This book examines Mexico-US migration in depth to uncover a new, broader perspective on the nexus between migration and development, recognizing that every individual migrant’s agency and ability to live in and with substantial freedoms is integral to fostering development for countries of origin and destination. Addressing a topic of high political interest, this book provides valuable
legislative and socio-economic information and may serve as a paradigmatic example for other migratory corridors in the world.

9 788799

903009

Sabrina Juran

ISBN 978-87-999030-0-9

Crossing the Border Measuring the Impact of International Migration on Human Development

Migratory movements between Mexico and the United States represent the largest migration corridor in the world, with an emigrant
population of more than eleven million Mexican-born citizens in the US. For Mexico, migration signifies a model for citizen to
expand their freedoms and improve living conditions for themselves and their families, with the potential to one-day return home.

Crossing the Border
Sabrina Juran

IMPRINT
Published by: Phoenix Design Aid A/S, Østergade 19, 8900 Randers C,
Denmark
Original Edition published in April 2016
Copyright © Sabrina Juran, 2016
How to Quote: Juran, Sabrina. 2016. Crossing the Border. Measuring
the Contribution of International Migration to Human Development.
Randers C: Phoenix Design Aid A/S
Author: Sabrina Juran
Production by Phoenix Design Aid A/S, a CO2 neutral
company accredited in the fields of quality (ISO 9001),
environment (ISO14001) and CSR (DS49001) and
approved supplier of FSC™ certified products. Printed
on FSC™ certified paper without chlorine and with
vegetable-based inks. The printed matter is recyclable.
Disclaimer:
The views expressed in this book are those of the author and should
not be attributed to the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA).
Acknowledgements:
This publication was made possible by the financial support of the
Regional Office for Latin America and the Caribbean of the United
Nations Population Fund (UNFPA). The author wants to express her
gratitude to the following UNFPA colleagues in the region for their
valuable technical and managerial support during the process: Esteban
Caballero, Pablo Salazar, Ivan Castellanos and Elizabeth Springer.
ISBN: 978-87-999030-0-9

Sabrina Juran

Crossing the Border
Measuring the Impact of
International Migration
on Human Development

A Methodological Approach Applied to
the Migration Corridor between the United States
of Mexico and the United States of America

DEDICATION
This publication is dedicated to Niclas, who has always encouraged me to achieve excellence.
For my family with thanks, without whom I would not be where I am.
I would like to thank Professor Dr. Hans Bertram, for his enthusiasm, his encouragement,
and his resolute dedication to the importance of my work. I could not have asked for a more
supportive thesis advisor during these years. I am also indebted to committee member,
Professor Dr. Karin Lohr, for her kindness and support.

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Dedication  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . iii
Table of Contents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . v
Listing of Figures  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . vi
Listing of Tables  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . vii
Acronyms and Abbreviations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  viii
Glossary
 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . x
1

Introduction  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 1

2	The Phenomenon of International Migration
– Mexican Migration to the United States of America .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 7
3

Migration and Development Nexus – a Two Way Relationship  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 13

4

Theoretical Framework: Understanding Human Development as the Expansion of Freedoms  . 19

5

International Migration Seen Through the Lens of Amartya Sen’s Capability Approach  .  .  .  . 27

6	Conceptualization and Methodology – Cause and Impact Assessment
of Mexican Migration to the United States of America .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .
6.1 Use of Data . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
6.2 Context Analysis . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
6.3 Migration Profile  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
6.4 Impact Assessment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
		6.4.1 Political Freedoms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
		6.4.2 Economic Facilities  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
		6.4.3 Social Opportunities  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
		6.4.4 Transparency Guarantees . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
		6.4.5 Protective Security . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

31
31
32
33
34
34
35
37
38
39

7

Context Analysis of Mexico and the United States .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .
7.1 Historic Context . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
7.2 Demographic Context . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
7.3 Economic Context  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
7.4 Context of Governance and Institution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

41
41
47
58
77

8

Mexico – US Migration Profile .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 83

9

Impact Assessment  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 95
9.1 The Impact on Political Freedoms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 95
9.2 The Economic Impact of Migration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98
9.3 Social Opportunities and the Effect of Migration . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119
9.4 Transparency Guarantees within the Migration and Development Nexus . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129
9.5 The Impact of Migration on Protective Security . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 135

10 Conclusion .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  .  . 143
Bibliography  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153
Appendix: Tables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175

Crossing the Border Measuring the Impact of International Migration on Human Development

v

LISTING OF FIGURES
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

1:
2:
3:
4:
5:
6:
7:
8:
9:
10:
11:
12:
13:
14:
15:

Figure 16:
Figure
Figure
Figure
Figure

17:
18:
19:
20:

Figure 21:
Figure 22:
Figure 23:
Figure 24:
Figure 25:
Figure 26:
Figure 27:
Figure 28:
Figure 29:
Figure 30:
Figure 31:
Figure 32:
Figure 33:
Figure 34:
Figure 35:
Figure 36:
Figure 37:
Figure 38:
Figure 39:
Figure 40:
Figure 41:
Figure 42:
Figure 43:
Figure 44:

vi

Conceptual Framework of the Capability Approach . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22
Mexico-born Population in the United States, 1850 to 2011 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44
Out- and Return-Migration and Deportations between Mexico and the US . . . . . . . . . . . . 46
Proportion of Rural and Urban Population, Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48
Rural and Urban Population, Mexico  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48
Mexico’s Population by Size of Urban Location . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49
Sex-Age Pyramid of Population in Mexico, 1990 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50
Sex-Age Pyramid of Population in Mexico, 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51
Sex-Age Pyramid of Population in Mexico, 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52
Old and Young Age Dependency Ratios, Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53
Sex-Age Pyramid of the Population of Mexico and the US, 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54
Sex-Age Pyramid of US Population, 1990 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55
Sex-Age Pyramid of US Population, 2000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 56
Sex-Age Pyramid of US Population, 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 57
Gross Domestic Product per capita in Mexico and the United States,
at constant 2005 US  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59
Growth of Gross Domestic Product per Capita in Mexico and the United States,
in percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 60
Contribution to National Growth of Gross Domestic Product, 1995-2007, in percent . . . . . 61
Performance of Federal States in Gross Domestic Product per Capita, 1993 and 2006  . . . 61
National and Sub-National Gini Coefficient, Mexico  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62
Unemployment Rate of the Economically Active Population in Mexico,
by Urban and Rural  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 63
Unemployment Rate of the Economically Active Population in Mexico, by Sex . . . . . . . . . 64
Sex-Age Pyramid of the Mexican Labor Force  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 66
Female Labor Force Participation by Age Group and Years of Schooling  . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68
Educational Attainment by Federal State, Mexico  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69
Wage Differentials and Migrant Flows between Mexico and the US . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 70
Remittances by Federal State, 2012. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72
Annual Transactions for Remittances, in US Dollars  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 74
Average Remittances per Annual Transaction  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 75
US Foreign-born Population by Origin, in percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83
Emigration Rate among the Population of Federal States in Mexico, 2010  . . . . . . . . . . . . 84
Sex-Age Pyramid of Mexico-born Population in the US, 2010  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 86
Sex-Age Pyramid of Foreign-born population in the US, 2010  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87
Sex-Age Pyramid of US-born population in the US, 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88
Reasons for Migration to the United States . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 91
US Gross Domestic Product and Remittances Percent Change . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101
Counter-cyclical Character of Remittances and US Gross Domestic Product . . . . . . . . . . 101
Mexican Gross Domestic Product and Total Remittances Received  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 102
Trade Balance of Payments  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104
Cross-calculation Remittances’ Share of GDP and Proportion of Poor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 110
Sex-Age Pyramid of Mexico-born in the US, 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 113
Sex-Age Pyramid of US Population and Mexico-born in the US, 2010  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 114
Sex-Age Pyramid of Mexican National and Emigration Population, 2010  . . . . . . . . . . . . 115
Sex-Age Pyramid of Mexican Labor Force and Emigrant Population, 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . 117
Percentage of Infant Deaths by Amount of Remittances Received  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 126

Crossing the Border Measuring the Impact of International Migration on Human Development

LISTING OF TABLES
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table

1:
2:
3:
4:
5:
6:
7 (annex):
8:
9 (annex):
10 (annex):
11:
12 (annex):
13 (annex):
14 (annex):
15 (annex):
16:

Table 17 (annex):
Table 18 (annex):
Table
Table
Table
Table
Table

19 (annex):
20 (annex):
21:
22:
23:

Table 24:
Table 25:
Table 26:
Table 27 (annex):
Table 28 (annex):
Table 29 (annex):
Table 30:
Table 31:
Table 32:

Distribution of Return Population by Sex and Duration of Residence, 2009 . . . . . . . . 43
Unemployment Rate of Mexico-born Population in the US, 2010 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 65
Mexican Labor Force Participation by Age Group and Years of Schooling . . . . . . . . . 66
Mexican Male Labor Force Participation by Age Group and Years of Schooling . . . . . 67
Mexican Female Labor Force Participation by Age Group and Years of Schooling  . . . 67
Educational Attainment of Mexican Population, by Sex . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68
Annual Remittances to Mexico  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175
Remittances by Federal State, 2012 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72
Quarterly Remittance Transfers and Growth . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 176
Monthly Remittances to Mexico  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 178
Types of Remittances, in percent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 76
Proportion Mexico-born among all Foreign-born in the US . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 192
Geographic Diversification of Origin by Federal Entity, in percent, 2010  . . . . . . . . . 193
Demographic Characteristics of the Foreign-born Mexican Population in the US  . . . 194
Integration Characteristics of the Foreign-born Mexican Population in the US  . . . . . 195
Percentage Distribution of Migrant Population in the US
by Sex and Migration Documentation. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 89
Housing Characteristics of the Foreign-born Mexican Population in the US  . . . . . . . 196
Schooling and Educational Characteristics of the
Foreign-Born Mexican Population in the USA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 197
Economic Characteristics of the Foreign-Born Mexican Population in the US . . . . . . 198
Gross Domestic Product and Annual Share of Remittances . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 202
Share of Remittances  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 99
Annual percent Change of Macro-economic Variables  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100
Percentage Distribution of Mexican Migrant Households and
Average Number of Migrants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 105
Remittance-receiving Households  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106
Percentage of Remittance-receiving Households with Migrants in the US by Locality  . 107
Poverty, Remittances and Share of Gross Domestic Product in Mexico, 2012 . . . . . . 109
Remittance Indicator of Household Income  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 203
Income Distribution of Remittance-receiving Households  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 204
Remittance-receiving Households by Proportion of Remittances and Locality  . . . . . 206
Proportion of Mexican Employed Emigrant Population in the US
of National Labor Force  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 116
Governance Indicators for Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 130
National Transfer Accounts, per capita . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 138

Crossing the Border Measuring the Impact of International Migration on Human Development

vii

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
3x1			
ACS		
CA			
CNDH		

Three for One (Tres por Uno)
American Community Survey
Capability Approach
National Commission on Human Rights (Comisión Nacional de los Derechos Humanos de
México)
CONAPO National Population Council (Consejo Nacional de Población)
CONEVAL National Council for the Evaluation of Social Development Policy (Consejo Nacional de Evaluación de la Política de Desarrollo Social)
CPS		
Current Population Survey
US DHS
United States Department of Homeland Security
DHS		
Demographic and Health Survey
DPRs		
Diversified Payment Rights
EMIF Norte Survey of Migration on the Northern Border of Mexico (Encuesta sobre Migración en la Frontera Norte de México)
ENADID
Survey of Demographic Dynamics (Encuesta Nacional de la Dinámica Demográfica)
ENHRUM Mexican National Rural Household Survey (Encuesta Nacional a Hogares Rurales de México)
ENIGH
National Household Income and Expenditure Survey (Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos
de los Hogares)
ENOE		
Survey of Occupation and Employment (Encuesta Nacional de Ocupación y Empleo)
FDI		
Foreign Direct Investment
FLFP		
Female Labor Force Participation
GDP		
Gross Domestic Product
GNI		
Gross National Income
HDI		
Human Development Index
ILO		
International Labour Organization
IME		
Institute of Mexicans Abroad (Instituto de Mexicanos en el Exterior)
IMF		
International Monetary Fund
IMSS		
Mexican Social Security Institute (Instituto Mexicano de Seguridad Social)
INEGI		
Mexican National Institute of Statistics and Geography (Instituto Nacional de Estadística y
Geografía)
INM		
National Institute for Migration (Instituto Nacional de Migración)
IOM		
International Organization for Migration
IPPR		
Institute for Public Policy Research

viii

Crossing the Border Measuring the Impact of International Migration on Human Development

IRCA 		
ISSSE 		
IT			
IUSSP		
MDGs		
MHAS
NAFTA
NIM		
NIS			
NTA		
OAS		
OECD		
ODA		
OLS 		
PAN		
PMRA		
PPP		
PRD		
PRI 		
R&D		
SEDESOL
SEGOB
SSA		
UN			
UNCTAD
UNDP		
UNDESA
UNFPA
UNICEF
UNODC
US 			
USD		

Immigration Reform and Control Act
Institute for Social Security and Services for State Workers (Instituto de Seguridad y Servicios
Sociales de los Trabajadores del Estado)
Information Technologies
International Union for the Scientific Study of Population
Millennium Development Goals
Mexican Health and Aging Study
North American Free Trade Agreement
National Institute for Migration
New Immigrant Survey
National Transfer Accounts
Organization of American States
Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development
Official Development Assistance
Ordinary Least Squares
National Action Party (Partido Acción Nacional)
Professional Mutual Recognition Agreement
Purchasing Power Parity
Party of the Democratic Revolution (Partido de la Revolución Democratica)
Institutional Revolutionary Party (Partido Revolucionário Institucional)
Research and Development
Ministry of Social Development (Secretaría de Desarrollo Social)
Ministry of the Interior (Secretaría de Gobernación)
Social Security Administration
United Nations
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
United Nations Development Programme
United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs
United Nations Population Fund
United Nations Children’s Fund
United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
United States of America
United States Dollar

Crossing the Border Measuring the Impact of International Migration on Human Development

ix

Glossary
For a more comprehensive consolidated glossary on the terminology used in area of migration the authors
recommends consulting the “Glossary on Migration” published by the International Organization for Migration.1
Admission – The legal process of “granting entry into State.”2
Assisted Voluntary Return – Logistical and financial support provided to rejected asylum seekers, trafficked migrants, stranded students, qualified nationals and other migrants unable or unwilling to remain in
the country of destination who agree to volunteer to return to the countries of origin.3
Asylum Seeker – An asylum-seeker is a person who claims to be refugee, but whose claim has not yet been
evaluated under relevant legal instruments.
Brain Drain – Emigration of skilled nationals from one country to another. The reverse brain drain refers to
the immigration of skilled migrants into the country of destination.
Brain Gain – Immigration of high skilled individuals into the destination country.
Country of Origin – The sending country of the migratory movement.
Country of Destination – The receiving country of the migratory movement.
Deportation (Expulsion) – Deportation refers to “the act of a State in the exercise of its sovereignty in
removing an alien from its territory to a certain place after refusal of admission or termination of permission
to remain.”4
Detention – The enforcement of restricting the freedom of movement.
Diaspora – Diasporas refer to “individuals and members or networks, associations and communities, who
have left their country of origin, but maintain links with their homelands. This concept covers more settled
expatriate communities, migrant workers based abroad temporarily, expatriates with the nationality of the
host country, dual nationals, and second-/third generation migrants.”5 Diasporas further refers to dispersion
outside the home country of financial as well as social and human capital, which can be felt indirectly.
Economic Migrant – Economic migrant refers to the person who enters a foreign state for the purpose of
employment (labor migrant) or other types of economic activities, including investment and business. Duration as well as category of stay oftentimes determines entry and conditions of stay.
Emigrant (out-migrant) – A person leaving or exiting from one State to move to another for settlement.
Emigration (out-migration) – Action of leaving or exiting from one State to move to another for settlement.
Exploitation – The act of taking advantage of something or someone, in particular the act of taking unjust
advantage of another for one’s own benefits (e.g. sexual exploitation, forced labor or services, slavery or
practices similar to slavery, servitude or the removal of organs).
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Foreigner – “A person belonging to, or owing an allegiance to, another State.”6
Foreign-born Population – The foreign-born population includes persons who are not citizen at birth of a
given State, including those who have become citizen of the country of destination through naturalization.
Forced Migration – Generally speaking describes movements that include an element of coercion.
Green Card – An official permit issued by the Government of the United States of America allowing a foreign national to live and work permanently in the US.
Human Trafficking – “shall mean the recruitment, transportation, transfer, harbouring or receipt of persons,
by means of the threat or use of force or other forms of coercion, of abduction, of fraud, of deception, of
the abuse of power or of a position of vulnerability or of the giving or receiving of payments or benefits to
achieve the consent of a person having control over another person, for the purpose of exploitation. Exploitation shall include, at a minimum, the exploitation of the prostitution of others or other forms of sexual
exploitation, forced labor or services, slavery or practices similar to slavery, servitude or the removal of
organs.”7
Immigrant (in-migrant) – A person, who is a non-nationals of the country where she arrives with the aim to
settle.
Immigration (in-migration) – Process when non-nationals arrive in a country with the aim to settle.
Integration – “The process by which immigrants become accepted into society, both as individuals and as
groups. The particular requirements for acceptance by a receiving society vary greatly from country to country; and the responsibility for integration rests not with one particular group, but rather with many actors:
immigrants themselves, the host government, institutions, and communities.”8
Internally Displaced Persons (IDP) – “Persons or groups of persons who have been forced or obliged to
flee or to leave their homes or places of habitual residence, in particular as a result of or in order to avoid
the effects of armed conflict, situations of generalized violence, violations of human rights or natural or human-made disasters, and who have not crossed an internationally recognized State border.”9
International Migrant – A person who is lives in a country other than his or her country of birth.10 “At the
international level, no universally accepted definition of migrant exists. The term migrant is usually understood to cover all cases where the decision to migrate is taken freely by the individual concerned for reasons
of ‘personal convenience’ and without intervention of an external compelling factor. This term therefore applies to persons, and family members, moving to another country or region to better their material or social
conditions and improve the prospect for themselves or their family.”11
International Migration – Process of geographic movement of people across national borders for the
purpose of establishing a new permanent or temporary residence. International migration includes immigration, emigration and transit migration.
Irregular Migration – Irregular migration is also called clandestine/ illegal/ undocumented migration and
refers to migration in an irregular situation. An irregular migrant is a person, who lacks legal status in the
country of transit or destination due to illegal entry or expiry of visa documentation.
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xi

Labor Migration – Labor migration is generally defined as the movement across national borders for purposes of taking up employment in the country of destination.
Migrant Worker – “A person, who is to be engaged, is engaged or has been engaged in a remunerated
activity in a State of which he or she is not a national.”12
Migrant Stock – The cumulative effect of international migration, i.e. the absolute number of foreign-born
citizens or foreign citizens in a particular country at a specific moment in time.
Migration Flows – Movement of people across borders during a certain period of time, generally one year.
Migration Management – “A term used to encompass numerous governmental functions and a national
system of orderly and humane management for cross-border migration, particularly managing the entry and
presence of foreigners within the borders of the State and the protection of refugees and others in need of
protection.”13
Mixed Migration – Mixed migration flows refer to the complex movement of refugees, asylum seekers,
economic migrants, and other migrants.
Naturalization – “Granting by a State of its nationality to an alien through a formal act on the application of
the individual concerned. International law does not provide detailed rules for naturalization, but it recognizes the competence of every State to naturalize those who are not its nationals and who apply to become
its nationals.”14
Official Development Assistance – consists of disbursements of loans made on concessional terms (net
of repayments of principal) and grants by official agencies of the members of the Development Assistance
Committee (DAC), by multilateral institutions, and by non-DAC countries to promote economic development and welfare in countries and territories in the DAC list of ODA recipients. It includes loans with a grant
element of at least 25 percent (calculated at a rate of discount of 10 percent). Data are in current US Dollars.
Overstay – The term is used to define a person’s stay in a country of destination of the period for which
entry was granted has passed.
Poverty Migrant – A person forced to migrate to avoid economic distress.
Refugee – A refugee is a person who fled his or her home country because of a well-founded threat of
persecution and because they lack the protection of their own country. The 1951 Convention of the United
Nations defines a refugee as a person “who is outside his or her country of nationality or habitual residence;
has a well-founded fear of being persecuted because of his or her race, religion, nationality, membership of a
particular social group or political opinion; and is unable or unwilling to avail him- or herself of the protection
of that country, or to return there, for fear of persecution.”15
Return Migration – The voluntary or involuntary movement of a migrant returning to the country of origin
or habitual residence usually after spending at least one year in another country.16
Smuggling of Migrants – The procurement, in order to obtain, directly or indirectly, a financial or other
material benefit, of the illegal 55 entry of a person into a State Party of which the person is not a national or
a permanent resident.17
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Transit – “The stopover of passage, of varying length, while travelling between two or more countries, either
incidental to continuous transportation, or for the purposes of changing planes or joining an ongoing flight
or other mode of transport.”18
Undocumented Migrant – Migrants who are not authorized and do not comply with the necessary requirements for legal entry into the receiving State.
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INTRODUCTION

T

he impact of international migration on development of the countries involved has increasingly been
recognized in academia and policy. However, despite the increasing interest in investigating the relationship between migration and development, the direction and scale of the relationship’s consequences
are not yet fully understood.
Chapter 2 and 3 introduce the topics of international migration and development, and describe their twoway relationship, referred to as the migration and development nexus. In 2015, the proportion of international migrants among the world population stood at 3.3 percent.19 By this number, migration seems to be
an exception, rather than a rule of human mobility paths. The question then should be: why is international
migration such a contentious issue in international policy debates?
Classical migration research treats migration as a labor market phenomenon and understands the issues as
integral parts of developmental processes. Focusing on the economic impact of migration at the aggregate
level, it examines the effect of migration on labor markets, business cycles, and economic growth. Within
this classical treatment, economics literature and national policy debates tend to focus on the negative aspects of international migration, particularly in relation to a country’s loss from the out-migration of highly
skilled people and the challenges of integration faced by countries with large in-migration. Due to this
narrow focus, the broader developmental drivers and impacts of migration are not well understood. People
move for more reasons than simply seeking employment: they migrate to pursue education, to look for cultural exposure, to reunite their families, or to seek asylum from persecution, and to accomplish other goals.
Migration can have far greater effects on societies and the population at large than can be measured in
economic terms. Thus, the main critique of classical migration research is its limited perspective.
In recent years, academia and the international community, including the United Nations (UN), have emphasized the positive relationship between international migration and development. This emphasis recognizes
that migration can enable development, as expressed in this summation from the 2013 UN General Assembly High Level Dialogue on International Migration and Development:
Participants stressed that migration can have positive development impacts if supported by the right
policies and that the time had come to integrate migration into national development strategies and
plans. Much emphasis was placed on the need for access to decent work and decent working conditions
in countries of origin, transit countries and destination countries.20
Migration can bring benefits for migrants and their families, home and host countries, as well as local and
national economies through enhanced opportunities for economic growth and poverty reduction. “In particular, the phenomenon of circular migration, which refers to the temporary movement of migrant workers,
has been “promoted as a triple win solution, bringing benefits to destination countries, origin countries and
migrant workers themselves – and [presenting] a major mechanism to reap development benefits of labour
migration.”21
However, in light of the presumed challenges and disruptions faced by local economies, national populations, individual migrants, and those left behind, this win-win-win view of migration appears too positive.
Moreover, the recurrent and circular character of migration, including return, urges consideration of the
consequences of international migration on local dependencies, family members left in the countries of
origin, and their reliance on support by the migrants themselves.22 This study assumes that to understand
the complex relationship between migration and development a broader concept of development must be
19
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applied. This concept should include the notion of freedoms and capabilities in the migratory phenomenon
and the countries involved.23 recognizing that every individual migrant’s agency and ability to live in and with
substantial freedoms is integral to fostering development for countries of origin and destination.
Chapter 4 presents the theoretical framework of this research, understanding human development as the
expansion of individual freedoms, as described in Amartya Sen’s Capability Approach. This methodology
presents a critique of the earlier established models for measuring development, contrasting the theoretical
basis of the Basic Needs Approach, the Utility Approach, and the Physical-Quality-of-Life Approach that
describe development in economic terms, rather than understanding the importance of individual achievements.
As early as 1979, Amartya Sen’s Capability Approach emerged as the principal alternative to standard economic frameworks, especially regarding poverty and inequality. By understanding people intrinsically and
their well-being as a primary end in itself instead of a means to an end, Amartya Sen places the individual
human being at the center of his comprehensive developmental framework – the Capability Approach.24 He
argues that the principal goal of human development is the realization of its potential through an expansion
of five substantive freedoms that allow for action and decision-making and of capabilities that reflect the
actual opportunities a person has. For Sen, the expansion of these five freedoms is the primary means of
development 25 and the assessment of development should account for five human freedoms: political freedoms, economic facilities, social opportunities, transparency guarantees, and protective security.
It is exactly this inclusion of the process of expanding substantial freedoms that advances the concept of
human development into an actual human dimension. The utilization of Sen’s approach as the explanatory
framework to human development allows for the conceptualization of international migration as a factor of
Sen’s development function. One principal idea of this study is that the Capability Approach can be applied
operationally by means of precise bilateral analysis.
Chapter 5 applies the framework of Amartya Sen’s Capability Approach to focus on the issue of international migration. What are the development consequences of viewing migration through the lens of the
promotion of well-being and freedom of people? International migration and development are cross-cutting
issues, transcending national boundaries and broaching issues such as education, health care, housing, infrastructure, poverty, remittances and socio-economic and cultural integration of the national and migrant
populations, as well as labor markets. Improving the well-being of migrants entails redressing the pervasive
inequalities they face.26 Because the Capability Approach is characterized by elasticity and internal pluralism, it allows for further elaboration and application in different spheres of research,27, 28 providing the ideal
framework to assess the impact of international migration to human development. The extension of the
concept of development beyond economic categories questions the functionalist idea that assumes that
migration precipitates development.
In this work the migratory experience covers both movement and settlement stages and is considered a
means to expand peoples’ freedoms, including economic, political, and social freedoms. Bringing the analysis of migration and development together allows identification of such alternate areas of development and
the most appropriate level of research. However, since migration is a very selective process, it can provide
ways for migrants to access and accumulate financial, human, and social resources; in other cases, the migratory experience can lead to the depletion of assets.
While the Capability Approach is well suited theoretically as an approach to development and poverty, a
major challenge lies in its methodological application. Challenges arise when trying to measure valuable
23
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capabilities 29 from the perspective of the migrant. Using the Capability Approach as an underlying principle
for measurement in this study introduces its evaluative aspect, referring to “whatever concept … one wants
to consider, the informational base of this judgment must relate to the space of functionings and/or capabilities, depending on the issue at hand.”30 Sen’s proposal to use functionings as key indicators for progress
toward the self-evaluated improved well-being allows for proper methodological application and measurement of migration’s impact on development. Chapter 5 also provides insight regarding direct and indirect
channels by which migration can affect development outcomes, thus offering a deeper understanding of
the migration and development nexus.
Chapter 6 conceptualizes and operationalizes the impact assessment of Mexican migration to the US. The
chapter is broken down into four descriptive parts, defining the necessary analytical steps to conduct an
impact assessment.
The first part describes the different data sources and methodology for the various analytical chapters. The
second part provides the methodology of the underlying context analysis, which provides the foundation for
an understanding of the underlying dynamics of migratory movements between Mexico and the US. Drawing such context analysis is critical to place the understanding of migration on solid ground. Push factors in
the country of origin, pull factors in the country of destination, and the linkages between these two systems
spur migration to take place. To display the migratory reality between these two countries, in-depth analysis
needs to be performed from a bi-national perspective.31 The third part describes the steps involved in generating a statistical profile on the state and conditions of Mexico-born immigrants in the United States, which
allows a precise gauge of the migration situation along the Mexico-US corridor. The fourth part is devoted
to the methodology of the impact assessment and focuses on the application of the theoretical framework
on the nexus between migration and development.
The five freedoms described by Sen will be addressed individually to select representative indicators that
measure the contribution of migration to enhancing those freedoms. Given the evaluative aspect of the Capability Approach, these indicators will be defined at the level of functionings to measure progress toward
improved well-being.32 Another goal of this work is to validate such comparisons and to provide insight
into the direct and indirect contributions of migration to development by utilizing selected migration and
development indicators. Since institutional and socio-economic conditions affect the opportunities people
have, the contributions will be examined at the analytical level of Mexico and its federal states. The impact
assessment will be informed by time series migration data as well as information on the various cultural, economic, political, and social indicators as they relate to migration. Longitudinal data are necessary to display
trends and identify significance over time.
The impact assessment will also include those left behind, the people who did not emigrate but are directly affected by the move of a family or household member. A performance comparison along selected
developmental indicators will determine and differentiate the consequences for migrants and non-migrant
households.
While measures become more meaningful by focusing on only one migration corridor, the applied framework presents important features that qualify as a set of theoretical and methodological tools to theorize
and evaluate the impact of international migration along other migration corridors; thus allowing for future cross-national application and comparison. The conceptual and methodological approach used might
therefore serve as a paradigm useful for the study of other bilateral migratory movements in the world.
Chapter 7 analyzes the context along this symbiotic migration corridor between Mexico and the United
States. It addresses the historic and geopolitical situation and relation between the countries and describes
the demographic, economic, and institutional trends and dependencies these countries face. It is one
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assumption that the fundamental level of human development and the influence that migration can exercise
on its further enhancement, are closely intertwined with prevailing contexts in the countries of origin and
destination. The effect that migration can have on human development in the country of origin is closely
connected with the perceived and actual costs of migration. Financial, social, and human costs are determined by various factors, such as the point in the migration cycle, and influenced directly and indirectly by
the institutional environment prevailing in the countries of the corridor.
Chapter 8 draws a statistical migration profile, investigating the demographic, economic, and social dynamics of the Mexico-born population in the US, including variables affecting the integration of migrants, such
as time of arrival, language proficiency, legal status, employment, and duration of stay.
Mexico’s migration profile is characterized by long-standing in-migration, transit-migration (mostly in the
direction from Central America to the United States or Canada) and out-migration, primarily to the US. Since
the end of the 19th century, migration flows from Mexico to the US have been continuous. Two major shifts
in the intensity and characteristics of Mexican migration to the US took place as a byproduct of economic
and structural transformations in the last fifty years, with the first occurring in 1970s due to the restructuring
and organization of the US economy and the second currently still underway, provoked through the economic situation of the 2007 recession. Other factors added to the migratory pressures in Mexico during the
recession, including the increase in the Mexican working age population, the low absorption capacity of the
Mexican labor market, increasing salary differentials between the two countries, and the recurring economic
crises in Mexico.33
Demographic drivers for migration include the population’s distribution, growth rate, and sex and age structure.34 Tensions can arise through internal inequalities and the size of the population of the sending country.
Economic conditions and performance affect emigration to the US. In addition, asymmetries in economic
productivity in Mexico and the US, resulting from national labor markets, can create dependencies between
these two economies.35 Further, differences between Mexico and the US in net national income per capita
have fluctuated greatly in the last decades, acting as crucial factors in the decision to migrate.
Chapter 9 applies the theoretical framework to the migration and development nexus, measuring the direct
and indirect developmental influence of migration from Mexico to the US within the context of the bi-national context and the patterns these movements have adopted over time. The impact of migration will be measured along the generated indicators representing the five freedoms people have, to live the lives they have
reason to value, through a detailed comparative analysis at the macro and micro level.36 Since it is expected
that the developmental impact cannot be entirely positive, the analysis will include the costs associated with
migration as well. The conceptual and methodological approach applied in this study to examine Mexican
migration to the US and its implications for development might serve as a paradigm applicable in the study
of other bilateral migration movements.
The final chapter 10 concludes the findings on the actual impact of Mexican migration to the US on human
development in Mexico.
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THE PHENOMENON OF
INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION:
MEXICAN MIGRATION TO THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

T

he phenomenon of international migration – the geographic movement of people across national borders for the purpose of establishing a new residence – includes immigration (in-migration), emigration
(out-migration), and transit migration. Migration adds to or subtracts from an area’s population depending
on whether more people move in or out. Migration is the most complex and volatile demographic variable,
responding among others either systematically to socio-economic change and regional differences in development or spontaneously to events such as wars and epidemics. International migrant flows refer to the
movement of people across borders during a certain period of time, generally one year. Migrant stock refers
to the absolute number of foreign-born people in a particular country at a specific moment in time; the cumulative effect of international migration.
Based on recent estimates by the Population Division of the United Nations Department of Economic and
Social Affairs (UNDESA), the total number of international migrants in the world in 2015 was 244 million, up
from 222 million in 2010 and 173 million in 2000.37 From 2000 to 2005, the number of international migrants
increased by about 2 percent per year. Between 2005 and 2010, annual growth accelerated to 3 percent.
Since 2010 the annual growth rate in migrant stock has slowed down to 1.9 percent.38 The proportion of international migrants among the world population rose from 2.9 per cent in 1990 to 3.3 per cent in 2015.39 In
2015, 67 percent of all international migrants resided in only twenty countries of the world. The United States
of America is destination for the largest number of international migrants (47 million); around 19 percent of
the world’s total migrant population.40
In 2015, India had an emigrant population of 16 million people, followed by Mexico (12 million, the Russian
Federation (11 million), and China (10 million). Mexico’s migration profile is characterized by long-standing
in-migration, transit-migration (mostly in the direction from Central America to the United States or Canada), and out-migration, primarily to the United States. Mexican migration is concentrated with more than 98
percent of its migrant population in the United States. Twenty-five percent of the Mexican adult population
has visited or lived in the US. Almost two thirds of the population have relatives living there.41 Movements
from Mexico to the United States have become the single largest migratory corridor in the world, linking the
sending and receiving countries for more than a century.
International migration is often described in terms of cause, duration, legal status, and direction. Migration
in order to access actual or perceived opportunities in a different labor market is a well-described phenomenon. However, people leave their home country for more reasons than solely seeking employment. Asymmetries between the sending and receiving countries are the principal reason for migration; it is not only the
conditions in the country of origin that spur migration, but also the connections between the markets and
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societies of the countries of origin and destination.42 The difference in relative productivity between two
countries, reflecting the dynamics of the national labor markets, provides an indicator for this dependency.43
Neo-classical migration theory considers both push factors at origin and pull factors at destination as causes of migration.44 Push factors at origin may include conflict, lack of employment, and political, social, or
environmental concerns. Pull factors at destination may include better education, differentials in salaries,
and career opportunities. Social inequalities between the countries of origin and destination also influence
migrants’ decision-making processes. In particular, improved information and communication systems enable potential migrants to learn more easily and quickly about the opportunities associated with migration.
These may include upgrading socio-economic status, reduction of inequalities regarding accessing public
services such as health and education, or gaining benefits of gender equality and women’s empowerment.45
Migration is driven by geopolitical and historical contexts. The geographic proximity of Mexico and the
United States of America facilitated the establishment of such migration corridor. Historical links, including
shifting power relationships and evolving economic arrangements between two countries, often determine
migratory movements.46 Various policy initiatives including national migration laws, territorial legislation,
and bilateral policies affect migration dynamics along the corridor.47 Migration from Mexico to the US is
primarily of an economic nature responding to structural factors such as discrepancies in economic productivity and salaries, advancing economic integration, and demographic complementarities.
Demographic causes of migration include population growth and density.48 Tensions are caused by internal
imbalances and the size of the populations of the sending and receiving countries. Large inequalities between countries in age structure of national populations, as well as demographic dependencies, can generate demographic pressures that may result in higher out-migration. Additional factors assumed to influence
migration are the perceived costs and the actual costs. These costs can be social, human, and financial and
are determined by many elements that would need to be measured in various ways and at different points
in the migration cycle to assess their influence. The institutional environments prevailing in the countries of
origin and destination also directly and indirectly influence the costs.
Time defines short and long terms migrants based on the duration of their stay. Short-term migration is considered a change in the country of residence for a period between three months and one year. Long-term
migrants are those who change their country of residence for one year or more.
In legal terms, a migrant’s status is either regular or irregular. A regular migrant entered the country, or remains in the country, adhering to national migration laws. An irregular migrant is a person who, “owing to
undocumented entry or the expiry of his or her visa, lacks legal status in a transit or host country. The term
applies to migrants who infringe a country’s admission rules and any other person not authorized to remain
in the host country…”49
Often, migration is not a one-time phenomenon. Some migrants, with or without their families, will move on
to a third country. Migration flows may generate counter flows of return migration. Subcategories of return
migration describe the conditions of the return. Voluntary return can occur without compulsion, when migrants decide to return to their country of origin through their own free will and cost. Voluntary return can
also happen under compulsion “when persons are at the end of their temporary protected status, rejected
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for asylum, or are unable to stay, and choose to return at their own volition.”50 Involuntary return is the result
of deportation. Circular migration includes temporary as well as long-term movements between two or
three countries. These movements can benefit the migrants and the countries involved if they occur on a
voluntary basis and meet the needs of the migrants and the respective countries.51
While migration flow data are often produced by administrative sources, such as population registers and
visa issuances, the population and housing census is the most common data source for information on the
migrant stock of a country. Questions related to the measurement of international migration in a census include country of birth (foreign-born population), country of citizenship (foreign population), and the country
of previous residence (long-term immigration). “Because the international migrant stock represents the cumulative effect of international migration trends, it is not very sensitive to short-term shocks.”52 Therefore, it
is important to note that the estimates on migrant stock represent the total number of international migrants
who have ever changed their country of residence. However, flow data are more sensitive to current circumstances and can therefore indicate recent increases or decreases in migratory movements. For analytical
purposes more than one data source should be considered. Few countries collect data on the number of citizens or non-citizens who emigrate because collecting emigration data is problematic and expensive. Therefore, the absence of reliable emigration numbers causes problems in estimating net international migration.
Specialized surveys such as the Survey of Migration on the Northern Border of Mexico (la Encuesta sobre
Migracíon en la Frontera Norte de México/EMIF Norte) provide information on the root causes of migration.
Mexico and the United States both have reliable data sources, including the population and housing censuses, which are conducted every ten years in each country, administrative records, population and household
surveys, such as the American Community Survey, the Current Population Survey, or the Mexican Survey of
Demographic Dynamics, and migration modules included in specialized surveys.
Migration is a very selective process. The choice to migrate does depend on geographical proximity but
other important aspects include people’s access to institutions and resources such as economic assets,
human and social capital, political and cultural resources. Ownership of these resources determines if an
individual will pursue emigration as a livelihood strategy and can afford the associated costs. While for some
migration provides avenues to access and accumulate assets, others experience asset depletion. Further,
migration is influenced by the life cycle stage of the migrant. People are most likely to migrate at certain
stages of their lives surrounding marriage, schooling, entry into the labor market, and retirement.
International migration presents both opportunities and challenges for development. The move can bring
tangible benefits for the migrants themselves, their families, the people left behind, home and host societies, and the local and national economies. Expanding migrant skills, filling vacant jobs abroad, easing
unemployment at home, and creating economic and other returns can contribute to poverty reduction at the
individual and household level, and development at the community and national level. “The notion of ‘livelihood’ allows us to go beyond employment and incorporate different forms of living and acquiring incomes
and resources (such as paid and unpaid caring, social transfers, etc.).”53
However, migration might also exacerbate significant personal and financial costs for the migrants and their
families.54 Being an international migrant has implications for social and political participation and the distribution of power. Getting established in the country of destination frequently comes with deprivations, vulnerability, and loss of connections with the place of origin. This holds true especially in conditions of global
asymmetries. Not only at the micro level can the costs be felt. For instance, while societies in the countries
of destination can reap the benefits of increased diversity through immigration, they may also experience
challenges of integration and adaptation. The same logic holds true for the countries of origin.
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Despite the increased recognition of the link between international migration and development in the countries of origin and destination, most research has focused on the economic effects of migration, examining
the impact of migration on labor markets, business cycles, entrepreneurship, and economic growth, understood as integral to development processes.
Ravenstein’s 1885 Laws on Migration set the tone for the economic perspective. Despite his focus on mostly
internal migration, more than one hundred years ago he stated, “the call for labour in our centers of industry
and commerce is the prime cause of those currents of migration … If, therefore, we speak perhaps somewhat presumptuously of ‘laws of migration’, we can only refer to the mode in which the deficiency of hands
in one part of the country is supplied from other parts where the population is redundant.”55
Financial flows, in the form of remittances, represent the most tangible link between migration and development and play a central role in the provision of foreign exchange and poverty reduction in the countries of
origin. In 2014, the World Bank estimated a global remittance flow of USD 586 billion. Remittances to developing countries amounted to an estimated USD 436 billion in 2014, representing an increase of 4.3 percent
compared to the 2013 level. This flow is expected to rise to USD 479 billion by 2017. Over the next few years,
an annual growth of remittance flows to developing countries is projected at about 4.3 percent per year.56
In analyzing the impact of remittances, both the positive and negative effects need to be considered at the
individual, household, and national level. Further, “there is in fact an important degree of heterogeneity in
the way migration and remittances impact growth, poverty, inequality and development.”57
The focus on migration as a labor market phenomenon leaves broader developmental drivers unaccounted
for. Besides financial assets, migration can also involve other transfers to the countries of origin, in the form
of social and cultural benefits. The skills and education as well as new forms of living and participation in
community life migrants acquire abroad may stimulate innovation, employment, and economic growth as
well as boost political change in the sending countries. Migration may further alleviate demographic pressures.58 However, whether migrants will invest in their countries of origin depends on the prevailing economic and political conditions at home, the institutional context, the governance in the country of destination,
and their connectedness to the home country.
There has been a trend in policy debates and economic literature to focus on the negative aspects of
international migration, particularly in relation to a country’s loss from the out-migration of highly-skilled
nationals, also called brain drain. It is often the case that all emigrating human capital is treated as a loss, on
the implicit assumption that the same amount of human capital would otherwise have been available for employment in the domestic economy. However, labor market conditions and employability structures in the
countries of origin often lack the absorptive capacity for such human capital, therefore acting as a principal
cause for out-migration instead of a negative effect.
Academia and the international community, including the United Nations, have tried in recent years to
emphasize the positive relationship between international migration and development, going beyond the
economic contribution of migration to development in the countries of origin and destination.59 Much of the
work on the “Migration-Development Nexus” is aimed at exploring this contribution at the local, national,
and international levels.

