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ABSTRACT 

 

  By law, asylum claims in the United States are adjudicated on the basis of an applicant’s 

well-founded fear of persecution. Yet recent quantitative research on asylum decisions indicates 

that the probability of receiving asylum is highly correlated with demographic characteristics of 

both the adjudicating officer and the asylum applicant herself. This paper analyzes Department of 

Homeland Security asylum data between 2006 and 2009 to explore the relationship of gender, 

Muslim religion, and the probability of receiving asylum. Using linear regression, I find that shared 

gender identity between an asylum officer and an asylum applicant is related to the probability of 

receiving asylum. Male asylum applicants that are assigned male asylum officers are less likely to 

be granted asylum than the other gender matching scenarios (e.g. male applicant-female officer). 

Contrary to my hypothesis, the relationship between shared gender identity and asylum outcomes 

does not change based on whether an asylum applicant is Muslim. The findings of this research 

hold practical significance for policymakers to improve compliance with American refugee law 

and international humanitarian law. Based on this analysis, I recommend policy actions including 

enhanced training for asylum officers and increased administrative review of asylum 

determinations, while recognizing that the current political climate is not conducive to such 

reforms.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

  As a signatory to the 1967 Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees and as the largest 

donor state to the United Nations (A/RES/70/245 2015), the United States is obligated under 

international law to provide certain humanitarian relief to qualified refugees at or within its 

borders. Granting asylum (legal protection) to women, men, and children who have a well-founded 

fear of persecution in their home country is one of the key policies that allows the United States to 

meet its international commitment to refugees. The stakes in asylum adjudication—the process of 

determining whether an asylum-seeker is qualified to receive asylum—are enormous. To deny 

asylum to an applicant who meets the definition of a refugee (because she genuinely faces 

persecution on the basis of her religion, race, ethnicity, nationality, political beliefs, or membership 

in a social group) could result in prison, injury, or death for that refugee. Consequently, the norm 

of non-refoulement—ensuring that refugees are not forcibly returned to their country of origin 

when such a return could result in persecution or harm—is enshrined in international law.1 In 

recognition of the importance of providing protection to refugees, the Obama Administration 

expanded its refugee resettlement target from 85,000 in FY 2016 to 110,000 in FY 2017 (State 

Department 2016).   

  Yet at a time when global displacement has never been greater, policymakers today are 

scrutinizing the United States’ asylum system to ensure that its adjudication process balances 

national security interests with humanitarian principles (UNHCR 2016). Current research suggests 

that the United States asylum system contains inconsistencies in adjudication—substantial 

variation that raises questions about the integrity of the system as a whole. Research on asylum 

                                                 
1 “No Contracting State shall expel or return (“refouler”) a refugee in any manner whatsoever to the frontiers of 

territories where his life or freedom would be threatened on account of his race, religion, nationality, membership of 

a particular social group or political opinion.” (Convention relating to the Status of Refugees) 
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adjudication in the United States, Canada, and Ireland has identified disparities in grant rates based 

on regional asylum offices, immigration judges’ political beliefs, the nationality of asylum 

applicants, the date on which the asylum application was filed, the religion of the asylum applicant, 

and the gender of the asylum adjudicator.2 These disparities pose serious policy challenges for 

lawmakers and public administrators to ensure that asylum decisions are solely based on the 

strength of an asylum application. While previous studies have considered the relationship between 

many characteristics and asylum outcomes, they have not sufficiently explored the relationship 

between gender (both of asylum applicant and asylum adjudicator), religion, and asylum outcomes 

in the American context. Each of these potential disparities in the asylum adjudication system 

could threaten the United States’ commitment to refugees.3 

  Building on the literature in the field, this paper is designed to address this research gap. 

Specifically, my research focuses on the relationship between an asylum applicant’s gender, the 

gender of their asylum officer, and an applicant’s identity as a Muslim. On their own basis, these 

demographic factors should not affect the determination of asylum: asylum should be granted 

solely on the strength of evidence that an applicant can show to establish a well-founded fear of 

persecution.4 Nevertheless, the data suggest that these characteristics—gender and Muslim 

religion of the asylum applicant and gender of the asylum officer—may play a role in asylum 

decisions.  

  If these characteristics are, in fact, correlated with asylum outcomes, it should stimulate 

critical reform by policymakers to ensure that the American asylum system complies with 

                                                 
2 This research will be discussed in my Literature Review; see Schoenholtz et al. 2011 and 2014, Rehaag 2008 and 

2011, and Keogh 2016. 
3 i.e., Undermine the commitment to review asylum cases solely on the basis of an applicant’s well-founded fear of 

persecution rather than their religion, gender, etc. 
4 See the Background section for an overview of U.S. asylum law and the legal definition of a refugee. 
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domestic and international laws. Differing asylum outcomes based on the gender of the assigned 

asylum officer could result in refoulement5 for asylum-seekers in violation of the international 

community’s commitment to protect refugees. Moreover, differing asylum outcomes for Muslims 

based on the gender of their asylum officer is pointedly prejudiced and would contradict America’s 

commitment to equal justice under law. 

  To evaluate whether these factors are related with asylum outcomes, I will begin the paper 

with an overview of asylum procedures, laws, and case history to provide relevant background to 

the reader. Next, I will review the relevant quantitative and qualitative literature on asylum, 

religion, and gender, including a discussion of how my research provides an original contribution 

to the field. Following my literature review, I will discuss my hypothesis, conceptual model, and 

empirical models, highlighting advantages and limitations of the research methodology. Next, I 

will discuss the data, providing the reader detailed information about the Department of Homeland 

Security data used, other data sources, methodological choices, and limitations of the available 

information. Following the data section, I will review my empirical results, honing in on the 

statistical significance of the relationship between asylum, religion, and gender. Last, I will 

conclude with my primary research findings, including a discussion of the scope of the research, 

policy recommendations in the context of the Trump Administration, and areas for future research.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
5 As previously mentioned, refoulement is the act of returning a refugee to his or her country of origin when such a 

return could result in persecution.  
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BACKGROUND 

 

  There are few international humanitarian norms that are valued as highly as asylum. 

Signatory states to the Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees are bound to grant protection to 

any qualified woman, man, or child that applies for asylum in their territory.6 Specifically, an 

asylum applicant must meet the definition of a refugee to be qualified to receive relief in the form 

of asylum. Per the Refugee Act of 1980, a refugee is defined in America as: 

“Any person who is outside any country of such person’s nationality 

or, in the case of a person having no nationality, is outside any 

country in which such person last habitually resided, and who is 

unable or unwilling to return to, and is unable or unwilling to avail 

himself or herself of the protection of, that country because of 

persecution or a well-founded fear of persecution on account of race, 

religion, nationality, membership in a particular social group, or 

political opinion.” (Refugee Act of 1980) 

 

This legal classification forms the basis of asylum determinations in the United States and is 

derived from the internationally-accepted definition of refugees. International refugee protocols 

originated from the post-World War II era, where religion and political beliefs were perceived to 

be the primary factors that could lead to persecution.  

  It is critical to note that the definition of a refugee is fairly narrow in scope, particularly 

when accounting for humanitarian challenges in the modern world. For example, refugees by 

definition are not people fleeing general violence, internally displaced persons (IDPs), or victims 

of human smuggling or trafficking.7 These groups of people generally do not qualify for asylum, 

but they may be eligible to receive other forms of humanitarian protection in America. For 

example, the American immigration system includes humanitarian visas, visas for victims of 

                                                 
6 See page 7 for limitations of the term “qualified.” For example, states may deny asylum to people who are 

convicted criminals.  
7 There may be some limited cases where victims of human trafficking genuinely fear persecution if returned to their 

home country; in these cases, victims of human trafficking may meet the definition of a refugee. 
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human trafficking, and deferral of removal orders; individual denied asylum may still seek one of 

these forms of relief. This paper will focus exclusively on asylum applications. To be clear, asylum 

applicants need to demonstrate that they have been (or will be) persecuted on the basis of their 

religion, race, nationality, political opinion, or membership in a particular social group.  

  While the written definition of refugees in America has not changed since 1980, the legal 

interpretation of refugees has evolved since that time. For example, the United States began 

recognizing persecution on the basis of sexual orientation in 1994.8 Similarly, gender-based 

asylum claims have had mixed success in America. There is no doubt that women face unique 

forms of persecution that encompass female genital mutilation (FGM), domestic violence, sexual 

assault, and honor killings.9 Yet American case law varied in its interpretation of gender and 

asylum. Until a landmark 1996 ruling, persecution based on a well-founded fear of FGM was not 

necessarily sufficient to qualify an asylum-seeker for asylum; today, this form of persecution is 

enshrined in American asylum policies (Kasinga 1996).  

  Similarly, victims of domestic violence have not always had access to asylum. In a 

controversial immigration court ruling in 1999, the Board of Immigration Appeals reversed a lower 

court decision to grant asylum to a Guatemalan woman who fled her home country after years of 

horrific spousal abuse, rape, and torture (Matter of R-A-).  The court’s opinion read,  

“Congress did not intend the ‘social group’ category to be an all-

encompassing residual category for persons facing genuine social 

ills that governments do not remedy. The solution to the 

respondent’s plight does not lie in our asylum laws as they are 

currently formulated.” (Matter of R-A-)  

                                                 
8 See Immigration Equality. Generally, LGBTQ asylum applicants are considered in either the “particular social 

group” or “political opinion” categories of refugees. 
9 The author recognizes that men can be the victims of domestic violence and sexual abuse and in no way wishes to 

minimize these experiences and forms of trauma. This sentence simply notes that men do not generally face systematic 

domestic violence and sexual abuse in the way that women may experience these forms of gender-based persecution. 
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After a protracted legal battle, the court reversed its opinion towards victims of domestic violence 

in Matter of L-R- (2009) and Matter of A-R-C-G- (2014), paving the way for female victims of 

domestic violence to be granted asylum in America. The legal history of the definition of a refugee 

in America illustrates the complex task of asylum adjudication, which continues to evolve. 

  Women, men, and children seeking asylum in America can apply in two ways: through an 

affirmative process in which the applicant voluntarily self-identifies to immigration authorities, or 

through a defensive process in which an applicant requests asylum during removal proceedings. 

Affirmative asylum cases are administered by U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services 

(USCIS), whereas defensive asylum cases are adjudicated by the Department of Justice Executive 

Office for Immigration Review (EOIR) (Wasam 2011).10 It is quite common for women, men, and 

children facing deportation to submit a defensive asylum application as a last effort to remain in 

the United States before they are removed from the country. Affirmative asylum cases represent 

approximately 80 percent of asylum cases nationwide (Schoenholtz et al. 2014).  

  Regardless of whether an applicant applies for asylum affirmatively or defensively, the 

asylum application is a complicated process designed to provide USCIS or EOIR with the 

necessary information to make a determination11 about whether an applicant qualifies for asylum. 

Asylum applications are composed of complex forms and require supporting documentation, all 

of which must be completed in or translated to English.12 Among other information required as 

part of the application, asylum-seekers must provide detailed family information, employment 

                                                 
10 Recently, DOJ and DHS changed their procedures to have USCIS review defensive asylum applications for 

unaccompanied minors. Aside from this exception, all defensive asylum cases are reviewed by EOIR (Schoenholtz et 

al. 2014). 
11 “Determination” is a technical term in asylum adjudication in America that represents an asylum decision (i.e. 

granting asylum or denying asylum on various grounds). 
12 The current asylum application form (I-589) is twelve pages, but it is common for asylum applications to include 

hundreds of pages of corroborating evidence, eye witness accounts, copies of medical records, and other documents 

(Schoenholtz et al. 2014). 
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history, educational background, and a description of their persecution in their home country 

(Schoenholtz et al. 2014). After submitting the forms, asylum applicants have an in-person 

interview with an asylum officer, who is a USCIS official specializing in asylum laws and 

procedures. The interview is used to provide additional insight into asylum cases, particularly 

relating to the credibility of an asylum-seeker’s fear of persecution.  

  There are also certain restrictions on asylum qualifications in keeping with federal law and 

as permitted by international law. For example, convicted criminals, suspected terrorists, and late 

filers13 may be denied asylum even if they appear to have a credible and well-founded fear of 

persecution. It is also important to note that the asylum applicant bears the responsibility for 

proving her case. While she may bring legal representation to her asylum interview, it is ultimately 

up to her to demonstrate a well-founded fear of persecution.14 

  Asylum applications and interviews are reviewed in eight regional asylum offices by 

asylum officers. Asylum officers are highly-trained USCIS officials who are tasked with 

determining an applicant’s credibility and qualifications for asylum. Each new hire receives 

training in the form of a twelve-week residential program as well as continual education 

throughout their employment on topics including gender-based persecution, international law, 

interviewing techniques, and global human rights conditions. Asylum officers hold an important 

humanitarian responsibility: For thousands of women, men, and children, an asylum decision will 

change their lives forever, either positively through a grant of relief, or potentially adversely if 

they are denied asylum. Asylum officers are a diverse mixture of former public-sector employees, 

                                                 
13 An asylum applicant is considered “late” if they file their asylum petition more than one year after they entered 

the United States. It is unclear whether this regulation is in keeping with international refugee law. 
14 As previously noted, the United States government offers other forms of humanitarian protection beyond asylum; 

people denied asylum can still qualify for other forms of relief.  
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returned Peace Corps volunteers, U.S. military veterans, and NGO attorneys (Schoenholtz et al. 

2014). While asylum decisions are always reviewed by a supervisor, asylum caseloads are large 

enough that the supervisor does not have time to review every detail of a particular case. 

Consequently, the interviewing asylum officer holds substantial power to influence asylum 

decisions based on their judgment.  

Asylum grant rates and levels have varied substantially over America’s history. Asylum 

claims between 1974 (when the United States issued its first asylum regulations) and 2009 peaked 

at 149,566 in 1995 (Wasem 2011), as shown in Figure 1. The variation in the magnitude of asylum 

cases over time can be partially attributed to the presence (or dearth of) humanitarian emergencies 

or conflicts that resulted in forced migration. Examples of emergencies that increased asylum 

claims in America include the Mariel Boatlift (1980), spikes in political violence in Central 

America (1980s), the Tiananmen Square massacre (1989), and the coup d’état in Haiti (1991-

1992). Similarly, changes to America’s immigration policies affect both asylum outcomes and the 

number of asylum cases. For example, the Illegal Immigrant Reform and Immigrant Responsibility 

Act (1996) and the REAL ID Act (2005) each revised the asylum process in different ways. 

Asylum claims decreased in the years following the passage of these laws (Wasem 2011).15 

Table 1: U.S. Asylum Eras 1995-2009.   

Table reproduced from Schoenholtz et al. 2011 

ERA EXPLANATION DATES 

1 This period covers the beginning of the study through the implementation of the 

one-year filing deadline 

October 1995 – 

April 1998 

2 This period ranges from the effective start of the one-year filing deadline to the 

9/11 terrorist attacks 

April 1998 – 

September 2001 

3 This period covers the period immediately following the 9/11 terrorist attacks until 

the implementation of the REAL ID Act 

September 2001 – 

June 2006 

4 This period covers the effective adoption of the requirements of the REAL ID Act 

until the end of the study. 

July 2006 – June 

2009 

 

                                                 
15 For this reason, Schoenholtz and colleagues divide their first study into four “asylum eras,” as outlined in Table 1 

(Schoenholtz et al. 2011). 
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Figure 1: Asylum Cases Filed with INS/USCIS.  

Reproduced from Wasem 2011 

 

 

  There are many other areas of asylum law and policy that an interested reader can research, 

including additional case law, DHS and EOIR policies, and international human rights doctrine.16 

This paper examines asylum decisions made by asylum officers; it does not have the scope to 

discuss cases referred to an immigration judge for review or the influence of an asylum officer’s 

supervisor on asylum outcomes. This section has provided context and background on asylum 

policy and grant rates; with this in mind, I will now review the relevant literature on asylum 

adjudication in America.  

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
16 The UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) website in particular has many useful educational resources 

on asylum, refugee rights, and historical resettlement and grant rates around the word: http://www.unhcr.org. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 There exists substantial literature focused on migration and refugees, including academic 

journals dedicated to these topics.17 However, the literature to date has been relatively sparse 

regarding asylum adjudication. The majority of asylum-focused publications are qualitative 

analyses of asylum procedures, studies of unique asylum cases, and legal articles exploring 

nuances of domestic asylum jurisprudence. There are only a handful of large-sample quantitative 

research papers published on asylum adjudication. My literature review will first summarize the 

state of quantitative literature on asylum adjudication. Next, it will discuss work on the relationship 

of relevant characteristics to my research—gender of the asylum applicant, Muslim religion of the 

asylum applicant, and gender of the asylum officer—and asylum outcomes.   

 The most prominent peer-reviewed quantitative research on asylum adjudication was 

undertaken by Schoenholtz, Schrag, and Ramji-Nogales (2011 and 2014), who studied factors that 

affected asylum adjudication in the United States during the 1990s and 2000s. Their work in 

Refugee Roulette (2011) and Lives in the Balance (2014) informs both the theoretical framework 

of my thesis and provides much of the data used in the analysis. Schoenholtz and colleagues 

provide powerful evidence that asylum decisions are affected not only by the strength of an asylum 

case (i.e., whether an asylum applicant has a well-founded fear of persecution), but also by factors 

relating to both the asylum applicant and asylum adjudicator. These findings will be discussed in 

more detail in the ensuing characteristic-specific sections. From an international humanitarian 

perspective, these findings are troubling because they suggest that the United States does not 

always adhere to international frameworks protecting refugee rights and guaranteeing non-

                                                 
17 See, for example, International Migration Review, Journal on Migration and Human Security, and Refugee 

Survey Quarterly. Each are well-regarded scholarly publications that house a robust body of research on 

international migration and humanitarian affairs. 
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refoulement. The work of Schoenholtz and colleagues has been the subject of several critiques, 

including responses that note methodology limitations and challenge several policy conclusions 

(Taylor 2007). Nonetheless, their basic findings concerning asylum adjudication have not been 

seriously challenged in the literature.  

 Asylum Adjudicators: The literature on asylum adjudicators indicates that there is 

significant variation in asylum grant rates between individual asylum adjudicators (that is more 

than random error), and that at least a portion of that variation is correlated with asylum officers’ 

demographic characteristics. For example, a quantitative analysis from the Transactional Records 

Access Clearing House (TRAC) found that, for 297,240 asylum cases between 1994 and 2005, 

asylum denial rates among immigration judges varied considerably even after controlling for the 

country of origin of asylum applicants. While it stopped short of identifying a specific cause for 

judge-by-judge denial rate variation, the report concluded, “These findings directly challenge the 

[Executive Office for Immigration Review]’s commitment to providing a ‘uniform application of 

the nation's immigration laws in all cases” (TRAC 2006).18 This conclusion echoes research that 

has found inconsistent application of legal reasoning among legal decision-makers like judges. For 

example, Danziger, Levav, and Avnaim-Pesso found that the consistent application of legal 

reasoning to the facts of a case does not entirely explain judicial decision-making. They 

differentiate this type of variation from expected levels of variation in legal decision-making based 

on an adjudicator’s personal experiences or academic study (Danziger et al. 2011). The fact that 

large variation exists in the legal system and particularly in immigration decisions allows for the 

                                                 
18 TRAC has published many articles using recent asylum data, which consistently show substantial variation in 

asylum decisions.   
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possibility that, at the asylum officer level, asylum determinations could be influenced by non-

legal characteristics. 

 Schoenholtz and colleagues affirmed that asylum decisions may be made for reasons 

outside of a purely legal basis in Refugee Roulette, their landmark study that showed demonstrable 

variation in grant rates among asylum officers even when controlling for regional asylum office. 

