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Abstract 
This paper examines U.S. immigration policies in the Trump era. By 2017, 
there were over 250 million international migrants in nations across the 
world. The world has progressed substantially primarily due to this pheno-
menon. The GDP of the world increased from $22.6 trillion in 1990 to 
$80.738 trillion in 2017. The number of billionaires in the world increased 
from 140 in 1987 to 2153 in March 2019. The number of millionaires in the 
world in 2017 was 42.155 million. The paper claims that the United States has 
played an important leadership role in not just hosting the largest share of 
international migrants, but it has also encouraged other wealthy nations to 
accept more immigrants. The paper points out, however, that all of this 
progress is now being undermined by President Donald Trump and his ad-
ministration by implementing immigration policies that are sharply reducing 
the number of immigrants entering the United States during his presidency 
and also calling for European nations to sharply reduce immigration. Immi-
grant and non-immigrant visas to the United States have all experienced a 
sharp decline during the Trump presidency. Among the causes of interna-
tional migration are, fleeing violence, family reunification, education, and 
job/employment. Among the implications of the Trump administration’s 
immigration policies are loss of skilled immigrants, decline in U.S. innova-
tion, decline in the U.S. economy, negative effects of family separation, and 
the stagnation or decline of the U.S. population. 
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1. Introduction 

If one were to put aside nation to nation or world regional comparisons, the 
world has experienced substantial progress as it relates to human development 
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in the past three decades. For example, according to the World Bank, the gross 
domestic product (GDP) for the world or global GDP in 2017 was $80.738 tril-
lion. In 1990, it was $22.607 trillion (World Bank national accounts data, 2019). 
The number of billionaires and millionaires in all regions of the world has in-
creased substantially. For example, according to Forbes Magazine, as of March 5, 
2019, there were 2153 billionaires in the world (with 607 or 28.2% in the United 
States), with a total net worth of $8.7 trillion (Billionaires: The Richest People in 
the World, 2019). According to Kilachand (2012), “in 1987, Forbes found 140 
billionaires including 96 outside of the U.S.” The number of millionaires in the 
world in 2018 was 42,155,000; 18,648,000 (44.2%) in North America; 12,439,000 
(29.5%) in Europe; 6,606,000 (15.7%) in Asia-Pacific; 3,480,000 (8.3%) in China; 
520,000 (1.2%) in Latin America; 343,000 (0.8%) in India; and 120,000 (0.3%) in 
Africa (Global Wealth Report 2018, 2018: p. 36). 

The number of people with at least a tertiary education has increased signifi-
cantly across all regions of the world. For example, an average of 26% of people 
in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) na-
tions aged 25 - 34 years had attained at least a tertiary education in 2000. In 
2016, that figure increased to 43 percent; 24% and 40% respectively in the Euro-
pean Union. For G20 nations, the average was 31% in 2010 and 35% in 2015 
(Table A1.2. Trends in educational attainment of 25 - 34-year-olds, 2017). The 
number of college students studying overseas increased from 1.1 million in 1980 
to 4.7 million in 2015 (Montoya, 2018).  

Despite recent reports of increasing religious restrictions in increasing num-
bers of countries in the world (Kishi, 2018), international migration has resulted 
in millions of people who can now freely practice their religions in increasing 
numbers of countries. 

One can argue that a primary factor that contributed to the many examples of 
positive human progress across the world in the past three decades presented 
above is international migration. According to the United Nations, “an inter-
national migrant is a person who is living in a country other than his or her 
country of birth” (International Migration Report 2017, 2017: p. 3). For exam-
ple, international migration resulted in highly skilled or talented people mov-
ing to societies that immediately put them to work and let them harness their 
talents. The societies or nations they left behind also benefited in at least one 
way—remittances, which are now far more than foreign aid to developing na-
tions (Naudé, 2012). For example, according to the United Nations, an estimated 
$413 billion was sent home in remittances in 2016 by migrants from developing 
nations. These remittances account for an important source of income for the 
households receiving them. These funds increase the living standards of families 
and neighborhoods because they are invested in housing and infrastructure, sa-
nitation, health and education. The host countries, which are usually relatively 
wealthy, also tend to benefit significantly from immigrants because they tend to 
be employed in critical sectors of the economy and they also “… create jobs as 
entrepreneurs, and pay taxes and social security contributions. Some migrants 
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are among the most dynamic members of the host society contributing to the 
development of science and technology and enriching their host communities by 
providing cultural diversity (International Migration Report 2017, 2017: p. 1; al-
so see Kaba, 2004; 2009). As Khullar et al. (2017) also point out pertaining to the 
over 160,000 foreign medical graduates working in the United States, while this 
phenomenon of such a large number of foreign doctors mostly from developing 
countries working in the United States is known as “brain drain” because it leads 
to shortages of medical doctors “… in low-income nations contending with en-
demic diseases. This loss likely is offset only partially by any ‘brain gain’: clinical 
and educational connections between the United States and developing coun-
tries as well as remittances sent home to family and communities” (p. 585). 

One nation that can present evidence to have supported international migra-
tion flows as we know them today is the United States. The United States has 
played a leadership role in not only allowing tens of millions of people to immi-
grate into the country in the past three decades, it also played an important role 
in influencing or convincing other relatively wealthy nations (including those in 
Europe and Oceania) or other nations to accept immigrants or increase their 
immigration numbers. Even to this day, the statistics section in this paper illu-
strates that the United States leads the world in the number of immigrants it 
hosts. Singh (2018) points out that “… more than one million migrants and ref-
ugees have travelled to Europe in 2015, four times the total from 2014” (p. 178). 
A significant proportion of those immigrants are people fleeing wars in Syria 
and Iraq. The United States played a role in influencing European nations to ac-
cept more immigrants. To do so, the United States had to illustrate to the Euro-
peans and the world that it is willing to accept those same immigrants. For ex-
ample, according to Bose (2018), refugee resettlement policy was formalized to 
become primarily a federal program in 1980. Since that period the program has 
had many controversies. The Obama administration, for example, during the 
height of the Syrian civil war, took in 10,000 Syrian refugees in FY 2016 for a to-
tal intake of 85,000, and took in another 25,000 Syrian refugees in FY2017 for a 
total intake of 110,000 refugees. “Because of such trends, the United States in re-
cent decades has been one of the most significant third country resettlement 
destinations in the industrialized world—in absolute numbers, if not per capita” 
(pp. 321-322). One reason why the United States came to have such moral au-
thority to influence wealthy and non-wealthy nations to accept more immigrants 
is that the United States Congress opened up the country to immigrants in the 
1960s, which is responsible for its current great racial, ethnic, religious and cul-
tural diversity. According to Young (2017), the United States: 

“Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965, which marked a momentous 
change … of the entire migration landscape in the United States. The new 
law put an end to the quota system, and replaced it with a preference based 
on family relationships and professional skills. Throughout the 1980s, 
1990s, and 2000s, the number and percentage of immigrants rose conti-
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nuously and steeply, and the ethnic makeup of the newest wave of immi-
grants changed significantly, with immigration from Asia and the Americas 
eclipsing immigration from Europe” (p. 226). 

However, during the start of the campaign in 2015 to become the Republican 
nominee in the 2016 United States presidential election, many Republican can-
didates began portraying immigrants in a very negative way, as if immigrants 
were responsible for most of the problems the country faces. No one individual 
candidate showed more hatred of immigrants and portrayed them in the worst 
manner possible than Donald Trump, who eventually won the 2016 presidential 
election and became president in January 2017. During the 2016 presidential 
campaign, Trump not only called for the United States to substantially reduce 
immigration, but he also did the opposite of previous American leaders by pub-
licly calling for European nations to reduce or stop immigration altogether. He 
even publically supported the United Kingdom’s vote to leave the European 
Union—Brexit (Wilson, 2017; Kaba, 2017a: pp. 9-11). 

This paper examines the immigration policies of President Donald J. 
Trump’s administration since it took control of the United States federal gov-
ernment in January 2017. The paper begins by presenting the factors respon-
sible for international migration. Next, the paper presents the Trump admin-
istration’s immigration policies. Next, the paper presents statistics on interna-
tional migration, with a focus on United States immigration statistics before 
and during the Trump presidency. This will include all categories of immigrant 
and non-immigrants visas issued to applicants, refugee figures, and permanent 
residency and naturalization statistics. Finally, the paper presents the implica-
tions of the Trump administration’s immigration policies.  

