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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the apparent impact of 9/11 on the desirability of Arab and Muslim 

noncitizens seeking entry into the U.S.  Following the September 11
th

 attacks, immigration 

legislation expanded the definition of terrorism and restricted entry for nonimmigrants from 

State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Though these two pieces of legislation modified the way in which 

potential terrorists are assessed, the effect of such legislation on noncitizen flows and its 

influence on countries that resemble the race/ethnic and religious composition of the State 

Sponsors of Terrorism and the 9/11 hijackers has not been examined.  This dissertation examines 

whether a profound event such as September 11
th

 had definitive consequences on the flow of 

noncitizens entering the U.S. from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries.  Using 

data from the 1998-2005 Yearbooks of Immigration Statistics, the UN Population Division’s 

Demographic Yearbooks, the World Development Indicators, and the CIA Factbook, I compare 

noncitizen flows pre- and post-9/11 (1998-2005) to identify any changes by country-of-origin 

and analyze whether changes might be correlated with a country’s predominant racial/ethnic and 

religious composition.  

This dissertation has five main findings.  First, all noncitizen flows experienced a decline 

in flows after 9/11.  Particularly, students and work-based nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of 

Terrorism and other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries encountered the greatest declines.  

Second, young, nonimmigrants aged 25-44 from State Sponsors of Terrorism and other 

predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries encountered steeper declines after 9/11 than did 

nonimmigrants of the same age from counties with established ties to the U.S.  Third, immigrant 

flows for most countries rebounded during 2004-2005.  Moreover, predominantly non-

Arab/Muslim countries encountered significant increases in flows compared to countries with 

established ties to the U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab/Muslim 

countries.  Fourth, refugee applications declined considerably after 9/11 for most countries.  

However, the desire to enter the U.S. has increased slightly but not for all countries.  Fifth, given 

the decreases in student and work-based nonimmigrant flows after 9/11, the results of this 

dissertation suggest that official immigration legislation is not necessarily needed to influence 
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noncitizen flows from countries viewed as undesirable by governmental institutions and the 

public.  This implies two things.  First, legislation restricting nonimmigrants from State Sponsors 

of Terrorism has spilled over onto countries of similar race/ethnic and religious composition.  

Second, it would appear the currently applied definition of desirability has more to do with the 

racial, rather than religious, composition of noncitizens entering the country.   

 
   



  

 
 
 
 
 
 

CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 
 
 

The September 11th attacks have had a profound influence on how the U.S. perceives 

who or what could be a threat to its national security.  Enemies of the state (or Americans) no 

longer align necessarily with state borders.  The nineteen hijackers did not represent a country or 

a collection of countries united against the destruction of the U.S.  Rather, they represented a 

radical Islamic group that crosses borders and believes that all enemies of Islam, such as the 

U.S., should be punished.  Similar to other historic tragedies that impacted immigration policy—

such as the McKinley assassination in September 1901 and the Pearl Harbor attacks in 1941—

9/11 introduced an acute new risk from hard-to-identify sources.  In keeping with the historic 

pattern, the government sought to link this ambiguous risk to concrete groups for which access to 

the United States could be restricted.  McKinley’s assassin was an American-born son of Polish 

immigrants.  Despite the fact that the assassin was not an immigrant, the assassination of 

McKinley led to the passage of the Anarchist Exclusion Act of 1903.  The Japanese attack on 

Pearl Harbor led to the internment of both American-born and foreign-born Japanese.  Both of 

these responses sought to increase U.S. national security by casting a wide net to limit the entry 

and movement within the U.S. of those thought to be a risk. 

The September 11th attacks serve as a contemporary natural shock to gauge whether and 

how such a profound event may still alter the manner in which immigration policy functions.  

Changes made to U.S. immigration policy in the years following the 9/11 attacks have primarily 

focused on expanding the definition of “engage in terrorist activity” to include representatives of 

political and social organizations that publicly endorse terrorist activities, have restricted visas to 

nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of Terrorism and nonimmigrants viewed as a threat to U.S. 
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national security.  Countries designated as sponsors of terrorism include: Iran, Iraq (until 2003), 

Syria, Libya, Sudan, and Cuba.1 

Still, migrants continue to stream into postindustrial societies in unprecedented numbers 

for increasing labor opportunities, refuge and asylum.  As of 2005, an estimated 204.1 million 

people, or 3.2 percent of the world’s population, lived outside their county-of-origin (Population 

Division 2005).  This is a 17 percent increase since 1990, when 174 million people lived outside 

their birth county.2  Since WWII, a myriad of legal statuses have been developed to keep track of 

migrants, drawing distinct lines between legally, documented migrants.  The three main groups 

include: immigrants, nonimmigrants and refugees/asylees.  Inclusively, these three categories are 

called noncitizens or aliens, but each group does not have access to the same civil and social 

rights.  Also, the difference between permanent and temporary residency plays an important role 

in the way in which each group is viewed by the U.S. immigration system.  Table 1.1 describes 

each noncitizen category. 

Immigrants are legal permanent residents (LPRs) that are eligible to begin the process of 

naturalization after five years of living in the U.S.  Immigrants also have access to more civil 

rights (i.e., to work, to change employers without approval and to a court hearing if subject to 

deportation) than nonimmigrants and refugees/asylees.  However, unlike U.S. citizens, 

immigrants cannot vote.  Alternatively, nonimmigrants include persons entering the U.S. on a 

temporary visa for business or pleasure, temporary workers, students, and exchange visitors.  

While nonimmigrants lack the rights of immigrants, it is possible for nonimmigrants to apply for 

LPR through a family- or employer-sponsor.  Yet, if a nonimmigrant overstays his/her visa, s/he 

immediately becomes an undocumented immigrant.   

The U.S. is considered a nation of immigrants.  Consequently, the U.S. Office of 

Citizenship encourages “the civic integration of immigrants and their eventual naturalization” 

(U.S. Department of Homeland Security 9: 2004b).  Thus, immigrants serve as a fundamental 

building block of U.S. society.  Immigrants possess legal permanent resident (LPR) status that 

may eventually lead to naturalization, if desired.  Nonimmigrants, however, enter the U.S. for 

                                                 
1 North Korea is also designated a State Sponsor of Terrorism during the period analyzed in this dissertation.  
However, data used for analyses in this dissertation did not categorize North Korean inflows. 
2 These estimates do not include undocumented migrants or documented, temporary migrants, whom usually enter 
the U.S. for leisure, business, study or work.  
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temporary purposes on a time-restricted visa.  Regardless of a nonimmigrant’s purpose for being 

in the U.S., his or her visa will eventually expire.   

Refugees and asylees were first granted entry into the U.S. during WWII, when Europe 

was flooded with displaced with persons.3  Today, the U.S. President, in conjunction with 

Congress, annually sets the refugee quota.  The President and Congress also determine the set of 

countries in urgent need of refugee/asylum.4  Refugees and asylees are not considered 

immigrants, though many eventually become LPRs and remain in the U.S.  Refugees differ from 

asylees only in that their geographic location when an applicant requests asylum/refuge.  

Refugees are located outside the U.S at the time of application.  Asylees are on U.S. territory or 

in a U.S. port-of-entry.  Therefore, persons incapable of traveling due to national conflict or lack 

of funding will not be as likely to apply for asylum as refuge. 

This noncitizen group also receives financial support from the government, which is a 

social right not available to immigrants or nonimmigrants; yet, they, too, cannot vote.  

Furthermore, refugees/asylees do not need a family- or employer-sponsor to apply for LPR, 

which they are eligible to apply for within one year of arrival in the U.S.  Many refugees and 

asylees, especially since the Vietnam War, became American citizens, thus, contributing to the 

diversity of U.S. society. 

Determining what characteristics or traits immigrants should possess, however, is not 

something that is easily agreed upon.  In assessing how members of the 1979-1980 U.S. Select 

Commission on Immigration and Refugee Policy would determine the allocation of immigrant 

visas for 80 fictitious applicants, Jasso (1988) found that no two members’ point systems were 

alike.  However, the members did agree on supporting immigrants with U.S. citizen family 

members and/or a job offer.  Strong preference for family reunification reflected the 

Commission’s earlier, unanimous vote on the issue (Fuchs 1983).  Severe disagreement resulted 

when it came to an immigrant’s country-of-origin and other demographic attributes.   

Prior to 9/11, desirable characteristics of nonimmigrants were not legislated per se.  

However, refugees must be of “special humanitarian concern to the U.S.; be admissible under the 

INA [Immigrant and Nationality Act]; and not be firmly resettled in any foreign country” (U.S. 

                                                 
3 After WWII, the category “refugee” became an UN designation.  
4 During much of the latter half of the 20th century, the Immigrant and Naturalization Service (INS), also, provided 
input on countries to be considered for refugee status. 
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Immigration and Naturalization Service 2003: 83).  Asylees need to undergo a credible fear 

interview and establish that they have experienced persecution or live in fear of persecution.   

The composition of noncitizen flows today is very different than the early mid- and late-

20th century (Massey 1995; Ngai 2004; Zolberg 2006).  The determination of who exactly—in 

terms of demographic characteristics, nationality, educational status, etc.—will comprise these 

three categories (and represent the “face” of flows) is also temporally and historically defined.  

This is not necessarily surprising based on the evolution and implementation of U.S. immigration 

policy throughout the past century.   

Following the September 11th attacks the Patriot Act of 2001 expanded the definition of 

terrorism, and the Enhanced Border Security Act of 2002 restricted entry for nonimmigrants 

from State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Though these two pieces of legislation modified the way in 

which potential terrorists are assessed, the effect of such legislation on noncitizen flows and its 

influence on countries that resemble the race/ethnic and religious composition of the 9/11 

hijackers has not been examined.  Might the September 11th attacks have influenced the 

definition of noncitizen desirability beyond officially legislated guidelines? 

The remainder of this chapter consists of four main sections.  The next section, “Nation 

Building,” addresses two programs designed to monitor the entry and exit and pertinent 

information on nonimmigrants that enter the U.S.  The National Security Entry-Exit Registration 

Program (NSEERS) tracks nonimmigrants from the State Sponsors of Terrorism and other 

predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries since 9/11.  The Student and Exchange Visitor 

Information System (SEVIS) stores detailed information on students and exchange visitors.  

These programs gather information that may prevent future terrorist attacks.  However, the data 

stored in both of these systems focus on nonimmigrants with similar demographic characteristics 

to the 9/11 hijackers.  This section concludes with a brief overview of past programs that have 

targeted other racial groups. 

The following section, “Determining Desirability,” focuses on how the concept of 

sovereignty grants the U.S. (and other states) the right to make decisions, such as those discussed 

in the previous section, on who can be excluded from entry, as well as specific regulations.  

Moreover, I discuss how the decision to determine whether one is eligible to enter a sovereign 

state depends on the state’s needs at a given moment in time.  This section closes with historical 

examples of how desirability is temporally and contextually determined.  This section provides 
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the foundation upon which I argue throughout this dissertation that 9/11 may have influenced 

noncitizen flows. 

 The section titled “U.S. Immigration Policy and the Decision Matrix” aims to convey 

how immigration decisions are determined.  U.S. immigration policy consists of two 

components.  First-order policy preferences comprise of the criteria legislated, such as total 

number, type and admission terms.  Second-order institutional design consists of the process of 

making a decision on who exactly will fulfill first-order preferences.  The theoretical concept of 

second-order design is pertinent to this dissertation because it is not fully understood for two 

reasons.  First, it implies that legislation and practice do not necessarily align.  Second, this 

dissertation serves as an empirical study of the second-order design by examining noncitizen 

flows.  As such, the composition of flows can be compared to current legislation to determine 

who or what groups may be affected most though not named per se.  I wrap up this section with 

an examination of the two specific types of decisions, ex ante and ex post, and the role they play 

in the case of each noncitizen group. 

 As will be evident in the next section, the determination of desirability is inextricably 

linked to the perception of risk or threat.  The higher the perceived risk, the lower the 

desirability.  The section titled “U.S. Immigration and Known Risks” delves into how the 

perception of risk is shaped by past experiences.  I argue that though entry of nonimmigrants 

from State Sponsors of Terrorism into the U.S. is restricted, entry of noncitizens from other 

predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries may have also been affected.  I base this on the 

similarities of the predominant race/ethnic and religious composition of other Arab and/or 

Muslim countries, the State Sponsors of Terrorism and the demographic characteristics of the 

9/11 hijackers.  I conclude this chapter by stating my two research questions, my hypotheses and 

providing an outline of the remaining chapters in this dissertation. 

 
 

Nation Building  

 

 

After September 11th, legislators developed the National Security Entry-Exit Registration 

System (NSEERS).  The USA Patriot Act of 2001 developed NSEERS so that nonimmigrants 

believed to “require closer monitoring when national security or law enforcement interests are 
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raised” (U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 2002: 1) could be tracked.5  This program 

specifically targets nonimmigrant males aged 16 and older from select countries: Iran, Iraq, 

Libya, Sudan, Syria, Afghanistan, Algeria, Bahrain, Eritrea, Lebanon, Morocco, North Korea, 

Oman, Qatar, Somalia, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates, Yemen, Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, 

Bangladesh, Egypt, Indonesia, Jordan and Kuwait.  LPRs, refugees and asylees are exempt from 

registering for this program.   

NSEERS targets young males not only from the handful of countries from which the 

hijackers held citizenship (i.e., Saudi Arabia, Egypt, United Arab Emirates and Lebanon 

(Federation of American Immigration Reform 2004)) but includes all of the other predominantly 

Arab and/or Muslim countries designated as State Sponsors of Terrorism (all except Cuba).  

Furthermore, most of the other countries included on the list are also predominantly Arab and/or 

Muslim (all but Eritrea and North Korea) countries.  Yet, the newly created U.S. Immigrant and 

Customs Enforcement (ICE) claimed that “[r]egistration is based solely on nationality and 

citizenship, not on ethnicity or religion” (U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 2002).  

This means that none of the countries on the NSEERS list were chosen based on a 

nonimmigrant’s passport but not on his or her race/ethnic and religious identity.  However, the 

race/ethnic and religious composition of the State Sponsors of Terrorism and other 

predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries are extremely difficult to separate from nationality.  

The similarities between the two groups of countries may result in some countries being targeted 

that resemble State Sponsors of Terrorism in terms of race/ethnic and religious composition.  For 

instance, Somalia is not on the State Sponsors of Terrorism list nor did any of the 9/11 hijackers 

originate from Somalia.  Rather, the only similarity between Somalia and the 9/11 hijackers is 

that it is a predominantly Arab/Muslim country.   

A second program utilized extensively to track the comings and goings of nonimmigrants 

since 9/11 is the Student and Exchange Visitor Information System (SEVIS).  SEVIS was 

originally created by the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigration Responsibility Act of 

1996 (IIRIRA).  This program monitors the entry and exit of all foreign students and exchange 

visitors in the U.S.  Today, information in this database includes: name, country of birth, country 

of residence, date of birth, field of study, financial requirements, intended field of study and 

                                                 
5 The Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigration Responsibility Act of 1996 initiated an automated system to 
track the departure of all nonimmigrants.  Special attention was given to nonimmigrants who overstayed their visas.   
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degree objectives.  Moreover, a student’s registration must be reconfirmed each semester and 

changes of major and address and graduation must be reported to the United States Citizenship 

and Immigration Services (USCIS).   

NSEERS and SEVIS do not necessarily prohibit nonimmigrants from entering the U.S., 

though surely if an excludable offense is identified by either program, the nonimmigrant in 

question will be removed from the U.S.  Rather, these two programs serve as a way in which to 

track nonimmigrant activity so as to preempt terrorist activity.  These programs are national 

security enhancements targeting specific groups of people believed to require monitoring, where 

these two programs combined encompass the known demographic characteristics of the 9/11 

hijackers.   

But, NSEERS and SEVIS narrowly define risk, using the demographic characteristics of 

the 9/11 hijackers as the key criteria on which to monitor nonimmigrants.  However, recent 

immigration legislation has focused on persons with links to terrorism.  Therefore, I expect 

nonimmigrant flows from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries, in addition to 

State Sponsors of Terrorism, to experience significant declines after 9/11.  Particularly, students 

will likely be targeted.  As such, the perception of risk and the resultant definitions of desirability 

are inversely related: the higher the risk, the lower the level of desirability.   

The development and implementation of these programs followed one of the biggest 

national security breaches in U.S. history and demonstrates that the U.S. places a keen focus on 

nonimmigrants, particularly those from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries.  

Notably, non-Muslim/non-Arab nonimmigrants and immigrants from other predominantly Arab 

and/or Muslim countries entering the U.S. are not regulated by either of these programs.  Thus, 

these entrance pathways may leave the U.S. vulnerable to potential threats.  Furthermore, the 

noncitizen process is that much more difficult for specified nationals merely because they share 

the demographic characteristics.   

Historical Programs  

Programs singling out noncitizens are not a new phenomenon.  Indeed, annual noncitizen 

flows have always been a function of the set of characteristics that align with current 

immigration policy.  Prior to its independence, the U.S. sought to control the composition of 

persons arriving on her shores for fear of granting entry to persons deemed “undesirable.”  In 

doing so, U.S. immigration policy was used to build a nation comprised of desirable immigrants, 
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even before the enactment of immigration laws (Zolberg 2006).  Entry into the U.S., however, 

remained relatively open despite the 1798 Alien and Sedition Acts that granted the President the 

right to deport anyone he viewed as dangerous.  States controlled most immigration decisions 

prior to 1891, but the U.S. federal government slowly usurped control over a period of sixteen 

years (1875 – 1891).  First, the federal government attempted to establish control over 

immigration decisions in 1864; however, this was eventually repealed.  In 1875, a federal ban 

against the import of contract labor, including prostitutes, was passed.  This was followed by the 

first national law forbidding entry based on nationality in 1882.  Finally, in 1891 all immigration 

decisions shifted from the state to the federal government.  This transfer of control over 

immigration policy granted the federal government the ability to process, inspect, admit, reject 

and deport all noncitizens wanting to enter U.S. borders.   

The 1924 National Origins System provides a prime example of U.S. legislation that 

singled out persons during the early 20th century.  Particularly, quotas were imposed on Asian 

immigrants originating from Japan and China or other immigrants with Japanese and Chinese 

ancestry.  The rationale for limiting persons of Asian decent to enter the U.S. was based on the 

argument that Asians were ineligible to become naturalized U.S. citizens at the time.  However, 

public outcry and fear of labor shortages fueled the quotas for Asians (Ngai 2004).   

At other times, legislative intent was not quite so blatant.  The 1965 Hart-Celler Act 

developed a set of preferences on which to base immigrant and refugee/asylee entry.  Five of the 

eight preferences where dedicated to reunifying new immigrants with current immigrants and 

naturalized citizens.  This act also introduced the first-ever restrictions on Western hemisphere 

immigration.  Still, LBJ and his experts “saw the 1965 act as redressing the wrong done to those 

‘from Southern and Eastern Europe’ in 1924 and 1952” (Daniels 2004: 135).  The Hart-Celler 

Act, along with the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 195, have been 

viewed as “laws [that] overturned longstanding legal traditions of race discrimination in 

America” (Ngai 2004: 227).   

 
 

Determining Desirability 

 

 

The ability of the U.S. (and other states) to fashion immigration policy rests upon its right 

to sovereignty.  Sovereignty grants power to one ruling authority over a bounded territory and 
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those living within its borders.  This power implies that a nation possesses “control over access 

to and stay within a given territory [i.e., country], which is the domain of immigration policy” 

(Joppke 1999: 5; emphasis added).  However, Joppke (1999) argues that sovereignty really only 

concerns the ability to deny entry to noncitizens because in contrast to nationals or citizens, only 

noncitizens may be denied the right to enter and stay within a country.  Consequently, 

noncitizens must seek permission to enter and stay in a foreign country and undergo scrutiny 

according to a nation’s current immigration policy (Brubaker 1992: 23).   

Before the calcification of state borders, individuals typically belonged to a local area, 

town or region, where the interrelations between a town’s citizenry and the ruling faction were 

fairly simple to track.  However, with the expansion of borders from the local to the national 

level, states needed a more formalized way to ensure who belonged to them and who did not 

(Torpey 2000).  The need to know who belongs to its citizenry occurs because from citizens 

needed resources, such as taxes, laborers and military power, can be collected (Torpey 2000).  

The only way to determine one’s citizenship or whether a person “belonged” to a state was 

through documentation in the form of a passport.  By doing so, states “embrace” their citizenry 

and create a more rigid divide between citizen and foreigner.  Thus, “an international filing 

system, a mechanism for allocating persons to states, [where] [t]he citizens of a given state 

comprise the fraction of the world population that “belongs” to that state” and no other 

(Brubaker 1992: 31) was created.  Furthermore, noncitizens are also sorted.  However, 

noncitizens are categorized according to their intent to remain, permanently, temporarily or in 

search of refuge/asylum, in the U.S.   

Torpey (2000) argues further that by extracting resources from its citizenry, the state 

necessarily “embraces” or otherwise “‘surrounds’ and ‘take[s] hold’ of their members—

individually and collectively” (p. 11).  Because of the claim a state asserts over its citizenry, it is 

fair to assume that citizens serve as the embodiments of their country’s traits and characteristics.  

Consequently, noncitizens, too, serve as physical representations of their country-of-origin and 

any attributes—such as the predominant race/ethnicity and religion—associated with the state.  

Essentially, a noncitizen not only represents him or herself when traveling, visiting or living 

abroad, but s/he represents his or her country.           

While some characteristics, such as family ties or job skills, may be viewed as desirable, 

other characteristics may be deemed undesirable.  Undesirable traits, in the eyes of the state may 
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be linked to a variety of criteria extending beyond family and work to issues of security and 

cultural preferences, where the state decides what characteristics are desirable.  Ultimately, state 

decisions rest upon ideological standards of nationhood and who is believed should (and have the 

opportunity to) constitute the citizenry (Brubaker 1992) and need to be understood in an 

historical context. 

In theory, immigration decisions and policies are based on the state’s best interests at a 

given point in time.  Yet, how are desirable characteristics determined?  When the U.S. is faced 

with changing social, political or cultural circumstances does the nature of the decision-making 

process change?  In other words, might a noncitizen from a previously desirable country be 

barred entry due to a reevaluation of what is considered a threat? 

The Changing Definition of Desirability   

The U.S.’s working definition of desirability results from social, political and economic 

needs at a given point in time.  Whether quashing social unrest over “Asian overpopulation” in 

the West in the late 19th century or supplying the Southwest with inexpensive, pliant workers in 

the early to mid-20th century, U.S. immigration policy is implemented to suit the situation at 

hand.  When U.S. needs changed so did the definition of desirability.  This has resulted in 

noncitizen flows changing in composition from one historical period to the next.   

For example, in the 1870s and 1880s, Chinese immigrants aided the U.S. in building the 

trans-continental railroad (Ngai 2004).  By the mid- to late-1880s, public opinion soured against 

the presence of so many Chinese, especially in California.  Congress listened and enacted a 

series of laws known as the Chinese Exclusion Laws that barred all Chinese workers and were 

not redacted for over 60 years.  (Note: In the early 20th century, all Asians were barred from 

entering the U.S.)  

Japanese laborers were recruited to replace the newly excluded Chinese laborers.  

However, it did not take long before Japanese laborers were also viewed as an economic threat to 

natives.  As a result, Japanese immigrants experienced restricted entry.  In fact, Japanese 

nationals were the last racially identified group barred from entry to the U.S. to whom entry was 

renewed in 1952.  Today, Japanese noncitizens are no longer considered a threat to California’s 

economy. 

Another example that exhibits that immigration policy is adapted to suit changing 

circumstances is evident during the period of 1924-1965.  The Bracero Program (1942 –1964) 
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initiated a large guestworker program with Mexico.  The establishment of an official program 

that supported contract labor went against the 1875 banning contract labor to enter the U.S.  

However, employers in the Southwest needed laborers, and the Bracero Program provided 

immigrants to perform low-wage labor.  In effect, U.S. employment needs forced an exception to 

be developed within the existing immigration rule structure. 

U.S. history is besot with legislation that restricts the flow and rights of noncitizens.  

Table 1.2 provides an overview of prominent immigration legislation that focused on specific 

groups of excludables throughout the past three centuries.  The factors associated with 

undesirability and construed as a risk to U.S. national security have ranged from specific 

nationalities to a noncitizen category to individual characteristics of noncitizens.  

Regulations of immigration and naturalization are distinguished by five main types of 

risk: political, moral/social, economic, health dangers and unknown.  Many of the following laws 

discussed below remain in effect today.  (Please note that the year in [ ] indicates the year in 

which the law was enacted.)  A summary of the risks is presented in Table 1.3. 

Political threats include anarchists, advocates of assassination of public officials or the 

overthrow of the U.S. government by force or violence [1903], and persons with communist ties 

[1950, later repealed in 1990]).6   

Moral or social threats encompass a wide variety of persons.  In 1875, prostitutes and 

criminals were found to be inadmissible followed by felons, persons convicted of crimes and 

misdemeanors and polygamists [1891].  At the turn of the 20th century, women arriving with an 

immoral purpose [1907] and persons convicted of the import/export or manufacture and/or sale 

of drugs [1931] were added to the list.  By the end of the 20th century, representatives of terrorist 

organizations [1996], foreign government officials who committed severe violations of religious 

freedom [1998] and human traffickers [2000] were deemed excludable.  Following the 9/11 

attacks, terrorist activity and support of terrorism was redefined [2001], and the entry of 

nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of Terrorism were restricted [2002]. 

                                                 
6 Laws that are passed can be repealed when the time and social atmosphere is right.  For instance, in 1950, any 
immigrant with communist ties was inadmissible; however, in 1990, this law was repealed.  Those who could prove 
they had been a member involuntarily, their membership had been terminated or does not pose a threat to U.S. 
security will be considered for entry to the U.S.  Given the fall of Communism throughout Eastern Europe and the 
fall of the Berlin Wall during the late 1980s and early 1990s, immigrants with communist ties were no longer 
viewed as a political danger to the U.S.  The political climate had changed, as did the perception of risk; thus, 
immigration policy followed suit and changed. 
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Economic risks include those viewed as becoming public charges [1882], imbeciles, 

feeble-minded persons, persons with physical or mentally defect that would inhibit their ability 

to earn a living [1907] and illiterate persons [1917]. 

Health dangers have been defined as persons with contagious diseases [1891], 

tuberculosis [1907], and HIV [1987]. 

Unknown threats arise when noncitizens have not been inspected prior to entering the 

U.S.  Undocumented immigrants that enter the U.S. unlawfully were first ordered deported in 

1903.   

Common to all of these laws is the ability of the U.S. to balance the various sources and 

types of threat posed by the presence of undesirable noncitizens.  The perception of risk assumed 

by the presence of noncitizens is extremely influential in the decision-making process.  For 

example, when the need for foreign labor was high in the Southwest, racial tensions subsided or 

were otherwise viewed as manageable.  If migrant labor is needed to stabilize the economy, entry 

will be granted; however, if severe social unrest is possible, immigrant laborers will likely be 

denied entry.   

Therefore, desirability is temporally and contextually based on culture, politics, 

economics and public opinion.  What may be desirable one year may not be the case the next 

year, the next decade or the next generation.  However, even though the definition of what 

characteristics are desirable might change, relying solely on a list of characteristics to determine 

whether a noncitizen may enter assumes that the information provided at entry by a noncitizen is 

valid.  In the case of the 9/11 hijackers, immigration officers had no reason to believe the men 

posed a risk to U.S. national security.  In the next section, I consider the measures used to ensure 

a good decision is made.  

