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. Governments trough the Mexico-United States Binational Commission. The
study addresses the issue of migration of Mexican nationals to the United

States. Presidents Clinton and Zedillo have committed our Governments 1o strive
to ensure a proper and respectful management of this comlex phenomenon of mi-
gration, in the Joint Statement on Migration adopted May 6, 1997, in Mexico City.

The Mexico-U.S. Binational Study on Migration was authorized by our two

This study, conducted by a team composed of ten scholars from each country, is
the most comprehensive effort of its kind.

This novel effort was carried out with the intent of reaching a common under-
standing of the phenomenon of migration to facilitate dialogne between our two
countries on this subject. Many previous studies carried out separately on both
sides of the border fostered partial and one sided perceptions. This has made it
difficult to archieve a shared understanding of what migration signifies for both
societies. The data and analyses contained in this Binational Study were obtained,
evaluated and accepted jointly by the participating Mexican and U.S. scholars.
Thus, the conclusions reached on migration reflect a truly binational perspective.

The scholars themselves in expressing their satisfaction with the contents of the
study, have acknowledged that its completion required hard work and frank de-
bate, a reflection of the existing differences of opinion on migration issues. None-
theless, the team of scholars achieved consensus and produced an important and
valuable study.

The Mexico-U.S. Binational Study on Migration is an important centribution to
our efforts to reach a fuller understanding of the complexities of the phenomenon
of migration, We hopé that this study will contribute significantly to our ability to
address this issue in a spirit of cooperation, to the mutual benefit of our peoples.

MADELEINE ALBRIGHT ANGEL GURRIA
Secretary of State Secretary of Foreign Affairs
United States of America ' United Mexican States
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s he Mexico/United States Binational Study on Migration was a joint ef

1  fort undertaken by twenty scholars from both countries who worked
A together in teams on five separate subject areas and collaborated on the
production of this shared report. Their efforts have produced a collective and
state-of-the-art assessment of many aspects of Mexico-to-United States migra-
tion. We are appreciative of the efforts of the members who, despite their dif-
ferent acadernic disciplines and subject area expertise, worked in a productive
and collegial atmosphere. This report demonstrates the commitment of the Bi-
national members to produéing a thorough and groundbreaking document.

The Binational Study was funded by both the Mexican and United States gov-
ernments in conjunction with private sector funding in both countries. This
structure was created to optimize the independence of the research teams and to
make the final report immediately available to institutions interested in the criti-
cal role of migration in the bilateral relationship. The Mexican Ministry of
Foreign Affairs funded the Study and, with the Ministry of Interior, supported the
work of this Study. The U.S. Congress appropriated funds coordinated by the U.S.
Commission. on Immigration Reform, and both the U.S. Immigrationr and Natu-
ralization Service and the Department of State made contributions. We also
acknowledge funding received from the Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnologia
and the United States Information Service in Mexico. Private sector funders

were very interested in the project. The Fundacién Miguel Alemén in Mexico

contributed and the Ford and the Hewlett Foundations in the United States also
supporied the entire project. -

We are grateful for the data and information supplied to the Binational Study by
governmént institutions in Mexico and the United States. We also appreciate the
commissioned analyses prepared by Mexican and American consultants to
the Study. ' ‘

Finally, we acknowledge the many individuals in both countries who gave of
their time and assisted the Study in gaining invaluable insights above and beyond
the more mundane aspects of academic research. The Binational Study alter-
nated its meeting sites between Mexico and the United States and visited several
communities in both countries. Government officials were forthcoming in shar-
ing information and hosting opportunities to leamn in Mexico City, San Diego,
Tijuana, Oaxaca, Washington,'San Antonio, and Chicago. The members of the
Binational Study especially appreciated the frank exchanges with community
residents and migrants in Tijuana, Oaxaca, Guadalajara, and Chicago.
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exican migration to the United States is a complex and dynamic
phenomenon with long historical roots. There has been migration
northward since the settlement of both countries, across the frontier
ablished in 1848, and especially from the first sizable labor migration flows

est .
during the 1870s. Today, much of the mjgration flow remains economically

motivated by wage differences that affect supply and demand, and it is sustained
by the family and social networks that connect the two countries.

The two governments have approached this northward migration with unilateral
policies, as well as bilaterally negotiated programs, such as the well-known tem-
porary agricultural “Bracero” program that existed from 1942 to 1964. Since
then, the major U.S. policies affecting the flow have emanated from the Immi-
gration Act of 1965 and the Immigration Reform and Contro} Act of 1986 {IRCA]
that legalized some two million Mexicans in the United States under a long-term
or “pre-1982 resident” program and a Special Agricultural Worker program [SAW].
IRCA also applied sanctions against employers who knowingly hired unautho-
rized workers. More recently, the U.S. Congress adopted the Illegal Immigration
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act [IRIRA] to strengthen border and
worksite enforcement, facilitate removals of unautherized aliens, and deter utili-

zation of public programs.

This new approach occurred simultaneously with a period of heightened Mexico-
United States engagement, driven in large measure by the positive bilateral
refations promoted through the North American Free Trade Agreement [NAFTA].
In the last five years, there bas been an upsurge of injtiatives to formalize the
bilateral dialogue and consultation on migration, as well as on such other issues
as water managerﬁent and health along the border. The Working Group on
Migration and Consular Affairs of the Binational Commission has proven an
importdnt and effective, forum for frank discussion of various migration issues.

This study is both a reflection and manifestation of the new spirit of cooperation. .

A joint undertaking by the governments of Mexico and the United States, the
study's aim is to contribute to a better understanding of the nature, dimensions,
and consequences of migration from Mexico to the United States. The research
was conducted by a team of twenty independent researchers, ten from each country,
who reviewed existing research, generated new data and analyses, and undertook
site visits and consulted with migrants and local residents to gain a joint under-
standing of the issues raised in this study.

SUMMARY
CF MAJOR
FINDINGS
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;QE;‘SESSfﬂQ Migration includes residents and sojourners, both legal and unauthorized,
Sexirp~ | We constructed estimates of the 'Mcxican‘sbdm population in the United States
UEPE Py using well-known national-level data sources, with special efforts to adjust for
~iH I,;E i? 51&?83 undercounts and the number of SAW workers included, Our results Suggest that
v gration the total size of the resident Mexican-bom population in the United States in

1996 was within the following ranges: '

Total Mexican-Bomn Population 7.0 - 7.3 million persons,
Legal Residents 4.7 - 4.9 million persons,
Unauthorized Residents 2.3 - 2.4 million persons.

The numbers of Mexican-born migrants represent approximately 3 percent of the
overall United States population, about 40 percent of the U.S. population of
Mexican-American ancestry, and are equivalent to 8 percent of the overall
national population of Mexico. Approximately 22 percent arrived in the past five
years.

About 0.5 million were naturalized U.S. citizens. In recent yéa:s, naturalization
of legal Mexican-born immigrants has increased dramatically from just over
67,000 in FY 1995 to 233,000 in FY 1996. These figures for the foreign-born
population are in addition to the 1] million native-born citizens of Mexican
American ancestry as of 1996,

The decade of the 1980s showed a massive increase in Mexican legal immigra-
tion, largely because of the legalization program, During the 1990s, legal immi-
gration from Mexico remained sizeable as the family members of legalized
Mexicans obtained permanent resident status. In FY 1996 alone, more than
160,000 Mexicans became legal immigrants, all but about 5,300 under family-
based admission categories. The future demographic consequences of [RCA
could be considerable, with at least an estimated 1 million Mexican family mem-
bers of legalized persons eligible to apply for U.S. admission.

Legal temporary visits between Mexico and the United States also are substan-
tial. The border crossings between Mexico and the United States are amohg the
busiest in the world. In FY 1996, for example, there were 280 million land
crossings through the southwest border, The exact number of unauthorized
entries of Mexicans into the United States is unknown, but in FY 1995 more than
1.3 million apprehensions of persons attempting to enter without inspection took
place at the Mexico-United States border. These are records of events, however,
and not of individuals.
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Mexican census data and indirect measurement methods show that the loss
of Mexican population from international migration has been systematic since
1960. According to our best estimates, the migration of persons to the United
States who have established permanent residence there has been within the fol-
lowing ranges: ', a

1960-1970 260,000 - 290,000
1970-1980 1,200,000 - 1,550,000

1980-1990 2,100,000 - 2,600,000

For 1990-1995, net outmigration was 1.39 million people, with essentially equal
gender, which is equivalent to an annual average of 277,000 for
the five-year period. Our estimates based on U.S. data indicate a similar net -
growth in the size of the Mexican-born population from 1990 to 1996 of approxi-
mately 1.9 million persons, of about 315,000 persons per year. Breaking down
the 1.9 million figure into companents, we estimate that approximately 510,000
were legal immigrants, 630,000 unauthorized migrants, and 760,000 migrants
who either were legalized under the SAWs program Of legalized as an IRCA
family member. Many of SAWSs legalizations occurred in the first half of the
1990s; future flows of this type should be negligible. |

The rate of back-and-forth labor movement seems to be slowing. Mexican
border surveys on sojourners show a decrease in the number of persons moving
in both directions between 1993 and 1995 (south-north migrants decreasing from
790,000 to 540,000 and north-south migrants decreasing from 624,000 to 433,000).
This reduction in the rate of circulation can be explained by several hypotheses,
the most likely of which is that many people are deciding to establish residence
in the United States or to prolong their stay there. It is possible that, as the Binational
Study- members heard in their visits to comm mities in Mexico, the increasing

 difficulty of crossing the border has led temporary migrants to reduce the number
~ of times they move back and forth between the two countries. New enforcement

techniques have caused an increase in the number of times an individual Mexican
is apprehended before making a successful eniry of determining to retarn home.
Legalization, too, may have permitted Mexican workers to bring their families,
thereby reducing their need.to return frequently to Mexico. Increasingly, partici-
pation of migrants in urban jobs, which are less seasonal than rural jobs, may also

contribute to lengthier stays in the United States.