For example, in one regional asylum office, grant rates varied from less than 5 percent for some 

asylum officers to nearly 80 percent for others. According to the authors, such sharp deviations 

“[raise] serious questions about whether the adjudicator is imposing his or her own philosophical 

attitude (or personal level of skepticism about applicants’ testimony) to the cases under 

consideration” (Schoenholtz et al. 2011). Regional migration flows could be a potential 

confounding factor in this analysis. For example, if migrants from Belize who do not hold a 

genuine fear of persecution in their home country are more likely to apply for asylum in Houston 

than in Newark, it would be reasonable to expect that Houston and Newark would have 

substantially different asylum grant rates. While noting this concern, the authors conclude that it 

is unlikely that migration patterns influence asylum adjudication disparities to the degree observed 

in their study. Schoenholtz and colleagues used a high bar to measure consistency in asylum officer 

decisions: an asylum officer would only be considered to “[deviate] significantly” from the 

expected grant rate if she or he had a grant rate of 50 percent greater or less than the mean grant 

rate of his or her office (Ibid.). As Figure 2 illustrates, even with this high threshold for variation, 

the researchers still found that asylum grant rates varied by a large amount, even within individual 

asylum offices.  
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Figure 2: Variation in Asylum Officer Grant Rate by Regional Asylum Office. 

Taken from Refugee Roulette (Schoenholtz et al. 2011, p. 313) 

 

 Schoenholtz and colleagues’ first study was focused purely identifying and understanding 

variation in asylum decisions and grant rates, laying the groundwork for a deeper exploration into 

the factors that relate to asylum decisions. In their follow-up study, the authors identified a number 

of specific demographic characteristics of asylum adjudicators that were correlated with grant rate. 

For example, they found that Asian or Pacific Islander officers had a lower grant rate than asylum 

adjudicators of other races. Hispanic asylum adjudicators granted asylum to applicants with 

dependents 23 percent more often than to those without dependents—a trend not observed in other 

ethnicities (Schoenholtz et al. 2014). Refugee Roulette provided evidence that asylum officers had 

sweeping variation in grant rates that could not be explained by regional asylum office; Lives in 
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the Balance concluded that this variation strongly correlated with any number of asylum officer 

characteristics. For example, married asylum officers were 20 percentage points less likely to grant 

asylum than asylum officers who were divorced or separated; asylum officers from the Western 

United States were 11 percentage points more likely to grant asylum than asylum officers from the 

Northeast; and grant rates correlated with other factors like officer education (Schoenholtz et al. 

2014).  

 These two quantitative analyses came to different conclusions about the role of asylum 

adjudicator gender on asylum outcomes. The authors initially found a discrepancy between male 

and female judges in asylum rates: female judges granted asylum at a 53.8 percent rate, whereas 

male judges granted asylum at a 37.3 percent rate. They wrote, “An asylum applicant assigned by 

chance to a female judge therefore had a 44% better chance of prevailing than an applicant assigned 

to a male judge.” While asylum judges had a sharp difference in grant rates, the authors found “no 

appreciable difference” in grant rates of asylum officers based on gender. They wrote, “Our study 

of the grant rates of 264 male and 257 female officers who decided fifty or more [asylum cases] 

… shows only a 7% difference, with male officers granting asylum at a rate of 44% and female 

officers granting at a rate of 41%” (Schoenholtz et al. 2011). Similarly, the authors did not find a 

significant relationship between asylum officer gender and their grant rate in their follow-up study 

(Schoenholtz et al. 2014). These studies provide evidence that a variety of characteristics of asylum 

adjudicators relate to asylum outcomes, but that adjudicator gender may only correlate to asylum 

outcomes for judges, and not for asylum officers.  

 These findings are echoed in quantitative research that looked at discrepancies in Canadian 

asylum grant rates. Rehaag analyzed a dataset of 9,984 asylum cases from Canada’s Immigration 

and Refugee Board in 2006, and applied methodological devices to account for patterns in asylum 
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case assignment.19 The author concluded that “outcomes in refugee adjudication appear to hinge, 

at least in part, on the identity of the adjudicator assigned” (Rehaag 2008). In a follow-up study 

examining specific demographic characteristics of asylum adjudicators in Canada, Rehaag found 

that female asylum adjudicators had lower grant rates than their male counterparts (Rehaag 2011). 

It is important to note that this study was limited by a lack of control variables (education, prior 

work experience).  

 Building on Rehaag’s work, Colaiacovo included more control variables to support the 

claim that adjudicator demographic characteristics are related to asylum grant rates. He analyzed 

more than 68,000 asylum claims between 2006 and 2011 and controlled for a number of potential 

omitted variables. He found that the probability of an asylum-seeker being granted asylum in 

Canada was associated with adjudicator characteristics including gender, education, and 

experience. Keith et al. affirmed this conclusion in examining asylum cases in the American legal 

system between 1997 and 2004; they find that both immigration judge policy views as well as 

demographic characteristics like gender are associated with asylum outcomes (Keith et al. 2013). 

Other small-sample research projects reinforce these findings, including studies that found 

significant relationships between age, political views, and legal outcomes (Kulik 2003). 

 In one of his more recent studies, Rehaag notes an important qualification to these studies: 

it is reasonable to expect variability in judicial decision-making on account of life experience. Yet 

consistent with the aforementioned research, variation in immigration decision-making appears to 

exceed reasonable expectations of moderate variation. Rehaag examined 40,334 immigration cases 

from 2005 to 2010 in Canada obtained from the Federal Court’s online Court Index and Docket. 

From this data, he analyzed a sample of 23,047 cases to see how various characteristics of asylum 

                                                 
19 Asylum cases in Canada are not randomly assigned as they are in the United States. 
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adjudicators related to immigration outcomes. Much like Schoenholtz and colleagues’ research, 

Rehaag found that grant rates varied substantially between judges in how they granted leave,20 

from a low of only granting leave in 7.89 percent of cases to a maximum of granting leave in 92.31 

percent of cases. However, adjudicator gender played a very small role in explaining this variation. 

Rehaag wrote, “Gender matters, but it’s not a big deal. Male judges were slightly more likely than 

female judges to grant leave, but less likely to grant judicial review on the merits” (Rehaag 2012). 

Interestingly, Rehaag found that political affiliation was correlated with an asylum judge’s 

propensity to grant leave. He wrote, “The study indicates that judges appointed by Liberal PMs 

are more likely to grant leave and to grant judicial review than judges appointed by Conservative 

PMs” (Rehaag 2012).  

 Asylum Adjudication and Applicant Gender: Theoretically, it is reasonable to expect a 

meaningful relationship between an asylum applicant’s gender and his or her probability of 

receiving asylum. As explained in the background section, women face unique persecutions not 

systematically experienced by male asylum applicants. The international community has only 

recently begun viewing gender as a “social group” that would qualify a refugee to be granted 

asylum (Visweswaran). Despite the changes in American and international law, some scholars 

argue that international refugee systems tend to minimize claims of domestic violence, making 

gender-based asylum more difficult to obtain for female refugees (Mullally 2011). To combat these 

claims, asylum officers in America receive training on gender-based persecution, as well as best-

practice interview techniques for female asylum applicants that may have been the victim of sexual 

assault (Schoenholtz et al. 2014). 

                                                 
20 “Granting leave” is a technical term for proceeding with a judicial review asylum application; to deny leave is to 

deny asylum. 
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 Several large quantitative studies have studied the relationship between asylum decisions 

and an asylum-seeker’s gender. Despite shifting asylum grant rates based on gender over the 

course of their study, Schoenholtz and colleagues ultimately found “virtually the same grant rates” 

between male and female asylum applicants overall. The authors suggested that the increased rate 

at which female applicants were granted asylum resulted from a concerted policy effort to “deepen 

officers’ understanding of the types of persecution that women face” (Schoenholtz et al. 2014). 

Thus, while gender was not statistically significant in this study, the authors indicated that it is a 

characteristic that holds weight in the asylum adjudication process. On the other hand, Keogh’s 

study of asylum adjudication in Ireland yielded a different result. While the primary conclusion 

from this study was the importance of nationality on the probability of being granted asylum, 

Keogh also found gender to be related to asylum (Keogh 2016). Keogh also suggested that asylum 

applicant demographic characteristics of may be interconnected in their effect on asylum, 

specifically highlighting the intersection of nationality and gender as an area for future research. 

 Linda Keith’s work on American asylum adjudication supports Keogh’s findings. In a 

small-sample study of asylum cases in immigration courts, Keith controlled for characteristics that 

are typically not available in asylum data. For example, her analysis examined evidence of torture, 

an asylum applicant’s educational attainment, occupation, and English language knowledge. She 

found that gender was related to asylum, and specifically that female applicants were less likely to 

be granted asylum than male asylum applicants. She concluded, “It seems more likely that it is a 

gender bias in that a judge may perceive women to be less likely targets of repression and less 

threatening to regimes” (Keith 2009). Similarly, Joe Rollins identified a relationship between 

gender and the probability of receiving asylum in a study of homosexual asylum applicants, though 

the magnitude of this relationship varied by applicant race. He wrote that asylum officials 
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“interpreted stories of gay and lesbian applicants through lenses colored by other expectations, 

namely gender, ethnicity, and citizenship,” instead of determining asylum decisions solely on the 

qualifications of the case (Rollins 2009). Keith’s and Rollins’ research findings mirror qualitative 

work on gender and asylum, much of which suggests that oppression of women is “often described 

as a cultural norm rather than a reason to grant asylum” (Musalo 2002). 

 Asylum and Shared Identity: There has been substantial research indicating that shared 

identity can foster empathy between parties in decision-making. For example, Shayo and Zussman 

found that shared ethnicity between plaintiffs and judges in Israel was related to a 17 to 20 percent 

greater chance of the judge accepting the claim (Shayo 2011). Less literature is available regarding 

shared identity and asylum. In one such case, Colaiacovo interacted asylum applicant gender with 

the gender of the asylum adjudicator in his study of Canadian asylum adjudication. He found that 

shared gender identity was negatively correlated with the probability of receiving asylum—a 

finding that clashes with Shayo’s research (Colaiacovo 2013). A similar negative relationship was 

observed in a study of immigration cases at the U.S. Courts of Appeals; while the study did not 

find a significant relationship between either an immigration judge’s gender or plaintiff’s gender, 

it did find that the interaction term between these variables was significant and negatively related 

to the probability of a positive immigration outcome (Williams 2012).  

 In contrast, other research suggests that “female judges may be quicker to empathize with 

underdogs in a variety of civil liberties issues since these judges have either experienced or 

witnessed the problems involved in being a political minority (Songer and Crews-Meyer). 

Schoenholtz and colleagues suggest a similar theory, though their data did not find a significant 

relationship between shared gender and outcome. They wrote that a female judge’s experiences 

“might make female judges more sympathetic to stories of persecution, as well as more conscious 
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in eliminating their own biases from the decision making process” (Schoenholtz et al. 2011). 

Schoenholtz and colleagues also suggest that female judges may create a less comparative 

courtroom setting, resulting in more cohesive testimony. 

 Asylum Adjudication and Identity as a Muslim: Much has been written about perceptions 

of Islam in America.21 The majority of qualitative research agrees that “the old Orientalist 

discourse” (i.e., perceptions of the Middle East and Arabs as exotic, different, and dangerous 

compared with Western culture) informs opinions of Muslims in both popular culture and in the 

legal space (Marandi and Tari 2012; see also Walther 2015). There are two central stereotypes of 

Muslims in America: their representation as “barbaric and uncivilized terrorists” or, in the case of 

Muslim women, as “veiled, secluded, and oppressed women” (Zine 2002). These perceptions are 

well-documented as they relate to public policy, including how Muslim women are often “collated 

together” and judged based on “religious affiliation alone” (Rashid 2013).  

 Far less has been written about the relationship of Islam to asylum claims. Much of the 

qualitative research suggests that refugee laws and norms are informed by stereotypes about Islam 

(Akram 2000). These authors suggest that regional and religious identities have become 

intertwined and often gendered in the asylum process, exposing them to vulnerabilities in legal 

status and social standing (Fiddian-Qasmiyeh 2010). Musalo highlights how stereotypes about 

Muslim cultures can detrimentally affect a Muslim woman’s chances of receiving asylum (Musalo 

2002). The literature is not unified on this point; Gordon contends that “American [asylum 

jurisprudence] has not been influenced by an event like the World Trade Center Bombings” 

(Gordon 2010). Gordon falls into the minority opinion; other research suggests a “revival of 

                                                 
21 For an excellent historical overview of American attitudes towards Muslims, see Walther 2015. Much of my 

theorized relationship of asylum applicant religion and asylum outcomes is informed by Dr. Walther’s work.  
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Orientalist constructions of Islam as one of the by-products of the 9/11 tragedy” (Zine 2002). 

Likewise, Kaprowski finds that “U.S. immigration courts perpetuate a monolithic image of Islam 

that is generally fanatical, foreign, and intolerant,” suggesting that this perception negatively 

affects asylum applicants (Kaprowski 2011). 

 Similar to this qualitative research, quantitative work has not found a consensus 

relationship between asylum and religion. Schoenholtz and colleagues identified that late Muslim 

and Sikh applicants were more likely to be denied asylum on the merits of their late application 

than asylum seekers of other religions.22 But the authors of the study also found that religion and 

region of origin were strongly correlated; much of the disproportionately large denial rate for 

Muslim applicants related to their sub-Saharan African country of origin (Schoenholtz et al. 2014). 

Interestingly, the work on asylum and religion suggests that this relationship may vary based on 

applicant gender.  

 Asylum Adjudication, Gender, and Religion: Each of the previous sections discussed an 

aspect of asylum adjudication that may relate to asylum decisions. The literature is largely unified 

in suggesting that there are disparities in asylum grant rates between adjudicators, such as asylum 

officers and immigration judges. More narrowly, several prominent studies have found that asylum 

officer characteristics (including gender) and asylum applicant characteristics (including gender 

and Muslim religion) may relate to asylum. Reinforcing this point, the Government Accountability 

Office reports “certain case and judge-related factors are associated with variation in the outcomes 

of asylum applications.” The report indicates that characteristics including adjudicator gender, 

legal representation, and judicial experience all relate to asylum outcomes (GAO 2016). While it 

                                                 
22 Asylum applicants are considered “late” if they file for asylum more than one year after they have been in the United 

States. 
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is useful to study each of these characteristics in isolation, my research is concerned with how 

these factors interact to collectively relate to asylum outcomes.  

 Much of the literature on Muslim migrants suggests that female Muslim asylum applicants 

are perceived differently from male Muslim asylum applicants. For example, Akram argues that 

gender and religion are inextricably linked because Western stereotypes about Islam are 

fundamentally gendered (Akram 2000). Similarly, Visweswaran suggests that Islam is 

“universally” seen as bad for women (Visweswaran 2004). Drawing from critical race theory, these 

findings may fall into what Crenshaw labels “intersectionality,” where perceptions of one’s 

identity by government authorities is dependent on each of their identities, including gender and 

race. Crenshaw highlights the difficulty in separating factors that affect asylum claims based on 

female circumcision, forced marriage, honor killings, and domestic violence without considering 

both Islam and gender. This intersectionality, argues Crenshaw, contributes to unique courtroom 

dynamics that may be to the detriment of women with multiple identities (Crenshaw 2003). 

Analysis of major U.S. immigration cases, such as Ramadan v. Gonzales and Kane v. Gonzales 

supports the application of intersectionality to asylum, suggesting that “judicial opinions 

concerning Muslim parties often rely on and reinforce popular stereotypes” (Koprowski 2011).   

 Schoenholtz and colleagues did not statistically test the interconnectedness of applicant 

gender, religion, and asylum officer background. Yet they did find that among different religions, 

grant rates varied based gender of an asylum applicant. While most religions did not appear to 

have a large “gender gap” in their grant rates, Muslim female applicants were significantly more 

likely to be granted asylum than Muslim male applicants in the study (Schoenholtz et al. 2014). 

As mentioned previously, much of this gap is affiliated with an asylum applicant’s country of 

origin. In this study, there was a much smaller gender gap among Muslim asylum applicants from 
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the Middle East and North Africa, with the majority of the gap originating from asylum applicants 

from Muslims in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa. For example, Schoenholtz and colleagues 

found that Muslim female asylum-seekers from South Asia were granted asylum at a rate of 60 

percent, whereas Muslim male asylum-seekers from the same region only received asylum at a 42 

percent rate (Schoenholtz et al. 2014). 

            The authors interviewed asylum officers to try to understand this gap, as the quantitative 

results did not lend themselves to understanding the presence of a gender-religion gap in the 

asylum data. Schoenholtz and colleagues hypothesize that gender-based violence is a critical factor 

in why Muslim women are granted asylum more often than Muslim men. Yet they also found 

qualitative evidence that asylum officer opinions could be partially responsible for this 

discrepancy. One asylum officer said, “[the gender gap between Muslims] may be a perception on 

the part of asylum officers. . . that women in Muslim families have much less independence and 

freedom to decide than in Christian countries.” Other offices agreed, suggesting that asylum 

officers hold a perception of women from Muslim countries that “[has] to do with honor killings 

and more restrictive conditions for women being more prevalent in Muslim countries.” Other 

officers thought that the gap emerged from perceptions of male Muslim applicants: “In these 

[Muslim] countries, military service is almost obligatory [for men]” (Schoenholtz et al. 2014). 

Asylum officers also suggested that in-person interactions between asylum applicants and asylum 

officers could affect asylum decisions. For example, one asylum officer that was interviewed said: 

“One of the things that we see day in and day out with female 

applicants is that they much more often cry in our offices. Women 

claim rape . . . and they burst into tears and I think that affects the 

emotions of adjudicators sometimes. I know this may not sound like 

a good basis but demeanor and behavior in the course of the 

interview have some influence on the person on the other side of the 

desk.” (Schoenholtz et al. 2014) 
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Thus, qualitative and quantitative research on relevant individual characteristics indicate 

their importance to asylum outcomes. These characteristics include demographic qualities such as 

asylum officer gender and asylum applicant gender and religion. The literature review highlighted 

how these characteristics interact in unique ways to relate to asylum decisions. This discussion 

lays the groundwork for the way in which my research will add value to the larger body of work 

on asylum adjudication.  

 Original Contribution to Existing Literature: My research project is designed to further the 

body of knowledge on the relationship between asylum decisions, asylum officer gender, applicant 

gender, and an applicant’s identity as a Muslim. As has been previously discussed, the literature 

is robust on qualitative reports and analyses of asylum law and policy, but short on quantitative 

research. The major asylum research projects have explored each of these factors (officer gender, 

applicant gender, and applicant religion) individually, but the intersection of these characteristics 

with asylum decisions is still an emerging research area.  

 This study builds on the existing literature to help policymakers and the humanitarian and 

legal communities better understand how religion and gender may collectively relate to asylum 

decisions. At a time when antagonistic rhetoric towards Syrian refugees and Central American 

migrants has led to sharper scrutiny and controversial executive orders relating to refugee and 

asylum policies, it is relevant to focus research on how gender and religion affect asylum 

adjudication.  

  I hypothesize that shared gender identity between asylum applicants and asylum 

adjudicants correlates with the probability that asylum is granted. In other words, I predict that 

asylum is more or less likely to be granted when there is applicant-adjudicant gender matching 

(i.e., gender matching is a significant determinant of asylum outcomes). Further, I propose that the 
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relationship of gender matching and asylum probability changes based on whether an applicant is 

Muslim. Specifically, I hypothesize the following: 

1) In general, shared gender identity between asylum applicants and asylum officers relates 

to the probability that an applicant is granted asylum; 

2) When an asylum applicant identifies as a Muslim, shared gender identity between female 

applicants and officers positively relates to the probability that she will receive asylum (i.e., 

Muslim female asylum applicants are more likely to be granted asylum when they have a 

female asylum officer), while shared gender identity between male applicants and officers 

negatively relates to the probability that he will receive asylum (i.e., Muslim male asylum 

applicants are less likely to be granted asylum when they have a male asylum officer). 