 
 

U.S. Immigration Policy and the Decision Matrix 

 

 

It is helpful to understand the two elements of the immigration entry process.  

Specifically, the U.S. immigration process consists of first-order policy preferences or goals and 

a second-order institutional design (Cox and Posner 2007).  The first-order policy preferences set 

the regulations that guide the process in terms of how many persons we will allow to enter the 

U.S. annually as immigrants, refugees/asylees and nonimmigrants and what traits we want them 
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to possess.  The second-order institutional design is essentially the first-order policy in practice.  

Although the first-order policy preferences legislates who can enter the U.S., the “practice 

portion” of the second-order institutional design is not legislated.  By examining noncitizen 

flows by country, we can determine whether the shock of the September 11th terrorist attacks 

influenced noncitizen flows in any discernable manner, similar to the McKinley assassination 

and the Pearl Harbor attacks.  Such an empirical examination of how the second-order 

institutional design translates and implements first-order preferences, such as restricting 

nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of Terrorism, enables us to further understand how 

legislation results in the noncitizens that enter the U.S.    

More specifically, first-order policy preferences include the number of documented 

immigrants admitted annually, type of immigrant, and terms of admission (i.e., immigrant, 

nonimmigrant or refugee/asylee).  The second-order institutional design deals with how 

governmental institutions go about selecting, determining and achieving first-order goals.  First-

order preferences typically deal with setting the general parameters of how many immigrants, the 

desirable characteristics (i.e., the “type” of immigrant) immigrants should possess and the 

different entrance avenues they may traverse.  The second-order design focuses on “how 

[institutions are] to screen applicants for admission so that the desired types are admitted and 

others are excluded” (Cox and Posner 811:2007).  Simply put, first-order policy preferences 

determine who, what characteristics and how many, whereas, the second-order institutional 

design answers how exactly.   

While first-order preferences dictate (official) desirable characteristics of entrants, they 

do not determine how these desirable characteristics are to be assessed or interpreted during the 

decision-making process.  That is the purpose of the second-order institutional design.  For 

example, educated noncitizens in a specific occupation may be sought to fill a labor need; 

however, the demographic characteristics of the noncitizen are not specified in first-order 

preferences.  Still, a latent predisposition to grant entry to mainly noncitizens from Westernized 

countries may appear only once noncitizen flows are examined by country-of-origin.  

Noncitizens originating from specific countries may be necessarily disqualified or prohibited 

from entering the U.S. as the result of preconceived notions. 

First-order preferences may also be a way to channel desirable immigrants into the U.S. 

at a given point in time without explicitly stating who or what characteristic is desirable (Cox 
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and Posner 2007).  For instance, the 1924 National Origins Quota System restricted the number 

of immigrants (i.e., first-order preference) on a country-by-country basis so that the racial 

composition of in-coming immigrants would consist of persons viewed as desirable.  By limiting 

the number of immigrants admitted annually, Congress granted the Immigration and 

Naturalization Service (INS) control over the number of immigrants entering the U.S. from 

Asian countries (and of Asian descent) and Southeastern Europe, while increasing the proportion 

of (and the U.S. preference for) immigrants flowing into the U.S. from Western and Northern 

Europe.   

Thus, any of the three components of the first-order policy preferences (number, type or 

terms of admission) may be altered to achieve a specific end that will be carried out by 

governmental institutions to suit the needs, values and the fears/concerns of the state.  This is 

especially the case during a period of time when the U.S. is uncertain of who might threaten its 

national security.  This form of managing noncitizen entrants into the U.S. allows the decision-

making process tremendous latitude in determining which noncitizens pose a threat.  However, it 

does not provide a concrete basis on which to include versus exclude noncitizen entrants.  As a 

result the rationale used to exclude noncitizens from entry is left to the immigration officer.  In 

the case of 9/11, the hijackers’ demographic characteristics, such as race, religion and country-

origin, may be used to assess risk.    

Yet, noncitizen type may be hidden from the state, either purposefully or as a result of 

being unknown to the noncitizen at the time of application (i.e., the ability to remain gainfully 

employed).  Therefore, “[t]he second-order design trick is to determine the immigrant’s type, 

even when she is unwilling or unable to reveal it” (Cox and Posner 2007: 824).  Cox and Posner 

(2007) recognize the need of second-order institutional design to be better understood.  Gaining 

an understanding of whether noncitizen flows from countries not designated as a first-order 

policy preferences have been affected, we will be able to further comprehend the immigration 

process, especially the translation of legislation into practice.  Cox and Posner (2007) identify 

two types of decisions made at the second-order level—ex ante and ex post—that will be 

discussed in the next section.   

Two Screening Approaches: Ex Ante vs. Ex Post  

All documented noncitizens enter the U.S. as an immigrant, a nonimmigrant or a 

refugee/asylee.  These categories are considered to be on a permanent, temporary and 
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refugee/asylee basis, respectively.  While an immigrant enters the U.S. on a permanent basis, 

nonimmigrants are in the U.S. temporarily, unless s/he applies for LPR.  The type of decision is 

ex ante and ex post, respectively.  Refugees/asylees are eligible to apply for LPR within one year 

of arrival in the U.S., thus, altering their status from refugee/asylee status to a permanent 

resident.  The important difference between these two decisions rests on the fact that once an ex 

ante decision is made it is final.  Alternatively, an ex post decision leaves room for information 

gathered after entry to be used to potentially exclude the noncitizen.  Thus, the potential for a 

nonimmigrant to be deported on the basis of information gathered after entry is much greater 

than for an immigrant.   

Immigrants presumably possess desirable traits that result typically from one of three 

scenarios: the immigrant has a family member who is a permanent resident or U.S. citizen; the 

immigrant possesses an employable skill sought after by U.S. employers; or the immigrant enters 

because s/he has applied to and been chosen via the Diversity Lottery (a lottery to which 

nationals from countries with less than 55,000 immigrants entering the U.S. in the previous 5 

years are eligible to apply).  The decision to grant entry to immigrant applicants is based on the 

information provided by the applicant prior to or at the time of entry.7  Cox and Posner (2007) 

refer to decisions made on information presented by an immigrant prior to entry and any 

superfluous data collected prior to an immigrant’s entry as ex ante decisions.  Since only 

immigrants are permanent residents, this is the only noncitizen group where a change in 

desirable traits will not necessarily influence their immigrant status.  Yet, a shift in what is 

considered desirable may influence the composition of future immigrants.   

Alternatively, a nonimmigrant or refugee/asylee must apply, if so desired, for LPR after 

already living within the U.S.  In these instances, an immigration officer may use information 

gathered since the applicant’s arrival and/or previous status, as well as reassess whether an 

applicant still possesses desirable traits.  Cox and Posner (2007) refer to the decision to wait for 

or use further information as an ex post decision.  The key difference between ex ante and ex 

post decisions is that ex post decisions allow immigrant officers the time to “gather” more 

information on temporary residents and refugees/asylees to help determine whether the applicant 

is, in fact, desirable.  Depending on the type of approach taken to decision-making, an applicant 

                                                 
7 Presumably, granting permanent residence, since it is the first step on the path towards U.S. citizenship, translates 
into the LPRs desirability. 

       15



  

requesting a status adjustment may benefit or lose out in his request.  I address potential 

scenarios below. 

Though the timing of ex ante and ex post decisions are clearly based on before entry and 

after entry, respectively, the actual reasoning used to make decisions may change due to 

temporal circumstances.  Consider the hypothetical situation where a temporary worker enters 

the U.S. to work in the agricultural industry.  After a period time, the worker decides to apply for 

LPR.  Imagine that agriculture workers are abundant at the time s/he applies for LPR.  It is 

possible that an immigrant officer may deem the worker as undesirable because s/he does not 

possess employable skills (i.e., the current demand for agriculture workers is low).  The officer 

used information after the worker’s entry (an ex post decision) to make a decision as to whether 

the nonimmigrant could become a permanent resident.  In this way, temporary resident status 

acts as a probationary period by allowing the U.S. Citizenship and Immigrant Services (USCIS) 

to use information other than the information presented at entry to determine whether s/he 

possesses desirable characteristics.   

In the case of nationals from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries, the 

scenario could resemble that of the agricultural worker.  Imagine a student from Egypt or Saudi 

Arabia entered the U.S. prior to September 11th and completes his or her coursework after the 

attacks and wishes to remain in the U.S.  If the set of desirable traits has changed during the 

period since the time the student entered, s/he may encounter a different decision than if s/he 

would have completed his or her coursework and applied to remain in the U.S. or for LPR prior 

to 9/11.  Such a decision is an instance where an ex post decision was influenced by historic 

circumstances.   

Therefore, ex ante decisions employ “of the moment” desirable traits.  Alternatively, the 

ex post decision-making process serves as a screening mechanism, where the U.S. reserves the 

right to alter nonimmigrants’ and refugees’/asylees’ statuses in the future subject to information 

gained after entry to determine whether an applicant will benefit the U.S. and is desirable.  

Ultimately, the decision of whether to grant or deny any applicant permanent residency rests 

upon traits the U.S. values, including characteristics that cause us concern or fear at a given 

moment in time. 

Economic circumstances, political perspectives and prevailing public opinion all 

influence the decision to grant LPR, either ex ante or ex post.  The approach taken when making 
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a decision depends on the degree of a country’s information problems (Cox and Posner 2007: 3).  

Ex post decisions provide more information after entry.  This allows immigration officers to use 

information obtained over time.  If this was the case after 9/11, nonimmigrants from other 

predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries, we would expect to see more nonimmigrants than 

immigrants being granted entry, which implies a “wait-and-see” attitude.  This is the same for 

countries designated as State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Yet, we would likely see substantially 

fewer nonimmigrants and immigrants from these countries due to increased scrutiny. 

At the same time, however, risk-averse noncitizens are unlikely to invest time in a 

country where the potential for being deported or a rejection of a request for status adjustment is 

high.  So, if the absolute numbers of noncitizens from Arab and/or Muslim countries decreases, it 

may be the result of the number of fewer noncitizens seeking entry to the U.S.  Alternatively, if 

the decision-making process were to be mainly ex ante, we would expect to see an overall 

decrease of nationals from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries entering the U.S. 

across all noncitizen categories.  Immigrants from State Sponsors of Terrorism, however, would 

likely be subject to ex ante decisions based on severe restrictions, and nonimmigrants would be 

closely monitored.  

 
 

U.S. Immigration Policy and Known Risks  

 

 

Slovic and colleagues have spent over three decades trying to answer, “How safe is safe 

enough?” (Slovic 2000).  Specifically, their work focuses on the factors that influence experts 

and laypersons to perceive events as potentially hazardous, such as smoking, drinking, 

hurricanes and nuclear plants.  A person’s perception of risk fundamentally influences personal 

decisions pertaining to the safety of him or herself and loved ones.  For example, I may not 

believe cigarette smoking is as harmful to my health as medical professional portray and 

continue smoking.  Despite its usual application to how persons handle health-related hazards 

and natural disasters, Slovic and colleagues’ conceptualization of perceived risk and subsequent 

decisions may also be applied to the process of determining whether a noncitizen poses a risk to 

U.S. national security and whether to grant or deny entry.   

Based on the reaction to the McKinley assassination and the Pearl Harbor attacks, the 

profound tragedy surrounding 9/11—that unmistakably reshaped the way the U.S. and 
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Americans perceive risk—may be a historic pattern rather than a new reaction to perceived risk.  

Distressing events influence decision-making processes and the perception of what or whom 

poses a threat (Slovic, Fischhoff, and Lichtenstein [1976] 2000).  Slovic and colleagues 

(Kasperson, Renn, Slovic, Brown, Emel, and Ratick [1988] 2000) assert that “risk events interact 

with psychological, social and cultural processes in ways that can heighten or attenuate public 

perception of risk and related risk behavior” (p. 234).   

Links to terrorism and being from a State Sponsor of Terrorism are indicators of 

inadmissibility.  However, noncitizen flows from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim, but 

not considered State Sponsors of Terrorism, may have been influenced, as well.  Therefore, this 

dissertation examines changes in noncitizen flows that appear to be due to 9/11 consequences, 

and further tests whether the 9/11 related restrictions put in place spilled over in a way that is 

related to race/ethnicity and religion.     

Slovic ([1987] (2000) argues the higher the catastrophic potential for an event to occur 

the greater the perception of risk, with attention given to “known risks” (p. 224).  This implies 

immigration decisions after 9/11 may be made based on known parameters associated with past 

terrorist attacks such as 9/11.  Put another way, past traumatic events influence assumptions 

about how, what, when and where we perceive similar events will occur in the future.  When 

faced with the task of avoiding similar events in the future, known risks serve as the primary 

focus on which to base decisions.  But, focusing solely on known risks may increase the U.S.’s 

vulnerability to the very risk it is attempting to prevent because it has left the door open to other 

sources that are unknown or, at least, unimagined.  I consider the potential policy implications of 

this dissertation in the concluding chapter.   

 
 

Risk and the Impact of 9/11 on Noncitizen Flows to the U.S. 

 

 

Since 9/11, Muslim males of Arab descent have been subject to numerous checks, 

interrogations and in some cases detainment in proportions far exceeding non-Muslims and non-

Arabs.  Reports of discrimination amongst the Muslim community after 9/11 soared (Institute on 

Social Policy and Understanding 2004).  However, rigorous studies of the larger impact of 9/11 

on noncitizen flows to the U.S. have yet to be conducted.  Further, there is a lack of research on 

the possible spillover effects of post-9/11 reforms and attitude changes.   

       18



  

This dissertation integrates Slovic and colleagues’ work on “known risks” and their 

influence on perceived risk to understand noncitizen flows pre- and post-9/11 and whether these 

risks are significant predictors of flows.  By assessing noncitizen flows and the role of a 

country’s predominant race/ethnic and religious composition, it serves as an empirical 

exploration of Cox and Posner’s (2007) second-order institutional design in a post-9/11 era.   

In the first part of my dissertation, I ask: what do pre- versus post-9/11 migrant flows 

entering the U.S. look like from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries compared to 

countries with established ties to the U.S.?  To countries designated as State Sponsors of 

Terrorism?  This research question enables a further understanding of noncitizen flows during 

this critical period of American history and will shed light on the U.S. immigration process and 

how it responds to the perception of increasing levels of threat to national security.  Moreover, if 

being from a predominantly Arab and/or Muslim country is not equated with terrorism, we 

would expect the pattern of noncitizen flows from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim 

countries to be similar to countries with ties to the U.S. and not State Sponsors of Terrorism. 

In the second part of my dissertation, I ask: are flows consistent across the two periods 

for other predominantly Arab/Muslim and other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries 

compared to non-Arab/non-Muslim countries?  Compared to State Sponsors of Terrorism?  In 

doing so, this research contributes to our knowledge of how the implementation of second-order 

institutional design functions in terms of noncitizen desirability.  It also demonstrates whether 

observed patterns between the three groups of countries in the first part are significant indicators 

of noncitizen flows post-9/11.   

 
 

Hypotheses 

 

 

Table 1.4 summarizes my hypotheses for the first part of my dissertation based on the 

framework discussed above.  I hypothesize that noncitizen flows from other predominantly Arab 

and/or Muslim countries and State Sponsors of Terrorism experienced decreases after 9/11.  

Flows are examined for all noncitizen groups—immigrants, nonimmigrants (including students 

and work-based nonimmigrants), refugees and asylees.  I also assess flows of nonimmigrants 

aged 25-44 from countries with ties to the U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism, and other 

predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries to test whether young nonimmigrants from other 
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predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries saw decreases in flows after 9/11.  Finally, I 

review the status of refugee applications to examine if applicants from other predominantly Arab 

and/or Muslim countries experienced an increase in denials following 9/11.   

 In the second part of my dissertation, I assess the factor change in noncitizen flows 

relative to 1998 to test my hypotheses.  Table 1.5 details the hypotheses for this part.  Each 

hypothesis applies to each of the noncitizen groups, where I hypothesize that flows from other 

predominantly Arab/Muslim countries and State Sponsors of Terrorism will be significantly 

lower after 9/11.  I further hypothesize that flows from other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim 

countries will be significantly lower after 9/11 but not as low as flows from State Sponsors of 

Terrorism and other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries.  Table 1.6 outlines the specific 

noncitizen categories analyzed in each part. 

 
 

Dissertation Outline 

 

 

The remainder of my dissertation consists of four chapters.  Chapter 2 details the data and 

methodology used.  Additionally, the role of the September 11th attacks as a natural shock and 

the rationale for the research design is discussed.  Chapters 3 through 5 present descriptives, 

results and conclusions.  I describe significant U.S. immigration policy pre- and post-9/11 and 

descriptives of noncitizen flows entering the U.S. during 1998-2005 in chapter 3.  Chapter 4 

presents the analyses that test my hypotheses about emergent patterns of noncitizen flows during 

1998-2005 along the lines of a county’s predominant race/ethnic and religious composition.  I 

summarize my findings, discuss theoretical contributions, limitations of the project and address 

future research in chapter 5.      



Table 1.1: Four, Main Categories of Noncitizens & Defining Characteristics and Subgroups 
 
 

 

 Immigrants Nonimmigrants Refugees Asylees 

 (a.k.a. Green card holders & Legal 
Permanent Residents, LPRs) 

   

Pathways  Family-sponsored 
Employer-sponsored Diversity 
Lottery 

Many categories, including: 
- Students (incl. family members) 
- Temporary workers (incl. family) 
- Visitors for Pleasure or Business 
- Foreign entertainers 
- Foreign media employees 

Apply while living outside 
U.S. but not in home 
country. 

Apply while living inside U.S. 
or at her ports/borders. 

     
Permanent or  
Temporary  
Residents 

Permanent  Temporary.  Category of entry 
determines the details of visa expiration. 

Neither. Not considered an 
immigrant, therefore, not 
included in annual, 
immigrant totals. 

Neither.  Not considered an 
immigrant, therefore, not 
included in annual, immigrant 
totals. 

     
Next Steps May apply for U.S. citizenship 

after 5 years as a LPR. 
Leave U.S.  In some instances, may be 
eligible to apply for immigrant status. 

May apply for immigrant 
status after 1 year. 

May apply for immigrant status 
after 1 year. 
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 Table 1.2: Constructing Risk throughout Key, Historical Eras 
 

 Desirable Traits Major (official) Security Concerns Top Immigration Countries* 

Historical Eras  

1875 [Prostitutes are 1
st
 group to be excluded from entry to U.S.] 

1880s White, economically 
viable persons (i.e., 
persons originating from 
WASP countries) 

Idiots, lunatics, convicts, & persons likely to become a 
public charge. 

Germany, Ireland, Great Britain, Canada, 
Sweden, Norway, France, China, Switzerland & 
Bohemia  

1880s Chinese Exclusion Acts 

1890s Healthy, white, Protestant, 
economically viable 
persons 

Polygamists, persons convicted of crimes of moral 
turpitude, felons, persons suffering loathsome or 
contagious diseases & persons of Chinese origin. 

Italy, Soviet Union, Germany, Ireland, UK, 
Austria, Sweden, Hungary, Poland & Norway 
[From 1999 Yearbook—not ranked.]  

1900s Healthy, white, Protestant, 
law-abiding, economically 
viable persons 

Anarchists and persons who believed in or advocated 
the overthrow of the U.S. government & the 
assassination of public officials; persons with TB; 
unaccompanied children; and women coming to U.S. 
for immoral purposes.  

Germany, Ireland, Canada, Great Britain, 
Sweden, Italy, Russia, Poland, Norway & 
Austria  

1921 & 1924 National Origins Acts & Japanese Barred from Entry 

1930s English-speaking, white, 
northern & western 
Europeans 

Persons with physical or mentally defect that would 
inhibit their ability to earn a living, illiterate persons & 
undocumented persons.  All persons of Asian descent 
barred from entry. 

Italy, Germany, UK, Canada, Poland, Soviet 
Union, Ireland, Mexico, Sweden, & 
Czechoslovakia 

1942 – 1964 Bracero Program [Guestworker Program w/ Mexico] 

1940s English-speaking, white, 
northern & western 
Europeans 

Aliens convicted of smuggling, persons assisting the 
entry of undocumented aliens & persons of Japanese 
origin. 

Germany, Canada, UK, Mexico, Italy, France, 
Austria, & Cuba [Same as 1890s] 

1950s U.S. accepts large numbers of refugees as the result of communism. 

1965 Hart-Cellar Act—[Dismantled National Origins Quota System] 

1970s Family- or employment-
sponsored immigrants; 
refugees fleeing 
communist or communist-
dominated countries or the 
Middle East; & persons 
who are pro-American  

Communists & persons guilty of un-American 
activities (subject to deportation)  

Italy, Germany, Canada, Mexico, UK, Poland, 
Soviet Union, Cuba, Ireland, & Austria 
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 Table 1.2—continued  
 
 Desirable Traits Major (official) Security Concerns Top Immigration Countries* 

Historical Eras  

1986 IRCA—[Legalization of undocumented immigrants] 

1980s Children of US citizens 
born in Korea, Vietnam, 
Laos, Kampuchea and 
Thailand between 1950 
and Oct. 22, 1982; 
refugees fleeing Cuba; & 
immigrants from 
underrepresented countries 

Undocumented immigration & narcotics traffickers Mexico, Germany, Canada, Italy, UK, Cuba, 
Philippines, Poland, Soviet Union, & Korea 

1990 IMMACT—[Repealed exclusion of aliens linked to communism] 

1990s Skilled, temporary workers 
(H1B visas); persons 
entering via Diversity 
Lottery 

Persons w/ HIV, aliens suspected of committing 
terrorist acts on US soil; representatives of terrorist 
organizations; & aliens who have confiscated or 
trafficked in certain property of U.S. nationals. 

Mexico, Philippines, Canada, Cuba, Germany, 
UK, Italy, Korea, Vietnam & China 

    

2000s Family- and employment 
sponsored  

Representatives of a political, social or other group 
whose public endorsement of terrorism undermines 
US law enforcement efforts; aliens in U.S. suspected 
of terrorist activities; persons suspected in money 
laundering activities & aliens from countries 
suspected of state-sponsored terrorism (restricted 
visas) 

Mexico, China, Philippines, India, Vietnam, 
Nicaragua, El Salvador, Haiti, Cuba & 
Dominican Republic 

*Top 10 countries for 1880 – 1990 (except where noted) are from “Profile of the Foreign-Born Population in the United States: 1997.”  Top 10 
from 2000 was generated from my dissertation data set.” 



  

 Table 1.3: Five Categories of Excludables 
 

Political Moral/social Economic Health Unknown     

Assassins Prostitutes Illiterate Contagious 
Diseases 

Undocumented 
migrants 

Communists 
(1950-1990) 

Polygamists Mentally unstable  TB 
 

 

 Felons Imbeciles HIV  

 Drug traffickers Physically disabled  
 

  

 Religious freedom 
abusers 
 

   

 Terrorists  (incl. 
supporters) 

   

 
 
 

 Table 1.4: Hypotheses of the Change in Noncitizen Flows to the U.S. after 9/11 
 

1. All noncitizen flows from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries will decrease 
after 9/11.  Further, the decrease will be similar to that of State Sponsors of Terrorism. 

 
2. Flows of young adult nonimmigrants from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim 

countries will decrease after pre-9/11. 
 
3. Refugee denials from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries will increase after 

9/11. 

 
 
 
 

 Table 1.5: Hypotheses for the Effect of a Country’s Predominant Race/Ethnic and Religious    
 Composition on Noncitizen Flows after 9/11 

 

1. Noncitizen flows from other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries will be significantly 
lower after 9/11. 

 
2. Flows from State Sponsors of Terrorism will be significantly lower after 9/11. 
 
3. Flows from other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries will be significantly lower after 

9/11.  However, the decrease will not be as low as for other Arab/Muslim countries and State 
Sponsors of Terrorism. 
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 Table 1.6: Noncitizen Groups to be Described and Analyzed in Analytical Chapters 
 

Chapter 3 Chapter 4 
Descriptives by selected groups of countries for: 
  
• Immigrant flows 
• Nonimmigrant flows, including student & work-
based nonimmigrant flows 
• Refugee flows 
• Asylee flows 
 
• Nonimmigrant flows aged 25-44 
 
• Refugee application status 

Analyses of: 
  
• All immigrants 
• Nonimmigrants 
 -Students 
 -Work-based 
• All asylees 
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CHAPTER 2 
METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH, DATA AND ANALYSES 

 
 
 

 
This chapter begins by discussing the rationale for the research design utilized in this 

dissertation.  Specifically, I review the media portrayal surrounding 9/11 and its focus on 

terrorism and Islam in the years following 9/11 in an attempt to “educate” Americans.  I also 

provide evidence describing the impact of 9/11 on citizens’ and policymakers’ reactions to 

noncitizen threats.  This discussion leads to the bases for the characteristics that are the focus of 

the subsequent analyses, particularly characteristics shared by the 9/11 hijackers.  A description 

of the data and methods employed and the specific analyses that appear in Chapters 3 and 4 are 

then introduced.  Lastly, I describe the descriptive and multivariate analyses that address the 

hypotheses outlined at the end of Chapter 1. 

 
 

September 11
th

 Attacks as a Natural Shock  

 

 

Since 9/11, the perception of whom and what poses a threat to U.S. national security has 

undergone intense modifications.  In conjunction with the “new enemies” who have entered 

public and political discourse, news channels have devoted considerable air time to the traumatic 

events and images of 9/11.  Today, reports on 9/11, as well as events involving potential 

terrorists (many whom have ties to Islam), are highlighted frequently on various news channels.  

Americans are inundated with images and reports concerning Islam, its followers and terrorism.  

However, most Americans likely have little knowledge of Islam or of the countries that are 

predominantly Arab and/or Muslim.  Since 2001, the Pew Research Center for the People and 

the Press has frequently polled Americans about their level of familiarity with Islam.  In 2003, 
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close to 70% of the respondents stated they did not know very much or nothing at all (Pew 

Research Center 2005).  While Americans may have increased their knowledge of Islam by 

watching news reports since the 9/11 attacks, the likelihood remains low that most Americans 

possess a comprehensive knowledge of Islam, its followers and predominantly Arab and/or 

Muslim countries.   

Most TV newscasters and politicians claim the U.S. entered into a new era after the 

September 11th attacks.  Following 9/11, 71% of respondents feared another attack would occur 

soon and more than three-fourths felt this way nine months later.  Almost two years later, close 

to 60% still worried the U.S. would be attacked (Pew Research Center 2003).8  Given the 

increased media coverage on 9/11 combined with the administration stating that it is not a 

question of “what if,” but rather of who, what, when and where another attack will occur, the 

level of Americans’ fear is not surprising.    

In addition, an increased scrutiny of different forms of transportation (i.e., air travel, 

trains, subways, etc.) has occurred.  However, inquiry into possible terrorist scenarios appears to 

develop as attacks occur.  For example, taking off one’s shoes at the airport did not occur until 

after December 2001, when Richard Reid (a.k.a. the Shoe Bomber) attempted to light a bomb in 

his shoe on a U.S. bound flight.  The past inability to anticipate terrorist targets and/or methods 

prior to their occurrence may lead to much broader restrictions beyond nonimmigrants from 

State Sponsors of Terrorism to other countries and persons deemed “risky” in order to ensure 

safety.   

To address how 9/11 influenced noncitizen flows, I evaluate known risks on the country-

level four years prior to and four years after 9/11.  A country-level approach supports the notion 

discussed earlier in Chapter 1 that a person is a physical representation of their country-of-origin.  