Characteristics vary by migrant type. We are able to approximate the char-
acteristics of three “types” of migrants using combinations of several databases:
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sojourner migrant (legal or unauthorized whose principal residence is in Mexico);
settled resident (legal or unauthorized who habitually reside in the U.S.); and
naturalized U.S. citizen (who have met five-year legal residence and other re-
quirements). . AN '

The characteristics of Mexican migrants reflect their “type,” gender, the historical
pattemns of -U.S. recruitment for Mexican labor, and the Jjob market in which
Mexicans continue to find work. For example, some 73 t¢ 94 percent of sojourn-
€1S are young men and more than one-half work in agriculture, About 55 percent
of settlers are slightly older males, and about 13 percent work in agriculture.
Women, who are a smaller proportion of employed migrants, tend to work in the
service economy. Naturalized citizens are long-term residents and only 54 per-
cent are males in their early forties on average and less than 10 percent work in
agricultire. A greater proportion of sojourners and settlers are employed in certain
sectors of construction, manufacturing, and services than are U.S, natives or
naturalized Mexican-born citizens.

 Clearly, the primary motive for the migrant stream is economic; however, that
does not mean Mexican migrants necessarily lack jobs in Mexico, Most migrants
had some kind of work in Mexico prior to migrating. Border crossing data with
large numbers of unauthorized migrants find that most had work prior to leaving,
Nevertheless, the majority migrated with the intention of working in the U.S.,
mainly to obtain higher wages.

Mexican-born migrants tend to have low skill levels, relative both to the U.S.
population at large and to other ‘migrant groups. The sectors employing
Mexican-born migrants tend to seek lower-skilled workers, They also pay low
wages, accounting for the low incomes and high poverty rates of Mezxican-born
settlers in the United States, This situation is exacerbated by the unauthorized
status of many of these migrants. Less than one-tenth of sojourners complete
high school, but just over one-quarter of the settlers and well over one-third of
new legal immigrants and naturalized citizens do. More than one-seventh of new
legal immigrants are college graduates. About one-half of the families accom-
panying sojourners in seasonal agriculture live in poverty while in the U.S., but
their roughly U.S. $200 in weekly earnings are substantially higher than wages
in Mexico for comparable work. About one-quarter of settler families live on
poverty incomes. While the average U.S. household saw income gains between
1990 and 1996, Mexican-born resident households lost income: in 1996, 11 percent
of recently arrived households had incomes less than $5,000, whereas in 1990,

iv
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had such low incomes. Unauthorized status is a factor, the
annual eamings of legal immigrants in 1996 was more than $19,000.

Despite- much continuity in origins and characteristics, migration shows

increased diversity over time. Traditionally, migrants-have been rural males
from a subset of communities in the west central states of Jalisco, Michoacén,
and Guanajuato. The new diversity shows up in changing demography, origins and
destinations, and labor force characteristics. . Today, Mexican migrants appear to
be older, have more education, more are women, and more are coming from

ban areas. In the United States, Mexican migrants
are highly concentrated in California, Texas, and Illinois: about 85 percent of all
Mexican-borm immigrants resided in these three states compared to 45 percent of
4l immigrants to the U.S. in 1990. At the same time, Mexican-born migrants
have become attracted to new geographic destinations. Midwestern, southern

.and eastern statcs that have had few Mexican-born workers now are destinations

for Mexican-born persons employed in agriculture and food processing, construc-
tion, manufacturing, and low-skill service occupations.

The demand of United States employers and the economic motivation of
Mexican migrants is sustained by network and supply factors. The catalyst
for much of unauthorized Mexican migration is better-paying U.S. employment,
but over time new factors have created a larger and more complex set of reasons
that sustain the flow. Migration is 2 dynamic process and the factors that drive
it change. Today new employers and labor brokers, along with cross-border
social networks of relatives and friends, link an expanding list of U.S. industries,
occupations, and areas to a lengthening list of Mexican communities that send
migrants to the U.S. Push factors that increase the supply of labor seem to have
become more important since the mid-1980s as 2 result of recurring Mexican
economic crises and Mexican policies, such as the restructuring of rural Mexico
that made small-scale farming less attractive. This means that Mexicans tmigrate
to the U.S. within well-established networks, as well as through new networks
that are developing to move migrants to the U.S. from regions without a tradition
of migration. One of IRCA’s effects was 10 strengthen such networks and to

transform a portion of the flow from sojourner to settler.

Demographic and economic factors may reduce future migration. There is
reason to believe that currently high levels of migra'tion may represent a “hump”
or peak in the volume of Mexico-United States migration. In the U.S., American
employers are adjusting to higher minimum wages, to greater global competition,




v eecmam e

MEXICO-—ESTADOS UNIDOS SOBRE MIGRACIAN
MIGRATION BETWEEN MEXICO & THE UNITED STATEg

and to a likely increased supply of low-skilled U.S. residents shifted out of
welfare programs. In the Past, employers have adjusted to higher wages ang

promises to increase economic efficiency and job growth in the medium- to long-
term. The International Monetary Fund and Mexico's 1997 development plan
both project 5 percent annual economic growth that, if achieved, would soon
create sufficient new jobs to match or exceed the growth of the labor force,
" Analyses done for this study show that even a more modest 3 percent rate of

Migration has varied effects, producing both benefits and costs. It is difficult
to establish a balanced evaluatiop of migration’s impacts because of the lack of
data and the need for focused research in both countries. We caution against
overly simplistic conclusions about Costs and benefits and note that the perspec-
tives on the balance differ in each country. In Mexico, those who return most
often are the sojourners, many of whom benefit from their U.S. experience. In
the U.S., the settler population—often older and sometimes unauthorized, but
increasingly with legal status—has relatively low skills that Place it at a disad-
vantage relative to other U.S, residents in an “information age” economy. At the
national level, economic impacts are diffuse in both Mexico and the United
States. However, strong impacts are found at local and regional levels,

Remittances play an important role in many Mexican communities, but
migration creates costs due to the loss of human capital and social disrup-
tion. The most important direct impact of migration is the income sent home to
Mexico by migrants in the United States. Remittances were equivalent to 57

yvi
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percent: of the foreign exchange available through foreign direct investment in
1995, and 3 pefcent of the total income supplied by €xports. In Mexico, the
entrated in about 100 municipalities in the west central and

f the country. The average remittances received by mi'grants’
families are equivalent 0 the household's other -earnings. Remittances have
financed some productive investments, as well as housing and urban develop-
n'n:m. Although the direct peneficiaries are households that receive remittances,

markets spread some effects to other households and businesses.

impacts aré conc

Remittances vary widely among migrants depending on their U.S.
earnings and the COSt of trips back-and-forth. Most migrant gamings do not
accrue directly into Mexico’s economy as they are spent in the U.S. Migration
represents some Joss of human capital for Mexico as migrants are mostly a
working-age population with education and good health. Other adverse effects
in Mexico include the social disruptioﬁs that affect the outmigrants’ families and

© communities.

Migrants themselves, businesses, and CONSUMErs benefit most in- the United
States, with costs incarred by state and local governments and low-skilled
workers. The primary beneficiaries of Mexico-to-United States migration are
the migrants themselves and the U.S. owners of capital and some agricultural
land, as well as American cONsumers and the American economy that grows
through the employment and the consumption generated by Mexican migration.
In the labor market, the costs associated with the migration are primarily to labor
“substitutes,” i.e., DEW Mexican migrants compete primarily with other low-
skilled workers, especially already resident Mexican migrants.

On the fiscal side, Mexican migrants were not more prone to use welfare than
similar natives. A statistical analysis of 1990 Census data finds that, compared
to similar native households, Mexican-bom households with young heads are
less likely to obtain means-tested benefits. By contrast, those with heads older-
than 65 years are more likely to receive assistance, probably Supplementary

- Security Income [SSI]. Sojourners and recent migrants pay some taxes yet rely

little on government services because they are young and, oftentimes, their

" unauthorized status makes them ineligible. However, research on settlers finds
“that many state and local governments pay more in services to Mexican-born

households. than they receive in taxes, largely because their lower incomes result
in lower taxes paid. The single largest fiscal cost is related to education, which
can be seen both as a public expenditure and as an investment in the future.

vil
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The Mexican-origin population is projected to be of in;:feasing importance early
in the next ceatury. Because of the combination of migration and higher thag
average fertility rates, the proportion of the U.S, population that is of Mexican
origin will grow, L:qw past rates of naturalization and of voter murnout, coupled
with voting districts apportioned according to Hispanic Population totals thy
have few eligible and voting-age persons, have weakened the potentia] impact
of the Mexican migration in the U.S. political system. This could change,
In some cases, Mexican-Americans have helped rebuild decaying inner-city.
neighborhoods,

Border relations are largely positive, although tensions do erupt. Migration
within the border area is a special case because of the strong family, commercial,
and social connections of the residents of many neighboring communities. The vast
majority of border crossers go for short visits, often purchasing goods on the
other side of the border. The contributions to Joca] economies on both sides of
the border that emanate from this cross-border tommerce are substantial. Nevy-
ertheless, some byproducts of cross-border migration, including petty crime,
vandalism, vice, violence, and uncompensated use of health care and other ser-
vices, can.create tensions.

attacks and abandonment by smugglers to theft, rape, and even murder— and.
suffer the physical consequences of difficult border crossings. Human rights
abuses by federal, state, and local officiais have been recorded, which is a matter
of great concem for both countries. Officials in both countries have been at-
tacked by smugglers as well. Both govemnments have taken action to curb these
-various abuses but border violence continues to be g source of tension.

Policymaking has been episodic in nature. The political responses of Mexico
and the United States to migration have an episodic character: the debate on
migration is greatly influenced by the changing economic conditions in both
countries. Policymaking aiso has been reactive with the action of one country
leading to the reaction of the other. The pace of the reactive process has accel-
erated in recent years. Ofteg the U.S. has acted unilaterally. And due to the
contradictory and yielded unexpected results, There may be many unanticipated
impacts for resident —authorized and unauthorized— populations in the wake
of a trilogy of legisiation passed in the United States in 199¢ (on immigration,
terrorism/crime, and welfare).

viii



as shifted from a position of deliberate nonengagement
d on the principle of noninterference in the internal
atfairs of other countries, to a stance of increasing dialogue with U.S. counter-
parts 10 better address migration issues. The Mexican government also has
developed a presence in Mexican communities in United States. In addition,
diplomatic and consular protection activities and cultural and business promo-
tion. have increased. The North American Free Trade Agreement [NAFTA]
‘signed in 1993 did not contain major policy on migration; nevertheless, it created
new institutional arrangements facilitating political and economic contacts and
breathed new life into’ consultative groups. These developments are of majot
;" consequence for the bilateral relationship. However, with the policy of opening

the border for commerce and investment but not for people, the potential for

The Mexican government h
on migration matiers, base

bilateral tension remains.