2. Factors Responsible for International Migration 

The dozens of factors that have been cited as responsible for international mi-
gration can be grouped into three broad categories: 1) religious freedom; 2) po-
litical freedom; and 3) economic freedom or opportunity. Among the dozens of 
mostly interrelated factors cited in the scholarly literature for international mi-
gration are: violence/civil conflict or war; refugee/asylum; educational attain-
ment (especially higher education); family reunification; jobs/employment; high 
debt levels of nations; competition among developed or powerful nations; and 
inequality as a result of colonialism and globalization (Bose, 2018; Kaba, 2011: p. 
190, 2017; Mazrui & Kaba, 2016: pp. 85-87; Singh, 2018: pp. 180-181).  

Violence has been cited as a major factor for international migration. Ac-
cording to Wood (2018), in 2015, 28 million children fled their home countries 
to other nations because of violence (p. 2). Wood (2018) adds that the migrants 
who are jailed by the U.S. government at the border with Mexico are mostly 
seeking asylum: “… from Guatemala, Honduras and El Salvador; chronically 
destabilised regions plagued by grave levels of human rights violations, insecuri-
ty, poverty, drug cartel infiltration, violence and corrupt justice systems. Crimi-

https://doi.org/10.4236/sm.2019.94021


A. J. Kaba 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/sm.2019.94021 320 Sociology Mind 
 

nal gangs target children and mechanisms of exploitation and control are noto-
riously brutal” (Robbins, 2018: p. 2). These examples can fall under the category 
of political freedom. 

It is quoted in Kaba (2011a) that:  

“The factors driving international flows of migration in general and skilled 
migration in particular mostly involve global inequalities in development. 
In less developed countries, the educated are the ones most likely to perce-
ive that they might be better off in some parts of the world than in others, 
and they are the ones best equipped to use their skills in such places. In 
general, the net flow of migrants—including skilled migrants—is directed 
toward the more developed countries of the world, with the United States at 
the apex of a hierarchy of complex flows, from relatively poorer to relatively 
richer economies” (p. 190; also see Kaba, 2009). 

Explaining the impact of high levels of debt on international migration, espe-
cially from developing nations to developed nations, Heyer (2018) points out to 
research that: “… links deeper dynamics of debt servicing and extraction to new 
migratory flows …. ‘predatory’ forms of advanced capitalism, opaque transna-
tional networks, and a global governance system geared to aiding corpora-
tions …” (p. 156). Rose-Redwood and Rose-Redwood (2017) point out that the 
United States has “the largest share of international students globally …” (p. 1). 
It is noted that in 2015 over two-thirds of international college students were “… 
in G20 countries, with 19% studying in the United States, followed by 9% in the 
United Kingdom and 6% in Australia” (Montoya, 2018). These examples can fall 
under the category of economic freedom or opportunity. 

Heyer (2018) explains the moral responsibility of supporting immigration 
through family unification by citing a scholar who writes: “… Aquinas’s order of 
charity for determining a nation’s duties to immigrant families offers another 
application of relational justice to migration ethics” (p. 158). The scholar also 
“… proposes that Congress grant priority to regularizing undocumented Mex-
ican immigrants who belong to mixed-status families ‘out of a sense of benefi-
cence toward the US citizens who love them’” (Heyer, 2018: p. 158; Grover et al., 
2019). This example could fall under any of the three categories of religious 
freedom, political freedom or economic freedom or opportunity. 

3. Trump Administration’s Immigration Policies 

Politicians in the United States are usually known to promise to do certain 
things but will not follow-up once they are in office. For example, Ronald Rea-
gan was viewed as a far-right conservative during both his presidential cam-
paigns in 1980 and 1984. Even to this day most conservative Republicans view 
him as a true conservative Republican who believed in law and order. Yet as 
Mazza (2017) points out: “Ronald Reagan was the last to lead an immigration 
reform package that responded, in part, to then-swelling ranks of foreign work-
ers without legal status employed in US industries and agriculture. The 1986 
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immigration reform bill ‘legalized’ 2.9 million immigrants” (p. 34). 
What has shocked the American society and the international community is 

that President Donald Trump’s harsh immigration rhetoric and promises to be 
tough on immigration during the 2016 presidential campaign, are being syste-
matically implemented in the two and half years he has been president. As Lind 
and Zarracina (2019) point out, Donald Trump has: “… done more to crack 
down on immigrants—both those seeking to come and those already here—than 
most presidents have done in four or eight” Young (2017) notes that: “Trump 
famously launched his campaign by calling Mexican immigrants rapists and 
criminals …. He also continuously linked immigration to terrorism, called for ‘a 
total and complete shutdown of Muslims entering the United States …’” (p. 
218). Heyer (2018) points out that during the 2016 presidential elections Trump 
pledged: “… to deport undocumented immigrants and secure the border with 
Mexico, a country he charged with sending its criminals, drug dealers, and rap-
ists. Anti-immigrant sentiment helped elect Trump: the most consistent chant at 
his rallies was ‘Build the wall!’ (pp. 146-147)”. Klingner (2018) points out that: 
“Trump promised to build a wall on the U.S.-Mexico border and suggested that 
it be funded by demanding that Mexico pay for it, taxing remittance monies that 
Mexican immigrants working in the United States send to relatives in 
ico …” (p. 3; also see Kocher, 2017: pp. 165-166). According to Patel and Levin-
son-Waldman (2017): “Trump’s inflammatory rhetoric on Islam, and more gen-
erally on immigrants and foreigners, defined much of his campaign and laid the 
foundation for the policies he would implement, the advisors he would put into 
place …” (p. 2). 

Today both legal and undocumented immigrants, their families and suppor-
ters are in constant fear of the immigration policies of the Trump administra-
tion. For example, Patel and Levinson-Waldman (2017) note that the Trump 
administration’s immigration measures have resulted in “… growing fears that 
American Muslims have for their safety and the safety of their families” (p. 2). 
McHugh (2018) notes that the recent actions that the Trump administration has 
taken on immigration “… have deepened the sense of crisis in many immigrant 
communities” (p. 1). Gubernskaya and Dreby (2017) write that: “While it is not 
feasible to deport all 11.1 million unauthorized individuals, such measures am-
plify the fears of family separation among unauthorized immigrants, legal mi-
grants, and US citizens alike” (p. 418). According to Lind and Zarracina (2019), 
the Trump administration’s immigration actions have made: “the lives of those 
who are already here more precarious … Anyway you slice it, more immigrants 
are more at risk than they were the day before Trump arrived.” 

Within the first ten days of taking over the office of president (January 20, 
2017), Trump and his administration began implementing a number of policies 
he promised to act on during his campaign. They have continued to do so using 
presidential executive orders and directives for all two and half years he has been 
in office. Interventions by the federal courts, including the Supreme Court of the 
United States serving as a check on his immigration policies have not contained 
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him and his administration enough to reduce the anxiety of immigrants in the 
country and those seeking to immigrate to the United States. 

Among the policies that the Trump administration has been implementing 
are: aggressive and large scale deportations of undocumented immigrants and 
legal immigrants with minor legal or criminal offences; significant to substantial 
reductions in almost all categories of immigrant and non-immigrant visas, in-
cluding H-1B and other employment visas, student visas, and family unification 
visas; substantial reduction in the number of refugees accepted into the United 
States; officially banning immigrants from selected Muslim countries; extreme 
vetting of all individuals who apply for all types of visas; denying various types of 
applications without providing request for evidence or intent to deny; ending the 
Obama-era Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) and Deferred Ac-
tion for Parents of Americans and Lawful Permanent Residents (DAPA) pro-
grams; enforce all court decisions to remove non-citizens from the United States; 
excluding immigrants from privacy protections; hiring substantially more im-
migration enforcement officers to make arrests of immigrants and patrol the 
U.S.-Mexican border; end the catch-and-release policy; increase mandatory 
minimum sentences for illegal reentry into the United States; reform laws on in-
terior enforcement; end work authorization to spouses of H-1B visa holders; end 
international entrepreneur parole; introduce ideological vetting or screening; 
strengthen and expand the e-verify program; reduce legal immigration; official 
presidential national emergency declaration to build a wall on the Mexican bor-
der; placing thousands of children and adults in detention facilities in what 
many claim are “cages” across the United States, with children separated from 
their parents; deporting parents while their children remain in detention in the 
United States; providing financial and other important resources to state and lo-
cal governments who cooperate with U.S. immigration policies; threatening to 
punish local and state governments who try to protect the human rights of im-
migrants; threatening and punishing countries which refuse to cooperate with 
U.S. immigration policies; ending temporary protected status (TPS) for immi-
grants from El Salvador, Haiti, Honduras, Liberia, Nicaragua, and Sudan; ar-
resting immigrants seeking refugee status or asylum at the U.S.-Mexican border; 
and preventing immigrants seeking asylum at the Mexican border from entering 
the United States (Cervantes & Walker, 2017; Gubernskaya & Dreby, 2017; 
Hiemstra, 2017; Heyer, 2018; Issuance of Certan RFEs and NOIDs, 2018; Khullar 
et al., 2017; Klingner, 2018; Kocher, 2017; Landgrave & Nowrasteh, 2019; Latinos 
and the New Trump Administration, 2017; Lind & Zarracina, 2019; Mayda & 
Peri, 2017; McHugh, 2018; Patel & Levinson-Waldman, 2017; Pierce & Capps, 
2017; Pierce et al., 2018ab; Presidential Proclamation on Declaring a National 
Emergency, 2019; Rose-Redwood & Rose-Redwood, 2017; Thumpson, 2016; 
Wood, 2018; Young, 2017). 

