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Abstract Local-level immigration enforcement generates

fear and reduces social service use among Hispanic

immigrant families but the health impacts are largely

unknown. We examine the consequence of 287(g), the

foundational enforcement program, for one critical risk

factor of child health—food insecurity. We analyze

nationally representative data on households with children

from pooled cross-sections of the Current Population Sur-

vey Food Supplemental Survey. We identify the influence

of 287(g) on food insecurity pre-post-policy accounting for

metro-area and year fixed-effects. We find that 287(g) is

associated with a 10 percentage point increase in the food

insecurity risk of Mexican non-citizen households with

children, the group most vulnerable to 287(g). We find no

evidence of spillover effects on the broader Hispanic

community. Our results suggest that local immigration

enforcement policies have unintended consequences.

Although 287(g) has ended, other federal-local immigra-

tion enforcement partnerships persist, which makes these

findings highly policy relevant.

Keywords Immigrant health � Local immigration policy �
Food insecurity

Introduction

Nearly 3.5 million children of Mexican descent in the

United States live with an unauthorized immigrant parent,

even though the vast majority of these children (88 %) are

US-born citizens [1]. The severe disadvantages these

families face, (e.g., poverty, deportation fears, and social

marginalization) heighten their risk of food insecurity

[2–6]. Food insecurity, defined as not having access to

nutritionally adequate food due to financial constraints, is a

severe health risk that increases children’s susceptibility to

infections and chronic diseases, slows physical growth, and

reduces health into adulthood [7, 8]. Indeed, evidence

suggests that higher food insecurity alone explains much of

the poorer overall child health observed in immigrant

families [9].

In recent years, state and local authorities have become

more involved in enforcing immigration laws, which could

potentially increase the food insecurity risk of unauthorized

Mexican immigrant families. Federal immigration reform

adopted in 1996 set the stage for today’s localized immi-

gration enforcement efforts by delegating federal immi-

gration powers to state and local governments for the first

time through the 287(g) program. 287(g) allowed local law

enforcement to enforce federal immigration laws during

routine policing activities and was intended to target

criminal offenders. However, some localities have used it

as a universal means to deport unauthorized immigrants by

raiding homes and businesses, setting-up driver’s license

check-points, and conducting traffic stops for minor

offenses [10, 11]. These efforts have largely targeted His-

panics and Hispanic communities [11].

Responding to criticisms, Immigration and Customs

Enforcement officially ended 287(g) in 2012 but remains

committed to working with local law enforcement.
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287(g)’s successor program, Secure Communities (piloted

in 2008) eliminated immigration enforcement during rou-

tine policing activities and focused on data sharing of

arrestees. The Secure Communities program, however,

continued to disproportionately target Hispanics and to be

abused/misused by local law enforcement [12]. As a con-

sequence, in 2014 the Secure Communities program was

replaced by the even narrower Priority Enforcement Pro-

gram, which focuses on data sharing of convicted crimi-

nals. Despite these narrower program efforts, concerns

about localized abuse/misuse persist [10], making it

essential to understand the consequences of such policies

starting with the foundational policy, 287(g).

Local immigration enforcement can influence household

food insecurity three main ways. First, deportations from

287(g) and other localized immigration enforcement efforts

increase the economic disadvantage of family members left

behind [2, 3, 10, 13–15]. An estimated 90,000 parents of

US-born citizen children are deported each year [10].

Typically, fathers are deported; the remaining single-

mother headed households now face lost income, legal

fees, and family reunification costs [14]. As a consequence,

these single mothers struggle to provide the most basic

necessities, including food, for their children [3].

Second, deportations also increase fear and mistrust

among immigrants, which may reduce immigrant use of

social services that protect against food insecurity.

Research indicates that unauthorized immigrants’ height-

ened sense of ‘‘deportability’’ makes them fearful of the

community and distrustful of public agencies

[3, 13, 15–18]. As a result, although US-born children in

unauthorized immigrant families are eligible for food

stamps and other social services, they are often confused

about eligibility and fearful that applying for benefits could

cause deportation [19], particularly in areas with height-

ened immigration enforcement [14, 18, 20, 21].