55 Ravenstein. 1885: 198
56 Worldbank. 2015
57 Katseli et al. 2006: 27
58 Gubert and Nordman. 2008
59 In 2006, the United Nations General Assembly convened a High Level Dialogue on International Migration and
Development at which Member States of the UN expressed the need for a holistic and coherent approach to international
migration to maximize its positive impacts on development. The 2013 High Level Dialogue on International Migration
and Development took place due to increased evidence that, through right policies, migration can significantly impact
development in sending and receiving countries, through “remittances, trade, investment, creation of enterprises, and
transfer of technology, skills and knowledge.”
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The principal assumption of this research is that the recognition of every migrant’s agency and ability to live
in and with substantial freedoms is integral to fostering development for countries of origin and destination.
Moreover, it postulates that the contribution of international migration to human development in the countries of origin is closely intertwined with the perceived and actual costs of migration, at the individual and
household levels and for the larger community and the nation.
To analyze the actual and potential contributions of migration to development, the link between the two dynamics should be clarified. To understand this complex relationship, applying a people-centered concept of
development that includes individual capabilities can illuminate its significance to the countries and regions
of origin, destination, and to the migrants themselves.60

60
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THE MIGRATION AND
DEVELOPMENT NEXUS:
A TWO WAY RELATIONSHIP

T

he evolution of understanding the relationship between migration and development can best be de-

scribed in three conceptual stages. In the 1960s the concepts of migration and development started to
be connected in academia, policy discourse, and the general public.61 The reconstructive realities of a postWorld War II world influenced this first phase. It focused on the gaps in manpower in the labor markets of
the then industrializing countries, as well as on development in developing countries, predominantly via the
transfer of financial capital. This was a clearly economic perspective assuming that migration from countries
with labor surplus leads to new capital and labor opportunities in the countries with labor demand.
During the two decades of the 1970s and 1980s the term “brain drain” was coined. A causal relation was
established linking ‘underdevelopment’ of nations with increased out-migration.62 This dependency theory
held that through a high degree of selectivity low levels of development led to the loss of skilled people who
migrated to the economic centers in industrialized countries. Thus, developing countries, especially smaller
ones, were drained of their most valuable human resources.63 For instance, emigration of health professionals has been emphasized as affecting development negatively; namely by worsening the health situation of
populations in countries of origin.64 Emigration of health professionals was thought to exacerbate the constraints faced by these countries regarding health services and to increase migration flows through growing
asymmetric distribution of benefits.65
The third phase of conceptualization began in the 1990s, when the notion of co-development was integrated. “While a more skeptical view of the relationship between migration and development dominated
in previous decades … migration has moved from being largely regarded as a problem for development in
origin countries to being seen as an opportunity, if not alternative, to national development strategies.”66
It was believed that the movement of people brought benefits, such as transfer of financial resources and
skills to the countries of origin, thereby fostering development. During this time, formal ways to facilitate the
impact of migration on development were established, including formal banking channels for the transfer of
remittances and organized networks of migrants.67 Ever since, the relationship between these two phenomena is considered reciprocal, 68, 69 and has been termed the Migration and Development Nexus. “The effects
of migration on the sending country depend critically upon the magnitudes, composition and nature of the
migration streams, as well as upon the specific context from which migrants are drawn.”70
The Migration and Development Nexus looks at how migration and development create various impact
points throughout the migratory process. The levels of development in the countries of origin and destination, as well as the disparity between these two can be considered the main determinants of migration.71
“Empirical evidence demonstrates that an increase in international migration can be positively linked to a
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decline in the number of people living in poverty.”72 At the same time, the level of development can be
affected by migration itself.
Making the decision to migrate or not comes first. The developmental conditions in the country of origin
determine who migrates with what means, i.e. the costs related to the migratory move, and the conditions
under which the move has to occur. This is the point in the migration process when the migrant assesses the
desirability of the migration decision, alone or with other members of the household, based on a cost benefit analysis.73 Oftentimes relative disparities between income levels in the countries of origin and destination
as well as the actual and perceived costs and benefits involved in the migration process play a crucial role
in this decision. Other factors to consider are the national migration and integration laws, which define the
terms of entry and stay in the country of destination. Subsequently, access to the labor market and chances
for education and professional skill-acquisition will determine the basis for the integration of the migrant in
the new country. Once a migrant is settled and working, flows of remittances begin, such as financial and
social resources. Skills and investments of returning migrants have an impact on the development in the
country of origin. From here, the direct effect on reduction of poverty and inequality at the national, community and household levels can be observed.
As countries increase their initial levels of development, emigration may increase. However, such trends
may diminish over the long run. Lower rates of emigration are witnessed in highly developed countries. By
defining the level of development and the change in conditions through the factors involved in the migration
process, the cycle of the Migration and Development Nexus is closed.74
Several complexities within this nexus pose a challenge to the analysis of the contribution of migration to
development. As stated before, the concept of development is notoriously complicated to define. The complexity of the issue is further increased through the various scales of development and the heterogeneous
character of migration. The different reasons and underlying motivations for migration can themselves have
an effect on development.
Migration contributes to development at the micro level of the individual and the household, the meso level
of the community and the macro level of the nation state and its sub-national regions. At these scales of impact, research on migration and development needs to consider six ways of impact. Through (1) emigration,
(2) immigration, and (3) return migration, international migration contributes directly to development. This
contribution is felt indirectly through (4) remittances, (5) the diaspora, and (6) changing incentives.75
Emigration can affect the country directly through the depletion of human resources ad the reduction in
labor supply and productivity.. “Negative shocks in labour supply appear at early stages of migration, when
a large number of people, mostly economic migrants, decide to leave their home country to seek employment and better living conditions elsewhere.”76 This is particularly disadvantageous if large out-migration
takes place within certain sectors of the economy. However, governments adjust to such shocks, which is an
endogenous behavior induced by migratory movements. Sometimes, national training structures align to
the needs of (potential) countries of destination, thus creating economic dependency on the country of destination.77 Especially in times of economic recessions, it is often the migrant worker in these sectors that feels
the burden first and hardest.78 “These shocks may be positive at later stages of migration when return migration takes place and/or immigration may take over.… In the medium run however, moderate emigration can
result in improved incentives for skill accumulation and replenishment, thus enhancing productivity.”79 While
in the short run migration can vacate jobs and reduce unemployment rates in the country of origin, in the
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long run migration can impact unemployment rates positively in either country, presuming that contractual
bilateral migration flows take place between both places.80
At the micro level, emigration can lead to behavioral changes in production, land use, labor market participation, and investment in health and education. “In the absence of remittances, emigration would be likely
to increase labor-force participation [within the household] among adults, due both to the upward pressure
that labor outflows put on wages and to the need to replace income lost to the exodus of wage earners ….
With remittances, however, migrant families may feel less need to have non-migrating adults work outside
the house”81 due to increased household income.
However, the migratory experience can create debt and dependency of the migrants and their families, for
example, through dependency on remittances. With respect to social networks, emigration might risk the
disruption of important social ties, which build the basis for social safety nets and norms. More specifically,
at the level of the household, the absence of parents can have a negative impact on the educational attainment of the children left behind. Remittances can counterbalance this negative impact through increased
spending on education.82
The migration experience can raise welfare benefits for the individual migrant. Access to employment and
continued education has an effect on the integration of the individual migrant in the country of destination.83
Immigration at the macro level can mean the enhancement of available resources in the country of destination, for example, through the in-movement of skilled people. The migrants themselves can enhance their
production possibilities that let them lead the life they like. However, if migration is unmanaged, it can also
create challenges of integration and assimilation for the migrants and the country of destination.
While return migration is not a new pattern of migration, it has received more attention recently as a potential driving force for development.84 Migration does not always end in a permanent move. More likely,
people return to their home countries, move several times between the country of origin and destination, or
choose a third country for a subsequent move.85 Since return migration has an actual effect on the number
of the population in both countries and thus the assets they hold, return migration can impact development
directly with new and more skilled resources. If managed properly, circular migration programs often offer
migrants the possibility to increase their earnings outside of their country for a determined period of time. In
some cases national immigration laws do not allow for permanent settlement, so return migration is forced,
not chosen.86
More recent perspectives on the direct and indirect contributions of international migration to development
have arisen from appreciations of the scale and impact of remittances. The link between remittances and
development is ambivalent and not easy to define. It cannot clearly be described as positive or negative,
since it depends on “structural characteristics and behavioural responses due to restructured incentives.…
The potential impact of remittances on the sending country may change with the type of migration (temporary versus permanent/skilled versus unskilled) and the likelihood of return migration as a consequence
of behavioural responses to migration. Thus, one dollar received from a highly-skilled Mexican …internal…
migrant occupying a relatively high-status job in Mexico City might produce stronger incentives for investment in education among family members left behind than if this same migrant occupied a menial job in the
United States.”87 Various factors are at play here.
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Remittances channeled through the provision of additional household income can be used for increased
spending on consumption or investments in education or health. Oftentimes remittances can play the role
of a social safety net, too. “On average, a 10 percent increase in the share of international migrants in a
country’s population will lead to a 1.9 percent decline in the share of people living in poverty ($1.00/person/
day).”88 Through the provision of financial resources within the household, remittances can also decrease
labor market participation, thus leading to reduced productivity, particularly in sectors with high labor input,
such as agriculture.89
One important trait of remittances is their centralized character. A “large preponderance of remittances
flows back to a small number of towns and villages. The immediate effect is to reinforce or increase inequalities between rural and urban areas and between rural areas.”90 While remittances have an impact on human
capital formation, they may well restrict certain populations into dependence on continued and further migration.91 Financial transfers serve as an increased source of foreign exchange. Increased purchasing power
in countries of origin can lead to increased demand for goods and services. In rare cases, if this increased
demand is coupled with limited supply, it can lead to inflation.
The use of remittances for consumption or investment depends strongly on the actual situation of the household or community receiving them. If enough resources are available to cover for basic expenditure of
commodities, education, and health, remittances can very well be used for investment purposes. When
resources are not available for basic consumption, remittances will primarily play a role in covering for these,
thus freeing up some of the financial constraints the household would have faced in the absence of remittances. Literature that recommends the use of remittances for investment instead of consumption in order to
achieve higher development impacts misses the fact that spending on housing or agriculture, for instance,
has multiple effects on the society at large through the generation of local employment and a stimulus in
demand for local production, especially in poor countries with high unemployment.92, 93, 94
The term diaspora95 refers to dispersion outside the home country of financial as well as social and human
capital, which can be felt indirectly. This capital of international migrants oftentimes provides investment
and assistance to the country of origin. Despite the main focus of development organization on remittances,
diaspora-lead contributions to development in the countries of origin incorporate a wide range of impacts,
ranging from financial investment, transfer of skills and social remittances, to philanthropy and political
influence.96, 97 It is, however, “unreasonable to expect overseas migrants to participate in failed states and
economies of origin and, on their own, to be able to promote development in home areas. They need to
work within some effective structures if they are to have an impact on their countries of origin.”98
The last channel of impact – incentives – are felt by the people left behind aware of the conditions of migrants who have left the country. They may consider the positive outlook and the benefits potential migration can bring as incentives to pursue further education, to have better chances to migrate themselves, or
as a way out as soon as their conditions allow.99 In the first case, under the assumption that not all of these
incentivized people investing in further education will eventually leave the country, the share of skilled people in the sending country and therefore its productivity levels would increase.100 Also, through a positive
88 Adams and Page. 2003: 1
89 Institute for Public Policy Research. 2009
90 Skeldon. 2008: 8
91 Skeldon. 2008b
92 Skeldon. 2008
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learning effect, contact with migrants can increase investment and change the nature of household spending. Since “the return to education is higher abroad …migration prospects can raise the expected return
to human capital and induce more people to invest in education at home.…This incentive effect (or brain
gain) can dominate that of actual emigration, in which case there is a net gain for the source country (i.e. a
beneficial brain drain).”101 However, in order for this effect to become operational, human capital formation
“must not only increase one’s chances to migrate but also allow for accessing legal, high-skill jobs. In a context where immigration is illegal and migrants can only access unskilled jobs, the prospect of migration can
instead reduce education investment.”102
Bringing the analysis of Mexican-U.S. migration and development together will provide insights into the
channels through which Mexican migration contributes to development at home and will allow for the identification of other areas of development besides economic, such as health, education, gender equality, social
opportunities, and better governance.
Despite the attention paid to the Migration and Development Nexus, development understood as an expansion of capabilities and an increase in opportunities has received less attention. In order to understand
the complex link between migration and development, there is a clear need to apply a broad concept of
development, understanding development as an expansion of capabilities and increased opportunities in
the countries of origin, destination, and the migrant himself.103 The next chapter, the theoretical framework
of this dissertation, will thoroughly address development as the expansion of choices and freedoms. Despite
its specific focus on movements between Mexico and the United States, this methodological approach can
serve as a paradigmatic example for other migratory patterns, and thus be applied outside of this specific
bilateral context.

101 Beine, Docquier and Rapoport. 2008: 632
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK:
UNDERSTANDING DEVELOPMENT
AS THE EXPANSION OF FREEDOMS

T

he concept of development is notoriously complicated to define. In one of its definitions, the Oxford English Dictionary refers to development as “the bringing out of the latent capabilities (of anything); the fuller
expansion (of any principle or activity).”104 Inherent to this concept is the idea of progress, of moving toward
a better state of being. Along the same lines, in this work development is understood within Amartya Sen’s
Capability Approach, which conceptualizes development as a process of expanding the choices and freedoms
people have reason to value. These freedoms depend on the time when, and the place where, they are made
as well on the individual. The same person, in different contexts, might value different choices or freedoms.105
Several development approaches influenced the evolution of Sen’s thoughts. Discussion of the dissatisfaction with three major theoretical influences, the Basic Needs Approach, the Utility Approach, and the Physical-Quality-of-Life Approach will help trace this evolution, before concentrating on the Capability Approach.
The Basic Needs Approach to development “is centered in commodity possession (minimum requirements
of food and the like), rather then on people’s achievements”106 as determinants of advancing development.
Here, development is understood in purely economic terms and poverty reduction is measured by means of
derived indicators, such as increased income and access to material means or social services. What is missing
in this approach is attribution of choice or agency to the individual human being. While improved well-being
is understood as the end of development, people are not considered agents or means in this equation.107
Further, values that cannot be measured with economic indicators do not appear in this approach.
The Utility Approach also understands human well-being in economic terms, focusing on variables like income and commodity command. In contrast to the Basic Needs Approach, enhanced utility is reflected by
the fulfillment of happiness and desires, or the lack thereof, as well as the experience of pain. Major critiques
are that the Utility Approach does not differentiate between the sources of pleasure and pain108 and that it
concentrates on a limited sphere of human life – utility. “There is more to life than achieving utility. … While
it is important to take note of utility, there are many other things of intrinsic value (notably rights and positive
freedoms) that are neglected by the [utility] approach.”109 Further, a person’s mental condition and capacity
to adapt to different circumstances and environments may bias the utility evaluation.110 For example, Sen
draws on evidence from a health survey analysis in India, which was conducted after a major famine: it suggests that large discrepancies exist between objectively and subjectively reported physical conditions.111
Despite the emphasis these two approaches place on human well-being, they fail to consider other important elements of development, such as choices, freedoms, rights, or the agency aspect of development.
The Physical-Quality-of-Life Approach as proposed by Morris David Morris112 in 1979 relies on three indicators
– infant mortality, life expectancy and basic literacy – for the construction of the composite Physical Quality
of Life Index (PQLI). In the 1990s, the introduction at the international level of the Human Development Index
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(HDI) expanded the former economic concept of development by a social dimension of people’s achievements. The United Nations combined the indicators of life expectancy, educational attainment, and income
into one single statistic “to serve as a frame of reference for both social and economic development.” The
HDI generates a scale for comparable measurement regarding countries’ performance in terms of shortfall
from a predetermined desired value at the global level.113 The HDI standardizes each of the three components from 0 to 1, before calculating a deprivation index for each component reflecting the grade of deprivation. The unweighted average of the individual indices is calculated and subtracted from the desired value
1 to provide the final HDI measure.114 When defining the theoretical foundation for the HDI – and the HDI
as the metric for international comparisons by applying the same framework to every country in the world –
the United Nations had to compromise the individuality of its methodological approach. The HDI does not
address all spheres of development nor does it have the strength to reflect national distinctiveness.
Sen’s view of development as the expansion of freedoms or capabilities, and its focus on the lives people
live and have reason to value needs to be contrasted with these approaches. Given this reality, it is the intention of this work to address these deficiencies, without following Sen’s political and economic path towards
providing developmental justice.
Amartya Sen formulated the Capability Approach at a time when traditional welfare economics and utilitarianism were under critique.115 His work is strongly influenced by the intellectual disciplines of philosophy
and political economy. It shows traces of Adam Smith’s early analysis of necessities and living conditions,116
Karl Marx’s and Frederick Engels concerns about human freedom and emancipation,117 and Aristotle’s theory of political distribution with emphasis on the flourishing of human beings.118 Sen also makes extensive
reference to John Rawls’ A Theory of Justice and Rawls mention of the intrinsic importance of individual freedoms, with special attention to its focus on social contracts, self-respect, and access to primary goods.119
Amartya Sen’s concept of well-being constitutes the core principles of a new paradigm of development.
As early as 1979, his Capability Approach emerged as the principal alternative to the definition of human
development according to standard economic frameworks, especially regarding poverty and inequality. At
Stanford University in his 1979 Tanner Lecture on Human Values, Sen introduced his approach with his essay
Equality of What? By addressing more than one concern and thus accounting for a wide range of economic, social, and cultural issues, Sen expanded the understanding of development and refined a theoretical
framework that was directly concerned with human capabilities and freedom.120
Amartya Sen has published several prominent articles and books on development, culminating in his 1999
book Development as Freedom.121 Here he placed the individual freedom of a human being at the center of
his comprehensive analysis of development. He argued that the principal objective of human development
is the realization of human potential. While acknowledging the fact that people have different values and
aspirations according to their cultural and social background, he considers people as ends in themselves,
not solely as means to an end such as economic growth. Sen states that if “the focus is, ultimately, on the
expansion of human freedom…, then the role of economic growth in expanding these opportunities has to
be integrated into that more foundational understanding of the process of development as the expansion of
human capability to lead more worthwhile and more free lives.”122 For Sen, human development describes
the process of expanding the real freedoms of people. The goal of the development process is thus to generate a fruitful environment for people to enjoy long, healthy, and creative lives.
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Sen uses a person’s range of opportunities or capabilities to assess human well-being. He states that income
and opportunities do not always go together. After controlling for income, research suggests large differences remain based on sex, age, race, class and caste when looking at other recognized development indicators such as life expectancy, literacy, health and nutrition. Further, assuming that development includes
outcomes such as women’s empowerment, enhanced development cannot be measured with economic
indicators alone. Therefore, a framework for analyzing income disparities cannot be sufficient to display
gender inequality, since one cannot assume that income is distributed equally.
For Sen, the assessment of development needs to take human freedoms into account. The concept of
freedom includes processes that allow for action and decision-making, and also capabilities consisting in
opportunities a person has or the positive freedom of choice to be or do something.123 Whether or not a
person actually satisfies these capabilities is not the point of this understanding; rather, it is whether life
circumstances offer people the freedom to make choices and pursue their goals.
The inclusion of the expansion process of substantial freedoms therefore enlarges the concept of development. The expansion of freedoms is understood as the primary end (constitutive role) and the principal
means (instrumental role) of development.124 For Sen, constitutive freedom forms part of the goal. Thus,
freedom is an integral part of increased well-being. The “instrumental role of freedom concerns the way
different kinds of rights, opportunities, and entitlements contribute to the expansion of human freedom in
general and thus to the promotion of development.”125 Sen identifies five components of freedom that are
instrumental or interlinked and that help to achieve other goals of development; therefore they are valuable
as the primary means of development:
Political freedoms include the participation in democratic processes, decision-making in governmental
representation, criticism of the government, and representation or support to nonconforming political
perspectives.
Economic facilities lay the foundation for income and credit access, with the individual right to decide
how to utilize such income based on one’s own means.
Social opportunities allow individuals to benefit from social welfare, including the provision of health and
education services.
Transparency guarantees ensure the freedom from dishonesty and secrecy and allow operating according to the rules of law.
Protective security provides the freedom to be safe from emergency situations, including the worst
poverty, famine, and natural disasters. Through institutional arrangements, protective security includes
welfare benefits such as social security and employment benefits as well as ad hoc and informal arrangements to generate alternative income for the destitute.126
The instrumental role of freedoms as means to development must not undermine the evaluative importance
of freedom as an end of development by itself.127 For instance, while social facilities affect political participation, political freedom enhances economic participation, and in turn economic opportunities generate
resources for social opportunities. Political participation is thus not only conducive for development, but
also a constitutive part of development.
For a freedom-based approach of development to function, universal participation is required. Yet in many
less or least developed countries the conditions for universal participation are not present. For instance,
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gender roles impede the full participation of women and hierarchical structures limit the participation in
community affairs of people of certain ages or status. Therefore a societal prerequisite for the population
at large to have the opportunity for participation is to build the supporting conditions for every individual.
It is of utmost importance to investigate how the environment – including social institutions, the market, the
state, and media – can provide the grounds in which development can take place and be sustainable. Sen
points out correctly that the right to development must be universal,128 and that it is wrong to state that
rights may vary within different cultures. However, at low levels of development the fulfillment of certain
rights may not exist due to insufficient resources within a society. For instance, less and least developed
countries might not have the resources for people to claim the right to best education, provision of health
care, free choice of employment, and minimum wages. What needs to be pointed out in this context, however, is that rights differ from duties.129 A less or least developed country cannot be obliged to provide its
population with all benefits a modern welfare state can offer. Therefore, the objectives a country may aim
for need to be adjusted based on the resources and structures available.
Sen understands poverty as a constraint on substantial freedoms, such as poor economic opportunities,
including unemployment, low salaries, social deprivation, neglect of public facilities, and intolerance. For
example, unemployment and non-employability result from the confines of the limited absorptive capacity
of the labor market. To achieve higher levels of development and reduce poverty, various restrictions (unfreedoms) and barriers to freedom that people suffer have to be removed.130
The conceptual framework of the Capability Approach can best be described as a function leading from
commodities via capabilities (to function) and functionings to utilities and back. Since neither commodities
nor utilities suffice on their own in adequately representing the well-being of people, an approach is considered that highlights capabilities (to function) and the functionings themselves. Sen distinguishes clearly
between commodities, capabilities, functionings, and utilities.131

Figure 1 Conceptual Framework of the Capability Approach

Commodities

Utilities
(e.g. Happiness)

Capabilities
(to function)
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Source: From Amartya Sen’s conceptual understanding132
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By considering commodities, such as income, as the starting point of the equation, Sen includes economic growth and the expansion of materials and services in his understanding of human development.
While economic growth is certainly a very relevant component of, if not a precondition for, human development, it is not always sufficient to advance human development. One commodity may serve various
functionings and thus have multiple characteristics. In this sense, food may be attributed both nutritional
and social characteristics.133 A commodity vector represents all commodities with their respective characteristics available to the individual.
Capabilities to function represent the real opportunities a person has to be or do something, or the positive freedom of choice between different life-styles. A capability bundle refers to the set of all functionings a person can choose from that can enhance his or her advantage, especially compared to others.
While one person might possess more capabilities than another person, he or she might choose not to
make use of them. Therefore, the notion of freedom to choose is important to consider in this equation.
Functionings are described as what people actually become and achieve with the capabilities at their
disposal. They are shaped by internal variables of the individual as well as external conditions of the
environment. Functionings include basic achievements such as literacy, self-respect, community participation, or avoiding starvation, malnourishment, and preventable diseases. The functioning set thus
provides us with an insight into a person’s chosen state of well-being, which needs to include in its evaluation the quality and quantity of functionings as well as their diversity.134
Utilities can be considered both as a functioning and an output. It can be understood as an output because “what people choose to do and to be naturally has an effect on their sense of subjective wellbeing…. However the Capability Approach also considers subjective wellbeing … a valuable functioning in
its own right and incorporates it into the capability framework.”135
As mentioned previously, Sen recognizes that commodities – and the ability to convert certain commodities
into functionings and thus into utilities – depends on economic, cultural, social, and environmental factors
prevailing in the country. Therefore, the analysis of the quality of living standards and well-being of people
needs to go beyond commodities and consider the ability of people to function with the commodities and
services available to them within a certain environment. Sen proposes including the different rationales and
objectives that people have created given their environmental conditions, even though these might interfere with their personal well-being. Further, the ability to convert resources into satisfying outcomes varies
among people. Individuals may be disadvantaged through disability or illness and thus face more difficulties
with respect to accumulating commodities and in turn converting these into well-being.
Understanding freedom as a primary end and principal means of development invites consideration of the
freedom to choose between various options as a relevant component of individual well-being. Sen uses the
example of commodity bundles to illustrate his point. Commodities are considered as attainable functionings a person can achieve, thus including various commodity bundles and utilizations. A given commodity
bundle has a different significance for the consumer according to whether she or he has other options to
choose from, despite the fact that she or he may not exercise them or whether this bundle is the only one
available. A poor man lacks the capability to feed himself properly, while a person on hunger strike chooses
to do differently.136

133 Saith. 2001
134 A case study from India describing the response of Indian women questioned on their level of well-being, illustrated
that even after a decline in real income, these women still described themselves as better-off on most criteria of well-being, including independence, mobility, security, and self-respect regarding consumption and income. This case study
serves as an example of the importance of non-economic qualitative indicators in the equation of measuring poverty.
Keeping the focus solely on economic and quantitative indicators can ignore further components of development, as
understood here. Sen. 1985
135 Wells. Online Source
136 Sen. 1999
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Arguing that the principal objective of human development is the realization of human potential, Sen describes the relationships between human capital and the concept of human capabilities: human capital
formation allows for greater efficiency and commodity production, thus enhancing a person’s capabilities.
In economic terms, the production value as well as the income of a person can increase. If education makes
a person more efficient in commodity production, then this is clearly an enhancement of human capital and
eventually an expansion of development. Increased efficiency can add to the income of the person who has
been educated and to the value of production in the economy. Along with this increased level of income,
a person may also benefit from skills gained through education such as reading, communicating, arguing,
being able to choose in a more informed way, or being taken seriously by others.137 These concepts promote
the unity of interest, aiming toward the same objectives of expanded functionings. However, this unity of
interest would only prevail if there were a link between economic production, as measured by income per
capita, and capability development, reflected by human indicators including life expectancy, literacy, and
self-respect.
In this regard, one needs to point out that a human capital approach considers people as means to an
end, thus understanding people as passive targets. However, only by understanding people as ends in
themselves are they regarded as active agents.138 While there is certainly a link between human capital and
human capabilities, a narrower human capital approach can be settled within the broader concept of human
capabilities, accounting for the direct significance of human capabilities for individual well-being and the
direct role of these capabilities in enhancing social change and promoting economic development.139
Furthermore, Sen successfully links human development to social standards. Enhanced human capital formation expands the functionings a person possesses, through improved social skills and the ability to make
decisions in a more informed way.140 He writes that “social values can play – and have played – an important
part in success of various forms of social organization, including the market mechanism, democratic policies, elementary civil and political rights, provision of public goods, and institutions for public action and
protest.”141 This follows Robert Putnam’s142 and James Coleman’s143 understanding of social capital, within
which the establishment and maintenance of an institutional context and functioning is based on the existence of social networks.144 Sen continues that for “efficient provision of public goods, not only do we have
to consider the possibility of state action and social provisioning; we also have to examine the part that can
be played by development of social values [...].”145 Broadly defined, “social networks (and the associated
norms of reciprocity and trust) can … have powerful effects on the level and efficiency of production and
wellbeing….”146
This is a two-way relationship, because social institutions as well as social capital are necessary to establish
or sustain social structures. Correlations between vital social networks and social outcomes have been found
to be important in different studies.147 However, social networks have to be distinguished by their degree
of closeness, reflected by bonding and bridging. While bonding networks reinforce persons with similar
ethnicity, culture, or social status, bridging networks go beyond these social constructs and link people that
have fewer common characteristics.148 Studies in the social sciences have been conducted on the value of
the weak bridging and strong bonding social ties in various dimensions of personal and professional life.149
137 Sen. 1999
138 Grounded on a freedom-based approach with an active character, the requirement to seek participation of all people
made it necessary to choose the Capability Approach as a framework over the former.
139 Clark. 2006
140 Sen. 1999
141 Sen. 1999: 261
142 Putnam. 2000
143 Coleman. 1988
144 Putnam. 2000
145 Sen. 1999: 269
146 Helliwell and Putnam. 2004: 1436
147 Helliwell and Putnam. 2004: 1437
148 Helliwell and Putnam. 2004
149 Wegener. 1991
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Amartya Sen’s framework ascribes agency to the individual as a member of the public and as a participant
in economic, social, and political actions. People must be empowered to decide for themselves what goals
to pursue and to formulate their own ideas of pursuing them. In his view, an individual is “someone who acts
and brings about change, and whose achievements can be judged in terms of her own values and objectives, whether or not we assess them in terms of some external criteria….”150 However, only “with adequate
social opportunities, individuals can effectively shape their destiny and help others.”151 Instead of seeing
individuals as passive recipients of services, Sen emphasizes the need to attribute the human characteristics
of being resourceful and capable of balancing the merits of goals and various means of achieving those.
The Capability Approach clearly contrasts with economic perspectives of development that use only monetary indicators152 and allows for methodological application and measurement. Sen’s approach had a
far-reaching impact on academia and the international community. His thinking on development and poverty provided conceptual foundation for understanding human development as well as the methodological
basis for measuring and ranking human development throughout the world.153
A central thesis of the Capability Approach, chosen as an underlying criterion for this research, is the evaluative aspect. Sen proposes to use functionings as key indicators for measuring progress toward the self-evaluated improved well-being.
The utilization of Sen’s Capability Approach as the explanatory framework for human development allows international migration to be conceptualized as a factor of Sen’s development function. Including different rationales and objectives that people have created given their environmental conditions, create complexities,
which require the application of a cultural perspective when looking at development and also confirms the
need for a bottom-up analysis.154, 155 Hence, to apply a single framework assessment to multiple national circumstances, the impact of migration on human development will be examined within a bi-national context.

150 Sen. 1999: 19
151 Sen. 1999: 11
152 Fukuda-Parr. 2003
153 The Human Development Ranking is the flagship research of the United Nations Development Programme.
154 The application of the culture lens is aimed at strengthening cultural diversity and analyzing and evaluating whether
visions, practices, policies and programs incorporate and promote the principles enshrined in the declarations and conventions with respect to culture.
155 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. 2001
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INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION SEEN
THROUGH THE LENS OF AMARTYA
SEN’S CAPABILITY APPROACH

T

he conventional labor market orientation towards migration and development does not address some
important aspects of development. In particular, it does not consider development as an expansion of
capabilities and an increase in opportunities as described by Sen’s Capability Approach. This freedom-based
context advances the concept of human development, allowing a deeper understanding of the migration
and development nexus. Application of the Capability Approach also allows for a better assessment of international migration’s inherent developmental features and the consequences for people’s freedoms. Since
it is “the combination of foundational analysis and pragmatic use that gives the capability approach its extensive reach,”156 this study contrasts economic perspectives of development. Voluntary migration itself can
be understood as an exercise of the freedom to move. The functionings and consequences that migrants
and their households can achieve by exercising their freedom to move depend on the context in which the
migration occurs as well as on the agency of the individual.
While it is not the intention of this work to reprise Sen’s arguments with respect to development, it does
intend to combine analysis and pragmatic use within Amartya Sen’s framework. This work investigates how
international migration contributes to improving the well-being of people, therefore creating a self-supporting process that allows people to live the lives they value.157
The Capability Approach is characterized by elasticity and internal pluralism that allows for its further elaboration and application into different spheres of research158, 159 and thus provides the ideal framework to
measure the contribution of international migration to human development. Sen’s model was chosen as
the analytical framework because of its flexibility. Not limited to economic achievements, the Capability
Approach is interested in various outcomes and considers all factors that lead to the life a person has reason
to value. Sen points out that the “glorification of human beings as instruments of economic development
cannot really be adequate.”160 Migration scholars suggest “a full understanding of contemporary migratory
processes will not be achieved by relying on the tools of one discipline alone, or by focusing on a single level
of analysis.”161 The Capability Approach allows for the integration of different academic disciplines that address the issue of international migration from demographic, sociological, geographic, and economic perspectives. By recognizing the linkages between human well-being and economic, cultural, social, political,
and environmental factors the Capability Approach remains open to the inclusion of unlimited indicators.
Sen does not impose rigid orthodoxy with a defined set of prescriptive methods.162 As a matter of fact, he
does not provide a fixed list of indicators at all.
Another strength of the Capability Approach is its possible division into various analytical layers.163 Despite
its person-centered perspective on human development, it also considers the surrounding systems that
prevail in the countries of origin and destination – including economic growth, investments in education, and
a flourishing social infrastructure – that shape developmental outcomes. Therefore the Capability Approach
allows for the explanation of international migration as a by-product of macro conditions, without ignoring
156
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the perspective of the individual. The migration process, including trajectory and settlement, is understood
as a means to expand people’s freedoms.
One assumption is that the migratory experience expands the real freedoms a person enjoys. The migrant
and the family that he or she either takes along or leaves behind expand their economic, political, and social
freedoms. However, since migration is a very selective process, mobility can provide ways to access and
accumulate financial, human, and social resources for some migrants. For others the migratory experience
might lead to the depletion of their assets. Another assumption is that the migration process is socially embedded and that, in part, out-migration risks the disruption of social ties in the country of origin, thus leaving
this community with a defective social infrastructure.
The link between social capital and migration becomes clear when considering emigration as a loss of highly
valuable social capital. The development of a productive social infrastructure is very labor intensive, and the
condition of national social capital is often obscured by high rates of emigration. However, the migration
process itself relies on existing social ties along the migration corridor. While in transit or upon arrival, migrants develop new social relationships that can facilitate the migratory process. Longstanding migratory
flows along a certain corridor provide the basis for social cohesion; transnational networks operate and become established. Through these networks, contact between migrants and the families and friends left behind can be maintained. Research on social networks in the migration process shows that they also influence
who moves and where to.164 Transnational communities demonstrate “the importance of different localities
in a migration process and how families and migrants conserve existing links and create new links between
each other.”165 By participating in established networks that span the migratory space or channel, the cost of
migration is drastically reduced when the migrant gains access to facilitated sources of information, housing,
employment, or loans. Social networks mitigate the risks of crossing national borders, in particular in undocumented situations.166 Reductions in migratory costs provide poorer people with better opportunities and
encourage their participation.167 Over time the proportion of people with migration experience increases
within a community. Migratory experiences accumulate among the community’s population, open attitudes
and spread knowledge; social ties to migrants or returnees multiply. This is turn, expands the pool of potential migrants.
Sen states that “development requires the removal of major sources of unfreedoms, poverty as well as
tyranny, poor economic opportunities as well as systematic social deprivation, neglect of public facilities as
well as intolerance or over-activity of repressive states.”168 He postulates that “economic unfreedom, in the
form of extreme poverty, can make a person helpless prey in the violation of other kinds of freedom …and…
can breed social unfreedom, just as social or political unfreedom can also foster economic unfreedom.”169
Migration provides a strategy to free oneself from these unfreedoms of economic, political, and social
development and to augment and diversify the actual freedoms a person can possess. The possibility to
choose migration as a freedom-enhancing strategy depends, however, on people’s access to various forms
of resources. These include economic, human, social, cultural, and political capital, as well as the institutional
context and geographic conditions within which it takes place. Such accessibility and ownership of assets
play essential roles in the decision-making process of migration. On the one hand, they define the actual
need for an individual or a household to pursue migration as a livelihood strategy. On the other hand, they
determine if the potential migrant can afford the costs associated with emigration.170 While poor people in
general are more disposed to emigrate with hopes of expanding opportunities, the poorest people do not
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migrate the most, because they lack the necessary financial and social resources. Households that are economically better off are more able to afford the costs associated with migration.171, 172, 173, 174
While the Capability Approach is theoretically very well suited to describe development and poverty, its major challenge lies in its methodological application. The operability of Sen’s approach has been questioned
because of the difficulty to assess and measure valuable capabilities175 from the perspective of the actor.
However, Sen claims that while the freedom of well-being is reflected by a person’s capability set, achievements of well-being should be measured at the level of functionings.176 “The central claim of the Capability
Approach is that whatever concept … one wants to consider, the informational base of this judgment must
relate to the space of functionings and/or capabilities, depending on the issue at hand.”177 Along these lines,
it is possible to conduct the analysis at the level of functionings including goods and material well-being or
at the level of achievements such as schooling, literacy, and mortality rates.178 Understanding capabilities
and functionings as the evaluative space for human development and assigning an agency character to the
individual implies the inclusion of diversity as one of the underlying characteristics of human beings.179, 180
Given this evaluative aspect of the Capability Approach, key indicators will be defined at the level of functionings to measure improvement of well-being.181 Only the proper identification of functionings for measurement will make the Capability Approach operational in linking migration and development. Poverty or
the lack of development will be looked at in terms of deprivation of measurable achievements. “Deprivation
has to be judged in comparison with the experience of others in the society.”182 Functionings are numerous,
and underlie subjective evaluation. As stated before, they vary among cultures and social groups, are gender and age-sensitive and may change during the course of time and migratory stage.
Different developmental functionings can and will be categorized along the five freedoms of Sen’s approach. Indicators will be ascribed at the functionings level, representing the well-being outcomes of different capabilities. For example the capability of living a healthy human life of normal length–not dying prematurely or before one’s life is so reduced as to be not worth living–reflects the actual social opportunities one
has.183 Indicators exist at different levels of development, including attainment of literacy and avoidance of
starvation, malnourishment, and preventable diseases, as well as community participation and self-respect.
Given the numerous functionings that people have reason to value, this work will not claim that the use of
the corresponding indicators of values is exhaustive.
Sen’s theoretical framework stipulates important features that can be used to conceptualize and evaluate
social and developmental arrangements and change, such as the phenomenon of international migration.
It was his comprehensive and person-centered approach that provided the intellectual foundation to conceptualize these links between international migration and development. By applying Sen’s approach and
utilizing selected measures from migration and development indicators, the goal of this work is to validate
such comparisons and to provide insight into the contribution of migration to development.
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CONCEPTUALIZATION AND
METHODOLOGY – CAUSE
AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF
MEXICAN MIGRATION TO THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
The phenomenon of international migration will be conceptualized and operationalized along Sen’s understanding of human development, because migration is expected to influence different developmental
functionings. The suitable identification of indicators along the five freedoms allows measuring the direct
and indirect costs as well as the benefits of migration.184 The effects of migration on human development
will be assessed beyond economic categories that primarily target income and financial growth. Instead, the
focus will be on the countries’ economic, political, and socio-cultural infrastructure as well as demographic
characteristics at the aggregate national and subnational level and the micro level of the household and
individual.185
To accomplish this, large data requirements from various sources need to be interpreted. Data on international migration is relatively scarce and in many cases unreliable.186 Such assessment requires a bilateral corridor with a long-standing migration tradition, political and economic infrastructure, and historical records
that include policies and programs aimed at migration, as well as reliable data sources. Based on these
necessities, the migration corridor between Mexico and the United States of America presents a suitable
subject. Long-standing out-migration to the United States has shaped Mexico’s migratory profile; today
movement from Mexico to the United States comprises the largest migration corridor in the world.