According to Lind and Zarracina (2019), “Under Trump, the departments of 
Homeland Security (which oversees Customs and Border Protection and Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement), Justice, and State have all taken steps to re-
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duce the number of immigrants coming to the US” (also see McHugh, 2018: p. 
1). Pierce et al. (2018b) point out that from the moment he took over the U.S. 
presidency Trump made it clear that he intended to implement extreme immi-
gration measures. In his first week he announced: “… a series of executive orders 
promising major changes to the U.S. immigration system, ranging from sharp 
cuts to legal immigration and the building of ‘the wall’ across the entire 
U.S.-Mexico border, to ‘extreme’ vetting of all applicants for admission” (p. 1). 
The authors add that eighteen months later the Trump administration contin-
ued with its tough immigration measures by substantially reducing the number 
of refugees allowed to enter the United States; eliminated temporary protected 
status for noncitizens; banned citizens from seven Muslim countries from en-
tering the United States; requiring interviews for anyone who applies for a visa, 
including permanent residency (green card); substantially reduced the number 
of people eligible for asylum in the United States; and increasing the rigorous 
vetting of all visa applicants. These measures have slowed the visa processing 
time for applicants. The authors conclude that these immigration actions are 
primarily due to the Trump administration’s goal to reduce overall immigration 
to the United States, and that “Many of these measures have already begun af-
fecting immigrants, their families, employers, and the communities in which 
they reside” (pp. 1-2; also see Greene, 2019; Pierce et al., 2018a: p. 1). Heyer 
(2018) points out that immediately after becoming president, Trump’s adminis-
tration moved swiftly to act on his campaign promises by issuing Executive Or-
ders (EOs) in his first few weeks “… that called for constructing a wall at the 
United States–Mexico border, a selective travel ban, and expansion of the na-
tion’s detention capacity and expedited removal practices” (pp. 146-147). Heyer 
(2018) adds that although some of these immigration actions by the Trump ad-
ministration were challenged in federal courts “… enforcement raids have en-
sued in at least twenty states. The administration’s internal enforcement meas-
ures and accompanying rhetoric have fanned the flames of nationalism, sown 
fear in immigrant communities, and eroded civic life” (pp. 146-147). 

Pierce et al. (2018a) note that: “The Trump administration has not only broa-
dened the discretion of immigration enforcement agents to detain unauthorized 
immigrants far beyond those who have committed crimes, but it has also res-
tored a nationwide system (known as Secure Communities) for identifying un-
authorized immigrants stopped by local police and insisted on greater institu-
tional cooperation from local law enforcement in identifying and holding them” 
(p. 1). Gubernskaya and Dreby (2017) point out that: “Under the new guidelines 
imposed by the administration, all unauthorized immigrants, and those with le-
gal status who have criminal convictions, are eligible for deportation regardless 
of familial ties in the United States” (p. 418). 

According to Mayda and Peri (2017), in addition to two EOs that restrict im-
migrants from Muslim nations from entering the United States, reorganized the 
system for deporting undocumented immigrants, and build a wall on the 
U.S.-Mexican border, a third EO “… promotes the ‘Buy American and Hire 
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American’ principle and promises to overhaul the H-1B visa programme, mak-
ing it harder for US companies to hire foreign temporary workers” (p. 69; Gu-
bernskaya & Dreby, 2017: p. 418; Klingner, 2018: p. 4). Pierce et al. (2018a) also 
add that: “The Trump administration has signaled it plans to end an Obama 
administration program to give work authorization to spouses of H-1B visa 
holders (temporary visas granted to immigrants in certain professional catego-
ries)” (p. 16).  

According to Rose-Redwood and Rose-Redwood (2017), although one of 
Trump’s first EO on January 27, 2017, barring people from the following Mus-
lim-majority nations, Iran, Iraq, Libya, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, and Yemen, from 
entering the United States, was blocked by U.S. federal courts, on March 6, 2017, 
he signed another EO “… reinstating the travel ban with some modifications 
(e.g., Iraq is no longer included on the list of banned countries)” (p. 1; also see 
Khullar et al., 2017: p. 584). The U.S. Department of Homeland Security once 
had a policy of officially informing applicants for various visa applications about 
why they were denied. However, on July 13, 2018, the U.S. Department of Ho-
meland Security published a policy memorandum which instructed officials who 
adjudicate U.S. citizenship the responsibility or authority “… to deny an applica-
tion, petition, or request without first issuing a Request for Evidence (RFE) or 
Notice of Intent to Deny (NOID) if initial evidence is not submitted or if the 
evidence in the record does not establish eligibility” (Issuance of Certain RFFs 
and NOIDs, 2018). 

According to Pierce et al. (2018b), the Trump administration is actively in the 
process of ending the Obama-era Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals 
(DACA) program. The program “currently provides protection from removal and 
work authorization to nearly 700,000 unauthorized individuals who were brought 
to the United States as children” (pp. 9-10). The only thing that has stopped the 
Trump administration from terminating the DACA program are several federal 
court decisions from January 2018 to April 2018, ordering that DACA recipients 
continue to be protected by the program (pp. 9-10; also see McHugh, 2018: p. 1). 
Lind and Zarracina (2019) add that there are 200,000 American-born children 
with a DACA parent (also see Pierce et al., 2018a: p. 15). 

On February 15, 2019, President Trump issued a proclamation: 

“NOW, THEREFORE, I, DONALD J. TRUMP, by the authority vested in 
me by the Constitution and the laws of the United States of America, in-
cluding sections 201 and 301 of the National Emergencies Act (50 U.S.C. 
1601 et seq.), hereby declare that a national emergency exists at the south-
ern border of the United States, and that section 12302 of title 10, United 
States Code, is invoked and made available, according to its terms, to the 
Secretaries of the military departments concerned, subject to the direction 
of the Secretary of Defense in the case of the Secretaries of the Army, Navy, 
and Air Force” (Presidential Proclamation on Declaring a National Emer-
gency, 2019). 
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According to Lind and Zarracina (2019), the average number of immigration 
related arrests, including immigrants without criminal records, by the Trump 
administration from February 2017 to September 2018, was 436 (139 without 
criminal records). In 2016, the figure was 300 (47 without criminal records). The 
average number of people in the U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
(ICE) Custody as of October 2018, was 44,631. In fiscal year 2016 (October 2015 
to September 2016) the figure was 34,376. Lind and Zarracina (2019) also add 
that as of July 2018, there were 2737 immigrant children separated from their 
families by the federal government. In November 2018, there were 14,056 unac-
companied minors in the custody of the federal government. The monthly aver-
age in 2016 was 9000. As of September 14, 2018, the average length of stay in 
federal custody for unaccompanied minors before being place with a sponsor 
was 59 days. In 2016, the figure was 35 days. 

In November 2017, the Trump administration ended Temporary Protected 
Status (TPS) for 2500 Nicaraguan and 59,000 Haitian immigrants living in the 
United States. In January 2018, the administration ended TPS for 200,000 immi-
grants from El Salvador living in the United States (The Trump Administration 
Agenda, 2018). According to Lind and Zarracina (2019), there are 273,000 
American-born children with a TPS parent. 

