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“If the immigrant who comes here in good faith becomes an American and assimilates 
himself to us he shall be treated with an exact equality with everyone else.”  
– Theodore Roosevelt, 1907 
 
 
Introduction 

From understanding relationships to understanding complex policy problems, people 

form their opinions based on a mixture of experience and stories. Essential to the development 

and discourse of a policy and the issue it seeks to address is the framework, or the parameters 

we use to understand a problem. Frames are basic guidelines people use to understand and 

break down complex issues. People use frames to understand what is at stake, what are the 

options, who is responsible, and who is to blame. Some of the most influential actors in the 

policy framing process are elected officials, who are responsible for developing policies which 

will protect their constituents, but who are also responsible for providing the explanations and 

the answers to societal challenges (Jones & Baumgartner, 2005). Within a political system 

based on popular vote, elected officials must create persuasive frames in order to garner public 

support for their policies and to control how discourse develops. 

Frames are used in all public policies and are readily visible in many policy debates. For 

example, consider those who publicly debate abortion. People usually identify with one of two 

main groups, which for the sake of simplicity in this brief example I break down into “pro-

choice” and “pro-life.” The pro-choice group frames the topic as a women’s rights issue, arguing 

that whether or not a pregnant woman wishes to complete her pregnancy is a decision to be 

made between the woman and her doctor – not the state or federal government. In short, it is 

a woman’s right to decide what do to with her body. The pro-life group grounds its arguments 

in moral and religious human rights frameworks, arguing that life begins at conception and that 
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the fetus has a right to life as well, a right which the government should be compelled to 

protect. This logic supports government intervention. Ultimately, the framing of an issue or 

piece of legislation depends largely on which narrative the advocate/official/citizen believes 

and wishes to promote. 

One area in which framing is especially prevalent is immigration policy. Immigration 

policy has been based on many different frames throughout the history of the U.S., including, 

but certainly not limited to, fairness, common humanity, public health, economics, and national 

security. Also part of framing is developing a narrative, or story, which encompasses certain 

values or fears and builds upon the basic framework. Within political immigration policy 

discourse, two frequently reoccurring narratives have been the “American dream” and “foreign 

threat.” 

 The issue of concern in this paper is immigration policy post-9/11. In the wake of the 

September 11, 2001, attacks, many elected officials tied their policy debates to the highly 

charged national security framework, which grew in popularity in the decade following 9/11 

and continues to affect policy today. Additionally, 9/11 served as the impetus for major shifts in 

U.S. anti-terrorism policy, which some policymakers have confusedly merged with immigration 

control, border control, and crime control policies. Since the attacks, immigrants have been 

frequently constructed and perceived as potential terrorists and likely criminals, which is 

reflected in the many punitive and border-security-focused bills that have passed since 9/11 

(Rosenblum, 2011; Friman, 2008; Mittelstadt, Speaker, Meissner, & Chishti, 2011; Chacon, 

2008). Immigration policy has become a discussion about “the border crisis” and protecting U.S. 
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neighborhoods from threatening foreigners, intent on hurting the U.S., its communities, and its 

people.  

Through literature and discourse analysis, I explore the impact 9/11 has had on 

immigration policy framing in the United States. I hypothesize that after 9/11, much of 

immigration policy has been grounded in a national security framework as a way for advocates 

of restrictive immigration policies to garner higher levels of political and public support. By 

linking immigrants to loaded symbols like “terrorist” and “criminal,” restrictionists have 

“securitized” immigration policy, and are thus able to justify and push forward severe anti-

immigration measures in the name of anti-terrorism. 

When examining the official discourse pertaining to post-9/11 immigration-security bills, 

I expect to see negative immigrant constructions and “crisis” rhetoric used as justification for 

punitive legislation. I also expect to see arguments for enforcement-based policies focusing 

heavily on the threat to American society and rule of law, and the term “immigrant” associated 

with deviant behavior, “illegality,” and risk. 

 

Rationale 

I analyze the use of dynamic framing as a tool to shape and control immigration policy 

discourse and legislation. For those interested in developing immigration policy, it is important 

to understand how issues are approached and presented by elected officials with the intent 

shape and direct public attitudes. A robust literature on the importance of policy and issue 

framing supports this approach. This work builds partly on existing research and analysis. A 

great number of academic works list and analyze the changes in immigration policy in response 
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to 9/11 (Rosenblum, 2011; Mittelstadt et al., 2011; Andreas, 2002; Rodriguez, 2008; Alden, 

2008). Some of these works evaluate post-9/11 policies through the framework of national 

security (Mittelstadt et al., 2011; Chavez, 2008; Newton, 2008; Chacon, 2008; Friman, 2008; 

Schain, 2008). However, few have examined the use of national security framing and deviant 

social constructions as a smokescreen for restrictive immigration policies and the 

criminalization of noncitizens. 

The use of framing in policy discussion to control or shift public opinion has been 

established in many different fields. New framing approaches concerning the death penalty, 

cigarette use, and obesity, for example, have resulted in major shifts in public attitudes and 

major national policy changes (Baumgartner et al., 2010; Baumgartner & Jones, 1993; Scheider 

& Ingram, 1993). The impetus for framework shifts is frequently major events related to the 

policy issue. These visible events open what Kingdon (2011) deemed a “window of 

opportunity.” According to Kingdon, when a window of opportunity opens, advocates can build 

on the emotions, energy, and acute public interest caused by the event to propel a movement, 

or to move it in a completely different direction (Bai, 2005; Schattschneider, 1975).  

The September 11th terrorist attacks acted as a window of opportunity for immigration 

policy. Since the attacks, a variety of institutional changes and new legislation have seemingly 

cemented the practice of understanding and reacting to immigration reform through a national 

security framework. This frame constructs the entire immigration system as inextricably 

connected to U.S. security – from border control to visa applications to the DREAM Act. With 

this in mind, it is important for progressive policy immigration advocates to examine the use of 
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framing, narratives, and symbols as tools to direct public and political attention, as well as pass 

or prevent legislation.  

 

Methodology   

This paper supplements the policy analysis literature by examining how the discourse 

surrounding punitive immigration policies after 9/11 have been justified using a national 

security framework and strategic, value-laden narratives. The strategies and theories behind 

dynamic framing are well-documented, and the rise and use of the national security frame has 

been particularly dramatic. This paper will examine the use and role of framing by elected 

officials in influencing the acceptance and passage of legislation. Every issue has multiple 

interpretations – someone who spends little money can be described as either frugal or stingy, 

just as a person can be described as assertive or outspoken, charming or manipulative – but the 

importance of framing is that whoever successfully constructs the dominant frame and 

narrative for an issue also controls the boundaries and direction of public discourse, as well as 

the perceived solutions.   

In order to complete this analysis, I review the literature and reports relevant to post-

9/11 immigration policy and framing. In the first section of this paper, I discuss the ways in 

which dynamic framing is used to shape public and political attitudes, and to direct policy 

outcomes. Second, I discuss the impact 9/11 had on shifting immigration policy into a national 

security framework. Third, I use a Congressional hearing transcript for H.R. 4437, the Border 

Protection, Antiterrorism and Illegal Immigration Control Act of 2005, as a case study to identify 

how elected officials use narratives and the national security frame. In this third section I 
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analyzed the Dec. 15, 2005, two-hour public congressional hearing transcript from the 

Congressional Record for H.R. 4437, and extracted all of the witnesses’ testimony that explicitly 

used narratives, such as the “threatening foreigner” or “hard-working neighbor,” to bolster 

their arguments. I highlight the most dramatic of these excerpts in this paper, from both 

Republicans and Democrats who testified during the hearing.  Finally, I offer conclusions and 

policy recommendations within the context of dynamic framing and immigration policy. 

  

Theories of Dynamic Framing 

The study of framing processes includes a robust literature in several fields, but the 

terminology was first coined by sociologists (Goffman, 1974) and then applied to the study of 

social movements (Snow & Benford, 1988), behavioral science (Sunstein, 2005) and other fields. 

Within the sociological literature, “framing” can be defined as the following: 

 
…the conscious strategic efforts by groups of people to fashion shared understanding of 
the world and of themselves that legitimate and motivate collective action. (McAdam, 
McCarthy, & Zald, 1996, p. 6) 
 
…the connection between the way that issues are presented to the public…and the way 
those issues are then understood by the public. (Manuel & Simon, 2010) 
 

A final interpretation of framing is as a rhetorical device used to strategically package new ideas 

and showing the meaning and relevance of a complex issue to the public  (Joachim, 2007; 

Manuel & Simon, 2010). As discussed by Joachim (2007), frames “render events or occurrences 

meaningful,” and “function to organize experience and guide action, whether individual or 

collective” (Snow, Rochford, Worden, & Benford, 1986). Additionally, frames provide 

perspective when individuals are confronted with new, complex, or amorphous situations or 
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policies and seek a basis for action (Rein & Schoen, 1991, p. 263).  For policymakers and elected 

officials, the components of the framing an issues include promoting a certain problem 

definition, providing a causal interpretation and moral evaluation, and, finally, producing a set 

of recommendations (Manuel & Simon, 2010; Entman, 1993). 

Many have studied the power of issue framing within public policy making process. 