6.1 USE OF DATA
Most of the description of the migration reality of Mexican migrants to and in the USA relies on data sources
such as regularly scheduled censuses and surveys that provide snapshots of the migration experience at the
point in time of the data capture. For both countries the population and housing censuses are appropriate
data sources yielding information on the volume and characteristics of international migrants, including
those who were born in the country different from where they were enumerated (the foreign-born) and those
who are still citizens of another country, different where they were enumerated (foreign citizens). Since data
on the number of emigrants are less reliable due to the intrinsic difficulty in counting absent people (stock)
and deregistering people who exit the country (outflows), US data sources will be pursued to estimate
migration from Mexico to the US. They provide information on the immigrant population, complemented
by data from national border surveys on incoming population (inflows). Besides the censuses, alternative
Mexican and US data sources, such as administrative records and community and migration surveys, will
be exploited for more detailed descriptions of prevailing and underlying migrant population conditions.

184 Munda. 2004
185 United Nations Population Fund. 2004b
186 Carletto and de Brauw. 2007: 2
“Current national data collection systems are ill-prepared to gather detailed information on migration …. There are
objective difficulties in measuring migration, as reflected in the lack of consistency in defining migration across
countries. For example, although the [United Nations] have offered a consensus definition of an international migrant …, very few countries currently comply with it, as it is deemed impractical and operationally unfeasible. As a
result, the definition of international migrants varies across and sometimes even within countries, making it difficult
to compare migration statistics.”
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Financial records from both national banks as well as specialized household surveys provide information on
the detailed character and contribution of financial remittances on household income.
For both countries, the analysis will draw on national census data portals or census microdata series accessed through the Minnesota Population Center’s Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Where national
data sources do not provide sufficient information or might limit comparison between the two countries,
secondary data from national research institutes and international organizations will be utilized. These secondary data offer the advantage of holding consistent development indicators based on official national
statistics. Most time series data are available for every year from 1960 to 2013 and harmonized for cross-national comparison purposes.

6.2 CONTEXT ANALYSIS
“Sen assumes a relativist/contextualist position… the basic capabilities that individuals should be able to
achieve are greatly conditioned by a series of factual circumstances related to personal features, as well as
contextual circumstances”187 found in the economic and institutional environment of the sending country.
While these circumstances determine the outcome of the effects that migratory movements have, at the
macro and the micro level they also provide the foundation upon which migration occurs.
Despite historical evidence, the national policy agendas have only recently responded to this phenomenon,
with ramifications felt in the economic, political, cultural, and social life. Changes and measures become
more meaningful when the focus bears on only one migration corridor. Therefore, to demonstrate the migratory reality between these two countries, a bi-national perspective allows further in-depth analysis.188
The applied framework presents important features qualifying as a set of theoretical and methodological
tools that can be used to theorize and assess the impact of international migration along other migration
corridors, therefore offering future cross-national applications and comparisons.
Drawing a context analysis is essential to understand the underlying dynamics of migratory movements.
Migration is historically rooted, caused by demographic and economic asymmetries as well as social inequalities. Migration is spurred not only push factors in the country of origin, but also pull factors in the country of
destination, so the links between these two systems require investigation. Analysis of the specific characteristics of Mexico as a sending country and the US as a receiving country will focus on the underlying phenomena of migration along the Mexico-US corridor and examine the unfreedoms that act as migratory pressures.
Geographic proximity, geopolitical links, and historic relations between Mexico and the United States of
America facilitated the establishment of their migration corridor.189 Given their importance in building the
basis for migratory movements and affecting the dynamics of future mobility, the geopolitical and historic
climates will feed into this contextual analysis.190 As such, the desk review considered border control and
migration policies, as well as ratified unilateral and bilateral migration policies.
Mexico has signed various international instruments related to international migration, such as the International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families191
and the 1951 Convention and Protocol Relating to the Status of Refugees,192 as well as the United Nations
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs)193 and has agreed to implement plans and programs resulting from
international conferences and agreements.
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Demographic dynamics, including changes in the age structures within and between the populations of the
two countries, often create conditions for migratory movements.194 Socioeconomic asymmetries are closely
connected to migratory dynamics, with the relationship between the relative economic productivities of
Mexico and the US and the emigration rates to the US providing good indicators. Opposite trends of surplus
and deficit in demand characterize the dynamics of the labor markets in Mexico and the US. The surplus in
Mexico creates rapid growth of the informal sector and a growing migratory pressure.195 Various sectors can
affect migration patterns, not just differences in economic productivity of the national economies.196
The Gross Domestic Product (GDP) can indicate gaps in economic growth between two countries. While
national level data reflect increases in the economy at large, subnational, or sectoral information reveals
the underlying discrepancies that cause migration.197 Regarding market conditions, variables, such as the
surplus and deficit of employment in the countries of origin and destination reveal prevailing conditions of
the labor markets. The national labor market might be incapable of absorbing the existing and/or incoming
working age population. Salary differentials between the countries of origin and destination are considered
crucial in the decision to migrate. Salary levels in Mexico and the United States together with national and
subnational Gini coefficients are indicators for income disparities between and among the populations. A
higher Gini coefficient corresponds to higher income inequality, with fewer people making more money.
While at the macro level wage differentials account for a large factor in the migration decision, at the micro
level salary differentials between the native and the migrant population suggest wage discrimination.
The Human Development Index, a single cross-sectional statistic, indicating a country’s performance in
the areas of health, knowledge, and standard of living, includes necessary indicators for this study. These
specialized measures are then combined into a single value between zero and one. The higher the index,
the closer the value is to one, the better the country performs according to these three components. The
international community uses the HDI to compare development progress across countries.198
By using these various sources of data and information, the context analysis will provide insights into geopolitical, economic, and demographic patterns and demonstrate trends in asymmetries and inequalities
along this migration corridor.199 Since the perceived costs of migration, as well as the actual costs, determine
migration choices, they will need to be accounted for in the analysis. Doing so will allow the placement of
Mexican-US migration into a macro perspective, considering its scale and causes, and will place the impact
assessment of migratory movements on human well-being in Mexico on a broad developmental foundation.

6.3 MIGRATION PROFILE
Following the context analysis, a statistical profile will be generated on the state and condition of Mexico-born migrants in the United States as well as on the underlying reasons for migration.
The analysis will include migration data such as levels, trends, and characteristics, but also focus on key
variables affecting the integration of Mexicans in the US, including their legal status, cause, duration of stay,
period of arrival, education, and language proficiencies. The relative distribution of origins and destinations
will be analyzed to put Mexican-US migration into perspective with other migratory movements. Information
on country of citizenship, country of birth, and/or country of previous residence will be used by sex and age.
While this combined analysis allows a precise gauge of the migration situation along the Mexico-US corridor,
the use of statistics from a wide range of sources in both countries provides analytical legitimacy and permit
contextual categorization.
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6.4 IMPACT ASSESSMENT
After in-depth analysis of the context in which migration takes place as well as characteristics of the migratory movements from Mexico to the US, the impact assessment will focus on the nexus between migration
and development. Sen’s five freedoms will be examined in detail. A set of indicators will represent the different functionings within the five freedoms people have reason to value as described by Sen, depending
on the time, place, and individual.200 These indicators will serve as measures of the expansion or contraction
of the defined functionings. Instead of following the prevailing focus on financial remittances as leveraging
development, other important factors, significant to the well-being of the individual or the household, will
be included.201 The contribution of migration to development needs to directly or indirectly affect these five
freedoms, to integrate with the quality and the diversity of the achieved functionings, and to identify the
main channels of the contribution. Is the contribution’s effect spurred directly by emigration, immigration,
and/or return migration, or indirectly through the sending of remittances, the distribution of diaspora capital, and/or changing incentives?
The developmental effects cannot be expected to be completely beneficial. Thus, the analysis will include
the costs as well as the benefits that are associated with migration. The cost might reflect disadvantageous
performance along underlying developmental factors due to migration. As a result, this approach will help
clarify whether migration actually expands or restricts the freedoms people have. Since the institutional and
socio-economic environment that people live in influences the opportunities they have, the effects at the analytical level of Mexico, as the sending country, and its corridor with the US will be examined. To assess the
effect of migration at the national and subnational level, time series migration data and information on the
various cultural, economic, political, and social indicators provide insights into changes related to migration.
Longitudinal data are necessary to display trends and identify long-term significance.
This impact assessment will also include those people who did not move but who are affected by the migration of a family or household member, those left behind. A performance comparison along selected developmental indicators between migrant and non-migrant households will determine the effect of migration
at the micro level.
Much hinges on the data. Reverse causation might be a problem “where the observed outcome is actually
causing the migration event, rather than the other way around.”202 This might be the case if selected data
were collected after the migration event took place. It is therefore important to try to identify data where
the “the outcomes [could be observed] before and after the migration event takes place.”203 Further, while
in some cases the short-term effect of migration can be positive, in the long-term the migration experience
does not necessarily lead to sustainable outcomes. The conceptual and methodological approach used to
examine Mexican migration to the US and its implications for development might serve as a paradigm applicable to other studies of bilateral migration movements.

6.4.1. POLITICAL FREEDOMS
“Political freedoms … refer to the opportunities that people have to determine who should govern and on
what principles, and also include the possibility to scrutinize and criticize authorities, to have freedom of
political expression and an uncensored press, to enjoy the freedom to choose between different political
parties…”204 Political freedoms include political entitlements that are safeguarded within democracies, such
as opportunities for political dialogue, dissent and critique.
Functionings that are affected by the phenomenon of international migration regarding political freedom
include direct and indirect political participation in the country of origin. Transnational elements refer to
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the way in which political participation, such as voting or lobbying, is impacted by political events in either
country. “This dimension constitutes a major part of the political activity of the migrants…, which means that
actual mobility of the migrants involved is not a main parameter for the ‘transnationalness’ of the political
practices.”205
The political freedom category refers to ratified unilateral and bilateral migration policies, including border
control measures. Legal infrastructure as well as political organization in the countries of origin and destination will identify existing political rights and duties. Other measures include existing cross-border election
campaigning and migrants’ cross-border voting rights. An important additional factor will be the collaboration between Mexico and the United States in facilitating migrants’ political involvement and organization.
“Many diasporas have become powerful political actors in national and local politics. Migrants’ organizations are acting as transnational ‘change agents’. Sending countries are recognizing this influence, sometimes institutionalized through the right to vote in national elections, representation in congress, etc.”206
Through engaging in various forms of diaspora politics, migrants work toward the institutionalization of
their status as foreign residents who are economically, socially, and politically involved in their country
of origin. Through organization of, participation in, and support to political groups and rallies, diasporas
are formally and informally involved in fighting economic, social, and political injustice and inequality at
home.207 Through individual democratic participation, migrants with organizational and political capacity
can act as change agents and contribute to political development upon return to the sending country.208
Migrants’ contributions can best be measured by considering the various forms and levels of engagement
besides political.

6.4.2. ECONOMIC FACILITIES
“Economic facilities refer to the opportunities that individuals respectively enjoy to utilize economic resources for the purpose of consumption, or production, or exchange.”209 Economic privileges depend on owned
or available resources and conditions of exchange. Economic development raises income and wealth of a
country and is in turn reflected in enhanced economic entitlements of the individual. Availability of and access to financial resources is significant for economic entitlements that can be secured.
Components of economic development – including changes in the Gross Domestic Product, macroeconomic stability, conditions of the labor market, poverty reduction, inflation, and economic distribution –
influence the various opportunities for migration at the macro level. “The contribution of remittances – to
the Gross Domestic Product, poverty reduction, and to maintain macroeconomic stability – cannot be neglected.”210, 211 Remittances present a tangible measurement of the economic sphere of migration. Official
statistics on financial flows between countries tend to underestimate the actual remittances because of the
high use of informal channels for money transfers. National banks report their remittance data as part of
a country’s national accounts. In the case of Mexico, the national data source, Banco de Mexico, provides
monthly data on family remittance flows in US Dollars and number of operations as well as monthly and
annual growth rates. To maximize the remittance levels received by families in countries of origin, countries
have adopted policies to reduce the transaction costs on a multinational or bilateral basis. Financial impacts
of migration will be analyzed at the macro level according to the aforementioned influences.
To assess the contribution of financial remittances to national economies, economic indicators include
monthly, quarterly, and annually recorded remittance inflows in absolute terms in US Dollars and in relative
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terms as a share of the GDP of the country.212 This study will further investigate the share of different types of
remittances and continue the analysis with the determination of the annual percent change in remittances.213
To address the contribution of remittances to macroeconomic stability, remittances have to be calculated as
a proportion of gross national income (GNI), exports, and direct foreign investment, including official development assistance (ODA). Depending on prevailing conditions in the different regions of origin in Mexico,
it can be assumed that remittances have varying effects. “Remittances may have inflationary impacts, which
may be high at the local level, particularly when a high proportion is spent in consumption.”214 While remittances and extra income can increase the national savings rate, they can also increase the volume of money
spent in the home economy, thus creating economic multiplier effects in the country of origin. At the same
time, remittances can create fiscal dependencies between the country of origin and destination: the higher
the dependency level, the greater the need for sustained remittance inflow.215, 216
Changes over time in the Gini coefficients at the national or subnational level can provide insight on the
effect of remittances on prevailing economic inequalities. Since the distribution of remittance-receiving
households is not even, this indicator hides disparities in income distribution at more local scales.
The demographic profile of the migrant population can have a significant economic impact at the national
level. Demographic variables, including a changing age structure of the population due to migration, can alter the national dependency ratio, and potentially reduce the demographic bonus a beneficial demographic
structure toward younger ages could yield. This demographic dividend could potentially even be transferred to the country of destination. Another demographic issue that has an economic impact at the national
level is population decline, at the national or subnational level. Given the centralized character of migration,
some locations tend to export more migrants than others, which in severe cases can lead to depopulation.217
Migrants who return home after some time bring capital, which can constitute another source of entrepreneurial and financial assets along with social or technological transfers and knowledge. According to
McCormick and Wahba (2001), both accumulated financial capital and/or duration of stay tend to increase
the likelihood that the migrant will become an entrepreneur.218 This hypothesis should be tested: does this
hold true for different educational levels or does one or the other factors matters more in opportunities for
entrepreneurship upon return? Further, equipped with knowledge about new information technologies (IT),
returning migrants can have a large impact on the IT infrastructure and development in the country of origin.
At the micro level, the positive view dominates the discourse on migration and development. However, a
more nuanced approach is needed to account for the costs and benefits of the migration experience at the
household and individual levels, in particular considering gender differences. Migrants’ access to economic
facilities in the countries of origin and destination, including employment, provides the foundation for individual or household access to income and credit. Decision-making on spending, including consumption and
investment at the individual or household levels, reflects the changes regarding this economic freedom.219
Migration can affect the material poverty of the household and the individual. Where a household member
is absent due to migration, but does not send remittances home, the household income decreases due
to the missing contributor. In the case that a migrant remits parts of his or her earnings to the family left
behind, these financial remittances become measurable assets to the household income in the short term.
Remittances might be unequally distributed among household members, thus changing the relative income
distribution in the household and increasing existing inequalities. The effects of remittances change over
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time, due to fluctuations in remittance amounts sent over a prolonged stay by migrants. If remittances
contribute to households’ savings, in the long term these do improve investment potential. Another case to
be investigated is capital brought along with returning migrants. Migrant income determines the material
poverty of the individual migrant through improved wages.
This study will investigate the proportion of households and their members receiving remittances by poverty
level, household size, and educational level as well as by sex and age of the household members. Further,
the proportion of household income that is secured by remittances will have to be calculated in this study.
To make further statements on the contribution of remittances to poverty reduction, Puentes et al. (2010)
propose including proportion of remittance-receiving households will have to be contrasted with the total of
households that qualify as poor, including the ones that do not receive remittances. Another indicator that
could be used is the percentage of migrant households that rise above the poverty line.220 The impact of
remittances on individual or household consumption and investment is a widely debated issue. The benefit
of remittances in poverty reduction should not be overestimated: remittances may improve the overall living
conditions and standards of the households that receive them.221 Migrants contribute their remittances, and
returnees contribute the capital that they bring home, to the increased consumption of private and public
goods and services. Purchasing Power Parity exchange rates from the World Bank’s database will provide
necessary information for this analysis. To make a statement regarding migration’s effect on the infrastructure of the household or community, a helpful indicator would be individual or household investment. In
the case of Mexico, the social program “Tres por Uno para Migrantes” (3x1) supports initiatives by emigrant
Mexicans, through the opportunity to channel investment into the social infrastructure in Mexico directly.
For every peso that a migrant contributes, the federal, state, and municipal governments match with three
pesos.222
Lastly, migration can have an impact on social mobility of migrants and their children. The relation between
geographic mobility and social mobility needs to be investigated, including downward and upward social
mobility, but also social stratification, Too often, migrant employment is segregated, and migrants are overor underrepresented in certain sectors or positions of the economy. Also, differences need to be drawn
between male and female occupational patterns and their respective quality levels.223

6.4.3. SOCIAL OPPORTUNITIES
“Social opportunities refer to the arrangements that society makes for education, health care and so on,
which influence the individual’s substantive freedom to live better.”224 These opportunities are crucial for the
conduct of private lives and enablers of effective economic and political participation.
Social opportunities lay the basis for the well-being people may achieve and can be identified by the investment a country makes in social welfare for their population, including migrants. Functionings are the measurable social outcomes within this institutional environment that are affected by international migration.
The quality of the education and health systems at the macro level and the individual performance at the
micro level can be assessed in terms of outcomes and processes, including investments and achievements.
At the macro level, social investments would be put in place by the nation or federal state. The capacity of
a state to provide funding for social programs depends strongly on the size and productivity of the national
labor force. Large-scale emigration of young people might deplete the labor force and impede Mexico
and/or its federal states’ ability to invest in social development. Bilateral agreements on the recognition of
skills between the US and Mexico would affect the labor integration of migrants. Investigating the types of
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jobs Mexicans have in Mexico and the US by educational level would provide information on social mobility
patterns between these two countries.225
Measurable indicators within the educational dimension refer to additional investment in educational
achievements of migrants and their household members, tracked by years of schooling, literacy levels attained, enrollment rates at various levels, and school attendance rates. What will be looked at as well is if
return migrants received education while residing in the US, which results in the contribution of new skills
to the country of origin. The influence of migration on health can be measured at the output level as investments in health by the migrants and/or the household, and at the outcome level, as improved health
manifested in higher life expectancy.
Sen describes the importance of social connections, or social capital, as a direct and indirect effect on the
substantive freedom of social opportunities. Research on social capital would draw on proxy indicators
reflecting voluntary engagement through civil and political involvement in community life, membership in
associations as well as social ties within the community or proximity with family members.226 “The benefits
of social connections extend to people’s health and to the probability of finding a job, as well as to various
characteristic of the neighbourhood where people live (e.g. crime or the performance of schools).”227 Even
with enhancements of financial or political functions, the reduction or absence of social capital can impair
people’s lives.

6.4.4. TRANSPARENCY GUARANTEES
Transparency guarantees ensure openness and freedom from secrecy. A fair institutional context allows citizen to operate according to the rules of law. “Transparency guarantees deal with the need for openness that
people can expect.… Transparency guarantees… have a clear instrumental role in preventing corruption,
financial irresponsibility and underhand dealings.”228
In social interactions individuals deal with one another on the basis of assumptions of what they are being
offered and what they can expect to get. In this sense, the society operates on some basic presumption of
trust. “When the trust is seriously violated, the lives of many people may be adversely affected by the lack
of openness. Transparency guarantees can thus be an important category of freedom.”229 Good, effective
and equitable governance can be an important indicator for this category of freedom because transparency
guarantees are regarded as central to support relations of trust within a society and can be reflected in the
links between different aspects of governance.230 Bilateral as well as multilateral migration cooperation reflects governments’ commitment to managed migration.
To assess the effect of Mexico-US migration on this freedom, access to information and consultation as well
as protection from corruption and exploitation will be looked at.231 Access to information in the country of
origin regarding the migration experience provides the basis for an informed decision. Similarly, access to
information provides the knowledge foundation for responsible action upon arrival that facilitates integration in the host country and legal access to health services, labor markets, and educational opportunities.
Information campaigns undertaken by governments, grass roots organizations, the media, and other relevant information sources will inform this indicator.
When confusion or incomprehension arises migrants may seek consultative services from government representatives or migrant organizations in the country of destination to improve their understanding of underlying conditions. Practical reasoning, or being “able to form a conception of the good and to engage in
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critical reflection about the planning of one’s life,”232 refers to having the information infrastructure available
to facilitate informed decisions.
Too often corruption and exploitation are enmeshed in the migration process, particularly when dealing with
undocumented migration. While corruption might facilitate irregular migration, it is also the foundation of
migrants’ vulnerability. “From the issuing of the necessary travel documents, to the crossing of otherwise
sealed borders, migrants – or criminal organizations on their behalf – can buy their way to [the US].”233

6.4.5. PROTECTIVE SECURITY
Conventional or unconventional forms of protective security act as safety nets, preventing people to be
reduced to poverty and misery. “The domain of protective security includes fixed institutional arrangements such as unemployment benefits and statutory income supplements to the indigent as well as ad hoc
arrangements such as famine relief or emergency public employment to generate income for destitutes.”234
The functionings of this freedom influenced by international migration include existing social safety nets
and welfare benefits, such as social security and employment or pension benefits for resident and migrant
populations.235 In the particular case of Mexico-US migration, unilateral arrangements anchored in Mexican
legislation and bilateral agreements between the Mexico and the US recognizing employment credits of
migrants and the transfer of social benefits could contribute toward the expansion of this freedom.
Household structure and composition could provide an insight into the informal support structure available
to migrants and the possibility of redistribution of resources. While migration can disrupt family structures
and relations, at least while members are abroad, shifting power dynamics and gender relations may emerge
as a result of the migration of one household member. Indicators shedding light on this dimension include
the status, structure, and number of households with one member abroad, single-parent households, children living with grandparents, and intergenerational dependencies among family members with respect to
finances and time.236
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CONTEXT ANALYSIS OF MEXICO
AND THE UNITED STATES

T

he context analysis describes the historic context and the demographic, economic, geo-political, and
socio-cultural infrastructure of the sending and receiving countries. This context lays the foundation for
migration to occur and determines the effects of migration on human development in Mexico. It will provide
an insight into the developing patterns and trends of asymmetries and inequalities along the migration corridor between Mexico and the United States.237 The contextual description provides the macro perspective
for the migration profile and the basis for the developmental impact assessment of migratory movements
on human development. The context analysis is essential for understanding the dynamics of migration along
the Mexico-US corridor.
Asymmetries between the sending and receiving countries are the principal drivers of migration. It is not
only the conditions in the country of origin that spur migration, but also the connections between the markets and societies of the countries of origin and destination that are at the root of migratory movements. 238
To identify these asymmetries and make a statement about patterns over time, quantitative indicators will
be analyzed. By determining the push and pull factors of migration in both countries, the motivation for
migration can be evaluated. While Mexican push factors include political, demographic, social, and institutional factors as well as unemployment, US pull factors refer to wage differences, job opportunities, better
education, and demographic imbalances.239

7.1

HISTORIC CONTEXT

Mexico’s migration profile is characterized by long-standing in-migration, transit-migration, and out-migration, primarily to the United States of America. Since the end of the 19th century, migration flows from Mexico to the United States have been continuous. These flows were interrupted only in 1929, during the great
depression in the USA, and in 2007 when the economic crisis set in and thousands of Mexicans returned
home or were deported from the US.240
As early as 1850, Mexican migration to the Northern neighbor was well established by the need for manual
work in cattle ranches and fruit plantations in the Southern US. In the last two decades of the nineteenth century, during the expansion of the railroad and the direct link between Mexico and the US, Mexican presence
among construction workers intensified. The time of the Mexican revolution in 1910 brought another impetus to Mexican movements across the northern border. Another surge occurred in 1917, when Mexicans were
no longer obliged to pass a literacy test upon entry into the USA.241 However, these earlier movements were
rather small in size compared to the movements that set in during the aftermath of the Second World War.
American participation in the Second World War created gaps in the national labor force. This led to the
“Programa Bracero” in 1942, institutionalized by the US government with the objective to bring temporary
workers from Mexico to harvest US crops. The initial duration of five years was eventually extended until
1964. In this period, an estimated 290,000 documented Mexicans moved to the United States every year,
totaling 4.5 million temporarily employed migrants in the agricultural sector by 1964.242 During the 1960s,
some Mexicans who participated in the Bracero Program became U.S. long-term immigrants. “When a US
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employer could issue a letter asserting that a foreigner was ‘essential’ to fill even a seasonal farm job, a foreigner could use this offer of employment to become an immigrant.”243
The time between 1965 and 1986 was characterized by large flows of undocumented migrants to the US.
Strategic control of migratory flows replaced the former temporary work program, including the limitation
of free transit and entry, with the establishment of a quota system for legal employment, systematic deportation of workers and immigrants who lacked proper documentation, and an increase in border control.244
By 1970, 800,000 Mexicans resided in the US. Mexican migration at this time was primarily of temporary and
undocumented character, dominated by young, single male workers from rural areas with low educational
levels. Movements were directed to only a few states within the U.S., mostly to California and Texas, but also
to Illinois.245
Implementation of the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) in 1986 began shifting US migration
policy in a hardline direction with the aim to control illegal entry into the US. Under the IRCA the status of
irregular immigrants who had lived without proper documentation for the past four years was legalized.
Legalization was also granted to agricultural workers. In an effort to deter illegal immigration, passing the
IRCA further increased border enforcement and established sanctions to employers for hiring undocumented workers.246 The IRCA affected patterns of Mexican migration in major ways, turning temporary stays into
permanent settlement. Amnesty allowed thousands of Mexican immigrants to “return to their communities
of origin more frequently and gradually became aware of the sheer economic disparities that many rural
towns were facing due to economic restructuring.”247 The devaluation of the peso in Mexico between 1982
and 1983 made the United States an even more attractive destination. The estimated Mexico-born population in the US increased from 2.2 million in 1980 to 4.4 million in 1990. Through IRCA, female migration was
spurred, mainly due to family reunification. After that date, the border control increased markedly in size,
in ways that departed from historical trends, and employers caught hiring undocumented migrants were
subject to new legal sanctions. Gentsch and Massey (2007) referred to the time after 1986 characterized
by “continued in-migration, reduced out-migration, geographic diversification of destinations, a shift from
circulation to settlement, and a marginalized labor market position as …‘new era’ of Mexican migration.”248
In the 1990s the Mexican economy opened up. This was due to the ratification of the North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1994. NAFTA was expected to create employment in Mexico, thus lowering
the incentives for unauthorized migration to the US. Instead “the number of unauthorized Mexicans living in
the United States rose from an estimated 2.5 million in 1995 to 4.5 million in 2000, representing an annual
increase of 400,000 a year.”249 Economic hardship and pressing social and political challenges motivated
thousands of Mexicans, increasingly from the middle class, to leave their home country. Mexico’s recession
in 1995 led to a devaluation of the peso and thus a GDP decline of 6.2 percent.250, 251
In Mexico in the decade from 1990 to 2000, “the average hourly wage in 1990 dollars declined for males
from $1.33 to $1.11 and for females from $1.24 to $1.13.…These wage movements reflect in part the effects
of Mexico’s economic collapse in 1995.”252
In 1993, in another attempt to control the border, the U.S. Government established Operation Hold the
Line in El Paso, Texas and positioned border patrol along border hotspots. At that time, San Diego, California accounted for fifty percent of all illegal entries. Having proven successfully in reducing the number of

243
244
245
246
247
248
249
250
251
252

42

Hufbauer and Schott. 2005: 446
Durand and Massey. 2003
Consejo Nacional de Población. 2012
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services. 2013
Rivera-Salgado et al. 2005: 9
Gentsch and Massey. 2010: 877
Hufbauer and Schott. 2005: 449
Consejo Nacional de Población. 2012
Hanson. 2003
Hanson. 2003: 15

Crossing the Border Measuring the Impact of International Migration on Human Development

apprehensions, order enforcement was rolled out at a large scale. Even though Operation Gatekeeper from
1994,253 Operation Safeguard from 1995, and Operation Rio Grande from 1997 all aimed at reducing the
number of illegal entries 254 they did not have a great effect on the number of illegal crossings. They however
did affect the costs and risks of such movements, forcing detours for migrants through more dangerous
crossing points. Furthermore, these measures changed the nature of migration. Increased costs and risks
of migratory movements increased the need to avoid another risky crossing once in the US. As a result, the
circular and temporary nature of Mexican movements turned into more permanent ones, giving rise to Mexican communities in the US. The probability of return reduced significantly. While between 1987 and 1992
more than 55 percent of all Mexican migrants returned to their home country in the first three years of arrival
in the US, this number decreased to 46.1 percent between 1997 and 2002. In the years between 1992 and
1996, when the US economy thrived, when border control measures increased and the Mexican economy
struggled, the number was even lower, with only 39.9 percent of all recent Mexicans intending to return.255

Table 1 Distribution of Return Population by Sex and Duration of Residence, 2009
Duration of Residence in the U.S.

Total

Men

Women

Less than 12 months

33.4%

32.9%

35.4%

Between 12 and 35 months

41.6%

43.2%

35.2%

Between 36 and 60 months

18.1%

17.9%

18.8%

Not specified

6.9%

6%

10.6%

Total

100%

100%

100%

Source: Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Geografía. Encuesta Nacional de la Dinámica Demográfica 2009.

By 2000, migratory flows had entered a vast dimension, reaching a stock of 8.1 million foreign-born Mexicans in the US. Migrants expanded their geographic destination into states of the East Coast of the US that
until then had experienced very little Mexican migration. In addition, despite the large militarization of the
Mexican-US border, the undocumented Mexican population increased considerably from an estimated 2.8
million in 1990 to an estimated 4.6 million in 2000.256
In 2007, the Mexico-born population in the US stood at 12.6 million. Since when the US economy fell into
recession, migratory flows have been declining to 12.0 million in 2011. The economic crisis had a major
impact on migrant employment. Based on data from the Survey of Migration on the Northern Border of
Mexico (Encuesta sobre Migración en la Frontera Norte de México or EMIF Norte),257 conducted since 1993
by the Colegio de la Frontera Norte in collaboration with the National Population Council (Consejo Nacional
de Población) and the Ministry of Labor and Social Provision (Secretaría delTrabajo y Previsión Social), only
429,000 economically motivated border crossings took place in 2010. Compared to the crossings in 2008
and 2009, these numbers decreased by 34 percent and 22 percent, respectively.258

253 U.S. Department of Homeland Security. Customs and Border Protection. 2010
254 U.S. Department of Homeland Security. Customs and Border Protection. 2010
255 Arroyo et al. 2006: 68
256 Consejo Nacional de Población. 2012
257 The EMIF NORTE is a sample survey of Mexican nationals older than 12 years of age in 23 spots along the Mexican side of the border between the US and Mexico. Based on estimates by the Mexican National Population Council
(CONAPO) these border spots account for 95 percent of all border crossings by land.
258 Consejo Nacional de Población. 2012: 12
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Figure 2 Mexico-born Population in the United States, 1850 to 2011
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Source: 1850 to 1930 and 1960 to 2000 data: Campbell Gibson and Kay Jung (2006), 1940 and 1950 data: US Census
Bureau (1975). Series C228-295. 2000 to 2011 data: American Community Survey (single years)

Based on geographic, historical, and numerical analysis of migratory patterns, Durand and Massey (2003)
categorized Mexican migration to the US along five regions of destination. The first region, called ‘Southwest
First Phase’, included California and Texas, where 85 percent of all Mexican immigrants resided between
1970 and 1990. By 2000, the ‘East Coast’ states concentrated large numbers of Mexicans, accounting for 10
percent of all Mexican immigrants. The other three regions, including the ‘Great Lakes’ (8.6%), ‘Southwest
Expansion’ (5.6%) and ‘Great Plains’ (4.2%) accommodated the remaining Mexican migrants.259
The change in geographic distribution in the US, as well as in the increased stock of the last two decades
of the 20 th century, is further due to an expansion and diversification of places of origin as well as increasing
internal mobility of Mexicans in the US. Different Mexican states became sources of emigration over time.
Based on geographic proximity, migratory tradition, and intensity, the Mexican National Population Council
(CONAPO) divided Mexico into four regions of migratory origin. The ‘Traditional’ region refers to the nine
states 260 where the historical migratory movements between Mexico and the US originated. Between 1995
and 2000, 47 percent of all Mexicans migrating to the US originated in this region. Migrants coming from the
Traditional region display a significant preference for destination states of the Southwest First Phase.261 By
2010, their share dropped to 40 percent. The Mexican ‘North’262 region’s migration participation is also of
historical character, but of lower impact. Six out of its eight states share a border with the United States,
explaining the dominance of US border states as destinations for these people. The North is further characterized by large inflows of Mexicans from more southern parts of the country, and a high number of
trans-border commuters, including people who live and work on both sides of the border. Migration originating in the North has continuously accounted for 13 percent of all Mexico-US migration.263 In the 1980s
the ‘Central’264 region surged as a major origin of migratory movements. In particular, Morales and Hidalgo
increased their share among origins of Mexican migration flows in this decade. Based on 2010 Mexican
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census data, 27 percent of Mexican migrants in the US originated in the Central region.265 The fourth region
‘South-Southeast’266 includes eight Mexican states. With the exception of Guerrero and Oaxaca, where
many of the Bracero Program migrant workers originated, this region was only incorporated to the migration
corridor in the late 1990s. Since 2000, out-migration from Chiapas and Veracruz has increased significantly.267 In 2002, both, the Central and South-Southeast regions saw most of their out-migrants move to states
of the US East Coast, with 34.6 percent and 29.5 percent, respectively.268 Migrant composition based on
the location of origin varies immensely between the regions. While migrants from the Central and North
regions come primarily from urban areas, rural Mexicans dominate among migrants from the Traditional and
South-Southeast regions.269
In the last fifty years, there were two major shifts in the intensity and characteristics of Mexican migration to
the US that were the by-product of economic and structural transformations. The first shift occurred after the
1970s. The restructuring and organization of the US economy extended the demand for migrant workers to
new sectors beyond agriculture, such as services and construction. Other factors added to migratory pressures in Mexico, including the increase in the Mexican population in working age, the incapacity of the Mexican labor market to absorb this large group of workers, the increasing salary differentials between these two
countries, and the recurring economic crises that occurred in Mexico in the last decades.270 In addition to
that, around 1970, a change in migrant participation in the household occurred. The fact that more children,
compared to heads of households, left for the US had a large impact on the motivation for return. While a
head of household continues to have strong ties to his family left behind and bears great responsibility for
them, this obligation is less pronounced for children.271
New geographic destinations for Mexicans in the US gave the migratory movements a national character
and the increasing nationwide demand for foreign manpower added traditionally less receptive states to
the list.272, 273 US historical statistics show the massive increase in migrants in the 1970s. By 1990, Mexicans
ranked among the five most numerous immigrant groups in twenty-three US states, and in forty-two US
states by 2000. Net migration increased from 173,000 people per year in the years from 1970 to 1980 to
500,000 per year between 2000 and 2005.274
The second shift in Mexican migration set in during the years of the economic recession of the US that started in 2007. Analysis by the Pew Hispanic Center, a project of the Pew Research Center, concluded that after
decades of continued Mexican migration to the US, these movements have come to a standstill, potentially
even reversing in numbers.275 The inflow of migrants per year declined from around 700,000 between 1999
and 2000 to 580,000 in early 2001 and 2002 a time when the US economy was down. By 2004, these numbers had recovered to earlier heights of about 670,000 immigrants per year.276 After the US housing market
collapsed, both regular and irregular immigration from Mexico decreased. This collapse was followed by
a major drop in employment, particularly in the construction sector, an occupational destination for many
Mexican migrants.
The irregular nature of Mexican migration from the 1970s reverted in the years after the economic crisis.
Statistics from the United States Border Patrol indicate a significant decrease in total illegal alien apprehensions at the southwest border sectors, paralleled by an increase in the number of US Border Patrol agents.
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While total border apprehensions of illegal aliens stood at 1.6 million in 2000, they declined to 400,000 in
2013.277 “Apprehensions of Mexicans trying to cross the border illegally have plummeted in recent years –
from more than 1 million in 2005 to 286,000 in 2011 – a likely indication that fewer unauthorized migrants are
trying to cross.”278 The reduction in the Mexico-born population in the US that is set in 2007 to 12.0 million
in 2011 is primarily due to the departure or deportation of about 0.9 million unauthorized migrants during
these years.279 Between 2005 and 2010 about 150,000 unauthorized immigrants came from Mexico annually,
displaying a decrease of 70 percent from the numbers between 2000 and 2005. However, “Mexicans remain
the largest group of unauthorized immigrants, accounting for 58% of the total.”280
In addition to the steep decrease in migration flows from Mexico, return migration increased. Between 2005
and 2010, return migration, including voluntary migration as well as deportation, doubled compared to the
years between 1995 and 2000. An estimated 1.4 million Mexicans, mainly of working age, left the US to return to Mexico based on information coming from the Mexican 2010 census on the place of usual residence
as well as departures from the household during the five years prior to the census.281 During the years of
the economic crisis, Mexican return migration peaked at around 450,000 returnees per year. This trend has
abated, but still amounted to 320,000 in 2010.282 More specifically, 2010 census data provide evidence on
the returning migrant population between 2005 and 2010. For 34 percent of all returning migrants their
duration of stay was less than one year, for 41 percent between one and three years, and for 15 percent between three and five years. The short duration of stays under one year is characteristic for migrants returning
from the Mexican states bordering the US (60% in Baja California, 47% in Coahuila and 47% in Nuevo Leon).
This is an important finding in as much as it counters popular belief that migrants come to stay permanently.