Klingner (2018) points out that the Trump administration threatened to 
“Cancel all federal funding to sanctuary states or cities (i.e., those with policies 
or laws that protect immigrants who are illegally in the United States from fed-
eral immigration law” (p. 4; also see Pierce & Capps, 2017: p. 5; Pierce et al., 
2018a: p. 12 & 21). Pierce and Capps (2017) point out that the U.S. Department 
of Homeland Security and the U.S. Department of State will work together to 
refuse “… to grant visas to nationals of recalcitrant countries. The Secretary of 
State is directed to ensure that diplomatic efforts and negotiations with foreign 
states be contingent on the acceptance of their nationals subject to removal from 
the United States” (p. 7). Klingner (2018) points out that among the Trump ad-
ministration’s immigration priorities is: “Begin to deport 2 million illegal immi-
grant criminals and cancel visas to countries that do not accept their return, in-
cluding those guilty of nothing more than traffic violations” (p. 4). Pierce et al. 
(2018a) add that: “… it does appear that the Trump administration has had 
some success in reducing the number of recalcitrant countries, meaning those 
that fail to cooperate or accept the return of their nationals from the United 
States.” As of May 2, 2016, the total number of such countries was 23, “including 
Afghanistan, Algeria, the People’s Republic of China, Cuba, Iran, Iraq, Libya, 
Somalia, and Zimbabwe” (p. 22).  

Pierce and Capps (2017) point out that the Trump administration has autho-
rized that “Federal agencies will not extend protections of the Privacy Act regard-
ing personally identifiable information to individuals who are not citizens, in-
cluding lawful permanent residents (LPRs, also known as green-card holders)” 
(p. 8). 
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4. Statistics on International Migration and Immigration to  
the United States 

The tables in this section present statistics on international migration and 
United States immigration. The international migration statistics show that the 
United States plays a key role in this phenomenon, especially as a host or desti-
nation nation. European nations and many Asian nations have also played a sig-
nificant role in hosting international migrants. Almost all of the statistics on U.S. 
immigration show a significant decline in the number of non-immigrant and 
immigrant visa categories, including refugees from the last few yeas of the Ba-
rack Obama presidency to the Donald Trump presidency. 

In 2000, there were 173 million international migrants (International Migra-
tion Report 2017, 2017: p. 4). Table 1 shows that by 2017, that figure increased 
to 257.8 million. Asia ranks at the top as a destination for international migrants: 
79.6 million; Europe, 77.9 million; Northern America, 57.7 million; Africa, 24.7 
million; Latin America and the Caribbean, 9.5 million; and Oceania, 8.4 million. 

Table 2 presents the top 20 nations hosting international migrants in 2017. 
The twenty nations combined hosted 173.6 million immigrants, accounting for 
67.3% of all international migrants. There are four nations with double figure 
numbers, with the United States leading all nations with 49.8 million migrants: 
Saudi Arabia and Germany each with 12.2 million; and Russia with 11.7 million. 
The United Kingdom, 8.8 million, the United Arab Emirates, 8.3 million, France 
and Canada each with 7.9 million, Australia, 7 million, and Spain and Italy each 
with 5.9 million, rounded out the top 11 host nations. 

Table 3 presents the numbers of international migrants by region of origin in 
2000 and 2017. In 2000, there were 65 million international migrants who origi-
nated from Asia. In 2017, that figure increased to 105.7 million; Europe, 49.6 
million and 61.2 million respectively; Latin America and the Caribbean, 24.8 
million and 37.7 million respectively; Africa, 21.6 million and 36.3 million re-
spectively; Northern America, 3.2 million and 4.4 million respectively; and 
Oceania, 1.2 million and 1.9 million respectively. The overall figures are 165.4 
million in 2000, and 247.2 million in 2017 (Table 3). 
 
Table 1. Number of international migrants (millions) by region of destination, 2017. 

Region Number 

Africa 24.7 

Asia 79.6 

Europe 77.9 

Northern America 57.7 

Oceania 8.4 

Latin America & Caribbean 9.5 

Total 257.8 

Source: International Migration Report 2017, 2017: p. 5. 
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Table 2. Twenty countries or areas hosting the largest numbers of international migrants, 
2017, number of migrants (millions). 

Country Number 

United States 49.8 

Saudi Arabia 12.2 

Germany 12.2 

Russia 11.7 

United Kingdom 8.8 

United Arab Emirates 8.3 

France 7.9 

Canada 7.9 

Australia 7.0 

Spain 5.9 

Italy 5.9 

India 5.2 

Ukraine 5.0 

Turkey 4.9 

South Africa 4.0 

Kazakhstan 3.6 

Thailand 3.6 

Pakistan 3.4 

Jordan 3.2 

Kuwait 3.1 

Total 173.6 

% of all 67.3 

Source: International Migration Report 2017, 2017: p. 6. 

 
Table 3. Number of international migrants by region of origin, 2000 and 2017. 

Region 2000 2017 

Asia 65 105.7 

Europe 49.6 61.2 

Latin America & Caribbean 24.8 37.7 

Africa 21.6 36.3 

Northern America 3.2 4.4 

Oceania 1.2 1.9 

Total 165.4 247.2 

Source: International Migration Report 2017, 2017: p. 10. 
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Table 4 presents the twenty largest countries of origin of international mi-
grants in 2017. The twenty nations of origin accounted for 126.3 million mi-
grants, accounting for 51.1% of the total. Four nations have double figure num-
bers of migrants, with India leading the way, 16.6 million; Mexico, 13 million, 
Russia, 10.6 million, and China, 10 million. The following six nations rounded 
up the top 10: Bangladesh, 7.5 million, Syria, 6.9 million, Pakistan, 6 million, 
Ukraine, 5.9 million, the Philippines, 5.7 million, and the United Kingdom, 4.9 
million.  

Table 5 presents statistics on immigrant and non-immigrant visas issued at 
United States foreign service posts for fiscal years 2014 to 2018. The table shows 
that there is a decline in all categories for both immigrant and non-immigrants 
visas from the Obama administration to the Trump administration. For exam-
ple, the total immigrant visas issued in 2016, the last full year of the Obama ad-
ministration was 617, 752. It declined to 559,536 in 2017, and declined again to 
533,557 in 2018, the first full year of the Trump administration. For 
non-immigrant visas, the figures were 10,381,491 in 2016 and 9,028,026 in 2018. 
 
Table 4. Twenty largest countries or areas of origin of international migrants, 2017, 
number of migrants (millions). 

Country Number 

India 16.6 

Mexico 13.0 

Russia 10.6 

China 10.0 

Bangladesh 7.5 

Syria 6.9 

Pakistan 6.0 

Ukraine 5.9 

Philippines 5.7 

United Kingdom 4.9 

Afghanistan 4.8 

Poland 4.7 

Indonesia 4.2 

Germany 4.2 

Kazakhstan 4.1 

Palestine 3.8 

Romania 3.6 

Turkey 3.4 

Egypt 3.4 

Italy 3.0 

Total 126.3 

Source: International Migration Report 2017, 2017: p. 13. 
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Table 5. Immigrant and Nonimmigrant Visas Issued at U.S. Foreign Service Posts Fiscal 
Years 2014-2018. 

Immigrant Categories 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Immediate Relatives 185,130 243,432 315,352 254,430 236,526 

Special Immigrants1 12,084 9468 16,176 20,034 9375 

Vietnam Amerasian Immigrants 13 13 6 36 92 

Family Sponsored Preference 197,760 208,840 215,498 212,155 211,641 

Employment-Based Preference 21,365 21,613 25,056 23,814 27,345 

Armed Forces Special Immigrants 0 0 0 0 0 

Diversity Immigrants 51,018 48,097 45,664 49,067 48,578 

Total 467,370 531,463 617,752 559,536 533,557 

Nonimmigrant Categories      

Visas Issued 9,932,480 10,891,745 10,381,491 9,681,913 9,028,026 

(B1/B2/Border Crossing Cards)2 [1,232,884] [1,203,876] [1,106,723] [1,073,915] [1,032,467] 

Total 9,932,480 10,891,745 10,381,491 9,681,913 9,028,026 

Source: Table 1. Immigrant and Nonimmigrant Visas Issued at U.S. Foreign Service Posts, U.S. State De-
partment, 2019. Note: The totals on this table do not include replaced immigrant visas. 1 Special Immigrant 
totals include returning residents, Iraqi and Afghan translators, certain Iraqis or Afghans employed by or 
on behalf of the U.S. Government, and certain family members of U1 Nonimmigrants. 2 Combination 
B1/B2 visitor visa/Border Crossing Cards are issued to Mexican nationals. B1/B2/Border Crossing Card is-
suances are included in the “Visas Issued” line. 

 
Table 6 presents the number of investor visas issued by the U.S. State De-

partment each year from 2014 to 2018. An applicant must invest $500,000 to one 
million dollars to be eligible for this category of visas. Table 6 shows that the 
figures dropped each year from 9130 in 2014, to 8692 in 2015, to 8,043 in 2016, 
to 8000 in 2017, and finally 7468 in 2018.  

