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The Relationship Between Immigration Enforcement and Educational
Attainment: The Role of Sanctuary Policies

Daniel Corral

University of Toronto

This study explores the association between sanctuary policies and the high school completion and college enrollment of
Hispanic undocumented youth. Sanctuary policies, which city, county, and/or state governments implement, prohibit local
political leaders and police officials from cooperating with federal immigration enforcement officers regarding the question-
ing, detention, and deportation of undocumented immigrants. This study uses data from the American Community Survey and
applies a difference-in-differences design. On average, my preferred specification detected no association with high school
completion or college enrollment. These findings suggest that although these policies may help counteract immigration
enforcement, they may not reduce uncertainty enough to have a significant relationship with educational outcomes.
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UNDOCUMENTED' or unauthorized immigration to the United
States has increased significantly from an estimated 3.5 mil-
lion in 1990 to an estimated 12 million in 2019 (Krogstad
et al.,, 2019). These immigrants have mostly come from
Latin America over the past two decades (Passel & Cohn,
2018). The federal government has responded to this increase
in unauthorized immigration through different enforcement
efforts, such as deploying more patrol officers at the south-
ern border, implementing employment verification systems,
and creating the U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement
(ICE) agency (Meissner et al., 2013). Although the federal
government has used enforcement strategies to address per-
ceived issues of crime related to undocumented migration,
previous research has noted that immigration enforcement
has a negative association with the educational outcomes of
Hispanic students (Amuedo-Dorantes & Lopez, 2017;
Bellows, 2019; Dee & Murphy, 2019; Kirksey et al., 2020).

Existing scholarship underscores the mediating effects of
the receiving society’s immigration policies and labor mar-
ket on an immigrant’s educational, economic, and social
opportunities (Portes & Rumbaut, 2014; Zhou, 1997).
Menjivar’s (2006) notion of liminal legality calls attention to
the conceptual limitations of using the traditional docu-
mented and undocumented binary to accurately capture the
effects of immigration policies. She suggests that certain
immigration laws lead to instances of temporary or condi-
tional legal status, which enables or restricts opportunities
and decision making for immigrants.

This exploratory study focuses on the association
between sanctuary policies that counteract federal immi-
gration enforcement and the educational outcomes of
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immigrants. Informed by Menjivar’s (2006) notion of lim-
inal legality, I speculate that sanctuary policies may medi-
ate the established negative relationship between
immigration enforcement and education, potentially miti-
gating the effects of undocumented status and the uncer-
tainty it produces for students’ educational outcomes.
Although commonly referred to as “sanctuary cities,” city,
county, and/or state governments implement sanctuary pol-
icies. Depending on the specific policy design, which var-
ies by geographic location, most sanctuary policies prohibit
federal immigration officers from requesting information
about an individual’s citizenship or immigration status.
Sanctuary policies may also prohibit local law enforcement
from disclosing information to federal officers (O’Brien
et al., 2017). For instance, on one hand, Chicago, Illinois,
has its sanctuary policy inscribed through a city ordinance
that explicitly prohibits local law enforcement from coop-
erating with federal immigration officials. On the other
hand, several counties in the state of Oregon have their
policies enforced through their respective county’s sher-
iff’s office, which restricts local officers from honoring
ICE detainers. Additionally, most sanctuary policies pro-
hibit federal immigration enforcement officers from detain-
ing or deporting immigrants based on a minor or civil
offense (O’Brien et al., 2017). By prohibiting cooperation
with federal enforcement agencies (e.g., ICE), sanctuary
policies may ostensibly reduce uncertainty through a vari-
ety of mechanisms. For example, sanctuary policies may
reduce deportation rates and minimize family separations.
Families play a crucial role in shaping educational expecta-
tions and supporting students through high school and into
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college. By keeping families together, sanctuary policies
could be linked to the educational attainment of undocu-
mented immigrant youth.

To what extent are sanctuary policies associated with the
educational outcomes—high school completion and college
enrollment—of Hispanic® undocumented youth? To answer
this question, I use a difference-in-differences (DD) research
design that measures to what extent these educational out-
comes changed after counties adopted sanctuary policies. On
average, my preferred specification detects no average change
in high school degree completion or college enrollment after
controlling for relevant state- and federal-level policies.

This study contributes to ongoing research and policy con-
versations about immigration enforcement and education in
several ways. It adds to the nascent literature exploring the
association between policies that limit immigration enforce-
ment and educational outcomes for students completing high
school and attending college. From local and federal policy-
making perspectives, this study begins to provide an evidence
base behind the potential associations these policies have with
educational outcomes. This is important as research on
increased immigration enforcement shows harmful effects on
various important social and psychological outcomes
(Amuedo-Dorantes & Arenas-Arroyo, 2017; Rojas-Flores
et al., 2017; Yoshikawa et al., 2017). From a theoretical per-
spective, the findings suggest that sanctuary policies may not
reduce uncertainty enough to encourage students to invest in
education, over and above the effects of other, more enduring
policies like in-state postsecondary tuition laws and DACA
(Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals).

Background of Sanctuary Policies

Sanctuary policies have their roots dating back to the
1980s, as San Francisco, California, was one of the first
major cities to pass a formal sanctuary policy in 1985
(Villazor, 2008, 2010). Religious groups initially advocated
for and designed sanctuary policies to assist thousands of
Central American immigrants seeking refuge from political
conflict and persecution, because Immigration and
Naturalization Services (INS)’ denied many of them asylum
at the time (Martinez et al., 2018). Villazor (2008) notes that
between 20,000 and 30,000 church members representing
more than 100 churches were part of the sanctuary move-
ment across the United States in the 1980s. Ultimately, these
religious groups pressured local leaders to enact ordinances
encouraging cities to take in immigrants from Guatemala
and El Salvador while also limiting cooperation with federal
immigration enforcement officials (Martinez et al., 2018).