As previously discussed, these areas of asylum adjudication hold significance for the impartiality 

of asylum decision and would have a real-world impact on asylum applicants. Now that I have 

reviewed my research’s policy relevance and original contribution to the field, I will turn to my 

theoretical model in the following section, which will be followed by a detailed discussion of my 

empirical model.  
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THEORETICAL MODEL 

 

To assess my hypothesis, I use the following theoretical model to provide a framework for 

the analysis that follows: 

Asylum = ƒ(AA, AS, AO, ε )                (1) 

Where: Asylum represents the probability that an asylum-seeker is granted asylum, AA 

represents characteristics inherent to the asylum application (e.g., evidence of well-founded fear 

of persecution), AS represents characteristics of the asylum-seeker (e.g., country of origin), AO 

represents characteristics of the asylum officer (e.g., years of experience), and ε represents random 

error.  

This theoretical model is drawn from the literature outlined in the previous section. Leading 

quantitative and qualitative work suggest that asylum officer characteristics and asylum applicant 

characteristics correlate with the probability of receiving asylum. While the literature varies 

concerning which characteristics are significant and the direction of their relationship with asylum, 

they should still be captured by the theoretical model. Similarly, the strength of the asylum case is 

important to include in the theoretical model, as an applicant’s credibility should be the most 

important determinant in their likelihood of receiving asylum.23 

It is important to note that my data controlling for AA are quite limited. While certain 

asylum application data are available, such as the year in which an individual applies for asylum, 

there are no publicly accessible data that capture the strength of an asylum application. 

Theoretically, an asylum-seeker’s well-founded fear of persecution should be the single most 

important determinant of whether an asylum seeker is granted asylum. Consequently, the lack of 

                                                 
23 It is worth noting that there are no external constraints on asylum decisions—the asylum office is not limited to a 

particular quota of asylum grants in a given year in the way that there exists a target for refugee resettlement. 
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data in this area could represent a challenge to the empirical analysis. However, there is no reason 

to believe that there are systematic differences in the strength of asylum applications that are not 

captured by other terms in the model. This analysis will assume that the “content-based” 

characteristics of an asylum application are randomly distributed among all asylum applications 

except as they are inherent to demographic characteristics captured by AS.  

Another important qualification is that this theoretical model is not drawn from a singular 

theory or model. It is instead drawn from my understanding of the characteristics that affect asylum 

outcomes, as informed by the literature outlined in the previous section. By capturing all potential 

factors that relate to both asylum outcomes and the independent variables of interest, the 

conceptual model can reasonably claim to model a causal relationship (or, at the minimum, avoid 

omitted variable bias), though I will not make causal claims when I interpret my empirical model.24 

The ensuing section will outline and discuss the empirical model and data, which is the real-world 

data realization of the theoretical model established in this section. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
24 I will explain why I will not make causal claims in my interpretation on page 31. 
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EMPIRICAL MODEL 

 

I will use three models for my analysis, each of which is a Linear Probability Model (LPM). 

The linear regression will help the reader understand and interpret the magnitude of the estimates. 

Models 2 and 3 include additional control variables. The definition of each variable is listed 

immediately after these models for the reader’s convenience:   

ASYLUM = β0 + β1FEMALEAA + β2FEMALEAO + β3GENDERSYNCFEMALE + β4MUSLIM 

+ β5MUSLIMFEMALEAAAO + β6CY2007 + β7CY2008 + β8CY2009 +  β9REGOFFICECHICAGO + 

β10REGOFFICEMIAMI + β11REGOFFICESANFRANCISCO +  β12REGOFFICEARLINGTON + 

β13REGOFFICENEWYORKCITY + β14REGOFFICELOSANGELES + β15REGOFFICENEWARK + 

β16INSPECTEDENTRY + β17REPRESENTATION + β18DEPENDENTSAA + β19CHRISTIAN + 

β20CATHOLIC + β21BUDDHIST + β22AOCASES + β23ASIANRACEAO + β24BLACKRACEAO + 

β25HISPANICRACEAO + β26WHITERACEAO + β27DEPENDENTSAO + β28MIDLEVEL + 

β29SENIORLEVEL + β30EDUCBA + β31EDUCGRAD + β32MILITARY + β33GOVEXP + 

β34AOEXPERYEARS + β35AGEEOD + β36DEPENDENTSAAAO + β37AGEATFILING + 

β38SIGIPREDICTED + β39GDPPERCAPITA + β40REGIONAFRICA + β41REGIONAMERICAS + 

β42REGIONASIA + β43REGIONEUROPE + β44REGIONOCEANIA + β45AOSTATE + µ         (2) 

 

ASYLUM = β0 + β1FEMALEAA + β2FEMALEAO + β3GENDERSYNCFEMALE + β4MUSLIM 

+ β5MUSLIMFEMALEAAAO + β6CY2007 + β7CY2008 + β8CY2009 +  β9REGOFFICECHICAGO + 

β10REGOFFICEMIAMI + β11REGOFFICESANFRANCISCO +  β12REGOFFICEARLINGTON + 

β13REGOFFICENEWYORKCITY + β14REGOFFICELOSANGELES + β15REGOFFICENEWARK + 

β16INSPECTEDENTRY + β17REPRESENTATION + β18DEPENDENTSAA + β19CHRISTIAN + 

β20CATHOLIC + β21BUDDHIST + β22AOCASES + β23ASIANRACEAO + β24BLACKRACEAO + 

β25HISPANICRACEAO + β26WHITERACEAO + β27DEPENDENTSAO + β28MIDLEVEL + 

β29SENIORLEVEL + β30EDUCBA + β31EDUCGRAD + β32MILITARY + β33GOVEXP + 

β34AOEXPERYEARS + β35AGEEOD + β36DEPENDENTSAAAO + β37AGEATFILING + 

β38SIGIPREDICTED + β39GDPPERCAPITA + β40REGIONAFRICA + β41REGIONAMERICAS + 

β42REGIONASIA + β43REGIONEUROPE + β44REGIONOCEANIA + β45AOSTATE + β46AACOUNTRY 

+ µ                     (3) 

 

ASYLUM = β0 + β1FEMALEAA + β2FEMALEAO + β3GENDERSYNCFEMALE + β4MUSLIM 

+ β5MUSLIMFEMALEAAAO + β6CY2007 + β7CY2008 + β8CY2009 +  β9REGOFFICECHICAGO + 

β10REGOFFICEMIAMI + β11REGOFFICESANFRANCISCO +  β12REGOFFICEARLINGTON + 

β13REGOFFICENEWYORKCITY + β14REGOFFICELOSANGELES + β15REGOFFICENEWARK + 

β16INSPECTEDENTRY + β17REPRESENTATION + β18DEPENDENTSAA + β19CHRISTIAN + 

β20CATHOLIC + β21BUDDHIST + β22AOCASES + β23ASIANRACEAO + β24BLACKRACEAO + 

β25HISPANICRACEAO + β26WHITERACEAO + β27DEPENDENTSAO + β28MIDLEVEL + 

β29SENIORLEVEL + β30EDUCBA + β31EDUCGRAD + β32MILITARY + β33GOVEXP + 

β34AOEXPERYEARS + β35AGEEOD + β36DEPENDENTSAAAO + β37AGEATFILING + 

β38SIGIPREDICTED + β39GDPPERCAPITA + β40REGIONAFRICA + β41REGIONAMERICAS + 

β42REGIONASIA + β43REGIONEUROPE + β44REGIONOCEANIA + β45AOSTATE + β46AACOUNTRY 

+ β47ETHNICARMENIA + β48ETHNICCHINA + β49ETHNICRUSSIA + β50ETHNICTIBET + 

β51DIVORCESEPAO + β52MARRIEDAO + β53SINGLEAO +µ             (4) 
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ASYLUM: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant is granted asylum. 

FEMALEAA: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant is female. 

FEMALEAO: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer is female. 

GENDERSYNCFEMALE: Interaction term between FEMALEAA and FEMALEAO; in other 

words, an indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant and asylum officer are both 

female. 

MUSLIM: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant is a Muslim.  

MUSLIMFEMALEAAAO: Interaction term between FEMALEAA, FEMALEAO, and 

MUSLIM; in other words, an indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant and asylum 

officer are both female and an asylum applicant is a Muslim. 

CY2007: Indicator variable equal to 1 for asylum cases adjudicated in 2007. 

CY2008: Indicator variable equal to 1 for asylum cases adjudicated in 2008. 

CY2009: Indicator variable equal to 1 for asylum cases adjudicated in 2009. 

REGOFFICECHICAGO: Indicator variable equal to 1 for asylum cases adjudicated in the 

Chicago regional asylum office. 

REGOFFICEMIAMI: Indicator variable equal to 1 for asylum cases adjudicated in the Miami 

regional asylum office. 

REGOFFICESANFRANCISCO: Indicator variable equal to 1 for asylum cases adjudicated in 

the San Francisco regional asylum office. 

REGOFFICEARLINGTON: Indicator variable equal to 1 for asylum cases adjudicated in the 

Arlington, VA regional asylum office (covers the broader DC area). 

REGOFFICENEWYORKCITY: Indicator variable equal to 1 for asylum cases adjudicated in 

the New York City regional asylum office. 

REGOFFICELOSANGELES: Indicator variable equal to 1 for asylum cases adjudicated in the 

Los Angeles regional asylum office. 

REGOFFICENEWARK: Indicator variable equal to 1 for asylum cases adjudicated in the 

Newark regional asylum office. 

INSPECTEDENTRY: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant was inspected 

upon entry into the country (i.e., entered the country legally). 

REPRESENTATION: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant had legal 

representation for at least some part of asylum proceedings or the application process. 

DEPENDENTSAA: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant has dependent 

children. 

CHRISTIAN: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant’s religion is Christian. 

CATHOLIC: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant’s religion is Catholic. 

BUDDHIST: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant’s religion is Buddhist. 

AOCASES: The number of asylum cases an asylum officer has in the data used in the analysis; in 

other words, the frequency with which an officer appears in the dataset. 

ASIANRACEAO: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer is Asian. 

BLACKRACEAO: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer is black. 

HISPANICRACEAO: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer is Hispanic. 

WHITERACEAO: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer is white. 

DEPENDENTSAO: The number of children an asylum officer has. 

MIDLEVEL: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer is pay grade is GS-11 or GS-

12. 
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SENIORLEVEL: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer is pay grade is GS-13 or 

higher. 

EDUCBA: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer’s highest educational attainment 

is an undergraduate degree. 

EDUCGRAD: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer’s highest educational 

attainment is a graduate degree. 

MILITARY: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer has previously served in the 

military. 

GOVEXP: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer has previously worked in the 

federal government. 

AOEXPERYEARS: The number of years of experience an individual has worked as an asylum 

officer relative to the date a particular case was adjudicated. 

AGEEOD: Asylum officer age at time of data collection. 

DEPENDENTSAAAO: Interaction term set equal to 1 when an asylum applicant and asylum 

officer both have dependent children. 

AGEATFILING: Age of asylum applicant at the time of application.  

SIGIPREDICTED: Predicted level of gender equality, based on SIGI data; higher values relate 

to lower gender equality. 

GDPPERCAPITA: GDP per capita of an asylum applicant’s country in their asylum case year. 

REGIONAFRICA: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant is from Africa. 

REGIONAMERICAS: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant is from the 

Americas. 

REGIONASIA: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant is from Asia. 

REGIONEUROPE: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant is from Europe. 

REGIONOCEANIA: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant is from Oceania. 

AOSTATE: Factor variable where each value corresponds to an asylum officer’s state (including 

US territories); in practice, serves as a series of indicator variables set equal to 1 for a particular 

asylum officer’s state (e.g. MA is set equal to 1 when an asylum applicant is from Massachusetts). 

AACOUNTRY: Factor variable where each value corresponds to an asylum applicant’s country; 

in practice, serves as a series of indicator variables set equal to 1 for a particular asylum applicant’s 

country (e.g. CHINA is set equal to 1 when an asylum applicant is from China).  

ETHNICARMENIA: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant’s ethnicity is 

Armenian. 

ETHNICCHINA: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant’s ethnicity is Chinese. 

ETHNICRUSSIA: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant’s ethnicity is Russian. 

ETHNICTIBET: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum applicant’s ethnicity is Tibetan. 

DIVORCESEPAO: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer is divorced or separated. 

MARRIEDAO: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer is married. 

SINGLEAO: Indicator variable equal to 1 when an asylum officer is single. 
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In keeping with my hypothesis presented prior to the Theoretical Model section, my null 

and alternative hypotheses can be noted as follows: 

Hypothesis 1: In general, shared gender identity between asylum applicants and asylum officers 

relates to the probability that an applicant is granted asylum. 

H0: β3 = 0                          (5) 

H1: β3 ≠ 0                          (6) 

Hypothesis 2: When an asylum applicant identifies as a Muslim, shared gender identity between 

female applicants and officers positively relates to the probability that she will receive asylum, 

while shared gender identity between male applicants and officers negatively relates to the 

probability that he will receive asylum.25 

H0: β5 = 0                          (7) 

H1: β5 > 1                          (8) 

In these models, the dependent variable, ASYLUM, represents the probability that an 

asylum applicant will be granted asylum by an asylum officer. ASYLUM is a binary variable, 

where a value of one indicates that an applicant was granted asylum. This model excludes Mexican 

nationals, cases before July 1, 2006, cases closed for administrative reasons including the one-year 

filing deadline, and excluding coding errors in the DHS data. These restrictions are explained in 

more depth in the ensuing data description.  

                                                 
25 Given that my model is constructed in terms of female gender, with male being the baseline category, I will 

present alternative regressions using male coefficients and interactions in Appendix C. Both models provide the 

same information, as gender is defined as a binary term (female OR male) in my analysis. Thus, regardless of 

whether the model includes only male indicator variables or only female indicator variables, it will be possible to 

construct the overall relationship of the different gender terms on asylum outcomes. In the alternative regressions 

that use male gender terms, the null and alternative hypothesis for Hypothesis 1 would be the same as noted in this 

section; for Hypothesis 2, it would be as follows, where β5 represents the coefficient for MUSLIMMALEAAAO: 

H0: β5 = 0                    

H1: β5 < 1                    
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The primary independent variables of interest are gender and religion indicator variables 

and interaction terms: FEMALEAA, FEMALEAO, GENDERSYNCFEMALE, MUSLIM, and 

MUSLIMFEMALEAA. FEMALEAA is an indicator variable that is equal to one for asylum 

applicants that reported their gender as female in their asylum application. I hypothesize that 

FEMALEAA is strongly and positively correlated with ASYLUM, suggesting that female asylum 

applicants have a higher probability of receiving asylum than male applicants, holding constant 

the control variables in the model. FEMALEAO is an indicator variable that is equal to one for 

asylum cases adjudicated by female asylum officers. I predict that this variable is weakly and 

positively correlated with ASYLUM, implying that female asylum officers are slightly more likely 

to grant asylum than male asylum officers.  

It is important to note that asylum officers are almost always randomly assigned to cases. 

The USCIS manual “calls for strictly random assignment of cases to officers” (Schoenholtz et al. 

2014). The presence of random assignment of asylum officers to asylum cases gives a degree of 

confidence in interpreting the coefficient for FEMALEAO in a causal manner, as randomness 

suggests that there are no systematic differences between asylum cases reviewed by female officers 

and asylum cases reviewed by male officers. However, I will refrain from using causal language 

in my interpretation for two reasons. First, there are some exceptions to random assignment, 

including when asylum officers temporarily work in cities away from their regional asylum office. 

The decision to work in other cities—called “riding circuit”—is largely volunteer-based 

(Schoenholtz et al. 2014). If the propensity to travel to work in other cities is related to asylum 

officer gender, it could introduce systematic differences in asylum officer caseloads. Second, as 

the section on data limitations explains, I have several other concerns about omitted variables, 

some of which could be correlated with both asylum officer gender and asylum outcomes.   
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The interaction term of primary interest in my model is GENDERSYNCFEMALE, which 

is equal to one when both an asylum applicant and her adjudicating officer are female. This 

interaction term will capture any relationship of shared female gender identity on ASYLUM that 

is not included in the individual gender variables described above. I hypothesize that 

GENDERSYNCFEMALE is weakly and positively related to ASYLUM, which would suggest 

that shared female gender identity between asylum adjudicator and applicant improves the chances 

that asylum will be granted, holding constant the other factors in the model. Of all independent 

variables in the analysis, GENDERSYNCFEMALE is one of the most important because it 

assesses a characteristic that has never before been assessed in a major quantitative analysis of 

asylum data: the relationship of shared gender identity on asylum outcomes. One natural limitation 

of the research question is that the empirical model needs to include several variables that relate 

to gender in one manner or another. By including multiple gender terms in my empirical model, I 

predict that there will be a good deal of collinearity in my model that simply cannot be avoided. 

One potential adverse impact of the collinearity between these gender terms is that it could reduce 

the statistical significance of each independent variable of interest in my model.  

The model also includes two independent variables to capture the relationship between an 

asylum applicant’s identity as a Muslim and his or her probability of receiving asylum, qualified 

through gender. First, the variable MUSLIM is an indicator variable equal to one when an applicant 

has indicated that they are Muslim, Sunni, or Shia. I predict that this variable will be statistically 

significant, negatively associated with ASYLUM, and small in magnitude. The reason that I 

believe that this variable will be small in magnitude is because I hypothesize that the relationship 

between MUSLIM and ASYLUM is moderated by an applicant’s gender. Consequently, I include 

another independent variable, MUSLIMFEMALEAAAO, to capture the interaction between an 
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applicant’s Muslim religion, her female gender, and the female gender of her asylum officer. I 

predict that this term will be statistically significant, positively associated with ASYLUM, and 

small in magnitude. These terms convey my prediction of how Muslim religion relates to the 

probability of being granted asylum: I predict that male Muslim applicants are less likely to be 

granted asylum, while female applicants are more likely to be granted asylum, particularly when 

the adjudicating officer is female.  As noted in the previous paragraph, I would also expect a degree 

of collinearity between the terms that include Muslim affiliation, which could reduce the statistical 

significance of each term. 

In addition to my primary independent variables of interest and in keeping with the 

theoretical model, I will include three groups of control variables: Asylum Application 

Characteristics, Asylum-Seeker Characteristics, and Asylum Officer Characteristics. 

Asylum Application Characteristics: CY2006, CY2007, CY2008, and CY2009 are 

indicator variables that are equal one if the asylum case was adjudicated in FY06, FY07, FY08, or 

FY09 respectively. Including these control variables in the analysis will control for annual trends 

in asylum application numbers and grant rates. I predict that these coefficients will be statistically 

significant as related to ASYLUM, but their signs and magnitude will vary. CY2006 is the base 

year of my analysis. In keeping with annual asylum grant rates figures, I expect the coefficient for 

CY2007 to have a small magnitude and be negatively related to ASYLUM, CY2008 to have a very 

small magnitude and either slightly positive or negative sign related to ASYLUM,26 and CY2009 

to have a moderate magnitude and positively relate to ASYLUM (Schoenholtz et al 2014). 