: The study findings argue for increased dialogue and forward-looking consul- Inastitution-
¢ tative mechanisms to facilitate bilateral cooperation in finding ‘mutl'lally ErLERE
beneficial solutlon.s to unauthonzted m.lgratmn between Mexfuco and thn‘a Ul:l.lted Cooner ative
States. The Working Group on Migration and Consular Affairs of the Binational - y
Commission has been an effective platform for frank discussions on migration
issues. However, the Working Group’s efforts could be supplemented and en- EE=PERAA LR~
hanced with frequent discussion around an agerida of issues that would be in-
formed by the best possible empirical and policy analyses. At a minimum, the
framework for discussion must acknowledge that no -single approach'will address
adequately the issue of unauthorized migration. Demand, supply, and networks
Call comniribute to these movements, and, thus, solutions must be multifaceted and
found in both countries. And there must be a careful approach to migration
problems that is sensitive to differences in perspectives and build on the joint

Mexiéan-United States commitment to foster human rights.

[ e

More specifically, the following issues should be on the agenda for joint

discussion:

Outcomes of 1996 Legislation. The US. adopted a trio of laws affecting mi-
gration, including the Mllegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility
Act, the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act, and the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, while Mexico adopted a Con-
stitutional amendment that will allow dual nationality for Mexicans who natural-
ize. Regular, joint monitoring could help identify the intended and unintended
results of newly enacted legislation in a more timely fashion.




MEXICO—ESTADOS UNIDOS SOBRE MIGRACION
MIGRATION BETWEEN MEXICO & THE UNITED STATEg

Migration Impact Statements. One way of bringing these issues to discussion
“would be to formalize them as “impact statements” along the lines of the sugges-
tion in 1990 by the U.S. Commission for the Study of International Migration
and Cooperative Ecoanic Development. These impact statements should assess
direct changes in immigration policy as well as changes in economic and other
policies that may affect migration patterns.

Addressing the Demand, Supply, and Network Factors. On the top of any
rolling agenda list should be unauthorized migration that both countries have an
express interest in addressing. The governments should assess the effectiveness
of strategies to reduce employer demand for unauthorized workers, to provide
increased economic opportunities within Mexico, and to reduce the efficacy of
formal and informal networks that now link the supply of unauthorized labor in
Mexico with U.S. demand for such labor.

Facilitating Legal Movements between Mexico and the United States. Eco-
nomic and social integration means increased need to accomodate, and even to
facilitate, mobility of persons between the two countries. Mexico and the United
States should engage in systematic analysis of policies that will support trade,
investment, and commerce by facilitating legal movements and easing bariers to
legal entry.

Continuer: Bilateral Research and Data Collection. The development of a
binational policy agenda would be greatly enhanced, as we have learned from the
Mexico-United States Binational Study, with the use and analysis of data from
both nations. - The dynamic process of migration, also documented in this study,
calls for building capacity and infrastructure to assess migration’s nature, effects,
and responses. '

Maximizing Benefits and Minimizing Costs. It is to the clear benefit of both
countries to work towards eliminating unauthorized migration, which creates
costs for both countries and makes migrants vulnerable to exploitation. That
process should be helped over the long-term by demographic and potential eco-
nomic trends in Mexico and the United States. In the interim, the two countries
should explore ways to capitalize on the economic return to migration (for ex-
ample, by reducing the cost of transferring remittances and helping families use
them tewards productive purposes) in order to stimulate economic development
in Mexico. Further, ways to enhance labor standards in the United States should
be explored to reduce the incentives to employers for hiring unauthorized workers.
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A wGuestworker” Program is unlikely to be a Solution to Unauthorized Mi-
gration. The United States and Mexico should study carefully the concept ofa
bilateral foreign worker prograin, recognizing that such a program is unlikely to
be an effective remedy 10 unauthorized migration or tO have sufficient labor
Jtandards to protect the rights of workers. A guestworker*program could stimu-
ate new migration networks, adding to, rather than substituting for, unauthorized
workeré. Continued outflow of workers also might make investors reluctant to
invest in emigration areas.

Recognizing and Addressing Social Costs of Migration. Mexican migration
has social costs, particularly the separation and breakup of families. Attention
chould be given to ways to alleviate the disruption to families and communities_
For example, the tWo governments could explore ways t0 identify and obtain
support for families, mostly female-headed. who have been deserted by migrating

husbands/fathers.

Immigrant. A person who migrates over international-boundaries into a country
of which he or she is not a citizen. In the United States, the legdl+echnical
meaning of “immigrant’ is restricted to persons admitted for legal permanent
residence. Becausse international migrants from Mexico sometimes are not
legally admitted or are not permanent residents, the text often refers simply to

migrants.

Legal Status in the United States. There are several major legal status
categories (Mexico has a paralle! division of legal status as well):

Unauthorized Migrant. Person who has entered without inspection [EWI]
or overstayed his or her U.S. legal temporary visa. Also a person who works
without authorization, regardless of mode of entry. Commonly referred to as

“undocumented" or “illegal alien.”

Legal Nonimmigrant [NIV]. Person admitted into the United States tegally
on a temporary visa for a temporary stay for tourism, study, or work.

Legal permanent Resident [LPR]. Most Mexican-born setilers are LPRs
and are predominantly sponsored in the family reunification categories of the
U.S. admission system.

Legalized Resident. The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986
granted a one-time amnesty to formerly illegal residents who, after one year,
- become LPR-eligible (DOL 1096:87).

Pre-1982 Residents [245A]. 1.08 milion Mexican-born were legalized

Linder this program that required continuous five-year residency at the
time of application.. :

Special Agricuttural Workers [SAW]. 877,000 Mexican-born were
legalized with the requirement that they had worked at least ninety days
in agriculture in the preceding three years.

i
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Naturafized Citizen. Legal permanent residents must wait five years and
mest certain qualifications before becoming “naturalized citizens™ with the
full voting and societal rights of the native-born citizenry (born on U.S. soll).

Mexican-Born. Persons born in Mexico and, with few excaptions, originally
nationals of Mexicd at birth. C

Mexican-Origin. Residents in the United States, who are Mexican or native
born of Mexican ancestry. Includes Mexican Americans.

Migrant Types. Persons vary in the time they spend abroad and/or théir
purpose for migration. Of the many different patterns that exist, we distinguish
two broad ones:

Sojourner. Includes many different types whose primary residence is in.
Mexico, the largest subgroup may well be “circular” or “target® migranis who
work in the United States for short periods.

Settler. Encompasses both unauthorized and legal permanent residents of
the United States whose primary residence is in the United States.

Networks. The social connections betwaen people that provide information and,
often, a way of facilitating migration northward. For example, a “migrant network”
might link an aspiring migrant in Oaxaca with a friend or relative in Los Angeles,
from whom the aspiring migrant can learn of job and housing possibilities.

Remittances. Monies sent by migrants abroad back to their families or friends
in their country of origin. .

Stock and Flow. Migration is measured efther as a "stack,” or persons who
reside in a place, or “fiow,” persons who have moved in or out of a place within
a given period,

Supply and Demand. Employers need workers or, as economists say, -they
demand labor. The supply of labor refers to the number of workers with certain
characteristics from whom the employer can choose. Just how many workers
employers “demand” or how many workers are “supplied” depends on the wage
employers offer and the wage that workers will accept. ‘
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ow issues hold greater implications for bilateral relations between Mexico
and the United States than does migration. As-a member of this team
‘ recently wrote, “the tension created by migration from Mexico to the
United States is perhaps {he most intractable theme in the relationship-between
highly developed, the other-less deyeloped. At times, the

the two neighbors, 00€
ntries over this issue is modest and, at others, incan-

friction between the tWO cou ‘
Jescent, but it is never absent” {Weintraub 1997:284).

\digration from Mexico to the United States is more than one hundred years old.
This history 18 replete with' efforts by one or both countries to regulate the
movements northward. Sharing one of the longest land borders between two
countries with disparate earnings and income levels, Mexico and the United
States have found many ways to address migration concerns. Table I-1 gives a
brief summary of policies in the major historical periods of Mexican migration

to the United States.

Qver the years. when labor shortages have grown as a result of war or other
factors, unilateral recruitment and such bilateral agreements as the Bracero Pro-
gram have resulted in large-scale movements of Mexican workers into the United
States. When economic conditions have reduced the need for additional labor,
created anxieties among U.S. workers, or made it difficult for migrants to find
work, large-scale repatriation has occurred, sometimes by U.S. government
action and with Mexican government assistance to refurnees.

During the past two decades, unauthorized migration between the two countries

has tended to dominate the policy agenda on Mexico to United States migration
(Bean et al. 1997). Through much of the pericd from 1975 to 1986; U.S, authori-
fies debated what would be the best approach to reduce unauthorized migration.
Eventually, in 1986, Congress passed IRCA, which adopted a variation of the
grand compromise that had been advanced by such bodies as the congressionally:

mandated Select Commission on Tmmigration and Refugee'Policy: employer

sanctions and mass legalization. Because the largest national group in the unau-
thorized immigrant population was from Mexico, both of these provisions were

_seen as having a major impact on Mexicans.

IRCA had significant intended and unintended consequences for Mexico to United
States migration. The size of the Mexican population in the United States
increased dramatically during the late 1980s and early 1990s due to IRCA's
legalization provisions. Starting in 1987, about 1.7 million long-term unautho-
rized migrants and an additional 1.3 million unauthorized Special Agricultural

Workers [SAWSs] applied for legalization under the amnesty provisions of IRCA.

I
INTRODUCTION




Table I-1.