Table 7 presents the numbers of diversity lottery visas issued from 2015 to 
2018. The figures show that this is the only visa program that has remained 
about the same from 2015 to 2018. In fact, the figures increased from 49,377 in 
2015, to 49,976 in 2017, and dropped to 49,713 in 2018.  

Table 8 presents the numbers of refugees resettled in the United States from 
2015 to 2018. According to Shacknove (1985), a refugee is “… is a person flee-
ing life-threating conditions” (p. 274). According to Cepla (2019), the Presi-
dent of the United States determines the number of refugees accepted to the 
United States annually, with consultation with the United States Congress. 
Table 8 shows that the overall refugee figures declined from a high of 96,874 
in 2016, the last full year of the Obama administration to 22,874 in 2018, the 
first full year of the Trump administration. Table 8 substantiates President 
Donald Trump’s publicly stated preference for European immigrants, with 
Europe being the only region that experienced an increase in refugees to the 
United States from 2015 to 2018. According to Table 8, in 2015, the total 
number of refugees from Europe accepted into the United States was 2415. In  
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Table 6. Investor visas issued at U.S. Foreign service posts, Fiscal Years 2014-2018. 

Employment Category 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Investor pilot program in targeted 
area, spouse and children 

9130 8692 8043 8000 7468 

Source: Table II Fiscal Years 2014-2018 Classes of Immigrants Issued Visas at Foreign Service Posts, 2019. 
U.S. State Department. 

 
Table 7. Immigrant number use for visa issuances and adjustments of status in the diver-
sity (lottery) immigrant category fiscal years 2015-2018. 

Region 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Africa 19,686 20,706 19,211 20,532 

Asia 7570 8898 7650 6290 

Europe 19,811 15,207 20,516 20,434 

North America 7 5 3 2 

Oceania 844 532 766 824 

Latin America & Caribbean 1459 1370 1830 1631 

Grand Totals 49,377 46,718 49,976 49,713 

Source: Table VII Immigrant Number Use for Visa Issuances and Adjustments of Status in the Diversity 
Immigrant Category, 2019. U.S. Department of State. 

 
Table 8. Refugees resettled in the United States by world region, 2015 to 2018. 

Africa 2015 2016 2017 2018 

Northern Africa 
    

Algeria 0 0 0 2 

Egypt 11 27 3 1 

Libya 0 4 0 1 

Morocco 0 2 0 0 

Sudan 1688 1479 652 85 

Tunisia 7 2 1 0 

Total 1706 1514 656 89 

Eastern Africa 
    

Burundi 1208 777 136 260 

Djibouti 2 2 2 1 

Eritrea 1783 2011 1868 1340 

Ethiopia 682 1322 450 346 

Kenya 2 6 5 14 

Republic of South Sudan 113 221 107 2 

Rwanda 197 150 74 157 

Somalia 7779 10,786 2770 139 

Tanzania 0 1 1 0 
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Continued 

Uganda 66 71 44 46 

Zambia 0 1 1 0 

Zimbabwe 5 11 5 10 

Total 11,837 15,359 5463 2315 

Middle Africa 
    

Angola 5 3 0 1 

Cameroon 8 18 17 18 

Central African Republic 108 555 104 150 

Chad 6 7 3 0 

Congo 22 16 4 7 

Dem. Rep. Congo 8206 19,829 5352 9305 

Equatorial Guinea 2 0 0 0 

Gabon 0 2 0 0 

Total 8357 20,430 5480 9481 

Southern Africa 
    

Botswana 0 0 1 0 

Namibia 1 0 0 0 

South Africa 2 0 0 1 

Total 3 0 1 1 

Western Africa 
    

Burkina Faso 0 1 1 0 

Gambia 3 5 0 0 

Ghana 0 0 3 3 

Guinea 2 5 7 10 

Ivory Coast 41 65 48 14 

Liberia 11 19 5 6 

Mali 8 4 4 0 

Niger 0 0 0 2 

Nigeria 3 7 2 1 

Senegal 7 27 10 14 

Sierra Leone 2 5 3 0 

Togo 5 14 1 1 

Total 82 152 84 51 

Africa Total 21,985 37,455 11,684 11,937 

Latin America & Caribbean 
    

Caribbean 
    

Cuba 1060 351 87 0 

Jamaica 1 1 0 1 

Total 1061 352 87 1 
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Continued 

Central America 
    

El Salvador 11 757 833 683 

Guatemala 0 24 34 48 

Honduras 0 140 51 71 

Total 11 921 918 802 

South America 
    

Colombia 433 476 180 136 

Ecuador 1 0 0 0 

Total 434 476 180 136 

Latin America 
    

& Caribbean Total 1506 1749 1185 939 

Asia 
    

Central Asia 
    

Kazakhstan 58 82 30 51 

Kyrgyzstan 8 54 11 33 

Tajikistan 15 2 0 0 

Turkmenistan 5 0 0 5 

Uzbekistan 34 46 39 15 

Total 120 184 80 104 

Eastern Asia 
    

China* 33 57 17 2 

Korea, North 14 19 1 6 

Mongolia 0 3 1 0 

Total 47 79 19 8 

Southern Asia 
    

Afghanistan 1168 2930 806 839 

Bangladesh 3 3 5 4 

Bhutan 5764 5974 3640 707 

India 1 5 1 1 

Iran 3121 4152 1545 14 

Nepal 37 33 31 7 

Pakistan 205 604 249 493 

Sri Lanka 86 84 9 57 

Total 10,385 13,785 6286 2122 

South-eastern Asia 
    

Burma 17,483 11,572 3722 3771 

Cambodia 1 17 3 0 

 

 

*Data for China includes Tibet: 2015 (0); 2016 (1); 2017 (2); and 2018 (0). 
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Continued 

Indonesia 9 1 2 0 

Laos 0 7 0 0 

Malaysia 1 3 0 0 

Philippines 0 2 1 0 

Thailand 3 3 3 0 

Vietnam 39 57 52 94 

Total 17,536 11,662 3783 3865 

Western Asia 
    

Armenia 31 64 61 32 

Azerbaijan 19 39 6 2 

Georgia 12 11 0 1 

Iraq 10,169 11,332 3339 91 

Israel 0 0 0 1 

Jordan 4 6 3 1 

Kuwait 2 6 1 1 

Oman 0 0 1 0 

Palestine 79 71 51 0 

Saudi Arabia 5 0 0 1 

Syria 2,192 15,479 3024 41 

Turkey 2 0 1 0 

United Arab Emirates 0 1 0 0 

Yemen 8 27 17 3 

Total 12,523 27,036 6504 174 

Asia Total 40,611 52,746 16,672 6273 

Europe 
    

Eastern Europe 
    

Belarus 102 187 99 169 

Moldova 259 550 266 127 

Russia 292 527 367 328 

Ukraine 1760 3642 3089 3101 

Total 2413 4906 3821 3725 

Northern Europe 
    

Latvia 0 8 0 0 

Norway 0 2 0 0 

Sweden 0 2 1 0 

Total 0 12 1 0 

Southern Europe 
    

Croatia 1 2 0 0 
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Continued 

Serbia 0 2 0 0 

Total 1 4 0 0 

Western Europe 
    

Belgium 0 2 0 0 

Netherlands 1 0 0 0 

Total 1 2 0 0 

Europe Total 2415 4924 3822 3725 

Oceania 
    

New Zealand 0 0 5 0 

Grand Totals 66,517 96,874 33,368 22,874 

Source: Admissions & Arrivals, 2019. Refugee Processing Center. 

 
2018, that figure increased to 3725. The figures for Africa were 21,985 in 2015 
and 11,937 in 2018; for Latin America and the Caribbean, the figures were 1506 
in 2015 and 939 in 2018; for Asia, the figures were 40,611 in 2015 and 6273 in 
2018 (also see Cepla, 2019).  

Table 9 presents the number of green cards issued to immigrants in the 
United States each year from 2015 to 2018. Table 9 shows that the figures 
dropped from 2016, the last year of the Obama administration to 2018, the first 
full year of the Trump administration: 565,427 adjustment of status and 618,078 
new arrivals in 2016, to 428,990 adjustment of status and 391,758 for new arriv-
als in 2018.  

Table 10 presents the number of people who became naturalized U.S. citizens 
from 2014 to 2017. Table 10 shows that the figures increased from 2014 to 2016 
(Obama years): 653,416; 703,259; and 753,060. However, the total declined in 
2017 (the first year of Trump administration) to 707,265.  

Table 11 presents international students enrolled in U.S. colleges and univer-
sities for 2015-2016, 2016-2017 and 2017-2018 academic years. According to 
Table 11, the figures are lower during the first full academic year of Trump, 
2017-2018 (891,330) than 2015-2016 (896,341) and 2016-2017 (903,127) aca-
demic years.  