Figure 3 Out- and Return-Migration and Deportations between Mexico and the U.S.
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Most migrants return to both very small towns and villages of less than 2,500 inhabitants (31 percent) or to
the largest cities of more than 100,000 inhabitants (38 percent). Localities of 2,000 to 14,999 inhabitants and
those of 15,000 to 99,999 inhabitants accounted for 16 percent of all returnees. This fact says much about
the extreme rural and urban character of migration hometowns and cities.
Further, the number of deportations rose. Based on numbers from the US Department of Homeland Security, 387,242 removals took place in the fiscal year of 2010, doubling from the number of deportations in
2000.283 Of those removed, 282,687 were Mexicans.284 The number of Mexican immigrants who had been
deported after having spent at least one year in the US has increased from 5 percent in 2000 and 6 percent
in 2005 to 26 percent in 2010. Almost equally, 27 percent of all involuntarily returned had stayed in the US
for at least two years.285 The number of involuntary returnees who had lived in the US for at least one year by
2005 and would not go back to the US increased.286 This trend holds for labor migrants, who had returned
voluntarily. Compared to 7 percent in 2005, 20 percent of Mexicans who had worked in the US legally and returned to Mexico in 2010 did not wish to go back to the US.287 Colegio de la Frontera Norte provides insight
into return conditions. In 2013, 60 percent of all involuntarily returned Mexicans declared having received
proper information from US immigration authorities about their rights for return assistance from the Mexican
government. This percentage doubled since 2010. However, only 14 percent of those were subjects of Mexican consular or diplomatic protection; a number that has fluctuated over the past years, ranging between 7
percent in 2010 and 21 percent in 2011.288

7.2

DEMOGRAPHIC CONTEXT

Based on 2010 census data,289 Mexico counted a population of 112,336,538, with an annual growth rate of
1.4 percent. While the population is still increasing, the growth rate has started to decline after 1960 (3.4%).
According to that census, 51.2 percent of the total population was female, with an overall sex ratio at 95.5
men for every 100 women. While boys outnumber girls in their youth, after the age of twenty years, the
sex ratio decreases to around 92 in the working ages and even below 90 and 84 for the population older
than 60 years and 70 years, respectively. Reduced sex ratios at working age lead to the assumption that the
Mexican migrant population is predominantly male. It further leads one to believe that the larger number of
emigrants of working age has already reduced the national working age population.
Demographic causes for migration include population distribution and growth along the migration corridor
as well as the sex and age structure of both populations.290 Tensions can arise through internal inequalities
and the size of the population of the sending country.
Regarding population distribution in Mexico, 48 percent of the Mexican population lives in localities with
more than 100,000 inhabitants or more, and 23 percent lives in localities with less than 2,500 inhabitants,
categorized as rural. The remaining 30 percent are almost equally distributed in two official categories of
urban settlement, those between 2,500 to 14,999 and 15,000 to 99,999 inhabitants. The urban population of
Mexico has been steadily growing over the past decades and is expected to continue its growth. The total
proportion of urbanites in Mexico accounts for 78 percent.

283 United States Department of Homeland Security. 2013.
Note that removals are the compulsory and confirmed movement of an inadmissible or deportable alien out of the
United States based on an order of removal. An alien who is removed has administrative or criminal consequences
placed on subsequent reentry owing to the fact of the removal.
284 Pew Hispanic Center. 2011.
285 Pew Hispanic Center. 2012b: 23
286 Pew Hispanic Center. 2012b: 22
287 Pew Hispanic Center. 2012b: 9
288 Colegio de la Frontera Norte. 2013
289 Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Geografía (INEGI): Censo de Población y Vivienda 2010. Aguascalientes. 2013c.
290 Katseli et al. 2006: 23
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Figure 4 Proportion of Rural and Urban Population, Mexico
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Source: United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population Division: World Urbanization Prospects:
The 2011 Revision.

In absolute numbers, the stagnation of Mexico’s rural population can be witnessed. Almost all of Mexico’s
growth is taking place in urban parts of the country (Figure 5).

Figure 5 Rural and Urban Population, Mexico
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The disaggregation of urban growth displays the current dominance of Mexico City in spurring the growth
with 10 million or more inhabitants, followed by cities with fewer than 500,000 people. Until 2050, cities
between 1 and 5 million as well as 5 and 10 million inhabitants are expected to add weight to urban growth
in the future.
Inequalities regarding sex and age structures of the population of the sending and receiving country as well
as demographic dependencies can be large, which might generate pressures resulting in higher migratory
movements due to these demographic dynamics. As witnessed by the changing age structure from 1990 to
2010, the Mexican population is aging; a process expected to intensify A combination of reduced mortality
and increased fertility between 1930 and 1970 led to a rapid rejuvenation of the Mexican population. However, the sharp decline in fertility, that set in in the 1970s led to a stark contraction of the young base of the
population pyramid (Figure 7 to 9) in the following decades. At the same time, inertia of rapid population
growth in the past will be reflected among the population of working age (15 to 59 years) and later of old age
(60 years and above). While Mexico’s working-age population has increased by 27 percent between 2000
and 2015, its growth will decrease to 3.8 percent until 2030. The two decades after 2030, growth among the
working age population is projected to go down by 9.5 percent. Respectively, the number of old people will
continuously increase by 76.3 percent, 83.3 percent and 63.2 percent.291

Figure 6 Mexico’s Population by Size of Location
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291 Partida-Bush. 2005: 299
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Figure 7 Sex-Age Pyramid of Mexican Population, 1990
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Source: Minnesota Population Center: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, International: Version 6.2 [Machinereadable database]. Mexico 1990 Census. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2013.
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Figure 8 Sex-Age Pyramid of Mexican Population, 2000
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Figure 9 Sex-Age Pyramid of Mexican Population, 2010
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Mexico finds itself in the later stage of the demographic transition, displaying the results of a changing
age structure of its population.292 On the path toward the demographic transition, a time window opens
with beneficial demographic conditions that may support a country’s favorable scenario for investment
in employment, education and empowerment. This demographic window of opportunity or demographic
bonus remains open for certain number of years. However, and reaping its benefits depends heavily on the
adequacy of previous investments and infrastructure. The beneficial relationship between the productive
and dependent age groups is only one formal element resulting from the gradual contraction of the base
ages of the pyramid and the upward movement of the larger generations toward economic active years. 293
Partida-Bush (2005) estimated the demographic window of opportunity being open for Mexico from 2006
to 2028.294
At the present time, Mexico’s age structure still favors a young working age population. Population momentum or inertia is still contributing to the youthful age structure today and in the years to come, with relatively
low demographic dependency, including both old-age and young-age dependents.295 The United Nations

292 United Nations Population Fund. 2012
293 Partida-Bush. 2005: 292
294 Partida-Bush. 2005: 292
295 The old-age dependency ratio refers to the number of economically inactive people due to their old age (i.e. 60 or
65 years and older) as compared to the number of people in the active working age (i.e. between 15 or 20 to 64 years).
The young-age dependency ratio is thus the ratio of the number of young people before they enter the working age (i.e.
under 15 or 20 years) as compared to the economically active population (i.e. between 15 or 20 to 64 years).
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projects Mexico’s youth population of less than 14 years of age to decrease from 29 percent in 2013 to 17
percent in 2050 and to 14 percent by 2100. Its working age population between 15 and 59 years of age will
fall from 62 percent today to 57 percent in 2050 and 47 percent by 2100. Mexico’s population older than 60
years is expected to increase from 10 percent in 2013 to 26 percent in 2050 and 39 percent in 2100. Those
older than 80 years will account for 6 percent of the population in 2050, and for 16 percent in 2100.296
The demographic dependency ratio – a ratio reflecting the number of those aged below or above the productive working years divided by the number of those who are aged within the productive working years –
started to decrease with the onset of low fertility in the 1970s. While there were 74 dependents for every 100
active people in 1990, there were only 55 dependents for every 100 in 2010. This reduction in dependency
was primarily attributable to the decrease in child dependency. The National Population Council estimated
the dependency ratio to stand at its lowest point between 2010 and 2020, before starting to rise due to an
increase in the elderly population. Because old age dependency increased from 7 in 1990 to 10 in 2010 and
is estimated to reach 20 in 2020, overall dependency is expected to increase as well. When large numbers of
young people emigrate, the existing age structure of the population can further be altered toward a faster
increasing dependency, and reduce the benefits this demographic structure could yield, potentially transferring them to the country of destination.297, 298

Figure 10 Old and Young Age Dependency Ratios, Mexico
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296 United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs. 2013b: 67
297 Consejo Nacional de Población. 2002
298 Consejo Nacional de Población. 2008
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If demographic conditions were to be efficiently and properly taken advantage of, with corresponding investments in human and social opportunities, it could possibly introduce a pulse to a virtuous circle of more
employment, more savings, higher investments and thus more employment again; a surge necessary to
generate the resources a country needs to address inequalities and break the vicious circle of deprivation
in which millions are trapped.
Compared to the US age structure, with a median age of 37 years, the population in Mexico is considerably
younger; by eleven years. Especially over the past decades, US age structure skewed toward the older ages,
reflecting an advanced aging process.

Figure 11

Sex-Age Pyramid of the Population of Mexico and the US, 2010
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Figure 12 Sex-Age Pyramid of US Population, 1990
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Figure 13

Sex-Age Pyramid of US Population, 2000
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Figure 14 Sex-Age Pyramid of US Population, 2010
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The latest age pyramid based on 2010 US census data represents a typical age structure for a developed
country advanced in the demographic transition. It shows a younger and middle-aged population of almost
of the same size and a gradual decrease among the older ages.299
In 2010, the population of the United States was 308.7 million people, with an increase of 10 percent from
2000. However, the pace of population growth has diminished from 13.2 percent between 1990 and 2000.
Sex composition of the US population is fairly balanced, with a growth slightly tilted towards the male sex.
This growth led to an increased sex ratio, particularly among the elderly population. While changes in sex
ratios can be caused through international migration, in the case of the US the changing patterns among
people aged 60 and over is mostly attributed to improved mortality for older men.300
Growth rates differ among the ages. “Between 2000 and 2010, the population under the age of 18 grew at
a rate of 2.6 percent. The growth rate was even slower for those aged 18 to 44 (0.6 percent). This contrasts
with the substantially faster growth rates seen at older ages. The population aged 45 to 64 grew at a rate of
31.5 percent. The large growth in this age group is primarily due to the aging of the Baby Boom population.

299 To compare Mexican and U.S. census data, age groups older than 80 years were lumped into one single category
of 80+.
300 United States Census Bureau. 2011b: 4
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Finally the population aged 65 and over also grew at a faster rate (15.1 percent) than the population under
45.”301
These differences can create demographic pressures on the national population in both countries. Mexico
displays the profile of a society with a large share of people in the working ages and a low old dependency
ratio. The US age structure is much farther along the demographic transition, already displaying a decline
in the prime years of working age. The demographic gap in the US, with its slow paced growth among the
prime working ages, opens opportunities for Mexicans to leverage this lack of national workers. Migration
to the US could alter the underlying age structure, thus contributing to an increase in the US working age
population and to a slowing down or offsetting the trends in the dependency ratio.

7.3 ECONOMIC CONTEXT
The ability of a national economy to handle demographic changes is strongly affected by economic growth
and the creation of employment opportunities, which in turn depend heavily on labor market investments,
capital growth, technological progress, and innovation. It will be assessed if economic growth can balance
inflation and changes in population growth and distribution. Further, it is important to investigate if Mexican
economic growth actually contributes to employment creation, increased incomes, and poverty alleviation.
Asymmetries between Mexico and the US in economic productivity that result from national labor market
dynamics are combined with migration patterns to indicate a dependency between these two economies.302
Indicators that serve this evaluation of the national economies include the gross domestic products (GDP) at
national and subnational level, national and subnational Gini coefficients, total employment, average hours
worked for total employment, and GDP per hour worked.303 The economic dependency ratio, which in comparison to the age dependency ratio refers to the number of workers with productive jobs related to those
without, provides insight into the economic productivity of the labor force.304
Puentes and others confirm that “socioeconomic asymmetries…are closely linked with migratory dynamics.
The relationship between the relative productivity of the economy between Latin America and the U.S.,
and emigration rates to the U.S. is a good indicator.”305 Between 1970 and 2007, with an increasing productivity index, emigration rates from Latin America to the US declined. The Mexican and US labor markets
are characterized by opposite trends, with greater demand for manpower in the US and a greater supply
in Latin America, including Mexico. “The surplus in Latin America generates a rapid growth of the informal
sector and a growing pressure to migrate.”306 Comparison between Latin American countries with different
levels of development concludes that the performance of countries along different development indicators
determines the actual emigration rate. Countries at the lower end of development witness a higher migrant
population relative to their national population compared to countries with higher development status.307
Asymmetries in GDP provide an insight into the productivity gap between countries. While changes in the
economy at large can be derived from national data, subnational information is necessary to understand the
underlying differences that cause migration.308 Using the World Bank 2005 USD constant, in 2012, Mexican
GDP stood at USD 1.03 trillion compared to USD 14.2 trillion in the United States. GDP per capita both in
Mexico and the U.S. grew steadily over the past years. Despite similar slopes, in 2012, Mexico, however,
lacked 81 percentage points behind the US (Figure 15).

301 United States Census Bureau. 2011b: 2
302 United Nations Population Fund. 2010
303 Based on the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development, these indicators refer to labor productivity levels in a total economy.
304 Puentes et al. 2010
305 Puentes et al. 2010: 21
306 Puentes et al. 2010: 22
307 Puentes et al. 2010
308 Puentes et al. 2010
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Figure 15 Gross Domestic Product per capita in Mexico and the United States,
at constant 2005 USD
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Regarding labor productivity, data from the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development
(OECD) reveal that Mexico lags 67 percentage points behind the US with respect to GDP per hour worked,
demonstrating that Mexico’s economy generates far lower value relative to the number of people employed
than the US.309 An indicator for productive investment is gross fixed capital formation, which includes the
investment in land improvements, infrastructure, and machinery. Mexico’s gross fixed capital formation has
continued to rise in the past years with a value of 266 billion in 2012, compared to 3 trillion in the US.310
While GDP growth patterns are similar for both economies, declines per person are far more pronounced in
Mexico than in the US. (Figure 16).

309 Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development. 2011b
310 World Bank. 2014c
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Figure 16 Growth of Gross Domestic Product per capita in Mexico and the United States,
in percent
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The subnational GDP analysis provides in-depth knowledge on the inequalities between the different federal states and regions of origins of Mexican migrants. Based on OECD statistics, the largest contributions to
Mexico’s GDP growth between 1995 and 2007 were from three federal entities; Campeche (12.3%), Distrito
Federal (10.6%) and Nuevo Leon (8.9%) contributed to more than 30 percent of national GDP growth. The
six states bordering the US (Nuevo Leon (8.9%), Tamaulipas (3.8%), Coahuila (2.8%), Baja California (2.6%),
Sonora (2.1%) and Chihuahua (2.1%)) accounted for another 22 percent of national growth in GDP (Figure 17).
Figure 18 displays the inequality in GDP per capita between Mexican federal entities over time. Distrito Federal ranks highest, with its GDP per capita surpassing the national average by almost 150 percent. Chiapas
ranks lowest, with a GDP per capita 60 percent below national average. Large differences in initial levels of
GDP per capita between the federal states as well as differences in pace of growth fuel Mexico’s inequality.311 Inequality reduction could thus be attained if regions at the lower levels increased their performance
and/or overachieving entities reduced theirs.
Another indicator of inequality is the Gini index, which can be used as a measure for income distribution.
The higher the Gini index, the higher the income inequality among the national population, i.e. a smaller
number of the population makes larger amounts of money. The difference between the Gini index at the
national and the subnational level of 0.3 points indicates strong inequalities in terms of income distribution
among individuals or households within the Mexican economy. Based on subnational analysis, at the level
of the federal state, less inequality can be observed. In 2012, Mexico’s highest 10 percent of the population
held an income share of 38 percent. More than half of Mexico’s national income is held by only 20 percent
of the population.312

311 Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development. 2011: 266
312 World Bank. 2014c
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Figure 17 Contribution to National Growth of Gross Domestic Product, 1995-2007,
in percent
14
12
10
8
6
4
2

Colima

Tlaxcala

Nayarit

Baja California Sur

Morelos

Zacatecas

Durango

Aguacalientes

Oaxaca

Guerrero

Yucatan

Quintana Roo

Hidalgo

Chiapas

Sinaloa

San Luis Potosi

Queretaro

Sonora

Chihuahua

Michoacan

Baja California Norte

Puebla

Coahuila

Tamaulipas

Veracruz

Guanajuato

Jalisco

Tabasco

Mexico

Nuevo Leon

Campeche

Distrito Federal

0

Source: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD): OECD Regional Database. 2011

Figure 18 Performance of Federal States in Gross Domestic Product per capita,
1993 and 2006
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Figure 19 National and Sub-National Gini Coefficient, Mexico
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The World Bank provides the most complete poverty measures and estimates of the number of people
who live in poverty: the proportion of the population that lives with less than USD 2.00 per day in 2005 purchasing power parity. Notably, despite the financial metric dominating estimates of the concept of poverty,
including household income and consumption, poverty is not purely of economic nature. According to the
World Bank definition, 52.3 percent of Mexico’s population lived below the national poverty line in 2012,
with rural poverty (63.6%) being higher than urban (45.5%). To be considerate of income distribution among
the poor, the ‘poverty gap’ would be a measure considering “aggregate shortfall of income of all the poor
taken together from the poverty line.”313, 314 The World Bank estimates the Mexican national poverty gap at
USD 2.00 per day of 0.96, which “is the mean shortfall from the poverty line (counting the non-poor as having
zero shortfall), expressed as a percentage of the poverty line. This measure reflects the depth of poverty as
well as its incidence.”315
Data from INEGI’s Mexican National Survey on Employment and Occupation (Encuesta Nacional de Ocupación y Empleo or ENOE) 316 for the fourth trimester of 2013 reveal Mexican unemployment at 4.6 percent of
the economically active population older than 14 years. Mexico’s unemployment rate was at its lowest point
since late 2008 when it was at 4.1percent. The Mexican labor force counted 52,675,784 economically active
people between the ages of 14 and 65 years and 35,650,292 inactive people. The economic dependency
ratio, that compares the economically active to the economically inactive population, stood at 0.68, which
translated into six economically inactive people for every ten economically active.
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Figure 20 Unemployment Rate of the Economically Active Population in Mexico,
by Urban and Rural
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Unemployment in Mexico has a strong urban character. The highest rates are found among the most and
more urbanized areas, including the big cities and the capital. In the fourth trimester of 2013, these urbanized areas had an unemployment rate of 5.2 percent, compared to 4 percent in less and 4.4 percent in least
urbanized areas. The rural areas of Mexico figure only 2.9 percent of the economically active population as
unemployed.
The tertiary commercial sector employs 64 percent of all workers in Mexico, followed by the secondary sector including its manufacturing industries (27%), and the primary sector (8%) of predominantly agriculture.
Across all sectors, only 54 percent of all employed workers have a written contract. Of those who do, 82
percent can rely on a base contract with indefinite duration.
Unemployment is fairly even between the sexes, with an unemployment rate of 4.6 for men and 4.7 for women in 2013. However, female unemployment trend slopes are steeper than male, displaying low and high
points over the time that data are available.
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Figure 21 Unemployment Rate of the Economically Active Population in Mexico, by Sex
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Of the total population older than 14 years of age in 2013, 59 percent was economically active in terms of labor market participation rates; this is an increase of one percentage point from the 2012 data. Broken down
by age group, with 45 percent unemployment is the highest among the population in prime working age
between 25 and 44 years of age, followed with 37 percent by young people between 14 and 24 years. The
working age population older than 45 years makes up 16 percent of the economically active unemployed
population.
Data from the Mexican National Survey on Employment and Occupation reveal that in 2013, 39 percent of
the unemployed Mexican population held a degree of higher education, 36 percent of secondary education
and 17 percent of primary education. Nine percent of the employed population in Mexico was under-employed. Of these under-employed workers, 23 percent completed higher education, 35 percent secondary
education, and 18 percent primary education. These numbers hint at the surplus of skilled manpower in
Mexico and the incapacity of the Mexican labor market to absorb the existing working age population with
its demographic and educational characteristics. Unemployment or underemployment might thus be very
strong reasons for young Mexicans to migrate to the US for better economic opportunities.
In the US, census data indicate an unemployment rate for the economically active Mexico-born population
of 11.1 percent, with a difference of 4.18 percentage points between male (9.6%) and female (13.78%) unemployment.317

317 Minnesota Population Center. Minnesota Population Center: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, International:
Version 6.2 [Machine-readable database]. United States 2010 Census. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2013.
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Table 2 Unemployment Rate of Mexico-born Population in the U.S., 2010
Age

Mexican Male Unemployment Rate

Mexican Female Unemployment Rate

15-19

21.8%

32.5%

20-24

10.4%

16.9%

25-29

8.8%

14.6%

30-34

7.9%

14.5%

35-39

7.9%

12.8%

40-44

9.0%

12.4%

45-49

9.8%

12.7%

50-54

10.8%

12.1%

55-59

10.7%

12.0%

60-64

13.8%

10.3%

65-69

11.5%

11.5%

70-74

14.6%

9.7%

75-79

12.3%

8.8%

Total

9.6%

13.8%

Source: Minnesota Population Center: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, International: Version 6.2 [Machinereadable database]. United States 2010 Census. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2013.

Labor force participation of the total population in Mexico stood at 59.6 percent in the fourth trimester of
2013, with a high gender gap of almost 34 percentage points between male (77.3%) and female (43.6%)
participation (Figure 22).318 As per the definition of the International Labour Organization, the labor force
participation rate refers to the proportion of the population aged 15 years and older that is economically
active, and includes both the employed and the unemployed.

318 Minnesota Population Center: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, International: Version 6.2 [Machine-readable
database]. United States 2010 Census. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2013.
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Figure 22

Sex-Age Pyramid of the Mexican Labor Force, 2010
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Source: Minnesota Population Center: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, International: Version 6.2 [Machinereadable database]. Mexico 2010 Census. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2013.

Table 3 Mexican Labor Force Participation by Age Group and Years of Schooling
Age Group
Years of
Schooling

15 – 24

25 – 34

35 – 44

45 – 54

55 – 64

0

37.59%

46.60%

48.86%

48.44%

43.35%

1 to 4

53.19%

57.71%

59.20%

56.13%

48.98%

5 to 8

40.20%

60.07%

63.74%

61.61%

51.03%

9

48.99%

66.14%

70.02%

68.84%

55.32%

10 to 11

24.11%

72.91%

76.92%

74.07%

56.67%

12

51.05%

73.05%

75.66%

73.43%

51.79%

13 to 15

29.93%

74.42%

80.17%

76.42%

53.10%

16 +

57.72%

85.50%

88.34%

85.77%

69.03%

Source: Minnesota Population Center: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, International: Version 6.2 [Machinereadable database]. Mexico 2010 Census. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2013.
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There are clear differences between male and female participation in the national labor force. Mexican female labor force participation is well below world average, estimated at around 50 percent. Overall, Mexican
women display only 44 percent of participation in the labor force, compared to 66 percent of women in the
US. Female labor force participation rates differ markedly from male participation. Even women with higher
education, with more than twelve years of schooling, figure significantly lower in the labor force than their
male counterparts. Tables 4 and 5 show that the educational effect on labor force participation is more significant for women than it is for men, in particular among younger ages (25 to 34 years and 35 to 44 years).

Table 4 Mexican Male Labor Force Participation by Age Group and Years of Schooling
Age Group (Male)
Years of
Schooling

15 – 24

25 – 34

35 – 44

45 – 54

55 – 64

0

60.26%

76.44%

81.35%

82.91%

76.31%

1 to 4

78.77%

91.15%

91.45%

89.00%

78.87%

5 to 8

59.10%

93.02%

93.35%

90.56%

76.19%

9

69.84%

95.22%

95.69%

92.695%

76.89%

10 to 11

32.20%

94.57%

96.01%

92.48%

76.28%

12

64.68%

95.05%

96.24%

93.59%

74.02%

13 to 15

33.65%

86.29%

96.99%

92.98%

72.26%

16 +

59.38%

92.79%

98.07%

95.32%

79.03%

Source: Minnesota Population Center: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, International: Version 6.2 [Machinereadable database]. Mexico 2010 Census. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2013.

Table 5 Mexican Female Labor Force Participation by Age Group and Years of Schooling
Age Group (Female)
Years of
Schooling

15 – 24

25 – 34

35 – 44

45 – 54

55 – 64

0

15.35%

22.13%

26.59%

26.95%

21.46%

1 to 4

23.27%

26.98%

31.02%

29.93%

23.66%

5 to 8

19.15%

31.28%

38.30%

37.88%

28.83%

9

28.61%

39.63%

46.04%

45.70%

33.06%

10 to 11

16.27%

50.14%

56.73%

53.00%

34.95%

12

39.45%

53.01%

57.17%

54.34%

34.03%

13 to 15

26.62%

63.38%

67.17%

62.59%

37.83%

16 +

56.45%

79.11%

78.07%

72.94%

49.60%

Source: Minnesota Population Center: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, International: Version 6.2 [Machinereadable database]. Mexico 2010 Census. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2013.
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Figure 23 Female Labor Force Participation by Age Group and Years of Schooling
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Trend analysis of labor force data in most countries show that female labor force participations drops in the
childbearing years of women, for the employment curve to take the shape of the letter M. However, in Mexico, female participation is leveled out, also young well-educated women missing from the workforce. With
only 55 percent of all women with more than twelve years of schooling engaged in the Mexican work force,
45 percent of Mexico’s female human capital is untapped, presumably through more allocation of time to
rearing children and domestic or unpaid work.
With more than 70 percent of all Mexicans not having achieved more than primary education, the educational profile of Mexico is fairly low. Thirty-three percent have not completed primary education. Forty percent
have completed primary education, 14 percent have completed secondary education, and only 7 percent of
the total population holds a university degree.

Table 6 Educational Attainment of Mexican Population, by Sex
Male

Female

Total

Less than primary completed

32.90%

33.31%

33.11%

Primary completed

40.13%

40.36%

40.25%

Secondary completed

13.01%

14.07%

13.55%

University completed

7.32%

6.15%

6.72%

Source: Minnesota Population Center: Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, International: Version 6.2 [Machinereadable database]. Mexico 2010 Census. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 2013.
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Figure 24 Educational Attainment by Federal State, Mexico
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Educational attainment of Mexicans varies strongly between Mexican federal states and the Federal District
of Mexico City. Being a federation on its own, a major transportation hub, and urbanized metropolitan locality as well as a magnet to many internal migrants from Mexico, the Federal District displays by far the largest
share (13.7%) of highly educated Mexicans. The next two educationally better-off federal states are Nuevo
Leon (9.1%) and Baja California (8.7%), both border states with the US. The federal states in the ‘South-Southeast’ region, where many of the migrant workers originated who participated in the Bracero Program, stand
at the lower educational threshold.
Among young people, 96 percent of all children less than 11 years of age attend school, with 16 percent
enrolled in higher education. Mexicans workers qualified as wage workers received on average 9.6 years of
schooling, compared to 13.4 years of workers in the US.319
At the national level, wage differentials between Mexico and the United States are a crucial factor in the decision-making process to migrate. Chiquiar and Hanson (2005) found that “who migrates to the United States
from Mexico is determined in part by expected wage differences between the two countries.”320 Differences
in net national income per capita at current USD between Mexico and the US have fluctuated greatly in the
last decades. In the 1970s the rate of income differences between Mexico and the US stood at 2.9 compared
to 3.5 in 2005 and 3.0 in 2011.321 As displayed in the historical context of this chapter, around 173,000 people
moved from Mexico to the US in the 1970s compared to 500,000 in 2005 and 429,000 in 2010.322 It can be
concluded from figure 25 that migration flows respond, with a minor time lag, to wage inequalities between

319
320
321
322

Minnesota Population Center. 2013
Chiquiar and Hanson. 2005: 15
Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development. 2014
Consejo Nacional de Población. 2012: 13
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these two countries. Salary differentials are closely interconnected with migration flows: migrant flows from
Mexico increase with higher wage differentials and decrease when this gap narrows.323

Figure 25 Wage Differentials and Migrant Flows between Mexico and the US
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Chiquiar and Hanson state that the average Mexican base salary at home is substantially lower than what
their compatriots can ear in the US. “The base wage, as shown by the constant term, is substantially higher
in the United States than in Mexico. This difference in the base wage appears to account for the large wage
differences between the two countries.”324 However, salary differentials slightly decrease between the US
and Mexico with increasing age and education of the individual migrant.
Large differences in salaries occur irrespective of age or education level. Not only total income indicates
inequalities between these two countries; hourly wages Mexicans can earn in the United States compared
to Mexico are also larger. “If migration costs were a constant fraction of an individual’s wage (i.e., constant
in time-equivalent units), then we would expect migration rates to be highest for the least educated.”325
But, this is not the case; these costs appear to be lower for the more educated, who may be better able to
manage the US immigration process or may be less subject to credit constraints.326
On the one hand, Mexicans can make more money for every hour worked in the US than in Mexico. AguayoTéllez and Acharya (2011) estimated salaries for US-born and -educated workers in the US to be 7.5 times
higher than for Mexico-born and -educated working in Mexico (USD 19.52 per hour versus USD 2.60 per
hour). On average, a Mexican immigrant in the US earns USD 12.77 per hour. “Migration wage differentials
are larger for men (4.52) and for unschooled workers (5.79).”327
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Inequality thus acts along two wage dimensions. Keeping in mind that it is the Mexico-born population
with relatively high educational levels of at least twelve years of schooling that display highest outmigration
rates, to reconcile wage differences between these two countries, which decrease with educational level,
migration costs represent a lower portion of wages for the higher educated migrants.328
Both aspects of this analysis – including the expected return of wage differentials for Mexican workers in
both Mexico and the US as well as compared to US workers in the US – confirm the assumption that migrants
assesses the desirability of the migration decision, based on a cost benefit analysis that considers relative
disparities between income levels between the country of origin and destination as well as the actual and
perceived costs and benefits involved in the migration process.329
National wages in the US affect the ability to engage in financial flows, particularly remittances, that play a
central role in the provision of foreign exchange and poverty reduction in the countries of origin, and thus
provide an indirect channel for development funds. Reliable monthly data on flows and transactions of
bilateral family remittances are available from the Banco de Mexico for the period from January 1995 to January 2013, broken down by money orders, personal checks, electronic transfers, and cash. Based on these,
annual remittances, monthly and annual percent changes, and average remittances per transaction can be
calculated. During the time for when data are available, remittances increased significantly. In 1995, Mexican
immigrants sent USD 3,672,726,200 from the US to Mexico. This number increased to USD 22,445,754,700
by 2012, representing an increase of 511 percent. Positive annual growth varied between 0.10 and 54.25
percent. In 2007, transfers totaled more than USD 26 billion; the highest remittance income ever recorded
in Mexico. In the years 2008 and 2009, the years following the economic crisis that originated in the United
States, remittance receipts in Mexico struggled, displaying negative growth of -3.51 and -15.27 percent
respectively, and only surpassing slightly more than USD 21 billion in 2009. Since then, remittances are
recovering and have leveled at USD 22.5 billion in 2012 (Table 7: Annual Remittances to Mexico annexed).
Figure 26 and Table 8 show that the receipt of remittances at the state level varies enormously. Remittance
receipts correlate positively with large migrant populations abroad. In 2012, the three states Michoacán
(USD 2,209 million), Guanajuato (USD 2,138 million) and Jalisco (USD 1,883 million) accounted for almost
thirty percent of all remittances received. Fifty percent of all remittances transferred to Mexico are received
by seven states, further including México (USD 1,563 million), Puebla (USD 1,403 million), Oaxaca (USD 1,366
million) and Guerrero (USD 1,231 million). Given the predominance of only a few federal entities in the receipt of financial transfers, these numbers elucidate the very centralized character of Mexican remittances.

328 Chiquiar and Hanson. 2005: 16
329 Speare. 1971
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Figure 26 Remittances by Federal State, 2012
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Table 8 Remittances by Federal State, 2012
Federal Entity

Remittances in Million Dollars

Share of Total Remittances

Aguascalientes

332.7

1.48

Baja California

464.9

2.07

Baja California Sur

41.4

0.18

Campeche

55.6

0.25

Coahuila de Zaragoza

283.5

1.26

Colima

180.2

0.80

Chiapas

572.7

2.55

Chihuahua

466.8

2.08

1,013.6

4.52

431.1

1.92

Guanajuato

1,563.8

6.97

Guerrero

2,138.3

9.53

Distrito Federal
Durango
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Federal Entity

Remittances in Million Dollars

Share of Total Remittances

Hidalgo

1,231.0

5.49

Jalisco

721.5

3.22

México

1,883.5

8.39

Michoacán de Ocampo

2,209.4

9.85

Morelos

561.3

2.50

Nayarit

339.5

1.51

Nuevo León

340.0

1.52

Oaxaca

1,366.2

6.09

Puebla

1,403.2

6.25

Querétaro

378.6

1.69

Quintana Roo

93.3

0.42

San Luis Potosí

738.7

3.29

Sinaloa

501.2

2.23

Sonora

326.8

1.46

Tabasco

111.3

0.50

Tamaulipas

485.5

2.16

Tlaxcala

253.2

1.13

Veracruz

1,176.0

5.24

Yucatán

119.2

0.53

Zacatecas

654.5

2.92

Source: National Accounts from Banco de Mexico

The sharp increase in remittances over the past years reflects various factors, with the integration of the
economies of both countries and the reduction in remittance transaction cost being major contributors.
Since 1999, remittance costs between the US and Mexico decreased by 60 percent. “Improving access of
remittance service providers to national payment and settlement systems…have worked well within the
framed agreements such as the United States-Mexican Partnership for Prosperity program of 2001.”330 The
matricula consular allowed for identification arrangements for migrants in regular and irregular situations in
the US, through which improved banking access and lower transaction costs became available for a larger
population of migrants. In Mexico in 2001, remittances increased by 35 percent and in 2003 by 54 percent.
Given cost reductions and improved services, this increase is likely due to a shift from informal to formal
transaction channels.331
Individual transactions of remittances followed similar patterns. Since 1995, they increased significantly from
11,263,154 transactions per year to 71,621,053 per year (Figure 27). During 2008 and 2009, the number of

330 World Bank. 2006: 92p
331 World Bank. 2006: 99
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Figure 27 Annual Transactions for Remittances, in U.S. Dollars
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transactions fell by 11.6 percent, but has been rising since 2010. The increase in total remittances sent to
Mexico is due to a rise in the number of transactions, and not due to an increase in annual average remittance per transaction. Although average remittances fluctuated during this time, this occurred within a small
variance.
In 1995, the average monetary value of remittances being transferred to Mexico stood at USD 324 324 per
annual transaction, ranging from USD 282 to USD 365 (Figure 28). Starting in 2009, average remittances
decreased by -8.9 percent, by which the effect of the economic crisis on the average amount of remittance
was postponed by one year. This finding indicates that there were not only fewer households receiving remittances, but also the actual amount households received declined through this source of income.332 However, a similar decrease in 1998 and 2001 lets assume that despite fluctuations average remittances remain
relatively stable against economic downturns.

332 Banco Bilbao Vizcaya Argentaria. 2011: 2
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Figure 28 Average Remittances per Annual Transaction
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Remittances fluctuate significantly during a calendar year. A look at monthly and quarterly remittance data
provides insight into the short-term fluctuations of sending patterns. While remittances tend to fall during
the last quarter of each year, in particular during the month of November, they recover in the first two quarters of the following year, especially between March and May (Table 9: Quarterly Remittance Transfers and
Growth and Table 10: Monthly Remittances to Mexico annexed).
From 1995 to the end of 2012, remittance growth peaked at 33 percent in the second quarter of 2004. As a
sign of the struggling US economy in 2007, growth in quarterly remittances started to decline and become
negative in the third quarter of 2006, with steady decelerations following. While some quarters displayed
positive growth rates, until the end of 2009 the majority proved to be negative. Stagnation set in when the
economy finally recovered: it was not until mid-2011 that this recovery was reflected in remittances. Given
economic inertia, the amount of remittances that were received in Mexico was less in 2012 than it was in
2006.333 Negative growth in remittances was accompanied by negative growth in transactions for remittances.

333 Lopez et al. 2009
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Table 11

Types of Remittances, in percent

Year

Total
Remittances

Money Orders

Personal Checks

Electronic
Transfers

Cash

1995

3,672.7262

39.65

0.71

51.49

8.14

1996

4,223.6820

35.98

1.77

52.60

9.64

1997

4,864.8444

35.54

1.61

54.22

8.63

1998

5,626.8417

33.25

1.09

57.76

7.90

1999

5,909.5547

24.51

0.87

66.59

8.04

2000

6,572.7430

21.82

0.13

70.62

7.42

2001

8,895.2639

9.03

0.11

87.50

3.35

2002

9,814.4481

6.99

0.10

89.64

3.26

2003

15,138.6865

11.00

0.04

87.28

1.68

2004

18,331.7478

10.20

0.00

88.53

1.27

2005

21,688.2710

8.06

0.00

90.68

1.26

2006

25,566.8350

5.32

0.00

93.30

1.38

2007

26,058.8181

3.30

0.00

95.18

1.52

2008

25,144.9852

2.38

0.00

95.90

1.72

2009

21,306.3327

1.81

0.00

96.44

1.75

2010

21,303.8820

1.83

0.00

96.62

1.55

2011

22,802.9716

0.91

0.00

97.48

1.61

2012

22,445.7547

0.87

0.00

97.39

1.74

Source: Banco de Mexico: Balanza de Pagos. Ingresos por Remesas, 1995 to 2013.