Indeed, the use of frameworks in policy discussions has been a staple in the study of agenda-

setting, as seen in the works of Schattschneider (1960), Kingdon (1984), Edelman (1964), and 

Baumgartner and Jones (1993).  Framing by policymakers is, however, only one important piece 

of the policy-development process. As depicted below in Figure 1, many different actors 

influence how the public and policymakers approach a new issue, how the framing of an issue is 

determined, and whether legislation passes.  In the simplified model below, a significant event, 

like 9/11, makes the public aware of an issue or set of issues (national security, weak border 

controls, etc.). After the event occurs, public awareness, interest, and scrutiny increase around 

the issues that caused the event, or were the consequences of it. After public attention has 

increased, the public’s acute interest in the topic forces the issue onto the political agendas of 

elected officials and policymakers. Officials then form their opinions, relay those opinions back 

to the public, and alter their stances based on public feedback. At the same time, other forces 

are influencing this exchange between the public and policymakers. The media play an 

enormous role in sharing the opinions, narratives, and stances of politicians and the public with 

each other, as well as defining the timeline, causes, and ramifications of the event.  Special 

interest groups invested in the issue also try to influence policy discussions with their own 

frames and/or narratives via expert reports, the media, or other methods. Policymakers in 
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particular are influenced by party politics, especially if the issue is contentious and the overall 

party platform must be considered. Party leadership might lobby individual officials to take a 

certain stance for the sake of the entire party. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, elected 

policymakers are sensitive to the stances and motivations of those who fund their campaigns, 

whether it be individuals, groups, or private organizations that are invested in the issue. In this 

paper I analyze how elected officials use and develop policy frames, which occurs in the 

Discussions and Policy Development portion of Figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Key actors and stakeholders influencing the development of policy. 
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and covered by the media for it to even be on the political agenda. Not every issue can be 

relevant or have a sense of urgency at the same time. The public, like individuals, prioritize 

what issues matter most to them and focus their attention on those select topics (Baumgartner 

& Jones, 1993). Issues go through phases of importance, which entail higher degrees of public 

support or scrutiny, and therefore more attention from elected officials (Baumgartner & Jones, 

1993). When public attention shifts from one issue to another, whether by a major event, social 

movement, or some other force, scholars call this shift a “wave” of interest.  

As argued by Baumgartner and Jones (1993), public policy is closely related to shifts in 

the focal points of discussion, meaning that where there are “waves of enthusiasm” from the 

public (constituents, advocates, the media, etc.) the government supports the development or 

expansion of a particular industry or field; where there are “waves of criticism,” elected 

representatives and government officials attack and increase regulations for those same 

industries (Baumgartner & Jones, 1993, p. 84). Once a particular topic is being actively debated 

and the public has, or perceives it has a stake in the issue, it is beneficial for elected officials 

make the issue part of their agenda. If a topic is not perceived as “urgent,” officials lack any 

incentive to actively pursue related policies. 

 

Opportunities for policy shifts 

Shifts in policy frameworks, or policy debates, do not just happen randomly. A window 

of opportunity might create a wave of interest for a new topic, but the frames that follow are 

strategic attempts to control the political discourse and identify what is at stake.  Certain 

events, administrative changes, or shifts in national attitudes create what Kingdon (2002) calls 
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“policy windows,” whereby opportunities for action on certain policy initiatives present 

themselves for a limited period of time. Which “policy windows” are open at a given time 

determine the governmental agenda; that is, “the list of subjects to which people in and around 

government are paying serious attention at any given point in time” (Kingdon, 2011, p. 166). 

During these windows, the public is actively engaged in a topic – either positively or critically – 

which presents the opportunity for major shifts in public policy.  

For example, after 9/11, Congress, the President, and the general public were 

concerned about how U.S. policies could be strengthened to ensure the safety of the American 

people in the immediate future. The 9/11 attacks opened a window for security-related 

legislation and changes because bolstering national security became the highest priority in 

domestic policy. Since 9/11, governmental changes have been both legislative and institutional 

in nature. Two of the most immediate changes were the creation of the Department of 

Homeland Security (DHS) and the passage of the 2002 PATRIOT Act (Schain, 2008).  If 9/11 had 

not occurred, it is unlikely DHS would have been created, or that the PATRIOT Act would have 

ever been drafted. The PATRIOT Act did pass, however, because, in the wake of the attacks, 

Congress and the public were united in a sense of urgency to prevent another terrorist attack.  

 

Controlling the conversation: the use of frames and the power of storytelling 

How well a frame resonates and is accepted by the public is, in part, determined by the 

mechanisms it employs, such as values-based narratives or symbols (Baumgartner et al., 2010; 

Edelman, 1964). As discussed extensively by Edelman (1964), the public is swayed by symbols, 

narratives, and myths as opposed to statistics or other forms of evidence. The symbols and 
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narratives are either created or acknowledged through the “gestures and speeches that make 

up the drama of the state,” (Edelman, 1964, p. 172). Political actors can leverage the fears and 

anxieties of the general public by portraying issues or individuals as either threatening or 

reassuring. This is especially true in times of crisis, when elected officials are often the first to 

provide explanations, narratives, and solutions (Newton, 2008).  

The concept of policy framing includes several characteristics, as defined by Joachim 

(2007), that are useful for this analysis. First, it takes into account the construction of proposals 

and acknowledges that a frame can be used as a strategic tool for policy advocates. Policies 

encompass much more than facts or statistics: they consist of constructed perspectives based 

on strategically interpreted events or situations (Joachim, 2007). In other words, “actors 

deliberately package and frame policy ideas to convince each other, as well as the general 

public, that certain policy proposals constitute acceptable solutions to pressing problems” 

(Campbell, 1998, p. 19). A lawmaker’s or lobbyist’s ability to construct a target population as 

deserving benefits or punishments determines, in large part, the success of legislation (Newton, 

2008). 

Second, framing acknowledges the complex, involved process of agenda-setting. Social 

problems and policy solutions do not simply “exist”; rather, they are products of social 

constructions and collective debates (Joachim, 2007, p. 20). As described by Snow and Bedford, 

problems and solutions are “produced in the course of interactions with other individuals and 

objects of attention” (1988, p. 198). With regard to immigration, when perceived problems and 

potential policy solutions are defended in the public arena, “science inevitably takes a back seat 

to stories and myths that play to the fears and prejudices, as well as the positive biases and 
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interpretations, of the American immigrant experience” (Newton, 2008, p. 3). It is the stories 

that people can relate to, and it is often the narratives – not credible evidence – that ultimately 

garner support or opposition to a bill. 

Thirdly, Joachim argues that framing allows us to examine issues as “conflicts over 

meanings and shared understandings that lie at the heart in the definition of new issues and 

interests” (Joachim, 2007, p. 19). How a problem is defined and understood by the general 

public is the ultimate point of framing, because, as Schoen and Rein (1994) argue, the struggles 

“over the naming and framing of a policy situation are symbolic contests over the social 

meaning of an issue domain, where meaning implies not only what is at issue but what is to be 

done” (p. 29). 

As discussed at length by Baumgartner et al. (2010), policy issues are far more complex 

than ‘good’ or ‘bad,’ or any other single dimension, but that is how people typically break down 

convoluted and extremely controversial issues. There is often a villain and a hero; an oppressor 

and the oppressed. The multidimensional nature of policy debates and the evolution of policy 

framing have an extensive literature, but dozens of scholars have made the argument that, no 

matter how complex an issue, only a few of the dimensions are ever the object of significant 

discussion in the political arena. Congressional responses are also, therefore, typically aligned 

along only a few dimensions (Scheider & Ingram, 1993; Baumgartner et al., 2010; Kingdon, 

2002). If we accept the arguments about how and why political actors inflate social anxieties 

regarding immigration, then it would explain the periodic bubbles of anti-immigrant attitudes 

that surface in both the political and public spheres. Much of the public’s anti-immigrant 

attitudes are probably not based on fact, actual experience with the immigrant population, or 
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on cultural or economic competition with the group; instead, attitudes often rest on socially 

constructed narratives of who noncitizens are, and what their motives might be (Newton, 

2008). 

 

Keeping it simple, keeping us safe: the role of elected officials 

Bryan Jones (2001) first discussed how the individual deconstructs complex issues while 

developing a model of decision making, accounting for the multidimensional choices available 

in a political context. Jones and Baumgartner (2005) have since developed a model which 

focuses on bounded rationality and the consequences of “attention shifting” or “frame 

shifting,” which is when individuals, the public at large, or organizations shift their focus from 

one side, or dimension, of a debate to another. As noted in Baumgartner et al. (2010), “Most 

policies, most of the time, follow a strongly inertial, status-quo-oriented track…” (p. 161). 

Policies that challenge the dominant conceptions of American identity and social order are 

unlikely to gain wide public or political support (Citrin & Wright, 2009). One reason for this 

inertia is that public officials find it to their advantage to push for policies which continue 

rewarding powerful and positively constructed groups, and, conversely, punish negatively 

constructed social groups. First of all, the powerful group itself responds favorably, but second, 

and just as important, constituents approve of a policy benefiting a “deserving group” as 

opposed to policies which benefit a negatively constructed group (Scheider & Ingram, 1993). 

As discussed extensively by Schneider and Ingram (1993), public officials are extremely 

sensitive to pressure from the public and special interest groups to produce effective policies 

that benefit, or do not benefit, certain groups of people. Officials must explain and justify their 
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positions by articulating a vision of the public good and then bridging the proposed policy to 

widely accepted public values. In short, officials must present a convincing causal logic that 

connects the different pieces of the policy design to specific and desired outcomes. For 

immigrants, the status quo is punitive laws designed to punish and control populations 

constructed as deviant, and the policies that aid or reward immigrant groups must be rooted in 

portraying these groups as deserving benefits (Newton, 2008). 

With this understanding of framing and political pressures in mind, I turn my analysis to 

theories of social construction of target populations, relying heavily on the works of Newton 

(2008) and Schneider and Ingram (1993), in order to understand, first, how group image is used 

to define which types of people should benefit from immigration policy and, second, how the 

social construction of a target population influences lawmakers, and shapes the design, 

discussions, and outcomes of policies.  