Tables 5-11 illustrate that there is a visible decline in immigration into the 
United States from the last few years of the Barack Obama administration to the 
first two years of the Donald Trump administration. Other reports have also 
substantiated this development (Clarke, 2019; Davis & Shear, 2019; Felter & 
Renwick, 2019; Ibe, 2019). 

5. Implications of the Trump Administration’s Immigration  
Policies 

Scholars and activists have presented a number of mostly interrelated implica-
tions of the Trump administration’s immigration measures. Among the implica-
tions of the Trump administration’s immigration policies are: loss of talented or  
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Table 9. Permanent resident (Green) Cards Issued by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 2015 to 2018. 

 

2015 2016 2017 2018 

Adjustments 
of Status 

New 
Arrivals 

Adjustments 
of Status 

New 
Arrivals 

Adjustments 
of Status 

New 
Arrivals 

Adjustments 
of Status 

New 
Arrivals 

Total 542,315 508,716 565,427 618,078 549,086 578,081 428,990 391,758 

Africa 50,465 50,950 50,111 63,315 50,756 68,068 41,210 42,382 

Asia 210,034 209,263 203,099 259,200 190,910 233,833 152,475 151,293 

Europe 54,306 31,497 57,947 35,620 53,129 31,585 38,920 21,592 

North America 181,655 184,471 203,648 223,645 203,734 209,565 160,568 149,783 

Oceania 3320 2084 3481 2107 3293 1750 2154 1315 

South America 42,250 30,059 46,775 32,833 46,904 32,172 33,520 24,806 

Unknown 285 392 366 1358 360 1108 143 587 

Source: Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, 2019. U.S. Department of Homeland Security. 

 
Table 10. Number of people naturalized in the United States, 2014 to 2017. 

Year 
Petitions Persons naturalized Petitions 

filed Total Civilian Military2 Not reported denied 

2014 773,824 653,416 642,431 7468 3517 66,767 

2015 783,062 730,259 720,645 7234 2380 75,810 

2016 972,151 753,060 742,090 8885 2085 86,033 

2017 986,851 707,265 695,718 6883 4664 83,176 

Source: Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, 2019. U.S. Department of Homeland Security. 

 
Table 11. International student and U.S. higher education enrollment, 2015/16-2017/18. 

Year 
Enrolled 

Int'l Students 

Optional 
Practical 

Training (OPT) 

Total Int'l 
Students 

Annual 
% Change 

Total U.S. 
Enrollment* 

% 
Int'l 

2015/16 896,341 147,498 1,043,839 7.1 20,264,000 5.2 

2016/17 903,127 175,695 1,078,822 3.4 20,185,000 5.3 

2017/18 891,330 203,462 1,094,792 1.5 19,831,000 5.5 

Source: Enrollment Trends: International Student Data, 2019. 

 
highly skilled professionals; loss of employers; loss of tax payers and tax reve-
nues; increase in negative opinions of the American government and society; 
reduction in the number of immigrants in the country; increase in crime rates; 
division within the American society; lack of cooperation with the United States 
in international politics and relations; loss of prestige of the United States in the 
international arena; and the slow growth or stagnation of the population of the 
United States (Batalova & Fix, 2017; Bose 2018; Cervantes & Walker, 2017; Gu-
bernskaya & Dreby, 2017; Heyer, 2018; Hill & Wiehe, 2017; Kaba, 2017a; Khullar 
et al., 2017; Latinos & the New Trump Administration, 2017; Mayda & Peri, 
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2017; McHugh, 2018; Patel & Levinson-Waldman, 2017; Pierce et al., 2018b; 
Rose-Redwood & Rose-Redwood, 2017; Table 19: Doctorate recipients, by eth-
nicity, race, and citizenship, 2019; Table 53: Doctorate recipients with temporary 
visas intending to stay, 2019; Wood, 2018). 

6. Loss of Talented or Highly Skilled Immigrants 

It has been noted that one negative implication of the Trump administration’s 
immigration policies is the loss of talented or highly skilled immigrants. While 
Trump has attempted to claim that immigrants take jobs away from American 
citizens, that they are less educated, and that they are a burden on the American 
society, the evidence reveals those claims not to be the case. Immigrants are 
among the most educated people in the United States. According to Batalova 
and Fix (2017), new immigrants to the United States have substantially increased 
their human capital (educational attainment or specialized skills). Immigrants to 
the United States, especially those who have arrived recently tend to have more 
college degrees than those of the past. “The size of the college-educated immi-
grant population more than tripled between 1990 and 2015, from 3.1 million to 
11.1 million” (pp. 2-3). The authors add that the proportion of college graduates 
among all immigrant adults increased from 20% in 1990 to 30% in 2015. In 
1990, immigrant adults accounted for 10% of college-educated adults in the 
United States. By 2015, that figure increased to 17% of 66.4 million col-
lege-educated adults in the country, three percentage points higher than the 
immigrant population of the United States (almost 14%). The proportion of 
immigrants who arrived in the United States after 2010 with a university degree 
is 48%, substantially higher than the 27% of immigrants who arrived from 1986 
to 1990 (Batalova & Fix, 2017: pp. 2-3; also Kaba, 2004: pp. 22-24; Mazrui & Ka-
ba, 2016: pp. 87-93; Rose-Redwood & Rose-Redwood, 2017: pp. 1-5). 

Khullar et al. (2017) point out that foreign medical graduates accounted for 
164,111 (21.1%) of the 778,781 physicians practicing in the United States in 
2015. They accounted for 15,075 (18.3%) of the 82,737 academic physicians in 
the country. They accounted for 2,808 (15.1%) of the academic physicians who 
are full professors in the United States. Foreign medical graduates accounted for 
18% of all publications by physicians practicing in the United States, including 
18.5% of first-authored publications. They also accounted for 1526 (12.5%) of 
12,155 National Institutes of Health (NIH) grants earned by physicians practic-
ing in the United States, and led 2276 (18.5%) of 12,324 clinical trials (Khullar et 
al., 2017: pp. 584-585). 

Immigrants who earned their terminal degrees from colleges and universities 
in the United States tend to prefer to remain in the country instead of going to 
their homelands or somewhere else. This is the case even after Donald Trump 
became president or his administration’s tough immigration measures. For ex-
ample, in 2014, of the 53,992 doctoral degree recipients from higher education 
institutions in the United States, 34,005 (63%) were citizens and permanent res-
idents, and 15,839 (29.3%) were temporary visa holders. Of the 54,664 doctoral 
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degree recipients in 2017 in the United States, 35,791 (65.5%) were citizens and 
permanent residents, and 16,323 (30%) were temporary residents (Table 19: 
Doctorate recipients, by ethnicity, race, and citizenship status, 2019). In 2015, of 
16,130 temporary visa holders who earned doctoral degrees in the United States, 
71.3% said that they intended to stay in the country. In 2017, of the 16,323 tem-
porary visa holders who earned doctoral degrees in the United States, 74.2% said 
that they intended to stay in the country (Table 53: Doctorate recipients with 
temporary visas intending to stay, 2019). It is also useful to note that it is the 
American society through its colleges and universities that actually financially 
supports the education of a substantial number of international students earning 
their terminal degrees in the country. For example, of 48,072 doctoral degree re-
cipients in the United States in 2017, 32,472 were citizens and permanent resi-
dents. Of the 32,472 graduates who were citizens and permanent residents, 
26.3% had research assistantships or traineeships. Of 15,436 temporary visa 
holders, 47.9% had research assistantships or traineeships (TABLE 35 Doctorate 
recipients' primary source of financial support, by broad field of study, sex, citi-
zenship status, ethnicity, and race: 2017, 2019; Kaba, 2017b: pp. 174-181). 

Kaba (2017a) examines Carnegie Corporation’s “Great Immigrants” honorees 
from 2006 to 2015. These are prominent immigrants in the United States who 
have naturalized. Of the 408 honorees, 24 (5.9%) were Nobel laureates by 2015, 
and they won their Nobel prize while in the United States. Of the 408 honorees, 
323 (79.2%) had earned 352 terminal or highest degrees, including 129 (36.7% of 
352 total degrees) doctoral degrees; 92 (26.1%) master’s degrees; 76 (21.6%) ba-
chelor’s degrees; 30 (8.5%) Juris Doctor (JD) degrees; and 21 (6%) doctor of 
medicine (MD) degrees (Kaba, 2012: pp. 47-48). 