Like the original incarnation of these policies, the “new
sanctuary movement” emerged in the 2000s. In the wake of
the September 11, 2001, U.S. terrorist attacks, federal leg-
islators enacted sweeping immigration laws, such as the
Patriot Act, the Clear Law Enforcement for Criminal Alien
Removal Act, and the Homeland Security and Enhancement
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Act. These policies aggressively increased immigration
enforcement across the United States to address concerns
about public safety related to immigration (O’Brien et al.,
2017). Although these policies aimed to increase safety
after 9/11, the subsequent federal legislation created a hos-
tile environment for many immigrants and increased indi-
vidual civil rights violations (O’Brien et al., 2017; Ridgley,
2008; Villazor, 2008). For example, through the Patriot
Act, ICE requested local law enforcement to assist federal
officials in the questioning, detaining, and deporting of
undocumented immigrants (Ridgley, 2008). Critics of the
federal legislation saw these requests leading to racial pro-
filing due to the conflation of race/ethnicity with undocu-
mented status (Aranda & Vaquera, 2015; Martinez et al.,
2018; Villazor, 2008). To combat these civil rights inequi-
ties, local sanctuary policies emerged once again with reli-
gious leaders’ help (Ridgley, 2008).

These new sanctuary policies prohibit local law enforce-
ment from cooperating with federal officials (Villazor,
2008). While the initial sanctuary policies primarily sought
to protect those seeking asylum, current sanctuary policies
aim to protect all undocumented immigrants from immigra-
tion enforcement (O’Brien et al., 2017). With the growing
undocumented population in the 2000s, the number of
immigration enforcement activities and policies has
increased significantly. These policies include Omnibus
Immigration Laws, 287(g) and Secure Communities agree-
ments, and E-Verify employment systems (Amuedo-
Dorantes & Lopez, 2017). For example, as of March 2020,
there were 77 local law enforcement agencies in 21 states
with 287(g) partnerships (ICE, 2020), which are agreements
between ICE and local law enforcement that allow local
agencies to enforce immigration-related functions, such as
removing and detaining undocumented immigrants (ICE,
2020; Meissner et al., 2013). Concurrently, the number of
sanctuary policies has risen dramatically in the past three
decades (Passel & Cohn, 2019).

According to a document published by ICE (2017), 128
jurisdictions, including two states, have enacted policies that
limit or prohibit cooperation with ICE since 2008, with the
majority (n = 80) implemented since 2014. Figure 1 shows
a map of counties with sanctuary policies in 2017. Most of
the sanctuary policies are in the western United States, as the
entire state of California has a sanctuary policy and several
counties in Oregon and Washington. Several counties scat-
tered through the Midwest and a handful in the Northeast
have sanctuary policies, with Connecticut enacting a state-
level sanctuary policy.

Educational Trends for Undocumented Youth

The educational rights and protections of undocumented
students have been under scrutiny since the 1970s, when
several K—12 schools in Texas began denying them enroll-
ment (Gonzales et al., 2015). Yet in the ruling of the 1982



Supreme Court case Plyler v. Doe, the court held that undoc-
umented students have a right to K—12 education based on
Texas schools violating the equal protection clause of the
Fourteenth Amendment (Gonzales et al., 2015; Lopez &
Lopez, 2010). The decision increased undocumented stu-
dents’ inclusion in American schools, which serve as crucial
integrators of students in society, while also gesturing toward
the larger notion of increased educational, social, and politi-
cal opportunity. However, as Gandara and Contreras (2009)
point out, this vulnerable population continues to be at the
confluence of flawed educational and immigration systems
that persistently disadvantage them (cited in Gonzales et al.,
2015). For instance, undocumented students continue to
attend underfunded and segregated schools while also living
in a wavering policy context without permanent policy solu-
tions for undocumented immigration.

Despite the obstacles posed by the education and immi-
gration systems, undocumented students continue to attend
and graduate from K—12 schools and enroll in postsecond-
ary education. The Migration Policy Institute (n.d.) esti-
mates that more than 1 million undocumented students
attend K—12 schools. Of this roughly 1 million pool of
undocumented students, about 98,000 graduate from high
schools every year and consider going to college, with
approximately 10,000 ultimately choosing to enroll (Zong
& Batalova, 2019).

Attending college also continues to be a formidable chal-
lenge given the variety of steps and choices needed to enroll.
For example, enrolling in college often requires receiving
information about the institution, like costs, proximity, and
academic resources (Perna, 2006). Previous research has
demonstrated that undocumented students have less access
to resources that promote college attendance; for instance,
they have limited financial, social, and cultural capital to
navigate the college-going process (Abrego & Gonzales,
2010; Gonzales, 2016; Nienhusser, 2013). However, several
states and university systems have responded to financial
inequities by passing tuition discount policies that treat these
students as in-state, and some even provide state financial
aid (Amuedo-Dorantes & Sparber, 2014; Flores, 2010;
Kaushal, 2008). Although these policies make college more
affordable for students, their unauthorized status signifi-
cantly limits their opportunities.

Literature Review
Immigration Enforcement and Educational Outcomes

The role of sanctuary policies role is to limit cooperation
between local law enforcement and federal immigration
agents due to increased undocumented immigration.
Knowledge about sanctuary policies varies across locales
(Davis, 2020). Whereas knowledge about sanctuary policies
is important, simply witnessing or experiencing the policies’
effects in the local community (i.e., reduced immigration
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enforcement) could also lead to positive outcomes for
undocumented immigrants. For example, research shows
that sanctuary policies reduce deportations overall
(Hausman, 2020). The emergence of several immigration
laws post-9/11 has led to the undocumented population’s
criminalization through political rhetoric and media
accounts that often suggest that sanctuary policies induce
crime (Martinez-Schuldt & Martinez, 2019). However,
research demonstrates that increases in undocumented
immigration, and the introduction of sanctuary policies
more specifically, are not associated with increases in crime
(Hausman, 2020; Kubrin & Bartos, 2020; Light & Miller,
2018; Martinez-Schuldt & Martinez, 2019; Rumbaut,
2009). Nevertheless, increased immigration enforcement
has led to mostly adverse impacts on several individual and
family outcomes, such as mental health (Wang & Kaushal,
2018), access to health care (Rhodes et al., 2015; Vargas,
2015), food insecurity (Potochnick et al., 2017), and pov-
erty (Ameudo-Dorantes et al., 2018).