Moreover, it affords the opportunity to assess whether noncitizen flows from a group of 

countries fares differently than another group.  The analyses specifically focus on a country’s 

race/ethnic and religious composition because these characteristics have dominated the media, 

especially as it pertains to terrorism.  In this dissertation flows from countries with ties to the 

U.S. (Chapter 3) and non-Arab/non-Muslim countries (Chapter 4) serve as baselines of “normal” 

                                                 
8 Americans’ attitudes towards another terrorist attack continue to decline.  A recent CNN/Opinion Research Corp. 
survey reports that only 35 percent of Americans fear another terrorist attack within the U.S. over the next few 
weeks.  This is a six percentage point drop from 2007 (Silverleib 2008).  Since those who fear another attack have 
gradually decreased as more time passes since the 9/11attacks, this seems to suggest that Americans’ fear of another 
attack will continue to drop or at least stabilize unless another attack occurs. 
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noncitizen flows upon which comparisons to other groups of countries are made (and described 

below).   

In Chapter 3, I concentrate on the flows from selected countries with ties to the U.S. (not 

included in either of the following two groups), State Sponsors of Terrorism and other 

predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries.  Since nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of 

Terrorism are the only noncitizen group and countries after 9/11 officially deemed inadmissible 

(unless the Secretary of State determines otherwise), one might expect that flows from other 

predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries would more closely resemble flows from countries 

with ties to the U.S.  The theory of perception of risk, especially known risks, is employed to test 

this assumption.  I also examine flows for all noncitizen groups because the potential for 

spillover into countries that resemble State Sponsors of Terrorism may not be contained to only 

nonimmigrant flows.  Additionally, I assess an additional “known” characteristic: the age of 

nonimmigrants.  Specifically, I compare young nonimmigrants from countries with ties to the 

U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries so we 

might understand where flows from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries fall 

along the continuum of “normality” (countries with established ties to the U.S.) to extensive 

restriction (State Sponsors of Terrorism). 

It is important to consider the issue of whether changing noncitizen composition is the 

result of declining interest in applying to enter the U.S. as opposed to flows being shaped by 

second-order institutional order decisions (such as subjective decisions made by immigration 

officers).  Therefore, at the end of Chapter 3, I address this issue by examining the number of 

refugee applications per fiscal year from 1998-2005 and the decisions made: approved, denied, 

closed or still pending.  This highlights changes not only in the decision-making process before 

and after 9/11, but it also provides an indication, for at least one noncitizen group, how 9/11 

influenced the desire to apply to enter the U.S.  Decreased desire did play a role for some 

countries but not all. 

In Chapter 4, I test whether significant differences exist in noncitizen flows from State 

Sponsors of Terrorism, other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries and other predominantly 

non-Arab/Muslim countries compared to non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  This approach allows 

me to explore whether differences align with a country’s predominant race/ethnic and religious 

composition or a country’s predominant race/ethnic or religious composition.  
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Data 

 

 

I constructed a data set of noncitizen flows to the U.S. drawing from a variety of 

governmental, international population and financial sources.  The data set consists of three types 

of variables:9 1). Count measures of characteristics of noncitizen flows entering the United 

States by type of noncitizen and country-of-origin, 2). Categorical variables representing 

predominant country characteristics, and 3). Annual population estimates of each country and 

corresponding variables that use the estimates to calculate the percentage of the country’s annu

population that comprise a specific noncitizen status (i.e., immigrant, refugee, etc.).  Coun

are provided on a country-by-country basis, thus, country is the unit of analysis.  However, as 

argued in Chapter 1, “Determining Desirability,” persons serve as physical representation

embodiments of the attributes associated with their country-of-origin.  Therefore, a country-level 

unit of analysis provides a better approximation than individual-level traits to probe issues of 

national prejudice and/or spillover into countries that share similarities to the State Sponsors of 

Terrorism.  The data set includes data for 228 countries for all three noncitizen groups: 

immigrants, refugees\asylees and nonimmigrants.  Each country has eight years of data, 1998-

2005.  Table 2.1 details the countries by region. 

al 

t data 

s and 

                                                

The Yearbook of Immigration Statistics data are generated on a fiscal year basis.  The 

U.S. government’s fiscal year runs from October 1st to September 30th of the following year.  

Consequently, for the purposes of this project, pre-9/11 includes count data from the fiscal years 

1998–2001, and post-9/11 includes count data from fiscal years 2002-2005.  Therefore, 

noncitizens entering the U.S. only three weeks after the September 11th attacks are included in 

the 2001 flow data.  In other words, the U.S. government’s fiscal year 2001 runs from October 1, 

2000 to September 30, 2001.  As such, the fiscal year acts a natural divider for pre- versus post-

9/11, with only a relatively small number of post-9/11 admissions included in the pre-9/11 group. 

Count data are from the 1998-2005 Yearbook of Immigration Statistics
10 produced 

annually by the U.S. Office of Immigration Statistics (OIS).11  The OIS obtains immigrant data 

using the Computer Linked Applicant Information Management System (CLAIMS), 

 
9 The codebook in Appendix A describes all variables in the data set. 
10 Prior to 2002, the title was Statistical Yearbook of the Immigration and Naturalization Service. 
11 Formerly, OIS was a part of the INS.  With the creation of the DHS in 2002, OIS became an independent 
organization that reports to DHS (U.S Department of Homeland Security 2004: 3).    
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nonimmigrant data from the Nonimmigrant Information System (NIIS) and refugee and asylee 

data from the Refugee, Asylee and Parole System (RAPS).  Table 2.2 details the data available 

by noncitizen category (See Appendix A, Data Codebook for variable details.). 

The top countries for each category of noncitizens are as follows.  Mexico is the 

definitive leader in the total number of immigrants with legal permanent residency, with the 

highest number during 1998-2005 occurring in 2002 when 219,830 Mexican nationals received 

LPR status.  The United Kingdom typically ranks at the top for the number of nonimmigrants at 

around 4 million per year.  Former Soviet Union countries top the list of refugees entering during 

1998-2005.  For example, Bosnia-Herzegovina occupied the number one slot in 1998 with 

25,393 refugee approvals.  For asylees, China dominates the number one slot, with 8,880 asylees 

entering the U.S. in 2002. 

The World Bank Group’s World Development Indicators (WDI) database is used to 

obtain annual country-of-origin population estimates.  There are a handful of instances, however, 

where population estimates for certain countries such as Iran, Iraq, etc. were not available for 

specific years.  In these instances, two other sources are used to calculate estimates: The 

Demographic Yearbook, published by the United Nations’ Population Division, and the CIA 

World Factbook.12  (See Appendix B, Data Construction Notes for further detail.) Annual 

population estimates are, in turn, are used to create variables that correspond to the percentage of 

a country’s population represented within a noncitizen group.  If no estimate is available from 

any of these three sources, imputation methods using moving averages are used.  Population 

estimates are imputed for seven countries, for a total of ten estimates.   

 The CIA’s World Factbook also is used to develop predominant country-specific 

variables: a country’s predominant religion and race/ethnicity.  The U.S. State Department’s 

annual list of Sponsors of Terrorism is used to create a variable indicating whether a country 

sponsored terrorism.  Tables 2.3 through 2.5 provide detailed country breakdowns by a country’s 

predominant race/ethnicity, religion, and State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Empirical clusters of 

these categories are discussed in detail in chapter 3. 

                                                 
12 The WDI uses official sites to compile their annual report.  Because sites do not employ consistent timing and 
reporting practices this may lead to slight inconsistencies in the estimates.  The UN Population Division’s mid-year 
estimates of country population are provided by national statistical offices and updated by using a population 
register or balanced by the number of births, deaths and migration.  The CIA World Factbook updates country 
information on an on-going basis as of November 2001.  Data prior 2001 were published annually, mid-year.  
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 Not all variables have complete information for all eight years.  The primary reason for 

these missing series of data (year of availability is noted in the Appendix A, Codebook) stems 

from changes in reporting in the Yearbook of Immigration Statistics across the eight-year period.   

Variables most affected include: the group of variables indicating whether immigrants were new 

arrivals or adjustments to LPR and whether they were subject to worldwide limits are missing 

from 2003-2005; age category, marital status and gender are missing for 1998-2001; and the 

variables indicating the initial entry status for persons who adjusted to LPR are missing for 2003-

2005.  Consequently, instances of descriptives from truncated time periods provide suggestive 

and not definitive results.   

 
 

Measurement 

 

 

Dependent Variable(s): Counts of Noncitizens 

The count variables include a wide array of characteristics across all noncitizen statuses, 

where all categorical breakdowns vary by noncitizen status.  Table 2.6 summarizes the main 

variables used in the following data analyses.  Appendix A provides more details on each 

variable.   

Independent Variables: Country Characteristics  

Analyses in Chapter 3 examine noncitizen flows from selected countries (not included in 

either of the following two groups), State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab 

and/or Muslim countries.  In Chapter 4, three dummy variables—State Sponsors of Terrorism, 

other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries and other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim 

countries—are compared to other predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  In the next 

three sub-sections, I describe the sources and bases on which the country groupings are based.    

State sponsors of terrorism.  A dummy variable distinguishes countries that the U.S. 

designates as State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Several of the State Sponsors of Terrorism are also 

predominantly Arab and/or Muslim (except Cuba).13  The State Sponsors of Terrorism dummy 

variable is created using the Country Reports on Terrorism (prior to 2004 known as the Patterns 

of Global Terrorism), which the Secretary of State has provided Congress with annually since 

                                                 
13 North Korea is also a State Sponsor of Terrorism.  However, there are no data on inflows from North Korea as 
noted in Chapter 1, fn. 1.  
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1979.  All countries listed in Table 2.5 as State Sponsors of Terrorism have been on the list prior 

to 1998. 

Race/ethnicity.  To identify Arab nations, members of the Arab League of Nations are 

categorized as Arab, even in the case of Egypt where most do not necessarily view themselves as 

“being Arab.”14  Additionally, Western Sahara is also classified as being Arab despite not being 

a member of the Arab League of Nations because the CIA World Factbook states that this 

country is predominantly Arab and Berber.  All other countries are classified as non-Arab.   

Predominant religion.  Predominant religion is defined as the religious group consisting 

of 66% of a country’s population.  If one group alone does not comprise 66% of the population, 

the two or three top groups are combined until 66% of the population is covered.  In most 

instances, only two groups need to be combined.   

Overall, forty-seven religious categories result, with fourteen main religious categories.  

Appendix A details all religious categories in the data set.  The remaining thirty-three categories 

are a combination of these fourteen main religions.  Steensland and his colleagues’ (2000) 

categorization of Protestant denominations is used to streamline religious categorization.  

Analyses focus on other predominantly Muslim versus non-Muslim countries. 

Data Limitations  

The fall of communism in the Eastern Europe resulted in the realignment of national 

borders.  In most instances, data in the Yearbooks are attributed to their newly formed countries; 

however, counts for the newly formed countries are not always available for every year but 

rather are attributed to the former Soviet Union (FSU) even though the Soviet Union no longer 

physically exists.  Also, if counts are originally categorized by the Yearbooks as “unknown 

republic” (typically in 1998 only) but associated with the FSU, these counts are assigned to the 

country indicated and not the newly formed countries because there is no way to confirm how 

the counts should be divided.  Therefore, some counts are allocated (e.g. especially, 1998-2000) 

to the FSU and results in counts of “0” for the newly formed countries.  As of 2001, there are no 

longer refugees associated with the FSU.  Data from other former countries that are influenced 

by shifting borders include the former Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia.  Table 2.7 details the 

newly formed countries resulting from regime changes within these three countries. 

                                                 
14 Palestine is also a member of the Arab League of Nations, but Yearbook of Immigration Statistics does not 
categorize noncitizen inflows as being from Palestine.   
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In addition to shifting borders, counts do not add up “perfectly” from year-to-year.  In 

2005, Yearbook counts reported for previous years do not always match previously published 

numbers due to OIS periodically cleaning up/reviewing the numbers.  OIS attempted to correct 

discrepancies due to miscounting, double counting, etc.  Consequently, the total number of 

family-sponsored immigrants reported for a given country in 2000 may not be the same as 

reported for that same year in the 2005 Yearbook.  Because the 2005 Yearbook did not provide a 

detailed breakdown of most categories (e.g., they provided total immigrants but not total family-

sponsored immigrants), it is impossible to accurately calculate previous counts using the updated 

2005 data.  In most instances, the counts are “off” by a nominal number; however, this is not 

always the case.  Fortunately, large differences did not occur often.  Furthermore, this project is 

concerned with patterns of change that occur over a period time and has several years of data 

from which to pull.  Also, by comparing data between pre- versus post-9/11, which includes four 

years of data for each period; it is unlikely that such discrepancies will be significant.   

Additional limitations for the Yearbook data, as stated by the OIS include: 1). 

Adjustments to LPR are reported in the year an immigrant adjusts and not in the year s/he 

necessarily enters the U.S., 2). Refugees and asylees, though not considered immigrants prior to 

applying for LPR, may have been counted as such, and 3). No data exist for emigration.  Point 1 

can be teased out of the data as long as data on status (i.e., new arrival versus adjustment to LPR) 

are not missing.  Point 2 is likely the result of human error but does not pose as great of a 

potential for bias as point 3.  Lack of data on emigration restricts the picture to purely 

noncitizens at entry and not exit.  Furthermore, the lack of data on the total number of immigrant 

and nonimmigrant applications does not allow for a complete picture in which to assess entry 

into the U.S.  I focus on total number of refugee applications filed in order to best explain overall 

desire to enter the U.S. 

Limitations to the asylee data stem from the ability for an asylee to reopen his or her case, 

where the reopen date is not recorded.  This creates a situation where Yearbook data may have 

changed without there being a record of the change.  Additionally, information on asylum 

seekers is not collected once an asylee is placed in removal proceedings.   

Lastly, after 2002 and the transfer of power from the Immigrant and Naturalization 

Service (INS) to the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in 2003, subsequent Yearbooks 

experience an editing process that does not always replicate previous data.  This practice has also 
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resulted in incomplete series for some variables.  Imputation methods cannot be used as in the 

case of population estimation because variables with missing series of data do not function in the 

same manner as population data. For example, the annual number of adjustments to LPR does 

not act from year-to-year in a predictable manner like population growth.  Consequently, time 

periods covered will be provided when reporting results in the following chapters.  Truncated 

time periods, therefore, can only provide suggestive and not definitive results. 

 
 

Analytic Plan 

 

 

In chapter 3, I use various descriptive statistics to test the hypothesis that changes in 

noncitizen flows after 9/11 align with many of the demographic traits of the nineteen hijackers 

responsible for the 9/11 attacks.  I use line graphs to compare the total number of immigrants, 

nonimmigrants (including students and work-based nonimmigrants), refugees and asylees from 

countries with established social and historical ties with the U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism 

and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries to assess change across these noncitizen 

categories during the four years leading up to and following 9/11.  Additionally, I compare 

nonimmigrants aged 25-44 entering the U.S. pre- versus post-9/11 for countries with ties to the 

U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and other selected countries that are predominantly Arab 

and/or Muslim.  This allows for an assessment of young nonimmigrant flows among the three 

groups of countries and if and how they varied.  Finally, I evaluate refugee applications in terms 

of total applications approved, denied, closed and still pending by fiscal year.  This examination 

enables me to see if the refugee process has changed before versus after 9/11 in terms of decision 

allocation.  In other words, are certain countries being issued more denials after 9/11 as opposed 

to before 9/11?  Furthermore, assessment of total refugee applications filed provides a unique 

opportunity to ascertain whether desire to enter the U.S. as changed after 9/11.    

In Chapter 4, I estimate the effects of a country’s predominant religion and race/ethnicity 

on noncitizen flows to the U.S.  Specifically, individual growth models are estimated to assess 

the factor change of noncitizen flows since 1998 among State Sponsors of Terrorism, other 

predominantly Arab/Muslim countries and other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries 

compared to predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  The dependent variables in these 

analyses are transformed into factor scores relative to 1998 flows to deal with issues of scale 
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(i.e., changes in flows from China versus Chad).  The time span includes four years leading up to 

9/11 and four years following 9/11.  Interaction terms (e.g., predominant religion X time) test 

whether 9/11 altered the significance of national-level, cultural factors for admission to the 

United States.  I use Stata to estimate these multilevel models. 

Given the hierarchical nature of the data—eight time-points nested within most 

countries—time serves as level-1 data and country as level-2 data.  In equation 2.1, noncitizen 

flows (Y) at time, t, for country, i, are modeled as a random effects model and dependent on the 

growth trajectory across centered time (year -1998) for each country (π0j).  This is the level-1 

model.  Equation 2.2 models the intercept of true change for each country compared to non-

Arab/non-Muslim countries.  The intercept of each country is presumed to be dependent on the 

country’s race/ethnic and religious composition.  Equation 2.3 models the slope of true change 

for each country.  It, too, is dependent on each country’s race/ethnic and religious composition.  

Equations 2.2 and 2.3 are the level-2 models.  

[Equation 2.1]:  Yij = π0i + π1i(Year – 1998) + εij 

[Equation 2.2]: π0i = γ00 + γ01State Sponsors + γ02Arab/Muslim + γ03Non-Arab/Muslim + ζ0i 

[Equation 2.3]: π1i = γ10 + γ11State Sponsors + γ12Arab/Muslim + γ13 Non-Arab/Muslim + ζ1i 

Chapter 5 revisits major findings and results from chapters 3 and 4 and discusses 

theoretical and future research implications.  First, I address my empirical contribution to Cox 

and Posner’s (2007) theory of second-order institutional design by using “known risks” as key 

determinants of change in noncitizen flows.  I also discuss how the perception of risk may be 

expanded beyond its current application of assessing how humans perceive natural disasters to 

include how they perceive the process of immigration.  Second, special attention is given to how 

exactly predominant race/ethnicity and religion influence changes in noncitizen flows, which is 

interpreted as one of the possible explanations of how second-order institutional design function.  

Furthermore, a discussion contextualizing results in a broader historical setting of U.S. 

immigration processes is addressed.  Specifically, I focus on how although U.S. legislative acts 

of the late-20th century restructured immigration policy so countries possessed the same 

immigrant quota, nationality and race remain salient determinants of entry into the U.S. for other 

noncitizen categories and for countries not officially included in immigration legislation as being 

inadmissible.  I argue that the current working definition of desirability applied to noncitizen 

flows appears to be based on race, not religion, and suggests that the word “terrorism” is in many 
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ways synonymous for noncitizens from other predominantly Arab and Muslim countries.  I 

conclude by calling for future research to examine the immigration (decision-making) processes 

of other countries in order to understand international responses to noncitizen flows in light of 

recent terrorist attacks (i.e., Madrid, London, and Bali).  



  

Table 2.1: Country by Region  
 

Europe Asia Africa Oceania N. America Caribbean C. America S. America NAP         

Albania Afghanistan Algeria Am. Samoa Canada Anguilla Belize Argentina Czechoslovakia 
Andorra Bahrain Angola Australia Greenland Antigua-Barbuda Costa Rica Bolivia Soviet Union 
Armenia Bangladesh Benin Christmas Is. Mexico Bahamas El Salvador Brazil Yugoslavia 
Austria Bhutan Botswana Cocos Is. St. Pierre & Miquelon Barbados Guatemala Chile  
Azerbaijan Brunei Burkina Faso Cook Is. U.S.  Bermuda Honduras Colombia  
Belarus Burma Burundi Fiji  Br. Virgin Is. Nicaragua Ecuador  
Belgium Cambodia Cameroon Fr. Polynesia  Cayman Is. Panama Falkland Is.  
Bosnia-Herzegovina China Cape Verde Guam  Cuba  Fr. Guiana  
Bulgaria Cyprus Central African 

Rep. 
Kiribati  Dominica  Guyana  

Croatia Hong Kong Chad Marshall Is.  Dominican Rep.  Paraguay  
Czech Republic India Comoros Micronesia  Grenada  Peru  
Denmark Indonesia Congo, Dem. Rep. Nauru  Guadeloupe  Suriname  
Estonia Iran Congo, Republic New Caledonia  Haiti  Uruguay  
Finland Iraq Cote d’Ivoire New Zealand  Jamaica  Venezuela  
France Israel Djibouti Niue  Martinique    
Georgia Japan Egypt Northern Mariana Is  Montserrat    
Germany Jordan Equatorial Guinea Palau  Netherlands Antilles    
Greece South Korea Eritrea Papua New Guinea  Puerto Rico    
Holy See Kuwait Ethiopia Pitcairn Is.  St. Kitts-Nevis    
Hungary Laos Fr. Southern & 

Antarctic Lands 
Samoa  St. Lucia    

Iceland Lebanon Gabon Solomon Is.  St. Vincent & the 
Grenadines 

   

Ireland Macau Gambia Tonga  Trinidad & Tobago    
Italy Malaysia Ghana Tuvalu  Turks & Caicos Is.    
Kazakhstan Maldives Guinea Vanuatu  U.S. Virgin Is.    
Kyrgyzstan Mongolia Guinea-Bissau Wallis & Futuna Is.      
Latvia Nepal Kenya       
Liechtenstein Oman Lesotho       
Lithuania Pakistan Liberia       
Luxembourg Philippines Libya       
Macedonia Qatar Madagascar       
Malta Saudi Arabia Malawi       
Moldova Singapore Mali       
Monaco Sri Lanka Mauritania       
Netherlands Syria Mauritius       
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Table 2.1—continued 

Europe Asia Africa         
Norway Taiwan Morocco       
Poland Thailand Mozambique       
Portugal Turkey Namibia       
Romania UAE Niger       
Russia Vietnam Nigeria       
San Marino Yemen Reunion       
Slovak 
Republic 

 Rwanda       

Slovenia  Sao Tome & 
Principe 

      

Sweden  Senegal       
Switzerland  Seychelles       
Tajikistan  Sierra Leone       
Turkmenistan  Somalia       
Ukraine  South Africa       
U.K.  St. Helena       
Uzbekistan  Sudan       
  Swaziland 

a

      
  T  nzania

Tunisia

Uganda

Western

Zambia

mbabw

      
  Togo       
         
         
   

Sahara 
      

         
  Zi  e       
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Table 2.2: Data Available by Noncitizen Category 

Flows by status  
- New immigrants arrivals 
- Adjustments to LPR  
- Granted refugee or asylee status  
- Nonimmigrant visa type 

Flows by initial entry type  
- Adjustments to LPRs (via visa) 
- Refugees/Asylees to LPRs (via approval of application) 

Flows by sponsor (new arrivals only) 
Flows by gender (new arrivals only) 
Flows by age  

- Immigrants (new arrivals only) 
- Nonimmigrants 

Flows by marital status (new arrivals only) 
Flows by various occupational categories (new arrivals only) 
Number of individuals denied entry 

- Refugee 
 
 
 

Table 2.3: Country by Predominant Race/Ethnicity (for single race categories only) 
 

White Black Asian Hispanic/Latino Arab Pacific Islander Creole       

Albania Angola Bangladesh Andorra Bahrain Am. Samoa Cape Verde 
Armenia Benin Bhutan Spain Iraq Cook Island Reunion 
Austria Botswana Brunei Mexico Jordan Fr. Polynesia Seychelles 
Azerbaijan Burkina Faso Burma Cuba Kuwait Kiribati  
Belarus Burundi Cambodia Dominican Rep. Lebanon Marshall Island  
Belgium Cameroon China Puerto Rico Oman Micronesia  
Bosnia-Herzegovina Central African Rep. Japan Belize Qatar Nauru  
Bulgaria Chad Korea Costa Rica Saudi Arabia Niue  
Croatia Congo, Democratic Rep. Laos El Salvador Syria Palau  
Czech Republic Congo, Republic Macau Guatemala United Arab Emirates Papua New Guinea  
Denmark Cote d’Ivoire Malaysia Honduras Yemen Pitcairn Islands  

 39



  

Table 2.3—continued

White Black Asian Hispanic/Latino Arab Pacific Islander Creole       

Estonia Equatorial Guinea Mongolia Nicaragua Algeria Samoa  
Finland Eritrea Nepal Panama Comoros Solomon Islands  
France Ethiopia Philippines Argentina Djibouti Tonga  
Georgia Gabon Singapore Bolivia Egypt Tuvalu  
Germany Gambia Taiwan Chile Libya Vanuatu  
Greece Ghana Thailand Colombia Mauritania Wallis & Futuna Is.  
Hungary Guinea Vietnam Ecuador Morocco   
Iceland Guinea-Bissau Christmas Is. Paraguay Somalia   
Ireland Kenya  Peru Sudan   
Italy Lesotho  Uruguay Tunisia   
Kazakhstan Liberia  Venezuela Western Sahara   
Kyrgyzstan Malawi      
Latvia Mali      
Liechtenstein Mozambique      
Lithuania Namibia      
Luxembourg Niger      
Macedonia Nigeria      
Malta Rwanda      
Moldova Sao Tome & Principe      
Monaco Senegal      
Netherlands Sierra Leone      
Norway South Africa      
Poland Swaziland      
Portugal Tanzania      
Romania Togo      
Russia Uganda      
San Marino Zambia      
Slovak Republic Zimbabwe      
Slovenia Anguilla      
Sweden Bahamas      
Switzerland Barbados      
Tajikistan British Virgin Is.      
Turkmenistan Grenada      
Ukraine Haiti      
United Kingdom Jamaica      
Uzbekistan St. Kitts-Nevis      
Afghanistan St. Lucia      
Cyprus Saint Vincent & the Grenadines      
India Turks & Caicos Islands      
Iran U.S. Virgin Is.      
Israel       
Maldives       
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Table 2.3—continued 

White Black Asian Hispanic/Latino Arab Pacific Islander Creole       

Pakistan       
Sri Lanka       
Turkey       
French & Southern 
Antarctic Lands 

      

Mauritius       
Australia       
New Zealand        
Canada       
Greenland       
St. Pierre & 
Miquelon 

      

U.S.       
Falkland Is.       
Holy See       

 

 

 

Table 2.4: County by Predominant Religion (for single religion categories only) 
 

PROTESTANT CATHOLIC MUSLIM SUNNI 

MUSLIM

JEWISH BUDDHISM LDS INDIG. 

BELIEFS

PROT/CATH       

  

Finland Andorra Wallis & 
Futuna Is. 

Albania Tajikistan Israel Bhutan Pitcairn 
Is. 

Hong Kong Germany 

Iceland Armenia Mexico Azerbaijan Uzbekistan  Burma   Hungary 
Sweden Austria St. Pierre & 

Miquelon 
Kyrgyzstan Afghanistan  Cambodia   Latvia 

Botswana Belarus Aruba Turkmenistan Jordan  Sri Lanka   Switzerland 
Lesotho Belgium Cuba Bahrain Kuwait  Thailand   U.K. 
Malawi Bulgaria Dominica Bangladesh Maldives     Burundi 
Namibia Croatia Dominican 

Rep. 
Brunei Pakistan     Cong, Dem Rep. 

St. Helena France Guadeloupe Indonesia Syria     Equatorial Guinea 
Nauru Georgia Martinique Oman Turkey     Kenya 
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Table 2.4—continued 
 

PROTESTANT CATHOLIC MUSLIM SUNNI 

MUSLIM 

JEWISH HINDUISM LDS INDIG. 

