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Maitter of Boy, 101 & n Bee. 87 (BLA 1962} In the Motier of Box, supra. the respandent, a
native and Citizen of it was denied an immigrant visa after hoving entered the United
States in 1957 using an alins. He escaped physical persecution opon returning to Haiti in
1958 and assumed a fictitions identity in which he was married: he seeored o delayed hirth
certificate with which he obtained a possport and sisa for entry (o Nossan. In Nassan he
toak up his psumed identity, lved there Cor one and o hall years and made application in
1960 for a visa to come 1o the United States. The court in Matter of Box held that his
willful mivrepresemtation as (o place and date of birth, parentage, marital stutus, prior
residence, and use of alias were not material under Section 212 (a) (19) of the Immigration
and Natinnality Act becawse on the two facts a ground of ina dmissibility wouwld not have
been revealed nor would an inguiry resulied in ithe proper det ermination of excludabiliny,

Matter of M R 91 & n Dec. 602 (BLA 19620, In Matter of M R a twenty-seven vear old
widow nuative and citizen of Mexico was admiticd o the United States for permancnt
residence where she had failed 10 reveal her true name, martial status and the fGct that she
had children when she applicd for the vise. The specinl inguiry oflicer ordered that
deportating procesdings were terminated and ihe BLA affirmed the termination of
depurtution proceadings. What was key in the court’s determination was whether or not
ibe true facts would lead 1o a relevant line on inguiry that would make the alien excludable.
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