                                                 
26 FY2008 had a similar asylum grant rate to 2006, so it is likely that this coefficient will have a very small magnitude 

and could either be positive or negative. 
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Another set of control variables in my model are indicator variables for the regional asylum 

offices. In keeping with the literature, the location at which an asylum-seeker submits his or her 

application in America relates to his or her probability of receiving asylum. There are eight 

regional asylum offices where asylum seekers can submit affirmative asylum applications. Seven 

of the eight regional asylum offices will be included in the analysis (with the eighth office, 

Houston, omitted due to perfect collinearity). REGOFFICECHICAGO, REGOFFICEMIAMI, 

REGOFFICESANFRANCISCO, REGOFFICEARLINGTON, REGOFFICENEWYORKCITY, 

REGOFFICELOSANGELES, and REGOFFICENEWARK are indicator variables equal to one if 

the asylum application was adjudicated in Chicago, Miami, San Francisco, Arlington (VA), New 

York City, Los Angeles, or Newark, respectively. I predict these coefficients to vary tremendously 

in their statistical significance, sign, and magnitude. The literature is clear that regional asylum 

offices have extraordinary variation in their asylum grant rate, and so it is important to include 

them in the model to capture any relationship between gender synchrony and asylum that varies 

among regional offices.  

Asylum-Seeker Characteristics: Asylum applicant characteristics, such as immigration 

status and the presence of legal representation during asylum proceedings, could reasonably be 

correlated with both asylum outcomes as well as applicant gender (e.g. perhaps women are less 

likely to enter the country without authorization or more likely to apply for asylum with a lawyer). 

Consequently, the model controls for a variety of asylum-seeker characteristics. 

INSPECTEDENTRY is an indicator variable equal to one when an asylum applicant entered the 

country using an authorized visa. Unauthorized migrants or migrants that entered the country 

without inspection are coded as zero. I expect INSPECTEDENTRY will be statistically 

significant, positively associated with ASYLUM, and relatively large in magnitude. Similarly, 
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REPRESENTATION is an indicator variable set equal to one when an asylum applicant was 

accompanied by a lawyer or legal representative. This variable does not offer nuance into the level 

of legal representation—it is equal to one for asylum-seekers who have a lawyer who speaks on 

their behalf as well as for applicants who are simply accompanied by a representative. Nonetheless, 

I predict that REPRESENTATION will be statistically significant, positively correlated with 

ASYLUM, and somewhat large in magnitude. 

My model also controls for an asylum applicant’s age, family size, and ethnicity, as each 

of these factors may relate to ASYLUM and gender. DEPENDENTSAA is an indicator variable 

that is equal to one if an asylum applicant has children. I predict that having children is positively 

associated with ASYLUM, statistically significant, and small in magnitude. I also include control 

variables for an asylum applicants age. AGEATFILING is a continuous variable that represents 

an asylum applicant’s age in years (from 4 to 88) on the date that he or she filed for asylum. I 

predict that this variable will be statistically significant, positive, and small in magnitude.  

While MUSLIM is the primary religion variable of interest in my analysis, I also control 

for the three other largest religious groups present in the asylum cases. CHRISTIAN, CATHOLIC, 

and BUDDHIST are indicator variables equal to one if an asylum applicant identifies their religion 

as Christian, Catholic, or Buddhist respectively. I predict that CHRISTIAN, CATHOLIC, and 

BUDDHIST will be positively associated with ASYLUM, small in magnitude, and statistically 

significant.27  

The model captures the nationality and region of origin of each asylum applicant in two 

different ways. First, each model includes a series of indicator variables that represent the 

                                                 
27 While I do not have data on the religion of asylum officers, a fascinating follow-up study could examine the role of 

religious synchrony (i.e. “Are Christian asylum officers more likely to admit Christian asylum applicants?”) 
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geographic region of origin. As they are clearly labeled, REGIONAFRICA represents asylum 

applicants from an African country, REGIONAMERICAS represents asylum applicants from an country 

in North or South America, REGIONASIA represents asylum applicants from an Asian country, 

REGIONEUROPE represents asylum applicants from a European country, and REGIONOCEANIA 

represents asylum applicants from a country in Oceania. I predict these variables will strongly correlate 

with ASYLUM, though they will vary in their sign and magnitude as they capture different characteristics 

intrinsic to different regions. Model 2 and Model 3 also include a larger set of indicator variables, 

summarized in the empirical model as AACOUNTRY.28 I predict that country of origin generally will 

be strongly associated with ASYLUM, as this variable captures a variety of relevant information 

including country conditions, levels of violence, and economic status, each of which could be 

related to the probability of receiving asylum and gender. 

There are two final asylum applicant characteristics that the model accounts for that relate 

to (but are not the same as) country of origin. I control for gender equality through the variable 

SIGIPREDICTED, coded on the OECD’s Social Institutions and Gender Index (SIGI) and 

explained in the following section. I predict that SIGIPREDICTED will be positively related to 

ASYLUM; in other words, the less gender equality that a country has, the more likely the 

probability of asylum becomes.29 I also control for a country’s economic conditions through the 

variable GDPPERCAPITA (described in more depth below). I predict that GDPPERCAPITA is 

positively associated with ASYLUM, statistically significant, and small in magnitude. This 

prediction might appear counterintuitive upon first glance; after all, it seems reasonable to suggest 

                                                 
28 Specifically, as a categorical variable, AACOUNTRY is coded in alphabetical order, where 1= Afghanistan, 

2=Albania, 3=Algeria, etc. In the model itself, this variable is included using the i.AACOUNTRY option in order to 

“dummy out” the variable (i.e., making it a series of indicator variables) 
29 The variable is coded such that higher values of the term SIGIPREDICTED represent lower levels of gender 

equality. 
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that asylum applicants from countries that are worse-off economically would be more likely to 

receive sympathy during the asylum process. However, I believe that the GDPPERCAPITA term 

also serves as a proxy for characteristics that I do not have data for, such as cultural similarity with 

America. If an asylum applicant is from a richer country, perhaps she or he is more familiar with 

the American legal system or cultural norms in a way that would benefit him or her during the 

asylum process. Consequently, I anticipate that GDPPERCAPITA will be positively correlated 

with ASYLUM.  

In Model 3, I also include a set of control variables for ethnicities that have large 

populations present in my data. Specifically, ETHNICARMENIA, ETHNICCHINA, 

ETHNICRUSSIA, and ETHNICTIBET are indicator variables equal to one if an asylum applicant 

identified his or her ethnicity as Armenian, Chinese, Russian, or Tibetan respectively. These are 

the four largest ethnic groups reported in the data, and are useful to include in the model if different 

ethnic groups experience different patterns of asylum based on gender. I predict that each of these 

groups will be weakly and positively associated with ASYLUM because large ethnic groups are 

likely applying for asylum in America for specific humanitarian reasons. For example, ethnic 

Chinese applicants may be more likely to be granted asylum because they have a well-founded 

fear of persecution based on their political opposition to the one-child policy. I predict that the 

relationship between these indicator variables and ASYLUM will be small in magnitude, and I 

excluded these variables from Models 1 and 2, because I believe these terms are going to be fairly 

collinear with my country indicator variables, and consequently will not add much to the base 

model. 

Asylum Officer Characteristics: The model also controls for asylum officer characteristics 

that could be related to both ASYLUM and the independent variables of interest. First, AOCASES 
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is a continuous variable equal to the number of cases that a particular asylum officer has in the 

dataset. This variable serves two purposes: it allows for sensitivity testing to ensure that no one 

asylum officer skews the results based on overrepresentation in the data, and it also serves as one 

measure of asylum officer professional experience. I predict that AOCASES is positively related 

to ASYLUM, small in magnitude, and statistically significant.  

Next, I control for asylum officer race using the indicator variables ASIANRACEAO, 

BLACKRACEAO, HISPANICRACEAO, and WHITERACEAO. These variables are equal to 

one if the adjudicating officer’s race is Asian, black, Hispanic, or white, respectively. I include 

these variables in my model because it is plausible that an asylum officer’s race is associated with 

their probability of granting asylum based on gender. However, I predict that these variables will 

not be statistically significant.  

I control for an asylum officer’s number of children through the continuous variable 

DEPENDENTSAO. I predict that this variable will be positively associated with ASYLUM, low 

in magnitude, and statistically significant. Given that I included a variable capturing dependents 

for both asylum officers and asylum applicants, I also included an interaction term, 

DEPENDENTSAAAO, which is equal to one when both the asylum officer and asylum applicant 

have at least one dependent.30 I predict that DEPENDENTSAAAO is statistically significant, 

positively associated with ASYLUM, and small in magnitude. As with asylum applicants, I include 

an age indicator variable for asylum officers, AGEEOD. This variable was collected during an 

asylum officer’s training at the Federal Law Enforcement Training Center; consequently, it should 

not be viewed as a precise measure of an officer’s age, but rather as an approximation for age. I 

                                                 
30 This interaction term is not continuous, like DEPENDENTSAO, but rather is an interaction of indicator variables. 
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predict that AGEEOD will be negatively associated with ASYLUM and will be statistically 

significant. 

As with the variable AOCASES, I control for several measures approximating an asylum 

officer’s experience. First, I include the control variables MIDLEVEL and SENIORLEVEL. 

MIDLEVEL is an indicator variable equal to one if an asylum officer’s pay grade is GS-11 or GS-

12. SENIORLEVEL is an indicator variable equal to one if an asylum officer’s pay grade is GS-

13 or above. Again, this information was collected only at one time and clearly could change over 

time, so it should be viewed more as an approximation of pay grade and experience than as a 

definitive measure of an asylum officer’s experience. Given that asylum officers with a GS grade 

of less than 11 are the baseline category, I predict that MIDLEVEL and SENIORLEVEL will be 

positively associated with ASYLUM, though I believe that SENIORLEVEL will be a greater 

magnitude than MIDLEVEL. Both terms are predicted to be statistically significant. GOVEXP is 

a similar control variable included in the model. GOVEXP is an indicator variable equal to one if 

the adjudicating officer worked in the federal government before becoming an asylum officer. This 

variable will likely be positively associated with ASYLUM, small in magnitude, and statistically 

significant. Similarly, I include the variable MILITARY, which is an indicator term equal to one 

when an asylum officer previously served in the U.S. armed services. I predict that this variable is 

negatively associated with ASYLUM, statistically significant, and large in magnitude.31 I also 

include a more specific measure of experience: AOEXPERYEARS. This term is a continuous 

variable that equals the number of years between when a specific asylum case was adjudicated and 

the date that an asylum officer began working. Unlike the other experience terms, which are 

                                                 
31 This prediction is based on the assumption that members of the U.S. military are disproportionately conservative 

relative to the population as a whole; they may be less inclined to grant asylum, particularly if they have had negative 

experiences fighting overseas.  



40 

constant across time for each asylum officer, AOEXPERYEARS varies from case to case. I predict 

that AOEXPERYEARS will be positively associated with ASYLUM, small in magnitude, and 

statistically significant. 

 I include two variables in the model to control for an asylum officer’s education.32 

EDUCBA and EDUCGRAD are indicator variables equal to one if an asylum officer’s highest 

level of education attained upon completing their federal asylum training was a four-year college 

degree (EDUCBA) or a post-college degree such as a JD or MA (EDUCGRAD). Given that the 

baseline category for my analysis are asylum officers that did not have an undergraduate degree, I 

predict that EDUCBA and EDUCGRAD will be statistically significant and positively associated 

with ASYLUM. I believe that the coefficient for EDUCGRAD will have a greater magnitude than 

EDUCBA.  

 I also include a set of control variables designed to capture remaining correlation between 

characteristics of asylum officers that could relate to their probability of granting asylum but are 

difficult to quantify. Specifically, I include a factor variable, AOSTATE, that represents an asylum 

officer’s state of birth. This variable can also be viewed as an approximate substitute for an asylum 

officer’s culture, or political views. I predict that an asylum officer’s state of birth will generally 

be statistically significant and small in magnitude. Given that some states have just one or two 

officers, the state indicator variables also serve (in some cases) as de facto unique identifier 

variables. 

                                                 
32 It should be noted that the education variables in the original dataset were often conflicting. The original data 

included degree type, education level, and years of education. However, these variables were often conflicting. For 

example, an asylum officer reporting a law degree may also have reported 0 years of education. Consequently, I 

compiled the education variables to create the two simple indicator variables discussed in this section, and I left out 

the years of education variable. 
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Last, in Model 3 I control for asylum officer marital status through the control variables 

DIVORCESEPAO, MARRIEDAO, and SINGLEAO. These are indicator variables equal to one 

if an asylum officer is divorced or separated, married, or single, respectively. I predict that 

MARRIEDAO will have a positive and statistically significant relationship with ASYLUM, while 

DIVORCESEPAO and SINGLEAO will have a small, negative, and statistically significant 

association with ASYLUM. 

Next, I will turn to a description of the data I use to estimate these relationships. 
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DATA DESCRIPTION 

 

In order to conduct my analysis, I built a panel dataset containing 77,882 observations 

based primarily from data from the United States Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) 

in the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). Specifically, the data were taken from the 

Refugee Asylum and Parole System (RAPS) and made public by Dr. Andrew Schoenholtz, Dr. 

Philip Schrag, and Dr. Jaya Ramji-Nogales as part of their research for their seminal work, Lives 

in the Balance.  

The dataset contains DHS data on asylum cases from FY1996 to FY2009, inclusive of 

demographic information describing asylum applicants. Key demographic information includes 

asylum applicant gender, religion, whether the applicant has dependents, and their country of 

origin. In light of policy changes to asylum officer training, this study uses data from July 1, 2006 

through June 8, 2009 (the last available data in the FY2009 set). July 1, 2006 is the date at which 

the new regulations from the REAL ID Act went into effect. By limiting the period of analysis in 

this fashion, the study eliminates potential omitted variable bias stemming from policy changes 

over time. This decision is consistent with the “four eras of asylum” outlined in Lives in the 

Balance. Importantly, asylum cases are assigned randomly to asylum officers, which eliminates 

the majority (though not all) of selection bias in cases. 

The Lives in the Balance data also contain demographic information on the asylum officers 

that adjudicated the asylum cases. These data include gender, race, education, professional 

experience, state of birth, marital status, number of dependents, pay level, and prior government 

experience. Cases and officer information were linked through a common Asylum Officer ID 

number.  
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From the larger dataset, the analysis will use a subset of 13,515 observations that excludes 

unmatched cases, Mexican nationals, cases before July 1, 2006, cases closed for administrative 

reasons including going beyond the one-year filing deadline, and excluding coding errors in the 

DHS data.  

Unmatched Cases: In order to include demographic information for both Asylum Officers 

and specific asylum case information, I merged a dataset of Asylum Officer demographic 

characteristics with datasets containing case and demographic characteristics of Asylum 

Applicants. The analysis will only use cases where Asylum Officer information matches with 

specific asylum cases; in other words, where there is information about both the asylum 

adjudicator, asylum applicant, and asylum case. 

Mexican Nationals: As Schoenholtz and colleagues write, Mexican citizens represent a 

challenge to researchers studying asylum because they “were not genuine asylum seekers; they 

applied for asylum in order for DHS to deny them and refer them to immigration court, where they 

could seek another form of relief” (Schoenholtz 2014). As in the original study, I also eliminated 

all Mexican nationals from the analysis. 

Old Cases: The original analysis divided the DHS data into four periods based on 

legislative and policy changes to asylum procedures. The most recent period ranged from July 1, 

2006 through the end of the data (June 8, 2009). This period covers the time when there was full 

implementation of the credibility and corroboration requirements of the REAL ID Act. The 

analysis consequently eliminated all cases before July 1, 2006 in order to ensure policy consistency 

in asylum adjudication. 

Cases Closed for Administrative Reasons: Asylum cases can close in four ways: asylum 

applicants can be denied or referred to immigration courts (e.g., denied asylum due to a criminal 
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record), cases can be closed for administrative reasons (e.g., technical problems with the 

application), cases can be terminated (e.g., change in country conditions no longer merits an 

asylum application), or asylum can be granted. In order to ensure that the analysis is capturing the 

appropriate population of applicants, I removed asylum cases that were closed for administrative 

reasons from the analysis.  

One-Year Filing Deadline: By law, an asylum application must be filed within one year of 

arrival into the country; otherwise, the asylum case will be dismissed. Schoenholtz et al. discuss 

the impact of the one-year filing deadline in their study at length. While the previous study 

analyzed cases that both met and exceeded the one-year filing deadline, this analysis limits its 

study to cases that met the one-year deadline. 

   Coding Errors: There were over 200 observations that contained DHS coding errors; 

specifically, cases where the asylum officer’s duty date (the date at which they joined DHS) was 

after the asylum decision date. As per the notes in Lives in the Balance, this analysis labeled these 

observations as coding errors and excluded them from the analysis.  

In addition to DHS data, the analysis also contains information from two external data 

sources: World Bank GDP per capita data and 2014 Social Institutions & Gender Index (SIGI) 

data. The World Bank data are designed to control for macroeconomic conditions in the asylum 

applicant’s country of origin. These data were incorporated into the analysis by matching an 

asylum applicant’s country of origin with the GDP per capita of that country in the year of the 

asylum decision: for example, an Albanian national whose asylum case was adjudicated in 2006 

is matched with a GDP per capita of $3,005.013, while an Albanian national whose asylum case 

was adjudicated in 2009 is paired with a GDP per capita of $4,114.137. Linking GDP per capita 
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with specific years allows the analysis to incorporate the same economic conditions of the asylum 

applicant’s country of origin that were theoretically considered by the adjudicating asylum officer. 

Similarly, the 2014 SIGI data were adapted to control for levels of gender-based violence 

and gender equality in an asylum applicant’s home country. The original index aggregates five 

sub-indices measuring aspects of gender equality: discriminatory family code, restricted physical 

integrity, son bias, restricted resources and assets, and restricted civil liberties. Complete data were 

not available for every country used in the asylum analysis; consequently, I adapted this data into 

a new measure of gender equality that captured all countries that had data for at least one sub-

index. Specifically, the raw scores for each category were averaged to create a predicted SIGI 

coefficient. This new index should be viewed as a rough approximation of the original SIGI data 

rather than a definitive ranking, but comparisons between the two scores appear to order countries 

in a similar fashion. The advantage to this methodology is that it provides a broader base of 

information to inform the analysis.  

 Who are the asylum applicants? Restricting the sample based on the qualifications outlined 

above left a dataset of 13,515 observations for use in the analysis. This subset contains substantial 

variation in key demographic characteristics of asylum applicants, which provides a measure of 

confidence that the cases used are a representative sample of the population of interest. 40.78 

percent of cases involved female asylum applicants (Figure 3). The largest religious groups 

represented in the data are Christian (28.6 percent), Catholic (20.93 percent), Muslim (7.87 

percent), and Buddhist (4.23 percent).  
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Figure 3: Asylum Applicant Gender 

In line with general trends of gender in the data, each of these major religious groups had 

more male asylum applicants than female asylum applicants in the dataset. Yet the gender ratio is 

not equal among religions, as shown in Figure 4: 43.4 percent of Christian asylum applicants were 

female, 39.1 percent of Catholic asylum applicants were female, 40.4 percent of Muslim asylum 

applicants were female, and 39.3 percent of Buddhist asylum applicants were female. 

 

Of the 13,515 cases used in the analysis, over 75 percent (10,138) came from 14 countries, 

each of which had more than 200 asylum applicants represented in the dataset (Figure 5). Chinese 

Figure 4: Asylum Cases by Applicant Religion and Gender  
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nationals alone represent more than 20 percent of the sample (2,860 cases). Given this disparity, it 

is not surprising that the largest region of origin in the data is Asia, followed by Africa and the 

Americans. Chinese nationals make up a substantial part of U.S. asylum cases due to China’s large 

population as well as policies in China that could inspire genuine humanitarian fear, including the 

one-child policy, political repression, and a lack of religious freedom. Haiti faced major political 

instability in 2004, leading thousands to flee their island nation during the conflict. Ethiopia faced 

an acute humanitarian crisis in the mid-2000s based on drought, famine, political violence, and 

political oppression, resulting in large internal and external displacement of Ethiopian nationals.  