Third, fears of deportation, family separation, and police

harassment also decrease unauthorized immigrants’

mobility and increase their social isolation and emotional

distress [18, 22, 23]—all of which have implications for

food insecurity. Qualitative evidence, indicates that to

avoid police immigrants often refrain from driving, which

could alter food consumption patterns as families rely more

on fast-food and high-priced, walking-distance grocery

stores [10, 23]. Additionally, constant worry about family

separation leads to social isolation and strains social ties as

unauthorized immigrants avoid public places, including

churches and schools, which may provide food supports

[13, 24]. Social isolation and worry about deportation also

exacerbate parental distress, depression and anxiety

[18, 25]—known risk factors for food insecurity [7, 8].

The worry generated by 287(g) might not be limited to

unauthorized Mexican immigrants but may have broader

spillover effects in the Hispanic community, which feels

targeted by anti-immigrant policies [26]. Trust, reciprocity,

social networks are known protectors against food inse-

curity [27]. If these protective factors deteriorate in His-

panic communities [13, 18], and/or if Hispanic parents face

greater levels of depression due to perceived policy dis-

crimination [28], even Hispanic citizen families may

experience an increase in food insecurity.

Growing research confirms that deportations and greater

local immigration enforcement lowers social service use

and increases economic hardship [15, 18, 21, 29, 30], but

most studies are based on qualitative data and small-scale

surveys, which provide rich contextual information but are

limited with respect to representativeness. Moreover, these

studies have not demonstrated that 287(g) increases food

insecurity. We address this gap and answer calls for research

on the health and well-being impact of local level immi-

gration policies [11, 23] by examining how 287(g) impacts

food insecurity among Mexican non-citizen households—

the group with the highest prevalence of undocumented

immigrants [1] and levels of deportation [10]. We also

examine a sub-sample of low-income households, which are

most at risk of food insecurity [7–9]. Finally, we examine

Hispanic citizen households to see if a spillover effect

exists. In our analysis, we focus on county- and city-level

287(g) programs, which account for over 80 % of programs

and have garnered the most concern about abuse/misuse.

Methods

We analyze data from the Current Population Survey Food

Supplemental Survey (CPS-FSS). The CPS collects

monthly demographic and employment information from

about 60,000 housing units across the US. The CPS-FSS is

a supplementary questionnaire consistently administered in

December that focuses on household food consumption.

The CPS-FSS has a nationally representative sample

spanning multiple years, which makes it possible to assess

heterogeneous effects by citizenship and race/ethnicity, and

to conduct analysis spanning pre-post-287(g) adoption.

The CPS-FSS also identifies the core-based statistical

area (CBSA) of residence for individuals living in

socioeconomically tied urban centers with at least 10,000

people. These CBSAs allow us to identify geographic

residence for households living in large metro-areas and

cover nearly 90 % of all local 287(g) programs. Although

287(g) programs are adopted at the county- and city-level,

the broader metro-area is an appropriate geographic level

of assessment. Even in cases where a 287(g) program

covers only part of a metro-area, the entire metro-area is

likely affected because individuals often cross city/county

lines on a daily basis to get to work/school. Moreover,
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evidence suggests individuals mistakenly assume their own

local law enforcement agency has adopted 287(g) when

neighboring agencies have the program [15]. Because data

are public-use this project received exempt IRB status.

Sample

We pool 2004–2009 CPS-FSS data to obtain multiple pre-

post-287(g) observations. We limit pre-observations to 2004

to obtain a consistent CBSA classification and post obser-

vations to 2009 because 287(g) was weakened and subjected

to more federal oversite in 2009 [16] and to avoid con-

founding effects of the Secure Communities program [15].

Our combined sample is 58,353 households, which was

reduced due to missing data on food insecurity (N = 155) or

an independent variable (N = 1029). Our primary sample of

interest is Mexican non-citizen households with children

ages 0–17 (N = 3307). Following the convention in litera-

ture [15, 31–33], this sample serves as a proxy for unau-

thorized Mexican households, which are unidentifiable in

most data. Mexican non-citizen households include both

mixed citizen and all non-citizen households, both of which

are vulnerable to 287(g). We use Hispanic citizen house-

holds (N = 4710) to assess spillover effects and include

non-Hispanic white (N = 40,427) and black citizen

(N = 7905) households as a sensitivity check. We examine

the full sample for each group and a sub-sample of low-

income households 185 % below the federal poverty line.

Measures

Dependent Variable

The CPS-FSS includes a binary classification of food

insecurity status where a ‘‘1’’ is assigned for food insecure

if three or more items on the US Department of Agricul-

ture’s 18-question survey were answered in the affirmative

[8]. The food insecurity measure is based on experiences

over the past 12 months.