The current Trump administration’s immigration policies could result in the 
decline in the numbers of these talented or highly skilled immigrants. If these 
immigrants come to believe that they are not appreciated or that they are treated 
as scapegoats for the challenges facing the American society, many might decide 
to relocate to other countries. For example, Canada is reported to be one of the 
developed countries currently benefiting from the loss of skilled immigrants 
leaving the United States as a result of the Trump administration’s immigration 
policies. El-Bawab (2019) reports that: “Many students and skilled immigrants 
looking for a backup plan are heading to Canada, where it’s much easier to stay 
and work, lawyers say.” Molla (2019) also reports that the Trump administra-
tion’s immigration policies have resulted in Canada becoming a major tech hub 
in the world. “… Canada has become a major tech hub. Toronto ranked No. 4 
last year on [Coldwell Banker Richard Ellis] CBRE’s tech talent list. That put it 
just behind San Francisco, Seattle, and Washington, DC, as a top location for 
tech workers.” Molla (2019) claims that: “Kollol Das, a former electronic engi-
neer and gaming startup founder from India who now specializes in machine 
learning, was offered two high-skilled tech jobs last fall, one based in New York 
and one based in Toronto.” Das selected Toronto over New York because of 
their favorable skilled immigration policies. 
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7. Economic Contributions of Immigrants to the U.S.  
Economy 

Immigrants make substantial economic contributions to the economy of the 
United States. The United Stated would never have been the leading economic 
nation in the world without the contributions of immigrants. According to Gu-
bernskaya and Dreby (2017): “A recent comprehensive report concluded that 
immigration has overall positive impact on the US economy …” (p. 417). Mayda 
and Peri (2017) point to research that claims that substantial evidence illustrates 
that immigrant scientists and engineers make important contributions to the 
country’s innovation and their productivity in the local communities where they 
reside, benefit significantly from them being there. Within companies in the 
United States, high-skilled immigrant Science, Technology, Engineering and 
Mathematics (STEM) workers tend to complement their native-born counter-
parts, especially young workers. Immigrant workers make substantial contribu-
tions to the growth and productivity of the United States economy. The authors 
also note that “... a reduction in high-skilled immigrants is likely to re-
duce—rather than to increase opportunities,—productivity and wages of the na-
tive-born American workforce, especially for the college educated” (pp. 71-72). 

Khullar et al. (2017) point out that foreign medical graduates in the United 
States, who accounted for almost one out of every four of the physician work-
force tend to practice in large numbers in underserved communities, and that 
they are also in specialties that have a shortage. They account for over half of 
those holding internal medicine positions and their patients “have mortality 
rates similar to, if not lower than, those cared for by U.S. graduates. Some states 
and hospitals rely heavily on physicians in the H-1B visa program” (p. 584; also 
see Maurer, 2018; Stone & Bryant, 2018/2019). 

Kaba’s (2017a) study of Carnegie Corporation’s “Great Immigrants” honorees 
found that of the 408 honorees, 122 (30%) had a net worth of $113.4 billion (p. 
142). This means that these immigrants are important tax-payers and employers 
in the United States. According to Hill and Wiehe (2017), the young immigrants 
enrolled in DACA contribute an estimated $1.7 billion to state and local taxes, 
including “personal income, property, and sales and excise taxes” (pp. 1-2). The 
concern is for the United States not to experience the type of brain drain that 
many developing nations and some developed nations such as the United King-
dom, Germany, Australia, and Canada have experienced in the past two decades 
(Kaba, 2017a: pp. 40-46). According to Mayda and Peri (2017), the Trump ad-
ministration’s immigration policies could establish an environment seen as hos-
tile to new immigrants not open to immigrant workers, including those with 
high levels of education or specialized skills. The authors note that: “This could 
divert the highly and internationally mobile scientists, engineers and profession-
als towards countries such as Canada, Australia and China, eroding the US ex-
cellence in their areas, which is a pillar of US economic leadership” (p. 73; also 
see Treyz & Evangelakis, 2018). 
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8. Immigrants Commit Fewer Crimes in the United States 

Many scholars have produced research illustrating that immigrants in the Unit-
ed States tend to commit fewer crimes compared to their native-born counter-
parts. As a result, proportionally, fewer immigrants are incarcerated than their 
native-born counterparts. For example, Heyer (2018) points out that when he 
became president, Donald Trump’s early immigration measure was to make the 
country “Safe Again” coming from his “… law and order mantle he adopted to 
distinguish his candidacy. This framework casts unauthorized immigrants as 
willful lawbreakers, posing national security threats. Yet recent studies indicate 
higher rates of immigration correlate with lower rates of violent and property 
crime” (p. 150). According to Landgrave and Nowrasteh (2019), as of 2017, there 
were 1,926,390 native-born Americans, 106,431 undocumented immigrants, and 
52,424 legal immigrants incarcerated in jails and prisons across the United 
States. On a per capita basis, more native-born Americans were in jails and 
prisons in 2017 than both legal immigrants or undocumented immigrants: 1471 
per 100,000 of their population; 756 per 100,000 for undocumented immigrants; 
and 364 per 100,000 for legal immigrants. The authors add that, “Illegal immi-
grants are 49 percent less likely to be incarcerated than native-born Americans. 
Legal immigrants are 75 percent less likely to be incarcerated than natives” (pp. 
2-3). 

9. Reduction in Respect and Recognition of the Trump  
Administration Nationally and Internationally 

Regardless of their political party or philosophy, it is always important for the 
leadership of any presidential administration in the United States not to push 
the masses to a point where they feel the need to push back or fight back. The 
reason is that people across the world are also likely to do the same by showing 
less respect or recognition for that presidential administration. McHugh (2018) 
explains how some state and local governments are resisting federal immigration 
orders and the potential implications, especially as they relate to state and local 
law enforcement, refugee resettlement, elementary and secondary education, 
higher education, and health and social services (pp. 2-8). Kocher (2017) points 
out that immigrant rights groups are challenging the Trump administration’s 
immigration orders using three strategies: “… sanctuary city policy, rapid re-
sponse teams, and the creation of a community advocate for families in removal 
proceedings” (p. 167). Although these three strategies are different, “… each 
strategy was motivated by a well-founded fear of an imminent increase in ICE 
activity that would likely result in high numbers of arrests, detentions, and de-
portations” (pp. 167-168; Enriquez et al., 2019; Reich, 2018). 

Internationally, public opinion polls show that the Trump administration and 
to some extent the United States are experiencing reduction in respect, recogni-
tion, and cooperation, especially from nations that once stood with the United 
States, including providing material support, military troops, moral support, and 
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other support to U.S. activities across the world. For example, an October 1, 
2018, international public opinion poll released by the Pew Research Center 
shows that while the United States has relatively high favorability ratings in 
many developing and some developed nations such as the Philippines (83%); 
South Korea (80%); Kenya (70%); Japan (67%); Nigeria (62%); and Australia 
(54%), the figures are lower in countries that were once strong allies of the 
United States: Canada (39%), France (38%), the Netherlands (34%), Mexico 
(32%), and Germany (30%). In 2018, 43% of people in the United Kingdom, 
40% in France, 35% in Germany, and 31% in Spain said that the United States 
“respects its people’s personal freedoms”. In 2008, those figures were 70% in 
Germany, 69% in the United Kingdom, 65% in France, and 49% in Spain. Of 25 
countries across the world surveyed in 2018, a median of 70% said that the 
United States does not take their country’s interests into account, and a median 
of 70% said that they have no confidence in President Donald Trump: 93% in 
Spain, 91% in Mexico, 90% each in Germany and France, 82% in Sweden, 81% 
in the Netherlands, 78% in Brazil, 75% in Canada, 70% each in Italy and the 
United Kingdom, 66% each in Australia and Japan, 54% in South Korea, 49% in 
South Africa, 29% in Nigeria, and 18% in the Philippines (Wike et al., 2018: p. 6, 
10, 28 & 32; M’Cormack-Hale & Kaba, 2015). 

10. Stagnation or Decline of the Population of the United  
States 

The Trump administration’s immigration policies also have the potential to 
cause a stagnation or decline of the population of the United States. This is espe-
cially the case as the United States has stopped meeting its population’s natural 
replacement level of 2.1 children born per woman. The fertility rate (number of 
children born to the average woman) in the United States was 1.87 in 2017 and 
the world average in 2018 was 2.42. The United Nations recommends 2.1 child-
ren born per woman to sustain a society’s population or else it would need im-
migration to increase its population. The population growth rate in the United 
States was 0.8% in 2018 and the world average in 2018 was 1.05. This also means 
that the United States actually needs more immigration not less. This means that 
the United States might start losing important taxpayers, especially as it faces 
challenges in continuing to provide services to the elderly population. Of the 
329.3 million people in the United States in 2018, 16.03% were 65 years and over 
(CIA World Factbook, 2019). 