 
 

Asylum Officers: The sample of interest contains 182 unique asylum officers that 

adjudicated 13,515 asylum cases. Data about these officers were collected by the Department of 

Homeland Security’s Federal Law Enforcement Training Center between 2003 and 2008. These 

officers ranged in age from 21 to 64, as seen in Figure 6. 42.6 percent of asylum officers in the 

sample had prior government experience. They also varied in their asylum adjudication 

experience: the number of cases adjudicated per officer ranged from fewer than 10 cases in the 

sample (21 asylum officers) to over 200 (15 asylum officers), with some officers adjudicating over 

Figure 5: Asylum Applicants by Country of Origin 
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300 cases (2 asylum officers), as shown in Figure 7. The mean number of cases adjudicated by 

asylum officers in the dataset was 74 cases, with a median of 53 cases. 

 

Figure 6: Asylum Officer Age 

 

 

Figure 7: Asylum Cases Adjudicated in the Data 

52.2 percent of the asylum cases (7,052) in the sample of analysis were adjudicated by 

female asylum officers, as shown in Figure 8. 104 out of the 182 asylum officers in the sample are 

female. The overwhelming majority of asylum cases were adjudicated by asylum officers who 

held a graduate degree (74.0 percent), as shown in Figure 9; female asylum officers were more 

likely to have a graduate degree (75.4 percent) than male asylum officers (72.6 percent). 
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Figure 8: Asylum Officer Gender 

 

 

 

Case Information: The number of asylum cases and asylum grant rate varied significantly 

over the four years of the sample of interest (2006 to 2009), as seen in Figure 10. Total cases were 

highest in 2007 at 4,995 and lowest in 2009 at 2,113.33 The asylum grant rate peaked in 2009 with 

a grant rate of 49.1 percent, while 2007 had the lowest grant rate at 44.3 percent. 

                                                 
33 These figures should not be interpreted as indicative of broader trends in America asylum; the sample included only 

partial years in 2006 and 2009. 

Figure 9: Asylum Officer Educational Attainment 
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 Two important variations in case data are seen in asylum grant rate based on inspected 

entry and based on regional asylum offices. Schoenholtz et al. provide evidence to indicate that 

inspected entry into America positively relates with his or her probability of being granted asylum. 

This trend is similarly observed in a preliminary review of the 13,515 cases in the sample: an 

asylum applicant that entered the country legally was 10.5 percentage points more likely to receive 

asylum than an asylum applicant that entered the United States without inspection in this dataset, 

as shown in Figure 11. Likewise, broad disparities in grant rates are observed across regional 

asylum offices in the data. New York City had the lowest asylum grant rate at 17.1 percent, while 

San Francisco had the highest asylum grant rate at 66.7 percent.34 

                                                 
34 New York City also had the fewest asylum cases in the data, which could contribute to more uncertainty about its 

asylum rate. Yet even removing all restrictions on the data to look at a broader number of cases adjudicated in the 

New York City regional asylum office, it still had a remarkably low asylum grant rate of 14.86 percent (only 2,409 

out of 13,797 cases were granted asylum). 

Figure 10: Asylum Grant Rate and Cases by Year 
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 Asylum Applicants, Officers, and Grant Rates: Looking only at descriptive statistics and 

frequencies, the sub-sample appears to show a large gender gap between Muslim asylum 

applicants than any other religion—a roughly 7 percentage-point difference in the grant rate 

between female applicants and male applicants (Figure 12).  Muslim male asylum applicants are 

granted asylum at a 42.9 percent rate, while Muslim female asylum applicants are granted asylum 

at a 49.8 percent rate. It is worth noting that the gender gap in grant rates is largest among Buddhist 

applicants, but the larger spread in this figure could be based on the relatively small sample size 

(572 cases out of 13,515). 

 

 

Figure 11: Asylum Grant Rate by Status at Entry 

Figure 12: Asylum Grant Rate by Gender and Religion 
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There are also interesting trends observed when matching grant rates by male and female 

asylum officers with male and female asylum applicants. Both male and female asylum officers 

grant asylum more frequently to female asylum applicants than to male asylum applicants. Female 

asylum officers grant asylum to female applicants at a 48.1 percent rate, while among male asylum 

officers that figure rises slightly to 48.3 percent. Yet there is a disparity between grant rates for 

male applicants by officer gender. Specifically, female officers grant asylum to male applicants at 

a 46 percent rate, while male officers grant asylum to male applicants at a lower 44.6 percent rate, 

as seen in Figure 13. 

 

 These trends can be combined to get a picture for how gender of the asylum applicant, 

gender of the asylum officer, and religion of the asylum applicant are present in the data. Female 

and male asylum officers have nearly identical asylum grant rates for female applicants, regardless 

of status as a Muslim (near 48 percent for non-Muslim female applicants, and between 49 and 50 

percent for Muslim female applicants). There is more division in asylum grant rates between male 

and female asylum officers for male Muslim asylum applicants, though. Specifically, there is a 3 

percentage point difference between male and female asylum officer adjudication of Muslim male 

Figure 13: Asylum Rate by Officer and Applicant Gender 
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asylum applicant cases (a grant rate of 41.6 percent for male officers, a grant rate of 44.5 percent 

for female officers). The full trends are displayed in Figure 14. 

 

Figure 14: Asylum Rate by Religion, Applicant Gender, and Officer Gender 

 I also examined the potential role of asylum officer outliers influencing the analysis. 

Female asylum officers who adjudicated more than 100 cases in the data granted asylum to 46.02 

percent of applicants, almost identical to the 46.85 percent asylum grant rate for female officers 

overall. Similarly, male asylum officers who had more than 100 cases in the data had a grant rate 

of 44.29 percent, approximately two percentage points lower than the overall male asylum officer 

grant rate of 46.11 percent. Yet there is so much variation in asylum rates that it is difficult to 

suggest that any one asylum officer skews the data, as seen in Figure 15. Table 2 shows the five 

male and five female asylum officers who are adjudicated the most cases in the sample. Among 

the female officers who adjudicated the most cases in the sample, grant rates varied from granting 

asylum to just 17 percent of cases (AOID #4822) to granting asylum to 75 percent of cases (AOID 

#670). Among the male officers with the highest caseload in the sample, grant rates varied between 

a low of 39 percent (AOID #984) to a high of 76 percent (AOID #945). 
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Figure 15: Asylum Officer Grant Rate by Officer Gender 

 

Table 2: Asylum Officer Grant Rate for Officers with the Largest Caseloads  

 

As noted in the empirical model section, I will control for a variety of factors in addition 

to the variables outlined in this section. These additional control variables help identify whether 

these trends continue to hold upon deeper analysis, or if new patterns emerge in the data. For 

interested readers, additional information about the data is available in Appendix A and Appendix 

B. 

 

AOID Asylum Granted Total Cases Grant Rate

260 235 324 0.73

764 125 270 0.46

945 200 263 0.76

66 184 256 0.72

984 92 233 0.39

AOID Asylum Granted Total Cases Grant Rate

670 285 382 0.75

4822 50 296 0.17

753 73 275 0.27

6417 51 257 0.20

992 133 251 0.53

Male Asylum Officers

Female Asylum Officers
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DATA LIMITATIONS AND CHALLENGES 

 

As described in the previous section, the data used in my analysis are extremely robust in 

certain  areas. With an initial dataset of nearly 80,000 asylum cases, even the smaller subset of data 

used in the analysis has excellent variation in key areas: country of origin, applicant gender, 

religion, and other characteristics. Yet the data are limited in certain ways that should be 

thoroughly noted before proceeding with the empirical results section and discussion. I will begin 

with a discussion of the limitations of specific variables, before proceeding on to discuss the ways 

that these factors limit the scale of the analysis. 

First, it is important to note that the analysis contained no data on adjudicator political 

views or culture. While the control variable for an asylum officer’s state of birth can potentially 

capture some of this characteristic, it is a poor proxy measure of political views and culture. It 

seems reasonable to expect an asylum officer’s political views—say, being in favor of the War on 

Terror in 2006—might relate to his or her propensity to offer asylum to Muslim men. Similarly, 

an asylum officer’s culture (e.g., being raised in a conservative Christian home) could affect his or 

her perceptions of both Muslim women and men. The exclusion of this variable could bias the 

coefficients of interest and is one of the key reasons why I do not use causal language to describe 

my findings. 

There are also no data available for factors that might have occurred in each applicant’s in-

person asylum interview, such an asylum applicant’s clothes, level of English proficiency, or 

displays of emotions. For example, it is plausible that asylum grant rates could be correlated with 

whether an asylum applicant cries in an interview. It is unclear how omitting these variables might 

affect the analysis; further research is needed to collect this data and incorporate these factors into 

broader reviews of asylum outcomes. With a relatively low number of asylum officers included in 
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the analysis (200 unique officers), these characteristics could have a disproportionate impact on 

the analysis, or they could be nonfactors.  

The case data themselves have several limitations that are worth noting. First, the 

information on file for each asylum applicant is largely self-reported. There is no way for me to 

determine whether an asylum applicant who filed as a Muslim is, in fact, a Muslim. Given that the 

data were self-reported, DHS officials recorded an applicant’s religion using the individual 

asylum-seeker’s description of their religion. Consequently, there were unique codes in the data 

for Muslim, Sunni, and Shia Muslims. I combined these terms into a single “Muslim” coding for 

purposes of my analysis. There is no way for us to conclusively know that that an asylum 

applicant’s reported gender, nationality, or other demographic characteristics are accurate. 

However, the sample size is large enough that I would doubt there would be systematic dishonesty 

in asylum applications; it is simply worth noting that some individual observations may not reflect 

reality as they are self-reported. 

Several of the variables included in the analysis have more specific limitations, such as 

legal representation. DHS coded this variable in binary terms, but did not include information 

about the duration, quality, or effectiveness of legal representation. Consequently, an asylum 

applicant who has a lawyer simply file the application on her behalf is coded the same way as an 

asylum applicant who attends her interview with an attorney.  

Another issue with the data is that the data for asylum officer education were not 

particularly clean, and occasionally contradictory. The initial dataset collected several indicators 

of education from officers, including degree type and years of education. However, the years of 

education term was clearly not coded correctly: officers who would report having a master’s degree 

would also report 0 years of education. Consequently, I did not use the continuous variable for 
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years of education, and instead relied on indicator variables for college degrees or graduate 

degrees. 

A broad adjustment that I made to my dataset was excluding Mexican nationals from the 

analysis, as previously noted. I regret losing these data, but it was a necessary change in light of 

how Mexican nationals may interact with the asylum system. To expand on the earlier explanation, 

it is my understanding that Mexican asylum seekers may not always have a well-founded fear of 

persecution when they submit an asylum claim, and thus they do not generally meet the definition 

of refugee. Instead, in many cases Mexican nationals use asylum as a means of entering the 

country. Schoenholtz et al. write in their methodological appendix, “During the years in question, 

the vast majority of Mexican asylum applicants were not genuine asylum seekers; they applied for 

asylum in order for DHS to deny them and refer them to immigration court, where they could seek 

another form of relief” (Schoenholtz et al. 2014). One of the consequences of this change is that 

Mexican nationals were slightly less female, on average, than the non-Mexican group.  

The GDP data did not include information for nationals from several countries in my 

analysis; consequently, my sample size was restricted from to 13,685 to 13,515 by including the 

term for GDP per capita. This resulted in the exclusion of 126 cases from Myanmar, 35 cases from 

Somalia, 8 cases from Syria, and 1 case from North Korea. Similarly, including a term for gender 

inequality restricted the sample from 13,541 to 13,515 because I do not have gender equality data 

on Djibouti (13 cases), Guyana (5), Kosovo (5), Belize, Comoros, or the Maldives (1 each). The 

earlier section explained how I constructed a new, more inclusive gender equality term from the 

original SIGI data; it should be noted that this methodological decision expanded my sample size 

but also weakens our ability to draw theoretically-sound insights on the role of gender inequality 

on asylum outcomes. With both gender equality and GDP per capita terms, I substituted “0” instead 
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of keeping the data listed as missing (which would have omitted these observations from my 

analysis) for people who listed their nationality as stateless or unknown.  

Overall, these limitations have two main effects on the analysis. First, they make me 

cautious to read too deeply into some of my secondary findings, such as the role of legal 

representation on asylum. I believe that each of these variables is sufficient for providing a control 

variable for the concept or characteristic I want to include, but the reader should not take them as 

perfect substitutes. Second, these issues prevent me from declaring that my findings are causal in 

nature. There is enough potential for omitted variable bias in my model that, while I believe the 

findings will be useful, I do not claim to have identified a causal relationship between my 

independent variables of interest and asylum probability.  Specifically, I believe that the omission 

of officer political views and asylum applicant behavior in the interview are realistic omitted 

variables that could bias my estimates. 

I will now turn to describe my estimation results. 
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EMPIRICAL RESULTS 

 

I tested three empirical models, progressively adding control variables to the regression. 

The full results are displayed in Table 3 below. A main difference between the models is the 

inclusion of geographic indicator variables. Model 1 contains only indicator variables to control 

for an asylum applicant’s region of origin; on the other hand, Model 2 controls for specific country 

of origin by including individual indicator variables for the 50 most-represented countries in the 

dataset. Last, Model 3 includes additional asylum applicant and asylum officer demographic 

information, including asylum officer marital status and asylum applicant ethnicity. Each of the 

models had a F-statistic that was significant well beyond the p<.01 level. Similarly, the R-Squared 

values of the models varied from 0.102 (Model 1) to 0.154 (Model 3), which appears to be quite 

large given that the largest factor related to asylum decisions (the information present in an asylum 

application) was not included in the model. Many of the variables included in the model were 

statistically significant. Most critically, I obtained significant results for the gender interaction term 

in Regression 2 and Regression 3. None of the models showed a statistically significant association 

between the Muslim terms and ASYLUM. 

 

Table 3: Empirical Results 

Model Number (1) (2) (3) 

 

Observations 13,515 13,515 13,515 

R-squared 

F-statistic 

0.102 

116.67*** 

0.149 

25.84*** 

0.154 

25.53*** 

 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

FEMALEAA 0.0353*** 0.0346*** 0.0344*** 

FEMALEAO 0.0359** 0.0347** 0.0114 

GENDERSYNCFEMALE -0.0263 -0.0334** -0.0358** 

MUSLIM 0.000999 -0.00996 -0.0102 

MUSLIMFEMALEAAAO 0.00973 0.0187 0.0329 
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 Table 3 (cont.)   

Model Number (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

CY2007 -0.0341*** -0.0308** -0.0299** 

CY2008 -0.0370*** -0.0283** -0.0290** 

CY2009 -0.0296* -0.0254 -0.0295* 

REGOFFICECHICAGO 0.0121 -0.00159 -0.0333 

REGOFFICEMIAMI 0.0216 0.0928** 0.0773** 

REGOFFICESANFRANCISC 0.233*** 0.327*** 0.318*** 

REGOFFICEARLINGTON 0.0351 0.0646* 0.0472 

REGOFFICENEWYORKCIT -0.209*** -0.141*** -0.135*** 

REGOFFICELOSANGELES 0.00910 0.0862** 0.0913*** 

REGOFFICENEWARK -0.00929 0.0515 0.0292 

INSPECTEDENTRY 0.0857*** 0.0663*** 0.0603*** 

REPRESENTATION -0.0102 -0.0260*** -0.0227** 

DEPENDENTSAA 0.0171 0.0283* 0.0344** 

CHRISTIAN -0.00294 -0.0221** -0.0219** 

CATHOLIC 0.0232* -0.00810 -0.00730 

BUDDHIST 0.0327 0.0504** -0.00745 

AOCASES 0.000171*** 0.000167*** 6.20e-05 

ASIANRACEAO 0.0150 0.0175 0.0254 

BLACKRACEAO 0.0419 0.0401 0.0399 

HISPANICRACEAO 0.0299 0.0179 0.00305 

WHITERACEAO 0.0747*** 0.0698*** 0.0638*** 

DEPENDENTSAO -0.00950* -0.0104** -0.00250 

MIDLEVEL -0.0789*** -0.0840*** -0.0687*** 

SENIORLEVEL -0.0406*** -0.0412*** -0.0252* 

EDUCBA 0.00697 -0.000289 -0.0176 

EDUCGRAD 0.00480 -0.00292 -0.0177 

MILITARY -0.0481** -0.0461** -0.0666*** 

GOVEXP -0.0552*** -0.0556*** -0.0653*** 

AOEXPERYEARS 0.0130*** 0.0122*** 0.0105*** 

AGEEOD 0.00182*** 0.00207*** 0.00236*** 

DEPENDENTSAAAO 0.0699*** 0.0612*** 0.0482** 

AGEATFILING -0.00133*** -0.00174*** -0.00169*** 

SIGIPREDICTED 0.0450 0.606*** 0.583*** 

GDPPERCAPITA 5.26e-06*** -1.29e-06 -1.47e-06 

REGIONAFRICA 0.206*** -0.147 -0.104 

REGIONAMERICAS 0.140*** 0.0477 0.0787 

REGIONASIA 0.117*** -0.00348 0.0435 

REGIONEUROPE 0.0284 -0.128 -0.0948 

REGIONOCEANIA 

AOSTATE: 

-0.233** -0.472*** -0.427*** 

 

CA -0.297*** -0.313*** -0.354*** 

CO -0.249** -0.289** -0.293** 
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 Table 3 (cont.)   

Model Number (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

CT -0.488*** -0.501*** -0.506*** 

DC -0.609*** -0.620*** -0.654*** 

FC -0.317*** -0.334*** -0.354*** 

FL -0.482*** -0.477*** -0.446*** 

GA -0.423*** -0.459*** -0.463*** 

GU 0.0128 -0.0200 -0.0248 

IA -0.462*** -0.460*** -0.491*** 

IL -0.251** -0.266** -0.270** 

IN -0.194 -0.210 -0.233* 

KS -0.0985 -0.0927 -0.0978 

KY -0.434*** -0.470*** -0.450*** 

LA 0.0791 0.0632 0.00427 

MA -0.298** -0.322** -0.360*** 

MD -0.435*** -0.457*** -0.467*** 

MI -0.259** -0.300*** -0.323*** 

MN -0.376*** -0.384*** -0.340*** 

MO -0.225* -0.242** -0.285** 

NC -0.182 -0.0923 -0.0478 

ND -0.298* -0.305** -0.252* 

NE -0.249** -0.268** -0.288** 

NJ -0.225** -0.240** -0.269** 

NM -0.375** -0.378** -0.349* 

NY -0.388*** -0.394*** -0.404*** 

OH -0.348*** -0.354*** -0.364*** 

OK -0.295** -0.298** -0.319** 

PA -0.202* -0.221* -0.216* 

PR -0.0366 -0.0611 -0.0627 

RI 0.255** 0.176 0.153 

TN -0.0311 -0.0307 -0.0299 

TX -0.332*** -0.350*** -0.377*** 

UT -0.118 -0.135 -0.148 

VA -0.392*** -0.433*** -0.459*** 

WA -0.366*** -0.352*** -0.413*** 

WI 

AACOUNTRY: 

-0.425*** -0.428*** -0.448*** 

 

ALBANIA  -0.115 -0.113 

ARMENIA  -0.116** -0.136** 

BELARUS  0.135* 0.133* 

BRAZIL  -0.0133 0.00191 

BULGARIA  0.0433 0.0501 

BURKINAFASO  -0.200*** -0.213*** 

BURUNDI  0.0512 0.0553 
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 Table 3 (cont.)   