Independent Variable

Our main independent variable is a binary policy indicator

that represents whether individuals reside in a metro-area

with a 287(g) program in year t - 1. We assess the lagged

program effect because food insecurity is a 12-month ret-

rospective measure and because it takes time to implement

a 287(g) program [16].

Control Variables

We control for household characteristics associated with

food insecurity: household size, age of oldest child, and

head of household’s education, marital status, age, and

years in the US [7, 8]. To account for metro-area differ-

ences, we include metro-area fixed effects that control for

time-invariant characteristics unique to each metro-area.

We also include time-varying metro-area economic

(unemployment and poverty rates) and demographic (per-

cent foreign-born) conditions. Lastly, we include year fixed

effects to account for national trends.

Statistical Analysis

We use linear probability models (LPM) and a difference-

in-difference type strategy to identify the influence of

287(g) on household food insecurity. LPMs with robust

standard errors are analogous to the logit model but are

more computationally efficient for fixed effects [34, 35].

To adjust for heterogeneity, all analyses are weighted and

clustered on metro-area-year of residence.

The difference-in-difference method has been extensively

used to identify the effects of local enforcement policies

[15, 31–33, 36] and compares food insecurity risk before and

after 287(g) adoption for a treatment and comparison group.

Table 1 lists metro-areas with 287(g) identifiable in the CPS;

these make-up the treatment group. Metro-areas without

287(g) are the comparison group. About 10 % of metro-areas

identifiable in CPS (N = 278) have adopted 287(g). Because

287(g) was adopted at different points in time, there is not a

single pre-post indicator. Instead, year fixed effects capture

time differences, and metro-area fixed effects capture metro-

area differences.

The difference-in-difference strategy requires that the

adoption of 287(g) be exogenous to food insecurity. Local

law enforcement agencies, however, chose to apply for

287(g). First, the adoption of 287(g) may have been asso-

ciated with growth in the foreign-born/Hispanic population

[37, 38], which may also be related to food insecurity [39].

Thus, we run a sub-analysis that includes only metro-areas

with similar growth pre-adoption, i.e., in the top 50th per-

centile of foreign-born growth between 1990 and 2000.

Second, unobserved political and social factors may have

influenced 287(g) adoption [38] and food insecurity. Thus,

we run an additional analysis using only metro-areas that

applied for 287(g) but were denied/withdrew [40]. We

assume these metro-areas are most similar to those with

287(g).

The difference-in-difference model also assumes that in

the absence of 287(g) the groups experience similar food

insecurity trends. The Great Recession (2007–2009) might

threaten this assumption because it coincided with the

timing of many 287(g) programs. To account for this

possibility, we run the analysis for non-Hispanic white and

black citizens, who were similarly affected by the recession

[41] but not 287(g).
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Finally, because law enforcement agencies differed in

their vigor of 287(g) enforcement [16, 33], we run analysis

using proxy indicators of enforcement intensity. We col-

lected annual information on the number of individuals

identified for removal under 287(g) for each law enforce-

ment agency [42] and classified 287(g) programs as low

(i.e., had no removals) and high (i.e., had removals)

enforcement intensity.

Results

Table 2 provides summary statistics for Mexican non-cit-

izen households with children in metro-areas that adopted

and did not adopt 287(g). For both the full and low income

samples metro-areas with and without 287(g) have similar

characteristics. Length of residence in the US and house-

hold marital status are not statistically different and dif-

ferences in the average household size, education level, and

age of household head, though statistically significant, are

minimal in size. As expected, we do find that metro-areas

adopting 287(g) have a higher concentration of foreign-

born residents (21 vs. 16 %). Overall, these similarities

provide support for a difference-in-difference design but

suggest robustness checks are necessary.

Multivariate Analysis

Table 3 presents the linear probability model results. We

present an unadjusted model that includes a 287(g) dummy

variable and only metro-area and year fixed effects, as well

as an adjusted model with all controls. We present the results

for the full and low-income samples and for different ethnic/

racial groups. Panel I presents results using all metro-areas

without 287(g) as the comparison group, Panel II restricts

the comparison group to metro-areas with high foreign-born

growth, and Panel III restricts the comparison group to

metro-areas that requested but did not adopt 287(g).

The results suggest two trends. First, results provide

strong support that 287(g) is associated with food insecurity

among Mexican non-citizen households with children.