Other scholarship links immigration enforcement
increases to negative educational outcomes (Amuedo-
Dorantes & Lopez, 2017; Bellows, 2019; Dee & Murphy,
2019; Kirksey et al., 2020). Amuedo-Dorantes and Lopez
(2017) studied how increased interior immigration enforce-
ment affected undocumented immigrants’ school progres-
sion. They specifically focused on the effect of Omnibus
Immigration Laws, state and local 287(g) partnerships,
Secure Community agreements, and E-Verify mandates, all
of which intensify immigration enforcement (Amuedo-
Dorantes & Lopez, 2017). Using a DD approach, they found
that increased enforcement is associated with a 14% increase
in the probability of repeating a grade for youths 6 to 13
years old. They also found that areas with increased enforce-
ment are associated with an 18% increase in youth between
the ages of 14 and 17 years dropping out of high school.
Although this research highlights to what extent immigra-
tion enforcement has a negative impact, it does not consider
the effect of policies that reduce immigration enforcement.

Other research has also examined 287(g) partnerships,
the Secure Communities program, and deportation activi-
ties near school districts. The 287(g) policies are agree-
ments between federal immigration officials and local law
enforcement to assist with unauthorized immigrant
removal. Dee and Murphy (2019) used data from the
National Center for Education Statistics’ annual Common
Core of Data and a DD research design to study 287(g)
policies. They found that 2 years after counties created
287(g) partnerships, schools located within those counties
saw a reduction in their Hispanic student population by
10%, ultimately displacing more than 300,000 Hispanic
students. A limitation of this study was that the researchers
used aggregate county-level data and focused on Hispanic
students, which may overestimate the effect these policies
have on undocumented families.
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FIGURE 1.

Map of sanctuary counties and counties observed in the data.

Note. Sanctuary counties are shaded gray, and the counties I use in my analysis are shaded dark gray.

Similarly, Bellows (2019) evaluated the Secure
Communities program and its effect on student achieve-
ment. Using data from the Stanford Education Data Archive
(SEDA) and a fixed-effects regression model, the study
found the Secure Communities program to be associated
with a decrease in Black and Hispanic students’ English and
language arts achievement. Bellows also found that the
number of deportations tied to the program was also associ-
ated with declines in student achievement. Given that 287(g)
policies increase student displacement, sanctuary policies,
which disrupt the partnerships between local law enforce-
ment and federal agents, may help provide students with
more stable learning environments.

And most recently, Kirksey and colleagues (2020) exam-
ined how deportation activity near school districts was asso-
ciated with achievement gaps among Latina/o students.
Using similar SEDA data and methods, they found that
deportation activity within 25 miles of a school district was
associated with increases in the White—Latina/o math
achievement gap and in chronic absenteeism. Like Dee and
Murphy (2019), these two studies use aggregate county and
school district measures and focus on Hispanic/Latina/o stu-
dents, which again may not accurately capture the effect
these policies have on undocumented students.

Although these studies point to the importance of recog-
nizing the effect immigration enforcement has on educa-
tional outcomes (absentecism, repeating a grade, and
dropping out), none of these studies evaluated whether

policies that reduce immigration enforcement are associated
with changes in the probability of completing high school
and enrolling in college. Undocumented youth exposed to
increased immigration enforcement may not only be less
likely to graduate from high school but also are less likely
to enroll in college, which severely limits their economic
and social opportunities. Evaluating the sanctuary policies
can provide evidence for whether these policies alter stu-
dents’ outcomes at crucial moments in their educational
trajectory: high school completion and college enrollment.
While completing a high school diploma is a near-require-
ment to participate in the labor market, enrolling in college
and ultimately earning a college degree make individuals
even more competitive in the labor market and are strongly
associated with increased earnings over the life course
(Oreopoulos & Petronijevic, 2013).

Theoretical Framework: Liminal Legality

Legal status is a key axis of stratification and a driver of
inequality (Gonzales, 2016; Portes & Rumbaut, 2014). In
addition to immigrants’ legal status, the laws governing their
context of reception profoundly influence their lives. This
context of reception includes the broader receiving society’s
immigration laws, labor market, and educational resources,
which produce an immigrant’s larger opportunity structure
(Menjivar, 2006; Portes & Rumbaut, 2014; Zhou, 1997). In
sum, the specific immigration laws governing the context



where an immigrant lives shape their processes of inclusion
(“legality”) and exclusion (“illegality””) and dictate to what
extent they can leverage resources and opportunities.
Favorable contexts may lead to upward social mobility,
while restrictive contexts can produce adverse effects like
downward assimilation.

I draw on Menjivar’s (2006) concept of liminal legality to
understand the potential relationship between sanctuary pol-
icies and undocumented students’ high school completion
and college enrollment. Sanctuary policies grant protection
against possible deportation by limiting cooperation between
local law enforcement and federal immigration officials.
Menjivar proposed the concept of liminal legality in response
to the widespread use of undocumented/documented as the
only experiences to study the effects of immigration laws.
Liminal legality claims that the documented/undocumented
binary is too simplistic to explain undocumented youths’
realities in relation to education. For instance, undocumented
youth have the right to attend public school from kindergar-
ten to Grade 12 nationally since the ruling of Plyler v. Doe
(1982). However, once they graduate from high school, they
transition to a state of “illegality” where the educational
rights they once enjoyed no longer exist (Gonzales, 2011,
2016). Menjivar (2006) posits that most undocumented
immigrants occupy a legal gray space whereby immigration
policies in their context of reception immediately shape their
incorporation into society and larger opportunity structure.

Sanctuary policies provide limited legal protections that
might affect undocumented youths’ educational decision
making. Villazor (2010) describes sanctuary policies as
bestowing “local citizenship,” which directly reduces undoc-
umented persons’ uncertainty about their and their family’s
chances of deportation, shaping their academic and profes-
sional prospects. The gray space that sanctuary policies
introduce comes with both benefits and burdens. First,
sanctuary policies can promote membership inclusion by
limiting the negative consequences of immigration enforce-
ment, like reducing family separations through deporta-
tion. Research shows that decreasing the chances of
deportation affects several facets of children’s health and
development (Chaudry et al., 2010; Dreby, 2012; Gonzales
et al.,, 2013) and their educational outcomes (Ameudo-
Dorantes & Antman, 2017). Moreover, sanctuary policies
provide undocumented persons more confidence to access
and leverage resources within the county, like academic
and professional opportunities (Villazor, 2010). However,
given that sanctuary policies do not bestow or change an
individual’s legal status, they do not entirely assuage the
unfavorable outcomes of immigration enforcement.