 

Dynamics of Immigration Framing and the Social Construction of Immigrants 

A key component to framing immigration policy is recognizing, either explicitly or 

implicitly, the social construction of immigrants. While the target groups of a policy do not 

necessarily have their own inherent identity, mainstream society and/or elected officials often 

create(s) one for them. Edelman (1964) defines social construction as the cultural 

characterizations of a target population, which includes popular images and stereotypes. Those 

characterizations are both normative and evaluative, and are used to portray target groups 

positively or negatively through symbols, narratives, and metaphors (Edelman, 1964; Scheider 
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& Ingram, 1993). Along the same vein, Newton defines social construction as “socially 

mandated perceptions” of groups implicated in a policy (Newton, 2008, p. 34). 

Immigration policy has always been a contentious issue in U.S. politics, with immigrants 

simultaneously portrayed as both positive and threatening figures during policy debates. A dual 

construction of immigrants exists, and how the “immigrant” symbol is constructed plays a key 

role in the drafting and justification of immigration policies. “Immigrants appear simultaneously 

as villainous invaders of the nation and as its heroic founders. That Americans view and treat 

the immigrant population with both veneration and fear is an accepted peculiarity of the 

nation’s history” (Newton, 2008, p. 1). On one end of the spectrum, the term “immigrant” has 

been used to symbolize a variety of positive issues and values, including hard work, social 

mobility, and the “American dream.” “Immigrant” has also been strategically tied to economic 

uncertainty, poverty, high fertility rates, immorality, lawlessness, and other social ills. The 

“illegal immigrant,” in particular, has become what Newton calls a “condensation symbol for an 

invasion of the American Southwest, fiscal crisis, welfare abuse, crime, and Mexican 

immigration” (Newton, 2008, p. 19). This dual construction may also help explain why, despite 

previous political victories, immigrant groups can see their victories erode more quickly than 

other stakeholders in immigration policy (Newton, 2008).  

Using highly-charged symbols, elected officials create narratives to construct a broad 

timeline, or story, of the issue: how the issue began, who the actors are, and what the 

consequences of the issue could be.  Establishing narratives is another key part of the framing 

process for immigration policies. Narratives concerning immigrants typically employ 

“representativeness” heuristics, using language like “villains” and “heroes”. Heuristics, defined 
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as mental shortcuts or rules of thumb, are frequently used when trying to define situations or 

events where no clear way forward exists (Newton, 2008; Sunstein, 2005).  

Why are immigrants so frequently portrayed as villains? The American public has a 

history as long as its existence of blaming immigrants for social problems, and the social 

construction of target populations allows one to view U.S. immigration policy making as “an 

exercise in assigning blame to some groups while absolving others from responsibility” 

(Newton, 2008, p. 35; Chavez, 2008). Immigrants, but especially noncitizens, are frequently 

characterized as social deviants, as criminals, and as threats to society (Chacon, 2008; Friman, 

2008; Scheider & Ingram, 1993). As such, it is easy to shift the blame for societal challenges, 

such as crime rates, unemployment or terrorist activity, onto a population already perceived as 

deviant.  

 

The role of elected officials in constructing immigrants 

For elected officials, two of the most important motivations creating policies that 

bolster reelection chances, and developing policy “solutions” to address widely acknowledged 

public “problems” (Scheider & Ingram, 1993).  According to Schneider and Ingram (1993), when 

public officials work to build public support concerning immigration policy, they include certain 

assurances, either implicitly or explicitly, such as (a) the government “does not give anyone 

more than they deserve” and (b) policies will not encourage or sustain “unfairness or injustice” 

(Schneider & Ingram, 1997, pp. 111-112).  

Officials, therefore, have to determine who deserves to be included, and who does not 

deserved to be included in the political process.  According to Smith (1997), the evolution of the 
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American national identity, within the context of political development, depends largely on 

exclusion and inclusion: “defining who is part of the national collective people, and, most 

importantly, defining who is not part of the American polity have always competed with one 

another to define central elements of American political discourse” (Fraga & Segura, 2006, p. 

281). Elected officials identify which groups, such as noncitizens, should be excluded from social 

acceptance and the rights afforded under citizenship based on their perceived threat to 

national security and social order. At the same time, other sub-groups from the same 

population, such as immigrants willing to enlist in the military, are allowed to legally join 

society, as they are perceived to support and promote the greater national interest (Fraga & 

Segura, 2006; Smith R. M., 1997; Stock, 2009). Newton (2008) calls this practice “culling” from a 

target population, whereby certain members of the same population are framed positively and 

as deserving of privileges and social acceptance, while the majority is framed negatively, 

deserving social exclusion. 

At the very base of this ongoing debate is the notion of “friends” and “strangers” 

(Gilliam, 2010). Just as research indicates that the U.S. designs its foreign policies based on the 

concept of “friends and enemies,” some social scientists apply that construction to the 

American public’s views towards immigrant populations (Gilliam, 2010). Gilliam further 

explicates the two reoccurring “friends” and “strangers” symbols within the 

immigration/immigrant narrative:  
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Our friends are people who share our basic beliefs, norms and rules. They talk like us 
and act like us. They are extended certain privileges and courtesies. We give them the 
benefit of the doubt and forgive their foibles. Strangers are dangerous. They don’t share 
our fundamental values. We are unsure of their intentions and have trouble 
understanding their language and behavior. And since we don’t trust them, we develop 
rules and customs to prevent them from harming us. In this most human of ways, then, 
the current immigration debate is very much about who we consider our friends. 
(Gilliam, 2010, p. 2) 

 

Former Labor Secretary Robert Reich (2005) was the first to introduce four common 

social narratives, based on hope and fear, as a way to deconstruct the “American story.” 

Relevant to this paper is his description of the “mob at the gate” narrative, which portrays the 

U.S. as a “beacon of light of virtue in a world of darkness,” under constant threat from 

malevolent foreign forces, both governments and individuals. The lesson in this narrative is that 

we must remain on constant alert against these “diabolical forces” intent on overwhelming us 

(Reich, 2005, p. 19). 

I argue that this use of narratives is occurring within the halls of Congress. If, as Edelman 

(1964) states, the public understands issues superficially and based on myths, narratives and 

symbols, then so too must the policies and political debates engage the same images and myths 

associated with the target group. As argued by Newton, unless the U.S. stops immigration 

altogether, “the management of immigration will perpetually be about constructing typologies 

of acceptable and unacceptable immigrants” (Newton, 2008, p. 18). For those opposed to 

progressive immigration policy, immigrants are at best perceived and described as “strangers,” 

and at worst considered to be a persistent threat to mainstream American culture and values. 

Those who are here illegally are consistently portrayed by anti-immigration groups as outsiders, 

totally underserving of government assistance regardless of whatever economic benefit the 
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individual might bring to society. The underlying value here is most often accountability to 

American rule of law. For those who view adherence to the rule of law as the foundation of 

immigration policy and necessary to recognizing the transition from immigrant to a “true 

American,” illegal immigrants are cheating the system and do not deserve any of its benefits 

(Citrin & Wright, 2009). Strict advocates for the rule of law are, of course, assuming that 

immigration laws are just. 

 

September 11, 2001, and the Rise of the National Security Framework  

In the months leading up to the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, the United States 

was preparing for major reforms in immigration policy, steps which would have attempted to 

shift common perceptions about immigrants as a “mob” of potentially ill-intentioned strangers 

to that of appreciated members within the US economy and American culture. Newly elected 

President Bush, a former border-state governor with a business background, had made 

immigration reform a key part of his political agenda during the presidential campaign and the 

first nine months of his presidency, in addition to improving U.S.-Mexico relations (Rosenblum, 

2011). With strong the support from Mexican leadership and unusually united forces 

domestically, the U.S. was on the brink of moving past the “mob at the gate” mentality. 

President Bush publicly embraced Latino/Hispanic family values and stated that “Immigration is 

not a problem to be solved; it is a sign of a successful nation. New Americans are not to be 

feared as strangers; they are to be welcomed as neighbors” (Bush G. W., 2000, p. 195). Indeed, 

Congress considered three separate pieces of legalization proposals within the first nine 
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months of 2001, all of which enjoyed bipartisan support, but the 9/11 attacks derailed the 

comprehensive immigration reform movement. 

 

Securitizing policy and criminalizing immigrants 

In the immediate aftermath of 9/11, the public debates and subsequent security policies 

joined antiterrorism measures with immigration control, effectively “securitizing”1 immigration 

policy (Rosenblum, 2011; Friman, 2008). While border security had already been framed within 

the context of national security prior to 9/11, the terrorists involved in the 9/11 events had 

come to the U.S. with student and visitor visas, which made immigration protocols, along with 

tougher border controls, top “security” issues in the years following the attacks. The creation of 

the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), which now oversees immigration issues, solidified 

this connection between immigration policy and security (Gilliam, 2010; Friman, 2008).  