BELIEFS 

PROT/CATH 

Niue Gibraltar Netherlands 
Antilles 

Qatar Algeria  India   Rwanda 

Northern Mariana Is. Holy See Puerto Rico Saudi Arabia Comoros  Nepal   Uganda 
Tonga Ireland St. Lucia UAE Egypt     Am. Samoa 
Tuvalu Italy Costa Rica Yemen Libya     Australia 
Anguilla Liechtenstein El Salvador Djibouti Somalia     Cook Is. 
Br. Virgin Is. Lithuania Honduras Gambia Sudan     Fr. Polynesia 
Cayman Is. Luxemburg Nicaragua Guinea Cocos Is.     Kiribati 
Turks & Caicos Is. Malta Panama Mali      Micronesia 
 Moldova Argentina Mauritania      New Caledonia 
 Monaco Bolivia Morocco      Palau 
 Poland Brazil Niger SHI’A Samoa     
EVANG. PROT.  Portugal Chile Senegal Iran      Vanuatu 
Denmark Romania Colombia Tunisia Iraq     Canada 
Norway Spain Ecuador Western Sahara      U.S. 
Greenland Cyprus Fr. Guiana       Antigua-Barbuda 
Haiti Philippines Paraguay       Grenada 
 Reunion Peru       St. Kitts-Nevis 
 Sao Tome & 

Principe 
Uruguay       St. Vincent & the 

Grenadines 
 Seychelles Venezuela       U.S. Virgin Is. 
 Guam        Guatemala 



  

Table 2.5: State Sponsors of Terrorism  
 

State Sponsors of Terrorism 

Iran 
Iraq (until 2003) 

Syria 
Libya 
Sudan 
Cuba 

 

 

 

Table 2.6: Count Data Analyzed 
 

Immigrant Data  Nonimmigrant Data  Refugee/Asylee Data 
     
Total annual number per fiscal 
year (new & adjustments) 

 Total annual number per fiscal 
year by visa category  

 Total number refugee approvals 

Age  Age at entry  Total number of asylee arrivals 
    Total number of refugee applications 

pending at beginning of fiscal year 
    Total applications filed, refugee 
    Total applications approved, refugee 
    Total applications denied, refugee 
    Total applications closed, refugee 

 

 

 

 Table 2.7: Newly Formed Countries from Former Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia 
 

Soviet Union Czechoslovakia Yugoslavia 

Armenia Czech Republic Bosnia-Herzegovina 
Azerbaijan Slovak Republic Croatia 
Belarus  Serbia and Montenegro 
Georgia  Slovenia 
Kazakhstan   
Kyrgyzstan   
Moldova   
Russia   
Tajikistan   
Turkmenistan   
Ukraine   
Uzbekistan   
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CHAPTER 3 
NONCITIZEN FLOWS ANALYSES 

 
 
 
 

“The credibility of immigration policy can be measured by a simple yardstick: people who 

should get in, do get in; people who should not get in, are kept out and people who are judged 

deportable are required to leave” (U.S. Commission on Immigration Reform, 1994: 3).  

 

The September 11th attacks generated intense fear among Americans that additional 

terrorist attacks were imminent, and trend surveys revealed Americans’ lack of knowledge of 

Islam and the Muslim community.  Given the combination of Americans’ fear and dearth of 

knowledge and Slovic and colleagues’ theory that “known risks” are central to the perception of 

risk, I anticipate that not only noncitizens from State Sponsors of Terrorism experienced great 

declines but noncitizens from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries also 

encountered significant flow changes (See Table 1.1 for details on the four noncitizen groups).  

Since many of the hijackers were in the U.S. on tourist or student visas (i.e., nonimmigrant 

visas), between the ages of 25-45, and from Saudi Arabia, these demographic categories—

especially Saudi Arabian students/nonimmigrants aged 25-44—likely encountered the greatest 

declines compared to other noncitizen categories between 1998 to 2005.  Still, it is important to 

examine all noncitizen flows in order to see whether variation between, as well as within, groups 

occurred following 9/11.   

In this chapter, I focus on noncitizen flows from three groups of countries: selected 

countries with established ties to the U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and other selected Arab 

and/or Muslim countries.  Countries with ties to the U.S. included in the descriptives below are 

Mexico, China, India, the Philippines, Vietnam, the United Kingdom and Germany.  Countries 

designated by the U.S. as State Sponsors of Terrorism include Iran, Iraq (until 2003), Syria, 

Libya, and Cuba.  Other countries selected to represent Arab and/or Muslim countries not 
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already on the State Sponsors of Terrorism list (where Cuba, of course, is neither an Arab nor a 

Muslim state) are Lebanon, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Afghanistan and Egypt.  For the sake of 

brevity, these countries will be referred to as other predominant Arab and/or Muslim countries. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, available data provide an incomplete picture of noncitizen 

flows from 1998 to 2005 because it did not include information on noncitizens denied entry to 

the U.S. or the total number of applications filed.  Rather, only those noncitizens granted entry 

were reported.  However, refugee data sources did report the number of applications filed, 

approvals, denials, closures and cases that were still pending.  Though this offers a view of a 

noncitizen group whose entrance is based on special circumstances and is restricted to certain 

persons, it affords the opportunity to compare both denials and approvals before and after 9/11 

for one type of noncitizen group.  Moreover, it provides a solid understanding of the desire of 

refugees from all three groups of countries to enter the U.S. after 9/11.  While desire to enter the 

U.S. is likely not the same across all noncitizen groups, it is presently the most concrete 

information available. 

To contextualize the results, I begin by providing supporting information for the analyses.  

First, I briefly review the Immigration Act of 1990 (IMMACT), which dramatically increased 

annual caps on immigrants (family- and employment-sponsored) and refugees/asylees.  Two 

additional acts that significantly increased the annual number of nonimmigrant work visas are 

also addressed.  Though other amendments to U.S. immigration policy were enacted during this 

period, employment specifications dominated legislation during most of the 1990s.  Second, I 

review the two main immigration acts since 9/11: the USA Patriot Act of 2001 and the Enhanced 

Border Security and Visa Entry Reform Act of 2002.  These two acts expanded the definition of 

terrorism and targeted nonimmigrants from official State Sponsors of Terrorism wanting to enter 

the U.S.  I conclude my overview of background information with a summary of the general 

public’s sentiment towards immigration during this period.   

The analyses assess flows from 1998 to 2005 for all four noncitizen categories: 

immigrant admissions, nonimmigrant admissions (including student and work-based 

nonimmigrants), refugee approvals and asylees approvals.  Additionally, I evaluate 

nonimmigrant flows by age categories similar to the 9/11 hijackers and the status of refugee 

applications pre- and post-9/11.  These flows are evaluated for countries with ties to the U.S., 

 45



  

State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries.  I conclude 

the chapter by reviewing my findings on noncitizen flows to the U.S. from 1998-2005. 

 

 

U.S. Immigration Policy, 1990-2005 

 

 

During the 1990s, immigration policy mainly focused on increasing employment-based 

noncitizens, especially for nonimmigrant visas, to fulfill U.S. employment needs.  After 9/11, the 

focus of policy shifted towards identifying potentially risky noncitizens.  IMMACT 1990 

dissolved the original seven category preference developed in 1965 into two, broad categories: 

family- and employer-sponsored.  Furthermore, IMMACT increased the total number of 

admissions per year to a flexible cap ranging from 421,000 to 675,000.  This new cap included: 

226,000 to 480,000 family-sponsored immigrants, 140,000 employment-based immigrants and 

55,000 Diversity Lottery winners (a lottery that nationals from countries with less than 55,000 

immigrants entering the U.S. in the previous 5 years are eligible to apply).  The exact annual 

immigration cap is “equal to the larger of 226,000 or 480,000 minus the previous year’s total of 

immediate relatives [i.e., immigrants exempt from the annual cap] of U.S. citizens and two 

numerically small categories of children plus any unused employment preferences from the 

previous year” (Yearbook 1997: 14).   

Despite the overall cap being raised, the percentage increase experienced by 

employment-based immigrants as a total of all immigrants remained relatively stable.  While the 

first and third preference categories for family-sponsored immigrants suffered the greatest losses 

in absolute numbers, family-sponsored immigrants still dominated the overall, annual number of 

immigrants entering the U.S.  In addition to increasing the absolute number of permanent, 

employment-based immigrants, IMMACT increased the number of temporary, employment-

based immigrants when it “authorized 131,000 H category visas, and created four new categories 

of temporary visas” (Daniels 2004: 238).  Throughout the next decade, H1-B visas (i.e., visas for 

highly skilled immigrants) continued to grow.   

The American Competitiveness and Workforce Improvement Act of 1998 increased the 

number of H1-B visas from 65,000 to 115,000 during the fiscal years 1999 and 2000.  

Furthermore, the Twenty-first Century Act of 2000 increased the number to 195,000 between 

fiscal years 2001 and 2003.  Students studying in the U.S. and other aliens on nonimmigrant 
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visas accounted for 44 percent of new H1-B workers (Daniels 2004: 258).  Consequently, the 

number of nonimmigrants more than tripled between 1984 and 1996 (Daniels 2004: 254).  

Several of these visa categories could eventually be eligible to be adjusted from nonimmigrant to 

immigrant status.  This focus on increasing both permanent and temporary workers changed, 

however, after 9/11.   

Links to terrorism became an excludable offense in 1996; however, the legislation did not 

go as far as the USA Patriot Act of 2001 and the Enhanced Border Security and Visa Entry 

Reform Act of 2002.  Among its sweeping changes, the Patriot Act redefined what it meant to 

“engage in terrorist activity.”  Terrorist activity is defined not only as a person who commits a 

terrorist act, but those who plan terrorist activities or is associated with a terrorist organization.  

Additionally, those who solicit funds for terrorist organizations (even if they are unaware of the 

organization’s aims) and representatives of organizations that publicly endorse terrorism, 

including said person’s spouse and children, are considered to be engaged in terrorism.  

Furthermore, the act developed the Terrorist Exclusion List (TEL) developed by the Secretary of 

State in conjunction with the Attorney General.  Today, the TEL includes 59 terrorist 

organizations, where U.S. Treasury has identified 39 organizations as potential fundraising 

fronts.  The last 10 organizations were added in April 2004.  Though all organizations on the 

TEL are not seem to be predominantly comprised of Islamic adherents, such as the Continuity 

Irish Republican Army, several of the names on the list appear to be of Islamic/Arabic origin.    

The Enhanced Border Security Act took restriction and inadmissibility to the country-

level.  This act restricts nonimmigrant visas to nationals from officially designated States of 

Sponsors of Terrorism.  Nationals from these countries, however, can be admitted if the 

Secretary of State, along with the Attorney General and heads of the appropriate U.S. agencies, 

determines they are not a threat to U.S. national security. 

 
 

Attitudes towards Immigration 

 

 

In the 1990s, public opinion responded negatively to the shifts in immigrant composition 

and the increases in annual immigration.  In the wake of the expansive spirit of IMMACT, 

“public dissatisfaction with immigration” rose in the mid-1990s almost to the level of its peak in 

1924 (Daniels 2004: 233).  Public opinion polls throughout the 1990s reported that most 
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Americans wanted to reduce immigration, with 65 percent (the highest percentage of Americans 

reported since 1965) calling for a decrease during mid-decade (Daniels 2004: 233).  Even the 

first report of the U.S. Commission on Immigration Reform (1991-1997), which was created by 

IMMACT 1990, supported immigration for a select—or otherwise desired—group of people, as 

indicated by this chapter’s opening quote.   

By June 2001 public support for immigration had decreased and just 42 percent of 

Americans thought immigration should be decreased; whereas, only 14 percent felt there should 

be an increase (Daniels 2004: 233).  Immediately following September 11th this number 

increased, with 58 percent of Americans saying immigration should be decreased.  The 

percentage of Americans stating that immigration should be decreased continued to slowly 

decline after the attacks.  In June 2005, 46 percent of Americans believed immigration should be 

decreased compared to only 16 percent who thought levels should be increased.  Therefore, the 

percentage of Americans who believed immigration should be decreased remained considerably 

less in 2005 compared to the mid-1990s level of 65 percent.  Still, almost half of Americans felt 

immigration to the U.S. should be decreased.  It is likely the public’s wavering view on 

immigration, despite the media’s continued focus on terrorism and Islam, relates to the amount 

of time that has passed since 9/11 combined with the fact that another terrorist attack on U.S. soil 

has not occurred since 9/11.  However, governmental officials and legislators are unlikely to 

relent in ensuring that U.S. borders are secure for fear of another attack.   

      To summarize, immigration policies of the 1990s retooled U.S. immigration policy by 

increasing the total, annual immigration cap, and expanded permanent and temporary 

employment-based immigration.  Despite the 1990s expansive stance on immigration, the 

American population retained a relatively more restrictionist position on the issue on legal, 

immigration flows than did Congress.  By June 2001, attitudes on immigration had eased.  Yet, 

the 9/11 attacks momentarily altered the public’s view of immigration.  Post- 9/11 immigration 

policy focused on excluding terrorists from entry and restricting entry of nonimmigrants from 

countries designated as State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Such policy changes confirm officials’ and 

legislators’ commitment to securing the U.S. borders.  Moreover, the discrepancy between 1990s 

public opinion and immigration policy may have led the second-order institutional design to 

tighten restrictions following 9/11 on noncitizens resembling the hijackers.  In this way 
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immigration and governmental officials would not appear as being lax on noncitizens following 

the attacks. 

 

 

Pre- versus Post-9/11 Noncitizen Flows 

 

 

Changes in Immigrant Admissions, 1998-2005  

Figure 3.1 presents total immigrant admissions for selected countries with ties to the 

U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries.    

In order to see the annual ebb and flow of immigrant admissions before and after 9/11, 

Figure 3.1 presents immigrant admissions for each year from 1998 to 2005 for each of the 

groups.  All three groups of countries experienced a relatively steady increase in immigrant 

admissions during the pre-9/11 period.  In 2003, however, all groups encountered significant 

declines in immigrant admissions.  Cuban immigrant admissions decreased by almost two-thirds, 

from 30,000 admissions in 2002 to 10,000 admissions in 2003.  Though most countries with ties 

to the U.S. and State Sponsors encountered dramatic decreases in 2003, several of the other Arab 

and/or Muslim countries saw a gradual decline a year earlier.  Pakistan, a country that 

continuously experienced increased immigrant admissions leading up to 9/11, lost 12.5 percent 

of its immigrant admissions from 2001-2002, only to lose 40 percent more from 2002-2003.  

Admissions generally rebounded for almost all countries in 2004 and 2005.  However, not all 

countries with established ties to the U.S. had increased admissions in 2004 and 2005.15 

There are two possible reasons for the decline in 2003 immigrant admissions occurring 

across all groups of countries and not solely to State Sponsors of Terrorism.  First, the U.S. 

clamped down on all immigrant admissions following the 9/11 attacks to ensure undesirable 

immigrants did not enter the U.S.  Second, the fact that the decrease occurred in 2003 rather than 

in 2002 was possibly the result of a “bureaucratic lag,” where the immigration bureaucracy 

lacked the ability to implement new security measures quickly. 

 

                                                 
15 Note:  The two line graphs in Figure 3.1 are not created on the same scale due to the substantial difference in 
numbers of immigrant admission stemming from each country.  Therefore, percentage change may be larger or 
smaller than appears visually in the line graph.  Also, countries with fewer entrants may experience a larger or 
smaller percentage change than what appears to be visually the case.  This is because the y-axis being in absolute 
frequencies rather than percent so the reader can see how the flows rise and fall across the eight-year period.   
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Changes in Nonimmigrant Admissions, 1998-2005 

Figure 3.2 graphically presents data on all nonimmigrant admissions for the three groups 

of countries from 1998 to 2005.  Figures 3.3 and 3.4 do so for student and work-based 

admissions, respectively.  Data for student admissions is only available from 1998-2004.   

Figures 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4 display a common pattern among nonimmigrant admissions for 

overall, student and work-based nonimmigrant flows from countries with ties to the U.S.: steady 

growth throughout the entire period with only a few experiencing slight decreases.  This stands 

in stark contrast to the trend for State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab 

and/or Muslim countries.  Most of the countries in these two groups saw relatively steady growth 

among student and work-based nonimmigrant admissions prior to 9/11.  However, following 

9/11 sharp declines occurred among most State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Other predominantly 

Arab and/or Muslim countries also experienced declines but not as steep as among most 

countries that sponsor terrorism.  Neither of these two groups of countries rebounded to pre-9/11 

levels in terms of student or work-based admissions.   

The Enhanced Border Security Act of 2002 explains the significant declines in 

admissions after 9/11, but it does not explain the continued declines among most of the other 

Arab and/or Muslim countries.  Though decreased desire to enter the U.S. may explain the 

decline, it cannot explain why most of the other Arab and/or Muslim countries sustained 

decreased levels of admissions.  While these decreases are not as steep as the declines among 

State Sponsors of Terrorism, they are considerably different than the steady increase in 

admissions from countries with ties to the U.S. 

Changes in Refugee Approvals, 1998-2004 

Data on refugee flows are only available from 1998 to 2004 instead of 2005.  Figure 3.5 

presents the same information for the number of refugee approvals during 1998-2004 that are 

presented for immigrant admissions.   

 Among countries with ties to the U.S., the only country with any measurable flows of 

refugee approvals originated from Vietnam.  For other Arab and/or Muslim countries, only 

Afghanistan had measurable flows of refugee approvals.  Refugee flows entered the U.S. from 

all of the State Sponsors of Terrorism except Libya and Syria.   

The remarkable decline in Vietnam refugees during 1998-1999 was likely the result of 

the 1999 closing of the Orderly Departure Program (ODP), which mainly processed Indochinese 
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and Vietnamese refugee applications.  Consequently, refugee approval data in subsequent years 

do yield much because of the ODP closure and reporting changes.16  Therefore, these data do not 

provide much on which to assess differences between countries with ties to the U.S., State 

Sponsors of Terrorism and other Arab and/or Muslim countries.   

Comparing refugee approvals from sponsors of terrorism and other Arab and/or Muslim 

countries, Iran, the Sudan and Afghanistan experienced significant increases prior to 9/11 

followed by dramatic decreases in approvals after 9/11.  Iraqi refugee approvals also suffered a 

considerable decrease in approvals beginning in 2001.  One obvious reason for the continued 

decline in Iraqi refugee approvals through 2004 was the U.S. led invasion of Iraq beginning in 

2003.  On the other hand, Cuba, the only non-Muslim/non-Arab country among the State 

Sponsors of Terrorism, saw relative stability among refugee approvals pre- and post-9/11 

followed by a significant spike in 2004.  

Changes in Asylee Approvals, 1998-2005 

Figure 3.6 presents asylee approvals from 1998 to 2005 for the three groups of countries. 

Most countries encountered steady growth during the pre-9/11 period followed by 

considerable post-9/11 declines.  Countries with ties to the U.S. and other predominantly Arab 

and/or Muslim countries encountered declines beginning in 2003, whereas, State Sponsors of 

Terrorism experienced a decline immediately following 9/11.  None of these countries returned 

to pre-9/11 levels.   

Although on-going wars in some countries may explain the significant declines, it cannot 

be used as an explanation across all countries in the three groups.  For State Sponsors of 

Terrorism, the decrease in approvals likely occurred due to being officially designated as 

supporters of terrorism even though the Enhanced Border Security Act was not passed until 

2002.  However, this does not explain the significant decreases among most countries with ties to 

the U.S. and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries.  Furthermore, other Arab 

and/or Muslim countries continued to encounter decreases until 2005 but most countries with ties 

to the U.S. did not.  While lack of interest in seeking asylum in the U.S. following 9/11 may 

serve as an explanation for the declines, it does not adequately explain why approvals from most 

                                                 
16 2001 data “for Vietnam are incomplete.  Data represent only Vietnamese processed by the Resettlement 
Opportunity for Vietnamese Returnees (ROVR) [an ODP successor program].  Data are unavailable for refugees 
processed under other Vietnam in-country programs that dealt with former reeducation camp detainees and adult 
children of formerly admitted refugees” (2001 Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, fn. 2:94).  As of the beginning of 
2004, less than 20 refugees remained to be processed by ROVR (Refugee Admissions Program for East Asia).   
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of the other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries resemble the decline in asylee 

approvals from State Sponsors of Terrorism. 

Changes in Nonimmigrant Admissions by Age 

  Most of the September 11th hijackers were between the ages of 25-44 and entered the 

U.S. on nonimmigrant visas.  Nonimmigrants, especially student and work-based nonimmigrants, 

from State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries clearly 

sustained significant declines post-9/11.  Figures 3.7 and 3.8 compare nonimmigrant admissions 

by two age categories: 25-34 and 35-44, respectively, for all three groups of countries.  These 

data are available for 1998-2004. 

Nonimmigrants aged 25-44 from most countries with ties to the U.S. experienced a slight 

decrease in admissions in 2002 but rebounded for all countries except Germany.  Conversely, 

nonimmigrants aged 25-44 from State Sponsors of Terrorism and other Arab and/or Muslim 

countries saw significant declines following 9/11.  Admissions for both of these groups of 

countries for persons aged 25-44 did not rebound to pre-9/11 levels.  While the declines among 

nonimmigrants aged 25-44 from States Sponsors of Terrorism can be explained by the Enhanced 

Border Security Act of 2002, it does not explain the precipitous decline in admissions from 

similarly aged nonimmigrants from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries.  It is 

likely however that these precipitous decreases among other Arab and/or Muslim countries are 

limited to nonimmigrants aged 25-44 and not other all other age categories.  Furthermore, 

nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of Terrorism are restricted from entry into the U.S. but 

immigrants are not restricted.  Unfortunately, comparable data between the two groups of 

noncitizens is not available. 

 
 

Desire to Enter the U.S. 

 

 

Refugee Acceptances, Denials, Closures and Still Pending, 1998-2004 

 These data so far only include persons granted admission to the U.S. and not the total 

number of applicants requesting entry from each noncitizen group.  Trends described thus far 

constitute only a partial picture of noncitizen flow to the U.S.  It is likely that part of the declines 

after 9/11 is due to the lower number of applicants and legislation that expanded the definition of 

terrorist activity.  Also, severe restrictions on nonimmigrant applicants from State Sponsors of 
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Terrorism add to the significant declines in nonimmigrant admissions from these countries.  

Therefore, these data are unable to definitively show whether the September 11th attacks led to a 

decreased desire (or ability) of applicants to apply for entry to the U.S. from these three groups 

of countries.  However, the Office of Immigrant Statistics (OIS) did report the total number of 

refugee applicants filed, approved, denied, closed and still pending.  Thus, these data provide an 

indication on whether refugees’ desires to enter the U.S. changed during the pre- and post-9/11 

years.  They also allow for a contrast of entry sought versus entry denied.   

 In Table 3.1, no real pattern emerged among the number of refugee applications among 

the three groups of countries.  Vietnam, as discussed earlier, experienced significant declines in 

refugee applications due to the closing of the resettlement program in 1999.  Four of the six State 

Sponsors of Terrorism had refugee applications, but the difference between 1998 and 2004 in the 

number of applications filed also does not exhibit a definitive pattern.  Afghanistan, the only 

other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim country to have substantial number of refugee 

approvals encountered a tremendous increase in refugee applications filed.  Applications in 2004 

were more than ten times as many as filed in 1998.   

Vietnam did, however, receive a decision on all applicants in both 2004 and 1998; 

whereas, State Sponsors of Terrorism and Afghanistan always had cases pending at the end of 

the year, with the exception of Cuba.  Decisions on Afghani applications increased more than 15 

percent from 1998 to 2004.  The decisions on applicants from the Sudan increased more than 30 

percent, while the percentage of cases from Iran and Iraq receiving a decision slightly decreased.   

At the same time, the percentage of denials decreased for all State Sponsors of Terrorism but 

increased for both Vietnam and Afghanistan.  Approvals among State Sponsors of Terrorism did 

not exhibit a distinct pattern.  However, Iraqi applicants experienced a dramatic decline in 

approvals and a significant increase in closed cases.   

 Figure 3.9 presents bar graphs for each of the countries in Table 3.1.  The bar for each 

year represents all applications filed, as well as the resultant decision.  Vietnam’s significant 

decrease in applicants is linked to the closing of the resettlement program.  Among most of the 

other Arab and/or Muslim and State Sponsors of Terrorism, there was a gradual increase in 

applications prior to 9/11.  Following 9/11, Iranian and Iraqi applications declined substantially, 

as did the number of applicants from the Sudan.  The number of Afghani applications during this 

period resembled those filed from Iran and Iraq.  The number of Sudanese applications, however, 
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gradually increased between 2002 and 2004.  Though the number of applications in 2004 did not 

reach the number filed in 2001, it does illustrate that the desire to enter the U.S. as a refugee did 

begin to regain momentum in at least one of the State Sponsors of Terrorism. 

 Vietnam did not have any cases still pending pre- or post-9/11.  However, all of the Arab 

and/or Muslim countries that sponsor terrorism had a substantial number of applicants that were 

categorized as still pending pre- and post-9/11.  Particularly, Iraqi and Sudanese applicants 

encountered a larger number of still pending and closed cases after 9/11 despite the decrease in 

the number of denials.  The number of Afghani applications that remained still pending after 

9/11 decreased but approvals and denials remained relatively the same even though the number 

of applications significantly decreased.   

To summarize, the data on the status of refugee applications does not provide much detail 

in terms of patterns before versus after 9/11.  This may be due to the present limit placed on the 

number of data points.  However, given that only one country from the countries with ties to the 

U.S. and one country from the other Arab and/or Muslim countries are represented, comparisons 

are difficult to make between the groups.  Increased desire is limited to one country.  Yet, the 

likelihood of this occurring, especially given the restrictions on nonimmigrants from State 

Sponsors of Terrorism, provides a trend that could be further explored with additional data 

points. 

 
 

Summary of Changes in Noncitizen Flows 

 

 
 A steady increase from 1998 to 2001 characterizes most noncitizen flows from countries 

with ties to the U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim 

countries.  Yet, unlike most countries with established ties to the U.S., State Sponsors of 

Terrorism and other Arab and/or Muslim countries experienced a continual decline or relative 

stability in terms of absolute numbers of refugees, asylees and nonimmigrants in the post-9/11 

period.  This is the biggest divergence I found.  Trends in immigrant flows were much more 

similar across all three groups of countries.  The decline in refugee approvals from State 

Sponsors of Terrorism and other Arab and/or Muslim countries following 9/11 may possibly be a 

result of U.S. political maneuvering in the Middle East.  Declines among asylees may be the 

result of asylees being unable to easily leave their countries.  However, the continued declines or 
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relatively stability for nonimmigrant flows from these same countries suggest that broader forces 

were at play in restricting the flows of noncitizens from these countries.   

Though the Enhanced Border Security Act of 2002 clearly explains the decline in 

nonimmigrant admissions from State Sponsors of Terrorism entering the U.S., it does not explain 

the similar declines among other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries.  While a possible 

explanation for declines among noncitizens from other Arab and/or Muslim countries might be a 

decreasing ability or desire to immigrate, data on the number of refugee applicants filed from 

these countries seem to suggest that decreased demand for entry into the U.S. is likely a small 

part of the answer for some countries but is not the explanation for all countries.  The similarities 

between State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries 

seem to suggest rather that the definition of noncitizen desirability, particularly nonimmigrant, 

shifted after 9/11 and now fairly broadly targets countries on the basis of non-Western dominant 

race/ethnicity and/or religion.  

Alternatively, countries with ties to the U.S. usually experienced a decline in flows 

following the September 11th attack, but most of these countries experienced a resurgence among 

noncitizen flows after the initial decline.  As mentioned earlier, the fact that even countries with 

ties to the U.S. encountered declines across the noncitizen categories was likely the result of an 

intense tightening of border security following 9/11.  In an effort to increase national security, 

countries that would not have been viewed necessarily as risky or undesirable were exposed to 

“momentary” declines, whereas, countries deemed a risk (or in the case of other Arab and/or 

Muslim countries presumed to be risk) continued to experience further declines or relative 

stability and did not recover to pre-9/11 levels.   