Consequently, liminal legality complexifies the docu-
mented/undocumented binary by considering policies that
grant undocumented students conditional access to services
like education and other opportunities. In the case of immi-
gration/education policies relevant to youth with liminal
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legal status, like DACA, reducing uncertainty can lead to
immediate responses related to short-term decision making
(Ameudo-Dorantes & Antman, 2017; Pope, 2016). As a
result, if there is a relationship between sanctuary policies
and educational outcomes, it is likely to affect students at
the threshold of graduating or choosing to enroll in college
in the short term. I hypothesize that sanctuary policies, like
other relevant education/immigration laws, may affect edu-
cational decisions by reducing uncertainty. Overall, this
framework provides an interpretive lens to understand
sanctuary policies’ role in affecting undocumented youths’
academic decisions while also complicating current under-
standings of the immigrant experience in the United States.

Data

This study explores the relationship between sanctuary
policies and educational attainment, using repeated cross-
sectional data from the 2005-2017 ACS 1-year estimates
(Ruggles et al., 2019). ACS is a 1% representative sample
of the entire United States. ACS data are collected using the
U.S. Census Bureau’s (2014) master address files to select
housing units to sample from for all counties and equiva-
lents in the United States. As previous research has noted,
ACS collects information on households regardless of citi-
zenship status (Pope, 2016). It also makes several efforts to
survey Hispanics and immigrants, such as ensuring that per-
sonal information is de-identified, not sharing the data with
government agencies, and providing the survey in Spanish
(Pope, 2016).

Previous researchers have used ACS to study undocu-
mented populations since it includes two variables that iden-
tify likely unauthorized individuals: (1) foreign born and (2)
noncitizen (Amuedo-Dorantes & Antman, 2017; Amuedo-
Dorantes et al., 2018; Ameudo-Dorantes & Lopez, 2017;
Pope, 2016). Nevertheless, this proxy identifier is measured
with error since it includes visa holders and those with legal
permanent residency, which would bias my estimates toward
zero. Previous research suggests that authorized immigrants
make up approximately 38.9% of this proxy measure
(Amuedo-Dorantes et al., 2020; Pope, 2016). To increase the
precision of the population in my sample, I restricted my
focus to individuals from Mexico, El Salvador, Guatemala,
and Honduras. The restrictions are consistent with previous
research since more than 75% of undocumented immigrants
came from Latin America and 56% of undocumented immi-
grants came specifically from Mexico, between 2009 and
2013 (Rosenblum & Ruiz Soto, 2015).

To identify which counties instituted sanctuary policies, I
relied on a list compiled by ICE (2017). The list is part of a
weekly outcome report' noting immigration enforcement
and removal operations. ICE no longer releases the weekly
detainer report after 2017. This caused me to limit my years
of analysis up to 2017 since I could not observe changes in
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county-level sanctuary laws after that year. The report also
includes the date when the county adopted the policy and
how the federal government codified the policy. Of the 128
counties with sanctuary policies, I observed 29 over the 13
years of my data (shown in Figure 1 and listed in Appendix
Table A1). I focused on 29 counties because not every county
is identifiable in the public-use version of the IPUMS
(Integrated Public Use Microdata Series) ACS data set.
Additionally, not every identified county had a sufficient
sample of undocumented individuals.

Research Design

I use a DD research design to estimate the relationship
between these policies and the high school completion and
college enrollment of Hispanic undocumented students.
Researchers often employ DD to evaluate the causal effects
of policies by leveraging plausibly exogenous sources of
variation, such as the passage of a policy. Although I do not
aim to make causal claims in this exploratory study
(described more in the Limitations section), this design
allows me to explore whether the treated group experienced
any change in the outcomes of interest following the adop-
tion of sanctuary policies.

The choice of a comparison group in a DD design is not
straightforward; it should be as similar as possible to the
treated group (St. Clair & Cook, 2015; Wing et al., 2018). I
compare changes in the outcomes of interest between
Hispanic undocumented students and a comparison group of
U.S.-born Hispanics in those same counties. U.S.-born
Hispanics are the most appropriate comparison group
because they are likely to experience similar educational,
economic, cultural, and social conditions compared with
other racial/ethnic groups that could serve as comparison
groups (Chin & Juhn, 2011; Flores, 2010; Villarraga-Orjuela
& Kerr, 2017). I implement this design using the following
linear probability model:

Yii=o+p (Treat)iﬂ + Covyr + Wi 1)

+X; +6, +(County x Year) + &.

In Equation 1, Y, represents my outcomes of interest, high
school degree completion and college enrollment, for indi-
vidual 7 in county j at time ¢. These dependent variables are
binary and take a value of 1 if the respondent has completed
at least a high school credential (regular diploma or GED) or
is enrolled in any postsecondary institution (e.g., 2- or 4-year
private, public, or proprietary institution) with either part- or
full-time status. The key variable of interest, Treat,;,, takes a
value of 1 when the undocumented student is exposed to the
policy and 0 otherwise. I use the first year when a county
adopted the policy if multiple policies were enacted by dif-
ferent levels of government within the same jurisdiction.
Cov is a vector of individual- and county-level covariates

that may also affect high school completion and college
enrollment, including age, sex, race, linear and quadratic
transformation of total family income, whether the respon-
dent speaks Spanish at home, if the respondent reports a
family income at or below 185% of the poverty threshold,
and county-level unemployment rate. I include two addi-
tional indicator variables capturing the effects of relevant
policies. The first is equal to 1 if an undocumented student
lives in a state with an active in-state tuition policy. The sec-
ond is also equal to 1 if a student is eligible for DACA after
2012, the year the executive memorandum was executed.
The inclusion of these variables would partial out any effect
of these policies, leaving any variation produced by the tim-
ing of sanctuary policies picked up by the treatment indica-
tor. I also include M, A;, and @, which are group
(undocumented), county, and year fixed effects, respectively,
to account for unobservable and time-invariant characteris-
tics that help address omitted-variable bias. Finally, I include
a county-specific linear trend (County x Year) that interacts
each county fixed effects with a time trend to control for
time-varying factors in counties (Furquim et al., 2020; Pope,
2016). I cluster all standard errors at the county level to
account for serially correlated errors (Bertrand et al., 2004).
I restrict my sample for the high school completion outcome
to individuals 17—19 years old and for the college enrollment
outcomes to individuals between the ages of 19 and 22 years.