Electronic transfers make up the largest part of officially recorded remittances sent to Mexico. While in 1995
only 51.49 percent of all remittances were transferred electronically, by 2001 this mode of transfer accounted
for 87.50 percent of remittances. By 2012, electronic transfer accounted for 97.39 percent of remittances. As
Table 11 indicates, the relative importance of money orders decreased from 39.65 percent in 1995, to 21.82
percent in 2000, to below 8.06 percent in 2005, and to as low as 0.87 percent in 2012. Policies enacted in
1999, aimed at facilitating the transfer of remittances and improving access to banking services by recipients, explain the increased use of electronic transfers.
Measures from the area of health, education and income are combined in the Human Development Index (HDI). Other dimensions by which a country is being ranked refer to inequality, poverty, gender, sustainability, demography, innovation and technology, trade, economy and income. With respect to human
development, in 2014 Mexico ranked 74 out of 187 countries at the annual United Nations Development
Programme indexing, with a value of 0.756, which is in the high human development category.334 The trend
for Mexico has continuously risen. In 2014, Mexico ranked higher than the average Latin American country,

334 United Nations Development Programme. 2015
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but well below the United States. With a life expectancy at birth of 76.8 years, Mexico carries a health index
of 0.901. As discussed earlier, mean years of schooling of Mexican adults stand at 8.5 years, although today’s
expected duration of schooling for children is 13.67 years. Combined, this accounts for an education index
of 0.721. Lastly, the income index of 0.718 reflects relatively low levels of Gross National Income per capita
(USD 12,947).335
Innovation and technological progress are important drivers of economic growth and productivity. The United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) constructs an Innovation Capability Index, by
which Mexico ranked 59 with an index at 0.469, while the US ranked third at 0.927, in 2013.336 One important
component underlying the dimension of innovation is the engagement in research and development (R&D).
“Researchers in R&D are professionals engaged in the conception or creation of new knowledge, products,
processes, methods, or systems and in the management of the projects concerned, [including postgraduate
PhD students engaged in R&D].”337 In the US there are as many as thirteen researchers for every researcher
in Mexican.
Another measure to evaluate technological progress includes the number of patent and license applications,
as well as resources spent on imported goods and services as a percentage of national GDP. In 2012, Mexico
totaled 203 patent applications filed under the International Patent System’s Patent Cooperation Treaty; of
these, 80 were in cooperation with other countries – with the United States (60 patents) and the European
Union (20 patents). Among the 48 OECD Member States, Mexico ranked 34. The US holds the first position with 47,543 patent applications, of which only 12 percent have been filed in cooperation with partner
countries.338 Despite its middle position among all countries for which data are available in 2012, Mexico’s
imports of goods and services made up 35 percent of its GDP. In comparison, the United States spends
merely 17 percent of its GDP on such imports.

7.4 CONTEXT OF GOVERNANCE AND INSTITUTION
The context of governance and institution refers to the prevailing governing rules in Mexico and how they
link to economic and social life of the Mexican national population. Considering different political areas
allows a more detailed depiction of migrant-specific conditions, including the relationship between the
federal state and the population at large, the governmental system and society, as well as the economy and
the frameworks put in place regarding international integration.
Since independence from Spain in 1821, migration has received great attention within Mexican law-making.
“The period since 1910 has witnessed the end of pro-immigration sentiment in Mexico and the beginning
of an era in which the Mexican government has focused on the natural growth of the population.”339 In
the late 19 th and 20 th century, the government’s demographic concerns and intents to increase population growth, geared Mexico’s regulations about population and migration toward bringing foreigners into
Mexico to foster growth and modernization. In the 1970s, Mexican migration policies took a closer look,
reflecting Mexico’s concern to protect its sovereignty and integrity. Large natural demographic growth in
this decade diverted attention from regular migration to addressing the increasing refugee populations
from Guatemala and El Salvador, often in transit to the United States. The 1974 General Law on Population
(Ley General de Población) 340 expressed Mexico’s objective to manage demographic phenomena that affect
the national population, including demographic dynamics, such as size, structure, and spatial distribution.
It further reflected the need to invest in employment and education to deal with the demographic realities
of this time. Mexico’s rapid population growth prompted the Mexican government took drastic measures
on immigration. The 1974 General Law on Population aggravated entry conditions for foreigners while incentivizing Mexican emigrants to return. These measures were a response to the “acute economic crisis in
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Mexico accompanied by widespread unemployment, newcomers [from other countries] only qualified for
temporary visas, and obtaining permanent work authorization in Mexico became more.”341 The 1990 revision
of the General Law on Population expanded its section on migratory regulations by including managerial
issues and logistics as well as health access. In 1993 the National Institute for Migration (Instituto Nacional de
Migración or INM) was created with the objective to plan, execute, control, monitor, and evaluate migration
services as well as maintain links with different departments of public administration to facilitate the resolution of migration-related issues.
With respect to emigration, economic and social inequality, and human rights abuse - a reality for a part
of Mexico’s population and an influence on potential migrants’ decision to leave - have been addressed by
Mexico, not only through ratification of international conventions but also through national and subnational
poverty reduction and human rights measures accompanied by tools for measurement and evaluation. In
1981, Mexico ratified the 1969 Organization of American States (OAS) American Convention on Human
Rights, “reaffirming their intention to consolidate in this hemisphere, within the framework of democratic
institutions, a system of personal liberty and social justice based on respect for the essential rights of man;…
and… recognizing that the essential rights of man are not deprived from one’s being a national of a certain
state, but are based upon attributes of the human personality, and that they therefore justify international
protection in the form of a convention reinforcing or complementing the protection provided by the domestic law of the American states.”342
Further, in 1992, and then revised in 2014, Mexico officially published the Law of the National Commission
on Human Rights (Comisión Nacional de los Derechos Humanos de México or CNDH), which enacted a governmental agency in full authority of the study, promotion, and protection of human rights in Mexico, with a
primary focus on human rights abuse. In 1998, Mexico recognized the authority of the Inter-American Court
of Human Rights, the judicial organ of the OAS.
The year 2000, marked democratic change at the end of seventy consecutive years of hegemonic political
power in Mexico, held by the Institutional Revolutionary Party (Partido Revolucionário Institucional or PRI).
In 2000 as well as in 2006, the National Action Party (Partido Acción Nacional or PAN) won the presidential
elections in the country, first with Vicente Fox and later with Felipe Calderón as President of Mexico. The
Party of the Democratic Revolution (Partido de la Revolución Democratica or PRD) manifested itself in strong
opposition toward both parties, even contesting the results of the 2006 elections. During these years, however, PRI continued to rule in twenty of the 32 federal states. In 2012, despite not winning legislative majority
in either the Senate or the House of Representatives, Enrique Peña Nieto from the Institutional Revolutionary
Party took office as the current President of Mexico, and thus returned the presidency to PRI. Twenty-one
federal entities are governed by the PRI, six by the PAN, and five by the Progressive Coalition Movement.
In an attempt to improve health care access to poor households otherwise excluded from social security
systems, in 2003, Mexico instituted the public insurance scheme ‘Seguro Popular.’ “By the end of 2007, 20
million poor people were benefitting from the scheme…. Access to and use of health care services have
expanded. Financial protection indicators have improved … Mexico is a leader in moving rapidly towards
universal health coverage by adopting an innovative financing mechanism.”343
In line with the existence of mechanisms for fostering citizen participation, in 2004 Mexico passed the General Law for Social Development (Ley General de Desarollo Social) 344 aimed at ensuring the exercise of social
rights as a prerequisite for social development and the participation of all actors involved in such exercise
through the national system for social development. The National Council for the Evaluation of Social Development Policy (Consejo Nacional de Evaluación de la Política de Desarrollo Social or CONEVAL) is a public
decentralized organ that sets the norms and coordinates the evaluation of social policies and programs.
CONEVAL measures poverty at the national level as well as for every federal state and municipality from
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a multidimensional perspective, including per capita income, education, access to health services, social
security, basic services regarding housing and nutrition, quality of housing, and the degree of social cohesion. Through such organs, transparency and accountability for social development policies can be upheld
in Mexico.345
In 2008, under President Calderon, Mexico created the National Program for Equality between Women
and Men (Programa Nacional para la Igualdad entre Mujeres y Hombres) to guarantee solid participation of
women in public and private life and the upholding of human rights of women. That same year, the Equality
Program for Working Conditions (Programa Igualdad de Condiciones Laborales) was formed, aiming to promote and strengthen measures to prevent, address, and punish sexual harassment at work.
In 1996, the immigration articles in the General Law on Population were amended, to include stricter penalties for trafficking in migrants and abuse by government officials. In 2010, due to increased abductions and
assassinations of migrants in the Northern border areas, the Mexican government announced an integral
strategy to prevent and combat the kidnapping of migrants by organized criminal groups (Estrategia Integral
para la Prevención y Combate al Secuestro de Migrantes y la Protección a sus Derechos Humanos) coordinated by the National Institute for Migration. Following this effort, in 2011, Mexico celebrated the adoption
of a complementary program to prevent and punish trafficking in persons, to prevent crime, and to combat
sexual and labor exploitation.346 Jointly, the Mexican government and the United Nations Office on Drugs
and Crime (UNODC) developed a strategy to strengthen national media around security and justice issues.
In addressing the question on how to best deal with the issue of international migration among its population, Mexico laid as fundamental goals the contribution of migration to national development through
adequate management as well as the protection and defense of human rights of migrants. In the past years,
there has been a move in Mexico away from promoting mere labor migration to maintaining close ties with
the Mexican diaspora in the United States to reap their investments in the country of origin, their expertise,
and their votes. Mexico engages in cooperation and dialogue with the United States to maximize the benefits of its migratory population and to provide bilateral arrangements for the protection of workers in both
sending and receiving countries. A major reform in 1996 was the passing of dual citizenship in Mexico, which
allowed Mexican residents in the US to maintain their rights and pass their citizenship on to their children.347
In 1977, the Department of Population was transformed to the Department of Migration Services, a direct
antecedent of the later National Institute for Migration. Since then different governmental programs were
born to represent the operational side of Mexico’s public migratory policy, all coordinated by this Department. They incorporate the principles of contribution to development and protection of human rights of
migrants.348
The Peasant Program (Bienvenido a Casa Paisano), operated by an inter-ministerial commission of 21 agencies, was created in 1989 to improve activities of public service providers at the Mexican borders and to
guarantee safe, orderly, and dignified flows of Mexicans to the US and back.349 The initiative was developed
the year the Mexican government reached out to US-based Mexican-American leaders in social, business,
political, and religious organizations, to better control and gradually eliminate abuse and extortion against
Mexicans upon departure or return. In its first years of inception, the program operated only during holiday
periods. It received greater attention in the Mexican National Development Plan of 1995 to 2000 with an
expanded objective to include improvements in migrants’ dignity while living and working abroad. Later in
2000, with the political change in Mexico, the program gained its current presence and dynamic – the Peasant Program was integrated into the strategic programs of the INM and representations were established in
the United States in Los Angeles, Chicago, and Houston. Its main goals are to inform migrants of their duties
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and rights, protect migrants’ physical and patrimonial integrity, sensitize and strengthen capacities of public
service providers and the civil society, and respond to complaints and denunciations.
One major concern for Mexico is the protection of its citizen while residing in the US. In 1999 Mexico ratified
the 1990 United Nations International Convention on the Protection of All Migrant Workers and Members
of Their Families.350 Through its ratification, the Mexican Government reaffirmed “its political will to ensure
international protection of the rights of all migrant workers, in accordance with this international instrument.”351 However, until today, the United States, as many other industrialized countries, has not ratified the
convention, thus not extending the rights of all migrant workers to their territory.
Despite the lack of multilateral coordination, by 2000 the Beta Groups of Migrant Protection (Grupos Beta
de Protección a Migrantes) were integrated into the General Population Act to protect and defend human
rights of migrants, irrespective of their migratory status or nationality. The Beta Groups target Mexican
migrants crossing the northern border as well as those coming to Mexico. Its mission is promoted through
awareness-raising campaigns about the risks of migration, including information about the migratory move
itself and the implications of migration status, and provides information on potential abuse. The Beta Groups
were first stationed around the most inhospitable zones and supported migrants’ health tremendously, constantly monitoring the most taken routes where migrants cross the borders and are exposed to major heat,
risks associated with mountainous or desert environments, flora, and fauna.352
In 2007, the federal government added the Humane Repatriation (Repatriación Humana) program to the
mandate of the National Institute for Migration to provide conditions for safe, orderly, and dignified repatriation of Mexican returnees or deported by US authorities. The Ministry of the Interior encourages repatriation of Mexicans and promotes settlement in places adequate to their expertise and capacities. Due to the
inter-ministerial character of this program, assistance is provided to the re-integration into professional and
social life, such as issues related to labor markets, education, and health.353
The Mexican diaspora instituted various organizations across the US in the form of “federations of hometown associations, mutual aid societies, labor and migrant-rights advocacy groups, political action committees, institutions dedicated to the promotion of Mexico or Chicano arts and culture, and business and professional networks.”354 Hometown associations work to establish and maintain social ties between Mexicans
living within and outside the Mexican territory to establish a feeling of belonging to the Mexican culture.
These ties go beyond the first generation of migrants, often expanding to migrants’ children of the second
and third generations, who have never even visited Mexico. Mexico’s law on dual citizenship fosters holding
such links. Bonding with the country of origin or ancestry is important for Mexican policy-making, because
a connection to the home country allows the expatriate population to invest in local development, engage
in national and domestic politics and vote in Mexican federal elections.355
Within the paradigm from understanding migration as a vehicle to national development, some programs
exist that specifically aim at promoting development at home. The Three for One (Tres por Uno or 3x1) program supports projects of Mexican migrants living abroad who wish to invest in their community of origin
and to contribute to raising the quality of life back home by providing opportunities to channel resources
to Mexico. The collaboration exists in 32 federal states between migrant associations abroad, the federal
government as well as the governments of the relevant federal state and municipality. For every Mexican
peso that a migrant invests through this scheme in a larger development project benefiting the citizen in the
community, these three governmental entities each provide another Mexican peso, thus augmenting the
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actual amount three times.356 “However, while migrants have contributed nearly $20 million per year through
this scheme, this represents a tiny proportion (less than 1%) of the $20 billion overall remittances.”357
Diaspora engagement is susceptible to policy interventions, even though in most cases investment and
engagement is the actual product of individuals or groups acting on their own initiative.358 Applying a participatory approach in drafting programs, such as Tres por Uno, and recognizing Mexican migrants in the US
as full partners will benefit policy formulation and will strengthen ties with the home country. Considering
Mexico as a country of origin, transit, destination, and return, in June 2011 President Calderón passed the
Migration Act (Ley de Migración) to take strategic actions and achieve objectives in an integral manner in
the area of migration. The principal aim of the new law is to regulate the entry and exit of Mexicans and
foreigners alike, as well as the transit and the stay of foreigners, and to grant this mobile population respect
and protection and the safeguard of human rights. The contribution of migration to national development
continues to be a prime concern. Under this new law, every migrant is a bearer of human rights, independent
of their migratory status. A new category was created of “visitors” (visitante), aimed at reducing the risks in
the journey to the United States and allowing Central American migrants to travel through Mexico legally.359
Through inter-ministerial programs, such as the Beta Groups, and strengthened links between communities
of origin and destination of Mexican emigrants, the Act further aims to facilitate the return for Mexicans,
as well as social and professional reintegration of Mexican migrants and their families. It has further been
decided to investigate the causes that lead to emigration of Mexicans and enact measures to regulate such
driving forces. The new law further aims to create programs to address the impact migration has on sending
communities, in particular with respect to the challenges of family disintegration and the people in vulnerable situations, including children and the elderly left behind.
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MEXICO – US MIGRATION PROFILE

A

n analysis of the complex character of migration requires monitoring the trends and patterns affecting
the countries of origin and destination over time. Based on the preceding contextual description of
the underlying realities and the historical characteristics of this phenomenon, a statistical profile of Mexican
migration to the US will be generated representing the demographic, economic, and social dynamics of the
Mexico-born population in the US. The profile will include variables affecting the integration of migrants,
such as time of arrival, language proficiency, legal status, employment, and duration of stay. This profile
draws on a combination of data sources from Mexico, the US, and international organizations, which will
serve as the basis to assess the impact of migration on development.
According to the US Census Bureau’s American Community Survey 2010, an estimated 11,711,619 foreign-born Mexicans resided in the United States in 2010, accounting for 3.7 percent of the total population.
“The U.S. today has more immigrants from Mexico alone… than any other country in the world has from
all countries in the world.”360, 361 The entire foreign-born population in the US stood at 39,956,000 in 2010,
representing 13 percent of the total population.
The largest group of immigrants originated in Latin America and the Caribbean and accounts for more than
half of all foreign-born. Mexicans are the largest minority living in the US, accounting for around 30 percent
of all foreign-born and 55 percent of all immigrants from Latin Americana and the Caribbean. Only the entire
region of Asia has a similar number of immigrants in the US. (Figure 29).

Figure 29 US Foreign-born Population by Origin, in percent
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The population of Mexican immigrants is even higher, accounting for more than 23 million people. However,
two thirds of those are first or second generation migrants, who were born in the US.362 Mexicans’ share
among the Hispanic population is expected to grow. Since 2000, the increase of the Hispanic population of
Mexican origin in the US is mainly driven by natural growth: births of Mexicans in the US. While in the decade
between 1980 and 1990 the Mexican population in the US added 3.1 million new arrivals and 2.7 million
births, in the decade between 1990 and 2000 both dynamics matched at 4.7 million. By 2000 this patterns
had shifted, so that the end of 2010 counted 7.2 million Mexican-American births compared to 4.2 million
new in-migrants. This “baby-boom” among Mexicans in the US has its origin in the changing age profile in
Mexican-born immigrants toward younger ages and the large population of Mexicans that had moved to
the US in the 1970s and stayed. As mentioned before, this increase in natural growth happened at the same
time as movements from Mexico to the US declined as a response to recent economic developments.363
While in 1970 less than 2 percent of the total Mexican population lived in the United States, by 2010 this percentage had increased to 10 percent. “The shares are even higher among those in the prime working ages,
30 to 44.”364 Based on data for 2010, Mexican federal states had an emigration rate between 0.1 percent and
0.8 percent on an annual basis (Figure 30). Accumulating over the years, the Mexico-born population that
resides in the US accounted for as much as 39 percent of the federal population of Zacatecas or 25 percent
of the population of Michoacán.365

Figure 30 Emigration Rate among the Population of Federal States in Mexico, 2010
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In 2011, the regional dispersion of Mexican migratory patterns from the period between 1970 and 1990 was
still visible, with more than half of all Mexicans living in the western United States (52 percent), predominantly
in California (4.3 million), 35 percent in the southern states, such as Texas (2.5 million), and only 4 percent
living on the northern part of the US east coast.
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In more than half of all states of the US, Mexicans number the most among all foreign-born. While Mexicans’
share among all foreign-born skyrockets in Texas with 57.8 percent and California with 42.51 percent, there
are twenty-four other states in the US where Mexicans account for more than 20 percent of all foreign-born
(Table 12: Proportion Mexico-born among all Foreign-Born in the US annexed).366 Ten major metropolitan
areas account for more than 50 percent of all Mexicans in the United States: Los Angeles, Chicago, Dallas,
Houston, Riverside, Phoenix, San Diego, New York, San Francisco, and Atlanta.367
Based on data from the 2010 Survey of Migration on the Northern Border of Mexico,368 almost half of the
interviewed Mexicans moving to the US originated in five Mexican federal states: Michoacán with 15.7 percent, Guanajuato with 10.6 percent, Jalisco with 10.0 percent, Chiapas with 6.6 perc cent, and Oaxaca with
5.7 percent (Table 13: Geographic Diversification of Origin by Federal Entity annexed). This current distribution proves that the regional origin of Mexicans has diversified from the traditional north, central, and south
region in the past years.
As pointed out previously, most Mexican immigrants in the US – 53.3 percent – are male, outnumbering
females by 6.6 percentage points. This male dominance is very characteristic for Mexican migration, compared to other immigrants, where more than half are women.369 Among the US-born population, as well as
all other foreign-born, the sex ratio stood at 96 in 2010: 96 men for every 100 women. In comparison, the
Mexican immigrant population displays a large male presence, with 115 men for every 100 women. This ratio
is even more skewed towards male dominance when only considering Mexico-born in the working ages.
This sex difference is however not the same for every age group. While the difference is fairly small for the
youngest immigrants younger than 18 years at 4.6 percent and the group between 35 and 64 years at 5.4
percent, male migration dominates in the early years of working age between the ages of 18 and 34 years
at 12.6 percent. With older ages, the female migrants outnumber the males by 11.2 percent, because of
higher life expectancy of women and a potential higher return of men at these ages (Table 14: Demographic
Characteristics of the Foreign-born Mexican Population in the US annexed).370
Foreign-born Mexicans in the US population, have a median age of 38 years. This makes them 1 year older
than the native US population with a median age of 37 years and 4 years younger than the total foreign-born
population with a median age of 42 years. Compared to the median age of 47 years of Caribbean immigrants
or 42 years of South Americans in the US, Mexican migrants are considerably younger.371
However, the age distribution of Mexico-born immigrants is not at all similar to the US native or total foreign-born population. The large majority of Mexico-born immigrants are in their prime working ages. Sixty-one percent of all Mexicans are between 18 and 44 years of age compared to 35 percent of native-born
Americans and 50 percent of all foreign-born. Mexicans further represent a minor share among the elderly
living in the US. Only 6 percent are 65 years and older, compared to 13 percent of natives and 12 percent of
all foreigners.372 Including second and third generation Mexicans, this population turns even younger than
both the US population and Hispanics overall. This is due to the higher total fertility rate of 3.8 children per
Mexico-born woman and 2.5 children per Hispanic woman of Mexican origin in reproductive age compared
to national Americans. The median age of all Mexicans is 25 years, while; the median age of all Hispanics is
27 years.373

366 Pew Hispanic Center. 2012: 2
367 Migration Policy Institute. 2010
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Figure 31

Sex-Age Pyramid of Mexico-born Population in the US, 2010
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Figure 32

Sex-Age Pyramid of Foreign-born population in the US, 2010
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Figure 33

Sex-Age Pyramid of US-born population in the US, 2010
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Mexican migration is class specific. While the upper class of Mexico tends to migrate as an entire family
unit, poor families cannot afford migrating together and so they migrate serially, one family member at a
time. In this case, the departure of one migrant at a time can result in eroded family structures and relationships.374 Information on the structure and composition of Mexican households at home provides insight into
this category of freedom. Based on 2010 census data, most of Mexican households (91percent) are family
households, of which 56 percent are maintained by a married couple. Eight percent of all households are single-headed households, 10 percent are widowed, 7 percent are separated and 3 percent of all households
are divorced. Of all 28,159 million households, more than 1.4 million are migrant households with at least one
household member residing abroad. Half of all migrant households (49 percent) are married households.
Single-headed households represent 14 percent of migrant households. Of these single head households,
75 percent are female heads. Based on data analysis from the Mexican Migration Project, 3.5 percent of all
Mexican households have a male householder residing in the United States and almost 25 percent of all
households report a son living abroad. In more than 37 percent of all family households in Mexico children
live with their grandparents, 9 percent of those due to migration of one or both parents.375
Language is a common proxy indicator for integration; however, in a country like the US without an official
language, it is not the most adequate measure for evaluation. 96.5 percent of the foreign-born Mexicans
older than five years speak another language than English at home, and 70.7 percent report to speak English

374 Ratha et al. 2011
375 Sana. 2003
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less than very well (Table 15: Integration Characteristics of the Foreign-born Mexican Population in the US
annexed). Including second and third generation migrants, these numbers improve to 64 percent of Mexicans older than five speaking English proficiently.
Another proxy for integration refers to legal status and the duration of stay of immigrants. Characteristic migratory movements along the Mexico-US corridor are: settlement migration, with Mexico-born immigrants
coming to the US to stay permanently and raise their children; return migration after a few years in the US;
and circular migration, Mexicans crossing the border various times a year. The largest share of Mexicans
residing in the US entered the country without documents. Data from the Survey of Demographic Dynamics
(Encuesta Nacional de la Dinámica Demográfica or ENADID) show that 66.7 percent of the migrant population in the US had entered the country between 2004 and 2009 without documentation; this category
accounted for 71.23 percent of the migrant men and 52.1 percent of migrant women. The second largest
share of 9.9 percent held a passport with a valid tourist visa upon entry. Only 5.4 percent entered the US
with authorization to work and only 4.3 percent with residence authorization. For the top five states of destination, the distribution of documentation is fairly even, with the only exception being Arizona, where 25
percent of all Mexican migrants enter with a tourist visa.376

Table 16 Percentage Distribution of Migrant Population in the US
by Sex and Migration documentation
Documentation

Total

Men

Women

66.7%

71.2%

52.1%

Passport and Tourist Visa

9.9%

6.8%

20.0%

Authorization to Work

5.4%

6.2%

2.9%

Residence Permit

4.3%

3.0%

8.7%

US citizenship

3.5%

2.8%

5.8%

Passport and Student Visa

1.7%

1.3%

3.2%

Green card

1.2%

1.0%

1.6%

Other document

6.2%

6.7%

4.2%

Not specified

1.1%

1.0%

1.5%

Total

100%

100%

100%

No documentation

Source: Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Geografía. Encuesta Nacional de la Dinámica Demográfica. 2009.

Regarding migrants’ duration of stay, in 2011, about one-third of all foreign-born Mexicans had entered the
US prior to 1990, 34.6 percent; another third between 1990 and 1999, 30.0 percent; and the last third in
2000 or after, 34.5 percent. Only 35 percent of Mexican immigrants have lived in the US for two decades or
more, compared to 40 percent among other immigrant populations.377 A large number of immigrants return
to Mexico after having spent only a few years in the US. Reyes (1997) shows that return migration rates are
higher among low-skilled Mexican migrants with lower salaries, unemployed and undocumented migrants.
He found that within two years of arrival, more than half of Mexicans “with less than an elementary school
education, 70 percent of the people employed as agricultural workers, and 50 percent of the undocumented immigrants…return to Mexico.”378 There are clear gender differences with respect to duration of stay.

376 Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Geografía. 2009
377 Pew Hispanic Center. 2012b: 35
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 emale migrants tend to stay in the US for longer periods of time. “About 40 percent of them stay for longer
F
than 15 years, whereas only about 20 percent of men remain that long.”379
Circular migration is mostly determined by the seasons. Mexicans move northward in the spring and summer
months of the year, and back south when winter draws closer. A large number of immigrants, 51 percent of
the males and 26 percent of the females, move more than once. However, especially in recent years, circular
movements have decreased, possibly in response to increased risk and financial cost involved with crossing
the northern border. Research further suggests that circular migration does not necessarily lead to longterm settlement in the US. While most Mexicans who have been residing in the United States for longer
periods of time have moved only once, more than 80 percent of migrants who have moved more than once,
do not exceed a couple of years every time they move.380 Data from the 2010 EMIF Norte provide evidence
on this two-sided character of migration. While half of all Mexican migrants interviewed intend to stay as
long as possible in the US, 21 percent do not plan to stay longer than six months and 15.9 percent of the
interviewed Mexican migrants expect their time in the US to be of around one year or more.
Of those Mexicans who have resided in the US for two decades or more, 24 percent are US citizens. This
means that even after many years of residence in the US, Mexican foreign-borns have not acquired US citizenship (Table 17: Housing Characteristics of the Foreign Born Mexican Population in the US annexed). This
is the lowest rate among all immigrant groups, which might be due to their long history of circular migration
as well as the large proportion of Mexicans who live in the US without authorization. “US immigration law
does not offer a direct pathway to legal permanent status or citizenship for unauthorized immigrants, the
majority of whom are of Mexican birth.”381
But if “the entire Mexico-born population eligible to naturalize did so, it would double the number of naturalized US citizens born in Mexico and raise the share of naturalized citizens among the Mexican immigrant
population to about 46 percent….”382 The share of Mexicans who end up being naturalized has dramatically
decreased within the last decades. While 62 percent of all Mexicans who entered the US before 1980 were
naturalized by 2010, this share fell to 36 percent for the ones who came between 1980 and 1989, 15 percent
between 1990 and 1999, and stands as low as 5 percent for Mexico-born immigrants since 2000.383
EMIF Norte yields information on the purpose and reasons of migrants coming from Mexico to the US.
Mexican migrants who come to the US are predominantly economic migrants in search of employment, followed by those who already have secured employment before arrival. In the last decade, their share ranges
from 60 to 85 percent. In line with changes in the economic situation in the US, social reasons for migrating
increased, including reunification with family and friends, when employment-driven migration declined and
vice versa.
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Figure 34 Reasons for Migration to the United States
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Employment
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2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

Reunification with Family and/or Friends

Search for Employment

Business or Sales

2009

2010

2011

2012

Other

Not Specified

Source: Survey of Migration on the Northern Border of Mexico (la Encuesta sobre Migracíon en la Frontera Norte de
México/EMIF Norte)

The predetermined profile of destinations among Mexico-born immigrants distinguishes Mexicans from
other immigrants, who are more equally distributed within the United States.384 Well-established social networks maintain the continuity of migration flow along these traditional corridors. Due to this, migratory
movements are determined for a certain destination, without much searching for where to reside upon
arrival because they are arranged for through the migrants’ social network. There is little internal migration,
once Mexicans arrive in the US. Mexicans seem to become rooted where they settle. With respect to the
actual residence, almost 84 percent of all foreign-born Mexicans had lived in the same house one year prior
to the American Community Survey of 2011. Only 3.1 percent had lived in a different county or state (Table
17 annexed).
Social networks also play a major role in facilitating settlement. Homeownership among Mexico-born immigrants stands at 45 percent. In comparison, the US national population displays a homeownership rate
of 65 percent. With 57 percent and 61 percent respectively, owner cost and rent figure highly among Mexican household incomes (Table 17 annexed).385 Most foreign-born Mexican households (87 percent) are
family households. Of these, 59 percent is maintained by a married couple. This is the highest rate among
all immigrant groups and native US citizens. Another characteristic indicator for strong family ties among
Mexicans in the US is family size. Households with a Mexico-born householder averaged 4.4 people, with
77 percent of all households providing for a child of less than 18 years. Mexico also ranks highest regarding
inter-generational support. Twelve percent of all Mexican households hold three or more generations under
one roof.386, 387
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Migration patterns affect migrant children’s living arrangements. Landale and others (2011) show that circular migration decreases the stability of households. Upon arrival in the country of destination, migrants face
very different household structures from what they were used to in Mexico. These new structures extend
more laterally, including co-residence with kin and nonrelatives. “Research suggests that…extended-family
arrangements are highly unstable, with considerable turnover of household members…and…that living in
an extended family may temporarily benefit Mexican children of recent immigrants by helping their parents
cope with the many challenges they face when they first arrive …. But such an arrangement is unlikely to be
stable or to contribute to children’s long-term well-being.”388
Based on EMIF Norte 2010 data, 25 percent of all Mexicans crossed the border with the help of others. This
help only refers to the actual event of border crossing and does not include support in settling down or
finding employment. Interestingly however, 38 percent of all Mexicans who come for employment received
support in crossing the border to the US. This fact provides evidence on the linkages of the expatriate population with their home countries through social networks.
In general, foreign-born Mexicans are less educated than US nationals or other Hispanics and immigrants.
Only 4.1 percent of Mexico-born immigrants aged 25 years and over have obtained a high school degree or
higher, of these, only 4.1% hold a bachelor’s degree and only 1.3 percent holds a graduate or professional
degree.389 From high school onward, females outnumber males by around 1 percentage point. Of the Mexican population of school age, 63 percent are enrolled in school. While more boys are enrolled in kindergarten to high school, with 72.8 percent male compared to 66.1 percent female, Mexican girls and young
women make up the majority of college and graduate students, with 33.2 percent female compared to 26.4
percent male (Table 18: Schooling and Educational Characteristics of the Foreign-born Mexican Population
in the US annexed). But, based on data from the US Current Population Survey, graduation rates among
Mexican immigrants vary significantly when considering the age at arrival and duration of stay. Successful
integration into the US educational system is harder for migrants arriving at later ages with lower educational
achievements. The earlier the migratory experience takes place in life, the higher the probability of high
school completion.390
Reyes’ (1997) research findings imply that, over time, the educational distribution of the immigrant population is improving, because the immigrants with less education return to Mexico faster than people with
more education. Close to 65 percent of migrants have less than an elementary school education, and only
20 percent of those with no education and 36 percent of those with an elementary school education stay for
more than five years. …Immigrants “who are employed and are in high-earning occupations are more likely
to stay in the United States than those who are unemployed or are agricultural and nonmanual workers.”391
Evidence from the 2011 American Community Survey (ACS) shows that median annual earnings for individual Mexicans aged 16 years and over stood at USD 20,825 and at USD 35,818 for households.392 This is
well below income generated by other immigrants in the US. The median income of all households of the
foreign-born population is around USD 46,000 and of the native population around USD 50,500.393 Median
income among single-male headed householders – where no wife is present – is considerately higher (USD
39,461). than if headed by a single woman (USD 31,633). Of all Mexico-born immigrants, 92 percent rely on
their earnings for income. Twenty-three percent of Mexican households add benefits from food stamps or
supplemental nutrition programs to their income. Only 12 percent obtain social security relevant income,
which is the benchmark for calculating later entitlements for retirement income.
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With a poverty rate of 28.9 percent, Mexican poverty is nearly twice as high as the native US poverty rate
(15 percent) and above Hispanic poverty levels (25 percent).394, 395 Almost half of all Mexico-born immigrants
under the age of 18 years are considered poor and almost one-third of all Mexican families lives below the
poverty level. Poverty is particularly prevalent among female-headed households. Half of all households
where no husband is present–and even more female-headed households with young children–live in poverty (Table 19: Economic Characteristics of the Foreign-Born Mexican Population in the US annexed).396
Low income correlates strongly with educational level, employment, industry, and occupation. While the
native US labor force is 48 percent female, this number only stands at 35 percent for Mexican immigrants. Of
all Mexicans older than 16 years, 70 percent are employed in the civilian labor force. In the US in 2011, Mexicans had an unemployment rate of 7.1 percent. Women fare lower than male migrants with 53 percent of
all girls and women over 16 years in the civilian work force. Regarding occupation, the majority of Mexicans,
32 percent, work as service providers. Mexicans are likely employed in entertainment and food services,
16.6 percent; construction, 15.4 percent; and manufacturing, 14.4 percent. Only 9 percent hold managerial
positions, the lowest proportion among all foreign-born in the US. A gender divide is noticeable with respect to occupation. While men are predominantly employed in the field of natural resources, construction,
and maintenance at 36 percent, women work primarily in service occupations at 44. However, more female
Mexicans (11.9 percent), work in management, business, science, and art occupations (Table 19 annexed).
Individual dependence on macro-economic performance is high among Mexico-born immigrants, with 87
percent of them being salary workers working for private wage. Only 7.9 percent are self-employed, working
in their own business.
Lack of language skills and legal immigration status pose challenges to integration and development of
Mexican immigrants in the US, including successful advancement in education, employment, economic status, and access to public benefits and health care. Low economic status and limited access to credit further
challenge the opportunity to acquire financial assets. All factors combined leave Mexican immigrants in very
precarious living conditions while residing in the US, irrespective of legal status.

394 Pew Hispanic Center. 2012: 2
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9.	 IMPACT ASSESSMENT

T

he developmental contribution of migratory movements of Mexicans to the US to human development
in Mexico needs to be assessed within the context of the prevailing national realities and the patterns
these migratory movements have adopted over time along the corridor.
The impact will be assessed based on the selected indicators representing the five freedoms as described
by Amartya Sen that directly or indirectly affect the lives people have reason to value. The direction and
degree of the impact are expected to be influenced by the conditions prevailing in the countries of origin
and destination. Perceived and actual costs of migration – social, human, and financial – are determined by
several factors that will be measured and at different stages and locations in the migration cycle, such as
settlement and return. The scope of the developmental contribution is expected to vary by impact level
and channel. The analysis will focus on the various direct and indirect enablers of development, including
emigration, immigration and return migration, the sending of remittances, the organization of the diaspora,
and/or changing incentives.
In line with the conceptualization of the theoretical framework, the impact of Mexican-US migration on
human development will be examined at the aggregate level in Mexico, as the sending country, and where
data sources or secondary analysis allow at the household level. The institutional and socio-economic environments migrants live in affect the opportunities they have and thus the functionings they can exercise.
Those who are left behind can be directly affected by the migration of a household or community member
or feel spillover effects due to someone else’s movement. The estimation of the link between migration
and the identified indicators for freedom will present a challenge, because of the possibility of unobserved
factors, which might influence the decision to migrate in the first place, and therefore might have an impact
on the investigated functionings.