- Major
Historical
Periods in
Mexico-to-

iinited States

Migration

MEXICO—ESTADOS UNIDOS SOBRE MIGRACIAN
MIGRATION BETWEEN MEXICO, & THE UNITED STATEg

————

.11870-1890

1891-1917

1920s

1929-1933

1940s

1951-1952

1954

1964

1980s

1990s

U.S. recruitment for southwestern rails and agriculture, Mexican
Consular Law of 1871 provides for protection of Mexicans abroag
with respect for local sovereignty;

U.S. laws restrict Mexican {and Canadian) land admissions, U.S.
World War | recruitment (including some Canadians and Baha-
mians), Mexican Consuiar report of salary abuses of Mexican
workers in U.S. (Gomez Arnau 1991 %

U.S. Border Patrol established, undocumented entry considered
a misdemeanor with penalties attached, and exclusions of Mexi-
cans on “public charge provisions” are common;

U.S. Depression-times repatriation of Mexicans partly funded by
Mexican and private aid groups with frequent promotion by
Mexican consulates (Gamia 1930);

World War ll era Bracero agricultural workers program begun,
jointly negotiated by both governments (also a smalier railroad
program from 1943-1946);

Upon third renewal of Bracero program, Mexico suggests U.S.
measures against the employment of unauthorized workers, but
U.S. adopts “Texas Proviso” making it a felony to import “illegal
aliens” while exempting employers fror ‘ulpability (Garcia y
Griego 1981);

Negotiations for a new Bracero agreeme:  jreak down though
U.S. continues recruitment, Mexican government attempts un-
successfully to stop outmigration, massive U.S. deportations of
unauthorized workers under “Operation Wetback:”

Termination of the Bracerp program;

U.S. Immigration Referm and Control Act of 1986 [IRCA} im-
poses sanctions on employers who knowingly hire unauthorized
workers and legalizes two million unauthorized residents, U.S,
Asencio Commission recommends economic development to
address unauthorized flow, Mexico reinforces and expands its
consular protection of Mexicans abroad:

Bilateral dialogue on migration increases, North American Free
Trade Agreement [NAFTA] signed, U.S. strengthens border con-
trol, new U.S. laws expedite removai of unauthorized migrants
and restrict welfare benefits to legal immigrants, the Mexico/
U.S. Binational Study on Migration is- estabiished.




Most of these persons had already been in the U.S.; during the 1990, their close
family members began 0 obtain legal status in sizeable numbers., INS reports
that nearly 1.6 million Mexicans were admitted as legal U.S. residents between
1981 and 1990; an additional 1.5 million were admitted in E}scal Years 1991 -
[995. Beginning in 1995, the number of Mexican immigrants becoming citizens
also increased substantially, at least in part because those legalizing their status

. under IRCA became eligible for natyralization.

At the same time, unauthorized migration continued, pointing to weaknesses in
[RCA's enforcement approach. A proliferation of fraudulent documents permit-
ted unauthorized workers to obtain jobs despite the requirement that employers
check the employment'authoﬁzation of new hires. After an initial decline in
border apprehensions, the number of apprehended migrants began to climb and
returned to almost pre-JRCA levels, with 1.3 million apprehensions in 1995.

The continuing unauthorized entries; not only of Mexicans, but also other nation-
alities. led to passage of the llegal Immigration Reform and Iimmigrant Respon-
sibility Act [JRIRA] of 1996. Building in part on IRCA’s provisions, the new
legislation augmented border controls, required new pilot programs to test more
secure forms of employment verification, clarified eligibility for public benefit
programs, bars unauthorized residents for three or ten years from legal admis-
sion. and made sweeping changes in provisions for the removal of unauthorized
migrants. [n conjunction with two other new laws —the Antiterrorism and
Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 [AEDPA] and the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportupity Reconciliation Act of 1996 [Welfare Reform Actj— IRIRA

represents a new phase in recurrent efforts by the U.S. government to address

migration issues.

The last two decades also brought different measures On the part of Mexico.
Some were internal, such as the border-industry or Maquiladora Program that
was intended to absorb workers returning from the Bracero prografm. Yet, most
measures were directed to strengthen and broaden the consular protection of
Mexicans in the United States. More Mexican consular offices have been opened
in the United States, mobile consulates reach out to Mexicans outside of the
‘major cities, and more personnel have been dedicated to the protection of Mexi-
can nationals. Consular officers have increased their visits to U.S. worksites and
Migrant Detention Centers. Hospitals and jails are likewise included in regular
yisits. These visits provide an opportunity for consular officers to assist
migrants in their relations with U.S. authorities and nationals, to advise migrants
on U.S. laws, to help recover unpaid salaries or solve other labor-related prob-

lems.” arid 6 -assist migrants to contact their relatives in Mexico or the U.S.
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Despite the continuity reflected in these legislative initiatives and protection
policies, the overall context for addressing migration issues between the two
countries has shifted markedly. The 1990s brought closer relations and a coop-
erative economic relationship after the 1993 approval of the North American
Free Trade Agreement [NAFTA] between Mexico, the United States, and Canada,
NAFTA alone will not solve the problems of unauthorized migration although
increased trade and economic development continue to pose the best hope for
reducing migration pressure in the long run.

The two governments are engaged, as never before, in working together to solve
common problems. Binational working groups meet regula:iy to coordinate and
cooperate on issues ranging from facilitating. border crossing to antismuggling
initiatives. A further measure of these new arrangements can be seen in new
responses. In contrast to earlier periods, when the U.S. acted unilaterally and
Mexico was largely silent regarding U.S. legislation, both governments promote
dialogue through various bilateral groups and mechanisms, including the summit
meeting between Presidents Zedillo and Clinton in May 1997.

This study itself derives from the new spirit of cooperation. After a meeting of
the Migration and Consular Affairs Group of the Mexican-United States Bina-
tional Commission in March 1994, the governments of Mexico and the United
States agreed to undertake a joint study of migration between the two countries.
The main objective of the Mexico/United States Binational Study (1995-1997) is
to contribute to a bertter understanding and appreciation of the nature, dimen-
sions, and consequences of migration from Mexico to the United States. It also
provides an opportunity to identify options to respond to these movements.

This study is the joint effort of a team of twenty researchers, ten from each
country. They have worked in five subgroups focusing on distinct elements of
- the migration phenomenon: quantification of the scale of migration between
Mexico and the United States; characteristics of the migrants; the factors that
cause, sustain, or hinder migration; the impacts on the two countries; and the
responses adopted individually or jointly by Mexico and the United States: The
study team reviewed existing research conducted on migration between Mexico
and the United States, and it generated new data and analysis conducted by team
members and outside consultants to the project. The research team also under-
took site visits to Mexican and U.S. communities experiencing the effects of
migration in order to gain a joint understanding of the issues raised in this study.
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“ migrants from each country residing in the other (the “stock” of migrants)
. and the size of the migration streams crossing the border (the “flow” of
migrants) arise frequently in public debates about migration. Moreover, analyses
of the causes and impacts of migration in both countries depend, to a consider-
able extent, on calculations about the size of the stocks and flows of migration
within and between both countries. In assessing and developing estimates of the
stocks and flows of migrants between the two countries during the mid-1990s,
we build on the approaches and results of earlier assessments as well as on
newly available data and research conducted in the 1990s.

E’ n both Mexico and the United States, queétions about both the numbers of

The stock of Mexican-born persons refers to the number who have ever come to
the United States who reside in the U.S. at any given point in time. The flow
refers to the number coming in oniy within a given period of time, usually
expressed as a net figure by subtracting the number leaving within the same
period from the number coming in. In developing estimates of stocks and flows,
this study bases its conclusions on data collected in both Mexico and the United
States. As a result, our confidence in the estimates is considerably enhanced

because we are able to assess consistency by comparing information from each
country.

Mexican Data Sources. The study uses a variety of Mexican data sources.

Since the late 1970, Mexico has carried out various household sample surveys

with the goal of directly quantifying how many migrants move to the United
States. The 1992 ENADID (National Survey on Demographic Dynamics), the
most up-to-date survey developed by INEGI, provides a basis for classifying
Mexican residents (who at the time of the interview were living in Mexico) as
eilhe'r sojourners (people who had been in the United States to work but had not
intended to stay) or as return migrants (people who had gone to the U.S. to
establish residence but eventually returned), or both. . This survey also provides
estimates of the number of Mexican emigrants who established their residence in
the U.S. between 1988 and 1992 and still live there. Other surveys, like EMIF
(Survey of Migration to the Northern Border) developed by CONAPO (National
Council on Population), COLEF (College of the Northern Border), and the Min-
istry of Labor, provide additional data to measure the number of persons involved
in circular migration, Because direct survey measures of migration to the United

States are based on data such as these that are difficult to collect, researchers also

apply indirect demographic methodologies to Mexican census data to estimate
migration stocks and flows.
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United States Data Sources. The study also utilizes a combination of Uniteq
States data sources, including the U.S. Census, the Current Population Survey,

. and administrative data from the Immigration and Naturalization Service. We

develop new infor\mation on the survey undercounts of migrants and immigrants
and on the relative inclusion of newly-legalized workers to get a balanced senge
of the most probable range of legal and unauthorized persons. Rigorous analytic
approaches are necessary because, as is wel] known, early efforts to determine
the size of the total unauthorized migrant population produced resuits that were
highly speculative and ranged widely (Bean et al. 1990). Unfortunately, this can
be misleading for decisionmakers. Several kinds of estimation difficulties are
addressed separately in the cases of the legal and unauthorized populations to
reach the soundest possible estimates of these Mexican-bomn populations in the
United States.

In estimating numbers, or discussing characteristics and impacts, it is not pos-
sible to talk of a “homogenous” Mexican-borq population in the United States,
It is highly diverse, varying in terms of permanence of residence, legal status, and
education and skills. It is made up of persons who stay from only a few hours
to a few days to a few years, to those who reside permanently. It also includes
persons with different legal statuses: (1) legal temporary visitors; (2) legal per-
manent residents, otherwise known as legal immigrants; (3) naruralized United
States citizens; and (4) unauthorized migrants, including individuals who enter
without permission, through the use of fraudulent documents, or with permission
but who violate the terms of their visas. Legal status shapes the environment in
which the migrant makes decisions when searching for a job, deciding where to
live, and investing in schooling and English language skills, These legal status
groups are often dissimilar; yet, accupational backgrounds as different as agricul-
tural worker or skilled operator may be found within any given legal status,

Two major migration patterns, apart from legal status, can be found in the data
to distinguish migrants. Sojourners may remain in the United States for any-
where from hours to months but consider Mexico to be their place of principal
residence and are mostly “circular” migrants who work short periods in the U.S. _
(other subtypes of sojourners may include short-term visitor such ag shopper,

visitor, businessperson, temporary-resident worker, student, family member, ‘
vacationer). Settlers consider the U.S. to be their permanent residence even if

they return to Mexico for short visits (also known as long-term residents) (Chavez
1988). Mexican-origin persons are found in all combinations of the four legal



and the tWO migrant patterns. For example, SOJOUINETs include unautho-

_legal temporary workers, students (nonirmnigrahts),-pcrsons who

rized migrants ) ) s
] become jegal permanent residents, and even naturalized citizens. And individu-
] oJs within a household may differ by Jegal and migration status, as well as move

b ross legal-status and migration-patterns over their life.”

- Qur estimates ar¢ pfesented first for the stock of Mexican-born population in the ngu]atign

Uni(eﬂ States and then for the flow of Mexicans northward, with distinctions Eﬁﬂm ates
made where possible among the various types of migrants.

