offering some are “Partial,” and those offering none are “None.”

	E-Verify
	See note below.**
	Whether a state-year participates in E-Verify, a federal program that requires public and/or private employers to verify the work authorization of their employees. We code any such participation as “E-Verify” and no such participation as “No E-Verify.”

	Educational Access
	See note below.**
	Whether a state-year offers in-state tuition benefits for undocumented immigrants. “Comprehensive” refers to in-state tuition benefits available at all universities and colleges in a state-year; “Partial” refers to these benefits at some universities and colleges in a state-year; and “None” refers to these benefits being available at all universities and colleges in a state-year.

	Note: Acronym of data sources: American Time Use Survey (ATUS), Transactional Records Access Clearinghouse (TRAC), American Community Survey (ACS), Vera Institute of Justice’s Incarceration Trends dataset, Annual Survey of State and Local Government Finances (ASSLGF), and FBI Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program Data. The ASSLGF data were compiled by the Urban Institute via the State and Local Finance Data: Exploring the Census of Governments. The ASSLGF is sponsored by the U.S. Census Bureau and collects state and local government finance data. This survey includes all state governments and is not subject to sampling error. The UCR data were compiled by Kaplan (2021).
* Our dataset of sanctuary policies indicates the 117 documents we relied on for each county (on file with the authors, to be posted upon publication of this article).
** We rely on numerous documents to identify the law and policy enactment dates for each relevant law and policy. These are on file with the authors.






	Appendix Table A2. Variation in Immigration Policing Rate Explained by State- or Year-level Differences 

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	
	State Fixed Effects
	Year Fixed Effects
	Full Model

	R-squared
	0.592
	0.218
	0.811

	
	
	
	

	Observations
	612
	612
	612

	Note: The linear regression models are predicting the log detainer rate per 1,000 non-citizens: Model 1 includes state fixed effects only, Model 2 year fixed effects only, and Model 3 includes both state and year fixed effects. 





	Appendix Table A3. Predictive Margins from Models Predicting (A) Reports of Any Involvement in Surveilling Institutions and (B) Conditional Number of Minutes Reported Involved in Surveilling Institutions by Latinos in 2008-2019 ATUS across Rates of Immigration Policing, by Citizenship Status

	
	All Latinos
	US-born Latinos
	Foreign-born Latinos
	Latino Naturalized Citizens
	Latino Noncitizens

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5

	A. Incidence of Institutional Involvement

	Average Marginal Effect of Immigration Policing Rate
	-0.051*
	-0.021
	-0.066*
	-0.063
	-0.068*

	 Predictive Margins
	
	
	
	
	

	0
	0.668
	0.619
	0.684
	0.671
	0.689

	
	(0.036)
	(0.060)
	(0.049)
	(0.090)
	(0.057)

	2.5
	0.603*
	0.592
	0.599*
	0.590
	0.603*

	
	(0.014)
	(0.023)
	(0.018)
	(0.029)
	(0.022)

	5
	0.575*
	0.581
	0.563*
	0.556
	0.566*

	
	(0.006)
	(0.009)
	(0.007)
	(0.011)
	(0.009)

	10
	0.544*
	0.568
	0.523*
	0.518
	0.525*

	
	(0.010)
	(0.015)
	(0.013)
	(0.031)
	(0.015)

	20
	0.511*
	0.555
	0.481*
	0.479
	0.483*

	
	(0.021)
	(0.033)
	(0.027)
	(0.059)
	(0.030)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	18,033
	8,783
	9,250
	3,433
	5,817

	
	
	
	
	
	

	B. Conditional Number of Minutes Involved

	Average Marginal Effect of Immigration Policing Rate
	-2.300
	-22.042
	14.614
	-4.152
	16.277

	Predictive Margins
	
	
	
	
	

	0
	446.404
	482.029
	416.689
	459.128
	406.975

	
	(17.560)
	(34.364)
	(20.117)
	(43.634)
	(25.021)

	2.5
	443.503
	452.510
	434.265
	453.871
	426.415

	
	(6.516)
	(11.980)
	(7.724)
	(14.708)
	(9.955)

	5 
	442.261
	440.372
	442.053
	451.628
	435.063

	
	(2.970)
	(4.468)
	(4.062)
	(7.495)
	(5.029)

	10 
	440.868
	427.111
	450.978
	449.119
	444.997

	
	(5.255)
	(8.055)
	(7.543)
	(16.290)
	(8.624)