Specifically, Panel I shows that in the full sample (Part A)

the adoption of 287(g) is statistically significant and asso-

ciated with a 9.9 percentage point increase in food insecurity

risk in the unadjusted model and a 10.9 percentage point

increase in the adjusted model. These results remain rela-

tively unchanged when we focus on the more vulnerable and

economically comparable low-income sub-sample (Part B).

Second, we find little evidence that 287(g) has broader

spillover effects on the food insecurity risk of Hispanic

citizen households. Examining Panel I and the full sample

(Part A) we find a small, positive (1.9 percentage points)

association in the unadjusted model, but this result is not

statistically significant in the adjusted model nor in the low-

income sub-sample in Part B.

Sensitivity Analysis

Table 3 also reports results from the sensitivity analysis.

To ensure our results do not reflect alternative shocks, e.g.,

Table 1 List of metro-areas in the current population survey that adopted a 287(g) program between 2004 and 2009

Year Metro-Area

2005 Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA

(2)

Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA (2)

2006 Charlotte-Gastonia-Concord, NC-SC (4)

2007 Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA (2) Colorado Springs, CO Durham, NC

Fayetteville-Springdale-Rogers, AR-MO

(5)

Harrisonburg, VA Naples-Marco Island, FL

Nashville-Davidson-Murfreesboro, TN Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ (5) Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL

Tulsa, OK Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV

(8)

2008 Asheville, NC Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX

(4)

Fayetteville, NC Houston-Baytown-Sugar Land, TX Jacksonville, FL

Las Vegas-Paradise, NV New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-

NJ-PA (2)

Ogden-Clearfield, UT

Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL Panama City-Lynn Haven, FL Prescott, AZ

Raleigh-Cary, NC Tucson, AZ

2009 Charleston-North Charleston, SC Danbury, CT Greensboro-High Point, NC

Number in parentheses indicates multiple 287(g) programs within the Metro-Area were adopted; for those adopted in different years first year

adopted identified

J Immigrant Minority Health (2017) 19:1042–1049 1045

123



the Great Recession, we run the analysis on two groups not

targeted by 287(g): non-Hispanic white and black citizens.

We find no association for the non-Hispanic white sample

and negative but weak association for the non-Hispanic

black sample. If alternative economic shocks were driving

the trends in food insecurity rates rather than the

287(g) program, the non-Hispanic white and black citizens

should have been similarly affected.

To address policy endogeneity concerns we restrict the

comparison group to metro-areas with high foreign-born

growth (Panel II) and to metro-areas that have applied for

287(g) but were denied/withdrew (Panel III). The general

robustness of the results in Panels II and III suggests that

policy endogeneity is not driving the results. Although the

sample sizes for Mexican non-citizen households are

notably smaller in Panels II and III, the coefficients in the

adjusted models for the full and low-income samples

remain robust (a near 10 percentage point increase) and

significant or marginally significant.

Table 4 presents results for 287(g) program enforcement

intensity. We find that 287(g) programs, no matter their

enforcement intensity, are associated with increased food

insecurity risk. For the low-income sample, however, this

increase in food insecurity risk is greater when enforcement

is more intense. In the adjusted model, 287(g) programs with

low and high enforcement intensity are associated with a

respective 8.8 and 13.1 percentage point increase in food

insecurity risk. The difference between these two estimates is

statistically significant [F(2575) = 4.87; p\ 0.01].

Discussion

Our research provides the first national-level evidence that

local immigration enforcement laws negatively influence

the health and well-being of immigrant families, specifi-

cally Mexican non-citizen families. We examine the con-

sequence of 287(g), the foundational local immigration

enforcement program, for one critical risk factor of child

health and development—food insecurity [7–9]. For Mex-

ican children of immigrants who are already at increased

risk for poor health [5, 6], household food insecurity is

Table 2 Weighted sample summary statistics of Mexican foreign-born non-citizen households with children Source Current Population Survey

Food Security Supplement 2004–2009

Full sample Low-income sample

Metro Area with

287(g)

Metro Area without

287(g)

Pa Metro Area with

287(g)

Metro Area

without 287(g)

Pa

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Household characteristics

Head of HH Age 36.36 (10.03) 37.13 (10.68) \.06 35.89 (9.69) 36.71

(10.42)\ .07

Head of HH Education \.01 \.02

\H.S. degree 0.45 (0.50) 0.41 (0.49) 0.47 (0.50) 0.45 (0.50)