Model Number (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

CAMEROON  0.111** 0.112** 

CHAD  -0.0531 -0.0474 

CHINA  -0.0570 -0.0639* 

COLOMBIA  0.0578 0.0595 

REPCONGO  0.218*** 0.218*** 

COTEDIVOIRE  0.0739 0.0640 

CUBA  0.286*** 0.275** 

DEMREPCONGO  -0.0267 -0.0200 

EGYPT  0.00354 0.00651 

ELSALVADOR  -0.148 -0.143 

ERITREA  0.343*** 0.341*** 

ETHIOPIA  0.142*** 0.140*** 

GAMBIA  -0.0610 -0.0581 

GUATEMALA  0.00102 0.00829 

GUINEA  -0.00535 -0.00474 

HAITI  -0.137** -0.128* 

INDIA  -0.633*** -0.639*** 

INDONESIA  -0.140*** -0.113** 

IRAN  -0.174** -0.179** 

IRAQ  0.256*** 0.249*** 

ISRAEL  -0.0501 -0.0539 

JORDAN  -0.216* -0.225** 

KAZAKHSTAN  -0.138 -0.152 

KENYA  0.147*** 0.147*** 

LEBANON  -0.0950 -0.103 

LIBERIA  0.0290 0.0295 

MALI  -0.126 -0.121 

MOLDOVA  -0.0166 -0.00898 

MONGOLIA  -0.180** -0.153* 

NEPAL  -0.0808** -0.0813** 

PAKISTAN  -0.00683 -0.0100 

RUSSIA  0.131** 0.130** 

RWANDA  0.277*** 0.275*** 

SERBIA  0.277*** 0.280*** 

SRILANKA  -0.246*** -0.227*** 

SUDAN  0.0329 0.0302 

TOGO  0.100 0.102 

UGANDA  0.337*** 0.344*** 

UKRAINE  0.0679 0.0734 

UZBEKISTAN  -0.0317 -0.0470 

VENEZUELA  0.133** 0.136** 

ZIMBABWE  0.340*** 0.340*** 
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 Table 3 (cont.)   

Model Number (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

ETHNICARMENIA   0.0179 

ETHNICCHINA   -0.0317 

ETHNICRUSSIA   0.0384 

ETHNICTIBET   0.172*** 

DIVORCESEPAO   0.154** 

MARRIEDAO   0.00322 

SINGLEAO   0.0461 

Constant 0.401*** 0.406*** 0.406*** 

    

Robust standard errors used in all models 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The most important independent variable in my analysis was GENDERSYNCFEMALE, 

the interaction term between FEMALEAA and FEMALEAO. The coefficients for 

GENDERSYNCFEMALE were not significant at conventional levels in Model 1. It should be 

noted, though, that an F-test for joint significance between GENDERSYNCFEMALE, 

FEMALEAA, and FEMALEAO was significant at conventional levels (p<.01). The coefficients 

for GENDERSYNCFEMALE were statistically significant at the 0.05 level in Model 2 and Model 

3. These models suggest that shared female gender identity among asylum applicants and asylum 

officers has a negative relationship with ASYLUM. More precisely, the coefficients for 

GENDERSYNCFEMALE in Model 2 and Model 3 indicate that shared female gender identity is 

associated with a 3.34 to 3.58 percentage point decrease in the probability that an asylum applicant 

in granted asylum, holding constant the other variables in the model. Given the results in Model 2 

and Model 3, I can reject my first null hypothesis and conclude that shared gender identity relates 

to asylum outcomes. 

In each of my models, the coefficients for the asylum applicant female gender are 

statistically significant at conventional levels. These coefficients indicate that being a female 
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asylum applicant is associated with between a 3.44 to 3.53 percentage point increase in the 

probability that an applicant is granted asylum, holding the other variables in the models constant. 

Similarly, the coefficients for female asylum officer gender were statistically significant at the 0.05 

level in Model 1 and Model 2. In these models, having a female asylum officer was associated 

with between a 3.47 to 3.59 percentage point increase in the chances that an asylum applicant 

would be granted asylum, holding constant the other variables in the model. These estimate for 

asylum officer gender was not statistically significant at conventional levels in Model 3. 

Taken together, the combined relationship between FEMALEAA, FEMALEAO, and 

GENDERSYNCFEMALE and ASYLUM is positive, holding the other variables in the model 

constant. Model 2 is the only empirical model in which each of the coefficients for the independent 

gender variables are significant. In this model, a female asylum applicant who has a female asylum 

officer has a 0.0359 higher probability of being granted (3.59 percentage points), holding constant 

the other variables in the model. Each of these models uses a baseline category of male asylum 

applicants with male asylum officers. Based on the coefficients in Model 2, Table 4 shows the 

different gender outcomes on asylum, holding constant the other terms in the model. 

Table 4: Gender Matching Net Probability on Asylum  

Asylum Applicant Gender Asylum Officer Gender Net Probability on ASYLUM 

Male Male Baseline Category (0) 

Male Female +3.47 percentage points 

Female Male +3.46 percentage points 

Female Female +3.59 percentage points 

 

The major gender finding from my empirical models is that asylum applicant and asylum 

officer gender both individually and collectively relate to the probability of being granted asylum. 

Yet as illustrated in Table 4, there is not a substantively significant different in the net probability 

change for three of the four scenarios: male-male, male-female, and female-male are all associated 
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with between a 3.47 and 3.59 percentage point higher probability of being granted asylum than the 

baseline category, holding constant the other variables in the model. However, the fourth 

scenario—male asylum applicants reviewed by male asylum officers—had a substantively 

significant different outcome. In situations where male asylum applicants were interviewed by 

male asylum officers, they were approximately 3.5 percentage points less likely to be granted 

asylum than in any other “gender scenario.” Additional sensitivity testing shown in Appendix 

C, including using indicator variables for male applicant, male officer, and male gender synchrony, 

supported this finding.  

Gender was only part of my research: I hypothesized that Islam and gender had interacting 

effects on the probability of receiving asylum. Contrary to my hypothesis, though, all of my 

empirical models found that there is not a statistically significant relationship between a Muslim 

female asylum applicant’s gender and having a female asylum officer with her probability of being 

granted asylum. Neither of my two terms that included the religion of Islam (MUSLIM and 

MUSLIMFEMALEAAAO) were significant. Additional empirical analysis (shown in Appendix 

C) highlighted the same lack of statistical significance between Muslim male asylum applicants 

and their probability of being granted asylum. The coefficients are not statistically significant 

individually or jointly; a joint F-test of significance on MUSLIM and MUSLIMFEMALEAAAO 

in Model 3 was not significant (p=.69).  Given the results in each of my empirical models, I fail to 

reject my second null hypothesis and conclude that there is insufficient evidence to suggest that 

the relationship of gender synchrony on asylum outcomes is influenced by an asylum applicant’s 

identity as a Muslim. 

Many of the coefficients for control variables had significant relationships with ASYLUM. 

These ancillary findings offer grounds for further research, as they themselves are not evidence of 
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a meaningful relationship because my research model is not built specifically for them (e.g., I have 

not accounted for omitted variable bias for these control variables in my current research models). 

First, many of the regional asylum offices had statistically significant relationships with asylum: 

for example, a case adjudicated from the San Francisco regional office is associated with between 

a 23.3 (Model 1) and 32.7 (Model 2) percentage point increase on the probability that an asylum 

applicant is granted asylum (p<0.01 in each model) compared with the baseline category of 

Houston, holding constant the other variables in the model. Not every regional office had 

significant coefficients. For example, a case adjudicated at the Chicago regional asylum office was 

not significantly different from Houston in its relationship to ASYLUM in any of the models. Yet 

the enormous variation captured in these control variables supports the finding discussed in my 

Literature Review. 

INSPECTEDENTRY was significantly and positively associated with ASYLUM (p<0.01) 

in each of my models, holding constant the other variables in the model. This provides preliminary 

support for the idea that asylum applicants that enter the county legally are more likely to be 

granted asylum.  

The empirical models were mixed on the relationship between REPRESENTATION and 

ASYLUM; the coefficient for REPRESENTATION was not statistically significant in Model 1, 

but it was significant and negatively associated with ASYLUM in Models 2 and 3, holding constant 

the other variables in the model. These coefficients do not align with my expectations—it seems 

reasonable to expect that having legal representation during the asylum process would be 

positively associated with the probability of being granted asylum. One theoretical explanation for 

the observed result could be that asylum officers hold negative perceptions toward lawyers—

though many asylum officers have a legal background. It is also possible that the limitations of 
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coding of this variable (explained in the Methodological Appendix of Lives in the Balance) created 

this counter-intuitive result. Other explanations could include omitted variable bias, such as a term 

capturing the quality of legal representation, or collinearity with other control variables in the 

model.  

Another interesting finding concerned the role of experience. First, asylum officers with 

higher pay grades were less likely to grant asylum than their lower-graded colleagues, holding 

constant the other variables in the model (the coefficients for MIDLEVEL and SENIORLEVEL 

were negative and significant in each model). These coefficients align with the GOVEXP 

coefficient, which suggests that prior government experience is negatively associated with 

ASYLUM (p<0.01 in each model). However, additional years of experience as an asylum officer 

(AOEXPERYEARS) were positively correlated with the probability of granting asylum (p<0.01 

in each model), holding constant the other terms in the model. These variables likely have 

tremendous collinearity, so further nuanced analysis would be needed to parse apart the respective 

relationship of each measure of experience on asylum.  

There were two other interesting findings concerning asylum officer demographics and the 

probability of granting asylum. The control variables for asylum officer race were not significant, 

except for WHITERACEAO. White officers were positively associated with asylum grant rate in 

all three empirical models, holding constant the other variables in the model (p<0.01), compared 

with the baseline category (American Indian or Alaskan Native). Second, the coefficient for the 

dependent interaction term (DEPENDENTSAAAO) was positively associated with ASYLUM in 

each model (p<0.01 in Model 1 and Model 2, p<0.05 in Model 3), holding constant the other 

variables in the model. 
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The coefficient for GDPPERCAPITA was significant in Model 1 (p<0.01), but not Models 

2 or 3, holding constant the other terms in the analysis. The drop-off in significance is likely a 

result of including the country indicator variables in Models 2 and 3. Without those indicators, 

GDPPERCAPITA was positively associated with ASYLUM, holding constant the other terms in 

the model. But it is likely that the collinearity with other country conditions—captured by the 

individual country variables—produced this result. The coefficient for SIGIPREDICTED was not 

significant in Model 1, but they were significant and positively associated with ASYLUM in 

Models 2 and 3 (p<0.01). This supports the finding that asylum applicants from countries with less 

gender equality are more likely to be granted asylum, holding constant the other terms in the model. 

An asylum applicant’s geographic place of origin played an important role in the analysis 

as well. In Model 1, each of the coefficients for region variables (e.g. REGIONAFRICA) were 

significant at the p<0.01 level except for REGIONEUROPE, which was not significant. Perhaps 

predictably, these indicator variables became statistically insignificant with the inclusion of 

individual country indicator variables in Models 2 and 3, with the exception of 

REGIONOCEANIA. It is likely that REGIONOCEANIA remained statistically significant 

because the analysis did not include any country-level control variables for countries in Oceania 

(e.g. Fiji or Papua New Guinea).  

Many of the coefficients for country indicator variables were significantly associated with 

ASYLUM. As previously explained, the empirical model only included the 50 largest countries 

(in terms of cases) in the data, ranging from China (2,860 cases in the sample) and Haiti (1,894 

cases in the sample) to Jordan (23 cases in the sample) and El Salvador (25 cases in the sample). 

Afghanistan was used as the base category in the analysis, which also encompassed the other 

countries omitted. There were several unexpected findings from the country indicator terms. First, 
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India was the country most negatively-associated with ASYLUM. Asylum applicants from INDIA 

had a 0.633 lower probability (63.3 percentage points) of being granted asylum, holding the other 

variables in the model constant (significant in Models 2 and 3 at the p<0.01 level). This finding 

deserves further scrutiny in future research. There was no significant association between 

applicants from China and ASYLUM in Model 2. In Model 3, the coefficient for CHINA was 

negatively associated with ASYLUM at the p<0.10 level, holding constant the other terms in the 

model. Applicants from the second largest country in the analysis, Haiti, were less likely to be 

granted asylum, holding constant the other variables in the model (p<0.05 in Model 2, p<0.10 in 

Model 3). Applicants from Eritrea, Iraq, the Republic of the Congo, Serbia, Uganda, and 

Zimbabwe were all more likely to be granted asylum, holding constant the other terms in the 

model. In both models, the coefficients for these countries were significant at the p<0.01 level and 

greater than positive 0.20 (20 percentage points).  

The individual state indicator variables captured in the AOSTATE term were largely 

statistically significant, but I do not view these results as particularly meaningful. As previously 

discussed, there are only about 200 unique asylum officers included in the data; consequently, 

there are only a handful of officers per state. Many of the state indicator variables became de facto 

unique identifier terms for asylum officers – for example, there is only one asylum officer from 

Rhode Island. Consequently, the indicator variable for Rhode Island also captures other, 

unobserved traits unique to officer number 877. The fact that the state terms are significant is 

important mainly from the perspective that other characteristics of an asylum officer, such as state 

of origin and potentially a concept of “culture,” are correlated with an asylum officer’s propensity 

to grant asylum. 
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 Last, there were two sets of additional control variables included in Model 3. Ethnicity was 

not significantly related to ASYLUM except for ETHNICTIBET, which was significant at the 

p<0.01 level and positively associated with ASYLUM. It is possible that the omission of this term 

from Model 2 biased the CHINA coefficient in that regression; upon inclusion of the 

ETHNICTIBET control variable, the coefficient for CHINA became significant (at the 0.10 level). 

Nearly half of asylum applicants identifying their ethnicity as Tibetan are from China. Individuals 

who are ethnically Tibetan were 17.2 percentage points more likely to be granted asylum than 

individuals of other ethnicities. The coefficients for the other set of controls in Model 3, asylum 

officer marital status, were not particularly significant. The only interesting result from these terms 

was that officers that are divorced or separated are positively associated with ASYLUM at the 

p<0.01 level, holding constant the other terms in the model. 

 It is worthwhile to note that I conducted additional tests to review potential challenges to 

these findings, the full results of which are included in Appendix C. Specifically, I tested whether 

the results were biased by the asylum officers who adjudicate the most cases in the dataset; to do 

this, I eliminated officers who were above the 90th percentile of cases adjudicated in the sample. I 

also conducted the same regressions as my final empirical results using standard errors that are 

clustered by asylum officer, rather than simple robust standard errors, as a way to provide more 

conservative estimates. As previously mentioned, I modeled the same regressions as my final 

empirical results using male gender terms, which yielded the same primary findings. I tried 

excluding Chinese nationals from the analysis, as they are such a large portion of the overall 

sample. This model challenged my findings, where the gender synchrony term was not statistically 

significant. Interestingly, in that same model, the MUSLIM term was statistically significant 

(p<.10), suggesting that Muslims were granted asylum 3.8 percentage points less often than non-
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Muslims. The sample used in this particular model (i.e. excluding Chinese nationals) is not 

reflective of the asylum-seeker population in America, though, and thus it does not detract from 

my findings.35  

 There were, however, several models that challenged my findings: I drew three random 

samples of 3,000 observations from the 13,515 observations used in my regression and ran Model 

3 using these subsamples. My primary research findings did not hold up to this scrutiny. In these 

three models, the FEMALEAA term was statistically significant in only one, while the 

GENDERSYNCFEMALE term was not significant in any of the three. There are reasonable 

explanations for why I may have observed these results, which are detailed in Appendix C in more 

depth, including the potential for more variation given the smaller sample size, but these results 

are worth noting for readers.  

Last, I ran Model 3 without the GENDERSYNCFEMALE term in order to see if the 

asylum and gender relationship changed without the inclusion of this term. This model yielded 

interesting results that reinforced my finding of the importance of the GENDERSYNC term. 

Specifically, without including this interaction term, the results suggest that all female asylum 

applicants are more likely to receive asylum, while all male asylum applicants are less likely to 

receive asylum. These results are discussed in more depth in Appendix C. Keeping in mind the 

limitations and strengths of my models as displayed through sensitivity testing, I will now discuss 

the key conclusions and policy recommendations that result from my empirical results. 

 

 

                                                 
35 Further research can and should be undertaken to study potential differences between the Chinese population of 

asylum-seekers and non-Chinese asylum applicants; that research question is beyond the scope of this particular 

analysis. 



72 

CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

  This research holds significance for American asylum policy in several ways. Most 

powerfully, it builds on the literature to provide further evidence that a portion of the variation in 

asylum decisions is not random error or based on the strength of a particular asylum case, but 

rather is associated with demographic characteristics of asylum officers and asylum applicants. 

Legally, these characteristics should not relate to asylum decisions. In other words, my research 

suggests that America’s asylum system is not in total compliance with the 1980 Refugee Act or 

international protocols on asylum, which states that asylum decisions must be solely based on the 

legal definition of a refugee without discrimination. 

  This research should be troubling for policymakers, not only because it suggests that 

asylum decisions are not consistently compliant with relevant laws, but also more broadly from a 

humanitarian perspective. Asylum provides protection to women, men, and children that genuinely 

face persecution, torture, or death if they are repatriated to their home country. Inappropriate 

repatriation that could result in negative outcomes for refugees is known as refoulement, as 

explained in the introduction; there are few norms as important in the international community as 

the right of non-refoulement. My research indicates that there may be systematic tendencies of the 

asylum system resulting in decisions that violate this norm.  

  In the three intersecting characteristics of interest to the research—officer gender, applicant 

gender, and applicant Muslim religion—I would highlight two key findings. First, contrary to my 

theorized relationship between asylum and religion, my analysis provides evidence that the 

American asylum system does not discriminate against Muslims. None of my Muslim terms were 

significant, in both the primary models as well as the male-centric model included in the appendix. 

Similarly, my interaction terms between gender and Muslim religion were not significant, 
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suggesting that there is not a meaningful relationship between an applicant’s gender, identity as a 

Muslim, and his or her probability of being granted asylum. I would note that the period of study 

was 2006 to 2009, and it would be interesting to see if the same lack of statistical significance 

would be observed using updated data. This analysis should provide a degree of reassurance to 

government officials that they do not systematically adjudicate cases against Muslims—though 

recent policies under the Trump Administration may impact these findings, as discussed below. 

  My analysis also provides evidence that asylum applicant gender and asylum officer gender 

relate to asylum outcomes. Specifically, cases where male asylum officers adjudicate male asylum 

applicants are associated with a lower probability of granting asylum. Instead of gender synchrony 

playing a positive role and promoting empathy in instances of shared genders, it appears that shared 

male gender is associated with worse asylum outcomes. This finding should concern policymakers, 

as the policy recommendations below will review. However, I would note that from a substantive 

standpoint, discrimination against men in instances where male asylum officers adjudicate their 

cases is only about three percentage points; a troubling and problematic trend on an individual 

level, but not necessarily a finding that undermines the validity of the asylum system overall.  