Estimates of Stock. Our results indicate that the total size of Mexican-born
resident popu!atian in the United States 'in 1996 (both enumerated and
unenumemred, legal and unauthorized) was 7.0 - 7.3 million persons. Of this
population. legal residents accounted for about 4.7 - 4.9 million persons. about
0.5 million of whom were naturalized United States citizens. Unauthorized
migrants accounted for 2.3 - 2.4 million persons (Bean et al. 1997). These
estimates are derived from a combination of Mexican and United States data
sources. We emphasize that these are estimates. The U.S. Census and other
surveys. such as the CPS, do not ask residents about their legal status. However,
pecause the total population is known, and because it is possible to estimate legal
residents, residual methods provide an estimate of the part of the unauthorized
poputation that is enumerated (i.e. unauthorized = (total foreign born] - [legal
residents]). Each of the components of the residual gquation may be too low,
primarily because a subpoputation is undercournted or «underenumerated” dug t0
the practical problem of finding all countable persons with survey methods. To
address this in our estimates of these populations, W& undertook demographic
investigations to find -plausible levels of undercount. We also addressed the
likely number of newly-legalized Special Agricultural Worker [SAW] immigrants
in the United States as of 1996, a rather substantial 1ssue in making residual
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The Flow of Migrants Northward. Mexican migration to the United States has
increased notably since the decade of the 1960s, and it has continued to grow
significantly in recent years. '
N

Direct measures based on Mexican data indicate that 2.6 million persons living
in Mexico as of 1992 had migrated to the United States sometime in the past—
1.0 million migrated just to work, 1.3 million migrated to work and settle, and
0.3 million migrated to take up residence but not to work. Between 1988 and
1992, approximately 1.1 million Mexicans migrated to the United States, but by
1992 had returned to live in Mexico —250,000 had migrated just to work, 707,000
to work and settle, and 140,000 to settle only. At the same time, another 1.0
million Mexicans entered the United States and were still resident in the U.S. in
1992— their numbers represent a lower limit of the net flow of Mexican mi-
grants during the period.t

Estimates from indirect measures using census data from Mexico indicate that
the loss of Mexican population from international migration has been systematic
since 1960 and that the estimated size of the flow during the past decade was
substantial and lowered Mexico’s rate of population growth (Corona & Tuirdn
1996a).

Migrants Who Have Established United States Residence

1960-1970 260,000 - 290,000
1970-1980 1,200,000 - 1,550,000
1980-1990 2,100,000 - 2,600,000

During 1990-1995, total net outmigration was 1.39 million people, with roughty
equal shares comprised of males and females, and equivalent to an annual aver-
age of 277,000 for the five-year pericd. This estimate is substantially higher than
that observed during the decade 1980-1990. The estimates based on U.S. data
{from the 1990 U.S. Census and 1996 U.S. Current Population Survey) indicate
a net growth in' the size of the Mexican-born population from 1990 to 1996 of
approximately 1.9 million persons, or about 315,000 persons per year, a figure
somewhat above the figure based on Mexican data. (The U.S. figure is highef
because U.S. data sources include both some sojourners and settlers.) Breaking
down the 1.9 million net figure into components, we estimate that approximately
510,000 are legal immigrants, 630,000 are unauthorized immigrants, 210,000 are



and 550,000 are migrants who had 1egalized under the

3 IRCA f:uﬁily members,
SAW program.

Subdividing these figures into net annual flows can be misleading because on a
yearly pasis some flows are 50 uneven. For example, many of the SAWSs prob-
ably came in the early 1990s; future flows of this type should be negligible,
pecause of the termination of the SAWs program nearly a decade ago.

In addition to these qumbers, data from the EMIF indicate that the_ﬁumber-of
Mexican SOjoUIMEr migrants involved in the circular flow (those who live in
Mexico and travel periodically to the U.S. to work or look for work) appears to
have declined in recent years: the south-north flow (i.e., from Mexico to the U.s)

decreased from 792.000 in 1993 to 543,000 in 1995, and the north-south flow )
“(i.e.. from the U.S. to Mexico) also decreased from 624,000 to 433,000 during .

the same years. This reduction can be explained by any of the following three
hypotheses: (1) a growing number of sojourners have decided to establish resi-
dence in the U.S. or decided to prolong their stay there; (2) an increasing number
of migrants decided to remain in Mexico instead of travelling periodically to the
UsS: (3ra combination of the two previouSly-mentioned possibilities, although
with specific weights yet to be determined by research, The observed increase
in the estimated size of the net flow of permanent residents in the U.S. during
those years, associated with both unauthorized immigrants and legalized immi-
grants under the SAWs program, suggest that the reduction in the magnitude of
the flow of circular migration is mainly explained by the first hypothesis sug-
gested above.

Legal Permanent Immigration. An upward trend in legal immigration to the
United States and, in the case of Mexico, the additional impact of IRCA’s am-
nesty programs, resulted in an increasing presence of legal residents. The decade
of the 1080s showed a massive increase in Mexican legal immigration, largely
because of the amnesty program. During the 1990s, legal immigration from Mexico
remained sizeable as the family members of legalized Mexicans obtained perma-

nent resident status. Table 11-3 presents INS data showing the number of Mexi-

cans admitted with legal permanent resident status. In FY 1996 alone, about
160,000 Mexicans became legal _immigrants, all but about 5,300 under family-
based admission categories. - Many of the legal immigrants are pelieved already
to have been living in the United States at the time they gained legal stafus.
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Table -3,  [Gasoony ALL MEXICAN- | MEXICAN | PERGENT o
. IMMIGRANTS BORN PERCENT MEXICAN
United MMIGRANTS | "OF AL | IMMiGRANTS
. . IMMIGRANTS |IN CATEGOR
States , —]
FAMILY-BASED . 593,602 154,400 26.0 - 987
Lﬁgai Immediate relatives™ 299,941 . 55,400 18.5 347
'}% d m§$ 5§ ) ns: Preference visas 293,751 99,000 33.7 820
Y ?g@g@ EMPLOYMENT-BASED 117,300 , 3,501 3.0 / 22
OTHER 198,927 T 1,830 o1 1]
TOTAL 909,959 T 159,731 17.6 ) 100.0
LSource: Public use admission daté, U.S. Immigration and Néturalization Service,
i -—

The exact level of net legal immigration has been difficult to pinpoint because
alternative estimates for net legal immigration as of 1990 and 1996 vary as to
returt migration assumptions, incorporation of agricultural worker beneficiaries
as United States residents, and nonspecific sources of net legal immigration, The
extent of United States residence among agriculturally-legalized individuals
(SAWSs) has only recently been approximately estimated in research conducted
for this project. The volumie of transitions from unauthorized status into lawful -
permanent residence among family members of legalized immigrants and the
timely accounting of nonimmigrants in the United States are not known with
certainty. The future demographic consequences of the IRCA legalization pro-
grams could be considerable, involving as many as 3 million eventual immi-
grants, including at least 1 million Mexican relatives,

Legal Temporary Visitors. Legal temporary visits between Mexico and the
United States also are substantial. The border crossings between Mexico and
the United States are among the busiest in the world. In FY 1996, the Depart-
ment of State issued 508,400 temporary “nonimmigrant” visas to Mexicans; 38,600
were for business or work in the United States. Additionally, an estimated 500-600
thousand Mexicans living in border areas have border crossing cards that permit
them regular entry to the United States. In FY 1996, there were some 280 million
land crossings from Mexico through the Southwest border of the U.S. (approxi-
mately 70 percent of all land crossings). At the San Ysidro port of entry alone,
there were almost 40 million crossings in FY 1996, and in the first sixth months
* of FY 1997 there already have been almost 25 million, The top five land ports
of entry into the U.S. are all on' the Southern Border, including San Ysidro,
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Bridge of the Americas, Caléxico, Judrez-Lincoln Bridge, and Laredo. (When the
Detroit Tunnel and Bridge along the United States-Canadian border are com-
bined, however, that will become the third largest port of entry.) Given the
increase in crossings for the first half of FY 1997, this year's numbers could be
the highest ever,

Unauthorized Entries. The exact number of unauthorized entries of Mexicans
into the United States is unknown. Traditionally, these entries have been mea-
sured by number of apprehensions; however, apprehensions refer to events, not
individuals. In FY 1995, more than 1.3 million apprehensions of Mexicans
attempting to enter without inspection were recorded by U.S. immigration au-
thorities. However, the same individual may be apprehended more than once,
and many individuals who cross are never apprehended. Also, many appre-
hended individuals are local crossers, not migrants per se (Bean et al. 1994),
During our site visits to Tijuana and San Diego, the research team learned that
new enforcement techniques implemented in that area have caused an increase in
the number of times an individual Mexican is apprehended before making a
successful entry. Another new enforcement tool, the IDENT system, - which
stores the fingerprints of apprehended persons, may yield further data to provide
an unduplicated count of the number of persons apprehended.

Trends in Naturalization. In recent years, the naturalization of Mexican born
immigrants has increased dramatically. As noted above, recent estimates place
the number of Mexican-born naturalized U.S. citizens resident in the United
States at about one-half million (Passel & Clark 1997). Traditionally, only a
small portion of eligible Mexican-born immigrants become United States citi-
zens. The INS has been tracking the cohorts of legal immigrants admitted in
1977 and 1982 to determine if and when they became naturalized citizens. Overall,
- 46 percent of the 1977 cohort and 41.5 percent of the 1982 cohort had natural-

“ized as of 1995, For Mexicans, the comparable proportions are 22.2 and 14.4
© pereent. respectively.

In the period 1961-1995, a total of 470,515 Mexican nationals naturalized, not
including children deriving U.S. citizenship from their parents’ naturalization.
Annual naturalizations hovered between six and ten thousand during the 1960s
and 1970s. but in the 1980s they more than tripled. Since then, naturalizations
have continged and will continue to increase due to the confluence of several
factors (from 39.310 in fiscal 1994, to 67,238 in 1995, and to 233,000 in 1996).

1}
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Interestingly, more. women than men have naturalized, almost twenty-thousand
more in the 1961-1995 period, and the female was greater than the male propor-
tion in every year since 1966 except 1990-1993.