9.1. THE IMPACT ON POLITICAL FREEDOMS
As described in the conceptual chapter, political freedoms refer to civil rights and include the opportunities
people have to raise a political voice in everyday life, to engage in critical scrutiny and in political campaigns.
They further allow for participation in democratic processes, representation in governmental decision-making, criticizing the government and its representatives, and supporting non-conforming political perspectives. With political freedoms, people are capable of political expression and freedom of speech.397
Political functionings in the country of origin that are affected by Mexican migration to the US include different forms of direct and indirect cross-border participation in Mexican political life, affairs and democratization as well as transnational political activity, mobilization and democratization. The national political context
and geopolitical environment along the Mexican-US corridor reflect political asymmetries between these
two countries that condition the multilevel institutional processes, structures, and forces in which migration
acts and exercises its impact.398 “This environment includes not only political institutions in the sending and
receiving country, but also global norms and institutions and networks of other nonstate actors… including
the Mexican diaspora….”399
In 1996, Mexico allowed for dual citizenship for Mexicans abroad. While this provision did not yet include
voting rights for emigrants, legislation for dual citizenship recognized the Mexican diaspora as powerful
actors in national affairs. “The creation of distinctions on the basis of citizenship and the approval of…
amendments to the Mexican constitution permitting dual nationality have unleashed a stampede toward
naturalization by millions of Mexican immigrants…in the US…a move that will further strengthen the trend
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toward long-term settlement and integration…and generate additional future immigration as newly naturalized immigrants acquire rights to sponsor the entry of their relatives.”400
To strengthen the connection with the country migrants left behind and to provide incentive for increased
political engagement, the Mexican government eventually institutionalized the right for absentee voting
in home country affairs. Since 2005, absent political participation in Mexican elections is granted through
the General Law of Electoral Institutions and Procedures (Código Federal de Instituciones y Procedimientos Electorales), detailing voting procedures for Mexicans living abroad from a human rights perspective.
Mexicans older than eighteen years who live abroad may participate in presidential elections and vote
for the Senate and the Federal government. The National Electoral Institute (Instituto Nacional Electoral
[INE]) supports the political registration process in Mexico. In May 2014, the 2005 legislation was revised
to facilitate electoral participation to a wider emigrant population by providing the possibility of receiving
electoral credentials outside of Mexico. Since then, voting credentials can be issued at Mexican embassies
or consulates in the country of residence and votes can be cast by postal service, electronically, or in person
at local embassies or consulates.401 Collaboration between Mexico and the United States aims at facilitating
political involvement and organization. With respect to absentee voting it must be noted that for Mexico “it
has become an important test of whether the government and the political parties are willing and able to
grant a political voice to the population that sent home some $20 billion in remittances last year.”402 Voting
by Mexicans in the US can be understood as a means to exercise political influence in Mexico. The US provides Mexico with means and actual space for reaching their Mexican diaspora in the US.
In Mexico’s 2012 presidential election only 59,115 migrants were registered in the electoral lists. 40,737 migrants residing in 91 countries voted. The number of registered voters abroad had augmented by 44 percent
and the actual number of migrants voting had increased by 24.8 percent compared to the election in 2006,
when voting rights were institutionalized.403 Considering the large number of Mexicans emigrants eligible to
vote under the regulations, the number of Mexicans who sought absentee ballots for the presidential election was very low. With a Mexican adult population in the US of more than 10 million, at least three million
would have been eligible to register and cast an absentee vote. However, less than two percent of Mexicans
in the US who were eligible for political participation registered and cast their vote.
Research by the Pew Hispanic Center found that the primary reasons for this low turnout were unawareness
among Mexican migrants about national elections and the changes in legislation, together with insufficient
information about the requirements for voter registration. Despite close links to the home country and the
families left behind, Mexican migrants in the US tend to have a negative view on home country political affairs and institutions, lowering the incentives for actual participation.404 “Just as migrants have awakened to
their political potential in the United States, they have become less tolerant of the deficiencies of the Mexican political system, which ultimately is responsible for the social and economic conditions that led them to
emigrate in the first place.”405
Another indicator reflecting political freedoms affected by migration refers to cross-border election campaigning. Current events and the overall political environment in the US exercise major influences on the
political activity of Mexican migrants in the US. Lobbying of Mexican politicians for their agenda considers
such conditions. The Mexican diaspora in the US significantly supports political parties back home by providing financial and human resources to their campaigns.
Migrants engage in diaspora politics toward the institutionalization of their status as foreign residents who
are economically, socially, and politically involved in their country of origin, often through unofficial channels.
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In line with an unparalleled rise in naturalization since the late 1960s, spurred by the provision for dual citizenship and anti-immigrant movements in US politics has mobilized new Mexicans voters. Once politically
organized, migrants have started expressing their frustrations about political affairs in their countries of
origin and destination. Such mobilized disappointment gave rise to new transnational political movements.
“Authorities in both countries now face a newly mobilized population of Mexicans who operate in a sphere
beyond the full control of government, simultaneously working to defend their rights in the United States
and helping to bring about political change in Mexico.”406
Mexican political institutions or international organizations such as the Mexican Network of Leaders and
Migrant Organizations (Red Mexicana de Líderes y Organizaciones Migrantes) and the International Organization for Migration (IOM) provide further channels for Mexicans in the US to indirectly participate in political
life back home, as well as directly participate in US affairs. With various actors in the US, the Mexican Network provides a platform to introduce the voices of Mexican migrant communities into political dialogue and
debate. Through the organization of debates and rallies, the network further allows for migrants’ formal and
informal involvement in addressing economic, social and political injustices and inequalities at home, which
shows that political activity and mobilization does not stop at the national border.407 Economic realities in
Mexico and opinions about national political performance affect the political attitude and participation of
Mexicans in the US. By extending attitudes and mindsets acquired in the host country, Mexican migrants in
the US act as agents of democracy either through networks of information, facilitated through hometown
associations and diaspora organizations, or communicating with friends and families left behind or upon
return.
Migration as such and individual migrants themselves act as diffusors of democratic attitudes and behavior,
both while away and upon return.408 Analysis by Pérez-Armendáriz and Crow (2009) based on survey data
collected in 2006 show that Mexican-US migration affects the political attitude and participation of Mexicans living in Mexico. Not only having engaged in migration oneself, but also knowing someone who has
migrated to the US, makes Mexicans in Mexico more tolerant to differing political views and less satisfied
with democracy in Mexico. Mexicans who lived abroad trust less in Mexico’s observance of rights compared
to those who had never left the country. Individual democratic participation, including organized protest,
non-electoral political participation, and participation in political organizations is higher among Mexicans
who have lived in the US or among family members and friends of migrants. The fact of living in a region of
high migration intensity has a positive impact on political participation.
Upon return, migrants act as change agents, contributing with organizational and political capacity to political development in the country of origin. Spilimbergo (2009) presented similar conclusions on the positive
impact of returning migrants who enjoyed education in democratic countries abroad in acting as democratic
change agents at home.409
However, political participation after return might have less impact than it could have due to the fact that
returning migrants are not representative of the entire migrant population that has left for the US. As stipulated earlier, returning migrants are often those with lower education levels, who have not achieved the
successful integration in the host country’s labor and civil life, or who have simply stayed too short a time to
learn from the political environment in the country of destination.410
In conclusion, it should be noted that migration affects political freedoms in various ways. Migratory movements have a great potential for political participation. While on the one hand out-migration can lower
motivation to internally engage in political change, Mexicans can choose to make their voice heard abroad,
through their support to political parties and action back home. Large influence lies in the capacity to
“contribute to the diffusion of democratic values and norms, be it directly, through return migration and
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contacts with relatives, or indirectly, through their belonging to social networks connecting diasporas and
home-country populations.”411 But, due to the non-random character of migration, emigration affects the
national population composition in various dimensions, including education and ethnicity, which in turn
might have an effect on democracy at home.412
Although migration as such is not a principal parameter for transnationality of political practices, migrants
engage through various forms and different channels in political affairs back home.413 The notion of transnationalism thus needs to be strengthened in the countries of origin and destination as a means to recognize
the contribution of the diaspora to political life back home and to foster political rights to Mexicans living
abroad. Migration presents a great potential for political participation, in terms of exit options and alternative safety nets through remittances, political empowerment while abroad as well as direct political support
and lobbying. Because migrants are involved in political affairs back home, political freedoms are expanded
by the opportunity to contribute to political life in Mexico and to foster political rights of Mexicans living
abroad.414

9.2. THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF MIGRATION
Economic facilities provide the basis for income and credit access for migrant populations. It is assumed that
income and wealth of a country increases with advances in economic development, which in turn would be
reflected in an improvement of the economic privileges of an individual or the population at large. Distributional structures need to be considered when investigating the link between national income and wealth, as
well as individual or household economic privileges.415 The individual migrant should have the freedom to
decide how and when to utilize economic resources, be it for the purpose of consumption, production, or
exchange. Migrants’ economic power depends on the actual owned or accessible resources of the individual
or household as well as the macro economic conditions of exchange.
As stated in the context analysis, remittances sent from Mexican migrants in the US increased by 511 percent between 1995 and 2012, from USD 3,672,726,200 to USD 22,445,754,700, at an annual growth rate
between 0.10 and 54.25 percent. Financial flows peaked in 2007, with a total of over USD 26 billion recorded.
However, in the two years following the great recession in the US that began in 2007, remittance transfers
struggled. Since 2009, remittances have recovered, but still not to the levels where they stood before (Table
7 annexed).
Among developing countries, Mexico ranks among the top five recipients of remittances, with levels very
close to India, China, and the Philippines. However, when calculating the share of remittances for GDP of the
country or per capita a different image emerges.416 While for some countries, remittances account for more
than ten percent of their GDP, Mexico does not receive a large part of its GDP from remittances. In 2012,
migrants’ financial transfers made up 1.97 percent of the national GDP. Remittances’ highest share of GDP,
of around 2.5 percent, occurred from 2004 to 2009, with its peak at 2.6 percent in 2006. Mexico’s GDP has
been increasing over the past years. Compared to an increase of 511 percent for remittances from 1995 to
2011, GDP increased by 268 percent and GDP per capita by 196 percent (Table 20 Gross Domestic Product
and Annual Share of Remittances annexed).
But, remittances play a major role in providing foreign exchange to Mexico, bringing the advantage of being
stable and not carrying credit debt. Even though remittances only account for around 2 percent of Mexico’s
GDP, as table 21 and 22 elucidate, the amount of remittances sent every year supersedes proceeds stemming from Official Development Assistance (ODA) and Foreign Direct Investment (FDI). In 2010, remittances
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were the second highest source for Mexican foreign exchange after revenues from petroleum export.417
Remittances’ proportion of Gross National Income (GNI) has doubled in the past years. In 2006, remittances
accounted for 2.75 percent of GNI and affected macroeconomic stability, even though on a lower scale.

Table 21

Share of Remittances

Year

Remittances share
of GNI

Remittances Share
of Net ODA

Remittances share
of FDI

Remittances Share
of Exports

1995

1.23%

956.09%

43.86%

1.71%

1996

1.21%

1482.88%

53.82%

1.69%

1997

1.14%

4879.48%

40.05%

1.79%

1998

1.26%

29459.90%

67.20%

1.92%

1999

1.15%

16438.26%

77.42%

2.57%

2000

1.06%

-11375.46%

80.45%

2.20%

2001

1.33%

7535.17%

111.16%

2.54%

2002

1.40%

7842.15%

124.44%

6.09%

2003

2.20%

12294.88%

197.48%

9.19%

2004

2.45%

16980.13%

226.15%

9.75%

2005

2.61%

12016.99%

258.38%

10.12%

2006

2.75%

9475.87%

306.67%

10.23%

2007

2.57%

22981.58%

317.64%

9.58%

2008

2.34%

16859.99%

347.45%

8.59%

2009

2.46%

11550.65%

361.12%

9.28%

2010

2.09%

4522.45%

362.80%

7.15%

2011

2.00%

2584.52%

378.91%

6.52%

Source: United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs: National Accounts Main Aggregate Database and
Secretaría de Economía: Dirección General de Inversión Extranjera and Secretaría de Economía with data from Banco
de México

417 Consejo Nacional de Población. 2012
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Table 22

Annual Percent Change of Macro-economic Variables

Remittances
annual percent change
1995

GNI annual percent
change

Net ODA annual percent
change

FDI annual
percent
change

Exports annual percent
change

-33.11%

-9.43%

-21.34%

13.95%

1996

15.00%

16.68%

-25.85%

-6.29%

16.66%

1997

15.18%

21.91%

-65.00%

54.76%

8.85%

1998

15.66%

4.99%

-80.84%

-31.06%

7.57%

1999

5.02%

14.81%

88.22%

-8.84%

-21.53%

2000

11.22%

21.06%

-260.72%

7.04%

29.84%

2001

35.34%

7.37%

-304.31%

-2.06%

17.25%

2002

10.33%

4.64%

6.01%

-1.44%

-53.93%

2003

54.25%

-1.52%

-1.61%

-2.80%

2.31%

2004

21.09%

8.74%

-12.32%

5.74%

14.10%

2005

18.31%

11.12%

67.17%

3.55%

13.95%

2006

17.88%

11.90%

49.50%

-0.68%

16.66%

2007

1.92%

8.97%

-57.97%

-1.60%

8.85%

2008

-3.51%

6.12%

31.53%

-11.79%

7.57%

2009

-15.27%

-19.46%

23.68%

-18.47%

-21.53%

2010

-0.01%

17.64%

155.38%

-0.47%

29.84%

2011

7.04%

11.68%

87.29%

2.49%

17.25%

Source: United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs: National Accounts Main Aggregate Database and
Secretaría de Economía: Dirección General de Inversión Extranjera and Secretaría de Economía with data from Banco
de México

Figure 35 shows that in the years prior to the economic crisis, average remittances increased when US GDP
declined and vice versa. The economic crisis in the US discouraged migrant employment and thus their earnings and capacity to send remittances back to Mexico. For three years, starting in 2007, both US GDP and
Mexican remittances declined significantly. Since then a recovery can be seen in both indicators.
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Figure 35 US Gross Domestic Product and Remittances Percent Change
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Source: World Bank GDP data for the US and Banco de Mexico: Balanza de Pagos. Ingresos por Remesas, 1995 to 2013

Figure 36 shows that the proportion of remittances to US GDP increases when GDP growth in the US declines, which means that remittances from the US to Mexico follow countercyclical behavior. Despite hidden
economic and political intricacies, such as monetary devaluations and adjustment policies, the correlation
between US economic growth and remittances stands out clearly.

Figure 36 Counter-cyclical Character of Remittances and US Gross Domestic Product
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Source: World Bank GDP data for the USA and Banco de Mexico: Balanza de Pagos. Ingresos por Remesas, 1995 to 2013
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As stated in the economic context analysis, there is a high degree of economic integration between Mexico
and the US, which leads the Mexican economy to become vulnerable to US business cycles, including the
migratory channel of remittances. There seems to be a smoothing effect of remittances on macroeconomic
fluctuations of business cycles and on macro- and microeconomic stability in the country of origin, concluding a positive correlation between remittances and the position of the sending countries’ business cycles.
“Historically, remittances have tended to rise in times of economic downturns, financial crises, and natural
disasters because migrants living abroad send more money to help their families back home.”418
In the case of Mexico and the US “the synchronization of the two economies limits the possibility that remittances could become a mechanism for smoothing the business cycle fluctuations in the short run…and …
would not necessarily work as a countercyclical mechanism.”419 Remittances correlate strongly with the actual number of the Mexico-born population in the US. In years when migrants stock is down, so is the number
of actual transactions being sent, and with increases in the Mexican migrant population, transactions peak.
The actual amount of remittances sent back also reflects the consequences of economic integration and the
impact the great recession in the USA had on migrants’ financial opportunities as well as the decrease in
migrant stock and simultaneous increase in voluntary and involuntary return migration.

Figure 37

Mexican Gross Domestic Product and Total Remittances Received
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Source: Banco de Mexico: Balanza de Pagos. Ingresos por Remesas, 1995 to 2013 and United Nations, Department of
Economic and Social Affairs. National Accounts Main Aggregate Database.

The similarity in the course of Mexican macroeconomic variables, such as growth in GDP and the total
amount of remittances received in Mexico, displays the pro-cyclical nature of this relationship, with remittances increasing when Mexico’s economy expands and decreasing with recessive economic performance.420 Remittances account for around ten percent of GDP in some federal states. Mendoza Cota (2012)
analyzed the link between remittances and GDP performance at the state level.421 Mendoza Cota provides
evidence of a pro-cyclical relation between financial remittances and the economic activity in Mexico. It
stood out clearly that “the coefficient of the cyclical component of the GDP showed a positive correlation
418
419
420
421
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with the coefficient of remittances and was statistically significant when it was estimated with migration and
the Mexican per capita GDP.… When substituting the cyclical component of remittances as a dependent
variable and including the stocks of Mexican migrants in the US, the cyclical component of the Mexican GDP
showed a positive and statistically significant coefficient.”422
Foreign direct investment from Mexicans in the US into Mexico has a great potential. The Mexican diaspora
in the US exercises a critical role in the allocation of capital. While migrants invest directly in initiatives and
programs in Mexico, non-Mexicans learn of such initiatives and the value of investment and thus may be
persuaded to invest as well. The cost of information and transaction can significantly be reduced through an
engaged diaspora network, which in turn has a positive effect on financial investment. “It is notable that FDI
is the only inward flow of foreign exchange to …Mexico…that consistently surpasses remittances (although
less stable).”423
Enabling migrants to connect to their home countries and societies, the diaspora lays the foundation for
cross-border investments. Migrants offer rich knowledge and high familiarity with local commodities and
services, thus reducing the lack of information on the perspective of the potential investor. “The reduction
in information asymmetries works through two channels. First, migrant communities in destination countries
can provide investors with information about their homeland – information regarding the tastes of consumers in their country of origin – that can influence the decision of investors to invest. Second, diaspora
networks can have an indirect effect on investment because they may have knowledge about investment
opportunities, information about regulations and procedures, or familiarity with language and customs that
can decrease the transaction cost associated with cross-border investment.”424 Leblang (2010) generated
evidence that showed that diaspora networks do have a “positive and statistically significant effect on portfolio investment,…which…means that increasing the migrant stock from a destination in a source country by
1% results in 0.2% increase in portfolio investment.”425
Further, at the macro level “migrant remittances increase domestic savings as well as improve financial intermediation, which can improve growth prospects. Evidence… suggests that remittances increase the accumulation of assets in farm equipment, promote self-employment and increase small business investment in
migrant-sending areas.”426 There is a weak but positive correlation between migration status five years prior
to the census and ownership of dwelling.
Remittance flows can serve as “innovative financing mechanisms …for development projects such as low-income housing or water supply. Factoring the remittance inflows correctly into macroeconomic analysis is
also likely to improve remittance-receiving countries’ credit rating and external debt sustainability.”427 At the
macro level, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) has included remittance inflows in its Debt Sustainability
Framework and Measure of Creditworthiness since 2009, which allows countries with high levels of a formal
inflow of remittances to borrow more money than they otherwise could, and thus carry a higher debt level.
Since remittances in Mexico only account for 2.0 percent of the nation’s GDP, there is no actual effect
in terms of internationally recognized creditworthiness. However, structured financed techniques at the
macro level of the international capital markets include remittance securitization. The securitization deal428
in Mexico from 1994 including international remittances was one of the first major deals to take place.
Through this technique, Mexico…raised about $2.3 billion during 1994-2000.…As electronic transfers became more widespread, it was easier to track complex transactions, and remittances securitization gave way

422 Mendoza Cota. 2012: 95
423 Newland and Plaza. 2013: 5
424 Leblang. 2010: 585
425 Leblang. 2010: 590
426 Ratha et al. 2011: 5
427 Ratha. 2013
428 The World Bank describes securitization of remittance as the process of a borrowing entity pledging future remittance receivables to an offshore special purpose vehicle, which issues the debt.
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Figure 38
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Source: Banco de Mexico: Balanza de pagos. Ingresos por Remesas, 1995 to 2013

to securitization of diversified payment rights (DPRs), including migrant remittances.”429 From 2000 to 2004
Mexico raised another 24 percent of a total of USD 10.4 billion through securitization of DPRs.430
Because remittances constitute extra income for the migrant households in the sending country and increase their purchasing power, they are expected to increase the demand for domestically and internationally produced goods and services. Also, Mexico-born migrants are in a position to connect producers
and consumers of goods and services along the Mexico-US corridor. Nostalgia for Mexican products in the
US often introduces new products to the host market and society, which stimulates the import of Mexican
goods, nurturing local production and bilateral trade.431 Evidence from Head and Ries shows a strong positive correlation between the migrant population residing in a country of destination and trade relations to
the country of migrants’ origin. A general postulation is that a rise of 10 percent of a given migrant population results in a 3.0 percent increase in imports from that country and a 1.0 percent export to it.432 Mexico’s
trade balance is affected by increases in imports and reductions of exports, thus broadening the trade
balances. Considering remittances as a proxy for the total migrant population in the US, Figure 38 displays
the trend for remittances and Mexican trade balance as a proportion of GDP. The result shows that the trade
deficit widens: the surplus narrows as remittances’ share of GDP increase, which results in increases for net
receipts, economic activity, and consumption.433

429
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Mexico’s 2009 Survey of Demographic Dynamics (Encuesta Nacional de la Dinámica Demográfica) counted
a total of 29,074,332 households in Mexico. In 1,357,030 households, representing 4.5 percent of that total,
an average of 1.24 household members resided in the US. Traditional migration patterns become apparent
when looking at migrant-household distribution across the country. Michoacán de Ocampo (12.4 percent)
and Hidalgo (10 percent), two states with long-standing migration experience, rank highest in terms of
percentage of migrant households among their population and in terms of average number of members
abroad.

Table 23 Percentage Distribution of Mexican Migrant Households
and Average Number of Migrants
Federal State

Percentage of Migrant
Households

Average Number of Migrants
per Household

United States of Mexico

4.5%

1.24

Michoacán de Ocampo

12.5%

1.28

Hidalgo

10.0%

1.25

Zacatecas

8.8%

1.31

Guanajuato

8.7%

1.25

Guerrero

7.6%

1.24

Querétaro

7.6%

1.27

Oaxaca

6.7%

1.26

Aguascalientes

5.9%

1.19

Durango

5.9%

1.17

Jalisco

5.8%

1.20

Others

3.1%

1.23

Source: INEGI. Encuesta Nacional de la Dinámica Demográfica. 2009

Based on data from Mexico’s ENIGH, 4.7 percent of all Mexican households received remittances in 2010,
the lowest since 1994. Compared to other countries in Latin America this number is very low. For instance,
17 percent of all households in El Salvador receive remittances from the US, 15 percent in Nicaragua, and 11
percent in the Dominican Republic, Guatemala, and Honduras.434

434 Consejo Nacional de Población. 2008b: 81
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Table 24 Remittance-receiving Households
Number of Households
Total Number of Remittance-receiving
Households
Year

Number of
Households

Absolute

Percentage

Annual Amount of
Total Remittances (in
Million USD)

1992

18,536,267

692,676

3.74

1,463,646

1994

19,692,850

649,365

3.30

1,390,082

1996

20,510,639

1,088,035

5.30

2,088,775

1998

22,205,926

1,147,590

5.17

2,393,030

2000

23,667,479

1,257,606

5.31

3,775,341

2002

24,531,631

1,396,113

5.69

3,609,246

2004

25,561,447

1,423,548

5.57

4,181,284

2005

25,710,321

1,531,858

5.96

3,814,762

2006

26,541,327

1,858,758

7.00

5,763,411

2008

26,732,594

1,583,292

5.92

3,526,499

2010

29,074,332

1,357,030

4.67

3,033,099

Source: CONAPO estimates based on INEGI, Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares, 1992, 1994, 1996,
1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2008 y 2010.

Mexico is predominantly urban. Seventy-nine percent of all households live in localities with more than 2,500
inhabitants. However, only 3.6 percent of these households receive remittances, compared to 8.5 percent of
households from localities with fewer than 2,500 inhabitants. In 2006, 14.81 percent of all households from
smaller areas received transfers from emigrants in the US. In 2010, average remittances received by smaller
localities were only a third of those received in larger areas, and only accounted for 42 percent of the total
amount received. With net migration falling to or even below zero in Mexico, it is predominantly the rural
areas feeling the effect of reduced remittance transfers. The unequal distribution of remittances among
communities and household members affects the relative income distribution within a certain region or
household, reinforcing inequalities.
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Table 25 Percentage of Remittance-receiving Households with Migrants in the US
by Locality
Locality with Less than 2,500 Inhabitants

Year

Households

Remittance-receiving
Households

Total
Amount of
Remittances
(in Million
USD)

4,347,113

271,480

23.45%

Locality with More than 2,500 Inhabitants

Households

Remittance-receiving
Households

Total
Amount of
Remittances
(in Million
USD)

495,778

14,189,154

421,196

967,868

6.25%

33.87%

76.55%

2.97%

66.13%

4,637,986

343,860

635,049

15,054,864

305,505

755,033

23.55%

7.41%

45.68%

76.45%

2.03%

54.32%

4,592,350

479,001

747,638

15,918,289

609,034

1,341,137

22.39%

10.43%

35.79%

77.61%

3.83%

64.21%

5,117,972

529,034

905,015

17,087,954

618,556

1,488,015

23.05%

10.34%

37.82%

76.95%

3.62%

62.18%

5,396,627

533,173

1,074,780

18,270,852

724,433

2,700,561

22.80%

9.88%

28.47%

77.20%

3.96%

71.53%

5,772,182

732,920

1,742,541

18,759,449

663,193

1,866,704

23.53%

12.70%

48.28%

76.47%

3.54%

51.72%

5,751,578

707,582

1,713,296

19,809,869

715,966

2,467,989

22.50%

12.30%

40.98%

77.50%

3.61%

59.02%

5,688,446

774,288

1,698,073

20,021,875

757,570

2,116,690

22.13%

13.61%

44.51%

77.87%

3.78%

55.49%

5,856,070

867,232

2,705,394

20,685,257

991,526

3,058,017

22.06%

14.81%

46.94%

77.94%

4.79%

53.06%

5,522,313

650,085

1,350,401

21,210,281

933,207

2,176,098

20.66%

11.77%

38.29%

79.34%

4.40%

61.71%

6,212,906

585,461

1,170,172

22,861,426

771,569

1,862,926

21.37%

8.53%

42.17%

78.63%

3.62%

57.83%

1992

1994

1996

1998

2000

2002

2004

2005

2006

2008

2010

Source: CONAPO estimates based INEGI, Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares, 1992, 1994, 1996,
1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2008 y 2010.
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The total amount of 2012 remittances of USD 22,445,754,700 and average remittance transferred of USD
313.40 was very high. The average annual household income from remittances stands at USD 4,063. However, the overall low number of remittance-receiving households reduces the per capita income from remittances to USD 190 annually. Based on these low levels of remittance, it is expected that remittances
in Mexico have a less significant macro-economic effect than in other Central American countries where,
economies display higher dependence, and at the micro-economic level a higher proportion of households
depends on the transfer of remittances from emigrants abroad.
Based on 2013 data from the Mexican National Council for the Evaluation of Social Development Policy
(CONEVAL), 52 million people lived in poverty in Mexico in 2010, which accounts for 46.2 percent of the
total population. While 35.8 percent live in modest poverty, 10.4 percent of the total population, almost 12
million people, lives in extreme poverty.435 At the level of the nation state remittances have a very low impact
on poverty reduction. Remittances contribute by only 1.3 percent to national poverty reduction and income
inequality.436 The impact of remittances on individual or household consumption and investment is a largely
debated issue. While the positive character of remittances with respect to national poverty reduction should
not be overestimated, remittances affect the overall living conditions and standards of the households that
receive them.437
Regional incidences of poverty vary from 78.4 percent of the regional population in Chiapas, 67.4 percent
in Guerrero, and 67.2 percent in Oaxaca to 28.7 percent of the population in Distrito Federal, 21.1 percent
in Nuevo León, and 27.9 percent in Coachuila. Table 26 shows that remittances’ share of GDP at the state
level varies enormously. States with large migration population abroad have a higher share of remittances
in the state GDP.438 In 2012, the economic impact of remittances accounted for as much as 15.2 percent of
GDP in Guerrero, 9,9 percent in Michoacán, 9.0 percent in Oaxaca, and 7.0 percent in Zacatecas. In other
states, although financial transfers do not account for a large share of regional GDP, a large amount of total
remittances is received with a high per capita receipt. This is the case in México with USD 1,883 million at
2.11 percent of GDP, Puebla with USD 1,403 million at 4.36 percent, Veracruz with USD 1,176 million at 2.29
percent and Distrito Federal with USD 1,013 million at 0.61 percent. At the same time, two large regions do
not experience a significant economic impact from remittances. In the federal states around the northern
border as well as the peninsula of Yucatan, the effect of remittances on regional GDP varies between 0.47
and 1.7 percent.

435
436
437
438
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Table 26 Poverty, Remittances and Share of Gross Domestic Product in Mexico, 2012
Federal State

Remittances
(in Million USD)

Remittances Share
of GDP

Proportion of Population
Living in Poverty

Aguascalientes

332.7

3.11%

38.2%

Baja California

464.9

1.61%

32.1%

Baja California Sur

41.4

0.56%

30.9%

Campeche

55.6

0.12%

50.0%

Coahuila

283.5

0.86%

27.9%

Colima

180.2

3.13%

34.7%

Chiapas

572.7

3.26%

78.4%

Chihuahua

466.8

1.73%

39.2%

Distrito Federal

1013.6

0.61%

28.7%

431.1

3.71%

51.3%

Guanajuato

1563.8

4.09%

48.5%

Guerrero

2138.3

15.17%

67.4%

Hidalgo

1231

7.92%

54.8%

Jalisco

721.5

1.18%

36.9%

México

1883.5

2.11%

42.9%

Michoacán

2209.4

9.93%

54.7%

Morelos

561.3

4.8%

43.6%

Nayarit

339.5

5.52%

41.2%

340

0.47%

21.1%

Oaxaca

1366.2

9.01%

67.2%

Puebla

1403.2

4.36%

61.0%

Querétaro

378.6

1.91%

41.4%

Quintana Roo

93.3

0.62%

34.5%

San Luis Potosí

738.7

3.86%

52.3%

Sinaloa

501.2

2.5%

36.5%

Sonora

326.8

1.15%

33.8%

Tabasco

111.3

0.34%

57.2%

Tamaulipas

485.5

1.6%

39.4%

Tlaxcala

253.2

4.68%

60.4%

Veracruz

1176

2.29%

58.3%

Yucatán

119.2

0.84%

47.9%

Zacatecas

654.5

7.01%

60.2%

Durango

Nuevo León

Source: National Accounts from Banco de Mexico and INEGI’s Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares
2010.
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Figure 39
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Source: National Accounts from Banco de Mexico and Insituto Nacional de Estadistica y Geografia and INEGI’s Encuesta
Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares 2010.

With respect to the link between remittances and poverty at the federal level, considerable differences
exist. Figure 39 shows a negative correlation between remittance share of GDP and the proportion of the
population living in poverty. In federal states with larger proportions of poor people, remittances exercise a
larger contribution to regional GDP.
This finding holds true when studying the socio-economic character of remittances at the state level, as well
as when considering per capita as a function of the degree of marginalization. In federal states with a very
high degree of marginalization, remittances account for up to 9.4 percent of regional GDP and reach up to
USD 329 per capita. In federal states of moderate marginalization, remittances make up around 5 percent of
regional GDP and around USD 240 per capita. Lastly, in federal states with low or very low levels of marginalization, remittances’ share of regional GDP stands between 2.1 percent and 0.7 percent, respectively, and
at USD 152 and USD 90 per capita.439 CONAPO observed a similar effect when looking at regional economic
growth and its relation with remittances per capita and their share of GDP: in states with low levels of economic growth, remittances account for a higher share of GDP and have a higher per capita value.
Further, elasticity of remittances varies greatly across federal states. Poverty sensitivity toward international
remittances is largest in the West-Center region, with high migration rates and lowest in the South-Southwest region with low out-migration. “Other things being equal, a 10-percent increase in international remittances reduces poverty by 1.7 percent in the West-Center…, compared with only 0.13 percent in the
South-Southwest. Based on the headcount measure, poverty decreases by 0.93 percent in the West-Center,
but there is no change in poverty in the South-Southwest.”440

439 Consejo Nacional de Población. 2008b: 94
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It can thus be concluded that the federal states of lesser economic development and higher incidences of
poverty coupled with higher migration intensity experience the largest socio-economic effects of remittances. This relationship reflects the dependency of those federal states on remittances, at the state and household level. However, these findings suggest that remittances don’t exercise an overall significant impact on
economic development at the national level in Mexico, since large amounts of remittances producing high
shares of GDP do not seem to guarantee advancements in macro level development. As displayed, remittances flow predominantly to the marginalized and less developed regions of Mexico that at the same time
witness higher levels of economic stagnation and higher levels of poverty and marginalization.441
Data from the National Survey on Household Income and Enpenditure (ENIGH) 442 allowed an economic
impact assessment at the household level. In 2010, average annual household income from remittances was
USD 2,235, accounting for 27 percent of total income and as much as 34.9 percent of total monetary income.
This distribution is even higher for households from small localities. There, an average annual household
income from remittances of USD 1,999 made up 38.8 percent of all monetary income of a household (Table
27 annexed). At the household level the importance of remittances as a contributor to income becomes apparent. With 27 percent of all monetary income provided by remittances, remittance transfers come second
after income households received from actual work remuneration of household members. Net monetary
income accounts for 22.7 percent. In rural areas, remittance amounts exceed remuneration: 30 percent of
monetary income is received from Mexicans abroad, which further stimulates financial dependency (Table
28 annexed).
For 80 percent of all remittance-receiving households, remittances don’t account for more than 50 percent
of household income. Of those households, the majority, 53.7 percent, secures less than 25 percent of their
current annual income through remittances, followed by a large group of 25.4 percent whose income is
generated from 25 to 50 percent by remittances. Only 20 percent of households depend on remittances for
more than 50 percent of their household income. Overall household distribution along remittance strata is
similar between less and more populated areas, Those that cover more than 50 percent of their income with
remittances make up 29.1 percent of households from localities with less than 2,500 inhabitants compared
to 22.5 percent of households from localities with more than 2,500 inhabitants (Table 29 annexed).
International movements carry a cost. Especially for pioneering migrants this cost can be very high. It is
thus assumed that migrants tend to originate from higher income households that can afford the initial investment. Remittances that act as additional income for the households left behind often reinforce existing
income inequalities in the regions of origin at the beginning of engaging in international movements. It has
been found that “migrant remittances had an unequalizing effect in the income distribution in a Mexican
village that recently had begun to send migrants to the United States, but an equalizing effect on another
village that had a long history of participating in Mexico-to-U.S. migration.”443 After some time, migrant
networks will be established and labor markets in the US opened, which diffuses the access to migration
downward, so that the unequalizing impact of remittances by pioneer migrants can be reduced or even
reversed. Migration thus has varying effects on poverty over time.
Research on household remittances, inequality and poverty by Taylor and others (2005) investigate the
impact of migration and remittances on rural households’ income distribution and poverty by applying Gini
coefficient and poverty decomposition techniques based on data from the Mexican National Rural Household Survey (Encuesta Nacional a Hogares Rurales de México or ENHRUM). Differences regarding regional
migration intensity and tradition build the basis for the assessment of the impact of remittances on poverty.
Remittances and poverty levels are unequally distributed between the different Mexican federal states. The
national Gini coefficient for international remittances at the household level is 0.95. When calculating the
Gini correlation between international remittance receipt and income ranking, this value stands at R=0.78,
which shows that “international remittances have an unequalizing effect on rural incomes; a 10-percent
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increase in remittances from migrants abroad increases the Gini coefficient by 0.3 percent.”444 However
there are stark differences when controlling for migration intensity of the region of origin. “In West-Central
Mexico, …which has the highest prevalence of international migration; remittances from international migrants have an equalizing effect on rural incomes …. There, a 10-percent increase in foreign remittances
decreases the total-income Gini by 0.3 percent. In this region, international migrant remittances represent
nearly 16 percent of per-capita total income. …By contrast, in the lowest migration region of southeastern
Mexico, international migrant remittances constitute 6 percent of per-capita total income, and both the
source Gini and the Gini correlation for this income source are high (0.98 and 0.87, respectively)..”445
Further, when calculating the impact of a 10 percent increase in remittances received by a household
from migrants abroad, the authors found that the link between remittances distribution and number of
migrant-households has the shape of an inverted U. The higher the percentage of migrant households, the
lower the Gini elasticity. Taylor and others (2005) calculated the Gini elasticity of remittances and showed
that it is positive and highest in the Southeast with 14 percent of migrant households. The Northeast region
with 20 percent of migrant households displayed lower Gini elasticity. In the region of West-Center, with 28
percent of migrant households, Gini elasticity was negative.446
When considering demographic factors of out-migration to the US with an economic impact at the national
level, the Mexican age and sex structure needs to be investigated. Changes in the sex and age structure of a
population can alter the demographic sex balance, and thus the national dependency. Large out-migration
of males compared to females and the decrease of certain age groups in the population, particularly the
productive population of working age can produce such alterations. More male migrants leave Mexico to
find employment in the US, which affects the sex and age structure in both countries: in the US there is a
larger proportion of males of working age, while the larger proportion of working age population in Mexico
is primarily female. Partida-Bush (2005) projected the contribution of natural growth, fertility, mortality,
and international migration to the demographic dividend in Mexico expected between the years 2006 and
2028.Due to changes in fertility and mortality patterns during these years, the population in working age,
between 15 and 59 years, is expected to increase by 18.2 percent. The increase in fertility and reduction in
mortality contribute almost equally to the increase by more than 12 million people. However, out-migration
has a reducing effect on the Mexican age structure and will reduce the working-age population by 1.2 million people. This effect becomes even more visible among the dependent elderly population. Between 1970
and 2000, the population older than 65 years of age has decreased by 1 million people due to international
migration. This is primarily caused by the out-migration of when these elderly people were of working age.
Improved mortality contributed to reduced fertility and contributed to a loss of 1.8 million births during the
same time.447
As displayed in Figure 40, Mexican migration to the US tends to be young, with particularly men in prime
working age and women in reproductive ages leaving Mexico. While this has a positive rejuvenating effect
on US age structure, in particular its working age population, it has an artificial aging effect on the population left behind in Mexico.
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Figure 40 Sex-Age Pyramid of Mexico-born in the US 2010
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While in the US, young Mexican migrants contribute to US higher fertility. However, given the large temporary and circular character of migration, Mexican return migration decreases the levels of mortality in the US,
which would otherwise be added if Mexicans settled in the US. Therefore, the US benefits demographically
from the stay of young migrants. Once Mexico-born migrants leave the US, this positive effect on fertility
and the working age population declines. However, given a constant influx of young migrants, this effect
continues to be felt, without carrying along its aging effect.
Based on United Nations World Fertility Data, in 2013 Mexico’s total fertility stood at 2.77 children per woman while total fertility in the US is 2.08.448 Among Mexico-born women in the US total fertility stood at 3.5
children per woman and is 30 percent higher than total fertility of US-born Mexicans. Mexican migration to
the US seems to carry positive bias with respect to fertility, which likely stems from the fact that the majority
of Mexican migrants originate from rural areas in Mexico, where fertility levels are higher than the national
average. National average fertility may thus inadequately characterize fertility patterns of immigrants. The
migration event seems to further influence the timing of fertility. Anticipating the move, migrants might
interrupt their fertility. In line with the assumption of fertility disruption/catch-up, once settled, migrants
resume their pre-migration family plans, potentially even compensating for an earlier fertility reduction.
However, consistent with classical assimilation hypotheses, in the long run, across generations in the US,

448 United Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs. 2013c
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Figure 41

Sex-Age Pyramid of US Population and Mexico-born in the US, 2010
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fertility of 2nd or 3rd generation migrants decreases, slowly moving away from fertility levels of their families
of origin, assimilating with those of the national US population.449
Figure 41 shows the demographic contribution of Mexican migration to the US sex and age structure. Mexican migrants account for 5.65 percent of the total working age population between the ages of 20 and
59 years: specifically for 6.19 percent among the male and 5.12 percent among the female working age
population. With 8.5 percent, it is the male population between 30 and 39 years that carries the largest demographic weight in the US. As stated, a minority of Mexican migrants permanently settles in the country of
destination, thus reducing the cohorts at the higher end of the age spectrum as they return home. Another
way to look at the demographic impact of young in-migration on the overall change in sex and age structure
of the US is by the superimposed sex and age pyramids of the US population between 1990 and 2010 in the
chapter of the demographic context analysis.
As Figure 42 displays, emigration significantly affects the sex and age structure of the national Mexican
population at home. The loss can be estimated based on the number of young people leaving. The actual
percentage loss of the working age population through emigration is 18.86 percent, and is largest for males
between 35 and 39 years of age.