  Based on my research, policymakers should consider implementing the following 

measures: 

  Strengthen Asylum Decision Oversight: The substantial variation in asylum decisions 

between asylum adjudicators, as discussed in Schoenholtz and colleagues’ work, is already 

grounds to improve oversight of the asylum system. The findings of this study suggest that more 

attention should be paid in instances of shared gender identity between adjudicator and applicants, 

particularly for male asylum officers when reviewing cases of male asylum applicants. Practically 

speaking, this oversight could entail a two-layer system. First, Supervisory Asylum Officers should 
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be required to more closely scrutinize these kinds of asylum cases before authorizing the asylum 

decision. Second, statistics should be kept and regularly reviewed at the headquarters of the 

Refugee, Asylum, and International Operations Directorate to highlight any widespread patterns 

for regional asylum offices. It should be extremely rare for asylum adjudicators to have asylum 

grant rates as varied as observed in the analysis; while this could happen randomly, it should be 

the exception to the rule. This does not mean that the asylum system should use a quota system or 

hyper-specify circumstances that warrant a grant of asylum, but rather that institutions should be 

more sensitive to the subtle influence of gender synchrony on asylum outcomes for Muslim 

applicants.36 

  Enhance Asylum Officer Training: Asylum officers are already some of the best-trained 

federal employees, and they have been receptive to updating their training in light of findings from 

Lives in the Balance. Similarly, asylum officers should receive additional training to pay particular 

attention in instances in which the adjudicator shares a gender identity with the applicant—

especially for male asylum officers adjudicating male asylum applicant cases. Training should 

include case studies, incorporate the latest research on asylum, inculcate an understanding of 

American and international asylum law, and continue periodically throughout an asylum officer’s 

tenure. Teaching asylum officers more about inherent biases based on gender is not a fix-all 

solution, but it would be an important step to combatting discrepancies in asylum decisions. 

  Pursue Additional Research: Shared gender identity is an area that requires further research 

to truly understand, particularly in its relationship to asylum outcomes. While this research focused 

on the relationship of gender and religion on asylum, there were several critical ancillary findings 

                                                 
36 See Refugee Roulette for a detailed explanation of the limitations of a quota system and “detailed codification” of 

asylum rules. 
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in the analysis that deserve further scrutiny. The following factors deserve more focused research 

on their relationship to asylum outcomes: regional asylum office, asylum officer race, applicant 

legal representation, and applicant nationality. The Refugee, Asylum, and International Operations 

Directorate should be encouraged to make data available and fund further research on these factors 

to continue to improve asylum adjudication procedures. It would also be useful to collect data on 

previously unobservable characteristics, such as asylum applicant behavior during interviews. 

 My research sheds light on areas for improvement in American asylum adjudication, but it 

should also in many ways reflect positively on the work of asylum officers. A key statistic from 

my analysis is the total explanatory power of my model: if the asylum system were genuinely 

broken, I would expect to be able to explain a high level of variation in asylum outcomes using 

the information in the analysis. Yet even in my most inclusive model I can only explain 15 percent 

of the total variation in my data.37 This suggests that approximately 85 percent or more of the 

factors that are associated with asylum outcomes are not included in the model, such as the strength 

of the asylum application. It is my hope that this research reflects supports additional investment 

in improving America’s asylum system, as asylum is a fundamentally important component of 

America’s commitment to humanitarian need around the world.   

It is important to acknowledge that recent political events and policy changes in the 

American immigration system do not align with my perception of the valuable role of asylum in 

America’s international engagement; these recent developments will likely curtail the 

implementation of my proposed policy changes. Specifically, President Trump has issued two 

Executive Orders temporarily halting the admission of refugees into America and preventing 

asylum-seekers from being granted asylum. Limiting the presence of refugees in America is clearly 

                                                 
37 The R-squared value for Model 3 was 0.1541, explaining 15.41 percent of the variation in the data. 
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a high priority for the Trump Administration. Under these Executive Orders, asylum officers can 

continue to review cases but they have been instructed not to issue final determinations until further 

guidance is provided by the White House. When the Executive Order allows refugee admissions 

to resume, the number of admitted refugees in FY17 will be slashed from over 100,000 to 50,000, 

and it is reasonable to expect delays in asylum processing. All the while, asylum-seekers will be 

left in limbo, awaiting their asylum determination either on release or in a detention facility. 

On a broader level, the Executive Orders have implications for the well-being of the 

humanitarian system as a whole. As I have written previously on this issue, America’s reduced 

commitment to refugee resettlement and humanitarian norms may encourage other countries to 

follow suit, resulting in a rise in refoulement levels and a lack of durable solutions for some of the 

most vulnerable women, men and children in the world (Silberman 2017). For example, Pakistan 

has recently forced the return of over 600,000 Afghan refugees, many of whom became internally 

displaced persons (IDPs) upon arrival in Afghanistan, with no regard to their fear of persecution 

or well-being upon arrival. Similarly, the most recent version of the Executive Order bans all 

people from six Muslim-majority countries from entry into the United States, an action that 

includes refugees fleeing these countries. While my research did not find a statistically significant 

relationship between being Muslim and asylum outcomes, this new policy could affect that finding, 

which is a clear violation of the spirit and law of the rights of refugees.38 Would the international 

community take a firmer stand against forced returns and in support of the rights of asylum-seekers 

regardless of religion if America showed more respect for these humanitarian institutions? While 

this discussion is beyond the scope of this paper, it is well worth noting that America’s leadership, 

or lack thereof, has repercussions well beyond its borders.  

                                                 
38 Specifically, the provisions that asylum-seekers cannot be discriminated against on the basis of religion. 
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Though the Trump Administration’s policies are under legal scrutiny now as part of a larger 

legal challenge, they nonetheless have a substantial impact on the policy relevance of my research. 

The President has broad authority on immigration that includes setting the annual refugee target 

and making administrative changes to asylum processing, which likely shields the refugee and 

asylum elements of President Trump’s Executive Orders from being overturned in the courts. 

Further, it seems unrealistic that DHS will invest in additional officer oversight, training, and 

research at a time when the very institution of asylum is threatened in America.  

Consequently, while my research findings and policy recommendations may not be 

politically viable in America today, they are still valuable in two ways. First, my research is 

relevant to any system of asylum adjudication in the world: notably, to the Canadian, Australian 

and European systems. These countries should build on my research through robust quantitative 

analysis of their asylum decisions to see if they also find a significant correlation between gender 

synchrony and asylum outcomes; if so, my recommendations may be useful for other countries to 

consider, depending on context. Second, my research will be of use to future American 

Administrations that are dedicated to the rights of asylum-seekers. Historically, policies that favor 

asylum and refugees have held bipartisan support in America: it is my hope that future 

Administrations that share this belief will take my research to improve the American system of 

asylum adjudication. 
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APPENDIX A: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

  

Variable Obs Mean 

Number of 

Values Equal to 

1* 

Std. 

Dev. 
Min Max 

ASYLUM 13,515 0.464965 6284 0.49879 0 1 

FEMALEAA 13,515 0.407769 5511 0.491438 0 1 

FEMALEAO 13,515 0.521791 7052 0.499543 0 1 

GENDERSYNCFEMALE 13,515 0.213615 2887 0.409873 0 1 

MUSLIM 13,515 0.078727 1064 0.269323 0 1 

MUSLIMFEMALEAAAO 13,515 0.014872 201 0.121047 0 1 

CY2007 13,515 0.369589 4995 0.482711 0 1 

CY2008 13,515 0.309286 4180 0.462216 0 1 

CY2009 13,515 0.156345 2113 0.363195 0 1 

REGOFFICECHICAGO 13,515 0.07044 952 0.255897 0 1 

REGOFFICEMIAMI 13,515 0.246689 3334 0.4311 0 1 

REGOFFICESANFRANCISC 13,515 0.138883 1877 0.345837 0 1 

REGOFFICEARLINGTON 13,515 0.151831 2052 0.358871 0 1 

REGOFFICENEWYORKCIT 13,515 0.035442 479 0.184901 0 1 

REGOFFICELOSANGELES 13,515 0.193341 2613 0.394932 0 1 

REGOFFICENEWARK 13,515 0.119571 1616 0.324471 0 1 

INSPECTEDENTRY 13,515 0.801258 10829 0.399068 0 1 

REPRESENTATION 13,515 0.486793 6579 0.499844 0 1 

DEPENDENTSAA 13,515 0.176323 2383 0.381109 0 1 

CHRISTIAN 13,515 0.285979 3865 0.451896 0 1 

CATHOLIC 13,515 0.209323 2829 0.40684 0 1 

BUDDHIST 13,515 0.042323 572 0.201333 0 1 

AOCASES 13,515 236.6317 N/A 157.9834 1 679 

ASIANRACEAO 13,515 0.201998 2730 0.401505 0 1 

BLACKRACEAO 13,515 0.101369 1370 0.301828 0 1 

HISPANICRACEAO 13,515 0.193119 2610 0.39476 0 1 

WHITERACEAO 13,515 0.449945 6081 0.497507 0 1 

DEPENDENTSAO 13,515 0.797188 N/A 1.218873 0 6 

MIDLEVEL 13,515 0.252756 3416 0.434608 0 1 

SENIORLEVEL 13,515 0.442323 5978 0.496681 0 1 

EDUCBA 13,515 0.086275 1166 0.280779 0 1 

EDUCGRAD 13,515 0.740437 10007 0.438411 0 1 

MILITARY 13,515 0.118979 1608 0.323776 0 1 

GOVEXP 13,515 0.425897 5756 0.494497 0 1 

AOEXPERYEARS 13,515 2.842359 N/A 2.318158 0.00548 21.7589 

AGEEOD 13,515 39.96226   11.13185 21 64 

DEPENDENTSAAAO 13,515 0.077839 1052 0.267929 0 1 
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Variable Obs Mean 

Number of 

Values Equal to 

1* 

Std. 

Dev. 
Min Max 

AGEATFILING 13,515 34.18824 N/A 10.99943 7 88 

SIGIPREDICTED 13,515 0.36159 N/A 0.13028 0 0.782867 

GDPPERCAPITA 13,515 2604.444 N/A 3349.807 0 82990.07 

REGIONAFRICA 13,515 0.273178 3692 0.445608 0 1 

REGIONAMERICAS 13,515 0.252238 3409 0.434313 0 1 

REGIONASIA 13,515 0.395265 5342 0.488926 0 1 

REGIONEUROPE 13,515 0.068147 921 0.252007 0 1 

REGIONOCEANIA 13,515 0.001036 14 0.03217 0 1 

ETHNICARMENIA 13,515 0.01539 208 0.123104 0 1 

ETHNICCHINA 13,515 0.068221 922 0.252133 0 1 

ETHNICRUSSIA 13,515 0.007251 98 0.084848 0 1 

ETHNICTIBET 13,515 0.015242 206 0.12252 0 1 

DIVORCESEPAO 13,515 0.094488 1277 0.292517 0 1 

MARRIEDAO 13,515 0.460821 6228 0.498481 0 1 

SINGLEAO 13,515 0.440696 5956 0.496489 0 1 
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APPENDIX B: COUNTRY CASE DATA 

 

Country Name Frequency Percent 

Afghanistan 31 0.23 

Albania 71 0.53 

Algeria 7 0.05 

Angola 7 0.05 

Argentina 2 0.01 

Armenia 218 1.61 

Austria 1 0.01 

Azerbaijan 18 0.13 

Bahrain 1 0.01 

Bangladesh 11 0.08 

Belarus 129 0.95 

Belgium 1 0.01 

Benin 9 0.07 

Bhutan 4 0.03 

Bolivia 5 0.04 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 20 0.15 

Botswana 1 0.01 

Brazil 26 0.19 

Bulgaria 37 0.27 

Burkina Faso 42 0.31 

Burundi 37 0.27 

Cambodia 7 0.05 

Cameroon 592 4.38 

Canada 1 0.01 

Central African 

Republic 13 0.1 

Chad 74 0.55 

China 2,860 21.16 

Colombia 717 5.31 

Congo 89 0.66 

Cote d'Ivoire 89 0.66 

Cuba 33 0.24 

Democratic 

Republic of Congo 47 0.35 

Dominican 

Republic 2 0.01 

Ecuador 4 0.03 

Egypt 264 1.95 

El Salvador 25 0.18 

Country Name Frequency Percent 

Equatorial Guinea 2 0.01 

Eritrea 269 1.99 

Estonia 1 0.01 

Ethiopia 1,043 7.72 

Fiji 14 0.1 

Finland 1 0.01 

Gabon 3 0.02 

Gambia 33 0.24 

Georgia 18 0.13 

Germany 8 0.06 

Ghana 4 0.03 

Greece 2 0.01 

Guatemala 95 0.7 

Guinea 198 1.47 

Guinea-Bissau 1 0.01 

Haiti 1,894 14.01 

Honduras 16 0.12 

Hungary 1 0.01 

India 260 1.92 

Indonesia 380 2.81 

Iran 116 0.86 

Iraq 299 2.21 

Israel 29 0.21 

Jamaica 11 0.08 

Jordan 23 0.17 

Kazakhstan 31 0.23 

Kenya 179 1.32 

Kuwait 2 0.01 

Kyrgyz Republic 22 0.16 

Laos 19 0.14 

Latvia 3 0.02 

Lebanon 41 0.3 

Liberia 43 0.32 

Libya 4 0.03 

Lithuania 2 0.01 

Macedonia 5 0.04 

Malaysia 7 0.05 

Mali 39 0.29 

Mauritania 23 0.17 
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Country Name Frequency Percent 

Moldova 114 0.84 

Mongolia 69 0.51 

Morocco 4 0.03 

Nepal 426 3.15 

Netherlands 2 0.01 

Nicaragua 8 0.06 

Niger 16 0.12 

Nigeria 21 0.16 

Oman 1 0.01 

Pakistan 127 0.94 

Panama 1 0.01 

Paraguay 2 0.01 

Peru 21 0.16 

Philippines 10 0.07 

Qatar 1 0.01 

Romania 12 0.09 

Russia 371 2.75 

Rwanda 106 0.78 

Saudi Arabia 2 0.01 

Senegal 16 0.12 

Serbia 47 0.35 

Sierra Leone 22 0.16 

Singapore 1 0.01 

Slovak Republic 1 0.01 

South Africa 4 0.03 

South Korea 4 0.03 

Country Name Frequency Percent 

Spain 1 0.01 

Sri Lanka 83 0.61 

Stateless/Unknown 137 1.01 

Sudan 132 0.98 

Sweden 1 0.01 

Syria 5 0.04 

Tajikistan 12 0.09 

Tanzania 6 0.04 

Thailand 3 0.02 

Togo 71 0.53 

Trinidad and 

Tobago 1 0.01 

Tunisia 2 0.01 

Turkey 23 0.17 

Turkmenistan 11 0.08 

Uganda 67 0.5 

Ukraine 88 0.65 

United Kingdom 2 0.01 

Uzbekistan 126 0.93 

Venezuela 545 4.03 

Vietnam 18 0.13 

Yemen 23 0.17 

Zambia 4 0.03 

Zimbabwe 109 0.81 
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APPENDIX C: SENSITIVITY TESTING 

  

 I conducted a number of additional regressions to ensure that my model was robust enough 

to support my conclusion. Specifically, I built 10 additional models, the empirical results of which 

are listed in this section. Models 4, 5, and 6 are identical to my primary regressions but use gender 

terms with male applicants and male asylum officers, rather than female. Model 4 is the “male” 

version of Model 1, Model 5 is the “male” version of Model 2, and Model 6 is the “male” version 

of Model 3. As clearly demonstrated in Model 5 and Model 6, the GENDERSYNCMALE term is 

statistically significant at the .05 level and of a similar magnitude to my primary research 

conclusions outlined in the Empirical Results section. These models reinforce my finding that 

cases where a male asylum officer adjudicates a male applicant are associated with approximately 

a 3.5 percentage point decrease in the probability that they are granted asylum, holding constant 

the other variables in the model. 

 

Model Number (4) (5) (6) 

 

Observations 13,515 13,515 13,515 

R-squared 

F-statistic 

0.102 

115.69*** 

0.149 

25.85*** 

0.154 

25.52*** 

 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

MALEAA -0.00963 -0.00240 -0.000789 

MALEAO -0.0103 -0.00265 0.0218 

GENDERSYNCMALE -0.0269 -0.0337** -0.0341** 

MUSLIM -0.00189 -0.0127 -0.00626 

MUSLIMMALEAAAO 0.0144 0.0180 0.00612 

CY2007 -0.0342*** -0.0309** -0.0301** 

CY2008 -0.0371*** -0.0285** -0.0292** 

CY2009 -0.0297* -0.0256 -0.0296* 

REGOFFICECHICAGO 0.0116 -0.00235 -0.0337 

REGOFFICEMIAMI 0.0212 0.0922** 0.0768** 

REGOFFICESANFRANCISC 0.233*** 0.326*** 0.317*** 

REGOFFICEARLINGTON 0.0347 0.0641* 0.0470 
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Model Number (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

REGOFFICENEWYORKCIT -0.209*** -0.141*** -0.135*** 

REGOFFICELOSANGELES 0.00883 0.0856** 0.0908*** 

REGOFFICENEWARK -0.00943 0.0511 0.0289 

INSPECTEDENTRY 0.0858*** 0.0662*** 0.0601*** 

REPRESENTATION -0.0102 -0.0260*** -0.0227** 

DEPENDENTSAA 0.0172 0.0284* 0.0345** 

CHRISTIAN -0.00298 -0.0222** -0.0219** 

CATHOLIC 0.0232* -0.00799 -0.00718 

BUDDHIST 0.0327 0.0505** -0.00723 

AOCASES 0.000170*** 0.000165*** 6.09e-05 

ASIANRACEAO 0.0145 0.0169 0.0249 

BLACKRACEAO 0.0411 0.0391 0.0390 

HISPANICRACEAO 0.0293 0.0171 0.00249 

WHITERACEAO 0.0742*** 0.0691*** 0.0632*** 

DEPENDENTSAO -0.00962* -0.0106** -0.00270 

MIDLEVEL -0.0789*** -0.0839*** -0.0687*** 

SENIORLEVEL -0.0407*** -0.0413*** -0.0254* 

EDUCBA 0.00692 -0.000301 -0.0175 

EDUCGRAD 0.00521 -0.00229 -0.0170 

MILITARY -0.0484** -0.0464** -0.0668*** 

GOVEXP -0.0551*** -0.0554*** -0.0652*** 

AOEXPERYEARS 0.0131*** 0.0123*** 0.0106*** 

AGEEOD 0.00182*** 0.00207*** 0.00236*** 

DEPENDENTSAAAO 0.0699*** 0.0611*** 0.0482** 

AGEATFILING -0.00134*** -0.00175*** -0.00169*** 

SIGIPREDICTED 0.0457 0.610*** 0.588*** 

GDPPERCAPITA 5.25e-06*** -1.31e-06 -1.49e-06 

REGIONAFRICA 0.206*** -0.147 -0.105 

REGIONAMERICAS 0.140*** 0.0471 0.0778 

REGIONASIA 0.117*** -0.00440 0.0423 

REGIONEUROPE 0.0285 -0.128 -0.0952 

REGIONOCEANIA 

AOSTATE 

-0.232** -0.471*** -0.426*** 

CA -0.296*** -0.313*** -0.353*** 

CO -0.247** -0.287** -0.291** 

CT -0.488*** -0.499*** -0.506*** 

DC -0.609*** -0.619*** -0.653*** 

FC -0.317*** -0.333*** -0.353*** 

FL -0.482*** -0.477*** -0.446*** 

GA -0.422*** -0.458*** -0.462*** 

GU 0.0134 -0.0193 -0.0241 

IA -0.462*** -0.460*** -0.491*** 

IL -0.250** -0.265** -0.268** 
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Model Number (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