H.S. degree 0.32 (0.47) 0.31 (0.46) 0.34 (0.47) 0.32 (0.47)

Some college 0.16 (0.37) 0.19 (0.39) 0.15 (0.35) 0.16 (0.37)

BA degree or more 0.07 (0.25) 0.09 (0.28) 0.04 (0.20) 0.07 (0.25)

Head of HH Marital Status \.76 \.17

Married 0.74 (0.44) 0.73 (0.44) 0.73 (0.44) 0.72 (0.45)

Ever married 0.10 (0.31) 0.11 (0.31) 0.10 (0.30) 0.13 (0.33)

Never married 0.16 (0.36) 0.16 (0.37) 0.16 (0.37) 0.16 (0.37)

Number in household 4.79 (1.55) 4.62 (1.46) \.01 4.86 (1.60) 4.69 (1.47) \.01

Age of oldest child 10.20 (4.97) 9.83 (5.08) \.05 10.17 (4.88) 9.89 (5.00) \.19

Years in US in 10 s (head of

HH)

1.41 (0.90) 1.42 (0.99) \.73 1.37 (0.86) 1.39 (0.97) \.70

Metro-Area characteristics

Prop. Foreign-born 0.21 (0.10) 0.16 (0.09) \.001 0.21 (0.10) 0.16 (0.09) \.001

Unemployment rate 0.06 (0.02) 0.07 (0.03) \.001 0.06 (0.02) 0.07 (0.03) \.001

Prop. Poverty 0.13 (0.01) 0.14 (0.07) \.001 0.13 (0.01) 0.14 (0.07) \.001

N 1666 1641 1270 1193

a Calculated with t test or Chi-square test, as appropriate
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likely to have a strong influence on their future social and

economic integration.

We found that 287(g) was positively associated with

food insecurity risk among Mexican non-citizen house-

holds with children. Mexican non-citizen households

residing in a metro-area that adopted 287(g) were 10 per-

centage points more likely to experience food insecurity

than their peers in metro-areas without 287(g). This is a

substantial increase for a population that already experi-

ences high levels of food insecurity (approximately 30 %

in our sample). The associations were similar when we

focused on the more vulnerable low-income households.

Additionally, we found that food insecurity risk was

greatest in metro-areas that had used the program to

Table 3 Linear probability model of the association between 287(g) and household food insecurity risk for households with children

Mexican non-citizen

sample

b (SE)

Hispanic citizen

sample

b (SE)

Non-Hisp. White citizen

sample

b (SE)

Non-Hisp. Black citizen

sample

b (SE)

Panel I. Comparison group all metro areas without a 287(g) policy agreement

Part A. Full sample

Unadjusted

model

0.099 (0.032)** 0.019 (0.026) -0.01 (0.009) -0.04 (0.023)*

Adjusted model 0.109 (0.035)** 0.024 (0.024) -0.01(0.008) -0.04 (0.023)

N 3307 6714 40,427 7905

Part B. Restricted to low-income sample

Unadjusted

model

0.087 (0.033)** 0.020 (0.040) -0.01 (0.033) -0.06 (0.039)�

Adjusted model 0.108 (0.035)** 0.015 (0.038) -0.02(0.032) -0.07 (0.037)�

N 2463 3312 8703 3983

Panel II. Comparison group metro areas with high foreign-born growtha

Part A. Full sample

Unadjusted

model

0.102 (0.048)* 0.008 (0.064) 0.004 (0.012) -0.017 (0.028)

Adjusted model 0.097 (0.049)� -0.003 (0.053) 0.006 (0.011) -0.010 (0.029)

N 1300 2091 19,197 4386

Part B. Restricted to low-income sample

Unadjusted

model

0.092 (0.060) 0.026 (0.088) -0.01 (0.048) -0.07 (0.050)

Adjusted model 0.105 (0.055)� 0.019 (0.084) -0.02 (0.046) -0.07 (0.048)

N 998 1056 4307 2236

Panel III. Comparison group metro areas that requested but did not adopt 287(g)b

Part A. Full sample

Unadjusted

model

0.098 (0.037)** -0.029 (0.028) -0.01 (0.010) -0.02 (0.025)

Adjusted model 0.095 (0.040)* -0.024 (0.028) 0.00 (0.009) -0.01 (0.024)