11. Undermining Decades Long Efforts by Refugee  
Resettlement Agencies 

The Trump administration’s decision to substantially reduce the number of ref-
ugees accepted to the United States undermines the important work that many 
religious and civic organizations have done to resettle refugees across the coun-
try in the past several decades. According to Young (2017), “… the United States 
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had begun welcoming refugees after the Displaced Persons Act of 1948 (al-
though Congress only standardized the placement of refugees after 1980, with 
the Refugee Act of 1980)” (p. 226). These religious and civic organizations 
known as voluntary agencies or VOLAGs, work with the United States govern-
ment and the United Nations to resettle refugees across the United States. 
Among their activities are: “… they operate field offices as satellites while in 
others they subcontract with local immigration organizations or social service 
providers. Cities, states, and counties are also part of the complex system that 
governs resettlement. Some states, for example, have extensive offices dedicated 
to refugee services and an official State Refugee Coordinator, while in others re-
settlement agency staff fulfill this statewide coordinating role.” The voluntary 
agencies that help refugees resettle across the United States include: Church 
World Service (CWS); Episcopal Migration Ministries (EMM); Ethiopian 
Community Development Council (ECDC); Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society 
(HIAS); International Rescue Committee (IRC); Lutheran Immigration and 
Refugee Service (LIRS); U.S. Committee for Refugees and Immigrants (USCRI); 
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB); and World Relief (WR) 
(Young, 2017: p. 322). 

12. Impact of Family Separation 

The Trump administration’s family separation policy has been one of the most 
sensitive and harmful to both legal and undocumented immigrants. The depor-
tation of parents of American citizens, detention of children seeking asylum who 
are separated from their parents, and the decline in the number of visas for fam-
ily reunification are all having a big impact on Immigrants, their families and 
supporters. Hill and Wiehe (2017) point out that since becoming president of 
the United States, Donald Trump’s immigration measures have separated: “… 
families and removed established members of communities. The administra-
tion’s disregard for the contributions of immigrants, regardless of their legal 
status, is of real concern for young immigrants whose parents brought them to 
the United States as children” (p. 1). According to Cervantes and Walker (2017):  

“Family separation is by far the most damaging effect of Trump’s aggressive 
policies. Research demonstrates the critical influence parents have in their 
child’s overall development and future success, meaning that the sudden 
loss of a parent can significantly harm long-term outcomes. Parents facing 
deportation must also make the difficult decision whether to bring their 
child with them—often to a country their child has never known—or leave 
them behind in the care of a family member or other trusted guardian. Both 
outcomes present unique challenges to child wellbeing. In some cases, 
children may unnecessarily enter the child welfare system, a scenario that 
can have particularly dire consequences, including the possible termination 
of parental rights” (p. 3; also see Roth et al., 2018). 
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According to a February 23, 2017, Pew Research Center report, 41% of Latinos 
said that they “Have serious concerns about [their] place in America.” The fig-
ures were 55% for Latinos without citizenship or green card and 49% for Latinos 
who are green card holders (p. 4). Pierce et al. (2018b) note that the frequent 
tough rhetoric about immigration in the United States and the ongoing changes 
to the nation’s immigration system have negatively impacted how people behave 
in the United States and abroad. In the United States, because immigrant com-
munities have become so fearful and staying “under the radar” during the 
Trump presidency, reports have claimed “… a dip in crime reporting, including 
on domestic violence; fewer applications for public benefits to which immigrants 
or their U.S.-born children are entitled; and rising no-shows at health care ap-
pointments” (Latinos & the New Trump Administration, 2017: pp. 10-11). Gu-
bernskaya and Dreby (2017) write that immigrants: 

“… also experience strains in family relationships, especially between fa-
thers and children as men are much more likely to be deported than are 
mothers … Recent scholarship also shows significant short- and long-term 
mental health impacts on children when parents are detained or deported. 
Children have been shown [to] exhibit significant behavioral effects, in-
cluding changes in diet and sleep, frequent crying, anxiety, and fear during 
a deportation event. While some of these symptoms may decrease over 
time, studies show that withdrawal and angry or aggressive behavior pers-
ists…. US citizen children also have been shown to experience higher levels 
of distress after a parent’s deportation regardless of whether they remain in 
the United States or return to Mexico with their parents … It is not only a 
deportation or detention that negatively impacts families: the threat of … 
the fear of ‘deportability’ alone has significant repercussions. Young child-
ren in Latino families in the United States have reported fears of separation 
even when their parents have never had any trouble with the law, fears that 
were even repeated by children whose parents were legal migrants to the 
United States” (pp. 422-425; also see Partelow & Wolgin, 2018). 

Wood (2018) presents a number of negative implications as a result of the 
Trump administration’s immigration policies that separate children from their 
parents and punish children such as placing them in cages: trauma, threatened 
attachment, toxic stress and dehumanization (pp. 2-4). According to Cervantes 
and Walker (2017), “Research shows that harsh immigration enforcement poli-
cies have consistently undermined the health, economic security, and overall 
wellbeing of children in immigrant families” (p. 2). Cervantes and Walker (2017) 
presented five reasons why the Trump administration’s immigration orders 
harm children: “1) Tear families apart, 2) Harm children’s short- and long-term 
mental health, 3) Undermine children’s economic security, 4) Threaten child-
ren’s access to education and basic needs, and 5) Endanger the lives of asy-
lum-seeking children and families” (p. 2; Linton et al., 2019). 

Gubernskaya and Dreby (2017) claim that policy makers must not underesti-
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mate the significant social costs of immigration enforcement. “The deportation 
of a family member leads to significant family trauma for unauthorized and US 
citizens alike. Families experience significant short-term and long term econom-
ic and emotional hardship following a parents’ detention or deportation” (pp. 
422-425). Gubernskaya and Dreby (2017) point out that: “In the US context 
where there is nearly no federal support for immigrants’ integration and limited 
welfare policies, family unity is critical for promoting immigrant integration, so-
cial and economic well-being, and intergenerational mobility” (p. 417). 

Finally, the separation of immigrant families also brings back memories of the 
past in the United States when people of color, especially Blacks were separated 
and family members sold off and moved to different parts of the country (Whit-
ing, 2016; Sassi, 2018; Thornton et al., 2009). According to Thornton et al. 
(2009):  

“Historians, sociologists, and economists have long emphasized the detri-
mental effects of slave owners’ power to sell their slaves and in the process, 
separate husband from wife, parent from child, and relatives and friends 
from one another. This power to break up slave families was certainly a de-
structive and disruptive force in the antebellum slave society. In the interre-
gional slave trade, hundreds of thousands of slaves were moved long dis-
tances from their original home and birthplace as the slave economy mi-
grated from the eastern seaboard to Louisiana, Texas, and Arkansas” (p. 71; 
also see Kaba, 2011b). 

13. Conclusion 

This paper has presented an examination of the Donald Trump administration’s 
immigration policies in his first two and a half years in office, comparing it to 
the last few years of the Barack Obama administration’s immigration policies. 
The paper first presents background information on the gradual increase in 
educational attainment and wealth accumulation across the world in the past 
several decades. This increase in educational attainment and wealth accumula-
tion is noted to be due to international migration, which has increased from 173 
million in the year 2000 to almost 258 million in 2017. The number of billio-
naires in the world increased from 140 in 1987 to 2153 in March 2019. The 
United States is noted to have made significant contributions to the increase in 
international migration, educational attainment, and wealth accumulation 
across the world in the past several decades. International migration is a result of 
religious freedom, political freedom, and economic freedom or opportunity. The 
United States leads the world in hosting international migrants in 2017, with 
almost 50 million migrants.  

The paper points out a serious concern, which is that compared to the Barack 
Obama administration, the Donald Trump administration is significantly re-
ducing immigration to the United States and discouraging people from emi-
grating to the United States and making skilled and unskilled immigrants in the 
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United States to consider leaving the country. The Trump administration’s im-
migration measures are causing a lot of anxiety for immigrants in the United 
States and people across the world. This development could result in the United 
States losing highly talented or skilled immigrants, which could negatively im-
pact the American economy and society. It is useful to note that it might still be 
too early to get a better understanding of the Trump administration’s immigra-
tion policies since this paper only covers his first two and a half years in office, 
compared with Barack Obama’s tenure of eight years in office. However, the da-
ta revealed that there are major differences between the two administrations’ 
immigration policies. 
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