Summary Statistics

Table 1 shows summary statistics disaggregated by
undocumented status. The documented group includes U.S.-
born Hispanics. The table includes means for the dependent
and independent variables for individuals between the ages
of 17 and 22 years pre— and post—sanctuary policies.
Documented youth were more likely than their undocu-
mented counterparts to complete a high school diploma and
be enrolled in college in both time periods. There was, how-
ever, an increase in high school degree completion in the
postpolicy period. Undocumented young people also had
about $18,000 less total family income when compared with
the documented group. Within the undocumented group,
around 70% are eligible for DACA. Finally, both groups are
similar with respect to race and ethnicity as they both mostly
identify as White rather than some other race.

Main Results

Table 2 presents findings from linear probability models
estimating the relationship between sanctuary policies and
high school completion and college enrollment while con-
trolling for the individual and county characteristics men-
tioned previously—group (undocumented), county, and year
fixed effects, and a county-by-year time trend. I include the
full regression output in Appendix Table A2. Models 1



TABLE 1

Descriptive Statistics (Mean) of Dependent and Independent Variables Disaggregated by Legal Status Pre— and Post—Sanctuary Policy

for Young Adults Between 17 and 22 Years Old

Pre—sanctuary policy

Post—sanctuary policy

Variable Undocumented Documented Undocumented Documented
Undocumented 10 0 1 0
High school diploma 0.50 0.65 0.60 0.70
Enrolled in college 0.16 0.36 0.25 0.40
DACA 0.69 0.00 0.70 0.00
Age 20 19 20 19
Female 0.43 0.49 0.46 0.49
Total family income ($) 42,614 60,758 49,585 68,615
Race: White 0.50 0.51 0.51 0.53
Race: Black 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02
Race: Asian 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
Race: Other 0.49 0.45 0.47 0.50
Total observations 17,679 76,865 5,689 44,355
Note. DACA = Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals.
TABLE 2
Linear Probability Model Results
High school diploma College enrollment
(1 (2 3) “) (5) (6) (7 (3)

Treat 0.021  0.048***  —0.008 —0.007  0.061*** 0.049***  (0.005 0.005

(0.015)  (0.014)  (0.013)  (0.013)  (0.011)  (0.010)  (0.008) (0.008)
Observations 75,038 75,038 75,038 75,038 93,141 93,141 93,141 93,141
R? .009 344 345 .346 .067 .096 .096 .097
Undocumented, county, and year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Individual and county covariates No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Policies No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Time trend No No No Yes No No No Yes

Note.Robust standard errors, clustered at the county level, are in parentheses.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.

through 4 predict high school completion, while Models 5
through 8 predict enrollment in college. I enter the covari-
ates in blocks to examine the changes in my treatment indi-
cator as groups of variables enter the equation. These blocks
are labeled in column (1) of Table 2.

Models 1 and 5 are naive models where the outcomes are
predicted based on the treatment indicator and control for
fixed effects described previously. Sanctuary policies are
associated with about a 2—percentage point (nonsignificant)
increase in high school degree completion, while undocu-
mented students experience about a 6—percentage point
advantage in college enrollment, give or take a point. After
adjusting for the individual- and county-level covariates,
undocumented students were about 5 percentage points
more likely to earn a high school diploma, all else equal.

There was, however, a decrease of about 1 percentage point
in the overall magnitude predicting college enrollment, leav-
ing about a 5—percentage point increase. Models 3 and 7
consider whether an undocumented student resides in a state
that offers in-state tuition for undocumented students or is
eligible for DACA after 2012. After controlling for these
policies, I can account for almost all of the difference in high
school degree completion and college enrollment as both
estimates become statistically indistinguishable from zero.
Further controlling for county-specific time trends does not
affect these estimates in Models 4 and 8 as they remain
essentially zero.

Recent advances in DD methodology suggest that the
two-way fixed-effects model might produce biased esti-
mates due to heterogeneity in the treatment effects between



TABLE 3

Linear Probability Models by Cohort of Counties Adopting Sanctuary Policies

High school diploma College enrollment
1 (2) 3) ) (5) (6) (7 (3)
Treat X 2011 0.009 0.066* —0.024 —0.025 0.080*** 0.078***  0.016 0.016
(0.039) (0.034)  (0.051)  (0.051) (0.025) (0.024)  (0.032) (0.032)
Observations 8,019 8,019 8,019 8,019 9,902 9,902 9,902 9,902
Treat X 2014 0.011 0.036*%**  —0.018 —0.017 0.061*** 0.047***  0.004 0.004
(0.017) (0.012)  (0.012)  (0.012)  (0.013) (0.012)  (0.010) (0.010)
Observations 67,019 67,019 67,019 67,019 83,239 83,239 83,239 83,239
Undocumented, county, and year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Individual and county covariates No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Policies No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Time trend No No No Yes No No No Yes

Note. Robust standard errors, clustered at the county level, are in parentheses.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < 001,

groups at different times (Goodman-Bacon, 2018). Given
that nearly all the counties in my study adopted a sanctuary
policy in 2014, this is unlikely to be a concern since the two-
way fixed-effects model is robust when treatment is not stag-
gered (which is essentially the case here) and when treatment
effects are dynamic (Baker et al., 2021). Nevertheless, I esti-
mate separate models of Equation 1 for individuals in the
cohort of counties that adopted policies in 2011 and 2014.
The results are given in Table 3, and I find similar results as
reported above. These models suggest no significant associ-
ation of sanctuary policies with high school completion and
college enrollment after controlling for individual, county,
and relevant policy factors.

Sensitivity Checks

To assess how sensitive my results were to different com-
parison groups and model specifications, whether composi-
tional changes in my sample could be a concern, and whether
there was potential bias, I ran a series of sensitivity analyses.
First, although I argue that U.S.-born Hispanics offer the most
appropriate comparison group for this analysis, there is a con-
cern that immigration enforcement could also affect Hispanic
documented students who are part of mixed-status families
(Dreby, 2012). Simply comparing with U.S.-born Hispanics
might present an unclear picture since young adults in mixed-
status families might experience the effects of immigration
policy like their undocumented peers. To address this concern,
I estimate Equation 1 comparing Hispanic undocumented stu-
dents with U.S.-born Hispanics in non-mixed-status fami-
lies—that is, families where both parents are either U.S.-born
or naturalized citizens. Table 4 presents the results from this
analysis, and the results confirm my main findings.