The securitization of migration policies, and the construction of various immigrant 

groups as criminal threats is not a new event in the history of the U.S. In fact, the tough 

enforcement policies being pushed through Congress are a continuation of earlier pre-9/11 

political discourse, which had focused on the construction of criminal and terrorist immigrants 

as an “existential threat to security and order” (Friman, 2008, p. 130).   From the late 1700s 

through the mid-1900s, various immigrant communities were considered threats to the 

established social order. Germans, Italians, Eastern Europeans and the Irish were all branded as 

potentially dangerous outsiders during the main waves of migration in the mid-1800s and again 

                                                             
1
 For the purposes of this paper, I will use the definition of “securitization” provided by Buzan et al. (1998), which 

includes taking emergency measures considered outside established political boundaries (Buzan, Waever, & de 
Wilde, 1998, pp. 32-33). 
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at the turn of the century. Sub-populations within the foreign-born communities, such as 

prostitutes, anarchists, communists, and other “deviant” sub-groups were frequently 

associated with criminal behavior or moral failings. As a result, the latter group faced more 

challenging barriers to entry at the border, or the possibility of imprisonment and deportation if 

already residing in the U.S. (Friman, 2008). This “higher bar” for noncitizens is evident in 

modern law. A noncitizen who commits two or more crimes involving “moral turpitude” at any 

time after entry is subject to deportation, no matter how long the individual has lived in the 

U.S. (Chacon, 2008). 

Two significant pieces of legislation that have greatly extended the grounds for removal 

under criminal law are the Anti-Terrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act (AEDPA) and Illegal 

Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act (IIRIRA), both passed in 1996. These 

retroactive bills modified existing national policies by increasing the penalties for violations of 

immigration laws, expanding the categorization of noncitizens subject to removal for the 

commission of crimes, and imposing a strict system  of penalties that favored deportation even 

if the infractions were minor or committed far in the past (Chacon, 2008). 

Since the passage of these two laws, noncitizens can be deported and permanently 

barred from re-entry into the U.S. for the commission of an aggravated felony. As noted by 

Chacon (2008), this category can also be applied when an offense is neither aggravated nor a 

felony. For example, while offenses like murder, rape, and the sexual abuse of a minor are 

included, so too are  violence and theft offenses that carry a prison term of at least a year. Once 

deemed an “aggravated felon,” the individual is statutorily barred from seeking virtually any 

type of relief from deportation. Additionally, there is no statute of limitations on any of these 
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provisions, meaning noncitizens can be removed for these newly defined “aggravated felonies” 

committed years ago. As a result of these laws, more than 300,000 “aggravated felons” were 

removed between 1997 and 2006, despite having lived in the U.S. for an average of 15 years 

prior to the start of removal proceedings (TRAC Immigration, 2007). 

As discussed by Friman (2008), even the use of the term “immigrant” has been altered 

as migration issues have become more securitized. By immigration law standards, there are 

distinct legal differences between immigrants (legal permanent residents, or LPRs), 

nonimmigrants (a broad category including those who are legally in the U.S. for a temporary 

period), refugees and asylees, and illegal aliens. The illegality of the term “illegal alien” stems 

from illegal methods of entry, overextended stay, or other unauthorized activities2. 

Securitization discourse has, however, blurred these differences and since 9/11 has focused on 

the relationship between the potential threats posed by terrorists and criminal groups. 

Noncitizens are now commonly portrayed as representing these two groups.  

 

The blame game and perceptions of migration control 

Tying immigration issues to social problems is nothing new; U.S. policy makers have 

been using this tactic for over 30 years. During the 1980s and into the 1990s, federal 

government officials focused on the connections between immigration and international drug 

trade, while state and local government officials analyzed the impact of illegal migration on 

prison overcrowding and local crime (Chavez, 2008). After the first World Trade Center attacks 

in 1993, the security arguments shifted to the threats posed by terrorists. Throughout the mid-

                                                             
2
 One potential result of this terminology is that alien status and illegal status are permanently joined in the public 

mind, which further renders noncitizens vulnerable to punitive legislation.  
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1990s, these discussions focused heavily on border security as a reaction to increases in illegal 

immigration and highly-publicized state-specific anti-immigration initiatives, such as California’s 

Proposition 187, which emphasized the criminal activities of illegal immigrants (Friman, 2008).  

The drug trade and criminal activities have long been a prominent and recurring theme 

in immigration securitization discourse in the U.S.  Previous and largely successful examples of 

socially constructed “immigrant problems” include tying the opium trade to Chinese migrants in 

the mid-1800s and marijuana to Mexican immigrants in the 1920s through the 1930s (Friman, 

2008; Newton, 2008; Sampson, 2008). As argued by Friman (2008), the creation of these social 

constructions of “threats to social order” relies on successfully leveraging an element of truth. 

In these previous examples, government officials took the involvement of some migrants in 

drug trafficking and street gangs, and then portrayed it as the standard norm for those ethnic 

groups.  

 

Securitization post-9/11 

In the post-9/11 era, immigration control has come to signify strengthening national 

security and protecting social order. Some scholars argue that the rights of migrants either 

seeking entry or already residing in the U.S. have been quickly sacrificed in the name of 

security, order, and anti-terrorism (Friman, 2008). After the 9/11 attacks, Congress and the 

Bush administration focused on terrorism as an existential threat to U.S. security, which 

justified emergency actions and powers. The actions which directly impacted 

immigrants/noncitizens included increasing mass detentions, prioritizing deportations, and 

lengthening the visa waiting period for applicants of Arab and/or Muslim descent. The PATRIOT 
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Act of 2002 targeted criminal and terrorist aliens by broadening the definition of and 

connections to “terrorism.” For example, prior to 9/11, the definition of terrorism was limited 

to giving support “for a terrorist activity,” but this was expanded to “giving material support” to 

a group that the “individual knows or reasonably should know” is a terrorist organization 

(PATRIOT Act, section 411). The PATRIOT Act also broadened the definition of a terrorist 

organization and expanded the Secretary of State’s power to employ the definition. 

Since 9/11, the lines between terrorism and crime, as well as terrorist and criminal alien, 

have been blurred by DHS. Under the PATRIOT Act, terrorist aliens are a priority, but DHS has 

made the apprehension and deportation of criminal aliens a central part of its “war on terror” 

strategy.  This tendency is apparent in DHS’s “success” metrics, which include increases in the 

number of criminal aliens apprehended, detained, and deported. These metrics say little, if 

anything, about the U.S. government’s success in fighting terrorism (Friman, 2008). 

Why have criminal aliens been combined with terrorist aliens? The rationale is that 

increasing the number of actionable criminal offenses could, theoretically, allow for greater 

means to identifying terrorist suspects. However, it is unclear as to whether the blurring of 

these lines has actually led to any significant success within the context of capturing or 

deterring terrorists. Building on this logic, expanded enforcement measures along the border 

and within the U.S. are intended to aid in the detection of terrorist aliens, but these policies 

have more often resulted in the arrest of aggravated felons, other criminals, and 

undocumented workers rather than terrorists (Friman, 2008).  

Two examples illustrate the disconnect between programs touted as ones that fight 

terrorism with those that really focus on criminals. The first was Operation Predator, conducted 
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in 2003. This DHS-led operation focused on noncitizens with previous offenses, such as migrant 

traffickers and smugglers. Approximately 1,300 noncitizens were arrested as aggravated felons 

between July and November of 2003. No terrorist charges were made. The second was 

Operation Tarmac, conducted in 2002. Enforcement agents identified 4,271 undocumented 

aliens after raiding 106 airports, but, again, none were charged as terrorists 

 
Political Actors: establishing security-based narratives to build public support or concern 

This recurring symbol of the immigrant as a criminal is still acknowledged in strategic 

party rhetoric. Some Republican Party members have used protection and prevention rhetoric 

to support restrictive immigration policies (Gilliam, 2010). One of the key public messaging 

architects for Republican communication, Frank Luntz, has encouraged conservative politicians 

to continue pushing three distinct values – prevention, protection, and accountability – when 

publicly discussing immigration reform policies. An excerpt from his report on how to address 

‘illegal immigration’ follows: 

  
1) PREVENTION. Reform must start with the prevention of further illegal immigration, 
and that prevention starts at the border. While a majority of Americans believe it is the 
economic consequences of illegal immigration that is doing the most damage, it’s the 
“principle of prevention” that the public sees as the most important solution. 
“If we stop the inflow of illegal immigrants, we can start to address the problems 
created by illegal immigrants already here. But if we fail to prevent new illegal 
immigrants from entering the country, no reform measure will be truly effective. 
 
 
 
 
 
2) PROTECTION. Immigration reform needs to be about protecting the generations of 
Americans who came here the right way. For most Americans, protection is as much  
about economic security as it is about homeland security – so say it and personalize it. 
“This is about overcrowding of YOUR schools, emergency room chaos in YOUR 
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hospitals, the increase in YOUR taxes, and the crime in YOUR communities. 
 
3) ACCOUNTABILITY. Illegal immigration is a comprehensive problem that requires a 
comprehensive solution, and accountability should be at the core of every solution. 
“Those who flaunt the rule of law should be held accountable. Those who enter 
this country illegally to commit a crime should be held accountable. Those who  
hire illegal immigrants should be held accountable. And those who turn their 
heads and claim there is no problem should be held accountable. (Luntz, 2006) 
(Emphasis in the original) 

 

This rhetoric is readily apparent when analyzing public border security debates among 

policymakers, or the recent developments in state-led attempt to control immigration. The 

advocates for restrictive immigration reforms focus the discourse on securing American borders 

from dangerous foreigners, who are depicted as a mob made up of criminals, ready to sneak 

their way in and take advantage of the benefits of our society. As found in a 2005 national 

survey, 65 percent of respondents agreed with the statement that “There should be no 

consideration of what to do about future immigration until we have increased security at the 

border and increased enforcement for punishing employers who are currently employing illegal 

immigrants” (National Immigration Forum, 2005).  Certain policy makers frequently imply that 

the intent of immigrants is to harm Americans, which transitions easily into a more overarching 

concern tied to terrorism (Gilliam, 2010). In the same national survey, almost 78 percent of 

respondents thought that “fixing our immigration system…will make us more secure from 

terrorists” (National Immigration Forum, 2005). 