AN
I This is a lower limit because the figure does not include the emigration of compiete families or of

migrants who lived in Mexico alone, as there is no reporting of these people in household surveys
such as the ENADID (Corona and Turidn 1996¢).
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'he demographice educational, and income characteristics of Mexican-
bomn migrants form a picture of their likely achievement and impact in
hoth countries. These characteristics also mirror the forces driving mi-
gration. Unformnately, no single data set from either side of the border provides
information O all the major characteristics Or on all of the varied Mexican-born
,ubgroups. Thus. the characteristics of Mexican-born migrants have to be pieced
ogether from a number of data sources in the United States and Mexico. These

qre examined here to describe how migrant groups have changed over time and

now they differ from one another today.

we utilize well-known data sources and only those that reliably reflect the char-
aeteristics of the Mexican-born. All provide data on different migrant subpopu-
lations. However, they either do not distinguish legal status of imperfectly cap-
wre the vared “gypes” of migrants {by time spent in the United States). For
example. the U.5. Census has excellent information on characteristics, but does
not capture legal status perfectly.! Thus, Census data do not permit contrasting
the characteristics of, for example, legal permanent resident aliens and legal
remporary aliens, 0 say nothing of unauthorized persons.

Analysis of the incomplete yet complex wealth of information available leads t0

three broad conclusions:

. Mexican-born migrants differ systematically along two fun_damental di-
mensions: legal status in the United States (from unauthorized persons to
naturalized citizens), and 2 basic migration pattern of “type” (from short-
term visitors to occastonal sojourners to settlers).

Mexican-born migrants tend to have low skill levels, relative both to the
US. populatiori at large and t© other migrant groups. These low skill
levels reflect the demand for labor in sectors where Mexican-bormn
migrants are employed and, i turn, are reflected in the low incomes and
high poverty raes of Mexican-born settlers in the U.S. This situation is
exacerbated by the unauthorized status of many of these migrants.

+ The characteristics of migrants show increased diversity Over time, con-
sistent with the increasingly diverse demand, supply, and network factors

that are shaping migration flows.
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n Ei’ﬁﬂt@!"‘. Though data constraints are considerable, we can contrast, with representative-
gg-ﬁ os of and primarily national-level data, the following types of migrants to the United
1 States;?
ffigrant BN

g?‘ﬁf ‘@ES @ Sojourner migrant (legal or unauthorized whose principal residence is in
Mexico);

B Settled resident ('lega.l or unauthorized who habitually reside in the U.5.):
and

A Naturalized U.S. citizens (who have met five-year legal residence and
other requirements).

Sojourners may be of any legal status and encompass those who come for short
periods of stay for reasons varying from brief family visits and tourism, to work
in unauthorized status or with legal visas—although most migrate to work. We
draw on several sources to describe these mobile individuals. The primarily ones
from Mexico are the 1992 national survey (ENADID), surveys at the northern
border (EMIF), the Zapata Canyon project, a special survey in the state of
Michoacédn, and the Mexican Migration Project.

MEXICO . ' MEXICAN-BORN U.S, RESIDENT POPULATION {1990)° l
CHARACTERISTICS | RESIDENT | SOJOURNER MEXICAN-BORN . TOTAL
POPULATION {1982)'| (1892-1994)2 SETTLERS ] NATURALIZED - RESIDENTS
DEMOGHAPHICS ' !
Age (average) 25 YRS 28-32 YRS 30 YRS 42 YRS ‘ 33YRS
Male Proportion 49% 73-94% B55% i 54% 49%
Married*
Men 83% 56 - 85% - . 59% 76% 56%
Women 72% 43 - 66% B1% 80% 57%
¥ q % T, .a b
SEAICan SoHOOLING! YRS YRS 8 YRS §
~ s Pl Years (average) 5 6 — _ —_
seainiions Fewer than 5 46 39% 28% 24% 3%
o - Fewer than 12 90% 91 -99% 76% 67% 28%
e R Z: i 12 or more 10% 1. 9% 24% 33% 72%,
2orn
. me ENGLISH .
A0S 1is " Not speaking well - 93% 71% 57% 6%
’ or very well
'Source: Encuesta Nacional de la Dinamica Demografica [ENADID].
2Multiple sources. See Bustamante et al. 1997,
3Source: 1990 United States Census.
“Population 25 years and older,
S— means data not availabie.
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Settlers establish a usual or permanent residence in the Unjted States, aithough
many return regularly to Mexico and as many as one-half reestablish residence
in Mexico after a ten-year stay or longer in the U.S. Eventually, many legal
settlers become naturalized citizens, a process that takes time and commitment;
they tend to be older and more assimilated. To describe these populations we
draw primarily upon the 1990 U.S. Census, the 1996 Current Population Survey
[CPS], public and special analyses of INS administrative data, and several other
sources,”

Selected characteristics are presented in Tables III-1 and III-2 as ranges, when
drawn from more than one data source, and are compared with the total or
average U.S. population (native gnd foreign-bom). The text below summarizes
and explains the tabular results and presents additional information.

Mexico to United States migrants have tended to be selected from the middle-to-
lower segments of Mexico's socioeconomic hierarchy, a selection process that
originated at the start of this century with the recruitment of low-skilled workers
by U.S. employers for seasonal jobs, mostly in agriculture (Bustamante et al,
19921, This flow was facilitated by the long and historically porous border that
put U.S. labor markets within reach of individuals with limited financial

B \ ! U.5. RESIDENT POPULATION ({1990)°
MEXICO RESIDENT | MEXICAN-BORN ; —
CHARACTERISTICS POPULATION (1992)| SOJOURNER | MEXICAN-BORN | TomAL
L (1992_1994)2 i SETTLER NATURALIZED RESIDENTS
LABOR FORCE: I 7
Tela! Parizipation 51% 83% J 70% 69% 65%
Maie 75% 1% | 85% 82% 75%
| Femai 29% 58% P50% 53% 59%
T ]
unemployment Rate 4% 6-11% I 1% 9% 6%
Employment Seclor f
Agricaliure 22% 47 - 53% 13% ‘ 10% 3%
Constructisn Manufacturing 28% 25 - 26% 37% 36% 25%
Services 50% 23 - 26% 51% 54% 72%
INCOME & POVERTY | i
I 0dua Earmings UL, § - $185 - 240 $14,1387 © $16,55%7 $24,4087
‘ fyear) {week) '
NASET INCEme Mean U S, § $8,880° - $27,120 $28.210 $38,940
{year, =
| SE—. i
ey 36% —_ 27% 25% 13% ﬁﬁ -
i] Swarce 19ac (U ¥ . : RAEXIiTnn-
i u:-r»e 1:"":'(2_Mex|can Cervus, note that these figures reflect the greater enumeration of formal sector activity. EXiTadn
[} Momeee soucces See Bustamante et al, 1997, ' E e
. ‘)--J';'.SW:'U United States Censys. are
=02 Stk papulanon 16 years and olde i i 1 £
§ means aa et aeainr r and Mexican popuiation 12 years.and older. Emmf"’
1 e CEPALINEG) 1993. La pobreza en Mexi i
2 BRI . 0. Aguascalientes. INEG|, ]
%. > .SL--;E; fasutations by Jeffrey 3, Passel, Urban institute, persons ages 25 and over. graﬁtﬁ
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resources, by an expanding demand for low-skilled migrant workers in and gy

. of agriculture, particularly in the southwestern United States (Alba 1992), and py

extensive migration networks connécting families with low-skill U.S. jobs.
N

Sojourner migrants tend to be young males with little schooling who work in
agriculture. Today, more than one-half of the highly mobile sojourners, particu.
larly the seasonal workers captured in the data sources shown in Table III-2, silj
find employment in agriculture. Their short-term employment, however, g
associated with very low earnings of as little as $185 per week, and more than
one-half of their families have incomes below the poverty line.

Settled or permanent residents tend to look more like the U.S. population as q
whole, even though differences between Mexican-born migrants and the totgl
U.S. population remain substantial. Many, if not most, setters begin their stay
in the United States as circular or sojourner migrants, often as legal entrants (but
also in unauthorized status) to work or live with their families. As their time in
the U.S. lengthens, they gain in experience. Over time they and their families
and households develop greater resources and their ability and willingness to
adapt to the economy increases.

The settler population is more equally balanced between the sexes and appears
to be better educated than sojourners (Donato 1993). Although, as Table III-1
shows, they generally complete only six years of education and three-fourths of
those 25 years and older have not completed high school, 31 percent of those
aged 18-24 are high school graduates. Moreover, 6.5 percent of all Mexican-
born persons 18 and older were enrolled in college at the time of the 1990
Census. Within the settler population, legal immigrants are better educated.
Among 1996 legal immigrants aged 25 and over, 35 percent are high school
graduates and 15 percent are college graduates (Jasso et al. 1997). Fewer settlers
than sojourners work in agriculture and, with longer-term residence and more
resources, their households bring in more income. Nevertheless, as Table III-2
shows, settler household income ranges from two-thirds to about threé-quarters
that of the average U.S. household and twice as many live below the poverty line.

The legalization programs of IRCA formalized and speeded the transition Jrom
sajourner, to settler, to legal resident, and, finally, to naturalized citizen. There
is limited information on the Mexican SAW workers who, upon legal admission,
typified the seasonal agricultural or sojourner type migrant. Primarily males,
most were emplo&ed in agriculture while many ‘were likely employed in casual
urban-based jobs as well. SAWs have little education and income, but with time
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ulture to potentially more stable households and

they are ioving out of agric |
s—ithey comprised 33 percent of seasona! U.S. farm workers in

nt by 1995.

more secure job
1989, but only 19 perce

The pre-1982 Jegalization population typifies a settler population with a
relatively palanced proportion of males and with only 7 percent employed in
agriculiure. Yet even in 1992, five years after legalization, they remained a
population with little education; pnly 45 percent have completed primary educa-
tion. Research finds that legalization has afforded some modest improvements,

Iy due to increased use of English and job training: the rate of earnings
gro\';th of legalized men 1989-1992 was greater than other U.S. workers. Two-
thirds reported that legalization afforded them “aasier” advancement at work.
Earnings increased from U.S. $7.14 to U.S. $9.43 per hour in 1992 (constant

dollars). \iedian family earnings Were U.S. $19,112 (U.S. DOL 1996).