 Slovic and colleagues’ work on the perception of risk can be used to assess resultant 

noncitizen flows as a function of immigration officers’, the United States Citizenship and 

Immigration Service (USCIS), and the government’s overall reaction to 9/11 and the resultant 

perception of risk.  Not only did refugees, asylees and nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of 

Terrorism and other Arab and/or Muslim countries encounter a decline in flows post-9/11, 

nonimmigrants aged 25-44 from the same groups of countries experienced a significant decline 

compared to countries with ties to the U.S.  Therefore, it appears that not only did noncitizens 

from State Sponsors of Terrorism experience declines in the number of noncitizens entering the 

U.S. after 9/11 but persons with similar demographic characteristics (i.e., from other Arab and/or 
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Muslim countries) were targeted during the post-9/11 period.  These results support Slovic and 

his colleagues’ conclusion on perceived risk: humans tend to focus on “known” risks when 

attempting to safeguard against the risk despite the fact that risk can come in many forms. 
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Immigrant Admissions, State Sponsors of Terrorism, 1998-2005 
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Figure 3.1: Immigrant Admissions, 1998-2005, Countries with Established Social Networks and 
Historic Ties to U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and Other Predominantly Arab and/or Muslim 
Countries 
 



  

Immigrant Admissions, Other Arab and/or Muslim Countries, 

1998-2005

0

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

12000

14000

16000

18000

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Lebanon

Pakistan

Saudi Arabia

Afghanistan

Egypt

 
Figure 3.1—continued   
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Figure 3.2: Nonimmigrant Admissions, 1998-2005, Countries with Established Social Networks 
and Historic Ties to U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and Other Predominantly Arab and/or 
Muslim Countries 
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Nonimmigrant Admissions, State Sponsors, 1998-2005
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Figure 3.2—continued  
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Student Admissions, Ties to U.S., 1998-2004
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Student Admissions, State Sponsors, 1998-2004
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Figure 3.3: Student Admissions, 1998-2004, Countries with Established Social Networks and 
Historic Ties to U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and Other Predominantly Arab and/or Muslim 
Countries 
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Figure 3.3—continued  
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Figure 3.4: Temporary Work-based Admissions, 1998-2005, Countries with Established Social 
Networks and Historic Ties to U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and Other Predominantly Arab 
and/or Muslim Countries 
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Temporary Work-Based Admissions, Other Arab and/or Muslim 
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Figure 3.4—continued 
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Refugee Approvals, State Sponsors of Terrorism, 1998-2004
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Figure 3.5: Refugee Approvals, 1998-2004, Countries with Established Social Networks and 
Historic Ties to U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and Other Predominantly Arab and/or Muslim 
Countries. 
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Figure 3.5—continued 
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Figure 3.6: Asylee Approvals, 1998-2005, Countries with Established Social Networks and 
Historic Ties to U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and Other Predominantly Arab and/or Muslim 
Countries 
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Figure 3.6—continued
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Figure 3.7: Nonimmigrants Admitted, Aged 25-34, 1998-2004, Countries with Established Social Networks and Historic Ties to U.S., 
State Sponsors of Terrorism and Other Predominantly Arab and/or Muslim Countries 
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Figure 3.7—continued 
 

Table 3.1: Refugee Application Status for Selected Countries with Established Social Networks and Historic Ties to U.S., State Sponsors 
of Terrorism and Other Predominantly Arab and/or Muslim Countries, 1998 & 2004 

 

1998       

 Afghanistan Iraq Iran Sudan Cuba Vietnam

Applications Pending 23 475 614 122 0 4 

Application Filed 114 2982 1691 3538 8258 17240 

Total Applications 137 3457 2305 3660 8258 17244 

       

Applications Denied 0 710 248 500 5723 2513 

Applications Approved 85 2184 1662 1391 1169 12698 

Applications Closed 2 313 59 70 1366 2030 

# DECIDED 87 3207 1969 1961 8258 17241 

% DECIDED 63.5 92.8 85.4 53.6 100.0 99.98 
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Table 3.1—continued 
 

1998       

 Afghanistan Iraq Iran Sudan Cuba Vietnam

% DENIED  0.0 22.1 12.6 25.5 69.3 14.6 

% APPROVED 97.7 68.1 84.4 70.9 14.2 73.7 

% CLOSED 2.3 9.8 3.0 3.6 16.5 11.8 

2004       

Applications 
Pending 180 799 360 2008 0 0 

Application Filed 1138 101 1727 4291 9661 19 

Total Applications 1318 900 2087 6299 9661 19 

       

Applications Denied 221 16 83 601 1846 7 

Applications 
Approved 940 32 1561 3249 5671 12 

Applications Closed 24 695 106 1711 2144 0 

# DECIDED 1185 743 1750 5561 9661 19 

% DECIDED 89.9 82.6 83.9 88.3 100.0 100.0 

            

% DENIED  18.6 2.2 4.7 10.8 19.1 36.8 

% APPROVED 79.3 4.3 89.2 58.4 58.7 63.2 

% CLOSED 2.0 93.5 6.1 30.8 22.2 0.0 
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Iraq, Refugee Application Status, 1998-2004
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Afghanistan, Refugee, Application Status, 1998-2004
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Figure 3.8: Refugee Application Approvals, Denials, Closures and Still Pending Cases, 1998-2004 

 



      

 

Cuba, Refugee Application Status, 1998-2004
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Figure 3.8—continued 
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CHAPTER 4 
VARIATION IN NONCITIZEN FLOWS 

 
 
 
 

“Racial profiling of Middle Eastern men on grounds of terrorism and illegal immigration was 

commonplace before September 11, 2001.  After the enactment of the [Patriot] Act, the practice of racial 

profiling has accelerated in its perceived necessity and acceptability.” 

(The Institute for Social Policy and Understanding 2004: 18; Italics added for emphasis) 

 

Immigrant flows from countries with established ties to the U.S., State Sponsors of 

Terrorism and other selected Arab and/or Muslim countries encountered brief declines following 

the 9/11 attacks but rebounded for most countries throughout the remaining years.  This 

similarity in immigrant flow patterns between the two groups of countries, however, did not 

extend to refugee, asylee or nonimmigrant flows, especially student and work-based 

nonimmigrants.  While most countries from all three groups of countries experienced a decline in 

flows across all noncitizen groups following September 11th, most noncitizen flows from State 

Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries did not recover.  

Continued decreases in nonimmigrant flows from State Sponsors of Terrorism can be explained 

by the passage of the Enhanced Border Security Act of 2002, continued declines among other 

Arab and/or Muslim countries cannot be explained by official legislation.   

Thus far the analyses have largely focused on descriptive statistics and on subsets of 

countries.  Though the line and bar graphs presented in Chapter 3 are well suited to provide a 

visual impression of flow trajectories, they do not assess all countries and are incapable of 

indicating whether the variations in flows are significant.  Furthermore, other Arab and/or 

countries are included in one subset of countries to concisely present the data in a visual format.  

In this chapter, I use individual multilevel growth models to examine whether the change in 

noncitizen flows for State Sponsors of Terrorism, other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries, 

other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries and predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim 
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countries were significant.  In doing so, we are able to determine whether the spillover onto other 

Arab and/or Muslim countries exhibited in Chapter 3 is significant and if either a country’s 

predominant race/ethnic or religious composition was more predictive than the other of 

noncitizen flows.   

Table 4.1 details the countries categorized according to Arab versus non-Arab and 

Muslim versus non-Muslim indicators.  There is one predominant Arab/non-Muslim country 

according to the criteria employed here (Lebanon).  However, to streamline the following 

analyses, Lebanon is categorized as an Arab/Muslim country.  Even though it is not classified as 

an Arab/Muslim country in Table 4.1 because it is not a predominantly (i.e., 66% or more of the 

population) Muslim country, a substantial portion of the country is Muslim (e.g., 59.7%). 

I expect State Sponsors of Terrorism to experience the greatest declines among 

nonimmigrant flows.  Additionally, I anticipate that other countries with populations that consist 

of other predominantly Arab/Muslim populations to experience the largest decrease across all 

noncitizen flows compared to countries with other predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim 

populations.  Alternatively, I expect other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries also to 

experience greater decreases among nonimmigrant, refugee and asylee flows, yet not as great of 

a decline as other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries because most of the Arab countries 

(with the exception of Western Sahara) all belong to the Arab League of Nations.  Membership 

may serve as a basis on which these countries share similar political policies and practices that 

distinguish Arab from non-Arab countries.   

The following analyses estimate growth models for immigrants, student nonimmigrants, 

work-based nonimmigrants and asylees.  The basis for excluding refugee analysis is discussed in 

the next paragraph.  First, changes in flows relative to 1998 for each noncitizen group are plotted 

to identify the shape of the time trend (i.e., its functional form).  Next, the data for each 

noncitizen group are fit separately using a multilevel growth model approach.  To test whether 

the resultant estimates are robust, I examine the residuals from each multilevel model.  

Observations where residuals exceed three standard deviations from the mean of the residual are 

considered to have undue influence on the parameter estimates.  The model is then re-estimated 

excluding the potentially influential observations and compared to the model that includes the 

observations before progressing onto the next noncitizen group.  
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Analysis of refugees have been omitted from this chapter because only 45 of the 228 

countries (or 20 percent) had refugees enter the U.S. at some point during 1998 to 2004 (2005 

data was missing for this group).  With 80 percent of the countries having no refugees enter the 

U.S. during this period, there is an extremely low interclass correlation coefficient (ICC) of .012, 

which is the ratio of the total variation between countries in terms of the dependent variable (to 

be described below).  The regression models also yield no significant coefficients, reflecting the 

general lack of variation between countries and over time.  Of those countries that did have 

refugees enter the U.S., only two (the former Soviet Union and the former Yugoslavia) 

experienced substantial change in refugee flows.  Consequently, the within-country/over-time 

variation is insufficient to warrant studying refugee flows with multilevel growth models.  

 
  
Variation by Country’s Predominant Race/Ethnic and Religious Composition  

& State Sponsors of Terrorism, 1998-2005 

 

 

Dependent Variables’ Metric & Modeling Noncitizen Flow Change across Time 

 Because countries varied so greatly in the absolute numbers of immigrants, 

nonimmigrants, and asylees entering the U.S. from 1998 to 2005, it is difficult to compare 

countries because of drastically different scales.  For instance, immigrants from Mexico in 2001 

totaled 206,426 versus 5,182 immigrants from Egypt.  Therefore, the observed values are 

standardized.  Using 1998 values as the base comparison, succeeding values are divided by the 

respective (noncitizen group) 1998 value.17  Consequently, if there was no factor change in flows 

from 1998 totals, the value of the dependent variable in succeeding years equals 1.0.  

Alternatively, if the number of noncitizens entering the U.S. declined, the dependent variable 

falls below 1.0 and a number above 1.0 designates an increase in flows.  A value of 0 for factor 

change in flows relative to 1998 means a given country in a specific fiscal year had zero 

noncitizens from the respective noncitizen group enter the U.S.  This provides a manageable 

                                                 
17 Because the U.S. did not recognize Serbia Montenegro as a sovereign country until 2003 and the dependent 
variable is based on noncitizen flow change since 1998, Serbia Montenegro does not have valid values for any of the 
dependent variables.  Also, a handful of countries sent no immigrants (or any of the other noncitizen categories) to 
the U.S. in 1998 but did send, for example, three immigrants two years later.  Because the dependent variable is 
factor change in noncitizen flow relative to 1998, these countries also do not have valid values.  
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scale on which to compare change among the observed flows. 18  Moreover, the focus of these 

analyses is to provide a country-by-country assessment of deviations from the norm, where 1998 

is the baseline.  Therefore, the dependent variable represents the factor change in (noncitizen) 

flows relative to 1998.  Table 4.2 provides the mean factor change by year for noncitizen groups 

and by the four groups of countries. 

On average, immigrant flows relative to 1998 for all of the groups of countries increased 

gradually prior to 9/11, decreased after 9/11 but not to 1998 levels, and increased again in 2004 

and 2005.  Only State Sponsors of Terrorism encountered a decrease below 1998 levels after 

9/11.  Other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries experienced the greatest increase in 

immigrant flows relative to 1998, even when compared to other predominantly non-Arab/non-

Muslim countries.  Alternatively, students from State Sponsors of Terrorism and other 

Arab/Muslim countries saw decreases after 9/11 that fell below 1998 levels.  By 2004, students 

from other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries experienced decreases relative to 1998 that 

exceeded the decrease experienced by State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Other predominantly non-

Arab/Muslim and non-Arab/non-Muslim countries, however, encountered brief declines in 2002 

but increases in 2003 and 2004.  Though student flows from other predominantly non-

Arab/Muslim countries exceeded the increases experienced by predominantly non-Arab/non-

Muslim countries in 2003, other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries did not regain 

student flows similar to pre-9/11 levels.  Variations among workers and asylees existed, but the 

overall pattern is similar to that of students: State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly 

Arab/Muslim countries experienced greater (and continued) declines in flows than did other 

predominantly non-Arab/Muslim and non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.   

Figures 4.1 to 4.4 present empirical growth plots for random samples of approximately 

20 - 30 countries for each noncitizen group.   Singer and Willett (2003) refer to empirical growth 

plots as “the simplest way of visualizing how a person changes over time” (p. 24).  An individual 

                                                 
18 Counts are standardized relative to 1998 instead of per capita because to develop such a variable involves the use 
of population estimates.  Though population estimates are viewed as sound, they are still estimates.  Also, in some 
cases, population estimates are not available for all eight-years, especially for countries that have experienced war, 
and political and social upheaval—including countries of interest to this dissertation, such as Afghanistan and Iraq.  
While counts from the Yearbooks of Immigration Statistics do suffer from error, as discussed in Chapter 2, using the 
factor change in flows since 1998 is better for this dissertation because 1.) The likelihood of error in these statistics 
is less than for population estimates, and 2). Constructing a per capita variable using population estimates that utilize 
a variety of international sources introduces the possibility of results varying on a county-by-country basis, which 
poses a difficulty in comparing countries.     
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plot represents all of the observations at each time point for a given country.  These plots provide 

an overall impression of how the observations relate to time (i.e., linear, quadratic, cubic, etc.), 

which guides the modeling choice for each noncitizen group.  The Y-axis in each of the plots 

represents the factor change in flows relative to 1998.  The X-axis represents time, where a value 

of “0” represents 1998, a value of “1” for 1999 and so on.   

Examining Figures 4.1 to 4.4, it is clear that not all countries align with the line fit to the 

observations.  However, Singer and Willett (2003: 28) argue that modeling groups as having one 

functional form has many more advantages than disadvantages.  Moreover, individual growth 

models aim to estimate the true trajectory for the group of interest rather than the individual 

characteristics of each unit of analysis (i.e., country).  For example, if the functional form of the 

group is modeled linearly but not all group members’ observations are linear relative to time, it is 

assumed those observations resulted because of error or due to the influences of measured 

covariates.  Using this as the basis, I conclude that the growth trajectories of immigrants, 

students and work-based nonimmigrants are linear.  The multilevel growth models for these three 

types of noncitizen flows estimate an overall linear trend line that parametrically tests if that line 

is unique to State Sponsors of Terrorism, other Arab /Muslim countries, other predominantly 

non-Arab/Muslim countries and non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  Thus, these models test 

whether the slope of the linear trend varies across the country categories but assumes that the 

basic shape of the trend is the same (straight, not curved). 

 Alternatively, growth in asylees is assumed to follow a quadratic curve characterized by 

an initial increase and then a post-9/11 decline.  Here the multilevel growth model estimates an 

overall parabola that tests whether the shape of the parabola varies significantly across the 

country categories.  Such variation could take the form of steeper sides, or a later peak, for 

example.  As such, for asylees the interpretation of results rely upon a graphical presentation of 

the regression results.  Immigrants, students and work-based nonimmigrant flows are addressed 

first followed by asylees.   

Modeling Country’s Predominant Race & Religion   

 For each noncitizen group, an unconditional means and growth model are run, Model A 

and B, respectively, in Tables 4.3, 4.5, 4.7 and 4.9.  These models serve as baselines on which 

results from succeeding models are compared.  An unconditional means model “stipulates that, 

at level-1 the true individual change for [country] i is completely flat” (Singer and Willett 2003).  
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Model A, therefore, assesses the overall variation in factor scores across countries and years.  

This model is the basis for the calculation of the interclass correlation coefficient (ICC), which 

tells us the proportion of the variance in factor change between countries.  Alternatively, an 

unconditional growth model (i.e., Model B) introduces time into the model and specifies a 

country’s average linear change but without the presence of additional, explanatory predictors.  

In other words, the only explanatory variable in the unconditional growth model is time. 

Model C in Tables 4.3, 4.5, 4.7 and 4.9 tests for significant differences in growth from 

1998-2005 for State Sponsors of Terrorism, other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries and 

other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries versus other predominantly non-Arab/non-

Muslim countries.  I use postestimation tests in Stata to determine if the growth trajectories for 

other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries and other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim 

countries are significantly different from the trajectory for State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Model 

D presents the results when potential outliers are removed from the model.  The estimates of 

Model C are then compared to Model D. 

Immigrants.  Table 4.3 reports the results for the models of change in immigrant flows 

from 1998 to 2005.  The interclass correlation coefficient (ICC) in Table 4.3 indicates that 36 

percent of the variation existed between countries in terms of factor change in immigrant flows 

relative to 1998.  Model B does a slightly better job predicting the factor change in immigrant 

flows relative to 1998 than Model A, indicating that factor change in flows are not random with 

respect to time.  Comparing the error variation, σe
2, in Model B to Model A, there is a decline of 

.071.  Therefore, 6.8 percent ((.071/1.04) * 100) of the within-country differences in factor 

change in immigrant flows are attributable to time.   

Model C includes a dummy variable for State Sponsors of Terrorism and dummy 

variables for other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries and other non-Arab/Muslim countries 

to examine whether factor change in immigrant flows relative to 1998 are associated with a 

country’s predominant race/ethnic and religious composition and/or State Sponsors of Terrorism.  

Factor scores for immigrant flows from non-Arab/non-Muslim countries increased an estimated 

.142 per year.  Other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries—such as Afghanistan and 

Pakistan—also experienced a significant increase in factor scores compared to predominantly 

non-Arab/non-Muslim countries, where these countries saw an increase in score of .332 per year 

(.142 + .190).  Conversely, the change in factors scores of immigrant flows relative to 1998 for 
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State Sponsors of Terrorism and other Arab/Muslim countries was not significantly different 

than the change for other non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  Though this result is surprising, laws 

restricting entry to the U.S. of nationals from State Sponsors of Terrorism are limited to 

nonimmigrants and not immigrants. 

As intra-country and inter-country variation declined, the goodness-of-fit measures 

increase;19 thus, a country’s predominant race/ethnic and religious composition does explain a 

greater portion of variation than Model B.  These measures of fit indicate that a country’s 

predominant race/ethnicity and religion explain 10 percent of the overall variation in factor 

change, 15 percent of the within-country variation but only 4 percent of the between-country 

variation.   

Cross-national quantitative analyses can be susceptible to the undue influence of outlier 

observations (i.e., countries that fall very far from the regression line) (Bollen and Jackman 

19985).  Therefore, to determine whether these estimates are robust, I examine the residuals 

generated by Model C in Table 4.3, where the residual is the portion unexplained by the model.  

Residuals are generated for each observation in the data.  Therefore, for each valid observation 

within a country, the residual is evaluated. Table 4.4 details the country, observation year, and 

residuals for all countries that exceed the cutoff.  Using three standard deviations from the mean 

of the residual as the cutoff (3.689), 39 observations from 19 countries exceed the cutoff.   

Model D in Table 4.3 displays the estimates when the observations detailed in Table 4.4 

are excluded.  Overall, excluding the observations detailed in Table 4.4 does not alter the 

substantive conclusions in Model C.  One slope changes direction but remained non-significant 

(factor change across time for other Arab/Muslim countries).  The factor score for other 

predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim countries remained significant, though decreased by .017 

                                                 
19 The three goodness-of-fit measures include overall-, between- and within-R2.  Overall R2 is calculated as the 
squared correlation of the predicted values for factor change in flow relative to 1998 and the observed dependent 
values.  Between R2 is calculated as the squared correlation of the predicted within-country means for the dependent 
variable and the within-country means of factor change.  Within R2 is the squared correlation of the difference of 
each individual observation from its country mean and the predicted difference.  Below are the prediction equations 
for each of the goodness-of-fit measures (StataCorp 2007: 398).  
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points to .125 from Model C to Model D.  The factor score for other predominantly non-

Arab/Muslim countries decreased by .101 (.332-.231) per year but remained significant as well.   

The models of immigrant flows relative to 1998 prior to excluding the outliers estimate 

that the change in factor scores for other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries were 

significantly greater than predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  Excluding the 

outliers, does not alter this relationship.  Postestimation tests based on these results, however, 

shows that the rates of change for State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly 

Arab/Muslim countries were significantly different than the change for other non-Arab/Muslim 

countries at p < .01 – a pattern common to many of the flows considered in this chapter.  Yet, the 

rates of change for other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries did not significantly differ from 

State Sponsors of Terrorism (p < .58).   

Students.  The ICC in Table 4.5 indicates that 40 percent of the variation exists between 

countries in terms of factor changes in student flows relative to 1998.  The within-country 

variation between Models A and B does not change much (.001 percent).  However, the time 

coefficient is significant in Model B.   

As is the case for immigrant flows relative to 1998, Model C examines whether factor 

change in student flows relative to 1998 are associated with a country’s predominant race/ethnic 

and religious composition and/or State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Factor scores for student flows 

from non-Arab/non-Muslim countries increased .107 per year.  Alternatively, other 

predominantly Arab/Muslim countries—such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt—encountered 

significant decreases in scores, an estimated -.071 per year (.107+ -.178).  State Sponsors of 

Terrorism experienced a decrease in scores, but it was not significant.  This may change once 

potential outliers are removed from the model.  Overall R2 doubled between Models B and C by 

almost two times and within R2 increased by almost one and a half times when compared to 

Model B—which includes only time as a predictor of factor change.  Consequently, predominant 

racial/ethnic composition explains 1.6 percent of the overall variation, 2.3 percent of within-

country variation and .08 percent of between-country variation.   

Examination of the residuals from Model C in Table 4.5 revealed seventeen observations 

from 9 countries that exceeded the cutoff (5.850).  The cutoff for these residuals was calculated 

in the same manner as for immigrant flows.  Table 4.6 details the countries, observations and 

residuals for the potential outliers. 
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Dropping the seventeen influential observations alters the results, making them much 

more substantively meaningful.  Factors scores for student flows from predominantly non-

Arab/non-Muslim countries saw a decrease of .053 points per year but remained significant.  

Additionally, the factor score for other Arab/Muslim countries remained significant but increased 

from being significant at p < .05 to p < .001, even though factor scores only decreased by -.004 (-

.071 -  -.075) points per year.  This increase in significance among other Arab/Muslim countries 

is likely due to dropping the extreme observation generated by Comoros in 2001 and the extreme 

observations of the Marshall Islands and Solomon Islands.  Factors scores for student flows from 

State Sponsors of Terrorism encountered a significant decrease in factor scores at p < .001 

despite change in factor score being only -.001 (-.105 -  -.106).  Rates of change for State 

Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries are significantly less 

than the change for other non-Arab/Muslim countries at p < .001.  However, the rates of change 

for other Arab/Muslim countries are not significantly different from State Sponsors of Terrorism 

(p < .56).   

The models of student flows relative to 1998 prior to excluding the potential outliers 

estimate the change for other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries to be significantly less than 

other predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  Excluding the outliers, the rates of change 

for State Sponsors of Terrorism and other Arab/Muslim countries are significantly less than non-

Arab/non-Muslim countries.  Furthermore, postestimation tests based on these results show that 

the rates of change among both State Sponsors of Terrorism and other Arab/Muslim countries 

are significantly less than for other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries. 

Work-based nonimmigrants.  The interclass correlation (ICC) in Table 4.7 reports that 

70 percent of the variation in factor changes in work-based flows relative to 1998 result from 

differences between countries.  The goodness-of-fit measures do not change between Models A 

and B, but the time coefficient is significant in Model B.   

In Table 4.7, the inclusion of a country’s predominant racial/ethnic and religious 

composition and State Sponsors of Terrorism in the model exhibits that factor scores are 

predicted to increase for non-Arab/non-Muslim countries by .061 per year.  Other predominantly 

Arab/Muslim countries, however, encountered a significant decrease in factor scores, -.07 (.061 

+ -.131) per year.  State Sponsors of Terrorism experienced a decrease but it is not significant.  

Again, this may change once potential outliers are excluded from the model. 
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Assessment of the residuals of Model C in Table 4.7 results in the exclusion of the 10 

extreme observations listed in Table 4.8.  Similar to the model of student flows, the exclusion of 

these observations does influence the results in Model D, Table 4.7 but in way that makes the 

results more meaningful.  The factor score change for other predominantly non-Arab/non-

Muslim countries remains significant but decreases by .035 points per year.  Other Arab/Muslim 

countries also continue to encounter the same decrease in factor scores per year compared to the 

change for non-Arab/non-Muslim countries in Model D as in Model C (-.07).  Additionally, the 

change in significant level from p < .05 to p < .01 is likely to dropping all of the outliers, which 

are much higher than the cutoff.  In addition, factor scores for State Sponsors of Terrorism are 

significant at p < .05.   

The models of work-based flows relative to 1998 prior to excluding the potential outliers 

estimate other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries to be significantly different than other 

predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  Excluding the outliers, State Sponsors of 

Terrorism and other Arab/Muslim countries are significantly different than other predominantly 

non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  Furthermore, postestimation tests based on these results show 

that neither other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries nor State Sponsors and 

Arab/Muslim countries are significantly different than predominantly non-Arab/Muslim 

countries.   

Asylees.  Unlike the previous three noncitizen groups, factor change in asylee flows is 

modeled with a quadratic curve (see Figure 4.4).  Furthermore, because the change in asylee 

flows are modeled with a quadratic curve, centering time by subtracting the mean rather than 

1998 from each year (e.g., 1999-2001.5 versus 1999-1998) reduces the likelihood that the 

parameter estimates will be negatively affected by multicollinearity.   

The ICC in Table 4.9 exhibits that a substantial (.560) proportion of the differences exist 

between the countries, with more than half of the variation in factor changes for asylee flows 

resulting from differences between the countries.  Model B, however, does only a fraction better 

than Model A at explaining within-country variation and the goodness-of-fit measures are all 

well below 1 percent.  Furthermore, the time coefficient is significant but the time squared 

coefficient is not significant at least not until outlier observations are excluded.   

In Table 4.9, the three explanatory dummy variables for racial/ethnic and religious 

composition and State Sponsors of Terrorism are added in Model C.  Prior to 2001, non-
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Arab/non-Muslim countries saw an increase of .111 per year in factor scores for asylee flows.  

State Sponsors of Terrorism experienced decreases in factor scores though they were not 

significant.    

To facilitate the interpretation of these results, Figure 4.5 graphs the predicted values of 

factor change relative to 2001.5 for each racial/ethnic and religious group and State Sponsors of 

Terrorism by year, where zero on the X-axis represents 2001.5.  Other non-Arab/Muslim 

countries are predicted to experience the steepest decline among the four country types after 

2001.  They also estimated to have seen the steepest incline prior to 2001 among the remaining 

three racial/ethnic and religious country types.  State Sponsors of Terrorism and other 

predominantly Arab/Muslim countries also are estimated to encounter decreases in factor score 

changes after September 11th but are predicted to undergo not as steep of a decline as are non-

Arab/Muslim countries.  Only predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim countries are estimated to 

continue to see increases in factor changes in asylee flows after 9/11.  These results may be 

highly dependent on the potential outliers.  Therefore, the predicted curves will be re-estimated 

after the outliers are removed from the model (See Figure 4.6). 