N 2005 3455 15,952 4733

Part B. Restricted to low-income sample

Unadjusted

model

0.086 (0.040)* -0.019 (0.047) -0.02 (0.035) -0.07 (0.043)

Adjusted model 0.074 (0.041)� -0.033 (0.050) -0.02 (0.035) -0.07 (0.042)

N 1486 1642 2962 2246

(1) All models control for year and metro area fixed effects, are weighted, and adjust for clustering by metro area-year. (2) Adjusted models also

include: household education, marital status, size, years in the US, and age (household head and oldest child); Metro area unemployment and

poverty rate, and percent foreign-born. (3) Source data: Current Population Survey Food Security Supplement 2004–2009
� p\ 10; * p\ 05; ** p\ 01; *** p\ 001
a Treatment and comparison metros restricted to only metros in the top 50th percentile of foreign-born growth between 1990 and 2000
b 38 Metros had a local police force submit a 287(g) application but the application was denied/withdrawn
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remove unauthorized immigrants (i.e., high program

enforcement intensity). These results support findings from

smaller-scale survey and qualitative research, which indi-

cate deportations and local immigration enforcement

heighten a community’s sense of deportability and severely

disrupt children’s home life leaving them vulnerable to

food scarcity and other preventable health risks

[3, 10, 13, 15, 18]. That said, we found no evidence of

negative spillover effects on the food insecurity of His-

panic citizen households with children. Even though His-

panics, no matter their citizenship status, likely experience

negative effects of 287(g) and similar programs

[10, 13, 15], these effects do not appear to extend to food

insecurity.

Limitations

A causal interpretation or our results should be done with

care. Our results may be partially capturing negative

effects of the Great Recession and policy endogeneity

remains a concern. We cannot rule out the possibility that

immigrants moving to or out of metro-areas with and

without 287(g) are systematically different, which could

bias our results. It is also possible that we underestimated

the association between 287(g) and food insecurity because

of data limitations in identifying documentation status. Our

results represent the overall influence on Mexican non-ci-

tizen households, both legal permanent residents and

unauthorized immigrants.

Conclusion

Though 287(g) has officially ended, federal efforts to

partner with local law enforcement to enforce immigration

laws persist. Our results suggest that these continued

efforts may have unintended consequences on the health

and well-being of immigrant families with children. The

narrower focus of these federal-local partnerships is an

improvement and will likely reduce unintended health

consequences for immigrant families with children. How-

ever, important concerns remain. First, the newer federal-

local partnerships have been more widely adopted than

287(g); for example, nearly all US counties participated in

Secure Communities. Thus, more immigrant families are

susceptible to the unintended consequences of these pro-

grams. Second, the persistence of reported local abuses

despite continual shifts in policy suggests that challenges

do not lie in a particular policy, but are rather inherent in

local law enforcement’s involvement in immigration

enforcement. As such, the newer, narrower policies are

unlikely to avoid ill effects on immigrant families. Lastly,

even in newer policies, children remain vulnerable. Almost

40 % of individuals apprehended under the Secure Com-

munities program were the parents of US citizen children

[12]. As long as any immigration policy is in place that

seeks to apprehend and deport adults, support systems such

as access to food stamps, health care, and mental health

services [14] need to be put in place to protect the health

and well-being of children and their remaining caregivers

who are left behind.

Acknowledgments We thank Juan Pedroza for his thoughtful insight

and support.

Compliance with Ethical Standards

Conflict of interest All authors declare that they have no conflict of

interest.

References

1. Passel JS, Cohn DV. Trends in unauthorized immigration:

undocumented inflow now trails legal inflow, vol. 2. Washington:

Pew Hispanic Center; 2008.

2. Brabeck K, Xu Q. The impact of detention and deportation on

Latino immigrant children and families: a quantitative explo-

ration. Hisp J Behav Sci. 2010;32(3):341–61.

3. Dreby J. The burden of deportation on children in Mexican

immigrant families. J Marriage Fam. 2012;74(4):829–45.

4. Landale NS, Hardie JH, Oropesa R, Hillemeier MM. Behavioral

functioning among Mexican-origin children does parental legal

status matter? J Health Soc Behav. 2015;56(1):2–18.

5. Ortega AN, Horwitz SM, Fang H, Kuo AA, Wallace SP, Inkelas

M. Documentation status and parental concerns about develop-

ment in young US children of Mexican origin. Acad Pediatr.

2009;9(4):278–82.