The number of Mexican-born be‘com'mg naturalized U.S. citizens 18 rapidly
increasing as shown in Chapter 1L Historically, the Mexican-born, along with
Canadians. had among the Jowest rates of naturalization of any foreign-born
group. Proximity 0 their country of origin is a key factor. Mexican-bom migrants
who live in the Southwestern United States are even less likely to naturalize than
their counterparts who settle in the Midwest or in New York or New Jersey.
although there has been 2 recent surge in naturalizations .among the Mexican-
born. One of the more important of the many other reasons for recent trends® is
the legacy of IRCA, those granted legal permanent resident status first became
eligible to naturalize starting in 1994 Forty-three percent of legalized Mexican-
born adults reported an intention to naturalize as of 1992. The surge in natural-
7ations. however, is not limited to the IRCA cohorts. '

 Longitudinal INS data on naturalization for Mexican-born persons admitted to

permanent residence in 1977 and 1982 indicate that those who naturalize are
drawn from among the more highly-skilled. They also experience occupational
upgrading during the years between admission and naturalization. Moreover, for
women. those who report work upon admission are more likely to naturalize, and
labor force participation also increases between admission and naturalization.

According to the 1990 Census, more than 42 percent of naturalized citizens speak

English, “very well” compared with 25 percent of those who do not report being
naturalized. Similarly, the naturalized citizens are better schooled: 33 percent of
those 23 years and older are high school graduates, compared with 24 percent

of those not naturalized.
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There are some indications that the characteristics of migrants—in terms of
origins and destinations, gender, age, education, and employment—are becoming
more diverse over time. Migration, thus, is a dynamic process: the forces select-
ing people into and out of migration change over time. Migrant characteristics
partly reflect the characteristics of the population-at-large from which migrants
are drawn and partly are determined by selective rigration forces. For example,

.if migrants are drawn randomly from a population that becomes. increasingly

educated over time, the average education of migrants will increase. The spread
of migration networks may make migration “less selective” of individual charac-
teristics over time. Increased diversity may also partly reflect changes in the
kinds of worker in demand by U.S. employers. Studies document cases in which
differences in characteristics between im'grants and nommigrants from specific
locales in Mexico, at one time pronounced, have faded or disappeared. They also
show. increasing diversity of migrant origins, destinations, and demographic
characteristics.

Places of Origin in Mexico. The traditional sending states continue to domi-
nate, but Mexican-born migrants increasingly have come from other states in
Mexico. In 1926, more than one-half of all monetary remittances from the
United States were directed to the three core states of the west-central region
Guanajuato, Michoacan, and Jalisco. The role of these three has diminished
somewhat and today they are joined by Durango, Zacatecas, the state of "Iéxico,
México City, Chihuahua, Tamaulipas, and Guerrero: these ten entities 1  resent
49 percent of Mexico’s total population, but more than 70 percent of the  igrant
total ’

A broader pictmfe of migrant sources can be constructed by dividing Mexico into

~ six regions based on the geographic. distribution of migrant birthplaces and using

1992 data;

(1) West-central core states—38 percent of all migrants: Guanajuato,
Michoacdn, Jalisco, and Colima,;

(2) Northern-border states—21 percent of all migrants: Baja California,
Sonora, Chihuahua, Coahuila, Nuevo Ledn, and Tamaulipas (including
Baja California Sur); :
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(3) States between regions One and Two listed above—22 percent of all

migrants: Sinaloa, Durango, Nayarit, Zacatecas, San Luis Potosi, and
Aguascalientes;

(4) Interior states—9 percent of all migrants: in and surrounding the Valley
of México, the Federal District, the state of México, Querétaro, Hidalgo,
and Tlaxcala;

(3) Four southern states—8 percent of all migrans: Oaxaca, Guerrero, Puebla,
and Morelos;

(6) Six southwestern states—2 percent of all migrants: Veracruz, Tabasco,
Chiapas, Campeche, Yucatin, and Quintana Roo.

In recent vears, the share of migrants from rural areas appears to have fallen and
a progressively larger share comes from urban areas. Traditionally migrants
predominantly originated from rural areas (places with population less than 20,000).
As of 1992, 59 percent of the Mexican-born who had lived in the U.S. reported
coming from rural areas® Nevertheless, 23 to 31 percent of migrants born in
rural ureas had changed their homes to urban areas.

Places of Destination in the United States. For historical, geographic, and
lubur-market reasons, Texas was the leading destination for Mexican-born mi-
grants prior 10 the 1920s, joined much later by California and Illinois. While the
sauthwest remained the core sending area, during the Bracero program Mexican-
bom migrants fanned out across a broader geographic area from Texas and Cali- -
fomii 1 Arizona. Indiana, Delaware, Michigan, Arkansas, Montana, and Washing-
ton The connections to California and Texas are widespread across Mexico, but
tury depending on sending traditions and networks: case studies in Michoacédn

indivaie that communities “channel” their migrant streams to particular U.S. des-
Unatinns, :

Mosican-born migrants in the United States remain concentrated in a Jew states
and loculities, bt increasingly they are found in new destinations. Border sur-
find that the traditional predominance of Texas, California (70 percent of
expenenced migrants). and Ilinois has continued for sojourner and settler alike,
The 1990 1S, Census indicates that the Mexican-born are highly concentrated
i Calitormia, Texas. and INinois: about 85 percent of all Mexican-born
Tt resided in these three states compared to 45 percent of all immigrants

Yeas
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to the U.S. California is the single major destination with 50 peréem of all
Mexican migrants. :

Los Angeles is the single most important urban destination of all Mexican-bory
migrants. It is followed by San Aatonio, the south Texas Rio Grande Valley,
Houston, Dallas-Fort Worth, El Paso, Fresno, and Phoenix.

At the same time, Mexican-born migrants have become attracted to new geo-
graphic destinations. Midwestern and eastern states with few foreign-bom
workers have become destinations for thousands of Mexican-born persons
employed in agriculture, food processing, construction, and manufacturing op-
erations. Mexican data show sojourners are increasingly headed to Florida,
Arizona, New Mexico, and North Carolina. Although the majority of legal immj-
grants continue to list California, Texas, and Ilinois as their selected places of
residence, increasingly they 80 now to destinations such as Florida and Georgia.

Demographic Profile of Migrants. Mexico to U.S. migration flows tradition-
ally were dominated by young, solo males. For example, a classic study pub-
lished in 1975 analyzing apprehended migrants found that more than 90 percent
were 40 years of age or younger, 92 percent wére males, and 62 percent were
single. The Zapata Canyon border survey, dominated by unauthorized circular
migrants and sojourners, finds high concentrations of males: 97 percent in 1996,

The importance of males persists at least among sojourner migrants, although
there is a.trend toward more female migrants, and women dominate among new
legal immigrants. The 1992 ENADID survey found that 21 percent of the
Mexicans had lived or worked in the United States were women.” The share of
males in Michoacdn surveys—a traditional sending area—was 63 percent in
1983 and 56 percent 1993, indicating that more women are joining the migration
stream. In contrast, the U.S. Census and other standard surveys, undoubtedly
better at capturing settlers, show Mexican-born migration to be much more
gender-balanced [see Table IM-1]. INS admissions data on legal Mexican immi-
grants to the United States show that women outnumbered men for eight con-
secutive years between 1964 and 1971, and they outnumbered men again in 1993
and 1994, '

Mexican migrants appear to be a young group, younger than migrants to the U.S.
from other countries and than the U.S. population at large [see Table MI-1]). This
relative youthfulness may partly reflect the presence of young pioneer migrants
in early migration streams and children accompanying legal immigrants.? The

20
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S legal :'sdmissions data also show Mexican irnmigrant's to be a young group
ith a lower mean and median age than other immigrants in the U.S.

exican community SUrveys and INS data indicate, however, that \}’nigrant ages
y be increasing. The average age of Michoacdn migrants rose from a mean
£ 29 in 1983 to 32 years in 1993.° Border crossing surveys for 1988 to 1996
veal sharply rising shares of unanthorized migrants between the ages of 25-29
d decreasin;g shares of younger migrants. The age of women in U.S. legal
issions increased from 21 to 26 years from 1971 to 1994. Among these legal

igrants, increases in. age may reflect longer waits for visa issuance and/or

One last demographic characteristic: most migrants are married [see Table ITI-1].
Among sojourners, men are more likely to be married, while among settlers,
women are more likely to be married. Additionally, a substantial proportion of
persons who become Jegal U.S. immigrants do so as the spouses of U.S. citizens.
; Although the Mexican-born spouse flow has declined, from more than 30,000 per
year in 1986-1988 to0 less than one-half of that in 1995, Mexico remains the
leading source country for spouses of U.S. citizens. While most spouse immi-
grants from other countries are women, a majority of those from Mexico

are men.'

Educational Profile. Mexican migrants have less schooling relative to the U.S.
population and other immigrant groups. Nevertheless, it appears that the aver-
age schooling of northbound migrants is increasing over time. Sojourners
average around six years of schooling. In the early 1980s, relatively well-edu-
cated villagers were likely to migrate, but their destinations were urban areas of
Mexico. Over the decade, several Mexican data sources indicate increases in the

schooling of U.S. migrants."

Among migrants in the Michoacan surveys, average schooling increased from 4.1
to 5.8 years between 1983 and 1993, At the same time, average schooling among
nonmigrants who remained in Mexico decreased from 4.5 to 4.3 years. These
changes reflect shifts in migrant selectivity. During Mexico’s crisis years in the
mid-1980s, better-educated rmgrants appear to have shifted destinations to the United

States.

The 1990 U.S. Census data present a similar picture of increasing educational
levels: recent arrival cohorts have been better schooled. At the upper end of the
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educational spectrum, 4 percent of the 1980-1990 and 6 percent of the 1987-199¢
migrants were college graduates. As already noted, 1996 legal immigrant
complete college at a rate approaching the native-born and a higher rate of
postgraduate school (9" percent compared to 7 percent) (Jasso et al. 1997) Mean-
while, the absolute number of Mexican-bor doctorate holders in the U.S. 199
Census was 3,869 (of which 27 percent were womern). 2

Labor Force Characteristics. Work is the single most important attraction in
the U.S.; however that does not mean Mexican migrants lack jobs in Mexico or
combine jobs in the U.S. with usual residence there. Most migrants had some
kind of work in Mexico prior to migrating, although the share who were unem-
ployed before migrating may be rising. Border crossing data (which include
large numbers of unauthorized migrants) find that while most had work prior to
leaving, the majority migrated with the intention of working in the U.S. Data
also show that among females, about one-third worked outside the home in
Mexico prior to migrating.

Mexican data sources reveal that those who have lived in the United States have
worked there. Of course, work experience may include periodic unemployment
and U.S. data show Mexican migrants have nearly double U.S. unemployment
rates. As of 1992, men are more likely than women to report a habitual residence
in the U.S. and work experience (92 percent versus 54 percent). Still, the 1992

survey found more than one million Mexican-born migrants who declared having .

worked in the U S. without having “lived” in or established a usual residence.