Testing the robustness of these results, the residuals generated by Model C in Table 4.9 

are reviewed.  Only four countries exceed the three standard deviations from the mean cutoff.  

These countries include: Indonesia, Fiji, Colombia and Venezuela. Table 4.10 details the 

countries, observation year and residual for each of these four countries.  These outliers are 

extremely high as exhibited in Table 4.10.  The underlying basis for these countries being 

outliers may stem from that each of these countries sent under 20 asylees in 1998 but succeeding 

years resulted in an explosion of asylees being granted entry to the U.S.  Notably, Indonesia is 

classified as a predominantly non-Arab/Muslim country.   

In Table 4.9, Model D details the estimates of factor scores after dropping the outliers.  

Prior to 9/11, factor scores for non-Arab/non-Muslim countries remained significant but 

encountered a decrease in factor scores from Model C to Model D of .072 per year.  

Alternatively, factors scores for State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly 

Arab/Muslim countries experienced significant decreases in factor scores for the same period.  

Before 9/11 State Sponsors of Terrorism saw a decrease in factor scores of -.107 (.039 + -.146) 

per year, and other predominantly Arab/ Muslim countries experienced a -.044 (.039 + -.083) 

change per year.  The rate of change for State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly 
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Arab/Muslim countries from 1998 to 2001 is significantly less than changes for other non-

Arab/Muslim countries at p < .001.  However, they are significantly different from one another 

(p < .23).     

Figure 4.6 re-estimates the predicted values of factor change for asylee flows relative to 

1998, dropping the potential outliers.   After 9/11, other non-Arab/Muslim countries are 

estimated to increase but experience a slight decrease towards the end of the period.  Non-

Arab/non-Muslim countries are predicted to encounter a similar, although not as steep, increase 

followed by minimal decline in factor score change for asylee flows.  Both State Sponsors of 

Terrorism and other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries are predicted to experience steeper 

declines in factors scores for asylee flows, however, the predicted values estimate that State 

Sponsors will experience a much stronger decline than other Arab/Muslim countries.  Despite 

these predicted values, neither State Sponsors of Terrorism nor other predominantly 

Arab/Muslim countries are significantly different from predominantly non-Arab/Muslim 

countries. 

The models of asylee flows relative to 1998 prior to excluding the potential outliers 

estimate none factor scores for any of the groups of countries are significantly different than 

predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  Excluding the outliers, State Sponsors of 

Terrorism and other Arab/Muslim countries are significantly less than non-Arab/non-Muslim 

countries prior to 9/11 but not following 9/11.  Postestimation tests for estimates prior to 9/11 

show that factor scores for both other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries and State 

Sponsors and Arab/Muslim countries are significantly less than other non-Arab/Muslim 

countries.  However, this significant difference no longer remains. 

Commonalities among Outlier Countries   

 Among those countries identified as outliers across the four, noncitizen groups analyzed 

above, most countries sent relatively few (i.e., under a 100) nationals to the U.S. in the respective 

noncitizen group but increased in the succeeding years.  Outliers for factors scores of immigrant 

flows, countries, such as the Maldives, with a small number of nationals entering in the base year 

cause small actual increases to appear as large factor changes.  These changes are unlikely to 

continue for long periods (as evidenced by the fact that only select observations are excluded 

from the final models).  In most cases, these changes in flow are likely the result of micro-level 

or individual changes within a country and not macro-level changes on a country-wide scale. 
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While the majority of the countries identified as outliers are small countries sending few 

noncitizens to the U.S., this is not always the case.  For instance, a few former Soviet Union 

(FSU) countries experienced dramatic change in immigrant flows in the early 2000s.  Prior to 

being eligible to become legal permanent residents (LPR), the refugees from these countries 

streamed into the U.S. for a number of years throughout the 1990s.  Therefore, this increase in 

the number of immigrants from these countries is likely the result of refugees from these 

countries becoming eligible or deciding to apply for LPR, as well as immigrants from the FSU 

sponsoring family members to enter the U.S.  This trend also does not continue for a prolonged 

period of time because with the fall of communism in the 1989, the number of refugees entering 

the U.S. from these countries has dwindled considerably and the number of refugees eligible to 

apply for LPR has decreased substantially. 

Nicaragua also displayed remarkable change in immigrant flows.  This, too, is likely the 

result of political decisions.  Specifically, the Nicaraguan Adjustment and Central American 

Relief Act Technical Corrections of 1997 granted nationals the right to apply for LPR and not be 

deported as legislated by the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 

1996.  Given that the influential observations are from 2000 and 2001, Nicaragua’s extreme 

change in flows during these two years is probably the result of many Nicaraguans fulfilling the 

five-year residence requirement for LPR simultaneously. 

The few nationals granted asylum in the U.S. prior to 9/11 followed by the extraordinary 

increase in asylees from Fiji, Indonesia, Colombia and Venezuela likely resulted from instability 

in the political and social atmospheres of the respective countries.  Bombs exploded on the island 

of Bali in Indonesia in 2002, Hugo Chávez was elected President of Venezuela in 1998, 2000 

and 2006, and Colombia has been at the center of the Drug War for decades.  All of these might 

explain the surge in asylees being granted entry to the U.S.  Fiji underwent political turmoil 

leading up its democratically elected Prime Minister in 2001, which may be the basis for such an 

increase in asylum applications being granted in 2001.  

Unfortunately, I am unable to explain Switzerland and Nepal's much larger than expected 

increase in immigrants and Burma's extraordinary increase in students.  Possibly, these are due to 

measurement error. 
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Summary of Variations by Predominant Race and Religion  

& State Sponsors of Terrorism   

 

 

Factor changes in student and work-based flows from other predominantly Arab/Muslim 

countries and State Sponsors of Terrorism countries saw decreases from 1999 to 2004/5 

compared to predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  Though predominant race/ethnic 

and religious composition does not explain all of the variation in factor change between the 

countries, it does explain a portion of the change in flows for these two noncitizen groups.  

Given that all of the September 11th terrorists entered the U.S. on student or other nonimmigrant 

visas and from other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries (i.e., Saudi Arabia, Egypt and 

Lebanon), it would appear that Slovic and colleagues’ hypothesis that persons tend to focus on 

“known” risks when attempting to create a safer (perceived or otherwise) environment finds 

support in the case of students and workers.   

Conversely, other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries saw significant increases in 

factor changes in immigrant flows compared to predominantly non-Arab/non-Muslim countries 

from 1999 to 2005.  Notably, among the countries categorized as other non-Arab/Muslim 

countries include two of the U.S.’s closest allies on the War on Terror, Pakistan and Afghanistan.  

In the case of 9/11, it would appear that history continues to repeat itself in terms of defining 

desirability as discussed in Chapter 1.  In other words, the government attempts to make the U.S. 

population feel less at risk by translating a vague threat into a group.  This group is then linked to 

a particular type of country, which experiences limited inflows.  Specifically, post-9/11 

immigration legislation restricted the entry of nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of Terrorism 

not other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries.  Therefore, it would seem that lack of official 

legislative change does not mean that an informal change cannot be made in terms of 

determining the composition of noncitizens entering the U.S.  

Surprisingly, immigrants from other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries 

experienced significant increases in factor scores compared to predominantly non-Arab/non-

Muslim countries. There may be two reasons for these results.   First, the U.S. restricts the 

nonimmigrant flows from State Sponsors of Terrorism and not immigrants.  Second, most Arab 

countries are members of the Arab League of Nations (except Western Sahara).  Membership 

and geographic proximity seem to suggest potential similarities among these countries’ policy, 
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which may serve to differentiate other Arab/Muslim countries from other non-Arab/Muslim 

countries.   

The differences in results between models that include versus exclude influential 

observations reflect a common pattern.  After outliers are dropped, State Sponsors of Terrorism 

experienced significant decreases in factors scores for most noncitizen flows compared to non-

Arab/non-Muslim countries and other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries once outliers 

are removed from the model but not compared to other Arab/Muslim countries.  Rather, the 

factor scores for State Sponsors of Terrorism are not significantly different in any of the models.   

The results presented in this chapter support the assumption that predominantly Arab and 

Muslim countries experienced significant declines in factor change in flows for students and 

work-based nonimmigrants from 1999 to 2005.  Also, State Sponsors of Terrorism encountered 

similar decreases in factor scores among the same noncitizen groups.  Conversely, the increase 

immigrant flows from non-Arab/Muslim countries saw an increase in factor change.  It appears 

the distinction of being Arab, and not Muslim, influences noncitizen flows into the U.S.   



      

Table 4.1: Countries by Predominant Race/Ethnicity & Religion, N=225 (Sovereign countries, 1998-2005) [State Sponsors of Terrorism marked w/ (*)] 
Arab/Non-Muslim Arab/Muslim Non-Arab/ Non-Muslim   Europe Cont’d  Africa, Cont’d Oceania, Cont’d Caribbean, Cont’d 

Asia Asia Europe      San Marino      Cape Verde      Cook Island      Dominican Republic 
     Lebanon      Bahrain      Andorra      Serbia Montenegro      Central African Rep.      Fiji      Grenada 

      Iraq*      Armenia      Slovak Republic      Chad      French Polynesia      Guadeloupe 

Non-Arab/Muslim      Jordan      Austria      Slovenia      Congo, Democratic Rep.      Guam      Haiti 

Europe      Kuwait      Belarus      Spain      Congo, Republic      Kiribati      Jamaica 
     Albania      Oman      Belgium      Sweden      Cote d'Ivoire      Marshall Islands      Martinique  
     Azerbaijan      Qatar      Bosnia-Herzegovina      Switzerland      Equatorial Guinea      Micronesia, Fed. States      Montserrat 
     Kyrgyzstan      Saudi Arabia      Bulgaria      Ukraine      Eritrea      Nauru      Netherlands Antilles 
     Tajikistan      Syria*      Croatia      UK      Ethiopia      New Caledonia      Puerto Rico 
     Turkmenistan      UAE      Czech Republic Asia      Gabon      New Zealand      Saint Kitts-Nevis 
     Uzbekistan      Yemen      Denmark      Bhutan      Ghana      Niue      Saint Lucia 

Asia Africa      Estonia      Burma      Guinea-Bissau      Northern Mariana Islands      Saint Vincent & the Grenadines 
     Afghanistan      Algeria      Finland      Cambodia      Kenya      Palau      Trinidad & Tobago 
     Bangladesh      Comoros      France      China, PR      Lesotho      Papua New Guinea      Turks & Caicos Islands 
     Brunei      Djibouti      Georgia      Cyprus      Liberia      Pitcairn Islands      U.S. Virgin Islands 
     Indonesia      Egypt      Germany      Hong Kong      Madagascar      Samoa Central America 

     Iran*      Libya*      Gibraltar      India      Malawi      Solomon Islands      Belize 
     Maldives      Mauritania      Greece      Israel      Mauritius      Tonga      Costa Rica 
     Pakistan      Morocco      Holy See      Japan      Mozambique      Tuvalu      El Salvador 
     Turkey      Somalia      Hungary      Korea      Namibia      Vanuatu      Guatemala 

Africa      Sudan*      Iceland      Laos      Nigeria      Wallis & Futuna Islands      Honduras 
     Gambia      Tunisia      Ireland      Macau      Reunion North America      Nicaragua 
     Guinea      Western Sahara      Italy      Malaysia      Rwanda      Canada      Panama 
     Mali       Kazakhstan      Mongolia      Sao Tome & Principe      Greenland South America 

     Niger       Latvia      Nepal      Seychelles      Mexico      Argentina 
     Senegal       Liechtenstein      Philippines      Sierra Leone      Saint Pierre & Miquelon      Bolivia 

Oceania       Lithuania      Singapore      South Africa      United States      Brazil 
     Cocos Island       Luxembourg      Sri Lanka      Saint Helena Caribbean       Chile 

       Macedonia      Taiwan      Swaziland      Anguilla      Colombia 

       Malta      Thailand      Tanzania      Antigua-Barbuda      Ecuador 
       Moldova      Vietnam      Togo      Aruba      Falkland Islands 
       Monaco Africa      Uganda      Bahamas      French Guiana 
       Netherlands      Angola      Zambia      Barbados      Guyana 
       Norway      Benin      Zimbabwe      Bermuda      Paraguay 
       Poland      Botswana Oceania      British Virgin Islands      Peru 

       Portugal      Burkina Faso      American Samoa      Cayman Islands      Suriname 
       Romania      Burundi      Australia      Cuba*      Uruguay 
       Russia      Cameroon      Christmas Island      Dominica      Venezuela 

Note:  The French Southern & Antarctic Lands are not categorized along racial/religious lines because there are no indigenous peoples from this country.  The population consists of only a handful of researchers.

 86



   
   

Table 4.2: Mean Factor Change in Flows Relative to 1998 across Noncitizen Groups by Year & Racial/Ethnic  
& Religious Composition 

 

IMMIGRANTS 

 Total State Sponsors Arab/Muslim Non-Arab/Muslim Non-Arab/Non-Muslim 
1999 1.04 1.01 0.89 0.97 1.08 
2000 1.42 1.31 1.31 1.42 1.46 
2001 1.88 1.52 1.68 2.48 1.88 
2002 1.90 1.67 1.47 2.40 1.93 
2003 1.41 0.95 1.14 2.32 1.38 
2004 1.85 1.46 1.71 2.52 1.83 
2005 2.29 2.09 2.12 3.51 2.22 

STUDENTS 

 Total State Sponsors Arab/Muslim Non-Arab/Muslim Non-Arab/Non-Muslim 
1999 1.23 1.10 1.29 1.10 1.27 
2000 1.45 1.25 1.70 1.78 1.43 
2001 1.54 1.49 1.79 1.97 1.49 
2002 1.72 0.58 1.06 2.27 1.80 
2003 1.45 0.46 0.97 1.63 1.52 
2004 1.59 0.67 0.56 1.93 1.69 

WORKERS 

 Total State Sponsors Arab/Muslim Non-Arab/Muslim Non-Arab/Non-Muslim 
1999 1.37 1.16 1.13 1.32 1.43 
2000 1.58 1.31 1.16 1.63 1.65 
2001 1.75 1.84 1.29 1.96 1.81 
2002 1.90 1.18 1.14 2.29 1.98 
2003 1.37 0.51 0.46 1.30 1.51 
2004 1.48 0.62 0.80 1.75 1.56 
2005 1.53 0.83 0.72 1.35 1.67 

ASYLEES 

 Total State Sponsors Arab/Muslim Non-Arab/Muslim Non-Arab/Non-Muslim 
1999 0.53 1.03 0.62 0.98 0.46 
2000 0.58 1.27 0.49 1.19 0.51 
2001 0.66 1.22 0.51 1.37 0.58 
2002 0.76 1.13 0.51 1.34 0.73 
2003 0.70 0.64 0.35 1.40 0.68 
2004 0.64 0.47 0.32 1.50 0.59 
2005 0.64 0.40 0.30 1.25 0.62 

   

 87



      

 88

 
 

 

Figure 4.1: OLS Summaries of Total Immigrant Flow Change for 1998-2005 for a Random Sample of Countries 
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Figure 4.2: OLS Summaries of Total Student Flow Change for 1998-2004 for a Random Sample of Countries 
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Figure 4.3: OLS Summaries of Total Work-based Flow Change from 1998-2005 for a Random Sample of Countries 
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Figure 4.4: OLS Summaries of Total Asylee Flow Change from 1998-2005 for a Random Sample of Countries 
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Table 4.3: Results of Fitting Multilevel Models for Change to Immigrant Flow Data, N=215 

 

  Parameter Model A Model B Model C Model D††  
Fixed Effects 
Initial Status,  π0i 

Intercept γ00 1.60*** 
(.058) 

1.05*** 
(.068) 

1.08*** 
(.075) 

1.04*** 
(.054) 

 State Sponsors† γ01   -.074 
(.413) 

-.037 
(.292) 

 Arab/Muslim† γ02   -.131 
(.253) 

-.094 
(.179) 

 Non-Arab/Muslim† γ03   -.161 
(.246) 

-.087 
(.175) 

       
Rate of Change, π1i Intercept γ10  .156*** 

(.010) 
.142*** 
(.011) 

.125*** 
(.008) 

 State Sponsors† γ11   -.036 
(.062) 

-.018 
(.043) 

 Arab/Muslim† γ12   -.008 
(.038) 

.009 
(.027) 

 Non-Arab/Muslim† γ13   .190*** 
(.037) 

.106*** 
(.027) 

       
Variance Components       
Level 1 Within-country σe

2 1.04 .969 .961 .676 
       
Level 2 In initial status σ0

2 .773 .785 .778 .550 
 ICC  .355    
       
Pseudo R2 Statistics       
 Overall    .077 .100 .119 
 Within-country   .135 .151 .199 
 Between-country   .004 .035 .007 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
 † Reference Category is non-Arab/non-Muslim countries. 
†† 

Overall, observations are 1711 for the model with the observations with residuals that exceed three standard deviations 

from the mean and 1672 observations for the model without these observations. 
 
Note:  Countries with missing data on all eight observations and, therefore, dropped from this analysis: Andorra, San 
Marino, Comoros, French Southern & Antarctic Lands, Reunion, St. Helena, Christmas Island, Cocos Island, Guam, 
Nauru, Pitcairn Island, Greenland, St. Pierre & Miquelon, Stateless and Holy See. 
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Table 4.4: Country, Fiscal Year and Residual Value of Observations Dropped from 
Immigrant Model 

 

Cutoff  3.689 

   

Country Fiscal Year Residual   

   
Bosnia-Herzegovina 2001 4.108 
 2002 4.378 
Croatia 2001 3.709 
 2002 5.285 
Gibraltar 2002 7.354 
Moldova 2005 4.169 
Switzerland 1999 6.694 
Maldives 2001 7.087 
 2002 6.756 
 2003 12.424 
 2004 4.092 
Mongolia 2003 4.097 
 2004 6.186 
 2005 10.351 
Nepal 2004 4.041 
 2005 4.563 
Burkina Faso 2004 5.427 
 2005 7.071 
Chad 2001 4.121 
 2002 4.229 
Congo, Republic of 2002 4.100 
 2004 3.748 
 2005 6.945 
Guinea 2004 4.636 
 2005 7.522 
Togo 2004 6.367 
 2005 4.119 
American Samoa 2001 5.496 
 2002 5.104 
Marshall Islands 2004 4.904 
United States 2004 4.570 
U.S. Virgin Islands 2005 3.832 
Nicaragua 2000 5.462 
 2001 4.147 
French Guiana 1999 3.780 
 2000 11.638 
 2001 6.496 
 2002 4.354 
 2005 5.928 
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 Table 4.5: Results of Fitting Multilevel Models for Change to Student Flow Data, N=210  

 

  Parameter Model A Model B Model C Model D†† 
Fixed Effects 
Initial Status, π0i 

Intercept γ00 1.42*** 

(.095) 
1.16*** 

(.112) 
1.12*** 
(.125) 

1.12*** 
(.059) 

 State Sponsors† γ01   .129 
(.675) 

.133 
(.321) 

 Arab/Muslim† γ02   .316 
(.414) 

.288 
(.197) 

 Non-Arab/Muslim† γ03   .074 
(.403) 

.079 
(.191) 

       
Rate of Change, 
π1i 

Intercept  
γ10 

 .090*** 
(.020) 

.107*** 
(.022) 

.054*** 
(.009) 

 State Sponsors† γ11   -.212 
(.119) 

-.160*** 
(.047) 

 Arab/Muslim† γ12   -.178* 
(.075) 

-.129*** 
(.030) 

 Non-Arab/Muslim† γ13   .038 
(.071) 

.036 
(.028) 

       
Variance 
Components 

      

Level 1 Within-country σe
2 

 
1.53 1.52 1.51 .597 

       
Level 2 In initial status σ0

2 
 

1.25 1.25 1.25 .653 

 ICC  .400    
       
Pseudo R2 
Statistics 

      

 Overall    .008 .016 .028 
 Within-country   .016 .023 .048 
 Between-country   .000 .008 .013 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
†
 Reference Category is non-Arab/non-Muslim countries. 

††
 Overall observations are 1445 for the model with the observations with residuals that exceed three standard 

deviations from the mean and 1428 observations for the model without these observations. 
 
Note:  Countries with missing data on all eight observations and, therefore, dropped from this analysis: Serbia 
Montenegro, Mongolia, Taiwan, Burkina Faso, French Southern & Antarctic Lands, Reunion, Western Sahara, 
Christmas Island, Cocos Island, Guam, Nauru, Niue, Northern Mariana Islands, Pitcairn Island, Wallis & Futuna, St. 
Pierre & Miquelon, United States, Falkland Islands, French Guiana, All other countries and Holy See. 
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Table 4.6: Country, Fiscal Year and Residual Value of Observations Dropped from 
Student Model 
 

Cutoff  5.850 

   
Country Fiscal Year Residual   

Burma 1999 7.003 
 2000 9.385 
 2001 9.116 
 2002 6.637 
Central African Rep. 2002 5.851 
Comoros 2001 6.776 
Equatorial Guinea 2004 10.238 
Guinea-Bissau 1999 15.771 
Niger 2001 5.856 
 2002 11.112 
 2004 6.994 
Marshall Islands 2002 22.451 
 2004 13.238 
Solomon Islands 2002 36.451 
 2003 22.345 
 2004 30.238 
Guadeloupe 2002 8.451 

 
 
 

Table 4.7: Results of Fitting Multilevel Models for Change to Work-based Flow Data, N= 211 
 

  Parameter Model A Model B Model C Model D†† 
Fixed Effects 
Initial Status, π0i 

Intercept γ00 1.50*** 
(.171) 

1.34*** 
(.181) 

1.35*** 
(.203) 

1.25*** 
(.056) 

 State Sponsors† γ01   -.004 
(1.10) 

.093 
(.302) 

 Arab/Muslim† γ02   -.140 
(.672) 

-.043 
(.185) 

 Non-Arab/Muslim† γ03   .073 
(.655) 

.184 
(.181) 

       
Rate of Change, 
π1i 

Intercept  
γ10 

 .045** 
(.017) 

.061*** 
(.019) 

.026** 
(.010) 

 State Sponsors† γ11   -.143 
(.101) 

-.108* 
(.053) 

 Arab/Muslim† γ12   -.131* 
(.062) 

-.096** 
(.032) 

 Non-Arab/Muslim† γ13   -.013 
(.060) 

-.019 
(.032) 
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Table 4.7—continued 
 

 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 

  Parameter Model A Model B Model C Model D†† 
Variance 
Components 

      

Level 1 Within-country σe
2 

 
1.58 1.58 1.57 .813 

       
Level 2 In initial status σ0

2 
 

2.42 2.43 2.44 .495 

 ICC  .702    
       
Pseudo R2 
Statistics 

      

 Overall    .001 .007 .021 
 Within-country   .005 .009 .010 
 Between-country   .002 .006 .040 

†
 Reference Category is non-Arab/non-Muslim countries. 

†† 
Overall observations are 1657 for the model with the observations with residuals that exceed three standard 

deviations from the mean and 1647 observations for the model without these observations. 
 

Note:  Countries with missing data on all eight observations and, therefore, dropped from this analysis: Serbia 
Montenegro, Mongolia, Taiwan, Equatorial Guinea, French Southern & Antarctic Lands, Guinea-Bissau, Reunion, St. 
Helena, Western Sahara, Christmas Island, Cocos Island, Niue, Palau, Pitcairn Island, Guadeloupe, U.S. Virgin 
Islands, Falkland Islands, French Guiana, All other countries and Holy See. 
 
 
 

Table 4.8: Country, Fiscal Year and Residual Value of Observations Dropped from Work-
based Model 

 

Cutoff  8.703 

   
Country Fiscal Year Residual   

Burkina Faso 1999 24.092 
 2000 37.531 
 2001 25.970 
 2002 38.909 
 2003 57.348 
 2004 48.287 
 2005 43.726 
Niger 2002 13.189 
 2005 8.945 
Vanuatu 2001 18.470 

 



   
   

Table 4.9: Results of Fitting a Multilevel Models for Change to Asylee Flow Data, N=230 

 

  Parameter Model A Model B Model C Model D†† 
Fixed Effects 
Initial Status,  π0i 

Intercept γ00 .964*** 
(.216) 

1.09*** 
(.228) 

.865*** 
(.250) 

.643*** 
(.079) 

 State Sponsors† γ01   .225 
(1.42) 

.447 
(.446) 

 Arab/Muslim† γ02   -.385 
(.844) 

-.163 
(.265) 

 Non-Arab/Muslim† γ03   2.96*** 
(.823) 

.733** 

(.262) 
       
Rate of Change, π1i Intercept γ10  .081** 

(.028) 
.111*** 
(.031) 

.039*** 
(.008) 

 State Sponsors† γ11   -.218 
(.177) 

-.146** 
(.047) 

 Arab/Muslim† γ12   -.155 
(.105) 

-.083** 
(.028) 

 Non-Arab/Muslim† γ13   -.154 
(.102) 

.038 
(.028) 

       
Rate of Change 
Squared,  π2i 

Year Squared γ20  -.023 
(.014) 

-.012 
(.016) 

-.013** 
(.004) 

 State Sponsors† γ21   -.025 
(.088) 

-.024 
(.023) 

 Arab/Muslim† γ22   .008 
(.053) 

.009 
(.014) 

 Non-Arab/Muslim† γ23   -.128** 
(.051) 

-.014 
(.014) 

       
Variance Components       
Level 1 Within-country σe

2 2.77 2.76 2.76 .727 
       
Level 2 In initial status σ0

2 3.13 3.13 3.08 1.00 
 ICC  .560    
       
Pseudo R2 Statistics       
 Overall    .003 .029 .033 
 Within-country   .000 .014 .034 
 Between-country   .000 .039 .030 

 * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 
†
 Reference Category is non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.   

†† 
Overall observations are 1840 for the model with the observations with residuals that exceed three standard deviations 

from the mean and 1823 observations for the model without these observations. 
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Figure 4.5: Predicted Values for Factor Change in Asylee Flows Relative to 2001.5 
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Table 4.10: Country, Fiscal Year and Residual Value of Observations Dropped from Asylee 
Model 

 

 

Cutoff  12.330 

   
Country Fiscal Year Residual   

Indonesia 1999 76.350 
 2000 51.130 
 2001 35.992 
 2002 34.734 
 2003 25.608 
 2004 23.812 
 2005 21.498 
Fiji 2001 14.883 
Colombia 2000 17.875 
 2001 41.585 
 2002 40.775 

 98



   
   

Table 4.10—continued 
 

Cutoff  12.330 

   
Country Fiscal Year Residual   

 2003 30.891 
 2004 29.484 
 2005 22.500 
Venezuela 2003 18.441 
 2004 68.768 
 2005 60.787 
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Figure 4.6: Predicted Values for Factor Change in Asylee Flows Relative to 2001.5, Potential 
Outliers Dropped 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
 
 
 
 This dissertation sought to better understand how noncitizen inflows to the U.S. are 

affected by perceptions of a group’s potential threat to U.S. national security in the face of tragic 

events.  According to the perceived risk literature, when assessing a potential threat, past 

traumatic events significantly influence what is assumed to be an impetus for future events, 

resulting in a greater concentration on these “known risks.”  Determination of whether a person 

does not pose a threat has long been integral to U.S. immigration policy (Zolberg 2007).  