Table 4 Linear probability model of the association between

287(g) program enforcement intensity and household food insecurity

risk for Mexican non-citizen households with children

Unadjusted model

b (SE)

Adjusted model

b (SE)

Part A. Full sample (N = 3307)

287(g) Program by enforcement intensity

Low enforcement intensity 0.106 (0.05)* 0.110 (0.04)

High enforcement intensity 0.093 (0.03)** 0.108 (0.04)

Part B. Restricted to low-income sample (N = 2463)

287(g) Program by enforcement intensity

Low enforcement intensity 0.089 (0.04)* 0.088 (0.04)

High enforcement intensity 0.085 (0.04)* 0.131 (0.05)

(1) Reports regression ran for each sample using the same unadjusted

and adjusted models from Table 3 but classifies the 287(g) policy

indicator into two categories based on removal levels of unauthorized

immigrants. (2) Source data: Current Population Survey Food Secu-

rity Supplement 2004–2009
� p\ 0.10; * p\ 0.05; ** p\ 0.01; *** p\ 0.001

1048 J Immigrant Minority Health (2017) 19:1042–1049

123



6. Yoshikawa H, Kalil A. The effects of parental undocumented

status on the developmental contexts of young children in

immigrant families. Child Dev Perspect. 2011;5(4):291–7.

7. Cook JT, Frank DA. Food security, poverty, and human devel-

opment in the United States. Ann N Y Acad Sci. 2008;1136(1):

193–209.

8. Gundersen C, Kreider B, Pepper J. The economics of food inse-

curity in the United States. Appl Econ Perspect Policy. 2011;33(3):

281–303.

9. Chilton M, Black MM, Berkowitz C, Casey PH, Cook J, Cutts D,

et al. Food insecurity and risk of poor health among US-born

children of immigrants. Am J Public Health. 2009;99(3):556–62.

10. Capps R, Koball H, Campetella A, Perreira K, Hooker S, Pedroza

JM. Implications of Immigration Enforcement Activities for the

well-being of children in immigrant families. Washington, D.C.:

Migration Policy Institute; 2015.

11. Martinez O. Immigration policy and access to health services.

J Immigr Minor Health. 2014;16:563–4.

12. Kohli A, Markowitz PL, Chavez L. Secure communities by the

numbers: an analysis of demographics and due process. Berkeley:

The Chief Justice Earl Warren Institute on Law and Social Pol-

icy; 2011.

13. Hagan JM, Rodriguez N, Castro B. Social effects of mass

deportations by the United States government, 2000–10. Ethn

Racial Stud. 2011;34(8):1374–91.

14. Koball H, Capps R, Perreira K, Campetella A, Hooker S, Pedroza

JM, et al. Health and social service needs of US-citizen children

with detained or deported immigrant parents. Washington: Urban

Institute and Migration Policy Institute; 2015.

15. Rhodes SD, Mann L, Simán FM, Song E, Alonzo J, Downs M,

et al. The impact of local immigration enforcement policies on

the health of immigrant hispanics/latinos in the United States. Am

J Public Health. 2015;105(2):329–37.

16. Capps R, Rosenblum MR, Rodriguez C, Chishti M. Delegation

and divergence: a study of 287 (g) state and local immigration

enforcement. Washington: Migration Policy Institute; 2011.

17. Gill H, Nguyen MT, Parker KL, Weissman D. Legal and social

perspectives on local enforcement of immigration under the

section 287 (g) program. Pop Gov. 2009;74(3):1–14.

18. Lopez W, Kruger D, Delva J, Llanes M, Ledon C, Waller A, et al.

Health Implications of an immigration raid: findings from a

Latino community in the Midwestern United States. J Immigr

Minor Health. 2016. doi:10.1007/s10903-016-0390-6.

19. Perreira KM, Crosnoe R, Fortuny K, Pedroza J, Ulvestad K,

Weiland C, et al. Barriers to immigrants’ access to health and

human services programs. ASPE Research Brief. Washington:

Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation.

http://www.urban.org/publications/413260.html (2012).

20. Watson T. Inside the refrigerator: immigration enforcement and

chilling effects in medicaid participation. Am Econ J. 2014;6(3):

313–38.

21. White K, Yeager VA, Menachemi N, Scarinci IC. Impact of

Alabama’s immigration law on access to health care among

Latina immigrants and children: implications for national reform.

Am J Public Health. 2014;104(3):397–405.