449 Choi. 2012: 31
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Figure 42 Sex-Age Pyramid of Mexican National and Emigrant Population, 2010
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The accelerated aging process is noticeable in terms of the overall change in sex and age structure. More
striking is the impact out-migration has on the national labor force in the country of origin. The demographic
imbalances affect the labor market and reinforce existing disparities. Because Mexico displays a very male
dominant labor force, the absence of young economically active women from the labor force further fortifies
this characteristic.
When calculating the Mexican employed emigrant population in the US as a proportion of the national labor
force, it becomes clear that employed male and female Mexican migrants in the US could to a certain degree
counterbalance the loss of productive persons at home and in particular counteract the large predominance
of male employment.
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Table 30 Proportion of Mexican Employed Emigrant Population
in the US of National Labor Force
Male Proportion
of National Labor Force

Female Proportion
of National Labor Force

15 to 19

15.13%

28.92%

20 to 24

17.04%

22.41%

25 to 29

20.46%

28.06%

30 to 34

22.32%

33.68%

35 to 39

23.19%

36.24%

40 to 44

23.54%

35.05%

45 to 49

22.18%

34.13%

50 to 54

20.10%

34.23%

55 to 59

18.94%

41.59%

60 to 64

19.47%

51.97%

65 to 69

20.18%

69.47%

70 to 74

21.85%

93.60%

75 to 79

27.77%

124.76%

80+

43.87%

246.01%

Age Group

Source: Minnesota Population Center. Integrated Public Use Microdata Series. Mexico 2010 Census.
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Figure 43 Sex-Age Pyramid of Mexican Labor Force and Emigrant Population, 2010
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When added to the Mexican sex and age pyramid of the labor force, Mexico’s emigrant population holds a
large share of potential employees in the Mexican labor market (Figure 43). Based on research by Puentes
and others (2010) Mexico exported a demographic dividend to the US equal to a 49 percent of a loss in
growth of the Mexican work force.450 This estimate confirms the assumptions made in the economic context
that overall dependency will increase in Mexico. Adding emigration to the large numbers of qualified people
not participating in the labor force due to a negative absorption capacity of the Mexican labor market, this
dependency will continue to increase. Because of the absorption incapacity the remaining national labor
force cannot be adequately used, and thus reduces the demographic benefits Mexico’s young age structure
could yield. Old age dependency is also expected to continue to increase. Reductions in mortality and the
continued occurrence of Mexican migration to the US will factor greatly into the future demographic profile
that features an increased proportion of the aged in Mexico, particularly beyond the year 2050.451
Another demographic issue with an economic effect resulting from the changes in the sex and age structure
at the national and sub-national level is population decline. Due to the centralized character of migration,
some geographic regions witness more emigration than others, which in severe cases could potentially
lead to depopulation.452 This is especially the case for federal states in Mexico with a long and intense migration tradition. Although no state displays a negative population growth rate so far, Mexican 2000 and
450 Puentes et al. 2010
451 Partida-Bush. 2005: 298
452 Puentes et al. 2010: 13
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2010 census data, accessed through the Minnesota Population Center’s Integrated Public Use Microdata
Series, suggest some states display population growth rates very close to zero, including Distrito Federal
at 0.3 percent, Sinaloa at 0.09 percent, Michoacán de Ocampo at 0.9 percent, and Guerrero and Zacatecas
at 0.1 percent. At the same time, in nine Mexican federal states emigrants outnumber immigrants, and thus
display negative net migration rates. Negative net migration coupled with negative growth can have devastating demographic outcomes. Sinola ranks highest with a negative net migration balance of -1.2, followed
by Tabasco at -0.9, Distrito Federal at -0.6 and Baja California Sur at -0.4.453 However, with increased rates
of return migration and forced deportations from the US in recent years, net out-migration is expected to
decrease. While net migration increased between 1970 and 1980 from 173,000 people to 500,000 between
2000 and 2005, it is expected to decrease to 303,000 by 2050. Between 2010 and 2050, this estimation
would leave more than 800,000 Mexicans more in the country than if the net migration rate were to stay at
such high levels as they did in end of the last century.454 It might thus be that the demographic impact of
Mexican migration to the US on the sex and age structure of both countries reverses in the future.
As depicted in the context analysis, return rate is higher among the undocumented, the less educated migrants, and those employed in the agricultural sector. Returning migrants bring along financial capital, which
can constitute a source of entrepreneurial and financial assets. Returnees can contribute with remittances or
their accumulated savings to increase private consumption, investment, or the consumption of public goods
and services. Accumulated financial capital and the actual duration of stay in the country of destination,
with longer exposure to new markets and business behaviors, expand the likelihood of migrants becoming
entrepreneurs.455
A major factor determining employment and earnings upon return refers to the primary migratory motivation. Should the person have only migrated to the US for a certain period of time to accumulate enough
financial assets to return home and be in a position to buy property or housing or to have saved enough for
retirement, there might not be an incentive or a need for employment. Particularly among circular migrants,
there might not be enough time to engage in remunerated work while staying in Mexico before leaving to
the US again for the next seasonal employment. Chances of finding employment much depend on personal
characteristics and demographic factors. Employment clearly connects with a person’s age, due to its correlation with experience, strength and energy. Other factors impacting the probability of employment are
education, marital status and location.456
To investigate the effect of migration on employment upon return, 2010 Mexican census variables including
“employment status” and “earned income” were analyzed. Simple correlations show that the migration
status abroad five years prior to the census displayed a weak positive correlation with employment status at
0.23 and a negative correlation with earned income at -0.23. In this analysis, earned income in Mexico functions as a proxy indicator for employment. When conducting multiple regression analysis, migration status
five years prior to the census and employment result in a regression coefficient of 0.226 with an R-Squared
value of 0.051. When using earned income as dependent variable, the regression coefficient was -0.225 with
an R-Squared value of 0.051.
Gitter and others (2006) confirm this study’s assumption that “controlling for …personal, geographic and
demographic…factors, returned migrants are less likely to be employed. The effect is statistically significant
and amounts to a fifteen percentage lower probability of being employed.”457 Further, research by Gitter
and others (2006) explores the effect of demographic characteristics, such as age and at least secondary
school attainment, on the probability of employment. Using an instrumental variable approach, the authors
determined that when the variable of migration interacted with variables on employment, the migration
experience no longer affected the probability of employment. The underlying reasons for that could be
that the negative effect of migration for some, especially those migrants from the Border States with lower
453
454
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education and few social connections, cancels out the positive effect for other returnees, in particular those
from the Central States of Mexico with higher education and new skills. “The net result is that the migration experience does not appear to have an effect on the probability of employment when corrected for
factors… that are associated both with past migration as well as the current decision to work.”458 The same
effect holds true for earned income.459
Understanding the influence of migration on economic freedoms must distinguish between the different
levels of aggregation. While migrants’ contribution to macro-level economic development is insignificant, it
exercises a strong effect on economic performance at subnational level as well as the household level. Demographically, large out-migration of Mexican migrants in prime working ages, does exercise a large effect
on Mexican population dynamics.

9.3 SOCIAL OPPORTUNITIES AND THE EFFECT OF MIGRATION
As stated in the conceptualization of this work, social opportunities refer to the investments a country makes
and what possible benefits society provides in terms of welfare and support systems. This influences the
way in which people can live a better life, including education, health, medicine, nutrition, and recreation.
Social functionings that can be quantified within the institutional context of Mexico and are affected by international migratory movements to the US can be assessed in terms of processes and outcomes, including
financial investment and achievements; the quality of the education and health systems at the macro level;
and performance along these dimensions at the micro level.
At the national macro level, public expenditures undertaken by Mexico in the areas of health, medicine,
nutrition, and education of its population, and potential future migrant population, provide an indicator for
social and institutional opportunities. They also provide the basis of the well-being people may achieve.
Investments and improvements along these dimensions are considered developmental. Bilateral arrangements between the US and Mexico agreeing on the recognition of education, further inform this indicator.
The capacity of a state to invest in social programs correlates strongly with its economic and demographic
performance. Large out-migration of a productive working-age population might negatively affect the labor
force and thus the capacity of Mexico and its federal states to invest in social programs. Further, migration
will bring an actual loss to such public investments, because emigrating Mexicans transfer previous made
social investments to the country of destination.
Measureable functionings at the micro level that distinguish migrant households from non-migrant households include investment in schooling, such as years of schooling and better educational attainments, professional achievements, and increased income through remittances.
Based on INEGI and World Bank data on public expenditure, in 2012, Mexico’s health expenditure stood
at constant 2005 USD 1,062 per capita, accounting for six percent of total Gross Domestic Product (evenly
divided between public and private expenditure). Total health expenditures refer to the sum of public and
private health spending in proportion to the total Mexican population, including provision of preventive and
curative health services, family planning, nutrition activities, and emergency aid designated for health. Public spending on education accounted for 20 percent of all government expenditure and 5 percent of Mexico’s GDP. Total current and capital expenditure in education refers to government spending on public and
private educational institutions, administration, and subsidies for private entities. Education expenditure per
student accounted for a high proportion of GDP per capita. Expenditure per student with primary education
accounted for 15 percent of GDP per capita, secondary education for 16 percent and tertiary education for
as much as 38 percent of GDP per capita.460, 461
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Puentes and others (2010) estimated the investment implications for Mexico in terms of the cost of emigration versus the remittances received. In Mexico, fiscal revenues pay for education, for instance. Based
on 1994 to 2008 data from the US Current Population Survey and Mexican Statistics Yearbook, Mexico
registered a negative social investment balance of USD 155 billion due to emigration, which quantifies the
difference between the USD 340 billion invested by Mexico into education and social support of its emigrant
population and the return of USD 185 billion in accumulated remittances received from its emigrant population.462 Mexico’s financial investment in education and health is lost through emigration, as is the potential
contribution trained nationals could make to Mexico’s development, economic growth, and productivity
if they remained in the country. Further loss includes the potential tax revenues that emigrating Mexican
workers could contribute from income earned at home.463 However, this loss must be balanced against the
reduced public spending on the absent emigrant population. The large proportion of highly-skilled emigrating Mexicans, although low in absolute numbers, represents an export of Mexico’s human capital to the US
and a reduction in Mexico’s. However, a reduction in human capital can only be regarded as a loss if these
highly-skilled Mexicans could have otherwise been effectively employed at home.
As analyzed in the economic part of the impact assessment, asymmetries between relative productivity
and employability along the Mexican-US corridor are high and Mexico reveals low levels of labor productivity, employment capacity, productive investment, and innovation capability.464 Further, most of Mexico’s
migrant population is low-skilled. In the context of substitutability in Mexico, due to the large supply of
“unskilled labour and a high rate of unskilled unemployment, migration of a proportion of this labour group
will not have a major impact on productivity since unemployed or unskilled workers will fill in for migrant
labour.”465 Nevertheless, an exodus of unskilled workers induces wage raises for those who remain by reducing the pool of unskilled unemployed or underemployed workers. For the individual worker it shortens the
waiting times for filling job vacancies.466, 467
Given the downward social mobility migrants experience upon entering the US labor market, bilateral agreements on the recognition of skills between the US and Mexico could reduce Mexico’s lost social investment
by facilitating the labor integration of migrants. The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), which
went into force in 1994, aimed at reducing trade barriers between Canada, Mexico, and the United States.
In 2008, various professional institutions in the US, Mexico, and Canada came together to sign the Professional Mutual Recognition Agreement (PMRA), based on a common foundation in education, examination,
and experience for professionals to engage in cross-border practice in the NAFTA countries.468 However,
beyond the profession of accounting, foreign-trained professionals encounter significant barriers to practicing their profession. This includes recognition of qualifications and work experience, language proficiency,
operational practice, and other aspects. Even though labor market regulations are much weaker in the US
compared to other industrialized countries (only about 25 percent of all occupations in the United States
involve official licensures or certifications), since the United States is a decentralized federal system, there is
not one single structure that administers professional licensures for regulated jobs.469 Academic qualifications acquired in Mexico or years of experience are often discounted and not regarded as professional certifications. This impedes entry into the host countries’ labor market by highly-qualified immigrants. They may
be forced to forego previously achieved qualifications or re-start their profession at entry-level positions.
While for some professional practices barriers are almost impossible to overcome, for example in medicine
or law, other occupations, outside of heavily-regulated national requirements, allow for retraining starting
from low-level positions. There is no nationwide governmental assistance program to support immigrants,
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particularly Mexicans, upon arrival in the US in understanding the complexities of recertification or gaining
recognition of certifications.470
A challenging dimension of skilled migration is the loss of productive and educated people, i.e. brain drain.
Despite having enjoyed less education than native US citizens, Mexican migrants in the US have on average
higher education levels relative to Mexican residents in Mexico. The Mexican population with higher educational levels, of at least twelve years of schooling, as well as better economic status, is characterized as
young, willing to take risks, and more able to face the challenges that a migratory move brings. Based on
2010 census data, an estimated 24 percent of Mexicans with university degrees reside in the US, of which
36 percent hold a doctorate degree. Also, 36 percent of all women with Mexican university degrees reside
in the US. In Mexico this fact is creating an ever-growing economic and intellectual pressure. Eight percent
of Mexicans with at least primary education live in the US and 15 percent of all Mexicans with secondary
education have left Mexico for the US.
The loss of highly educated Mexican migrants is substantial, since the educational pyramid in Mexico has
a very broad base with a narrow top. The number of highly educated Mexican migrants in the US account
for a large fraction of Mexico’s highly educated population.471 “Although the brain drain is frequently cast
as the loss of highly skilled persons in general, in practice the impacts of withdrawal may be quite different depending upon the professions affected.”472 Based on the importance of professionals in the area of
research and development for innovation and technology, the out-migration of Mexicans specialized in
R&D would impose a large loss for Mexico’s economy and productivity.473 As seen in the context analysis,
Mexico ranks fairly low compared to other countries with respect to technological progress. Consequences
of the brain drain vary across occupations. “Although a brain surgeon and a secretary may both possess a
tertiary education, the social costs of their training are very different.”474 The net contribution both can make
regarding the fiscal balance or their demands for social spending are expected to be different. Linking Mexican out-migration with macro-economic performance indicators such as productivity and employability has
proven singularly difficult, in particular “to demonstrate empirically a fall in macro-level economic indicators
in the face of a marked exodus of the educated at the national level.”475 Constantly since the 1970s, a slow
but steady increase in educational attainment in Mexico improved the educational profile of the emigrating
Mexican population to the US.476
Based on US census data, 477 the proportion of Mexican migrants in the US with less than or up to primary
education has decreased by 30 percent between 1970 and 2010, in favor of Mexico-born populations with
secondary and tertiary education, which have increased by more than 150 percent and by more than 240
percent respectively. In 2010, around 700,000 highly qualified Mexicans lived in the US, representing 1.0
percent of the total highly-skilled population in the US and 8.0 percent of the highly-skilled immigrant population.478
Future migration flows of Mexicans to the US are expected to continue to be better educated than their
co-nationals in the past. Coupled with a higher return rate of lower educated and/or older migrants – a
higher settlement rate of highly-skilled Mexicans – this fact adds qualifications and experience to the educational profile of the Mexican migratory stock in the US.479 With respect to occupational integration into the
470 The U.S. Government does not publish statistics on the number of entering foreign professionals broken down by
profession.
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US labor market and social mobility of Mexican migrants; educational attainment is only one factor out of
many. Additional variables include labor market restrictions, language proficiency, and employment sponsor
programs, among others.
To fully grasp the phenomenon of social mobility among migrant groups in the US, data on the complete
occupational and migratory history would be needed. Relying on secondary analysis to assess occupational attainment of Mexican migrants in the US, Gentsch and Massey (2011) developed a logistic regression
equation to calculate the possibility for a legal migrant to attain a skilled profession and to determine if the
process of occupational placements had changed over time. Until 1996, educational level and language
proficiency considerably raised the probability of entering in a skilled occupation. For instance, each additional year of schooling increased the chances of getting a skilled job by 8.0 percent. For migrants who were
fluent in English, this probability was almost three times greater compared to those who did not speak or
understand the English language. With respect to occupational attainment, understanding the English language seemed to be more important than speaking it. Mexican migrants who understand but do not speak
English very well have a 2.6 times greater chance of being employed in a skilled job than those who do not
understand nor speak English. Undocumented experience raises the odds of holding a skilled job; 5 percent
per additional year. Before 1997, for migrants who had a sibling and who had done numerous trips to the
US the probability of holding a skilled job was lower. When engaging in seasonal migration, each additional
return reduced the odds for a skilled job by 8.0 percent.480 Further research conducted by Akresh (2006)
shows that more than 50 percent of all Latino migrants and 75 percent among the highest skilled immigrants
in the US experience downward social mobility upon entry into the US labor market compared to their job
situation in the country of origin. Data from the 2010 Current Population Survey481 show that almost 30 percent of the Mexican migrant population with higher education in the US works in manual or low qualification
jobs. However, downgrading occurs for more or less the same number of other immigrant groups from,
for instance, Europe or Asia. The difference between social mobility among those groups, however, is that
Mexican migrants experience downward movements from a lower professional rank to start with.482 Because
of the oftentimes-informal character of Mexican migration, and downward social mobility due to the lack of
recognition processes for past qualifications and experience, the estimated US-Mexican wage difference for
a Mexico-born migrant in the US is large. This difference is the same for all cohorts irrespective of education,
with a small decreasing trend with increasing age and schooling.483
Evidence coming from the 2012 American Community Survey484 shows that average annual earnings for
Mexicans aged 16 years and over were USD 20,825 and for households USD 35,818 in 2011, well below that
of other immigrant groups in the US.485 If Mexican migrants in the United States were positioned and paid
according to skills and price levels in Mexico, Mexican migrants would stand at the middle and upper ranks
of Mexico’s wage distribution scale. The low educational level, downward social mobility, and marginalized
employment of Mexicans correlate strongly with their low income generated while in the US. As stated in
this report’s migration profile, in 2011, 70 percent of all Mexico-born migrants in the US older than 16 years
were employed in the civilian labor force and 7.1 percent of them were unemployed. Gender plays a significant role in the exercise of jobs – 36 percent of Mexican men are employed in the field of natural resources,
construction, and maintenance, while 44 percent of all Mexican women work in service occupations.
Salaries of Mexico-born migrants in the US have stagnated over the past several decades compared to USborn Mexicans and other US citizens. Data analysis from the Mexican Migration Project by Massey and Gelatt
(2010) show a steep decline in the percentage wage for Mexican migrant workers.486 Between 1950 and
1970, real hourly wages of Mexico-born workers increased at the same pace as average wages of USborn Mexicans and other US citizens, although rising from a lower starting point. While in 1950 Mexican
480
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immigrants in the US earned around USD 9.00 per hour, wages climbed to around USD 18.00 per hour in
1970. Between 1970 and 1990s, wages of foreign-born Mexicans decreased to USD 15.00 per hour, comparable to wage levels in the early 1960s.
Massey and Gelatt (2010) explain this stagnation with a “systematic decline in the returns to various measures of human capital and a wholesale drop in wages for all immigrants after 2000.”487 By using ordinary
least squares and logistic regression models to estimate the impact of key factors on occupational position
and wages earned by Mexican migrants in the US based on census and American Community Survey data,488
the authors reject the assumption that falling Mexican wages were a result of declining educational levels.
As stated before, the educational profile of Mexican migrants in the US has steadily increased over the past
decades. Instead, the authors identify the progressively restrictive immigration and border policies, starting
in the late 1980s with the Immigration Reform and Control Act, as predominant reasons for stagnant salary
possibilities for Mexican migrant workers’ wage and occupational returns in the United States.489 Harsher
immigration enforcement – deliberately aimed at reducing or even nullifying labor rights for the increasing
number of Mexican migrant workers – deteriorated labor-market integration of all Mexican migrants and
thus affected their financial returns.
Until the late 1990s, age, work experience, educational attainment, English proficiency, and the presence of
social capital in the US had a positive impact on average wages. Having a parent with US experience seemed
to be more significant than belonging to a migrant organization or association. Similar to the effect on occupational achievements, every additional year of schooling increased a legal migrant’s average wages by
1.6 percent. Mexico-born migrants with some language proficiency receive 13 percent higher salaries and
those with good language proficiency receive 29 percent more. Experience in the United States, irrespective
of the legal status increases salaries by almost 1 percent per annum.490 After the reforms of the mid 1990s,
education, English language proficiency as well as migration experience become statistically insignificant.
However, holding a skilled job after 1997 correlated with a 20 percent increase in salary compared to unskilled jobs.491
Labor precariousness is higher among Latin American migrant workers, including Mexicans, than any other
migrant group or US-born citizens. As shown, 1996 policy enforcement further intensified the marginalization of Mexicans in the US labor market. Based on estimates from Puentes and others (2010), 492 22 percent
of Latin American immigrants work under high labor precariousness; 26 percent work under medium, and
28 percent work under low labor precariousness. Only 15 percent are estimated as not at risk, compared to
40 percent under no precariousness for US-born Americans.
Beyond the effects felt by migrants themselves, there is evidence that migration can have encouraging as
well as discouraging effects on educational attainments of the household members left behind, maternal
and child health, and the likelihood of migration of other migrant household members. As stated before,
based on 2010 Mexican census data,493 of the 28.2 million households in Mexico, every fifth household had
one household member residing in the US and in more than 1.4 million households, or 5 percent, the head
of household resided abroad. Previous research emphasized the possibility of remittances increasing educational achievements of children left behind, through the alleviation of financial constraints for households
with lower wealth. However, this stream of research ignores effective channels other than the financial flow of
remittances. A turn toward incentives, as suggested through the phenomenon of brain gain, would suggest
that the higher return from education through migration would stimulate others left behind in Mexico to
invest in additional education. The returns from education for Mexico-born migrants are higher back home
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than in the United States. This is primarily due to higher inequality in Mexico as well as downward social
mobility and often failed integration into the US labor.494 “Education does not pay off for Mexican migrants
to the U.S. and thus the prospect of migration to the U.S. does not increase the incentives for additional
schooling in the Mexican communities of origin.”495
Mexican census data496 show that adolescents in particular leave school earlier when they have been exposed to migration of a household member or live in communities of high out-migration. Based on 2010
data, school attendance stood at 76 percent of all young people under 16 years of age who had not been
exposed to migration by a member of the household or community, compared to 64 percent among adolescents with migration exposure. Dropout rates for young boys are higher than for young girls.497 Modified
expectations could explain these lower rates among young people with migration exposure. In the absence
of opportunities for social mobility and expected higher returns from migration than education, young people feel discouraged to invest in education as a means to improve living standards. Migration seems to be
the option with higher rewards, thus dropping out of school is a way to increase and expedite expectations
and possibilities from migration.
Further, a negative effect of migration on school attendance and total years of schooling of older children left behind in migrant households in Mexico was found in research by McKenzie and Rapoport (2011)
based on data from Mexico’s National Survey of Demographic Dynamics (ENADID).498 To avoid a selection
bias through the comparison of school indicators between migrant and non-migrant households, historical state-level migration rates were used to represent current migration stocks, with the assumption that
historical migration rates do not influence education choices anymore. Maximum-likelihood was used to
estimate a bivariate probit model. Marginal effects of this model were then compared with marginal effects
from standard probit estimation. Variables that were analyzed include school attendance, educational attainment, and years of schooling. Calibrating for migration, McKenzie and Rapoport showed that being a
member of household that has a migrant abroad reduces the odds of school attendance significantly (16
percentage points for 12 to 15 year old boys, 21 percentage points for 16 to 18 year old boys, and 20 percentage points for 16 to 18 year old girls).499 However, a positive correlation between migration and years
of education seems to exist with differing effects based on level of schooling attained by the children in the
migrant households left behind. At lower levels of schooling, including 7 to 8 years of education, the overall
impact on years of schooling is not significant, but lowers the possibility of attending more than 8 years.
For instance, 12 to 15 year old boys who live in a household with a migrant abroad have a 22 percent lower
probability of completing 9 years of schooling, and a 12 percent lower probability of attending school for
more than 10 or 11 years.500
With the assumption of remittances relaxing financial constraints for investment in education, the effect
on educational attainment from being a member of a migrant household may vary according to the wealth
status of the household itself. To measure the interaction effect of migration, wealth status and children’s
education in the absence of data on wealth and economic status of migrant households, mothers’ years of
schooling can serve as a proxy indicator for wealth. The interaction effect with total years of schooling of the
mother is always negative. Children in richer households experience a larger reduction in years of schooling
from migration than children from poorer households. But, in interaction with maternal years of schooling,
McKenzie and Rapoport show that a positive interaction effects appears.501
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In addition to the two important factors of remittances and incentives, several other dynamics affect the
educational outcome of Mexicans left behind. McKenzie and Rapoport (2011) match changes in educational
behavior to increased housework for girls and the likelihood of becoming a migrant themselves for boys.502
Hanson and Woodruff (2003) find a similar effect of being a member of a migrant household on the educational attainment of young girls.503
The influence of social relationships extends well beyond people’s decision to migrate: to health, education,
and the probability of finding a job.504 The social relationship influence on health, for example, is expected
to be channeled through additional investment in health care as well as improved health outcomes, which
are manifested in better health, lower mortality rates, and better health awareness.
Within the considerations of the nexus between migration and health, retrospective data from the Mexican
Migration Project analyzed by Donato and others (2006) provide insights on the impact of migration on
the health variable infant mortality. Their research shows that while migration in its initial stages disturbs
communities and families and elevates the risk of infant mortality, over time and with increasing migration
intensity and institutionalization, migration improves survival of infants through improved socio-economic
conditions of the household. Determining factors prove to be migratory stage, intensity, and level of remittances being received.505 Over time, high-intensity migration improves infant survival. Figure 47 shows the
positive effect of migration on infant health, recognizing the impact of migration intensity and amount of remittances. At remittances levels below USD 1000 per year per household, infant mortality is highest among
communities with greatest migration intensity and lowest for those communities with little engagement in
migration processes. But, with increases in annual remittances, the positive effect of migration on infant survival sets in. At levels between USD 1000 and 10,000 annually in remittances, discrepancies in infant deaths
disappear between communities with high and medium migration intensity. When receiving more than USD
10,000 annually, all communities ranked the same in terms of percentage of infant deaths. Similarly, Kanaiaupuni and Donato (1999) conducted multilevel analysis to confirm a beneficial influence on infant and child
survival of community and household migration and remittances. Their study reveals that the positive impact
of migration on health outcomes, particularly child survival, evolves over time and proves to be a source for
health opportunities and child survival.
Analysis based on ENADID data 506 confirms the positive effect of migration along various health outcomes,
including infant and child mortality and weight at birth. Based on World Bank research, probability of infant
mortality before reaching one year of age is 3 percent lower for children in households with a member
abroad than for children born in a household of similar characteristics but without member abroad. Furthermore, migration experience has shown to raise birth weight of babies by 364 grams and thus reducing the
odds of underweight by 5.4 percent.507 This positive effect is weaker for child mortality between the ages
of 1 to 4 years of age (0.5 percent). The World Bank indicates higher levels of skilled birth attendance (30
percent) but lower levels of breastfeeding and pre-natal care (19 percent).508 Eleven percent of migrant children are less likely to have received all of recommended vaccinations. However, given lower child mortality
of migrant children, migration’s positive impact on children’s health outweighs the negative effect from less
preventive care.509
Migration might also affect health outcomes through changes in health knowledge and behavior of parents,
in particular of mothers. Hildebrandt and McKenzie (2005) constructed “an index of maternal health knowledge, based on detailed questions asked in the ENADID about knowledge of contraceptive practices”510
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Figure 44
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This index assesses fertility knowledge and serves as proxy indicator of mothers’ knowledge about children’s
health. Living in a household with a member abroad increases mothers’ health knowledge significantly.
Knowledge was improved by 3.8 times in a household where the mother had migrated. Improved knowledge of children’s health correlates with lower infant mortality rates and higher weight at birth.511
While these health outcomes generated by the migration experience of parents are very beneficial for the
children left behind, the time and care parents can provide might be lower or close to nil, due to complete
parental absence or a shift in time allocation of caregivers due to changes in household distribution. The
absence of a partner, in most cases the head of the household, affects the distribution of time among left
behind household members. Often, family and household structures and relations change as a result of migratory movements of one household member resulting in shifts in power dynamics and gender relations.512
As noted before, labor participation in paid as well as unpaid jobs increases, especially among women, when
the male head of household migrates. This reallocation of time is predominantly noted in breast-feeding and
vaccination patterns among children in migrant households. Research by Hildebrandt and McKenzie (2005)
found such negative effect in preventive health care, including breastfeeding and vaccinations, for children
left behind.513 However, analysis commissioned by the World Bank Group showed that there might be a negative selection bias of Mexican migrants leaving for the US with respect to their children’s health status. After
instrumentation for migration, infant mortality as well as weight at birth displayed greater improvements.
This relationship suggests that these children would perform worse along these health indicators were they
not born in a migrant household.514
Mexico is a country displaying a traditional division of labor, strong engrained gender roles, and unequal
access to resources within the household, including financial resources and bargaining power. In such a
511
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context, it is interesting to investigate how migratory movements affect gender relations, power structures,
and the exercise of rights. Both age and sex differences exist with the gendered pattern of the effect, potentially due to a shift in bargaining power.515 Other factors influencing the changes in power structures refer
to the duration of stay, as well as return in circular migration.
Based on De Haas (2007), migration and the receipt of financial remittances can affect existing class and
ethnic structures. The participation of people from the lower- or middle-income groups in the migration process can disrupt social structures.516 Out-migration of the male head of household has an impact on female
labor force participation. Mexican census data from 2010 517 reveal that on average, 63 percent of Mexican
employment is male and 37 percent female. In high migration states – such as Distrito Federal at 41.6 percent, Morelos at 38.8 percent, and Querétaro at 38.7 percent – female employment is well above average.
In the case of temporary migration by the head of household, especially in the case of an emigrating male,
household responsibilities need to be readjusted while the head of household is absent, including the management of household finances, the administration of remittances, the distribution of work, and the taking
of decisions. If the woman takes over these responsibilities in the household while the partner is abroad, an
empowerment process can set in that would be reflected in an increased female agency status. However,
upon return, couples or households might return to exercising traditional gender responsibilities. If the
migration of the male head of household is combined with a fusion of households, for example through the
integration of the migrant’s household into his or her family’s or parents’ household, the bargaining power
of the woman can be diminished. The effect of male migration on women left behind revolves especially
around the psychological distresses of attachment, separation, and loss. “In Mexico, 70% of the women
interviewed stated that they had suffered periods of depression and 30% considered some of their health
problems as related to the stress of having absent partners or family members.”518
Couple or independent female migration can also lead to a readjustment of gender relations in favor of the
woman. The new migratory reality improves the female status through increased participation of the woman
in the labor market or of the man in domestic tasks. Women further get exposed to new gender norms and
values that could filter back into their domestic life. The institutional context in which the migrant household
moves will further influence gender relations, through increased access to information, labor opportunities,
and services. These changes can lead to greater negotiating power and autonomy for the female migrant.
Through female migration, new social or cultural norms may be spread to the country of origin, enhancing
female empowerment back home. However, the cultural and social distance between Mexico and the US
displays major differences, which are often too stark to actually lead to an adjustment of social and cultural
norms while residing in the US. Often if new power structures evolve during the migration stay in the destination country, they get lost or even worsen upon return of the household or the head of household to
the country of origin. One reason might be that men have lived in discriminatory or demoting situations, so
they compensate for that by exercising greater power upon return.519 On the other side, migration can also
reinforce traditional gender roles. Upon arrival at the destination, female migrants often end up in highly
gendered occupations. Especially in irregular situations, female migrants have little or no access to social
services or legal protection. This vulnerable situation makes them subject to abuse, including inhumane
working and living conditions.520
Migration flows often generate counter flows of return migration or evolve into circular migration. As stated
in the migration profile, return migration increased significantly between 2005 and 2010. Based on 2010
Mexican census data,521 an estimated 1.4 million Mexicans, mainly between the ages of 20 and 49 years, had
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left the US to return to Mexico in the five years prior to the census. Engaging in international movements
can restructure the behavior and decisions migrants adopt upon return. The time spent in the US exposes
Mexican migrants to US cultural and social norms, provides them with US labor market experience, and may
allow them to accumulate financial assets for investment upon return. While the social effect is less tangible
than the economic effect that return migration might have for development in the country of origin, social or
technological skills and knowledge and entrepreneurial activity acquired in the US can be a source of human
assets. A much-promoted benefit of return migration or circular migration is that migrants who received education while in the US return with newly acquired capabilities, which would indicate a contribution in terms
of new skills to the country of origin. Based on American Community Survey data,522 most Mexican migrants
to the US do not invest in additional education. Also, as indicated before, since successful integration into
the US educational system is harder for migrants arriving at later ages and lower educational achievements,
it is generally not the better educated who return to their home country.
Mexican migrants working in the US might have acquired new knowledge and skills, for instance about new
information technologies (IT) or technologies in general, that could be beneficial upon return to the national
labor market. This could benefit IT infrastructure and further development in Mexico. However, with the wide
technological and development gap between Mexico and the US, the skills acquired while in the US may
only be of limited use and importance to Mexico. “Of course there is some potential to upgrade the available technology at home… but this may be less feasible where only a few highly trained migrants return…
as is the case in Mexico....”523
Prior analysis in the economic impact assessment showed downward social mobility for Mexican migrants
when returning back home. Mexican census data from 2010 524 revealed a negative correlation between prior
migration status and employment upon return. However, occupational decisions of Mexican returnees often
include the creation of new employment opportunities in the domestic labor market through entrepreneurial
investments or relocation. Research by Bertoli and Marchetta (2013) suggests an ambiguous link between
“the probability of survival of an entrepreneurial activity and the past migration experiences of an entrepreneur”525 Savings might protect migrants from financial shocks upon return. Returnees might also be in
apposition to receive better employment opportunities. However, it is less the occupational activities of a
returning migrant, but more the social side effects displayed by members of the household that affect productivity back in Mexico. Research on social capital draws on proxy indicators that reflect social ties within
the community or proximity with family members.526 In the migration process, social networks regulate who
moves where and to some degree determine the success of the movement.527 The migratory experience
connects networks of people with migration experience: transnational communities. Migratory movements,
especially beyond national borders are costly in terms of financial resources, information, and opportunity
costs. By participating in established networks across the migratory space or channel, the cost of migration
is drastically reduced by the facilitation of access to information, housing, employment, loans, and other
factors, while increasing its benefits. Reducing the cost of migration can allow financially worse off households to participate in the migration process as well and to send a household member to the US. This is turn,
increases the positive benefits economically lower migrant households can experience and provides further
reason to migrate. “As a result, the impact of a larger migration network on the probability of migrating is
predicted to vary with the level of household wealth.”528
The chance for migrating to the US is increased if a potential migrant belongs to a household or a community
with migration experience: with a household or community member abroad or returned. This probability
is higher for young men than for young women and with differential effects across the wealth distribution.
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A general assumption is that opportunity costs for migration increase with wealth level, meaning it makes
migration less attractive for the better off. A common indicator for migration network size is the migration
prevalence ratio of a community, which refers to the “number of people with international migratory experience divided by the total number of people alive,”529 meaning the proportion of all members of a community
who have ever migrated. Applying the understanding on social capital by Putnam (2000) 530 infers differing
effects of social capital on the decision to migrate and its underlying effects, producing heterogeneous
streams of migrants over time and communities based on the quantity, quality, and diversity of existing
social networks.531
As stated before, at the beginning of migratory movements of only a few members within a community,
potential migrants face major deterrents to international movements. In the absence of social networks, it
is the economically better off who can afford such movement and reap benefits of it. In locations with early
low rates of out migration, a cumulative inertia sets in after some time. The longer the migration history
endures and more members of a given community engage in migration, the larger the migration network
becomes, and with it, its inherent benefits. Migratory social capital will then spill over to the economically
lower classes of society. “There is some evidence for an inverse-U-shaped relationship between inequality
and migration, with the migration of the first few community members possibly raising inequality, and then
inequality falling as the migration network grows.”532 Analysis by the World Bank (2006) confirms that the
“probability of migrating is found to first increase and then decrease with household resources, and to be
higher in communities with larger networks.”533 The relationship between migrants’ social networks and
household resources seems to be negative; an effect larger for poorer households than for the economically
better off. However, the impact of these two factors depends on the actual size of the reduction in cost. The
“reduction in costs might actually benefit the upper-middle range of the wealth distribution more than the
bottom, because the incentive effect of lower costs will induce more migration from those who can afford
the costs.”534 This analysis suggests that migration not only provides wealth through remittances, but also
changes knowledge and behavior.
Social opportunities are essential to live healthy lives, but also to contribute to more successful involvement
in political and economic affairs.535 The effect of Mexican migration to the US on social outcomes in Mexico
can best be described as the accumulated results of three effects: remittances for the alleviation of financial
constraints, shifts in time contribution and redistribution of housework as well as changed incentives and
new pressure for achievements. This research confirms the hypothesis that through the indirect channel of
social networks, migration impacts the determination of the participation in migration.

9.4 TRANSPARENCY GUARANTEES WITHIN THE MIGRATION
AND DEVELOPMENT NEXUS
The conceptual chapter described transparency guarantees as representing the freedom from corruption
and secrecy, thus allowing individuals to operate according to the rules of law within a just institutional
framework. Transparency guarantees are central to relations of trust within a society and the restraint of
dishonesty. Transparency can be traced in the linkages between different aspects of governance: the good,
the effective, and the equitable. While good governance broadly refers to decision-making processes based
on a solid institutional foundation, effective governance refers to the capacity of countries to pursue development goals, and equitable governance refers to distributive outcomes.536 Transparency guarantees deal
with decisive and authoritative direction of developmental and social processes, including the integration of
government and non-government agents such as those active in civil society, social networks, partnerships,
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and the private sector. Transparency guarantees exercise clear instrumental consequences for corruption,
human rights issues, and financial irresponsibility.537
Despite the principal position of governance for development as providing the basic parameters for cultural,
economic and social development, the role of international migration has received little attention so far in
how it affects the functioning of institutions. Within the nexus of international migration and development,
the question to be investigated is whether the migration experience has the potential to foster better institutions in the country of origin through the greater demand for accountability and transparency. The
World Bank reports on macro level indicators for governance dimensions of accountability, political stability,
absence of violence, government effectiveness, regulatory quality, rule of law, and control of corruption.538
Functionings linked to the phenomenon of international migration include access to information and consultative services, and the absence of corruption and exploitation before, during, and after the migratory
process.539
The World Bank’s governance scoring system 540 represents an estimate of governance within a range from
-2.5 to +2.5. With an average scoring of -0.16 and a percentile rank of 46.79, Mexico performs just below the
medium value ranking of governance among all countries in the world.

Table 31

Governance Indicators for Mexico

Governance Indicator

Governance Score

Percentile Rank

-2.5 to +2.5

(0 to 100)

Standard Error

Voice and Accountability

0.08

53.55

0.11

Political Stability and Absence
of Violence

-0.74

22.75

0.22

Government Effectiveness

0.31

63.16

0.18

Regulatory Quality

0.46

66.99

0.17

Rule of Law

-0.58

35.07

0.13

Control of Corruption

-0.48

39.23

0.14

Average Governance

-.016

46.79

0.16

Source: World Bank: Worldwide Governance Indicators. 2013.