Consequently, this dissertation focuses on noncitizen flows entering the U.S. before and after a 

decisive, national incident—the September 11th attacks—to determine whether shifts in entry 

changed.  I examine whether shifts were associated with countries with similar race/ethnic and 

religious composition as the State Sponsors of Terrorism and those involved in the attacks.  The 

results of this dissertation suggest that nonimmigrant flows from other predominantly 

Arab/Muslim countries were staunched after 9/11, as were State Sponsors of Terrorism.   

   
 

Theoretical Contributions   

 

 

 To-date, no systematic studies have been conducted on the influence of 9/11 and its 

aftermath on noncitizen flows.  This is astonishing given it extensive repercussions on public 

opinion, the current administration’s policy and the overall transformation of day-to-day 

interactions (i.e., media, transportation, etc.).  This dissertation finds that the known risks of 

race/ethnic and religious composition associated with the 9/11 hijackers and the restrictions on 

nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of Terrorism have spilled over onto countries with similar 

characteristics. 
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This dissertation provides empirical support for the theoretical perspective underlying the 

perception of risk in the terms a country’s predominant race/ethnic and religious composition 

and indicates how these known risks influence the second-order institutional design (Cox and 

Posner 2007).  Particularly, this dissertation makes two primary theoretical contributions to the 

research on immigration systems and national security.  First, I synthesize the research on 

perceived risk with the first-order policy preferences and second-order intuitional design used to 

screen noncitizens.  This allows an examination of how known risks influence the composition 

and trajectories of noncitizen flows compared to State Sponsors of Terrorism and countries with 

established ties to the U.S.  Second, I develop a multilevel model to analyze noncitizen flows 

over the eight-year period, 1998 to 2005, by a country’s predominant race/ethnic and religious 

composition and State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Race/ethnicity and religion are assessed because 

they have served as a prime focal points of immigration and national security systems, as well as 

been given a tremendous amount of media attention, since 9/11.  I elaborate further on these 

contributions when I discuss the theoretical implications of my findings below. 

Though not a major contribution, past research on perceived threat is extended into a new 

territory.  Particularly, research on perceived risk focuses on how perceptions of risk form in 

relation to hazardous nuclear or natural disasters.  These analyses, however, focus on perceptions 

of risk arising from a man-made, catastrophic event.  This contribution is not nearly as great as 

the contribution to the research on immigration systems and national security.  Yet, it does imply 

that at least components of the theory of perceived risk may be applied beyond natural disasters 

and physical ailments.   

 
 

Major Findings 

 

 

 This dissertation has two sets of analyses.  In the first set, I ask what did noncitizen flows 

look like after 9/11for countries with established ties to the U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism 

and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries.  The second set asks whether noncitizen 

flows from other Arab/Muslim and other predominantly non-Arab Muslim countries were 

consistent with State Sponsors of Terrorism and non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  The next 

section summarizes the four major findings about noncitizen flows pre- and post-9/11 for the 

three groups of countries listed at the beginning of this paragraph.  Lastly, I summarize the major 
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findings from the multilevel analyses that assess the influence of a country’s predominant 

racial/ethnic and religious composition and State Sponsors of Terrorism on noncitizen flows.   

Noncitizen Flows from Countries with Established Ties to the U.S., State Sponsors of 

Terrorism and Other Predominantly Arab and/or Muslim Countries 

 The findings on noncitizen flows support the notion that other predominantly Arab and/or 

Muslim countries did encounter a continual decline, or an initially dramatic decline followed by 

relative stability, after 9/11.  Additionally, noncitizen flows from State Sponsors of Terrorism 

and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries resembled one another for most 

countries.  The one exception to this is for immigrant flows, where countries with established ties 

the U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and other Arab and/or Muslim countries experienced a 

considerable decrease in flows after 9/11 followed by significant increases from 2003 to 2005.  

In most instances, immigrant flows in 2005 exceeded or were on par with flows during the pre-

9/11 period from 1998 to 2001.  There are two possible explanations for these results.  First, 

nonimmigrants, not immigrants, from State Sponsors of Terrorism are restricted entry into the 

U.S.  Second, most of the Arab countries (except Western Sahara) are members in the Arab 

League of Nations.  Membership may imply common political policies and practices that 

distinguish Arabs from non-Arabs. 

Second, the findings indicate that nonimmigrants entering the U.S. after September 11th, 

especially students and work-based, were generally targeted more so than the other noncitizen 

categories.  State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries 

saw sizeable declines among students and work-based nonimmigrants compared to countries 

with ties to the U.S.  While nonimmigrant flows from State Sponsors of Terrorism can be 

explained by the restrictions enacted by the Enhanced Border Security Act of 2002, it does not 

explain the declines among other Arab and/or Muslim countries.  This implies a spillover from 

State Sponsors of Terrorism onto other Arab and/or Muslim countries.  The National Security 

Entry-Exit Registration System (NSEERS) and the Student and Exchange Visitor Information 

System (SEVIS) do gather information on nonimmigrants from most countries in both groups of 

countries.  However, only nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of Terrorism, as opposed to 

nonimmigrants from other countries, are officially restricted entry into the U.S.  Therefore, 

students (and other nonimmigrants) from either State Sponsors of Terrorism and other Arab 

and/or Muslim countries seem to be viewed as potential risks to U.S. national security.   
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Third, the expectation that young nonimmigrants aged 25-44 from predominantly Arab 

and/or Muslim countries would decrease after 9/11 is also supported.  State Sponsors of 

Terrorism and Arab/Muslim countries both encountered steeper declines in nonimmigrant flows 

than did similarly aged nonimmigrants from countries with established ties to the U.S.  The 

decrease in overall nonimmigrant flows from State Sponsors of Terrorism is explained by the 

Enhanced Border Security Act of 2002 restricting their entry.  Yet, the similar decline in 

nonimmigrant flows from other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries implies that these 

countries experienced decreases as a result of spillover from State Sponsors of Terrorism onto 

other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries, which is influenced by the racial/ethnic and 

religious similarities between the two groups of countries.   

 Finally, my expectation that refugee denials from other predominantly Arab and/or 

Muslim countries would increase after 9/11 is not supported.  Only a few of the countries with 

ties to the U.S., State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim 

countries filed for refuge from 1998-2004.  Only one of the five other Arab and/or Muslim 

countries—Afghanistan—and four of the six State Sponsors of Terrorism—Iran, Iraq, Sudan and 

Cuba—filed more than a nominal number of refugee applications with the U.S. during the 

period.  As a proportion of total applicants, Afghani refugee denials decreased slightly after 9/11.  

Similarly, for Iraqi and Iranians denials decreased but remained relatively stable for the Sudan.   

Of prime importance, however, is the actual number of refugee applications before versus 

after 9/11.  Given that the data only provide information on the total number of refugee 

applicants and not for all noncitizen groups, examination of refugee applicants permits an 

assessment of refugee desire to enter the U.S.  Understanding how the desire to enter the U.S. 

changes is vital because it is highly unlikely that risk-averse noncitizens are apt to invest time in 

a country where the possibility of deportation or the likelihood of rejection for a request for an 

adjustment of status is high.  Given the decreases in flows found among noncitizens from the 

State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab and/or Muslim countries, there is a 

need to comprehend whether these changes are the result of decreasing desire or increasing 

denial.  Though all countries from State Sponsors of Terrorism and other Arab and/or Muslim 

countries that filed for refuge encountered substantial decreases after 9/11, the Sudan did 

experience a slight increase in applicants following the post-9/11 decline.  Certainly, this does 

not fully address the contention between the desire to enter the U.S. and the denial of entry from 
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State Sponsors of Terrorism and other Arab and/or Muslim countries.  However, it exhibits that 

the desire to enter the U.S. varies between the State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Unfortunately, these 

results are not conclusive based on the limited number of countries on which refugee data are 

available.   

The Significance of Predominant Race/Religion and State Sponsors of Terrorism for 

Changes in Noncitizen Flows 

 The analyses of the influence of a country’s predominant race/ethnic and religious 

composition and State Sponsors of Terrorism on noncitizen flows provide two major findings.  

First, other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries experienced significant declines in flows after 

9/11 relative to 1998 for students and work-based nonimmigrants compared to predominantly 

non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.  Furthermore, these decreases were significantly greater than 

the changes encountered by other predominantly non-Arab-Muslim countries.  This partially 

supports the notion that all noncitizen flows from other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries 

would experience significantly lower flows after 9/11 due to factor changes.    

In Arab/Muslim countries, after potential outliers were dropped from the model, factor 

scores for student flows decreased by -.075 per year.  State Sponsors of Terrorism experienced a 

decrease of -.106 points per year.  After outliers are excluding in work-based model, factors 

changes for other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries decreased by -.07 per year and -.082 per 

year for State Sponsors of Terrorism.  The decrease in factor change for students and work-based 

nonimmigrants are not significantly different for other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries 

compared to State Sponsors of Terrorism.  Yet, the decreases in factor scores for both students 

and work-based nonimmigrants for other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries are significantly 

less when compared to other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries.  This implies that race 

(being from a predominantly Arab country), not religion (being from a predominantly Muslim 

country), influences nonimmigrant admissions.  This also suggests that being Arab is not 

desirable and is viewed as potential risk to U.S. national security. 

Second, contrary to assumptions, there were no significant decreases in noncitizen flows 

from other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries after 9/11.  Rather, these countries saw an 

increase of .231 points per year for immigrant flows relative to 1998 when compared to non-

Arab/non-Muslim countries.  When compared to other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries 

and State Sponsors of Terrorism, this change is significantly greater. 
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These findings provide us with an understanding of how known risks influenced the 

second-order institutional design after 9/11.  Clearly, the restrictions designed for nonimmigrants 

from State Sponsors of Terrorism spilled over onto noncitizen flows from other predominantly 

Arab/Muslim countries, which resemble State Sponsors of Terrorism in their race/ethnic and 

religious composition.  Furthermore, being from a predominantly Arab country is viewed as a 

greater risk to U.S. national security than being from a predominantly Muslim country.  Race, 

not religion, is the better predictor of noncitizen flows. 

What the Findings Mean about Post-9/11 Noncitizen Flows  

The spill-over that occurred among nonimmigrant flows from other predominantly 

Arab/Muslim countries reveals that changes in flows go beyond formal immigration policy.  This 

serves as a good example of the second-order institutional design processes.  Specifically, formal 

policy and implementation do not necessarily match.  Instead of only nonimmigrant flows from 

State Sponsors of Terrorism being impacted by official policy, flows from countries that 

resembled the race/ethnic and religious composition of a majority of the States Sponsors of 

Terrorism and the 9/11 hijackers were also influenced.   

Though I do not possess the data to test the true mechanisms that generated the larger 

than expected decrease in Arab/Muslim nonimmigrant flows, it is important to speculate on the 

organizational dynamics that might have led to such a pattern.  U.S. immigration officials are 

provided with manuals and memos that update current procedures due to changing legislation.  

Despite these informational tools, the decision-making process is left to the individual officer.  In 

other words, the criteria to grant entry to a noncitizen are formally based on official immigration 

policy, but the actual decision is based on an officer’s judgment or “reading” of the criteria.  This 

is not to say that officers necessarily make their decisions arbitrarily; yet, the location of the port-

of-entry (i.e., geography), officer training, an officer’s educational background, and an officer’s 

personal level of perceived risk—just to name a few—all influence an officer’s approach to the 

decision-making process.  Furthermore, the similarities in the race/ethnic and religious 

composition of State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries 

may lead to decisions to deny entry to those who possess characteristics deemed as a risk.   

It is possible that noncitizen behavior influenced post-9/11 flows.  However, if behavior 

following 9/11 is the main determinant in noncitizen flows, we would assume that nonimmigrant 

flows from both other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries and other Arab/Muslim 
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countries would resemble one another.  But, this is not the case.  Rather, nonimmigrant flows 

from other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries and State Sponsors of Terrorism resemble one 

another and are significantly lower than flows from both other predominantly non-Arab/Muslim 

and non-Arab/non-Muslim countries.   

The actual basis for the change in flows, however, is unimportant because this 

dissertation shows that the repercussions of 9/11 follow a similar historical pattern, in terms of 

response to perceived risk, as was the case in the McKinley assassination and Japanese 

internment during the 1940s.  The source of risk is not entirely known, therefore, we cast a much 

broader net to encompass all that might be a threat to national security.  Linking vague risks to 

broad and highly visible categories of people is reassuring to dominant groups because it allows 

us to feel like we are doing something to lower the risk.  Additionally, the perception of risk 

provides legislators with the required legitimacy to act against a looming threat.  As such, 

legislation restricting entry serves as a form of “actionism,” or otherwise doing something 

actively about the risk. 

We have no way of verifying whether such action is truly effective, however.  At present, 

we are uncertain that reducing flows from State Sponsors of Terrorism and other predominantly 

Arab/Muslim countries prevented another 9/11 attack because another attack has not occurred.  

By the same token, we cannot rule out that it has not been effective for the same reason.  We 

may have been “protecting” ourselves from a risk that we were never really in danger of 

experiencing.  The findings in this dissertation verify this familiar strategy was in operation after 

9/11, and that this strategy has clear consequences.   

 The theory of perceived risk is not the only framework in which these findings can be 

viewed.  The gap between policy and implementation is evident between legislation restricting 

nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of Terrorism and its spill-over onto other predominantly 

Arab/Muslim countries.  Moreover, such official legislation creates categories by which 

race/ethnic groups are created and viewed.  Though these categories may not yet be solidified 

U.S. nomenclature, categories such as “Hispanic” and “Asian” instituted by the U.S. Census now 

pervade daily discourse when describing ethnic groups.  Lastly, such categorization may lead to 

demographic profiling by classifying those resembling the country characteristics of State 

Sponsors of Terrorism as being “other.” 
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Implications for the Theoretical Framework  

This dissertation utilizes the concept of known risks to comprehend how the second-order 

institutional design component of the U.S. immigration process functioned after 9/11.  While 

Cox and Posner’s (2007) theory of how the second-order institutional design selects noncitizens 

to enter the U.S., it does not specify concrete actions pertaining to how exactly applicants are 

screened.  However, it does stipulate that official immigration legislation and practice do not 

always align.  In other words, immigration legislation does not specify how legislation is to be 

carried out.  The findings here exhibit that official legislation is not necessarily needed to shift 

noncitizen flows that may be viewed as undesirable by both governmental institutions and the 

public.  Restrictions on nonimmigrants from State Sponsors of Terrorism clearly spilled over 

onto nonimmigrant flows from other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries.   

Studies of the U.S. immigration, though not all, process portray it as if racist and 

nationalistic attitudes are a thing of the past when it comes to the bases of entry for noncitizens 

into the U.S.  This research challenges that notion.  Post-1965 research tends to underestimate 

(and underemphasize) the power of fear and the possibility for ensuing action because it tends to 

focus on blatant as opposed to subtle language in immigration legislation.  Immigration histories 

also do not account for potential misalignment between first-order preferences and second-order 

institutional design as do Cox and Posner (2007).  Furthermore, there is a distinct difference 

between what legislation indicates should occur and what actually does occur.  The story of 

desirability and its influential role on national security is enhanced by the theory of risk 

perception, a realization of desirability’s temporality and the acknowledgement of the gap 

between official legislation and how it is implemented.  I address the relationship between the 

race/ethnic and religious composition of noncitizens and the U.S. approach to granting them 

entry below. 

Nonetheless, the theory of perceived risk does not sufficiently depict these processes.  

While the theory’s approach to “known risks” aids in clarifying the findings for nonimmigrants 

from other predominantly Arab/Muslim countries and State Sponsors of Terrorism, it does not 

explain the significant increase in immigrant flows from predominantly non-Arab/Muslim 

countries compared to non-Arab/non-Muslim countries, State Sponsors of Terrorism and other 

predominantly Arab/Muslim countries.  Particularly, flows from these countries exceed 
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immigrant flows from countries with ties to the U.S.  Consequently, the “known risks” do not 

follow the same pattern across all noncitizen groups.   

The inability of “known risks” to predict why predominantly non-Arab/Muslim countries 

encounter an increase rather than decrease in flows may be explained by Arab countries being a 

part of the Arab League of Nations.  This group of nations is likely unified in its political 

perspective, aims and policy that distinguish Arab from non-Arab countries.  The fact that the 

increase does occur, however, among immigrant flows likely results because restrictions on State 

Sponsors are limited to nonimmigrants. 

 This dissertation also has implications for immigration research more broadly.  

Immigration scholars typically focus on the immigration process from the perspective of the 

immigrant rather than on a broader, global scale.  For example, much of the immigration 

literature tends to focus on issues of how the demographic characteristics of immigrant American 

have dramatically changed (Portes and Rumbaut 1996; Reimers 1992; Zhou 2002); the state of 

immigrant integration to their new home/culture/environment (Alba and Nee 2003); the 

immigration process as self-generating (Massy 1990b); how second generation immigrants fare 

in the U.S. educational system (Keller and Tillman Forthcoming; Portes and MacLeod 1999); 

and immigrants’ overall socioeconomic status (Raijman and Tienda 1999).  Few immigration 

scholars, however, empirically test how the government chooses which noncitizens can and 

cannot enter its borders (or otherwise imposes its sovereignty).   

 
 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

 

 

 In this section, I address limitations of this research, suggest future research that could 

address these limits, as well as build on the present findings. 

 This research uses primarily public count data available from the Yearbooks of 

Immigration Statistics.  Because these data are presented mainly by country and in table format 

as a cross-tabulation of variables of interest, such as gender by age, several variables were unable 

to be isolated (i.e., numbers of females versus males by country) and analyzed.  Moreover, since 

approximately 2003 (around the time of the formation of the Department of Homeland Security), 

the Yearbooks of Immigration Statistics have reduced the number of tables reproduced in 

previous editions, thereby restricting the number of data points available for research, especially 
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as it pertains to a comparison of flows pre- versus post-9/11.  In order to obtain such information, 

a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) must be filed requesting the exact data one needs.  This, 

however, takes considerable time and, in many cases, requires the researcher to pay labor costs.  

 Future research needs to attend to these data deficiencies not only in the Yearbook of 

Immigration Statistics but in committing to raising the overall quality of immigration data.  Few 

data sources—such as the New Immigrant Survey (Jasso, Massey, Rosenzweig and Smith 

2000)—are intended to focus solely on immigrants and other noncitizens.  Yet, as this 

dissertation illustrates, these groups are vulnerable to temporally defined circumstances beyond 

their power.  Without substantial representation in general social scientific data, these groups 

will continue to be underrepresented and misunderstood, while becoming a larger and larger 

portion of the U.S. population. 

 Second, future research should also attend to the deficiency in data available on all 

noncitizens who apply to enter the U.S.  Presently, I am unaware of any organizational structure 

that systematically reviews and assembles this information in a readily easy-to-use format, either 

at the governmental or academic levels.  Currently, public data includes only noncitizens who 

applied and were granted entry to the U.S.  The inability to calculate (or have access to) denial 

rates, especially in such a tense period as post-9/11, places the American public and researchers 

in the position of not having access to adequate data in order to assess if and whom exactly may 

be affected.   

 A third limitation of this data is that it limits its focus to the race/ethnic and religious 

composition of countries as potential determinants for entry.  However, there certainly are 

several other factors that are not legislated but that immigration officers use to grant entry to 

noncitizens.  Exploration of how additional theories could further the foundation proposed in this 

dissertation may lead to a complete picture of the immigration decision-making process.  For 

example, noncitizens’ skill and experience level, the occupational needs of U.S. and facility with 

the English language would likely influence whether a noncitizen is viewed as desirable.  Guided 

by theory, an assessment of additional traits that might influence the basis upon which noncitizen 

entry based, in addition to official regulations, can contribute to a better understanding of the 

definition of desirability.   

Finally, future research should examine the definition of desirability and its influence on 

noncitizen flows in an international context.  Using the Madrid, London and Bali bombings as 
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natural shocks to assess noncitizen flows in other national contexts could provide a more 

complete picture of how the international community responds to terrorist attacks and whether 

noncitizens not officially deemed inadmissible are impacted in terms of flows.  Of course, this all 

depends on the availability of data and the comparability of data on a country-by-country basis.   

 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

 This dissertation research sought to understand the relationship between perceived risk 

and noncitizen flows.  This is an important undertaking, not only because previous immigration 

scholars tend to focus more on the immigrant perspective and less on how noncitizens came to be 

in their host nation, but because of the implications for both present and future national security.  

While immigrant adaptation is important, it ignores how (and which) noncitizens came to their 

present positions.  The noncitizens selected to enter the U.S. result from notions of desirability 

influenced by temporal conditions, which are never fixed.  This dissertation suggests that a 

country’s racial/ethnic and religious composition played a role in the prospects of entry many 

noncitizens, particularly nonimmigrants from predominantly Arab/Muslim countries seeking 

schooling or work opportunities in the U.S.  Though State Sponsors of Terrorism clearly 

encountered significant declines in all but immigrant flows, other predominantly Arab/Muslim 

countries also underwent significant factor change declines after 9/11.   
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APPENDIX A   

CODEBOOK 

 

This codebook contains a list of all variables in the dataset.  For all variables, the following 
missing values apply to all variables: 
 

-9 Disclosure standards not met/Unable to calculate due to standards not 
being met 

  -8 Data blanked out (mainly in 2003) 
  -7 Not yet a country 
  -6 No longer a country 
  -5 Data no longer provided in this format 
  -4 Not Available 
 

GEOGRAPHIC & TIME VARIABLES 

 

country  Country of Birth 
 
Values 

1 Albania 
2 Andorra 
3 Armenia 
4 Austria 
5 Azerbaijan 
6 Belarus 
7 Belgium 
8 Bosnia-Herzegovina 
9 Bulgaria 
10 Croatia 
11 Czech Republic 
12 Czechoslovakia (former) 
13 Denmark 
14 Estonia 
15 Finland 
16 France 
17 Georgia 
18 Germany 
19 Gibraltar 
20 Greece 
21 Hungary 
22 Iceland 
23 Ireland 
24 Italy 
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25 Kazakhstan 
26 Kyrgyzstan 
27 Latvia 
28 Liechtenstein 
29 Lithuania 
30 Luxembourg 
31 Macedonia 
32 Malta 
33 Moldova 
34 Monaco 
35 Netherlands 
36 Norway 
37 Poland 
38 Portugal 
39 Romania 
40 Russia 
41 San Marino 
42 Serbia Montenegro 
43 Slovak Republic 
44 Slovenia 
45 Soviet Union (former) 
46 Spain 
47 Sweden 
48 Switzerland 
49 Tajikistan 
50 Turkmenistan 
51 Ukraine 
52 United Kingdom 
53 Uzbekistan 
54 Yugoslavia (former) 
55 Afghanistan 
56 Bahrain 
57 Bangladesh 
58 Bhutan 
59 Brunei 
60 Burma 
61 Cambodia 
62 China, People’s Republic 
63 Cyprus 
64 Hong Kong 
65 India 
66 Indonesia 
67 Iran 
68 Iraq 
69 Israel 
70 Japan 
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71 Jordan 
72 Korea 
73 Kuwait 
74 Laos 
75 Lebanon 
76 Macau 
77 Malaysia 
78 Maldives  
79 Mongolia 
80 Nepal 
81 Oman 
82 Pakistan 
83 Philippines 
84 Qatar 
85 Saudi Arabia 
86 Singapore 
87 Sri Lanka 
88 Syria 
89 Taiwan 
90 Thailand 
91 Turkey 
92 United Arab Emirates 
93 Vietnam 
94 Yemen 
95 Algeria 
96 Angola 
97 Benin 
98 Botswana 
99 Burkina Faso 
100 Burundi 
101 Cameroon 
102 Cape Verde 
103 Central African Republic 
104 Chad 
105 Comoros 
106 Congo, Democratic Republic 
107 Congo, Republic 
108 Cote d’Ivoire 
109 Djibouti 
110 Egypt 
111 Equatorial Guinea 
112 Eritrea 
113 Ethiopia 
114 French Southern & Antarctic Lands  
115 Gabon 
116 Gambia 
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117 Ghana 
118 Guinea 
119 Guinea-Bissau 
120 Kenya 
121 Lesotho 
122 Liberia 
123 Libya 
124 Madagascar 
125 Malawi 
126 Mali  
127 Mauritania 
128 Mauritius 
129 Morocco 
130 Mozambique 
131 Namibia 
132 Niger 
133 Nigeria 
134 Reunion 
135 Rwanda 
136 Sao Tome & Principe 
137 Senegal 
138 Seychelles 
139 Sierra Leone 
140 Somalia 
141 South Africa 
142 St. Helena 
143 Sudan 
144 Swaziland 
145 Tanzania 
146 Togo 
147 Tunisia 
148 Uganda 
149 Western Sahara 
150 Zambia 
151 Zimbabwe 
152 American Samoa 
153 Australia 
154 Christmas Island 
155 Cocos Island 
156 Cook Island 
157 Fiji 
158 French Polynesia 
159 Guam 
160 Kiribati 
161 Marshall Island 
162 Micronesia, Federated States 
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163 Nauru 
164 New Caledonia 
165 New Zealand 
166 Niue 
167 Northern Mariana Islands 
168 Palau 
169 Papua New Guinea 
170 Pitcairn Islands 
171 Samoa 
172 Solomon Islands 
173 Tonga 
174 Tuvalu 
175 Vanuatu 
176 Wallis & Futuna Islands 
177 Canada 
178 Greenland 
179 Mexico 
180 St. Pierre & Miquelon 
181 United States 
182 Anguilla 
183 Antigua-Barbuda 
184 Aruba 
185 Bahamas 
186 Barbados 
187 Bermuda 
188 British Virgin Islands 
189 Cayman Islands 
190 Cuba 
191 Dominica 
192 Dominican Republic 
193 Grenada 
194 Guadeloupe 
195 Haiti 
196 Jamaica 
197 Martinique 
198 Montserrat 
199 Netherlands Antilles 
200 Puerto Rico 
201 St. Kitts-Nevis 
202 St. Lucia 
203 St. Vincent & the Grenadines 
204 Trinidad & Tobago 
205 Turks & Caicos Islands 
206 U.S. Virgin Islands 
207 Belize 
208 Costa Rica 
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209 El Salvador 
210 Guatemala 
211 Honduras 
212 Nicaragua 
213 Panama 
214 Argentina 
215 Bolivia 
216 Brazil 
217 Chile 
218 Colombia 
219 Ecuador 
220 Falkland Islands 
221 French Guiana 
222 Guyana 
223 Paraguay 
224 Peru 
225 Suriname 
226 Uruguay 
227 Venezuela 
228 Unknown or not reported 
229 All other countries 
230 Stateless 
231 Holy See 

________________________________________________________________________ 
 
region               USCIS region code 
 
Values 
 

1 Europe  
2 Asia 
3 Africa 
4 Oceania 
5 North America 
6 Caribbean 
7 Central America 
8 South America 
9 Unknown or Nor Reported 
10 NAP 
 

________________________________________________________________________ 
 
year   Fiscal Year Data Collected 
 
Values 

 1998 
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 1999 
 2000 
 2001 
 2002 
 2003 
 2004 
 2005 

 

IMMIGRANT VARIABLES 

NEW ARRIVALS & ADJUSTMENT TO LPR 

 
total   Number of Immigrants Admitted 
 
 

totalnew  Number of New Arrivals 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
 
 

newsub  Number of New Arrivals Subject to Worldwide Limits 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2001.] 
 
 
newnosub  Number of New Arrivals Not Subject to Worldwide Limits 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2001.] 
 