	20 
	439.386
	413.404
	460.698
	446.458
	455.845

	
	(10.607)
	(17.070)
	(14.718)
	(30.465)
	(17.394)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	8,487
	4,210
	4,277
	1,543
	2,734

	Note: The star (*) indicates a significant difference at the 5% level with ‘0’ detainers per 1,000 noncitizens. Estimates in Panel A are predictive margins from complementary log-log models predicting any involvement in surveilling institutions by Latino residents. Estimates in Panel B are predicted margins from truncated Poisson models predicting the conditional average amount of time (in minutes) Latino residents spend involved in surveilling institutions. All the models include year and state fixed-effects and individual- and state-level controls. Individual-level controls include gender, Mexican identity, age, age-squared, years in the United States, education, marital status, household income, number of adults in household, parenthood status, employment status, and school enrollment status. State-level controls include population size, percent Latino, percentage point change in Latino population from 2000, state and local per capita police and fire protection expenses, and percent of vote for the Republican candidate. The following states were excluded from the analyses: Alaska, Hawaii, Montana, New Hampshire, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming.







	Appendix Table A4. Predictive Margins from Models Predicting Reports of Involvement in (A) Medical, (B) Financial, (C) Work, and (D) Educational Institutions by Latinos in 2008-2019 ATUS across Rates of Immigration Policing, by Citizenship Status

	
	All Latinos
	US-born Latinos
	Foreign-born Latinos
	Latino Naturalized Citizens
	Latino Noncitizens

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5

	A. Medical Institutions
	
	
	
	
	

	Average Marginal Effect of Immigration Policing Rate
	0.002
	0.002
	-0.001
	-0.017
	0.002

	Predictive Margins
	
	
	
	
	

	0
	0.023
	0.023
	0.025
	0.065
	0.012

	
	(0.009)
	(0.014)
	(0.015)
	(0.064)
	(0.009)

	2.5
	0.024
	0.024
	0.023
	0.038
	0.014

	
	(0.004)
	(0.006)
	(0.006)
	(0.014)
	(0.005)

	5
	0.024
	0.024
	0.022
	0.030
	0.015

	
	(0.002)
	(0.003)
	(0.003)
	(0.008)
	(0.004)

	10
	0.025
	0.024
	0.022
	0.023
	0.017

	
	(0.003)
	(0.004)
	(0.004)
	(0.011)
	(0.005)

	20
	0.026
	0.024
	0.021
	0.017
	0.018

	
	(0.006)
	(0.008)
	(0.008)
	(0.014)
	(0.009)

	Observations
	17,763
	8,661
	8,713
	2,992
	5,198

	B. Financial Institutions

	Average Marginal Effect of Immigration Policing Rate
	-0.004
	0.003
	-0.005
	-0.002
	-0.004

	Predictive Margins
	
	
	
	
	

	0
	0.023
	0.006
	0.030
	0.016
	0.023

	
	(0.014)
	(0.005)
	(0.020)
	(0.027)
	(0.020)

	2.5
	0.015
	0.009
	0.014
	0.012
	0.010

	
	(0.004)
	(0.003)
	(0.004)
	(0.007)
	(0.005)

	5 
	0.013
	0.011
	0.011
	0.010
	0.007

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.004)
	(0.003)

	10 
	0.011
	0.013
	0.007
	0.009
	0.005

	
	(0.002)
	(0.003)
	(0.002)
	(0.006)
	(0.002)

	20 
	0.009
	0.016
	0.005
	0.008
	0.003

	
	(0.003)
	(0.008)
	(0.003)
	(0.009)
	(0.002)

	Observations
	17,724 
	8,192 
	8,502 
	2,875 
	4,998 

	C. Work Institutions

	Average Marginal Effect of Immigration Policing Rate
	-0.016
	0.019
	-0.040*
	-0.024
	-0.051*

	Predictive Margins
	
	
	
	
	

	0
	0.324
	0.230
	0.407
	0.376
	0.429

	
	(0.028)
	(0.038)
	(0.045)
	(0.074)
	(0.055)

	2.5
	0.301
	0.247
	0.350
	0.342
	0.355*

	
	(0.011)
	(0.018)
	(0.017)
	(0.027)
	(0.022)