Mexican-born migrants in the United States have, over time, become less likely
to be agricultural workers and are found in an increasing diversity of jobs. From
the turn of the century and through the end of the Bracero program, Mexican-
born migrants were employed primarily in agriculture. Today [see Table 1-2],
most settlers and Mexican-born citizens work outside of agriculture. Concur-
rently, even northward bound sojourners increasingly are found outside of
agriculture. Mexican data sources show evidence of an upward trend in U.S.
urban-sector employment —particularly in services and construction— for unau-
thorized migrants {see Appendix B]. Still, Table III-2 shows that Mexican-born
workers retain an industrial profile that differs from the U.S. average.

Income Characteristics. Mexican-born households are much more likely than
all U.S. households to be found at the bottom of the income distribution. The
1990 Census shows that the share of households in the lowest income groups was

aw“‘



greater for the recently arrived 1980-1990 cohort and lower for the pre-1980
cohort. The share in the highest income groups was higher for the earlier cohort.
This suggests the possible operation of two mechanisms: experience in the U.S.
leads to higher earnings and/or the less successful migrants in the earlier cohorts
returned to Mexico, leaving the higher eamers.

A 1996 U.S. survey finds that, while the average U.S. household saw income
gains between 1990 and 1996, Mexican-borm households lost income. On aver-
age. all U.S. households brought in $38,453 in 1990 and $44,938 by 1996. In
contrast, the average U.S. Mexican-born household brought in $27,122 in 1990,
but only $26,481 in 1996. Comparison of median household income shows the
same relative loss in the incomes of Mexican-born households (all figures in
current dollars). The 1996 data reveal a concentration of new (1990-1996)
migrant households at the bottom of the income spectrum: 11 percent of recently
arrived migrant households have incomes less than $5,000, double the proportion
of earlier arrivals. This may reflect differences in the legal status mix, for
example. a larger proportion of undocumented among the recent arrivals. It also
may reflect the lower earnings at entry among some of the IRCA-legalized aliens.
Recent legal immigrants in 1996, for example, have higher earnings. A recent
survey indicates earnings of $19,130 for adult male and $13,620 for adult women
immigrants (Jasso et al. 1997). ’

Informiation on the characteristics of citizens is biased because of substantial misreporting
of nituralization by noncitizen settlers (special tabulations by Jefirey Passel, Urban Institute),

Huwever. the svstematic differences between settlers and citizens appear to be reascnable
UPPrONIEIes.

To oblam a picture of the sojourner, we piece together daia from numerous sources: the National

Survey Demographic Indicators [Encuesta Nacional de Indicadores Demogriticos, or ENADID],
the Sunvey of Migration at the Northern Border [Encuesta sobre Migracién en la Frontera Norte,
ar EMIFL the Mexican Migrant Survey undertaken jointly by COLEF and a team of researchers
from the University of Southern California [USC], the Mexican Migration Project. the Michoacdn
Project, INS Dua on Nonimmigrants (Temporary Visitors), the UC-EDD Survey of California
Farmworkers carried out by the University of California, Davis {UC], the State of California
Lmplos men Development Department (EDD], and the National Agricultural Workers Survey
INAM S| conducied by the U.S. Labor Department.

For pictures of the settlers and U.S, citizens, we rely on two main U.S.-side data sources: (1) the
q-:wnnul cemsives. including microdata as well as historical time series published in Historical
Statishies of the United States: (2) official government information, including microdata compiled
by the 'l‘ S Immigration and Naturalization Service [INS), tabulations published by the INS in its
-I'\J‘j‘:il-‘l R!:‘P]l‘n lpuhlish.ed 1943 10 1977).and the successor Statistical Yearbook (published since
”“- : t.u u .ﬁmn;\‘ pub.hshed by the U.S. Department of State in its annual Report of the Visa

tuand aspecial microdata sample assembled from INS data by the General Accounting Office
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[GAO]. Of these, only INS data provide information on legal status; and measurement of nat-
ralization in the censuses is problematic.

*These factors include: visa backlogs for spouses and minor children of permanent resident aliens,
largely due to IRCA legalizations; the Green Card Replacement Program, initiated in 1992, which
requires that permanent resident alien cards issued before 1978 be replaced and which leads some
to naturalize rather than obtain a new green card; initiation of an expiration date, ten years after
issuance, on green cards issued since 1988, which may similarly lead some to choose naturalization
over green-card renewal; recent U.S, legistation which dramatically reduces the civil rights and
social entitlements of nonnaturalized immigrants; and recent amendment of the Mexican Constitu-
tion that provides that Mexican nationals who become naturalized citizens of another country do
not automatically forfeit Mexican nationality.

3 The share of migrants in a state’s total population varies. It is highest in Zacatecas, where
9.7 percent of the population had lived or worked in the United States. It is 8.3 percent in Durango,
8.2 percent in Michoacdn and 6.5 percent in Jalisco. Ia contrast, the share is only 0.9 percent in
Meéxico City, and 1 percent in the state of México. )

6 As of 1992, there were marked differences in rural versus urban origins across regions. While the
Valley of México and border regions have small shares of rural migrants, 32 percent and 34 percent
respectively, in other regions the rural share is more than 60 percent.

" The share for those who had lived in the U.S. over the previous five years was 24 percent,
suggesting that the fermale share is increasing slightly.

® For example, in the nineteen communities studied by Massey and Durand, the average age of
migrants in the United States at their most recent trip was 29 years, The average age of unautho-
rized migrants in the Michoacdn surveys, who comprised just over S8 percent of all 1993 migrants.
was younger at 28.5 years than legal migrants at 37 years of age.

* The 1983 migrants were somewhat younger than nonmigrants, whose average age was 32, but the
1993 migrants were considerably older than nonmigrants, whose average age was 20.

' INS public-use data do not include sponsor’s nativity, but a speciat study carried out by the
General Accounting Office [GAO}] on data from 1985 indicates that almost 78 percent of the U.S.
sponsors of Mexican-born spouses were U.S. citizens by birth (worldwide, the rare was 80 percent).
In an intergenerational twist on the international character of these couples, among the birth-citizen
sponsors in the GAO sample, 4-5 percent were themselves bomn abroad o U.S. citizen parent(s).

't The Mexican Migtant Project show increased schooling and increased schooling is one of the
more salient findings of the Zapata Canyon border survey. Mexican data for 1978-1979 found
migrants had 4.9 years of schooling on average, slightly greater than the 4.7 years for the Mexican
population over 14 years old. ' ’

** Note that Census data do not reveal whether these are persous undergoing further training or

engaged in postdoctoral work with nonimmigrant visas as opposed to permanent residents of the
United States.
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f the twentieth century, the major linkage between the two most
North America has been the migration of people
the United States. “(3o north for opportunity,” is an idea

from Mexico 10
youth, especially in the rural areas of west central

gecply embedded in Mexican
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\any factors cause and sustain this movement of Mexicans across the border to
work temporarily or t0 settle in the United States (Massey et al. 1993)- We group
the factors that sustain Mexico-United States migration into three broad catego-
res: (1) demand-pull factors in the United States; (2) supply-push factors in
\fexico: and (3) the networks of human contacts that bridge the border.

Qur analysis leads to a simple conclusion: the migration of persons from Mexico
1o the United States is a dynamic process. What began largely as the U.S.—ap;
proved or U.S.-tolerated recruitment of Mexican workers for seasonal U.S. farm
jobs has become 2 far more complex migration flow that is sustained by supply

~and network factors. Our key findings are that:

The catalyst for much of today’s unauthorized Mexican migration for
United States employment lies in the United States, but over time new
factors have created 2 larger and more complex set of reasons that sustain

the flow;

The same tendencies that currently seem to be increasing and diversify-
ing Mexico-United States migration flows may be dampened or reversed
starting in the next fifteen years. These demographic and economic
rrends, if sustained, could reduce pressure for Mexico-United States

migration.

Mexico-to-United States migration is primarily economically motivated and the
initial motivations for the migrant flow lie largely inside the United States—
Mexican workers were recruited by U.S. farmers earlier in the twentieth century,
creating linkages between jobs in U.S. agriculture and workers in particular
Mexican communities. We find that there 18 still a demand-pull for Mexican

- workers_in the low-unemployment U.S. labor market in the sense that most

recently-arrived legal and unauthorized Mexican migrants can find jobs in high
turnover farm, manufacturing, and service jobs. Low-skill Mexican workers are
employed both in areas where Mexican-born workers traditionatly have played
important roles, as in southwestern agriculture, and now in industries in the
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- Midwest, the southeast, and east coast, including construction, meatpacking, angd

services. In some cases, including poultry and meat packing, private labor bro-
kers and recruiters continue to play an active role in moving Mexican workers
to jobs in the Midwest and southeast.

However, the factors that initiated Mexico-United States migration are not nec-
essarily the only ones that sustain the flow. Today cross-border networks of
relatives, friends, and labor brokers and recruiters link an expanding list of US.
industries, occupations, and areas to a lengthening list of Mexican communities
that send migrants to the U.S. In Mexico, residents of some communities have
better information about the availability of certain types of U.S. jobs than do
nearby U.S. residents. :

Supply-push factors in Mexico play as fundamental a role as the availability of
U.S. jobs in sustaining Mexico-United States migration. Supply-push factors
seem to have become more important since the mid-1980s as a result of rapid
population growth in the 1970s, recurring Mexican economic crises, peso devalua-
tions, and Mexican 'pb]icies aimed at economic modemization, such as the privatization
of government-owned industries that resulted in layoffs and the restructuring of
rural Mexico that made small-scale farming less profitable (Roberts & Escobar
Latapi 1997).

This means that Mexicans migrate to the U.S. (1) within well-established

.networks, as well as (2) through new networks that are developing to move

migrants to the U.S. from regions without a tradition of Mexico-United States
migration, such as Mexico’s urban areas and the southern states identified in
Chapter II. Friends and relatives established in the U.S. often provide financing,
advice, shelter, and jobs to newly-arrived unauthorized migrants. Settled family
members in the U.S. use family unification policies to have spouses and children
join them and eventually to secure legal migrant status.

In some areas of west central Mexico, the data suggest that migration to the U.S.
has become a way of life. Based on migration histories collected in thirty-nine
communities that have long histories of sending migrants to the U.S., we estimate
that by the time they are 40, most of the men in some of these communities have
made at least one trip to the U.S. Based on a statistical model that predicts
migration to the U.S. on the basis of age and -community characteristics,