IN -0.193 -0.209 -0.232* 

KS -0.0985 -0.0931 -0.0981 

KY -0.434*** -0.470*** -0.450*** 

LA 0.0802 0.0649 0.00629 

MA -0.297** -0.321** -0.357*** 

MD -0.435*** -0.457*** -0.467*** 

MI -0.259** -0.299*** -0.322*** 

MN -0.375*** -0.384*** -0.340*** 

MO -0.225* -0.241** -0.284** 

NC -0.180 -0.0890 -0.0447 

ND -0.297* -0.305** -0.252* 

NE -0.248** -0.267** -0.287** 

NJ -0.224* -0.239** -0.268** 

NM -0.374** -0.376** -0.347* 

NY -0.388*** -0.394*** -0.403*** 

OH -0.348*** -0.354*** -0.364*** 

OK -0.295** -0.297** -0.318** 

PA -0.201* -0.220* -0.216* 

PR -0.0356 -0.0598 -0.0614 

RI 0.254** 0.176 0.153 

TN -0.0304 -0.0297 -0.0290 

TX -0.332*** -0.349*** -0.376*** 

UT -0.117 -0.135 -0.148 

VA -0.392*** -0.433*** -0.459*** 

WA -0.366*** -0.352*** -0.412*** 

WI 

AACOUNTRY: 

-0.424*** -0.427*** -0.447*** 

ALBANIA  -0.118 -0.116 

ARMENIA  -0.116** -0.136** 

BELARUS  0.135* 0.133* 

BRAZIL  -0.0126 0.00262 

BULGARIA  0.0426 0.0499 

BURKINAFASO  -0.201*** -0.214*** 

BURUNDI  0.0504 0.0548 

CAMEROON  0.110** 0.111** 

CHAD  -0.0565 -0.0508 

CHINA  -0.0569 -0.0638* 

COLOMBIA  0.0580 0.0598 

REPCONGO  0.217*** 0.217*** 

COTEDIVOIRE  0.0714 0.0618 

CUBA  0.287*** 0.276** 

DEMREPCONGO  -0.0281 -0.0216 

EGYPT  0.00194 0.00476 
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Model Number (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

ELSALVADOR  -0.148 -0.143 

ERITREA  0.342*** 0.340*** 

ETHIOPIA  0.141*** 0.140*** 

GAMBIA  -0.0596 -0.0575 

GUATEMALA  0.000506 0.00763 

GUINEA  -0.00425 -0.00397 

HAITI  -0.138** -0.129** 

INDIA  -0.634*** -0.640*** 

INDONESIA  -0.140*** -0.114** 

IRAN  -0.175** -0.181** 

IRAQ  0.255*** 0.248*** 

ISRAEL  -0.0512 -0.0541 

JORDAN  -0.220* -0.228** 

KAZAKHSTAN  -0.137 -0.151 

KENYA  0.146*** 0.146*** 

LEBANON  -0.0954 -0.103 

LIBERIA  0.0277 0.0278 

MALI  -0.122 -0.118 

MOLDOVA  -0.0174 -0.00920 

MONGOLIA  -0.180** -0.152* 

NEPAL  -0.0814** -0.0819** 

PAKISTAN  -0.00779 -0.0114 

RUSSIA  0.131** 0.130** 

RWANDA  0.277*** 0.274*** 

SERBIA  0.274*** 0.278*** 

SRILANKA  -0.248*** -0.229*** 

SUDAN  0.0310 0.0278 

TOGO  0.0986 0.101 

UGANDA  0.336*** 0.343*** 

UKRAINE  0.0670 0.0730 

UZBEKISTAN  -0.0318 -0.0469 

VENEZUELA  0.134** 0.136** 

ZIMBABWE  0.339*** 0.340*** 

ETHNICARMENIA   0.0176 

ETHNICCHINA   -0.0318 

ETHNICRUSSIA   0.0383 

ETHNICTIBET   0.172*** 

DIVORCESEPAO   0.154** 

MARRIEDAO   0.00415 

SINGLEAO   0.0468 

Constant 0.446*** 0.444*** 0.417*** 

    

Robust standard errors used in these models; *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Next, I included a regression identical to Model 2, but using clustered standard errors by 

asylum officer instead of traditional robust standard errors, yielding a slightly more conservative 

model (Model 7). My key findings still held up in this model, with both the coefficients for 

FEMALEAA and GENDERSYNCFEMALE statistically significant at the 0.001 and 0.10 levels, 

respectively. Model 8 tested whether the results were biased by the asylum officers who 

adjudicated the most cases in the dataset; to do this, I replicated Model 2, but I eliminated officers 

who were above the 90th percentile of cases adjudicated in the sample. Model 9 excludes Chinese 

nationals from the analysis, as they make up such a large portion of the sample that they could 

skew the analysis.  

 

Model Number (7) (8) (9) 

 

Observations 13,515 9,102 10,655 

R-squared 

F-statistic 

0.1489 

. 

0.1279 

14.37*** 

0.1471 

21.20*** 

 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

FEMALEAA 0.0346*** 0.0414*** 0.000131 

FEMALEAO 0.0347 0.0426*** 0.0250 

GENDERSYNCFEMALE -0.0334* -0.0412** -0.0284 

MUSLIM -0.00996 -0.000430 -0.0379* 

MUSLIMFEMALEAAAO 0.0187 0.0195 0.0441 

CY2007 -0.0308 -0.0194 -0.000657 

CY2008 -0.0283 -0.0407** 0.0167 

CY2009 -0.0254 -0.0474** -0.00962 

REGOFFICECHICAGO -0.00159 0.000170 0.0636 

REGOFFICEMIAMI 0.0928 0.0611 0.0961** 

REGOFFICESANFRANCISC 0.327*** 0.385*** 0.292*** 

REGOFFICEARLINGTON 0.0646 0.0705* 0.0608* 

REGOFFICENEWYORKCIT -0.141 0.0245 -0.138*** 

REGOFFICELOSANGELES 0.0862 0.141*** 0.134*** 

REGOFFICENEWARK 0.0515 0.177*** 0.115*** 

INSPECTEDENTRY 0.0663*** 0.0471*** 0.0376** 

REPRESENTATION -0.0260** -0.0138 -0.0264** 

DEPENDENTSAA 0.0283 0.0567*** 0.0149 

CHRISTIAN -0.0221** -0.000229 -0.0221* 
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Model Number (7) (8) (9) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

CATHOLIC -0.00810 -0.0240 -0.0152 

BUDDHIST 0.0504** 0.0464* -0.0120 

AOCASES 0.000167 -0.000210** 0.000196*** 

ASIANRACEAO 0.0175 -0.0294 0.0327 

BLACKRACEAO 0.0401 0.0491 0.0505 

HISPANICRACEAO 0.0179 -0.0279 0.0607** 

WHITERACEAO 0.0698 0.0463* 0.0798*** 

DEPENDENTSAO -0.0104 -0.00236 -0.00245 

MIDLEVEL -0.0840 -0.0641*** -0.0885*** 

SENIORLEVEL -0.0412 -0.0794*** -0.0374** 

EDUCBA -0.000289 -0.0541** -0.00382 

EDUCGRAD -0.00292 -0.107*** 0.0428** 

MILITARY -0.0461 -0.0387 -0.0605*** 

GOVEXP -0.0556* 0.00871 -0.0501*** 

AOEXPERYEARS 0.0122 0.00330 0.0122*** 

AGEEOD 0.00207 0.00328*** 0.000969 

DEPENDENTSAAAO 0.0612** -0.00820 0.0615*** 

AGEATFILING -0.00174*** -0.00196*** -0.00132*** 

SIGIPREDICTED 0.606*** 0.476** 0.599*** 

GDPPERCAPITA -1.29e-06 -4.67e-06** -1.85e-06 

REGIONAFRICA -0.147 -0.143 -0.146 

REGIONAMERICAS 0.0477 0.0302 0.0357 

REGIONASIA -0.00348 0.0489 -0.000248 

REGIONEUROPE -0.128* -0.0840 -0.114 

REGIONOCEANIA 

AOSTATE: 

-0.472*** -0.422** -0.466*** 

CA -0.313*** -0.353*** -0.242** 

CO -0.289*** -0.366*** -0.0308 

CT -0.501*** -0.488*** -0.469*** 

DC -0.620*** -0.676*** -0.509*** 

FC -0.334*** -0.348*** -0.270** 

FL -0.477*** -0.242** -0.438*** 

GA -0.459*** -0.445*** -0.397*** 

GU -0.0200 -0.0151 -0.176 

IA -0.460*** -0.480*** -0.214 

IL -0.266*** -0.278** -0.268** 

IN -0.210 -0.293** -0.141 

KS -0.0927 -0.113 -0.00944 

KY -0.470*** -0.506*** -0.424*** 

LA 0.0632 -0.0548 0.159 

MA -0.322** -0.444*** -0.151 

MD -0.457*** -0.449*** -0.357*** 

MI -0.300*** -0.357*** -0.210* 
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Model Number (7) (8) (9) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

MN -0.384*** -0.0382 -0.320*** 

MO -0.242** -0.269** -0.188 

NC -0.0923 -0.199 -0.0347 

ND -0.305*** -0.367** -0.260* 

NE -0.268*** -0.307*** -0.266** 

NJ -0.240** -0.244** -0.209* 

NM -0.378*** -0.360** -0.310 

NY -0.394*** -0.441*** -0.335*** 

OH -0.354*** -0.361*** -0.297** 

OK -0.298*** -0.405*** -0.216 

PA -0.221** -0.213* -0.160 

PR -0.0611 -0.0797 -0.0213 

RI 0.176* 0.0806 0.268** 

TN -0.0307 -0.0258 0.0378 

TX -0.350*** -0.377*** -0.255** 

UT -0.135 -0.200* -0.115 

VA -0.433*** -0.423*** -0.365*** 

WA -0.352*** -0.382*** -0.338*** 

WI -0.428*** -0.492*** -0.317** 

AACOUNTRY: 

ALBANIA 

 

-0.115 

 

-0.110 

 

-0.163* 

ARMENIA -0.116** -0.187*** -0.147*** 

BELARUS 0.135* 0.0934 0.135* 

BRAZIL -0.0133 0.00177 0.00959 

BULGARIA 0.0433 0.00440 0.0293 

BURKINAFASO -0.200*** -0.268*** -0.214*** 

BURUNDI 0.0512 0.0753 0.0477 

CAMEROON 0.111** 0.167*** 0.114*** 

CHAD -0.0531 -0.0610 -0.0633 

CHINA -0.0570 -0.137***  

COLOMBIA 0.0578 0.0498 0.0748 

REPCONGO 0.218*** 0.268*** 0.177*** 

COTEDIVOIRE 0.0739 0.115 0.0511 

CUBA 0.286*** 0.230 0.267** 

DEMREPCONGO -0.0267 0.00486 -0.0323 

EGYPT 0.00354 -0.0142 -0.0139 

ELSALVADOR -0.148 -0.164 -0.144 

ERITREA 0.343*** 0.341*** 0.332*** 

ETHIOPIA 0.142*** 0.144*** 0.144*** 

GAMBIA -0.0610 -0.0480 -0.0627 

GUATEMALA 0.00102 0.0294 0.0126 

GUINEA -0.00535 0.00520 -0.0301 

HAITI -0.137** -0.0781 -0.137** 
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Model Number (7) (8) (9) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

INDIA -0.633*** -0.613*** -0.634*** 

INDONESIA -0.140** -0.197*** -0.154*** 

IRAN -0.174** -0.182* -0.175** 

IRAQ 0.256*** 0.217*** 0.257*** 

ISRAEL -0.0501 -0.0511 -0.0358 

JORDAN -0.216** -0.166 -0.227** 

KAZAKHSTAN -0.138 -0.154 -0.120 

KENYA 0.147** 0.204*** 0.140*** 

LEBANON -0.0950 -0.0911 -0.126 

LIBERIA 0.0290 -0.0241 -0.000524 

MALI -0.126 -0.0599 -0.129 

MOLDOVA -0.0166 -0.0854 -0.0242 

MONGOLIA -0.180* -0.290*** -0.130 

NEPAL -0.0808* -0.108** -0.0769* 

PAKISTAN -0.00683 -0.0560 -0.00956 

RUSSIA 0.131** 0.0724 0.128** 

RWANDA 0.277*** 0.249*** 0.267*** 

SERBIA 0.277*** 0.152 0.199** 

SRILANKA -0.246*** -0.314*** -0.251*** 

SUDAN 0.0329 0.0896 0.0441 

TOGO 0.100 0.156* 0.0966 

UGANDA 0.337*** 0.378*** 0.322*** 

UKRAINE 0.0679 -0.102 0.0633 

UZBEKISTAN -0.0317 -0.0768 -0.0299 

VENEZUELA 0.133* 0.149* 0.153** 

ZIMBABWE 0.340*** 0.296*** 0.336*** 

Constant 0.406*** 0.568*** 0.331*** 

    

Clustered standard errors used in Model 7 by AOID number 

Robust standard errors used in Models 8 and 9  

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

 Models 10, 11, and 12 were identical to Model 3, but rather than using the overall sample 

of analysis (13,515 observations), they used random samples of 3,000 observations. These models 

represent challenges to my primary findings, as noted in at the end of the Empirical Results section. 

Specifically, the GENDERSYNCFEMALE term was not statistically significant in any of these 

models. These models provide evidence that the significance of the GENDERSYNCFEMALE 
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term in Model 3 could potentially be a result of randomness rather than the key finding it appeared 

to be in the analysis. However, I would argue that while these results are worth noting, it is possible 

that the smaller sample size would be more sensitive to the loss of degrees of freedom than the full 

sample size. After all, the model includes over 100 independent variables, which should ideally 

use a larger sample size than 3,000 observations. Further, taking a sub-sample of the initial sample 

is not the same thing as running the model using a completely different random sample of the 

populations of interest (i.e. asylum cases). Therefore, these tests provide reason for caution about 

my results but not necessarily alarm. I would be interested in replicating my model with an updated 

dataset to see if the lack of statistical significance is observed in further studies. 

 

Model Number (10) (11) (12) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM ASYLUM ASYLUM 

FEMALEAA 0.0236 0.0556** -0.0252 

FEMALEAO 0.0332 -0.00789 0.00955 

GENDERSYNCFEMALE -0.00986 -0.0190 0.00308 

MUSLIM -0.0523 -0.0281 0.0315 

MUSLIMFEMALEAO 0.163** -0.0338 0.0998 

    

Observations 3,000 3,000 3,000 

R-squared 0.201 0.187 0.187 

Robust standard errors  

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 Last, Model 13 made one change from Model 3: it excluded the GENDERSYNCFEMALE 

term from the analysis. Interestingly, by removing the GENDERSYNC term, this model provided 

different information about the relationship of gender to asylum outcomes. Specifically, 

FEMALEAO was not statistically significant, while the magnitude of FEMALEAA was smaller. 

This model suggests there is no substantive difference in asylum outcomes depending on male or 

female officers; instead, it suggests that all female asylum applicants are about 1.7 percentage 

points more likely to receive asylum than male asylum applicants, holding other variables constant 
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in the model. This finding could suggest that the omission of the GENDERSYNCFEMALE term 

biases the coefficient for FEMALEAA and presents an incorrect picture of the relationship of 

applicant and officer gender to asylum outcomes. 

Model Number (13) 

 

Observations 13,515 

R-squared 

F-statistic 

0.1538 

25.63*** 

 

VARIABLES ASYLUM 

FEMALEAA 0.0161* 

FEMALEAO -0.00263 

MUSLIM -0.00789 

MUSLIMFEMALEAAAO 0.0194 

CY2007 -0.0299** 

CY2008 -0.0291** 

CY2009 -0.0294* 

REGOFFICECHICAGO -0.0325 

REGOFFICEMIAMI 0.0780** 

REGOFFICESANFRANCISC 0.317*** 

REGOFFICEARLINGTON 0.0472 

REGOFFICENEWYORKCIT -0.134*** 

REGOFFICELOSANGELES 0.0917*** 

REGOFFICENEWARK 0.0298 

INSPECTEDENTRY 0.0607*** 

REPRESENTATION -0.0226** 

DEPENDENTSAA 0.0343** 

CHRISTIAN -0.0216** 

CATHOLIC -0.00694 

BUDDHIST -0.00689 

AOCASES 6.10e-05 

ASIANRACEAO 0.0258 

BLACKRACEAO 0.0402 

HISPANICRACEAO 0.00348 

WHITERACEAO 0.0640*** 

DEPENDENTSAO -0.00254 

MIDLEVEL -0.0687*** 

SENIORLEVEL -0.0250* 

EDUCBA -0.0179 

EDUCGRAD -0.0174 

MILITARY -0.0670*** 

GOVEXP -0.0651*** 
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Model Number (13) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM 

AOEXPERYEARS 0.0105*** 

AGEEOD 0.00235*** 

DEPENDENTSAAAO 0.0488** 

AGEATFILING -0.00167*** 

SIGIPREDICTED 0.578*** 

GDPPERCAPITA -1.53e-06 

REGIONAFRICA -0.102 

REGIONAMERICAS 0.0787 

REGIONASIA 0.0450 

REGIONEUROPE -0.0928 

REGIONOCEANIA 

AOSTATE: 

-0.424*** 

CA -0.353*** 

CO -0.291** 

CT -0.504*** 

DC -0.653*** 

FC -0.353*** 

FL -0.444*** 

GA -0.462*** 

GU -0.0232 

IA -0.491*** 

IL -0.268** 

IN -0.231* 

KS -0.0953 

KY -0.447*** 

LA 0.00804 

MA -0.357*** 

MD -0.467*** 

MI -0.322*** 

MN -0.338*** 

MO -0.283** 

NC -0.0439 

ND -0.250* 

NE -0.287** 

NJ -0.268** 

NM -0.347* 

NY -0.402*** 

OH -0.362*** 

OK -0.320** 

PA -0.215* 

PR -0.0607 

RI 0.157 

TN -0.0276 
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Model Number (13) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM 

TX -0.375*** 

UT -0.147 

VA -0.457*** 

WA -0.413*** 

WI 

AACOUNTRY: 

-0.448*** 

ALBANIA -0.113 

ARMENIA -0.136** 

BELARUS 0.131* 

BRAZIL 0.00300 

BULGARIA 0.0467 

BURKINAFASO -0.210*** 

BURUNDI 0.0553 

CAMEROON 0.112** 

CHAD -0.0487 

CHINA -0.0640* 

COLOMBIA 0.0592 

REPCONGO 0.219*** 

COTEDIVOIRE 0.0641 

CUBA 0.276** 

DEMREPCONGO -0.0198 

EGYPT 0.00641 

ELSALVADOR -0.145 

ERITREA 0.341*** 

ETHIOPIA 0.140*** 

GAMBIA -0.0564 

GUATEMALA 0.00839 

GUINEA -0.00312 

HAITI -0.127* 

INDIA -0.638*** 

INDONESIA -0.113** 

IRAN -0.178** 

IRAQ 0.249*** 

ISRAEL -0.0540 

JORDAN -0.229** 

KAZAKHSTAN -0.155 

KENYA 0.146*** 

LEBANON -0.105 

LIBERIA 0.0302 

MALI -0.115 

MOLDOVA -0.00872 

MONGOLIA -0.152* 

NEPAL -0.0800** 



94 

Model Number (13) 

VARIABLES ASYLUM 

PAKISTAN -0.0101 

RUSSIA 0.129** 

RWANDA 0.274*** 

SERBIA 0.277*** 

SRILANKA -0.227*** 

SUDAN 0.0323 

TOGO 0.103 

UGANDA 0.344*** 

UKRAINE 0.0713 

UZBEKISTAN -0.0477 

VENEZUELA 0.136** 

ZIMBABWE 0.340*** 

ETHNICARMENIA 0.0182 

ETHNICCHINA -0.0320 

ETHNICRUSSIA 0.0394 

ETHNICTIBET 0.171*** 

DIVORCESEPAO 0.153** 

MARRIEDAO 0.00214 

SINGLEAO 0.0450 

Constant 0.412*** 

  

Robust standard errors used  

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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