	5
	0.292
	0.255
	0.327
	0.328
	0.326*

	
	(0.007)
	(0.011)
	(0.011)
	(0.018)
	(0.013)

	10
	0.282
	0.264
	0.302*
	0.312
	0.296*

	
	(0.009)
	(0.014)
	(0.014)
	(0.027)
	(0.015)

	20
	0.271
	0.274
	0.278*
	0.297
	0.266*

	
	(0.015)
	(0.026)
	(0.022)
	(0.045)
	(0.023)

	Observations
	18,033 
	8,783 
	9,250 
	3,433 
	5,759 

	D. Educational Institutions

	Average Marginal Effect of Immigration Policing Rate
	-0.018*
	-0.030*
	0.001
	-0.009
	0.006

	Predictive Margins
	
	
	
	
	

	0
	0.137
	0.186
	0.076
	0.071
	0.074

	
	(0.024)
	(0.044)
	(0.021)
	(0.045)
	(0.024)

	2.5
	0.104
	0.124
	0.076
	0.059
	0.079

	
	(0.007)
	(0.013)
	(0.009)
	(0.013)
	(0.011)

	5
	0.093
	0.103*
	0.076
	0.054
	0.081

	
	(0.004)
	(0.006)
	(0.005)
	(0.007)
	(0.007)

	10
	0.081*
	0.084*
	0.076
	0.050
	0.084

	
	(0.005)
	(0.006)
	(0.007)
	(0.013)
	(0.008)

	20
	0.070*
	0.067*
	0.075
	0.045
	0.087

	
	(0.008)
	(0.010)
	(0.013)
	(0.021)
	(0.015)

	Observations
	18,027 
	8,729 
	9,248 
	3,355 
	5,734 

	Note: The star (*) indicates a significant difference at the 5% level. Estimates are predictive margins from complementary log-log models predicting any involvement. All models include year and state fixed-effects and individual- and state-level controls. The following states were excluded from the medical involvement model: Alabama, Alaska, Delaware, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Kentucky, Maine, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Additional state excluded from the medical involvement model for U.S.-born Latinos: South Carolina. Additional states excluded from the medical involvement model for foreign-born Latinos: Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. Additional states excluded from the medical involvement model for Latino naturalized citizens: South Carolina, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Maryland, North Carolina, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin. Additional states excluded from the medical involvement model for Latino noncitizens: Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. The following states were excluded from the work involvement model: Alaska, Hawaii, Montana, New Hampshire, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Additional state excluded from the work involvement model for Latino naturalized citizens: Washington. The following states were excluded from the educational involvement model: Alaska, Hawaii, Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Additional states excluded from the educational involvement model for U.S.-born Latinos: South Carolina, Delaware, and Kentucky. Additional state excluded from the educational involvement model for foreign-born Latinos: Maine. Additional states excluded from the educational involvement model for Latino noncitizens: Kansas and Nebraska. 




	Appendix Table A5. Predictive Margins from Models Predicting Reported Conditional Number of Minutes Involved in (A) Medical, (B) Financial, (C) Work, and (D) Educational Institutions by Latinos in 2008-2019 ATUS across Rates of Immigration Policing, by Citizenship Status

	
	All Latinos
	US-born Latinos
	Foreign-born Latinos
	Latino Naturalized Citizens
	Latino Noncitizens

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 5

	A. Medical Institutions

	Average Marginal Effect of Immigration Policing Rate
	-0.021
	-9.695
	48.969
	142.129
	33.030

	Predictive Margins
	
	
	
	
	

	0
	126.765
	145.182
	79.110
	20.925
	61.661

	
	(37.331)
	(62.764)
	(33.013)
	(17.426)
	(35.353)

	2.5
	128.143
	119.758
	123.643*
	94.573*
	107.017*

	
	(13.127)
	(19.777)
	(14.816)
	(18.123)
	(20.784)

	5
	128.741
	110.239
	149.834
	180.979*
	135.667*

	
	(4.762)
	(6.838)
	(7.802)
	(19.383)
	(9.777)

	10
	129.416
	100.434
	185.971
	375.488*
	177.144

	
	(11.662)
	(10.059)
	(32.558)
	(153.926)
	(33.248)

	20
	130.141
	90.934
	234.179
	817.972
	235.461

	
	(24.410)
	(21.246)
	(77.084)
	(607.154)
	(89.663)