To conclude, the national security frame has not been used to advance progressive 

reforms regarding general immigration policy. Those who have adopted “prevention” rhetoric 

have done so to emphasize the “otherness” associated with immigrants, while “protection” is 

most often used to advocate for stronger borders (Gilliam, 2010). 
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Narrative Case Study 

“A nation that cannot control its borders is not a nation.” ― Ronald Reagan 

 
To illustrate how elected officials have used narratives, symbols, and rhetoric 

concerning immigration policies since 9/14, I analyzed the provisions and language used in H.R. 

4437, the Border Protection, Antiterrorism and Illegal Immigration Control Act of 2005. 

Research by Guiraudon and Joppke (2001) offers evidence that policymakers from advanced 

industrial democracies have “tended to respond to domestic pressure for immigration 

restrictions with strategies of ‘visibility’ that create the ‘appearance of control’ through high-

profile actions at the border…,” and the congressional debates surrounding H.R. 4437 support 

those findings (Guiraudon & Joppke, 2001).The public hearing transcripts provided through the 

Congressional Record show the value-laden speeches, arguments, and negotiations inherent to 

virtually all immigration policy discussions, and display the use of narratives and symbols within 

the official policy making process.  

The arguments policymakers make during these hearings use what Murray Edelman 

(1964) coined “hortatory language,” which is strategically crafted language designed for public 

debates with the purpose of rallying public support for their particular positions (Edelman, 

1964). Hearings are a common venue to explain and advocate policy positions (both individually 

and as a party) to the public. The rhetoric and arguments made must be particularly clear and 

persuasive (Newton, 2008). Because hearings are heavily scripted with the public audience in 

mind, they are useful for understanding the values, narratives, and interests that have shaped 

the conversation and rallied public interest.  
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H.R. 4437, the Border Protection, Antiterrorism and Illegal Immigration Control Act.3 

The passage of H.R. 4437 in the House of Representatives in 2005 was a wake-up call for 

pro-immigration advocates who favored a more comprehensive approach to immigration 

reform. While this bill never became law, I have chosen to analyze the congressional discourse 

pertaining to this bill because of the strong narratives each side employed to build support for 

or against the bill (Rosenblum, 2011).  

  Provisions:  This bill has several provisions which, on the surface, seem to fit its 

purported goal – strengthening the border against terrorists and illegal immigrants – yet upon 

closer examination the bill is more focused on criminalizing and punishing noncitizens than 

protecting the U.S. public from terrorists. For example, sections 2001 and 203 of H.R. 4437 

sought to designate an “unlawful presence” in the U.S. as a criminal offense, rather than a civil 

offense. First-time offenders could be subject to a year and a day imprisonment. Receiving such 

a sentence would automatically make an estimated 12 million illegal immigrants aggravated 

felons in the eyes of U.S. law. Supporters of the House bill argued that anything short of such a 

provision would equate to unearned amnesty for illegal aliens, an option rarely tolerated by 

anti-immigration advocates. This argument echoed those made regarding the amnesty 

provisions adopted in the 1986 Immigration and Refugee Control Act (IRCA), one of the 

landmark pieces of comprehensive immigration legislation in the U.S. (Friman, 2008). 

                                                             
3
 H.R. 4437 passed the House on December 16, 2005, while its sister bill, the less restrictive S. 2611, the 

Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act, passed the Senate on May 25, 2006. Although attempts to resolve 
differences between the bills ultimately failed, the narratives used to bolster support for these bills are highly 
relevant to the arguments in this paper. 
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Republicans have often pointed to the amnesty provision of IRCA as a failure that rewarded 

illegal actions and encouraged more undocumented immigration. 

In addition to designating more illegal immigrants as aggravated felons, H.R 4437 

pushed to expand the scope of aggravated felonies. The definition of “facilitating migrant 

smuggling,” for example, was expanded to cover anyone who “assists, encourages, directs or 

induces a person to unlawfully reside or remain in the United States,” or attempts to do so. 

Other measures included provisions for the indefinite detainment of “dangerous aliens” 

(section 602), banned the entry of aggravated felons and other noncitizens designated as 

“criminal” into the U.S., and precluded waives and relief from such bans (section 604). For 

those who were at some point convicted as aggravated felons, the bill provided no language for 

the consideration of reversals or changes in sentences (section 613) (Friman, 2008). 

Rhetorical devices: The rhetoric used by supporters of this bill used was also telling of 

how they hoped to portray immigrants. Republicans tended to use the term “illegal aliens” 

while Democrats chose “undocumented immigrants.” The congressional hearings over the 

House bill was full of securitization arguments about the threat terrorists and criminal aliens 

posed, as well as the new measures required to address these threats (Friman, 2008). In the 

case of H.R. 4437, Republicans from the House Judiciary Committee and its Immigration 

Subcommittee pushed the dangerous “mob at the gates” narrative, in which immigrants are to 

be viewed as potential dangers. Rep. Lamar Smith (R-Texas) argued that knowing who, exactly, 

is in the country and for what purpose is “essential to our homeland security.” To add credence 

to the alleged threat to U.S. security, Smith pointed out that “20 percent of all federal prisoners 

are illegal immigrants.” What he did not elaborate on, however, was the nature of the crimes 
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committed, or the impact that the expanded aggravated felony categories had had on arrests 

(Smith L. , 2005, p. 30).  Smith, it is worth noting, had been a consistent supporter of 

immigration enforcement legislation throughout earlier immigration control debates. 

Another strong voice in the H.R. 4437 hearings was Rep. John N. Hostettler (R-Indiana), 

who chaired the Immigration Subcommittee. He used the 9/11 terrorist attacks as grounds for 

strengthening immigration control measures:  

 
We should also not forget the national security danger to the country of having an 
estimated 10 million illegal aliens in the country, when no one knows who they are and 
what their intent is. Surely for most of them, they intend to work and perhaps settle 
here. But a small handful of undocumented illegal aliens may pose the danger of 
terrorists attacking our country once again….Criminalization of illegal presence as an 
aggravated felony offense offered a dramatic step to address these problem (Hostettler, 
2005, p. 1). 

 

The overarching message here is that for the sake of U.S. security, it is worth it to criminalize all 

noncitizens as an admittedly extreme, yet prudent, measure against the potential few who 

might be terrorists, regardless of whether or not evidence supports his assumptions. 

Narratives, Myths, and Symbols: In this section I examine the rhetoric, symbols, and 

narratives employed during the December 15, 2005, public hearing in the House of 

Representatives over H.R. 4437 (H.R. 4437 House Hearing, 2005). A sampling of the scripted 

discussion, which plays heavily off the “mob at the gates” narrative, follows below. I include 

some of the more emotionally, value-charged excerpts that were used to establish moral 

legitimacy and/or security-based urgency. For example, the bill’s sponsor, Rep. Frank James 

Sensenbrenner, opened the hearing with this fear-laden statement:  
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…our Nation has lost control of its borders, which has resulted in a sharp increase in 
illegal immigration and has left us vulnerable to infiltration by terrorists and criminals.  
– Rep. Sensenbrenner (R-WI) (p. 802) 

 

From the beginning of this hearing, the debate was strategically laid out to revolve 

around the connections between terrorists and criminals, while also referencing the need for 

restoring security, demanding strict adherence to U.S. rule of law, and accountability.  

 
America has always and will always be a welcoming Nation, welcoming under the law 
any and all with the courage enough to come to this shining city on a hill. But a nation 
without borders is not a nation, and across this country Americans are anxious about the 
security of our border. Night after night they see news images of people sneaking across 
the border in the dark of night…they worry that drugs will make their way into the hands 
of their children more readily; and they rightly fear that our porous borders make it more 
likely that terrorists will cross with deadly intentions against our families. –Rep. Pence 
(R-IN) (p. 804) 

 

The two main narratives at play during this debate were the Republican’s portrayal of 

illegal, criminal immigrants plotting to destroy U.S. institutions and infiltrate U.S. communities 

with drugs and criminality, versus the Democrat’s narrative of the immigrant as the common 

man’s neighbor, hard-working, honest, and a deserved member of society. This major 

difference is apparent in immigrant terminology. Interestingly, Republicans virtually always 

used the term “illegal alien,” while Democrats used “undocumented immigrant” or 

“undocumented individual.” The next excerpts lay the basis for the “mob at the gates” narrative 

by portraying the U.S.-Mexico border as a dangerous ‘no man’s land.’  

 
The border is a dangerous place. It is a dangerous place to us as a country, as it can be 
an open door to those wishing to do us harm. –Rep. Dent (R-PA) (p. 811) 
 
…a lack of control at the border allows in not only those seeking a better life in this 
country but those also seeking to destroy us, I, for one, will respond that the United 
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States has a sovereign right and responsibility to protect its own domestic interests as it 
sees fit.—Rep. Linder (R-GA) (p. 812) 

 
Mr. Chairman, we have nothing less than a crisis situation on our borders…And I would 
urge you, Mr. Chairman, and our colleagues to refer to these individuals as what they 
are. They are illegal aliens, not the benign, friendly, undocumented worker phrase. They 
are illegal aliens. –Rep. Rogers (R-AL) (p. 812) 

 
Our immigration laws and policies must reflect the realities we face today. Our economy 
demands workers, but our national security demands that we identify those lurking in 
the shadows. –Rep. Cannon (R-UT) (p. 818) 

 

Another aspect to the frame of this particular debate is the rhetoric stating that the 

border situation is a “crisis.” If participants to the discussion, and observing constituents, take 

that assertion to be true, then the logical solutions must also respond to a perceived crisis. 