22. Hacker K, Chu J, Arsenault L, Marlin RP. Provider’s perspectives

on the impact of immigration and customs enforcement (ICE)

activity on immigrant health. J Health Care Poor Underserved.

2012;23(2):651.

23. Hardy LJ, Getrich CM, Quezada JC, Guay A, Michalowski RJ,

Henley E. A call for further research on the impact of state-level

immigration policies on public health. Am J Public Health. 2012;

102(7):1250–3.

24. Valdez CR, Lewis Valentine J, Padilla B. Why we stay: immi-

grants’ motivations for remaining in communities impacted by

anti-immigration policy. Cult Divers Ethn Minor Psychol. 2013;

19(3):279.

25. Cavazos-Rehg PA, Zayas LH, Spitznagel EL. Legal status,

emotional well-being and subjective health status of Latino

immigrants. J Nat Med Assoc. 2007;99(10):1126.

26. Lopez MH, Minushkin S, Center PH. Hispanics see their situation

in US deteriorating; oppose key immigration enforcement mea-

sures. Washington: Pew Hispanic Center; 2008.

27. Martin KS, Rogers BL, Cook JT, Joseph HM. Social capital is

associated with decreased risk of hunger. Soc Sci Med. 2004;

58(12):2645–54.

28. Viruell-Fuentes EA. Beyond acculturation: immigration, dis-

crimination, and health research among Mexicans in the United

States. Soc Sci Med. 2007;65(7):1524–35.

29. Toomey RB, Umaña-Taylor AJ, Williams DR, Harvey-Mendoza

E, Jahromi LB, Updegraff KA. Impact of Arizona’s SB 1070

immigration law on utilization of health care and public assis-

tance among Mexican-origin adolescent mothers and their mother

figures. Am J Public Health. 2014;104(S1):S28–34.

30. Vargas ED. Immigration enforcement and mixed-status families:

the effects of risk of deportation on Medicaid use. Child Youth

Serv Rev Edw. 2015;57:83–9.

31. Kostandini G, Mykerezi E, Escalante C. The impact of immi-

gration enforcement on the US Farming sector. Am J Agric Econ.

2014;96(1):172–92.

32. O’Neil KS. Immigration enforcement by local police under 287

(g) and growth of unauthorized immigrant and other populations.

Available at SSRN 2210765 2013.

33. Parrado EA. Immigration enforcement policies, the economic

recession, and the size of local Mexican immigrant populations.

Ann Am Acad Political Soc Sci. 2012;641(1):16–37.

34. Liu Z, Dow WH, Norton EC. Effect of drive-through delivery

laws on postpartum length of stay and hospital charges. J Health

Econ. 2004;23(1):129–55.

35. Wooldridge JM. Econometric analysis of cross section and panel

data. Cambridge: MIT press; 2010.

36. Pham H, Van PH. Economic impact of local immigration regu-

lation: an empirical analysis. Immigr Nat’lity L Rev. 2010;31:

687.

37. Walker KE, Leitner H. The variegated landscape of local immi-

gration policies in the United States. Urban Geography.

2011;32(2):156–78.

38. Wong TK. 287 (g) and the politics of interior immigration control

in the United States: explaining local cooperation with federal

immigration authorities. J Ethn Migr Stud. 2012;38(5):737–56.

39. Kimbro RT, Denney JT, Panchang S. Individual, family, and

neighborhood characteristics and children’s food insecurity.

J Appl Res Child. 2012;3(1):8.

40. (FOIA) FoIAR. ICE FOIA Case Number 2015-ICFO-89811.

Washington, D.C.: U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement;

2015.

41. Hoynes HW, Miller DL, Schaller J. Who suffers during reces-

sions?. Cambridge: National Bureau of Economic Research; 2012.

42. (ICE) IaCE. 287(g) Master Stats-Oct. 31, 2010. Washington,

D.C.: U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement; 2010.

J Immigrant Minority Health (2017) 19:1042–1049 1049

123

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10903-016-0390-6
http://www.urban.org/publications/413260.html

	Local-Level Immigration Enforcement and Food Insecurity Risk among Hispanic Immigrant Families with Children: National-Level Evidence
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Sample
	Measures
	Dependent Variable
	Independent Variable
	Control Variables

	Statistical Analysis

	Results
	Multivariate Analysis
	Sensitivity Analysis

	Discussion
	Limitations
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	References