	Observations
	528 
	288 
	240 
	110 
	130 

	B. Financial Institutions

	Average Marginal Effect of Immigration Policing Rate
	2.830
	-23.573*
	16.916
	-23.679
	-64.650*

	Predictive Margins
	
	
	
	
	

	0
	23.351
	120.584
	13.508
	104.578
	879.848

	
	(12.398)
	(63.139)
	(6.615)
	(91.829)
	(1,708.452)

	2.5
	28.856
	50.102
	25.695*
	40.097
	96.947

	
	(5.401)
	(10.730)
	(3.794)
	(9.566)
	(57.354)

	5 
	31.607
	34.336
	33.884*
	26.545
	37.533

	
	(1.849)
	(3.091)
	(2.247)
	(2.017)
	(1.858)

	10 
	35.015
	22.449
	46.249*
	16.693
	12.911

	
	(5.132)
	(2.142)
	(9.217)
	(6.072)
	(8.362)

	20 
	39.057
	14.266
	64.453
	10.178
	4.136

	
	(12.554)
	(3.520)
	(24.243)
	(7.067)
	(5.560)

	Observations
	321 
	184 
	137 
	69 
	68 

	C. Work Institutions

	Average Marginal Effect of Immigration Policing Rate
	-6.695
	-23.713
	8.042
	8.660
	6.710

	Predictive Margins
	
	
	
	
	

	0
	496.277
	510.984
	484.045
	479.957
	487.885

	
	(17.944)
	(31.084)
	(19.904)
	(39.134)
	(24.983)

	2.5
	491.110
	484.517
	497.045
	497.478
	497.019

	
	(6.757)
	(11.300)
	(7.349)
	(13.190)
	(9.495)

	5
	488.904
	473.555
	502.745
	505.212
	501.002

	
	(3.007)
	(4.899)
	(3.307)
	(5.875)
	(4.407)

	10
	486.434
	461.525
	509.234
	514.053
	505.518

	
	(4.971)
	(7.692)
	(6.744)
	(15.653)
	(7.916)

	20
	483.813
	449.027
	516.248
	523.655
	510.382

	
	(10.285)
	(15.764)
	(13.664)
	(30.719)
	(16.120)

	Observations
	6,546 
	3,083 
	3,463 
	1,270 
	2,170 

	D. Educational Institutions

	Average Marginal Effect of Immigration Policing Rate
	-10.298
	-9.714
	1.499
	-9.539
	3.204

	Predictive Margins
	
	
	
	
	

	0
	228.688
	275.555
	136.104
	117.195
	137.949

	
	(25.232)
	(32.281)
	(30.540)
	(53.942)
	(40.572)

	2.5
	211.658
	263.799
	135.421
	123.798
	135.238

	
	(9.036)
	(11.813)
	(11.476)
	(16.593)
	(15.617)

	5
	204.726
	258.896
	135.129
	126.752
	134.088

	
	(4.410)
	(5.969)
	(4.893)
	(8.627)
	(6.402)

	10
	197.203
	253.491
	134.800
	130.158
	132.806

	
	(6.718)
	(9.615)
	(8.354)
	(26.036)
	(8.935)

	20
	189.481
	247.850
	134.451
	133.892
	131.453

	
	(12.710)
	(18.212)
	(17.630)
	(49.476)
	(20.388)

	Observations
	 2,026
	1,157
	869
	263
	606

	Note: The star (*) indicates a significant difference at the 5% level. Estimates are predictive margins truncated Poisson models predicting the conditional average amount of time (in minutes) spent involved in each institution. All models include year and state fixed-effects and individual- and state-level controls. The following states were excluded from the medical involvement model: Alabama, Alaska, Delaware, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Kentucky, Maine, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Additional state excluded from the medical involvement model for U.S.-born Latinos: South Carolina. Additional states excluded from the medical involvement model for foreign-born Latinos: Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. Additional states excluded from the medical involvement model for Latino naturalized citizens: South Carolina, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Maryland, North Carolina, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin. Additional states excluded from the medical involvement model for Latino noncitizens: Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. The following states were excluded from the work involvement model: Alaska, Hawaii, Montana, New Hampshire, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Additional state excluded from the work involvement model for Latino naturalized citizens: Washington. The following states were excluded from the educational involvement model: Alaska, Hawaii, Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Additional states excluded from the educational involvement model for U.S.-born Latinos: South Carolina, Delaware, and Kentucky. Additional state excluded from the educational involvement model for foreign-born Latinos: Maine. Additional states excluded from the educational involvement model for Latino noncitizens: Kansas and Nebraska.