Next, the use of a DD design comes at a conceptual cost
since the treatment indicator yields and assumes a single

constant effect over time (Furquim et al., 2020). As a result,
I tested whether the association between these policies and
my outcomes vary over time by using an event study model,
specified in Equation 2:

k=3
Y=o+ Y Br *Treat x + Cov+

k=6
(2)

k#-1

+X; +6, +(County x Year) + &

Here, many of the terms are the same as in Equation 1. The
noticeable change is the inclusion of a vector of indicators
in the summation term representing the binary lags and
leads of the sanctuary policy. This strategy allows me to
estimate annual differences between the treated and com-
parison groups relative to the differences between the two
groups in the base year (1 year prior to policy adoption).
The end points, =—6 and =+3 years, are binned so that
they capture noise and fewer observations from the start
and end of the policies. Figure 2 includes the point esti-
mates and 95% confidence intervals, with the top and bot-
tom panels representing high school completion and
college enrollment, respectively. Appendix Table A3
includes the full regression results of this model. The top
panel shows zero and insignificant associations after the
counties adopted this policy relative to the base year. These
estimates remained steady for 3 years after adoption of the
policy. In the bottom panel, I find that the policy had rela-
tively little effect soon after it was implemented. Yet the
policy did seem to produce positive and significant rela-
tionships 2 and 3 years after its adoption. However, several
years before adoption, the policy had associations, making
it unclear whether the policy produced this outcome.
Another concern related to this analysis is the repeated
cross-sectional nature of the data. Compositional changes
of the sample can occur from year to year. To address this



TABLE 4

Linear Probability Model Results Comparing Hispanic Undocumented Students With Hispanic Students Who Are U.S.-Born or

Naturalized Citizens

High school diploma College enrollment

(1) 2)
Treat —=0.007 (0.012) 0.010 (0.010)
Observations 38,858 45,344
R 362 175
Undocumented, county, and year fixed effects Yes Yes
Individual and county covariates Yes Yes
Policies Yes Yes
Time trend Yes Yes

Note. Robust standard errors, clustered at the county level, are in parentheses.

*p < .05. **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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FIGURE 2. Event study estimates.

concern, I also interact each covariate with each year
indicator to control for these changes (Duflo, 2004, cited
in Lee et al., 2020). Table 5 reports these results. The
point estimates are consistent with my main findings as
they suggest no statistically significant change in my
outcomes of interest following the adoption of these
policies.

—— Confidence Interval

Finally, I ran a sensitivity test to understand how much
bias there must be in my analysis to invalidate my claim that
sanctuary policies have relatively no association with my
outcomes. In other words, I examined the number of treated
cases that would need to be switched from zero to invalidate
my results. To do this, I applied Frank et al.’s (2013) robust-
ness check on the treatment effects in columns (4) and (8) of



TABLE 5
Linear Probability Model Controlling for Compositional Changes

High school diploma College enrollment

(1 (2
Treat —0.015 (0.013) 0.003 (0.009)
Observations 70,325 85,558
R 354 105
Undocumented, county, and year fixed effects Yes Yes
Individual and county covariates Yes Yes
Policies Yes Yes
Time trend Yes Yes

Note. Robust standard errors, clustered at the county level, are in parentheses.
*p < .05. **p < .01, *¥*¥p < .001.

Table 2. Using statistical significance as my threshold, I
found that 73% of the estimated effect would have to be due
to bias to sustain an inference on my high school completion
outcome. When examining the impact on college enroll-
ment, I found that 49% of the cases would have to be due to
bias. To understand the magnitude of these estimates, I put
them in perspective with other educational studies high-
lighted by Frank and colleagues. Accordingly, these magni-
tudes are near the higher end compared with the studies they
reviewed, suggesting it would take a significant amount of
bias to invalidate these estimates.

Limitations

Readers must consider three limitations when interpreting
these results. First, sanctuary policies vary in their policy
design features and potentially in their relationship to educa-
tional outcomes. For example, the two types of policies I ref-
erenced earlier in this article, from Chicago and counties in
Oregon, vary not only in the way they are implemented but
also in how governments enforce them. This article aimed to
provide a baseline understanding of the relationship between
these policies and two educational outcomes. It was not
designed to examine the differential impacts of policies and as
a result considered these policies as the same “treatment.”
Future research can address this limitation by examining the
differential effects by policy design and enforcement, for
instance, by refining and building on existing typologies of
sanctuary policies (Kittrie, 2006; Sullivan, 2009).

Second, although I controlled for confounding policies,
there could still likely be other factors at play influencing my
results. For instance, one unconsidered factor could be the
intensity of immigration enforcement in the county where the
respondent lives (or the nearby county). Additionally, state-
wide sanctuary policies that limit ICE activity might be more
impactful for students living in areas with infrequent ICE
activity.” Given the lack of reliable and specific ICE activity
data and the inability to observe individuals in all counties
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given the sampling structure of the ACS, future research can
leverage other data to consider whether immigration enforce-
ment nearby shapes educational outcomes. A final limitation
relates to whether there might be interactive effects between
in-state tuition policies and DACA that might be difficult to
assess given the relatively close timing of their adoption.
Since this study was designed to be exploratory, the estimates
should not be interpreted as causal. Nonetheless, they serve
as a useful baseline for future studies wishing to undertake
causal examinations of sanctuary policies.

Discussion

Sanctuary policies have received heightened attention
and scrutiny from policymakers, primarily driven by con-
cerns over public safety related to increased undocumented
immigration. Apart from the empirical research not support-
ing a link between sanctuary policy adoption and crime,
other research has found negative effects of increased
immigration enforcement on education more broadly
(Amuedo-Dorantes & Lopez, 2017; Bellows, 2019; Dee &
Murphy, 2019). Immigrant youth, who already face uncer-
tain futures due the intersection of their undocumented sta-
tus and federal law, may also bear some of the biggest
burden of immigration enforcement, leading them to miss
school or transfer school districts (Dee & Murphy, 2019).
Yet there is little definitive evidence suggesting that sanctu-
ary policies have the potential to attenuate the negative
effects of immigration enforcement.

Asof2017, 128 counties, including two states (California
and Connecticut), operate with some version of a sanctuary
policy. This study found that sanctuary policies had no rela-
tionship to completing a high school diploma and college
enrollment, on average. These findings show that although
sanctuary policies counteract immigration enforcement, for
the most part, they have minimal associations with educa-
tional attainment and are robust to a variety of sensitivity
checks.