Special powers must be granted, additional defense measures must be supported, and so on. 

The labeling of the situation determines, in large part, what the solutions can be. Before taking 

“tough action,” the lawmakers must establish the need for it, as Rep. King does below. 

 
We face a crisis on our borders. We face a national crisis. We face a crisis involving 
international terrorism, and we must fix it…As long as we have this mass entrance of 
millions and millions of illegal immigrants, we do not have that security that we need. 
We do not have the sense of safety that we need, and we are not protecting ourselves to 
the extent we must if we are going to avoid having another September 11. –Rep. King (R-
IA) (p. 817) 

 

Republicans built on the need for stronger border controls and immigration policies by 

focusing on criminality and portraying it to be a norm for immigrant communities, when, in 

fact, some studies show that immigrant populations lower community crime rates (Kingsbury, 

2008; Sampson, 2008) . This theory is actually more in line with other economically-based 

immigration theories that argue migration streams follow job opportunities, and that 
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immigrants intent on following jobs would be more invested in building communities instead of 

breaking them down. The excerpts below, however, stress the threat of gangs and violence that 

immigrants likely bring with them to American neighborhoods. 

 
The legislation also gets tough on alien members of violent street gangs... Alien gangs 
are a threat to communities across the country and represent a problem that is 
international in scope. We should not have to wait until alien gang members commit 
violent crimes before we can remove them from our communities. –Rep. Sensenbrenner 
(R-WI) (801) 

 

H.R. 4437 advocates also emphasized the growing threat of terrorism, via immigrants, 

since 9/11, which threatens the very bedrock of U.S. society. For lawmakers to legitimize and 

rationalize this bill to the public, they had to establish a clear connection between terrorists, 

criminals, and illegal immigrants. This connection was indeed argued, albeit with broad 

assumptions and frequently unexplained evidence. 

 
…since September 11, it has become more and more apparent that our borders are in 
crisis. In addition to whatever social issues there are with immigration or whatever 
criminal issues there are with immigration, there are now, since September 11 brought 
home to us dramatically, the terrorism aspects of illegal immigration. –Rep. King (R-IA) 
(pp. 808-809) 
 
If we fail to secure our borders, we could face an even greater terrorist attack than 9/11. 
We live in the greatest country on Earth. It is no wonder that so many people from other 
nations want to live in a land of such opportunity…If we continue to neglect our porous 
borders and the potential harm that can come from that, then we might as well bury the 
American flag in the sand. Every day that we fail to secure our borders is another day 
when a hardened criminal or even a terrorist might slip through. We risk the lives of our 
sons and daughters and risk the longevity of this great Nation. –Rep. Foxx (R-NC) (p. 817) 

 
[H.R. 4437] combats illegal immigrant smuggling and makes it easier to deport illegal 
aliens, 20 percent of all Federal prisoners, who have committed crimes. This will make 
our communities much safer. –Rep. Smith (R-TX) (p. 802) 
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The logic from Rep. Foxx, however, is somewhat contradictory. She opens by stating that a 

failure to secure the borders could result in another 9/11, or worse, but then asserts that it’s 

natural for many people to want to flock to the U.S. because of its economic opportunities. 

These same people, who are drawn the quality of life available in the U.S., would also, 

apparently, strive to destroy it. 

Although all of the Democrats who spoke during the hearing were opposed to H.R. 

4437, they too acknowledged and based their arguments primarily on a national security 

framework before arguing against the negative narrative of immigrants and the punitive nature 

of this legislation. 

 
…let me say from the outset that we on this side, the Democrats, believe that a strong 
border security policy is an absolute necessity for this Nation. We must ensure that 
terrorists cannot lurk in the shadows of our society and do us harm. –Rep. Conyers (D-
MI) (p. 801) 

 
The President of the United States, who I seldom quote, has said that without a 
comprehensive approach that includes earned legalization, we will not solve the 
problem. Otherwise, these millions will remain in this country, in the shadows; and we 
will not know what they are doing and who they are and where they are going. –Rep. 
Conyers (D-MI) (p. 801) 

 

This last quote is interesting because throughout the hearing, it is evident that Rep. Conyers 

believes this bill is a poorly crafted smokescreen for anti-immigration policy; yet, he too plays 

on the fear of not knowing “who they are and where they are going” if Congress does not pass 

comprehensive immigration reform bills in addition to border security laws. 

Secondary to the recurring themes of criminality and terrorism was rhetoric focused on 

rule of law and accountability, which portrayed illegal immigrants as people trying to scam or 

circumvent the existing immigration system. 
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Earned legalization is a nice word for amnesty for illegal aliens. The American public is 
against amnesty for illegal aliens. This bill does not give amnesty to illegal aliens, and it 
should not because it rewards somebody for breaking our laws. –Rep. Sensenbrenner (R-
WI) (p. 801) 

 

But no nation can protect its residents without knowing who is entering and why. 
Thousands of people continue to cross our borders illegally every day instead of playing 
by the rules and coming into the country the right way. –Rep. Smith (R-TX) (p. 801) 

 

Democrats responded to those charged with a narrative of hard-working, tax-paying 

immigrants who have earned their citizenship: 

 
Earned legalization is not a free lunch. Those working under this program will have to 
work for years in the United States to gain citizenship. They are here. They work. They 
pay taxes. They raise their families. And that is one legitimate plan. –Rep. Conyers (D-MI) 
(p. 802) 

 
[11 million undocumented individuals] “should be given the opportunity to come out of 
the shadows of darkness, should come out of the marginalized existence of exploitation 
in which they live and be able to join all of us doing three things: demonstrating their 
good moral character; demonstrating that they pay taxes; demonstrating that they work 
and they contribute to this great country of ours. –Rep. Gutierrez (D-IL) (p. 804) 

 

Additionally, those opposed to H.R. 4437 generated a “neighbor next door” narrative; 

that is, immigrants bolster the quality of life in their communities, and do the work U.S. citizens 

will not. Rather than fearing undocumented immigrants, these witnesses portray them as 

beloved neighbors and even heroes.  

 
But I just think that in America no one is in fear and trepidation of the Windex-wielding 
cleaning lady at K-Mart. I do not think anyone in America is in fear of the woman who 
wakes up every morning to cherish and to nourish and to raise the children of American 
citizens…So given that reality, let us not cast that all of the problems and ills of our 
society are somehow upon the immigrants who have come to this country. I will suggest 
to you that they are your neighbors…–Rep. Gutierrez (D-IL) (p. 804) 
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…I was informed that two young men that had just come back from Iraq, two young men 
that I have gotten to know because their father a long time ago came into this country 
as a bracero; he overstayed, raised a family here, and under the provisions and 
amendments that are proposed in this legislation, those two young men would be 
ineligible to be U.S. citizens. But, oh, yes, by the way, that is okay that they can go to Iraq 
and fight for the principles and for the rights of all people in this country.” – Rep. Reyes 
(D-TX) (p. 814) 

 
“Mr. Chairman, this bill declares war mostly on Mexicans because they are the vast 
majority of undocumented people in the United States. They are people that are already 
here, working, living in our communities. Who are these people? They may be your town 
heroes…They may be some of America’s brightest, our future. And yet now, by caveat, 
they are criminals. – Rep. Farr (D-CA) (p. 806) 

 

The last two speakers in this set use the security frame and associated symbols to their 

advantage. Reps. Reyes and Farr both invoke emotionally powerful terms like “soldier” in their 

testimony to counter the negative and deviant portrayal of immigrants as criminals. Former 

President G.W. Bush, when discussing his 2002 Executive Order that expedited the 

naturalization process for noncitizens serving active-duty post-9/11, also referred to military 

service as the “highest form of citizenship,” and said “If somebody is willing to risk their lives for 

our country, they ought to be full participants in our country” (Bush G. W., 2002). It is 

interesting that this message was not acknowledged by other Republicans during this hearing, 

given Republicans’ traditionally enthusiastic support of military service. 

 

 

Conclusions and Policy Implications 

Since September 11, 2001, efforts to control crime and tighten border enforcement 

through immigration policies have increasingly been framed as national security issues, 
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suggesting that the safety of U.S. citizens is at stake when in fact the policies are aimed at 

restricting immigration and detaining criminals. This improper blurring of issues is recognizable 

in the narratives and rhetoric used in the halls of Congress, such as during the public hearings 

for the H.R. 4437 bill. As noted in the hearing debate, the border is frequently termed a “crisis” 

zone and illegal immigrants are called out as a terrorist and criminal threat, dangers to both 

social order and security.  

As discussed, policymakers use frames, narratives, and symbols to connect with and 

influence the public. Individuals and groups understand and approach complex issues first 

through personal experience(s), and then through familiar narratives and symbols. Frameworks, 

such as national security, act as a lens through which to view and understand an issue, and are 

the base upon which narratives and symbols are established. Elected officials play a central role 

in the development of these narratives, as they are often the first to break down and respond 

to issues that challenge the status quo in some way. Immigration policy, long a contentious 

issue in the United States, continues to be political battleground for competing narratives as to 

who immigrants really are (friends or foes), their motivations for coming to the U.S., and what 

their presence means for U.S. security and culture. 

 

 

 

The future of immigration policy 

While I cannot decisively prove the arguments put forth in this paper with one case 

study on political discourse, the results of the H.R. 4437 hearing were in line with my initial 
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hypotheses: that post-9/11 immigration policies would be grounded in a national security 

framework, that current U.S-Mexico border control challenges would be described as a “crisis” 

situation requiring bold and extreme measures, and that noncitizens would be constructed as a 

threat to American society in order to legitimize punitive policies and retain public support. 