	Appendix Table A6-A. Predictive Margins from Models Predicting Reports of Any Involvement in Surveilling Institutions for Latinos in 2008-2019 ATUS by Key Moderators, by Citizenship Status

	Variables
	All Latinos
	US-born Latinos
	Foreign-born Latinos
	Latino Naturalized Citizens
	Latino Noncitizens

	Partial Implementation
	
	
	
	
	

	Sanctuary Policy Absent
	0.573
	0.579
	0.563
	0.559
	0.567

	
	(0.007)
	(0.011)
	(0.008)
	(0.016)
	(0.009)

	Sanctuary Policy Present
	0.527
	0.552
	0.497
	0.517
	0.480*

	
	(0.025)
	(0.037)
	(0.033)
	(0.053)
	(0.040)

	Aggressiveness
	
	
	
	
	

	0 Deportations/ICE Detainers
	0.557
	0.647
	0.471
	0.354
	0.517

	
	(0.057)
	(0.089)
	(0.078)
	(0.114)
	(0.105)

	0.25 Deportations/ICE Detainers
	0.565
	0.607
	0.523
	0.467
	0.545

	
	(0.024)
	(0.037)
	(0.034)
	(0.054)
	(0.046)

	0.5 Deportations/ICE Detainers
	0.573
	0.568
	0.577
	0.596
	0.573

	
	(0.012)
	(0.019)
	(0.017)
	(0.037)
	(0.020)

	Predictability
	
	
	
	
	

	Pre-2011
	0.574
	0.569
	0.574
	0.536
	0.570

	
	(0.019)
	(0.028)
	(0.026)
	(0.044)
	(0.030)

	2012-2016
	0.579
	0.592
	0.563
	0.556
	0.568

	
	(0.009)
	(0.013)
	(0.012)
	(0.020)
	(0.014)

	2017-2019
	0.542
	0.560
	0.523
	0.561
	0.519

	
	(0.018)
	(0.025)
	(0.024)
	(0.036)
	(0.032)

	Immigration Enforcement Index
	
	
	
	
	

	Welcoming
	0.568
	0.575
	0.559
	0.546
	0.565

	
	(0.007)
	(0.010)
	(0.011)
	(0.017)
	(0.012)

	Neutral
	0.602
	0.606
	0.588
	0.616
	0.561

	
	(0.021)
	(0.037)
	(0.028)
	(0.051)
	(0.037)

	Punitive
	0.555
	0.578
	0.530
	0.569
	0.516

	
	(0.027)
	(0.041)
	(0.035)
	(0.064)
	(0.041)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations 
(Punitiveness Observations)
	18,033 
(11,064)
	8,783 
(5,368)
	9,250 
(5,696)
	3,433 
(2,023)
	5,817 
(3,673)

	Note: The star (*) indicates a significant difference at the 5% level. Estimates are predictive margins from complementary log-log models predicting any involvement in surveilling institutions. All the models include the level of policing (low, medium, high detainer rates), interaction term with the key moderators and level of policing, year fixed-effects (except in model with predictability moderator), state fixed-effects, and individual- and state-level controls. Individual-level controls include gender, Mexican identity, age, age-squared, years in the United States, education, marital status, household income, number of adults in household, parenthood status, employment status, and school enrollment status. State-level controls include population size, percent Latino, percentage point change in Latino population from 2000, state and local per capita police and fire protection expenses, and percent of vote for the Republican candidate. The model with the second punitiveness measure (deportations per detainers) only includes the years 2008-2014 because deportations were no longer required to be reported post-2014; and excludes the following states: Alaska, Hawaii, Maine, Mississippi, Montana, New Hampshire, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. The following states were excluded from all other models: Alaska, Hawaii, Montana, New Hampshire, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming.