 

totaladj  Number of Adjustments to LPR 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
 

 
adjsub  Number of Adjustments Subject to Worldwide Limits 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2001.] 
 

 
adjnosub  Number of Adjustments Not Subject to Worldwide Limits 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2001.] 
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sublim  Number of Immigrants Subject to Worldwide Limits 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2001.] 
 

nosublim  Number of Immigrants Not Subject to Worldwide Limits 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2001.] 
 

SPONSORSHIP VARIABLES 

 

famsp   Number of Immigrants Admitted via Family-sponsored Preferences 
 
 
empsp  Number of Immigrants Admitted via Employment-based Preferences 
 
 
totimmed  Total Number of Immigrants Admitted as Immediate Relative of U.S. Citizens 
 
 
spouse  Number of Immigrants Admitted as a Spouse of a U.S. Citizen 
 
 
child   Number of Immigrants Admitted as a Child of a U.S. Citizen 
 
 
parent  Number of Immigrants Admitted as a Parent of a U.S. Citizen 
 
 
refasy   Number of Immigrants that are Refugee and Asylee Adjustments 
 
 
diversity  Number of Immigrants Admitted via the Diversity Program 
 
 
irca   Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR via IRCA Program 
 

[Note: Only reported 1998-2000.] 
 

 
cancel  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR due to the Cancellation of Removal 
 

[Note: Only reported 1998-2004.] 
 

 
other   Number of Immigrants Admitted on Other Bases 
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DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 

 

under18  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, Under 18 
  

[Note: Only available 2003-2005.] 
 

 
18to24  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, 18 to 24 
 

[Note: Only available 2003-2005.] 
 
 

25to34  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, 25 to 34 
 

[Note: Available for all countries 2003-2005 and for selected countries 1998-
2001.] 

 
 
35 to44  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, 35 to 44 
 

[Note: Available for all countries 2003-2005 and for selected countries 1998-
2001.] 
 

 
45to54  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, 45 to 54 
 

[Note: Available for all countries 2003-2005 and for selected countries 1998-
2001.] 

 
 
55to64  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, 55 to 64 
 

[Note: Available for all countries 2003-2005 and for selected countries 1998-
2001.] 

 
 
65older  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, 65 and older 
 

[Note: Available for all countries 2003-2005 and for selected countries 1998-
2001.] 

 
 

unkage  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, age unknown 
 

[Note: Available for all countries 2003-2005 and for selected countries 1998-
2001.] 
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male   Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, male 
 

[Note: Available for all countries 2003-2005 and for selected countries 1998-
2001.] 

 
 
female  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, female 
 

[Note: Available for all countries 2003-2005 and for selected countries 1998-
2001.] 

 
 
sexunkn  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, sex unknown 
 

[Note: Available for all countries 2003-2005 and for selected countries 1998-
2001.] 

 
 

single   Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, single 
 

[Note: Only available 2003-2005.] 
 

 
married  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, married 
 

[Note: Only available 2003-2005.] 
 

 
othermst  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, other marital status 
 

[Note: Only available between 2003-2005.] 
 

 
unkmarst  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, unknown marital status 
 

[Note: Only available between 2003-2005.] 
 

OCCUPATION VARIABLES 

 

execmang  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, occupation – executive & managerial 
  

[Note: Not available 2002.] 
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proftech  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, occupation—professional & technical 
 
[Note: Not available 2002.] 
 

 
sales   Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, occupation—sales 
 

[Note: Not available 2002.] 
 

 

admin  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, occupation—administrative support  
 

[Note: Not available 2002.] 
 

  
frmforfs  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, occupation—farming, forestry, fisheries 
 

[Note: Not available 2002.] 
 

 
operlab  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, occupation—operator, fabricator, 

laborer 
 

[Note: Not available 2002.] 
 
 

craftrep  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, occupation—precision production, 
craft, repair 

 
[Note: Not available 2002.] 
 

 
service   Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, occupation—service 
 

[Note: Not available 2002.] 
 

 
military  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, occupation—military 
 

[Note: Only available 2003-2005.] 
 

 
noccp   Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, no occupation 

[Note: Not available 2002.] 
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unkocc  Number of Immigrants Admitted to LPR, occupation unknown 
 

[Note: Only available for all countries 2001 and 2003-2005.] 
 

INITIAL ENTRY STATUS, ADJUSTED TO LPR 

 

entybus  Number of Immigrants Adjusted to LPR, entered as visitors for business 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
 

 
entyples  Number of Immigrants Adjusted to LPR, entered as visitors for pleasure 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
 

 
student  Number of Immigrants Adjusted to LPR, entered as students 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
 

 
tempwork  Number of Immigrants Adjusted to LPR, entered as temporary workers 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
 

 
exchange  Number of Immigrants Adjusted to LPR, entered as exchange visitors 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
 

 
fiances  Number of Immigrants Adjusted to LPR, entered as a fiancée 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
 

 
comptran  Number of Immigrants Adjusted to LPR, entered as intracompany transfer 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
 

 
refparol  Number of Immigrants Adjusted to LPR, entered as refugee/parolee 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
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ewi   Number of Immigrants Adjusted to LPR, entered without inspection 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
 

 
enstunk   Number of Immigrants Adjusted to LPR, entry status unknown 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2002.] 
 

REFUGEE & ASYLEE VARIABLES 

 
appen   Number of Refugee Applications Pending at Beginning of Fiscal Year 
  
   [Note: Only available 1998-2000. Calculated 2001-2005.] 
 
 

appfil   Number of Applications Filed During Fiscal Year 
 
   [Note: Only available 1998-2004.] 
 
 
approve  Number of Refugee Applications Approved During Fiscal Year 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2004.] 
 

 
appden  Number of Applications Denied During Fiscal Year 
 
   [Note: Only available 1998-2004.] 
 
 
appclos  Number of Applications Closed During Fiscal Year 
 
   [Note: Only available 1998-2004.] 
 
 
stillpen  Number of Refugee Applications Still Pending at End of Fiscal Year 

 
[Note: Only available 1998-2000. Calculated 2001-2005.] 

 
 
refarr   Number of Refugee Arrivals 
 
 
totasyaf  Number of Individuals Granted Asylum Affirmatively 
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totasydf  Number of Individuals Granted Asylum Defensively 
 

 

asypen  Number of Asylum Cases Pending at Beginning of Fiscal Year 
 
   [Note: Only available 1998-1999.] 
 

 

asyfil   Number of Asylum Cases Filed During Fiscal Year 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2004.] 
 

 
asyreop  Number of Asylum Cases Reopened During Fiscal Year 
  
   [Note: Only available 1998-2004.] 
 
 
asygrant  Number of Asylum Cases Granted During Fiscal Year 
 
 
indivasy  Number of Individuals Granted Asylum During Fiscal Year 
 

[Note: Only available 1998-2004.] 
 

 
asyden   Number of Asylum Cases Denied During Fiscal Year 
 
   [Note: Only available 1998-2004.] 
 
 
indivden  Number of Individuals Denied Asylum During Fiscal Year 
 
 
stpenasy  Number of Asylum Applications Still Pending at End of Fiscal Year 
 
 
refprlpr  Number of Refugees/Asylees Granted LPR 
 
   [Note: Only available 1998-2004.] 
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NONIMMIGRANT VARIABLES 

ENTRY VARIABLES 

 
[NOTE: Nonimmigrant admissions refer to counts of arrivals rather than individuals since 
nonimmigrants may enter the United States multiple times during a year.] 
 
nimadmit  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted 
 

 

nimfor  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Foreign Government Officials 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimbspl  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Temporary Visitor for Business or Pleasure 
 

[Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 

nimtrans  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Transit Aliens 
  
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimtrinv  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Treaty Traders and Investors 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimstudt  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Students 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimstfam  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Spouses/Children of Students 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimtemp  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Temporary Workers/Trainees 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
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nimfamtp Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Spouses/Children Temporary 
Workers/Trainees 

 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
niminrep Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, International Representatives 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimfrmed Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Representatives of Foreign Information 

Media 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimexch Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Exchange Visitors 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimspexh Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Spouses/Children of exchange visitors 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimfinac Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Fiancés/Fiancées of U.S. citizens 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimcotr Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Intracompany transferees 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimspco Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Spouses/Children of Intracompany 

transferees 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimnato Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, NATO officials 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
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nimnafta Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, North American Free-Trade Agreement 
Workers 

 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimunk Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Other and Unknown 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 

VISA VARIABLES 

 
nimh1a  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Registered Nurses (H1A) 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimh1b  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Specialty Occupations (H1B) 
 
 
nimh2a  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Temporary Agricultural Workers (H2A) 
 
 
nim2b  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Temporary Non-Agricultural Workers 

(H2B) 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimh3   Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Industrial Trainees (H3) 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimj1   Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Exchange Visitors (J1) 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
niml1   Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Intracompany Transferees (L1) 
 
 
nimo1  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Extraordinary Ability/Achievement (O1) 
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nimo2  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Workers Assisting Performance of O1 
Workers (O2) 

 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimp1   Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Athletes/Entertainers (P1) 
 
 

nimp2  Number Nonimmigrants Admitted, Artists/Entertainers in Reciprocal Exchange 
Programs (P2) 

 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimp3  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Artists/Entertainers in Culturally Unique 

Programs (P3) 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimq1  Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, International Cultural Exchange Programs 

(Q1) 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimr1   Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Religious Workers (R1) 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimtn   Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, NAFTA Workers (TN) 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
nimoth Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted, Other Visa Category 
 
 
   [Note:  Only available 2005.] 

AGE VARIABLES 

 

allages  Number of Nonimmigrants, All ages 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
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nimlt15  Number of Nonimmigrants, Less than 15 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nim1519  Number of Nonimmigrants, 15-19 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nim2024  Number of Nonimmigrants, 20-24 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nim2534  Number of Nonimmigrants, 25-34 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nim3544  Number of Nonimmigrants, 35-44 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nim4554  Number of Nonimmigrants, 45-54 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nim65+  Number of Nonimmigrants, 65+ 
  
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 
 
nimageun  Number of Nonimmigrants, Age Unknown 
 
   [Note: Not available 2005.] 
 

STANDARDIZED VARIABLES 

 
ctrypop County-of-Origin Population 
 
 
totalper Total Immigrants Admitted as Percent of Country-of-Origin Population 
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approvep Total Refugees Approved as Percent of Country-of-Origin Population 
 
pasyaff Total Affirmative Asylees Granted as Percent of Country-of-Origin Population 
 
 
pasydeff Total Defensive Asylees Granted as Percent of Country-of-Origin Population 
 
 
pernonim Total Nonimmigrants Admitted as Percent of Country-of-Origin Population 
 
 
prnobspl Total Nonimmigrants (Minus Business & Pleasure Visitors) Admitted as Percent 

of Country-of-Origin 
 
 
prnimwk Total Nonimmigrants Admitted on Work-Based Conditions as a Percent of 

Country-of-Origin 
 

COUNTRY CHARACTERISTICS 

 
origcpop Origin of Country Population (ctrypop) Data 
 
Values 

1 World Database Indicators 
2 UN 
3 CIA World Fact Book 
4 Imputed 

 

 

state  Independent vs. Dependent States 
 
Values 

0 Dependent 
1 Independent 
2 Other 

 
 

inclevel World Bank Classification of Members’ Income Group 
 
Values 

1 Low-income economies 
2 Lower-middle income economies 
3 Upper-middle income economies 
4 High-income economies 
5 Not classified 
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religion Predominant Religion (at least 66% of population)  
(use Steensland et al. (2000) as a guide to categorize religions) 

 
Values 

1 Protestant (includes Anglicans, Christians) 
2 Evangelical Protestant 
3 Catholic (includes Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox) 
4 Muslim 
5 Sunni Muslim 
6 Shi’a Muslim 
7 Jewish 
8 Orthodox Christian 
9 Church of Norway 
10 Buddhism 
11 Hinduism 
12 Anglican 
13 Seventh-Day Adventist (i.e., LDS) 
14 Indigenous beliefs 
15 Protestant/Catholic 
16 Shinto/Buddhism 
17 Muslim/Christian 
18 Buddhism/Catholic 
19 Indigenous beliefs/Catholic 
20 Evangelical Protestant/Protestant/Catholic 
21 Evangelical Protestant/Protestant/Catholic/LDS/Jehovah's Witnesses 
22 Indigenous beliefs/Christian 
23 Protestant/Catholic/unaffiliated 
24 Muslim/Catholic 
25 Indigenous beliefs/Muslim 
26 Taoism/Buddhism 
27 Buddhism/Muslim 
28 Christian/Animism 
29 Catholic/Unaffiliated 
30 Muslim/Protestant/Catholic 
31 Unaffiliated/unspecified 
32 Christian/Hinduism 
33 Christian/Unaffiliated 
34 Buddhism/Animism 
35 Muslim/Buddhism/Taoism/Hinduism/Christian/Sikh 
36 Protestant/Evangelical Protestant 
37 Hinduism/Catholic 
38 Buddhism/Unaffiliated 
39 Catholic/Black Protestant/Muslim/Unaffiliated 
40 Protestant/Catholic/Indigenous beliefs 
41 Buddhism/Muslim/Unaffiliated 
42 Black Protestant/Evangelical Protestant/Catholic 
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43 Hindu/Protestant/Catholic 
44 Black Protestant/Catholic/Muslim 
45 Buddhism/Taoism/Confucianism 
46 Catholic/Hindu/Protestant/Evangelical Protestant 
47 Protestant/Muslim/Hindu 

 
 
raceth  Predominant Race/Ethnicity of Country (at least 66% of population) 
 
Values 
  1 White/Caucasian 
  2 Black 
  3 Asian 
  4 Spanish/Hispanic/Latino (including mestizos) 
  5 Pacific Islander (includes Polynesian, Micronesian and Melanesian) 
                          7 Arab 
  8 Creole (persons of mixed background, especially in Africa) 
  9  Mulatto/White/Black 
  10 Black/White 
  11 White/Mulatto 
  12 Black/Mulatto 
  13 White/White-Amerindian 
  14 Pacific Islander/white 
  15 Pacific Islander/Asian 
  16 Creole/white 
  17 Hispanic/white 
  18 Asian/white 
  19 Pacific Islander/black 
 
 
support State supporters of terrorism  
 

0 No 
1 Yes 

 
 

 132



   
   

APPENDIX B 

DATA CONSTRUCTION NOTES 

 
- Northern Ireland and UK counts were separated in 2002 Yearbook but were combined in all 
other years.  To retain consistency throughout the data set, the separate totals provided for both 
Northern Ireland and the UK in 2002 are added together and attributed to the UK. 
 
- The 2002 Yearbook did not provide information on the total number of new immigrants and 
adjustments to LPR.  However, in table 10 for 2002, the number of total adjustments to LPR was 
provided.  Therefore, totalnew in 2002 is calculated by using the total number of adjustments 
provided in table 10 and subtracted from total. 
 
- As of January 1, 1992, the U.S. recognized 12 new countries that previously belonged to the 
former Soviet Union.  As of April 7, 1992, the U.S. recognized 3 countries that had been a part 
of the former Yugoslavia (Bosnia Herzegovina, Croatia and Slovenia).  In most instances/series 
(i.e., immigrants, refugees, nonimmigrants), counts were attributed to their newly formed 
countries, however, counts for separate countries for all series were not always available.  In 
these cases, counts are attributed to either the former Soviet Union or Yugoslavia.  When counts 
were categorized as “unknown republic” (typically in 1998 only) but associated with 
Czechoslovakia, Soviet Union or Yugoslavia, these counts are added to the respective country 
with which they are associated and not the newly formed countries.  Because of this some counts 
are allocated to the Former Soviet Union (FSU) (e.g. Between 1998-2000, the number of refugee 
applications filed, denied, otherwise closed for the 12 FSU republics all have counts of 0 for 
these variables yet have valid counts for the number of refugee arrivals to the U.S.).  As of 2001, 
there were no longer refugees associated with the FSU. 
 
- In 2003, Serbia Montenegro formed and the formerly ‘Unknown Republic’ attributed to the 
Yugoslavia became Serbia and Montenegro; therefore, Yugoslavia ceased to exist, as it pertained 
to reported counts.  The same was true for Czechoslovakia, which dissolved and formed two new 
states: Czech Republic and Slovak Republic.  
 
- In 2001, the Yearbooks no longer report exchange visitors.  Therefore, exchange visitor 
counts were only reported for 1998-2000.  Additionally, from 1998-2000, one column ‘Other and 
Unknown’ was provided, which was labeled enstunk.  Beginning in 2001, the Yearbook provided 
two columns ‘Other Visitors’ and ‘Unknown and Not Reported,’ where the counts were 
combined and recorded as enstunk. 
 
- From 2002-04 the variable refprlpr for China included Taiwan counts.  Also, as of 2003, 
Palestine counts are either included with Jordan’s counts or unknown since the U.S. does not 
recognize it as an independent state.  
 

- Age data between 1998 and 2001 were only available for selected countries.  Additionally, 
the Yearbooks provide the information in increments of 4 years.  Therefore, it is not possible to 
calculate under18 and 18to24 because the ‘respective categories’ were 15-19, which includes 18 
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and 19-year olds and does not allow them to be separated further.  However, beginning with 25-
29 and 30-34, calculation of these age categories and the succeeding age categories are possible.  
This is the way in which these variables are calculated between 1998 and 2001.   
 
- The variable noccp “[i]ncludes homemakers, students, unemployed or retired person, and 
others not reporting or with an unknown occupation” (1998 Yearbook, p. 82, fn. 1) from 1998-
2000, which includes both categories—those who did not have an occupation OR did not report 
one.  These two categories were separated beginning in 2001 and 2003-2005.  Therefore, this 
variable is not available in 2002. 
 
- “The total number of cases pending at the beginning of fiscal year 1999 is lower than the 
360, 247 reported at the end of fiscal year 1998 because of corrections to the data base” (1999 
Yearbook,  p. 105, fn.1.) 
 
- 2001 refugee data from Vietnam:  “Vietnam [data] are incomplete because the data represent 
only Vietnamese processed by the Resettlement Opportunity for Vietnamese Returnees (ROVR) 
Program.  Data are unavailable for refugees processed under other Vietnamese in-country 
programs that dealt with former reeducation camp detainees and adult children of formerly 
admitted refugees.” (fn. 2 on page 94 of 2001 Yearbook) 
 
- For asylee counts in 2003, there was a category ‘Other’ at the end of each region.  In other 
words, it appears for countries that have extremely small counts they were lumped together into 
this ‘Other’ category.  Therefore, all of the ‘remaining’ other categories for each region are 
added and attributed to ‘All other Countries’ categories.  Consequently, several countries might 
list ‘0’ counts but may have been lumped together in the ‘All other countries’ for 2003.  If D was 
reported in a given cell, it is assumed to represent the minimum value of‘1’ and added to the 
other valid count cells. 
 
- In the case of refugees, appen and stillpen were not available after 2000.  To reduce the 
extent of missing data, I calculate those variables using the number of refugee applications still 
pending at the end of 2000 and add the number of those filed during the following fiscal year.  
From this total, the number of approved applications, denied or otherwise closed is subtracted in 
order to determine stillpen for 2001 (and so on through 2004).  There are, however, instances 
where the numbers provided do not exactly match (i.e. a negative results in the number still 
pending at the end of a fiscal year).  In these cases, I enter the counts provided by the respective 
Yearbook and have entered a ‘-5’ (i.e., missing) in for the variables appen and stillpen.  These 
countries include those labeled 82, 87, 95, 108, 110, 113, 116, 119, 123, 141 and 228.   
 
- The variable, ctrypop, for Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Soviet Union is labeled as -6 
because they no longer exist as countries.  However, there were values related to these countries 
because of an administrative decision on behalf of the OIS.  Also, for ctrypop, Serbia and 
Montenegro had valid population values for the entire 8-year period; however, the U.S. did not 
recognize it as an independent state until 2/7/03.  Because of this all of Serbia and Montenegro’s 
counts are attributed to Yugoslavia for 1998-2002. 
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- ctrypop does not include counts for territories or possessions of the sovereign (i.e., 
independent) country. E.g., UK does not include Jersey or Guernsey Islands counts. 
 
- The following countries have 1997 population estimates instead of 1998 due to the CIA 

World Factbook not being available for 1998: Taiwan, St. Helena, Western Sahara, Christmas 
Island, Cocos Islands, Niue, Pitcairn Islands, Tuvalu, Wallis and Futuna Islands, St. Pierre and 
Miquelon, British Virgin Islands, Falkland Islands and Holy See.  Unlike earlier estimates, which 
were estimated during the year reported, these 13 estimates are from 1995. 
 
- Due to the combination of Visitors for Business and Visitors for Pleasures from 1999-2001, I 
combine these variables throughout the remaining years where data is available. 
 
- From 2001 – 2004, nimunk includes spouses and children of NAFTA workers, of US citizens 
where immigrant visa is pending, of LPR where immigrant visa is pending, victims of a severe 
form of trafficking or criminal activity, as well as his or her spouse and children.  This detailed 
data were not available for all years included in this study—only 2001-2004.   
 
- As of 2003, the variable for h1a included h1a and h1c, both of which are for registered 
nurses. 
 
- As of 2004, the variable for h1b included h1b and h1b1, both of which are visas for workers 
in specialty occupations. 
 
- For 2005 nonimmigrant data only, variables h2a included h2a and h2b; ho1 included both 
ho1 and ho2; hp1 included hp1-p3 and nimoth included all other nonimmigrant statuses 
(including the previously not indicated (at least in the detailed visa data): e1 and e2). 
 
- When cells are added, as in the case of creating nimoth, if there was a D in one of the cells, it 
is assumed to be a ‘0,’ and the other cells with valid values were added together.  
 
- In 2005, nonimmigrant data for specified visas types were included within the counts for 
larger countries:  Australia includes Australia, Norfolk Island, Christmas Island, and Cocos 
(Keeling) Island; China includes the People's Republic of China, Hong Kong, and Macau; 
Denmark includes Denmark, Faroe Islands, and Greenland; France includes France, French 
Guiana, French Polynesia, French Southern and Antarctic Lands, Guadeloupe, Martinique, New 
Caledonia, Reunion, St. Pierre and Miquelon, and Wallis and Futuna; Morocco includes 
Morocco and Western Sahara; Netherlands includes the Netherlands, Aruba, and the Netherlands 
Antilles; New Zealand includes New Zealand, Cook Islands, Tokelau, and Niue; and the United 
Kingdom includes the United Kingdom, Anguilla, Bermuda, British Virgin Islands, Cape Verde, 
Cayman Islands, Falkland Islands, Gibraltar, Guernsey, Isle of Man, Jersey, Montserrat, Pitcairn 
Island, St. Helena, and Turks and Caicos Islands. 
 
- In 2005, totwork included principals and dependents (E-1 to E-3, H-1B, H-1B1, H-1C, H-2A, 
H-2B, H-2R, H-3, H-4, I-1, L-1, L-2, O-1 to O-3, P-1 to P-4, Q-1, R-1, R-2, TD and TN 
admissions).  
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- In 1979, the United States established a list of countries providing either direct or indirect 
support to terrorist groups.  By April 30 of each year, the Secretary of State provides Congress 
with a full and complete report on terrorism with regard to those countries and groups meeting 
criteria set forth in the legislation. This annual report is entitled Country Reports on Terrorism.  
Beginning with the report for 2004, it replaced the previously published Patterns of Global 

Terrorism.  It is from these reports that the variable support was created.  < 
http://www.state.gov/s/ct/rls/crt > 
 
- The variables religion and raceth are all created using the CIA’s annual World Factbooks, 
where two-thirds of the country’s population are used to determine whether the characteristic 
was “predominant.” If a country did not have one religion that 66% of the population adhered to, 
categories detailing the combinations of religions, languages, etc. are created.   
 
To categorize various sects of larger religious denominations, Steensland et. al’s 2000 article, 
“The Measure of American Religion: Toward Improving the State of the Art,” is used.  For 
raceth, the genetic origins of groups is used to categorize most persons.  For example, 
Georgians, Albanians and Tajiks are categorized as white because these persons originate from 
the Caucasus.  Those members of the Arab League of Nations are categorized as Arab, even in 
the case of Egypt where most do not view themselves as “being Arab.” 
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APPENDIX C 

HUMAN SUBJECTS COMMITTEE (IRB) APPROVAL LETTER 

Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 
(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 
 
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 
 
Date: 5/30/2008 
 
To: Melissa Barnett 
 
Address: 2270 
Dept.: SOCIOLOGY 
 
From:   Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re:     Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Uncertain Times: U.S. Immigration Policy, Practice, & the Resolve to Make America Safe in the 
21st Century 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 
proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of 
the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Exempt per 45 CFR § 
46.101(b)4 and has been approved by an expedited review process. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 
and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 
required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 
form is attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 
used in recruiting research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 5/29/2009 you must request a renewal of approval for 
continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 
expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 
renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 
the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol 
change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, 
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federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 
unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 
the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
 
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 
Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: John Reynolds, Advisor 
HSC No. 2008.1344  
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APPENDIX D 

SAMPLE INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

Note: Please use an eighth grade reading level to ensure subject comprehension 
 

FSU Behavioral Consent Form 

[Insert title of Study] 
 
You are invited to be in a research study of [Insert general statement about study]. You were 
selected as a possible participant because [explain how subject was identified]. We ask that you 
read this form and ask any questions you may have before agreeing to be in the study. 
 
This study is being conducted by [Name of PI, department (indicate University affiliation)] 
 
Background Information: 

 
The purpose of this study is: [explain research question and purpose in lay language] 
 
Procedures: 

 
If you agree to be in this study, we would ask you to do the following things: 
[explain tasks and procedures, subjects should be told about video or audio taping, assignment to 
study groups, length of time for participation, frequency of procedures, etc.] 
 
Risks and benefits of being in the Study: 

 
The study has several risks. First [risks]; Second, [risks] (Risks must be explained, including the 
likelihood of the risk). 
 
(If there are significant psychological risks to participation, the subject should be told under what 
conditions the researcher will terminate the study). 
 
The benefits to participation are [benefits(s)] (If no benefits, state the fact here.) 
 
Compensation: 

 
You will receive payment: [Include payment or reimbursement information here.] (If subjects 
receive class points or some other token, include that information here. Explain when 
disbursement will occur and conditions of payment. For example, if compensation will be pro-
rated due to early withdrawal). 
 
Confidentiality: 

 
The records of this study will be kept private and confidential to the extent permitted by law.  In 
any sort of report we might publish, we will not include any information that will make it 
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possible to identify a subject.  Research records will be stored securely and only researchers will 
have access to the records. (If tape recordings or videotapes are made, explain who will have 
access, if they will be used for educational purposes, and when they will be erased). 
 
Voluntary Nature of the Study: 

 
Participation in this study is voluntary.  Your decision whether or not to participate will not 
affect your current or future relations with the University [or other cooperating institution, insert 
name here].  If you decide to participants, you are free to not answer any question or withdraw at 
any time without affecting those relationships. 
 
Contacts and Questions: 

 
The researchers conducting this study are [name of researcher] and [name of researcher].  You 
may ask any question you have now.  If you have a question later, you are encouraged to contact 
them at [location], [phone number], [email address].  (If the researcher is a student, include 
advisor’s name telephone number and email address here). 
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to someone 
other than the researcher(s), you are encouraged to contact the FSU IRB at 2010 Levy Street, 
Research Building B, Suite 276, Tallahassee, FL  32306-2742, or 850-644-8633, or by email at 
humansubjects@magnet.fsu.edu. 
 
You will be given a copy of this information to keep for your records. 
 
Statement of Consent: 

 
I have read the above information.  I have asked questions and have received answers.  I consent 
to participate in the study. 
________________  _________________ 
Signature                                          Date 
 
________________  _________________ 
Signature of Investigator                    Date 
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