Given the trend for restrictive, enforcement-based legislation, immigration policy will 

likely remain a highly contested policy issue framed by national security into the foreseeable 

future. As argued by Rosenblum (2011), immigration policymaking is strongly biased in favor of 

enforcement measures that restrict immigration rather than legalization or other “expansive” 

reforms. First, tough enforcement laws offer a concrete and direct policy response to a public 

security threat: each undocumented immigrant detained could be one less criminal in our 

streets. Immigration enforcement is therefore what social scientists and Rosenblum (2011) call 

a “valence” issue: “it is easy for politicians of all backgrounds to support immigration 

enforcement measures, but it is difficult for politicians to defend any vote against migration 

enforcement” (Rosenblum, 2011, p. 11). What advocates for sweeping reform have not done is 

convince most Americans that deporting undocumented immigrants is unjust, or immoral, 

despite trying to connect the comprehensive immigration reform movement to the civil rights 

movement of the 1960s. Due to this lack of public interest, non-enforcement immigration 

issues are not valence issues and elected officials do not feel any strong pressure to support 

Comprehensive Immigration Reform (Rosenblum, 2011). 

Second, those pushing for tougher enforcement laws have an advantage within the 

legislative process. For many years, the “nonenforcement” of existing immigration laws 

mandating controls at the border or workplace requirements was tacitly acceptable. While 
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legalization and visa reform typically require new laws, reducing immigration by strictly 

enforcing or tightening existing laws is an easier process. Advocates for restrictive immigration 

laws are at an advantage, because “the pluralistic American political system with its multiple 

‘veto points’ makes it easy to defend existing legislation and difficult to enact legislative 

changes,” (Rosenblum, 2011, p. 11). Those who oppose comprehensive reform can take 

advantage of numerous procedural rules to defeat legislation (Skrenty & Gell-Redman, 2011). 

Thirdly, within Congress, border enforcement is “cognitively and morally entrenched” 

(Skrenty & Gell-Redman, 2011). Voting against border security or crime control measures, much 

less voting to repeal laws linked to counterterrorism and national security, would involve far 

too much political risk and public fallout for policymakers. The perceived necessity of stronger 

enforcement policies based on anti-terrorism rhetoric diminishes the public’s ability recognize 

any of the real failures of the alleged border enforcement and anti-terrorism policies. 

Legalization, however, is not as entrenched or as morally binding. Furthermore, narratives 

supporting legalization reform are not premised on any sort of threat to U.S. security, which 

means competing enforcement-based policies will almost always carry a greater sense of 

urgency. 

Finally, many groups benefit financially when enforcement measures pass: private 

detention contractors, construction and surveillance companies involved with border security, 

Customs and Border Protection (CBP) and Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) unions, 

and state and local enforcement programs that have formed partnerships with ICE (Rosenblum, 

2011). All of these groups benefit from enforcement measures and have created strong lobbies 
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both on Capitol Hill and within the executive branch to push for continued investment 

(Rosenblum, 2011).  

Over the next decade, border enforcement and crime control arguments will likely 

maintain their dominance in immigration policy discussions. We can also assume that with the 

passage of more punitive bills, DHS, CBP, and ICE will apprehend and detain increasingly more 

noncitizens, overburdening the already overburdened corrections system. As a result, the 

correction’s influential lobbies will push for more funding, and more funding will, in turn, 

increase apprehensions and detentions, and the cycle will repeat itself.  

 

Implications for stakeholders 

Noncitizens: It is not only the American public, or its elected officials, who have a major 

stake in the securitization of immigration policy. The policies that legislators enact determine 

the rights and legal standing of noncitizens and legal immigrants, but also convey lessons about 

where they stand in society and what their relationship with the government will be. Policies 

designed to penalize and stigmatize groups will hinder opportunities for self-empowerment for 

those who depend on the government for protection (Newton, 2008). It is likely that the public 

participation of immigrants in the political system will be limited – in terms of ability and 

interest – if legislation continually presents immigrants with deviant constructions.  

 

Immigration reform advocates: Fortunately, social constructions can be as powerful in 

redistributing benefits to unpopular groups as they are in justifying the policies that punish 

them, and efforts must be made to reconstruct the immigrant narrative. As an example, Mara 
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Sidney conducted a study on federal housing policies and the ways in which Congressional 

elites constructed a class of “deserving, middle-class blacks” as a way to entice support for the 

1968 Fair Housing Law. According to Sidney, the creation of a professional, middle-class target 

population wanting to escape the proverbial “ghettos” was essential to the passage of the bill 

into law (Newton, 2008).   

The perceived and frequently argued links between terrorism, immigration, and security 

has been the driving force behind efforts to restrict immigration and deport noncitizens 

throughout the 2000s; however, there does not appear to be any systematic procedures, or 

effort, to apply these measures to the most serious offenders and dangerous security threats 

(Chacon, 2008). Enforcement policies have taken a broad “blanket” approach to apprehending 

terrorists and aggravated felons. For advocates of progressive immigration reform, in addition 

to supporting reform legislation, efforts should also be made to publicly question legislators on 

the effectiveness of existing laws designed to counter terrorism, specifically questioning 

whether they have been appropriately tailored to address a very limited target population 

relevant to U.S. security.   

The fact that so much security and crime rhetoric dominates public debates on 

immigration signifies that immigration enforcement and crime control measures are 

understood as security matters. This perceived connection must change. Despite expanding the 

grounds for removal based on security and terrorism rationales in the AEDPA and IIRIRA of 

1996, the number of immigrants actually deported on terrorist charges has decreased over the 

past decade and a half. In the early 1990s, removals based on terrorism charges were around 

50 per year; by 1999, there were only 10. Given the strong rhetoric surrounding enforcement 
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bills, such as H.R. 4437, one would expect the numbers of terrorist charges to have spiked after 

9/11. That spike never happened, and that point should be made publicly to policymakers 

(Chacon, 2008). 

That comprehensive immigration reform has been on the political agenda and Congress 

was recently willing to consider expanding legalization opportunities for noncitizens shows that 

elected officials are not always married to smokescreens or scapegoat politics. In order to build 

more public and political support, advocates for progressive reforms must develop and use 

positive narratives and phrases that invoke core American values, such as “hard-working,” “self-

sacrificing,” and “family-oriented” immigrants. On top of emphasizing desirable core values, 

advocates should consider grounding their arguments in the context of America’s future 

prosperity (Gilliam, 2010). It is to the benefit of Americans if the U.S. government develops and 

supports programs that bolster the economy and move society forward, and that includes 

cultivating diverse communities. 

What is troubling, however, is the general acceptance of punitive and restrictive 

immigration policies, which focus only on border control, crime control, and anti-terrorism 

measures. Despite the strong push for comprehensive reform throughout the 2000s, this 

fragmentation could represent the collapse of the comprehensive immigration reform 

movement’s momentum, and require new strategies for expanding legalization options. While 

immigration policy has been recognized within the national political arena, no clear goal unites 

all of the elements of immigration policy reform, which allows it to fragment. In this post-9/11 

securitized environment, only enforcement pieces have been able to pass (Skerry, 2009). New 

strategies, which might include rallying around smaller, less controversial bills, must 
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incorporate strong narratives that positively construct immigrants as enhancing societal norms, 

as resources for improving public safety, and as national heroes. Instead of carrying the blame 

for social ills, immigrants must be characterized as part of the solution. The more that 

progressive immigration policy can be framed in terms of benefits to the nation, the more 

public buy-in it will receive, and the more urgent these policies will seem to policymakers. As it 

stands now, while immigration is still very visible on the political agenda, it is not a very salient 

issue for voters and consistently lags behind other issues, like the economy, jobs, healthcare, 

and education, in polls (Skerry, 2009).  

 

Considerations for Future Research 

This paper is a launching a point for further analysis into the uses of security framing in 

immigration policy discourse. The explication of H.R. 4437 offers an overview of the common 

narratives, symbols, and rhetoric used to rally support for and against enforcement-based 

immigration policies, but this research could and should go even further.  

The next level of research could be an empirically-based analysis of narrative patterns in 

all immigration bills proposed and passed post 9/11. Interesting elements to include would be 

(a) a categorization of all immigration bills, coding for types of narratives and frames used, as 

well as (b) a deeper examination as to what characteristics successful and unsuccessful pieces 

of immigration legislation have shared. I would hypothesize that the majority of successful 

immigration bills have been enforcement-based, framed as security issues, and have portrayed 

immigrants as criminals, or at least a threat to be dealt with through tougher laws. 

Alternatively, expansive immigration bills, or legislation attempting to liberalize the legalization 
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process (such as the DREAM Act or Comprehensive Immigration Reform), have used frames and 

narratives that were unable to garner enough public support to make legislators act in their 

favor. 

Another aspect of the framing process to consider is the relationship between political 

framing and the narratives used in public debates, and how that speech is reported and/or 

recycled in the media back to the general public. In order to fully explain the relationships 

between the arguments of elected officials, coverage by the media, and the resulting public 

attitudes, a much more robust analysis must be completed. Specifically, more research must be 

done on how well official rhetoric reflects or determines public attitudes towards immigrants 

and immigration policy. 

Finally, it would also be beneficial to examine whether there have been any specific 

contexts in which progressive immigration policies have passed. The military, for example, is 

one institution that has historically welcomed immigrants and minorities for recruitment 

purposes, especially during times of war. Knowing that throughout the 2000s the U.S. military 

deployed forces in two separate land wars, it would be fascinating to examine if laws have been 

passed to encourage immigrant enlistment in the military while still using a national security 

framework, what types of narratives have been used to build support, and what, if any, 

counter-narratives have been used against accepting more immigrants into the military.  