	Appendix Table A6-B. Predictive Margins from Models Predicting Reported Conditional Number of Minutes Spent in Surveilling Institutions for Latinos in 2008-2019 ATUS by Key Moderators, by Citizenship Status

	Variables
	All Latinos
	US-born Latinos
	Foreign-born Latinos
	Latino Naturalized Citizens
	Latino Noncitizens

	Partial Implementation
	
	
	
	
	

	Sanctuary Policy Absent
	440.949
	433.628
	445.232
	447.339
	442.750

	
	(3.461)
	(5.365)
	(4.614)
	(10.013)
	(5.480)

	Sanctuary Policy Present
	437.043
	444.549
	413.369
	446.299
	378.695*

	
	(13.506)
	(20.540)
	(16.855)
	(22.937)
	(23.931)

	Aggressiveness
	
	
	
	
	

	0 Deportations/ICE Detainers
	488.521
	491.022
	503.172
	509.028
	471.744

	
	(33.114)
	(52.705)
	(50.537)
	(105.098)
	(53.977)

	0.25 Deportations/ICE Detainers
	454.709
	450.060
	463.156
	474.624
	446.002

	
	(13.344)
	(20.883)
	(20.778)
	(39.443)
	(23.000)

	0.5 Deportations/ICE Detainers
	423.238
	412.516
	426.321
	442.546
	421.664

	
	(5.933)
	(8.607)
	(8.046)
	(21.578)
	(9.173)

	Predictability
	
	
	
	
	

	Pre-2011
	444.822
	452.390
	430.853
	456.208
	421.389

	
	(10.186)
	(15.370)
	(12.356)
	(26.794)
	(14.019)

	2012-2016
	444.974
	438.007
	450.801
	448.664
	449.686

	
	(4.965)
	(6.326)
	(6.538)
	(11.646)
	(7.646)

	2017-2019
	433.118
	422.198
	439.822
	459.139
	428.979

	
	(9.271)
	(12.531)
	(12.412)
	(21.232)
	(15.445)

	Immigration Enforcement Index
	
	
	
	
	

	Welcoming
	441.306
	435.121
	443.524
	450.240
	438.607

	
	(3.861)
	(5.174)
	(6.076)
	(10.348)
	(7.223)

	Neutral
	436.310
	431.370
	436.802
	466.376
	417.753

	
	(11.158)
	(17.550)
	(13.861)
	(21.913)
	(17.196)

	Punitive
	442.359
	447.248
	436.224
	436.187
	433.758

	
	(13.022)
	(23.638)
	(18.959)
	(37.290)
	(20.949)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
(Punitiveness Observations)
	8,487
(5,219)
	4,210
(2,568)
	4,277
(2,651)
	1,543
(904)
	2,734
(1,747)

	Note: The star (*) indicates a significant difference at the 5% level. Estimates are predicted margins from truncated Poisson models predicting the conditional amount (in minutes) of involvement in surveilling institutions. All the models include the level of policing (low, medium, high detainer rates), interaction term with the key moderators and level of policing, year fixed-effects (except in model with predictability moderator), state fixed-effects, and individual- and state-level controls. Individual-level controls include gender, Mexican identity, age, age-squared, years in the United States, education, marital status, household income, number of adults in household, parenthood status, employment status, and school enrollment status. State-level controls include population size, percent Latino, percentage point change in Latino population from 2000, state and local per capita police and fire protection expenses, and percent of vote for the Republican candidate. The model with the second punitiveness measure (deportations per detainers) only includes the years 2008-2014 because deportations were no longer required to be reported post-2014; and excludes the following states: Alaska, Hawaii, Maine, Mississippi, Montana, New Hampshire, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. The following states were excluded from all other models: Alaska, Hawaii, Montana, New Hampshire, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming.







	Appendix Table A7. Predictive Margins from Models Predicting Reports of Any Involvement in Surveilling Institutions (Hurdle 1) and Reported Conditional Number of Minutes Spent in Surveilling Institutions (Hurdle 2) for Latinos in 2008-2019 ATUS by Key Policies, by Citizenship Status

	
	Hurdle 1 Models
	
	Hurdle 2 Models

	Variables
	All Latinos
	US-born Latinos
	Foreign-born Latinos
	Latino Naturalized Citizens
	Latino Noncitizens
	
	All Latinos
	US-born Latinos
	Foreign-born Latinos
	Latino Naturalized Citizens
	Latino Noncitizens

	Medical Involvement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Health Index
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Comprehensive
	0.026
	0.026
	0.023
	0.036
	0.012
	
	131.372
	91.375
	146.701
	214.078
	160.281

	
	(0.003)
	(0.005)
	(0.005)
	(0.014)
	(0.004)
	
	(12.685)
	(10.144)
	(21.811)
	(52.005)
	(33.826)