When there is a decrease in immigration enforcement, the
likelihood of separating families decreases, which research
has shown to have positive effects on mental health and
employment (Rhodes et al., 2015; Vargas, 2015; Wang &
Kaushal, 2018). Also, when governments institute these
types of policies, they are doing so to include members into
society. The fear, anxiety, and uncertainty tied to undocu-
mented status may lessen, which could improve the pros-
pects and possibilities of investing in college for
undocumented young adults. Additionally, increasing educa-
tional opportunities can increase integration into society and
lead to upward mobility for immigrant families. For exam-
ple, as people earn degrees, they are more likely to obtain
jobs that will pay higher salaries. Of course, these possibili-
ties are all within a larger uncertain policy context that is
unequal along race and class despite the presence of pockets
of sanctuary for immigrants. Yet my results show that these
potential mechanisms do not play a role in increasing educa-
tional attainment substantively.

My high school completion findings found no association
to the policies. Given the federal legal protections for undoc-
umented young people at the K—12 level, sanctuary policies
may not have a positive or negative association with high
school completion because students are already protected by
policies that provide them access to at least a high school
diploma. I also found no relationship with college enroll-
ment, which may highlight that sanctuary policies might do
little to reduce the burden of making the difficult transition
from the legal protections undocumented students enjoy in
K-12 into young adulthood.

The theory of liminal legality highlights that most undoc-
umented immigrants occupy a legal gray space whereby
immigration policies in their context of reception shape their
incorporation and opportunity structure. By applying this
theoretical framework, these results highlight that sanctuary
policies may not reduce uncertainty enough, over and above
other concurrent policies, to encourage undocumented
young adults to invest in education. Undocumented immi-
grants live with uncertainty, and policies can either increase
or decrease that precarity. For example, research shows that
DACA decreases uncertainty for those eligible by providing
relief from deportation and work permits (Amuedo-Dorantes
& Antman, 2017; Pope, 2016). Sanctuary policies may not
reduce uncertainty since it only provides an intergovernmen-
tal buffer between local and federal agents. After all, sanctu-
ary policies do not provide federal legal protections like
DACA or lead states to subsidize tuition at public colleges
and universities. Ultimately, this shows the limitation of
relying on county-level policy to protect some of the most
disadvantaged youth, compared with federal or state-level
policies that ostensibly provide more tangible benefits.
Therefore, sanctuary policies alone may not have a strong
association to education in the same way they are associated
with deportation outcomes (Hausman, 2020). This highlights
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the importance of policies that are consistent across geo-
graphic boundaries and levels of government.

The findings from my study can help inform policy while
also encouraging future research on the topic. As immigra-
tion policy continues to be crafted and debated, policymak-
ers must recognize that immigration enforcement harms
undocumented youth and has implications for their academic
outcomes. The study also highlights that education policy is
in a unique position to address and respond to the educa-
tional consequences of immigration enforcement. For
instance, schools might have to invest more in mental health
resources to support students and families that may be
affected by enforcement activities (Kirksey et al., 2020).

Future Research and Conclusion

The results from this study point to at least two future
areas of research. First, in addition to recognizing what
kinds of effects different policy designs and enforcement
have on educational outcomes, it is useful to know what
leads to the adoption of these policies in the first place.
Theories such as group threat within the sociology of
immigration begin to explain the increases in nativism and
racism toward immigrants, particularly in the context of
anti-immigration policies (Blalock, 1967; Wilson, 2001).
Yet there is limited research to support why city, county, or
state governments adopt sanctuary policies and what their
intended goals are. There could be large political forces at
play, such as political party affiliations, that predict adop-
tion. The guiding theoretical framework of the current
study posits that sanctuary policies potentially reduce
uncertainty and ostensibly increase inclusion within soci-
ety. However, this framework centers the individual who is
benefited or burdened by the policy and may be better
explained by a more macrolevel theory. Perhaps the adop-
tion of sanctuary policies is a case of interest convergence
where providing limited civil protections for immigrants
aligns with the interests of the majority (White) group
(Bell, 2004; Milner, 2008). But these protections are just
that—Ilimited. And any future civil and more permanent
policy solutions are at the mercy of majority interests.
Those interests may also be tied to how undocumented
immigrants and other marginalized groups are socially
constructed as deserving or not (Schneider et al., 2014).

Another strand of research should consider how indi-
viduals and families make sense of uncertainty in sanctuary
locations. Previous research has drawn on Portes and
Rumbaut’s (2014) theory of the context of reception to
explain how government policies, local demographics, and
labor market opportunities shape incorporation and inte-
gration for immigrants. However, this theory may not con-
sider how individuals interact and make sense of the
context they reside in. Thus, taking an ecological perspec-
tive, as others have done in studying undocumented
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college students, one can focus more on how the larger
context shapes decisions and uncertainty (Suarez-Orozco
et al.,, 2011; Suarez-Orozco et al., 2015). Qualitative
research in particular can better understand how immigrant
families make sense of uncertainty within the context of a
sanctuary and what other factors are at play.

Sanctuary policies prohibit cooperation between local
and federal officials to decrease immigration enforcement.
Although this study found that these policies, on average,
had minimal impacts on high school completion and college
enrollment, the results from this study add to the literature
on immigration enforcement and educational outcomes.

Appendix
TABLE Al
Sanctuary Counties and Implementation Years
Year County State
2011 Santa Clara California
2011 Cook Illinois
2014 Alameda California
2014 Contra Costa California
2014 Fresno California
2014 Imperial California

(continued)
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TABLE Al (CONTINUED)

Year County State
2014 Kings California
2014 Los Angeles California
2014 Merced California
2014 Napa California
2014 Orange California
2014 San Bernardino California
2014 San Francisco California
2014 San Mateo California
2014 Santa Barbara California
2014 Tulare California
2014 Yolo California
2014 Montgomery Maryland
2014 Prince Georges Maryland
2014 Suffolk Massachusetts
2014 Hennepin Minnesota
2014 Middlesex New Jersey
2014 Union New Jersey
2014 Dona Ana New Mexico
2014 Bronx New York
2014 Kings New York
2014 Queens New York
2014 Marion Oregon
2014 King Washington