 
 
 
 
 



46 
 

Works Cited 
Immigration and Naturalization Act. (1952). Section 329. (U.S.C. 1440). 

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2004. (2004, November 24). 108th Congress(PUBLIC 

LAW 108–136), Sections 1701(a), (b), (c)(2),(d), and 1702. 

Border Protection, Antiterrorism, and Illegal Immigration Control Act of 2005: Hearing Before the House 

of Representatives. (2005, December 15). Congressional Record, 109th Congress, (Serial 800-

845). Washington, DC. 

10 U.S.C. (2006). Section 504. 

National Defense Authorization Act of 2006, Section 1059. (2006). Pub. L. 109-163, 119 Stat. 3136. 

Bai, M. (2005, June 17). The Framing Wars. The New York Times. New York, New York, USA: The New 

York Times. 

Baumgartner, F. R., & Jones, B. D. (1993). Agendas and Instability in American Politics. Chicago: The 

University of Chicago Press. 

Baumgartner, F. R., Lynn, S., & Boydstun, A. E. (2010). The Decline of the Death Penalty: How Media 

Framing Changed Capital Punishment in America. In B. F. Shaffner, & P. J. Sellers, Winning with 

Words (pp. 159-184). New York: Routledge. 

Bush, G. W. (2000). Renewing Americ's Purpose: The Policy Addresses of George W. Bush, 1999-2000. 

Washington, DC: Republican National Committee. 

Bush, G. W. (2002). Executive Order No. 13,269 of July 3, 2002. 67 FR 45287, 45,287 (July 8, 2002). 

Bush, G. W. (2006, July 24). Remarks at a Naturalization Ceremony. 

Buzan, B., Waever, O., & de Wilde, J. (1998). Security: A New Framework for Analysis. Boulder, CO, and 

London: Lynne Rienner. 

Campbell, J. L. (1998). Institutional analysis and the role of ideas in political economy. Theory and 

Society, 27(3), 337-409. 

Chacon, J. M. (2008). The Security Myth. In A. Chebel d'Appollonia, & S. Reich (Eds.), Immigration, 

Integration, and Security: America and Europe in Comparative Perspective (pp. 145-63). 

Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press. 

Chavez, L. R. (2008). The Latino Threat: Constructing Immigrants, Citizens, and the Nation. Stanford: 

Stanford University Press. 

Citrin, J., & Wright, M. (2009). Defining the Circle of We: American Identity and Immigration Policy. The 

Forum, 7(3), 1-20. 



47 
 

Edelman, M. (1964). The Symbolic Uses of Politics. Urbana: University of Illinois Press. 

Entman, R. (1993). Framing: Toward clarification of a fractured paradigm. Journal of Communication, 

43(4), 51-58. 

Fraga, L. R., & Segura, G. M. (2006). Culture Clash? Contesting Notions of American Identity and the 

Effects of Latin American Immigration. Symposium, 4(2), 279-87. 

Friman, H. R. (2008). Migration and Security: Crime, Terror, and the Politics of Order. In A. Chebel 

d'Appollonia, & S. Reich (Eds.), Immigration, Integration, and Security: American and Europe in 

Comparative Perspective (pp. 130-144). Pittsburgh, PA: University of Pittsburgh Press. 

Gilliam, J. F. (2010). Framing Immigration Reform: A FrameWorks Message Memo. Washington, DC: 

FrameWorks Institute. 

Goffman, E. (1974). Frame Analysis: An Essay on the Organization of Experience. New York: Harper & 

Row. 

Guiraudon, V., & Joppke, C. (2001). Controlling a New Migration World. In V. Guiraudon, & C. Joppke 

(Eds.), Controlling a New Migration World (pp. 12-13). London and New York: Routledge. 

Hostettler, J. N. (2005, November 10). statements on "How Illegal Immigration Impacts Constituencies: 

Perspectives from Members of Congress (Part 1). Hearing before the Subcommittee on 

Immigration, Border Security, and Claims of the Committee on the Judiciary, House of 

Representatives, 109th Cong., 1st sess. Washington, DC. 

Immigration Policy Center. (2011, May 18). The DREAM Act. Retrieved February 22, 2012, from 

Immigration Policy Center: http://www.immigrationpolicy.org/just-facts/dream-act#benefit 

Joachim, J. (2007). Agenda Setting, the UN, and NGOs: gender violence and reproductive rights. 

Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press. 

Jones, B. D., & Baumgartner, F. R. (2005). The Politics of Attention: How Government Prioritizes 

Problems. Chicago: Chicago Press. 

Kingdon, J. W. (2011). The Policy Window and Joining the Streams. In J. W. Kingdon, Agendas, 

Alternatives and Public Policies (2nd ed., pp. 165-95). Boston: Longman. 

Kingsbury, K. (2008, February 27). Immigration: No Correlation with Crime. Retrieved from Time: 

http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1717575,00.html 

Luntz, F. (2006). Respect for the law and economic fairness: Illegal immigration prevention. Arlington, 

VA: Luntz, Maslansky Strategic Research. 

Manuel, T., & Simon, A. F. (2010). Valuing Immigration: How Frame Elements Contribute to Effective 

Communications. Washington, DC: FrameWorks Institute. 



48 
 

McAdam, D., McCarthy, J., & Zald, M. (1996). Comparative Perspectives on Social Movements: Political 

opportunities, mobilizing structures, and cultural framings. New York: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Mittelstadt, M., Speaker, B., Meissner, D., & Chishti, M. (2011). Through the Prism of National Security: 

Major Immigration Policy and Program Changes in the Decade since 9/11. Washington, DC: 

Migration Policy Institute. 

National Immigration Forum. (2005). A National Survey of Voter Attitudes on Immigration. Washington, 

DC: National Immigration Forum. 

Newton, L. (2008). Illegal, Alien, or Immigrant: The Politics of Immigration Reform. New York: New York 

University Press. 

Reich, R. (2005). Story Time: The lost art of Democratic narrative. The New Republic, 16-19. 

Rein, M., & Schoen, D. (1991). Social sciences, modern states, national experiences and theoretical 

crossroads. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Rosenblum, M. R. (2011). US Immigration Policy Since 9/11: Understanding the Stalemate over 

Comprehensive Immigration Reform. Washington, DC: Migration Policy Institute. 

Sampson, R. J. (2008). Rethinking Crime and Immigration. Contexts, 7(1), 28-33. 

Schain, M. (2008). Immigration Policy and Reactions to Terrorism after September 11. In A. Chebel 

d'Appollonia, & S. Reich (Eds.), Immigration, Integration, and Security (pp. 111-129). Pittsburgh, 

PA: University of Pittsburgh Press. 

Schattschneider, E. E. (1975). The Semisovereign People: A Realistʼs View of Democracy in America. 

Hinsdale, Illinois: Dryden Press. 

Scheider, A., & Ingram, H. (1993, June). Social Constuction of Target Populations: Implications for Politics 

and Policy. American Political Science Review, 87(2), 334-47. 

Schneider, A., & Ingram, H. (1997). Policy Design for Democracy. Lawrence: University Press of Kansas. 

Skerry, P. (2009). Why "Comprehensive Immigratin Reform" Is Not Comprehensive. The Forum, 7(3), 1-

11. 

Skrenty, J. D., & Gell-Redman, M. (2011). Comprehensive Immigration Reform and the Dynamics of 

Statuatory Entrenchement. The Yale Law Journal Online, 120(325), 344. 

Smith, A. (1981). War and Ethnicity: The Role of Warfare in the Formation, Self-Images, and Cohesion of 

Ethnic Communities. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 4(4), 375-97. 

Smith, L. (2005, November 10). Statements on "How Illegal Immmigration Impacts Constituencies: 

Perspectives from Members of Congress (Part I)". Hearing before the Subcommittee on 



49 
 

Immigration, Border Security, and Claims of the Committee on the Judiciary, House of 

Representatives, 109th Cong., 1st sess. Washington, DC. 

Smith, R. M. (1997). Civic Ideals: Conflicting Visions of Citizenship in U.S. History. New Haven: Yale 

University Press. 

Snow, D. A., & Benford, R. D. (1988). Ideology, Frame Resonance, and Participant Mobilization. 

International Social Movement Research, 1, 197-217. 

Snow, D. A., Rochford, E. B., Worden, S. K., & Benford, R. D. (1986, August). Frame Alignment Processes, 

Micromobilization, and Movement Participation. American Sociological Review, 51(4), 464-481. 

Stock, M. (2009). Essential to the Fight: Immigrants in the Military Eight Years after 9/11. Washington, 

DC: Immigration Policy Center. 

Sunstein, C. R. (2005). Moral Heuristics. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 531-573. 

Surel, Y. (2000). The role of cognitive and normative frames in policy-making. Journal of European Public 

Policy, 7(4), 495-451. 

TRAC Immigration. (2005). Timely New Justice Department Data Show Prosecutions Climb During Bush 

Years: Immigration and Weapons Enforcement Up, White Collar and Drug Prosecutions Slide. 

TRAC Reports. 

TRAC Immigration. (2007). New Data on the Processing of Aggravated Felons. TRAC Reports. 

U.S. Congress, House of Representatives. (2005, December 13). Border Protection, Antiterrorism and 

Illegal Immigration Control Act of 2005. Report of the Committee on the Judiciary House of 

Representatives, to Accompany H.R. 4437, together with Additional and Dissenting Views. 

Washington, DC. 

 