	Partial 
	0.024
	0.025
	0.020
	0.018
	0.019
	
	145.418
	143.796*
	201.838
	158.841
	230.481

	
	(0.005)
	(0.008)
	(0.007)
	(0.010)
	(0.010)
	
	(22.268)
	(20.294)
	(54.381)
	(56.754)
	(80.836)

	None
	0.020
	0.016
	0.023
	0.020
	0.024
	
	107.019
	143.573
	113.589
	29.388*
	50.907

	 
	(0.005)
	(0.007)
	(0.010)
	(0.016)
	(0.015)
	
	(25.474)
	(44.889)
	(40.841)
	(20.763)
	(32.530)

	Observations
	17,763
	8,661
	8,713
	2,992
	5,198
	
	528
	288
	240
	110
	130

	Work Involvement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E-Verify Absent
	0.286
	0.258
	0.313
	0.339
	0.296
	
	486.963
	472.380
	498.564
	501.738
	493.918

	
	(0.009)
	(0.013)
	(0.012)
	(0.022)
	(0.014)
	
	(4.248)
	(6.771)
	(6.079)
	(9.841)
	(6.463)

	E-Verify Present
	0.299
	0.255
	0.344
	0.299
	0.373*
	
	487.728
	459.003
	511.423
	511.331
	513.318

	
	(0.014)
	(0.019)
	(0.020)
	(0.029)
	(0.027)
	
	(7.715)
	(11.448)
	(10.562)
	(19.238)
	(11.915)

	Observations
	18,033
	8,783
	9,250
	3,392
	5,817
	
	6,546
	3,083
	3,463
	1,255
	2,193

	Educational Involvement
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tuition Index
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Comprehensive
	0.085
	0.092
	0.075
	-
	0.093
	
	197.998
	252.907
	119.286
	-
	127.201

	
	(0.005)
	(0.008)
	(0.009)
	
	(0.013)
	
	(7.177)
	(10.526)
	(8.841)
	
	(10.689)

	Partial
	0.092
	0.092
	0.078
	-
	0.078
	
	195.972
	244.905
	146.535
	-
	145.149

	
	(0.012)
	(0.015)
	(0.016)
	
	(0.018)
	
	(14.488)
	(21.322)
	(18.793)
	
	(21.871)

	None
	0.134
	0.187
	0.066
	-
	0.029*
	
	337.865
	410.922
	328.699
	-
	177.477

	
	(0.054)
	(0.094)
	(0.042)
	
	(0.018)
	
	(82.027)
	(114.672)
	(176.048)
	
	(87.498)

	Observations
	18,027
	8,729
	9,248
	
	5,734
	
	2,026
	1,157
	869
	
	606

	Note: The star (*) indicates a significant difference at the 5% level. Estimates are predictive margins from complementary log-log models predicting any involvement (hurdle 1) and truncated Poisson models predicting the conditional amount (in minutes) of involvement in surveilling institutions. All the models include the level of policing (low, medium, high detainer rates), interaction term with the key moderators and level of policing, state fixed-effects, and individual- and state-level controls. Individual-level controls include gender, Mexican identity, age, age-squared, years in the United States, education, marital status, household income, number of adults in household, parenthood status, employment status, and school enrollment status. State-level controls include population size, percent Latino, percentage point change in Latino population from 2000, state and local per capita police and fire protection expenses, and percent of vote for the Republican candidate. The following states were excluded from the medical involvement model: Alabama, Alaska, Delaware, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Kentucky, Maine, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Additional state excluded from the medical involvement model for US-born Latinos: South Carolina. Additional states excluded from the medical involvement model for foreign-born Latinos: Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. Additional states excluded from the medical involvement model for Latino naturalized citizens: South Carolina, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Maryland, North Carolina, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin. Additional states excluded from the medical involvement model for Latino noncitizens: Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. The following states were excluded from the work involvement model: Alaska, Hawaii, Montana, New Hampshire, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Additional state excluded from the work involvement model for Latino naturalized citizens: Washington. The following states were excluded from the educational involvement model: Alaska, Hawaii, Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. Additional states excluded from the educational involvement model for US-born Latinos: South Carolina, Delaware, and Kentucky. Additional state excluded from the educational involvement model for foreign-born Latinos: Maine. Additional states excluded from the educational involvement model for Latino noncitizens: Kansas and Nebraska. 