TABLE A2

Full Regression Output From Linear Probability Models Predicting the Association Between Sanctuary Policies and High School

Degree Completion and Enrollment in College

High school diploma College enrollment
(1) () 3) ) (5) (6) (7 (3)
Treatment 0.021  0.048*** —0.008  —0.007 0.061*** 0.049***  (0.005 0.005
(0.015)  (0.014)  (0.013)  (0.013) (0.011)  (0.010)  (0.008) (0.008)
Age 18 0.475%*% (0.475%%* (.475%%*
(0.012)  (0.012)  (0.012)
Age 19 0.681%** (.681*** (.681***
(0.010)  (0.010)  (0.010)
Age 20 -0.016* —0.015* —-0.015*
(0.008)  (0.008) (0.008)
Age 21 —0.076%*** —(0,075%** —(.075%**
(0.005)  (0.005) (0.005)
Age 22 —0.146%*** —(0.146%** —(.146***
(0.005)  (0.005) (0.005)
Female 0.053%** (.053*** (.053*** 0.095%** (0.094%**  (.094***
(0.004)  (0.004)  (0.004) (0.003)  (0.003) (0.003)
White 0.012 0.011 0.010 -0.017 -0.018 —0.018
(0.009)  (0.009)  (0.009) (0.026)  (0.026) (0.026)
Black 0.026%*  0.024**  0.023* -0.024  -0.025 -0.024
(0.011)  (0.011)  (0.011) (0.025)  (0.025) (0.025)
Asian 0.022 0.022 0.022 0.107%** (0.105%%* (.105%**
(0.019)  (0.019)  (0.019) (0.026)  (0.026) (0.026)
Other 0.014 0.014 0.013 -0.025  —0.027 -0.026
(0.009)  (0.009)  (0.009) (0.027)  (0.027) (0.027)
Speaks Spanish -0.004  —0.005  —0.004 0.001 0.001 0.001
(0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005) (0.009)  (0.009) (0.009)
Income 0.000%** 0.000%** 0.000%*** 0.000*** 0.000%**  0.000***
(0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)
Income’ —0.000*** —0.000%** —0.000*** —0.000*  —0.000*  —0.000*
(0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)  (0.000) (0.000)
Unemployment rate 0.001 0.001 0.001 —0.000 0.000 0.002
(0.003)  (0.003)  (0.003) (0.003)  (0.003) (0.002)
Poverty indicator —0.034%*% —(,035%** —().035%** —0.014** —0.015*%* —0.015%*
(0.005)  (0.005)  (0.005) (0.006)  (0.006) (0.006)
In-state tuition policy 0.062*  0.090%*** -0.011 0.010
(0.031)  (0.030) (0.029) (0.030)
DACA 0.098%** ().099%*%** 0.086%**  (0.085%**
(0.013)  (0.013) (0.010) (0.010)
Constant 0.448***  0.031* 0.034* 18.915*** (0.410*** 0.405%** (0.408*** —16.704***
(0.006)  (0.018)  (0.017)  (0.563)  (0.010)  (0.041)  (0.040) (0.703)
Observations 75,038 75,038 75,038 75,038 93,141 93,141 93,141 93,141
R’ .009 344 .345 346 .067 .096 .096 .097
Undocumented, county, and year fixed effects  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Individual and county covariates No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Policies No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Time trend No No No Yes No No No Yes

Note. Robust standard errors, clustered at the county level, are in parentheses. DACA = Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals.

*p < 05, FHkp < 01, #H%p < 001,

13



TABLE A3

Event Study Estimates

High school diploma College enrollment

(1) ()

=6 Years 0.036 (0.030) 0.067*** (0.019)
=5 Years 0.038 (0.033) 0.034* (0.020)
—4 Years 0.039 (0.029) 0.051** (0.021)
—3 Years 0.077* (0.039) 0.052** (0.025)
—2 Years —0.041 (0.030) —0.010 (0.029)
Adoption year 0.019 (0.031) 0.029* (0.017)
+1 Years —0.024 (0.027) 0.000 (0.017)
+2 Years 0.014 (0.033) 0.059** (0.022)
=+3 Years 0.007 (0.035) 0.048** (0.019)
Constant 19.238*** (0.597) —15.954%%* (0.746)
Observations 75,038 93,141
R 346 .098
Undocumented, county, and year fixed effects Yes Yes
Individual and county covariates Yes Yes
Policies Yes Yes
Time trend Yes Yes
Note. Robust standard errors, clustered at the county level, are in parentheses.
*p < .05. ¥*p < .01, ***p < .001.
TABLE A4
Linear Probability Model of California Sanctuary Policies

High school diploma College enrollment

(1 @

Treat —0.005 (0.010) —0.001 (0.012)
Observations 55,982 68,942
R 364 .096
Undocumented, county, and year fixed effects Yes Yes
Individual and county covariates Yes Yes
Policies Yes Yes
Time trend Yes Yes

Note. Robust standard errors, clustered at the county level, are in parentheses.

*p <05, ¥*p < 01, **¥*p < 001,
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Notes

1. Undocumented immigration refers to entering the United
States without proper authorization and documents or entering the
United States with proper authorization but currently present and


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4602-1918

violating the terms of the visa or time limit (National Conference
of State Legislatures, 2018).

2. The American Community Survey (ACS) identifies people of
Hispanic/Spanish and Latin origin as Hispanic. Given this defini-
tion with the data, I use “Hispanic” in this study over other terms,
like “Latina/o,” to identify people from Latin American countries.

3. INS, which oversaw immigration matters, was dismantled on
March 1, 2003. The services provided by INS are now done by
three separate federal firms within the Department of Homeland
Security: (1) U.S. Citizenship & Immigration Services, (2) ICE,
and (3) U.S. Customs and Border Protection.

4. The last enforcement and removal operations weekly declined
detainer outcomes report for declined detainers provided data for
the week of February 11 to 17,2017. ICE has not provided a reason
as to why it ended its weekly reports.

5. I began to probe this concern by restricting my current analysis
to counties in California since it is the only state with a statewide
policy in my data set. (I did not observe counties in Connecticut.)
I estimate Equation 1 to consider whether counties in a state with a
statewide sanctuary policy are likely to have residents who might be
more likely to be aware of these policies. Appendix Table A4 includes
the results from this analysis. Similar to my main findings, I do not
find a statistically significant association to my educational outcomes.
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