Differences exist however along the different dimensions of governance. For instance, Mexico ranks highest
with respect to regulatory quality (0.46) and ranks lowest on political stability and absence of violence (-.074).
While regulatory quality refers to the “perceptions of the ability of the government to formulate and implement sound policies and regulations that permit and promote private sector development,…political stability measures perceptions of the likelihood of political instability and/or politically motivated violence.”541
Migration could be disadvantageous to the quality and transparency of domestic politics by destabilizing
the demand for political accountability. Given the selective character of migration, large-scale emigration
of the highly-skilled is assumed to undermine a country’s capacity to provide high-quality institutions. At
the same time, the migration experience of a country could initiate political change and improve political
537
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governance through the organization of a strong diaspora or returning migrants who have been exposed to
better governance. Li and McHale (2009) described potential mechanisms through which political and economic institutions in the country of origin are affected by emigration of the highly-skilled. The cross-country
analysis found a positive effect of emigration on political institutions, particularly on political accountability.542
Empirical evidence is very limited on the effect of migration on the quality of political institutions and on
strengthening transparency guarantees. Batista and Vicente (2010) created a behavioral measure of a population’s desire for better governance through design of a simple postcard voting experiment. Household
face-to-face interviews were used to examine the determinants of people’s demand for political accountability and included methods for determining voting behavior; isolating the effect of international migration;
and differentiating between the influences of returned and current migrants. Voting turned out to represent
the positive outcome of a cost-benefit analysis. Instrumental variables included migration experience and
macro-economic shocks in the country of destination. Batista and Vicente (2010) found a positive effect of
emigration on the demand for political accountability, with a stronger impact caused by return migrants
than by absent migrants.543 These findings concur with research conducted by Docquier and others (2009)
between 1975 and 2000, which showed that institutional quality in countries of origin tends to benefit from
overall emigration.544
Rates of corruption, exploitation, and abuse are high with respect to international migration, particularly
regarding irregular situations. As displayed in the context analysis, successful cooperation and institutionalization between Mexico and the United States exist in the area of trade, finance, and security. These cooperation models could serve to strengthen cooperation in the area of migration along their shared corridor.
Bilateral as well as multilateral migration cooperation would reflect the governments’ commitment to managed migration. However, immigration and border issues are dealt with in bilateral working groups, focused
on migration cooperation and border security.
Migration is considered a cross-sectoral issue in Mexico with the various stakeholders consulting on various
issues for interventions. “However, these actors could be strengthened by a structure and the authority to
create binding agreements, plan their budgets accordingly, and oversee execution.”545 In the US, the Department for Homeland Security serves as the national coordinating authority for migration affairs. “Immigration and Customs Enforcement and Customs and Border Protection share responsibility for enforcement,
while Citizenship and Immigration Services has responsibility for immigration and naturalization services.”546
Policy coordination within the US DHS and among US DHS and other federal departments, such as Justice,
State, and Labor would be crucial to ensure a coordinated, cohesive migration management. Fostered cooperation would be important to effectively implement US immigration reform and to lay the foundation for
improvements in the effect migration can have on development in Mexico.
The context analysis of governance and institutions described the prevailing governing structures in Mexico
and how they link to the economic and social life of migrants and their families left behind. Migrant-specific
issues in Mexico are addressed through a range of governmental policies, inter-ministerial commissions, as
well as national and grassroots organizations operating in Mexico, the US and along the border to improve
the conditions and ensure human rights of migrants while in transit, during settlement, and upon return. Access to information and services in the country of origin prior to the migration experience, and information
about integration in the host country – including access to health services, labor markets, and educational
opportunities – provide the basis for informed decision prior to the migratory movement and upon arrival
in the country of destination. Information campaigns through the government, grassroots organizations,
the media, and other informative assistance with respect to the migratory move inform this dimension of
transparency guarantees.
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Based on an increasing emigrant population in the US, Mexico invested in various programs to strengthen
relations with its expatriate community and maximize the benefits out-migration could have on development
at home. In 1977, the Department of Population was transformed into the Department of Migration Services
with different governmental programs representing the operational side of Mexico’s public migratory policy,
incorporating the principles of contribution to development and protection of human rights of migrants.547
To improve activities of public service providers at the Mexican borders and to guarantee safe, ordered, and
dignified migratory flows between Mexico and the US, the Peasant Program was created in 1989.548 In 2000
this program was integrated into the strategic plan of the Department of Migration Services. Its main mission is to inform migrants of their duties and rights, to protect migrants’ physical and patrimonial integrity,
to sensitize and strengthen capacities of public service providers and civil society, and to respond to complaints and denunciations. Call centers make up a major part of the programmatic infrastructure, addressing
questions on documentation, customs, costs, and taxes as well as imports. By using these public channels,
migrants raise their voice about their individual experiences and thus provide the Department of Migration
Services with information on the migratory reality. Another tool used to de-escalate the risks in the migration
process is the Peasant Guide, which includes information on documentation, rights, and consular services, as
well as on service access upon return. The guide further includes information on potential dangers regarding
the actual move, in particular for undocumented migrants.549
In an effort to provide migrants with options to contribute to the removal of risks from the migration process, in 1993 the National Institute for Migration (NIM) started planning, executing, controlling, monitoring,
and evaluating migration services in close consultation with migrant groups and organizations. The NIM
further maintains links with different departments of public administration to facilitate the resolution of
migration-related issues. In 2000, the Beta Groups of Migrant Protection (Grupos Beta de Protección a Migrantes) started operating, primarily through awareness raising campaigns about the risks of migration and
providing information on potential abuse to protect and defend the human rights of migrants, irrespective
of their migratory status or nationality. Today, Beta Groups operate out of twenty-two cities in ten federal
states of Mexico. Other services include: orientation; rescue and first aid; humanitarian, social, and legal
assistance; preventive border patrols; and orientation towers to guide direction together with informative
letter boxes along the routes and survival kits. In 2010, more than 15,000 group workers rescued more than
4,100 migrants, provided first aid to some 800 injured migrants, localized 190 lost Mexicans along the way,
and provided social assistance to about 190,000 migrants.550
In 2003, the Mexican government started discussing work rights, health, and legal documentation issues on
the radio, airing in Mexico and the US to provide migrants or potential migrants with a realistic view of the
hardship of the migratory experience in the US.551
Due to the commitment of the Mexican Government to promote the lives and well-being of Mexicans living
and working abroad, in 2002 the National Council for Mexican Communities Abroad (Consejo Nacional para
las Comunidades Mexicanas) was created as a permanent inter-ministerial commission to support the Government in drafting policies and programs to respond to the needs of the Mexican expatriate communities.
In the same vein, in 2003 the Government created the Institute of Mexicans Abroad (Instituto de Mexicanos
en el Exterior or IME), a decentralized organ within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs with executive power. Its
team is comprised of members in Mexico and the main countries of destination of Mexican migrants, the
US being the primary one.552 Both the Council and the IME work toward improving the lives of Mexicans
in their chosen destinations, through community organization, education, cultural activities, health access,
and promotion of sports and recreation. Further, the IME set up a teachers program, to integrate Mexican
teachers in US schools and provide Spanish textbooks. Its distance learning courses run in 20 US states,
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sponsoring education for Mexicans. The IME further institutionalized a reference systems, which facilitates
undocumented migrants with access to health care services.”553
Through these links, between associations of Mexican immigrants and emerging communities of new migrants in the US, migrants play a full role in Mexican decision making regarding the promotion of well-being
of Mexicans living and working abroad. They further allow Mexicans abroad to engage in a network with
other immigrants and Mexican-American leaders to improve the integration of Mexicans in US society. The
General Consulate of Mexico in the United States serves the Mexican community living in the US, to protect
and defend the rights and interests of Mexicans from a human rights perspective and to assist and advise
those individuals who have suffered maltreatment or abuse at work or from authorities. The various functions of the consulate include the issuance of travel documents or identification cards, as well as consular
registration for absentee voting. Mexicans further enjoy civil registration as well as marriage and birth registration abroad. The Consulate General promotes US investment in Mexico as well as the export of Mexican
products and invests in social and cultural ties between Mexicans in both countries and the participation in
community development programs at home. Within the General Consulate, the Department of Protection
assists and offers guidance and support to Mexicans residing in the US in family, civil, criminal, and migratory matters.554 The Department of Protection also provides free legal counsel with external attorneys in the
fields of immigration, criminal, labor, and family and civil law. In an effort to reach a broader base of Mexican
migrants in the US and facilitate getting the right information to Mexicans in an easy fashion, the General
Consulate runs information campaigns using applications for smart phones (MiConsuMex).
To claim the freedom from corruption and secrecy, the Mexican diaspora organizes itself beyond governmental services in numerous well-funded and professionally managed organizations in the United States,
including federations of hometown associations, aid societies, labor and migrant-rights advocacy groups,
and political action committees. These organizations work to establish and maintain social ties between
Mexican migrants and non-migrants and to establish a feeling of belonging to Mexico in an effort to support
relations of trust within the society of destination.
Corruption and exploitation often engulf Mexican migration processes to the US, especially among undocumented migration, thus creating the basis for migrants’ vulnerability. According to preliminary estimates
by Passel and others (2014), in 2013 11.3 million unauthorized immigrants lived in the US, a number that has
changed little since 2009.555
Trafficking in persons is one of the most lucrative and fastest growing businesses of organized crime. Current Mexican legislation on trafficking in persons, or smuggling of migrants, covers all forms of exploitation
through the country’s ratification of two United Nations agreements – the Protocol to Prevent, Suppress
and Punish Trafficking in Persons, especially Women and Children and the Protocol against the Smuggling
of Migrants by Land, Sea and Air – that supplement the United Nations Convention against Transnational
Organized Crime. The Protocols came into effect in 2003 and in 2004 respectively. Trafficking in persons
refers to the “recruitment, transportation, transfer, harbouring or receipt of persons, by means of the threat
or use of force or other forms of coercion, of abduction, of fraud, of deception, of the abuse of power or of a
position of vulnerability or of the giving or receiving of payments or benefits to achieve the consent of a person having control over another person, for the purpose of exploitation.”556 Smuggling of migrants means
the “procurement, in order to obtain, directly or indirectly, a financial or other material benefit, of the illegal
entry of a person into a State Party of which the person is not a national or a permanent resident.”557 Mexico
ratified the protocols in 2003, while the United States ratified them in 2005. In 2007, Mexico adopted the
national law to Prevent and Punish Trafficking in Persons, thus criminalizing any aspect of trafficking as stated
within the UN Protocol.558 The United States criminalizes trafficking for forced labor and sexual exploitation.
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Due to increased abductions and assassinations of migrants in the northern border areas, in 2010 the Mexican Government implemented an internal strategy, coordinated by the National Institute for Migration, to
also prevent and combat the kidnapping of migrants by organized criminals.
In 2010, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) established a Trust Fund with partners
from civil society to fight against trafficking in persons. The United States was one of the first twelve countries to support this UNODC endeavor. The UNODC also provides information on national responses to
human trafficking, which are indirect measures of the fundamental problem. Following this effort, in 2011
Mexico adopted a complementary program to prevent and punish trafficking in persons, to prevent crime
and to combat sexual and labor exploitation.559 Jointly, the Mexican Government and the UNODC developed a strategy to strengthen national media around security and justice. The US Department of State 560
collects information on victims of human trafficking. Mexicans make up the largest proportion of such victims in the US, accounting for 20 percent of all foreigners characterized as victims, followed by Thailand with
17.6 percent and the Philippines with 14.5 percent. Based on data from the United Nations Office on Drugs
and Crime 561 in 2010, 449 adults and 92 children were victims of human trafficking in the US. This number has
increased steadily over the past years. An increasing number of children under 14 years of age are among
the victims in the United States, accounting for almost 40 percent of all Mexican victims of trafficking. Between 2008 and 2010, 265 persons were convicted of the 376 prosecuted for human trafficking at the US
federal level. “Between 2008 and 2010, 219 trafficking victims were counted in Mexico, the large majority of
them being adult men. 24 percent were adult women, 23 percent girls and 10 percent were young boys.”562
Mexican nationals account for 25 percent of all victims in trafficking, the second largest victimized group
after the 47 percent from Guatemala.
More men tend to be engaged in organized crime, and the ones caught account for more than 90 percent
of Mexico’s prison population.563 Although this male predominance leads to suggest that men dominate
human trafficking significantly, UNODC data on the sex of offenders convicted of crimes do not support this
assumption.564 Despite men accounting for the majority of prosecuted and convicted for human trafficking,
human trafficking in Mexicans has a high rate of female involvement. In Mexico in 2010, 45 percent of all
people prosecuted and 20 percent of all convicted for trafficking in persons were women. The proportion
of victimized girls correlates with that of females convicted for human trafficking. Organized networks tend
to work with women to recruit girls for sexual exploitation.565 Mexico and the US both display large percentages, of 65 percent and 70 percent respectively, of trafficking victims among their population of forced
laborers.
Mexican migrants, especially those in irregular situations, are highly vulnerable to exploitation during their
migratory journey or when arriving in their destination. Since most exploitation upon arrival is associated
with work in the informal labor sector, the actual costs and profits of exploitation and abuse are hard to
quantify. Despite finding themselves in a situation of exploitation or abuse, migrants might still seek financial
profit through it, compared to the situation they have been in before in their home country or what they face
upon. At the macro level, the impact of exploitation of migrant labor translates into reduced efficiency and
equity.566 For Mexico, its exploited emigrant population translates into a reduction of its productive workforce for the sake of exploitation.
The International Labour Organization (ILO) states that lost income from exploited populations has its cause
in the underpayment of salaries, which tend to be lower than minimal wage, and financial deductions stemming from costs of accommodation, recruitment and transportation. The ILO estimates the total sum of
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unpaid salaries in forced labor situations amounts to almost US$21 billion, including recruitment costs of
US$1.4 billion.”567 Undocumented migration provides a flexible workforce, easily and cheaply dispensable
during economic crises. As a result of the large supply of exploited and/or illegal labor of migrants as well as
illicit opportunities, the US market loses its legitimacy and governance.568
While Mexico performs well with respect to governmental effectiveness and regulatory quality in the pursuit
of a distributive outcome of developmental goals, relations of trust within the Mexican-US migration process
could be improved if based on an adequate foundation within the various aspects of governance.

9.5 THE IMPACT OF MIGRATION ON PROTECTIVE SECURITY
Protective security refers to the state of being safe from humanitarian and emergency situations, including
abuse, poverty, hunger, and natural disasters.569 Poverty and lack of economic opportunities are the main
drivers of migratory movements. While economic opportunities have been analyzed in a previous chapter,
this chapter will investigate protective security within the context of providing a social safety net for Mexican
migrants in the US or upon return and of preventing misery, hunger, and death among family members left
behind. Vulnerabilities brought about through the migration experience and migratory status can induce
great deprivation as a result of material and emotional changes that adversely affect migrants’ lives and
those of their families. The dimension of protective security is ensured by the institutional framework in Mexico and institutional arrangements between Mexico and the US. These include social security, unemployment benefits, and income supplements for the migrant population. Protective security also includes the
possibility of transferring social benefits between countries and ad hoc arrangements by the governments
in case of famine or emergency situations.570
In combination with limited formal security arrangements or to cushion the absence of institutionalized
safety nets, protective security can be safeguarded through informal support structures such as transnational networks linking migrants and their family or household members left behind and the provision of
alternative sources of income or the redistribution of resources. Transnational migrant communities facilitate
movements and settlement by reducing financial investments and opportunity costs as well as providing
information related to the migration experience. However, migration can also fragment social networks or
disrupt entire families. This negative effect is prominent in the case of temporary circular migration.571 As
discussed in the chapter on social opportunities, shifting power dynamics and changes in gender relations
occur as a result of the migration experience, which can affect family relations and support structures. Within
the dimensional freedom of protective security, the impact of migration on family relations and structures as
social safety nets for families left behind must therefore be looked at.
Under the Mexican Constitution, all Mexicans are entitled to social security. Depending on their employment status, Mexicans can either rely on the social security system, the public health system, or the private
sector.572 Due to the dependency on a formal labor status, Mexican returnees who had worked and lived in
the US face greater challenges in accessing health services upon return, because they do not meet requirements for insurance qualification.573 Formal employment provides benefits to its registered beneficiaries and
dependents such as health insurance and pensions. However, due to the large informal sector in Mexico,
almost 50 percent of Mexico’s population cannot access the social security system. Alternatively, Mexicans
can pay for health services privately, but these are considered to be of lower quality.574 Also, Mexico’s longterm health care infrastructure is inadequate. “Spending on pensions from the social security systems for
private workers (IMSS), public employees (ISSSE) and institutional/formal health plans are assessed to be
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quite regressive.”575 Thus, the social security system does not have the capacity for long-term assistance or
treatment. Private care would come at a very high cost. Where public transfers are weak, personal assets
become more and more important for securing well-being, including consumption and investment.576
Since 1997, the Progresa/Oportunidades program covers Mexican households living in extreme poverty.
While it started out in rural areas, the program expanded in 2001 to include semi-urban and urban communities. Large amounts of public investment in education, pensions, or household subsidies originating
within Oportunidades are targeted toward specific age groups, most progressively toward children in preschool and primary school. While health programs exist for the entire population, Oportunidades further
consists of a qualified cash-transfer program for poor households.577 As of 2011, Oportunidades served 5.8
million households in Mexico. Since 2010, Oportunidades is also mandated to provide alimentary support,
covering more than 670,000 beneficiary households.578 Despite official health care provisions and poverty
assistance, social deprivation is very high in Mexico. The Mexican National Council for the Evaluation of Social Development Policy estimates national levels of social deprivation along different indicators, including
access to social services and security, quality and space of housing, basic housing services, and access to
alimentation. Based on these measures, in 2010, 32.2 million Mexicans were socially deprived. It is to note
that social deprivation among Mexicans is felt most strongly in terms of lacking access to social security and
health services. 68 million Mexicans lack access to social security and almost 36 million to health services.
28 million cannot access proper alimentation, including access to sufficient food to live a healthy and active
life. More than 23 million are deprived in terms of education. With respect to housing conditions, almost 19
million Mexicans are not equipped with basic services nor do 17 million have adequate quality or space in
their housing units.579
A study investigating the distributional impact on poverty and inequality of various types of taxes and expenditure, based primarily on 2002 data from the Survey of Household Income and Expenditure Survey580
and computed by the Mexican National Office of Statistics and complemented with data from the accounts
of Mexican Federal Treasury581 as well as specialized nutrition, health, and other surveys “found that transfers, both from the government and from other households, helped to reduce inequality (as measured by
the Gini coefficient) by 3% when assessed with respect to total household income, or by 1% with respect to
income per capita.”582
Mexico tries to reach the Mexican migrant population in the US with an all-encompassing health care strategy, including low cost insurance to contribute to social security, employer based health insurances, and/
or tax based schemes back at home.583 American Community Survey584 data from 2011 indicate that while
residing in the United States Mexicans are less likely than other immigrant groups or Native Americans to
be insured. More than two-thirds of Mexican foreign-born in the US, or 67 percent, do not have health insurance coverage at their demand, compared to 12 percent of the national population and 34 percent of all
other immigrants. Of those who are covered, 65 percent relied on private health care. In the late 1970s, the
United States established bilateral social security agreements, ‘totalization agreements’ with some countries to coordinate the social security programs for immigrants with the aim to avoid migrant workers from
those respective countries having to pay double taxation over their US wages. It provided workers with
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social security benefits if they had divided their time working in the US and another country.585 However,
bilateral arrangements between the US and Mexico to protect the well-being of the migrant population do
not exist.586
Despite Mexico being the second biggest partner in trade with the US and regardless of the large population of Mexicans residing and working in the US, no agreement has been signed, although discussions took
place within President George W. Bush’s immigration reform.587 A totalization agreement between Mexico
and the US “would save US workers and their employers about $140 million in Mexican social security and
health insurance taxes over the first 5 years of the agreement”588 Totalization benefits between Mexico and
the US would allow Mexican migrant workers in the US, irrespective of their legal status, to combine labor
credits earned at home and in the US and to qualify for benefits either while residing in the US or upon return
to Mexico. In 2003, the US Social Security Administration’s (SSA) Office of the Actuary estimated that 50,000
Mexicans would be eligible for social security benefits in the first year, collecting up to USD 78 million. Until
2050, costs are projected to increase to USD 650 million, excluding potential beneficiaries who are or were
undocumented and who might also become eligible.589
Ross and others (2004) investigated health care and pension benefits of returning Mexican migrants after
having spent some years working and living in the US.590 Using logistic regression based on data from the
Mexican Health and Aging Study (MHAS) 591 the authors analyzed the causal link between US migration experience and health insurance coverage for Mexicans older than 65 years of age. By conducting multivariate
analyses, Ross and others identified migrant and non-migrant discrepancies in health insurance and pension
coverage. While overall probability of having health insurance is higher for Mexican migrants, these odds
decrease by almost one percentage point for every year abroad. By the time, Mexicans have spent eight
years in the US they are less likely to be insured. “Among migrants who receive a pension, 30.3 percent earn
US social security.”592 At the same time, the probability of contributing to a pension system is lower among
Mexican migrants compared to the national Mexican population. But, insurance probability increases by 0.4
percentage points for every year Mexicans migrants live in the US. After three years in the US, migrants are
more likely to receive a pension than Mexican non-migrants. “Over 60 percent of the elder Mexicans with
permanent residency or US citizenship reaps pension benefits compared with only 18.7 percent of Mexicans
without any special US immigrant status.”593
The actual fact of having health insurance contributed to an 8-percentage point increase of the odds of
looking for skilled medical attendance. Adjusting for coverage, migrant status and health care utilization do
not correlate. “This suggests that health insurance coverage is important for health care access in Mexico.
It also suggests that migrants without health insurance use less health services because they do not have
health insurance and not because of unmeasured characteristics of migrants.”594 It is thus not the migration
experience that alters health behavior of migrants while residing abroad or upon return, but the actual coverage status.
In Mexico, a study commissioned by the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) 595 identified emigration as
a significant driver for family disintegration, due to the burden of additional care mothers experience when
left behind and increased parenting challenges. The authors of this report further highlighted that children
resent parental absence. The more time parents spent away from their children, the more the parent loses
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their role as care provider, their reference point, including authority, household management. Over time,
children replace parents by left behind family members, such as siblings, or grandmothers and aunts in the
case of maternal absence.596
The 2010 Mexican National Household Income and Expenditure Survey (ENIGH) 597 showed that average
Mexican household size was 3.7 persons, with an average age of the head of the household at 48.6 years.
Of those 3.7 household members, 2.4 were economically active. Inter-generational support ranks very high
within Mexican households, with 39 percent of all Mexican households holding three or more generations
under one roof. Within the Mexican context of an advanced demographic transition with an increasingly
aging society, US migration might be thought of as social safety net for families left behind, especially for
the elderly.598 Where social security systems are inadequate or completely lacking, households and families
turn to individual members residing abroad for financial assistance, support in upholding health as well as
dealing with adverse effects due to old age.
Data from the National Transfer Accounts (NTA) project (2014) provide information on national generational
economies, showing how certain population age groups produce, consume, save, and share resources, thus
allowing for an evaluation of intergenerational and inter-household transfers of the public system, as well
as of social networks, including the extended migrant family.599 The concept of lifecycle deficit per capita is
expressed by consumption minus labor income. While a positive lifecycle deficit refers to higher consumption than earnings through labor, a negative lifecycle deficit indicates lower consumption with respect to
labor income.

Table 32

National Transfer Accounts, per capita

Mexican Pesos

All Ages

0 – 19 Years

20 – 64 Years

65+ Years

Consumption

55,934

42,891

65,786

61,091

Labor Income

33,117

2,995

58,642

16,122

22,817

39,896

7,144

44,969

Public Transfers

-2

8,668

-8,459

16,477

Private Transfers

1,880

30,080

-19,185

-11,736

Total Transfers

1,878

38,748

-27,644

4,741

Asset Income

29,172

1,104

47,403

71,234

Saving

8,234

-43

12,616

31,005

20,938

1,148

34,787

40,229

Lifecycle Deficit

Asset-based Reallocations

Source: National Transfer Accounts. Country Report, Mexico, 2004.

NTA data for Mexico display a strong downward public transfer system, with private assets funding 100 percent of consumption.600 With much of remittances increasing household income for personal consumption
and spending, Mexican migration to the US can be considered a large contributor to protective security at
home. Despite declining consumption among the elderly, the Mexican population older than 65 years funds
a considerable share of their own needs by relying heavily on private assets. Public transfers play a minor
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role in upholding protective security in Mexico, because it is familial transfers from the elderly to younger
people that represent a substantial downward social support system.601 Instead of receiving financial public
transfers, Mexico’s population transfers private financial assistance to others, including family members.
Within the context of weak public social security and protection systems, migration becomes even more
important as an alternative assistance scheme for family members left behind. A study conducted by the
Population Division of the United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (2011)
observed a higher positive impact of migrant cash transfers on poverty for the elderly left behind than for
younger age groups. This effect could be explained through the higher migration rate among younger age
groups, as well as the lower consumption rate of elderly Mexicans compared to the younger. Similarly, Alaimo (2006) investigated the role of migration in family transfers, in particular looking at the potential tradeoff between time and money assistance from migrant children to parents left behind. She found a positive
relation between children’s migration status in the US and the receipt of parental financial assistance and
a negative effect of children’s migration on time contribution.602 From the perspective of intergenerational
equity and inter-temporal economy, these results are problematic as they suggest an underinvestment in
the younger generations, reflected in their future productivity as they reduce their saving and investment
potential.
To identify the effect of intergenerational transfers on well-being, a study conducted by Kim and Kim (2009)
investigated economic and demographic factors in the allocation of financial assistance within migrant families in the US. The assumption was that within the context of lacking social security and protection systems
of families left behind, the support household members who stay behind receive from migrant families is of
great importance for their well-being. The New Immigrant Survey (NIS), a multi-cohort panel survey of new
legal immigrants to the United States, informed the binary logit analysis, with baseline data from 2003 and
2004 to test models of intergenerational financial transfer among migrant families. The Kim and Kim study
showed that migrants between 25 and 34 years and 35 and 44 years displayed greater probability to provide
financial assistance to family members, in particular their parents, compared to younger migrants under the
age of 24 years. Age displayed a negative link with the likelihood of migrants to receive financial help from
family members. The study further found a positive correlation between migrants’ education, income, the
holding of assets, and the likelihood of financial assistance. Employment status and higher income displayed
a negative relation with migrants’ receipt of financial assistance from parents. However, in case of chronic
health problems of migrants, the likelihood of receiving financial help was increased. Children left behind by
migrants between the ages of 35 and 44 years, 44 and 55 years, as well as 55 and 64 years were also more
likely to receive financial assistance, despite a negative correlation with children’s income.603
Antman (2012) used data from the Mexican Health and Aging Study604 to analyze the benefit of financial
assistance as well as time contributions toward the elderly parents left behind in Mexico. Antman considered all children’s transfers toward the parent, with the underlying hypothesis that migrants’ siblings might
compensate for each other in the case of migration. “If contributions are positively or negatively related
across siblings, this would imply an amplification or dampening of the behavior of the migrant child.”605
While the financial contribution is represented by monthly financial support from the child living in the US
to elderly parents who remained in Mexico, time contribution is reported as support to activities of daily
living. Antman conducted a simulation, in which she exogenously switched the migrant status of one child in
a family to display the implications of children migration for elderly parents, thus allowing for the possibility
of compensation in time and financial contribution by siblings.606 Simulating the contributions of absent and
present children in the receipt of care by elderly parents, Antman found that total hours of care was reduced
from 60 to 56 hours a week in elderly households who had a child living abroad. However, time contributions
of neither absent not present children seemed to be statistically significant, which “suggests that the source
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of the drop in total time contribution is mainly due to the drop in the migrant’s time contribution from 3.7
hours on average to zero.”607 Hence, while present children or siblings could compensate for the time contribution of the migrant child, total time contribution toward parents’ drops.
Further, with respect to health outcomes, represented through outcome variables such as self-reported
health quality, as well as physical and mental health, Antman (2010) found that migrant parents report lower
health quality (21 percent) compared to non-migrant parents (14 percent), less physical health (6 percent
compared to 5 percent) and worse mental health (60 percent compared to 52 percent).608 When controlling
for observed characteristics through a probit estimation of equation, Antman states that poor health quality
is positively and significantly linked to the fact of having a child residing in the US. By using an instrumental
variables approach, Antman addresses the endogeneity of children’s migration and sheds light on the causal
relationship between migration and health. The odds of reporting lower health quality overall increases by
3.6 percent for parents who have a child living abroad. At the same time, being a migrant parents is associated with a 1.1 percent increase of the probability of being in poor physical health and a 3,2 percent increase in
poor mental health.609 With respect to the causal relation between children’s migratory status and parental
health, it can be concluded that migration is not reversely caused by poor health of parents, because parents
suffered the health shocks, such as heart attack or stroke, after the children had migrated.610
In conclusion, within the context of Mexican migration to the US, strengthening the dimensional freedom of
protective security proves necessary as a social safety net for Mexican migrants, in the US or upon return,
and their family members, especially parents left behind. Despite a long-standing shared migration history,
today no agreements have been signed between Mexico and the US that could function as protective security guarding the well-being of the migrant population.611, 612 Despite official national provisions for health
and poverty assistance, social deprivation is very high among Mexican households. This assessment provided evidence that in the absence of institutional arrangements, protective security rely on informal support
structures between migrants and their family or household members left behind through alternative sources
of income or a redistribution of resources.

607
608
609
610
611
612

140

Antman. 2012: 16pp
Antman. 2010b: 4
Antman. 2010b: 6
Antman. 2010b
Social Security Administration. 2014
Sen. 1999: 40

Crossing the Border Measuring the Impact of International Migration on Human Development

9. Impact Assessment

141

Chapter
142

Crossing the Border Measuring the Impact of International Migration on Human Development

CONCLUSION

I

nternational migration has been recognized as a development driver in countries of origin and destination.
However, despite increasing research on the link between migration and development, due to the complexity of the phenomenon itself, the direction and scale of its influence has not yet been fully understood.
International migration between Mexico and the United States represents the single largest migration corridor in the world. With an emigrant population of more than eleven million Mexicans in the US, representing 10 percent of the total national Mexican population, Mexico is one of the largest sending countries of
migrants. For Mexico, migration signifies a normative pattern, a sort of model for citizens to expand their
freedoms and improve living conditions for themselves and their families and households, with the potential
to one-day return home. Inherent to the idea of a good life or better well-being is the concept of migration
to the United States, with a potential return after some years of residence in the neighboring country.
Understanding the dynamics and extent of international migration and its relationship with development
is important to provide empirical evidence for policy decision-making and formulation and for migrants to
have the required information to take an informed decision. This book examined Mexico-US migration in
depth to uncover a new, broader perspective on the nexus between migration and development, recognizing that every individual migrant’s agency and ability to live in and with substantial freedoms is integral to
fostering development for countries of origin and destination.
Classical migration research applies a limited perspective on the issue by treating it as a labor market phenomenon. Migration is primarily understood as an integral part of developmental processes in the countries
of origin. However, the broader concept of sustainable development with its economic, social, cultural,
political, and environmental dimensions, inherent to the migratory process, is not well acknowledged. At
the global level, the economic concept of development has been expanded through the introduction of the
notion of human development. The international community, has tried to explain the phenomenon of migration through a triple-win perspective. This win-win-win approach, where the country of origin and destination as well as the individual migrant benefit from the actual migration process and outcomes, appears too
positive in the light of the challenges faced by local economies, populations, individual migrants, and those
left behind. Due to the need for international comparison and the possibility of applying the developmental concept to diverse national contexts, the international community had to compromise methodological
individuality.
Out of this operational irritation – to reclaim this deficit perspective and to provide developmental justice
to the concept of migration – this study adjusted the concept of development through the original notion
of human freedoms and capabilities according to the understanding of Amartya Sen. The inclusion of the
expansion of substantial freedoms, as integral to development within the migratory phenomenon and together with the recognition of the agency of every individual migrant, not only enlarges the concept of
development but also provides a new human perspective to the migration and development nexus.
While the character of the components of freedom are described as instrumental and interlinked to the
well-being of the individual, the contributory role of freedoms as means to development does not undermine the evaluative importance of freedom as an objective of development in itself.
It was Sen’s comprehensive and person-centered approach that provided the intellectual foundation for this
research, which appreciates the migration experience itself as a means to expand migrants’ economic, political, and social freedoms. This study further recognized the relationship with the dimensions of transparency
guarantees and protective security.
The utilization of Sen’s approach as an explanatory theoretical framework to human development allowed
for the conceptualization of international migration as a factor of his development function. The inclusion
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of these processes, expanding the substantial freedoms a person has, advances the concept of human
development by an actual human dimension. There is a clear need to distinguish the intrinsic importance
of human freedom as the preeminent objective of development from the instrumental effectiveness of different kinds of freedom to promote human development.613 For instance, while social facilities affect political participation, political freedom enhances economic participation and economic opportunities generate
resources for social opportunities. Political participation is thus not only conducive to development, but a
constitutive part of the development process.
The flexibility of the Capability Approach allowed for the assessment of the effect of international migration
on people’s freedoms and their inherent developmental features at the aggregate level, as well as the identification of alternate areas of development, such as political participation, economic well-being, education,
health, and security. The Capability Approach includes the possibility of being divided into various analytical
layers.614 A principle feature of the Capability Approach is that it can be applied operationally within certain boundaries by means of precise bilateral analysis. Despite its person-centered perspective of human
development, the Capability Approach considers the surrounding systems that prevail in a country that at
the same time shape the scope of developmental outcomes, thus acknowledging international migration as
by-product and driver of macro developmental conditions.
Due to the challenge to methodologically apply one theoretical framework to various national contexts
without compromising analytical rigor, this study addressed the question of the contribution of migration to
human development within a bi-national context. Countries with a common long-standing and significant
migration history were selected that also possess reliable data sources to allow for precise evaluation. The
corridor between Mexico and the United States of America qualified as the analytical units for this research.
Despite the selection of one corridor, given the requirements for comparability and harmonization of national statistics, analysis between two national units required compromise when combining various data sources. Where primary data were not accessible for one country, secondary data sources had to provide comparable insight into the research question at hand. Similarly, when aggregate statistics were not available for
cross-national comparison, secondary analytical results had to be used to shed light on some dimensions of
the migration and development nexus. Another challenge that had to be overcome in this research regarded
the assessment of the contribution of migration on human development along all five freedoms because of
the difficulty to disconnect the driver from the actual effect, and discovering unobserved characteristics.
When investigating the operational spheres of application of this theoretical framework, the concept developed by Martha Nussbaum was helpful in presenting a suitable concept of freedoms at the individual
level. Nussbaum discusses fundamental entitlements that are provided by fulfilling ten central capabilities,
including: life; bodily health; bodily integrity; senses, imagination and thought; emotions; practical reason;
affiliation; other species; play; and control over one’s environment.615 The underlying principle of her understanding of the Capability Approach “is that we begin with a conception of the dignity of the human
being, and of a life that is worthy of that dignity – a life that has available in it ‘truly human functioning’.” With
this basic idea as a starting point and in contrast to Sen, Martha Nussbaum endorsed a list of capabilities,
which, she argued, are central components of human development, depending on the society in question.616
“Migrants are people with abilities, strengths and potential that should be stimulated and developed with
respect for their cultural dignity, their religiousness and all their expressions as human beings.”617
While statistically it seems extremely difficult to capture the “ability” to do and be something or disconnect
the case of deliberate failure for achievement from its inability, this research concludes it would be worthwhile to systematically complement the research on the phenomenon of international migration and development with Nussbaum’s individual conceptualization of human development. Nussbaum’s concept and
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micro-level approach could systematically complement the empirical study at the macro level and illuminate
the very individual gains and losses through the migratory experience.
Various arguments can be made for the systematic approach of measurement and analysis of migration
by selecting a specific migration corridor. First, a more structured approach to, and clear definition of, the
migration and development nexus allow for greater precision and consistency when conducting bilateral research. Measures become more meaningful by focusing only on one migration corridor.618 Secondly, calling
attention to specific characteristics of a given migration corridor provides the methodological foundation for
theoretical testing and longitudinal analysis as well as future cross-national comparison. The applied framework presents important features that qualify as a set of theoretical and methodological tools to theorize
and evaluate the impact of international migration along other migration corridors; thus allowing for future
cross-national application. Thirdly, founding this operationalization on the realities of two countries avoids
the need for methodological compromise and results become more tangible for the nations involved. Lastly,
pioneering such bilateral analysis will serve useful to provide a better understanding of the actual dynamics
involved in the issue of international migration. Since the actual impact that migration can exercise will depend on national realities, the bi-national conceptual and methodological approach used in this study might
serve as a paradigm applicable to other migratory movements in the world, following a bottom up approach
from the bi-national to the regional and eventually the multi-national application.
Mexico’s migration profile is characterized by long-standing in-migration, transit-migration and out-migration, primarily to the United States. According to the US Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, 619
an estimated 11,711,619 foreign-born Mexican resided in the United States in 2010, accounting for almost
4 percent of the total US population and 30 percent of all foreign-born residents. “The US today has more
immigrants from Mexico alone …than any other country in the world has from all countries in the world.”620
Since the end of the 19 th century, migration flows from Mexico to the US have been continuous, with only
two interruptions: in 1929 during the great depression and in 2007 when the economic crisis set in.621 In the
last 50 years, two major shifts in intensity and character of Mexican migration took place as by-products of
economic and structural transformations. The first occurred in the 1970s due to the restructuring of the US
economy and the second is currently underway, provoked by the economic downturn of the 2007 recession.
Drivers that added to the migratory pressures in Mexico over time and that were sustained by string social
networks between origin and destination include the increase in the Mexican working age population, the
low absorption capacity of the Mexican labor market, increasing salary differentials between the two countries, and the recurring economic crises in Mexico in the last decades.622 Despite this history, the national
policy agendas have only recently responded to this phenomenon with ramifications felt in economic, political, cultural, and social life.
Mexican migrants who go to the US are predominantly males between 18 and 34 years old and in search of
employment. In recent years, when employment-driven migration declined, social motivations increased,
including reunification with family and friends. Regarding indicators of integration, including language, duration of stay, and citizenship, Mexico-born immigrants display widespread negative outcomes. Seventy
percent of foreign-born Mexicans older than five years reportedly speak English less than very well. Mexican
immigrants are less educated than US nationals. Only 4.1 percent of Mexican immigrants aged 25 years and
over have obtained a high school degree or higher. Mexicans represent the lowest rate of naturalization
among all immigrant groups. However, the educational distribution of Mexican immigrants is improving.
Less-educated Mexicans return faster than the ones with higher education. Employment and educational
levels correlate strongly with low income. With a poverty rate of 28.9 percent, Mexicans’ poverty figures
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are twice as high as those of the native US population.623, 624 Poverty is particularly prevalent among female-headed Mexican households. Poverty coupled with a lack of access to insurance leaves Mexican immigrants in very precarious living conditions in the US.
Despite the large number of Mexicans who have moved to the US over the past centuries, Mexican migration
to the US continues to face major obstacles that are disproportionate to measures in place that facilitate the
circulation of financial capital, trade, or information. The US has defined and accepted the freedom of movement for its national population, including the promotion of, and demands for, security and protection and
the upholding of rights and duties for US citizens. However, migration to the US, particularly from Mexico,
has been a perennial hot topic for US policy debate. What is claimed in theory for the national population
seems to be difficult to apply to others and to be accepted by society and politics at the national level.
In recent years, sovereign states have increasingly developed a negative policy perspective toward international migration. Not only, but particularly, in the US, there seems to be a focus on the negative side effects
of US–Mexico migration, such as difficult integration. This inconsistency needs to be examined systematically, highlighting the fact that fewer barriers to mobility could contribute to the better integration of immigrants while they are residing in the country of destination; easier circulation and return to the home country
would be conducive to achieving greater potential that migration can offer for development. Mexican and
US policy makers need to have a clear understanding of the characteristics and dynamics of Mexican migratory movements and settlements, its diaspora in the US, and the reciprocal link between migration and
development.
Migrant-specific issues in Mexico are addressed through a range of governmental policies, inter-ministerial
commissions, and national and grassroots organizations operating within Mexico and the US and along the
border, to improve the conditions of migrants while en route, during settlement, or upon return. Mexico’s
fundamental goal regarding migration policy is proper migration management and the protection and defense of the human rights of its migrant population. At the same time, within the reality of major out-migration from Mexico to the US, Mexico further invested in various programs to strengthen relations with its
expatriate community and to maximize the benefit out-migration can bring for national development.
The reciprocal link between migration and development needs to be better appreciated. Evidence shows
that migration and development work through a two-way process and that migrants can contribute both to
development in the sending and the receiving country, within the prevailing conditions of both countries.
The findings of this study elucidate the absence of a unidirectional relation in this nexus. The impact of Mexican migration to the US on human development in Mexico cannot be described as linear, unidirectional,
or equal for all. Further, the impact migration can have on human development is closely connected with
the actual and perceived costs of migration as well as the social, environmental, political, and economic
conditions that contribute to the actual nexus between both issues and affect what may be produced by its
interplay.
Migration presents a great potential for political participation, in terms of exit options, political empowerment and participation, political support, and lobbying. Migration has the power to diffuse democratic
values and norms, directly through emigration or return migration or indirectly through social networks
connecting diasporas and the home-country population. Due to the non-random character of migration,
emigration influences the national population composition in various dimensions, such as education and
ethnicity, which in turn have an effect on democracy at home.625 Because migrants are involved in political
affairs, the concept of transnationalism serves as a means of contributing to political life in Mexico and to
foster political rights for Mexicans living abroad.626 The actual contribution upon return must, however, con-
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sider the migrant’s age at re-entry to account for the benefit it may still bring in the future and the duration
of stay aborad as an indication of the exposure the migrant had to values in the US.627
Evidence on economic freedoms of the national economy revealed the effect of remittances as contributors
to macro-economic development. Large amounts of remittances and high shares of GDP do not seem to
guarantee large developmental advancements. The finding of the pro-cyclical nature of the linkage between
remittances and Mexican business cycles reverses the attention paid to remittances as an instrument for
macro-economic stabilization of the business cycles.628 However, due to the effect of increased consumption
and investments at the household level, remittances exercise a positive impact on local economic growth.
At the level of the federal state, states with lesser economic development and greater incidences of poverty
coupled with higher migration intensity experience the largest positive economic impacts of remittances.
In these states, remittances account for a large share of GDP and have a high per capita value. At the same
time, however, these effects reflect the centralized character of remittances and the dependency of those
states on financial inflows.
The link between poverty elasticity and migration is no more obvious than the relationship between migration and inequality, as it depends on the extent to which poor households gain access to migration and
migrant labor markets over time. Pronounced criticism raised by economists on the unproductive nature
of remittances neglects the role of remittances as additional income for families and the contribution to
poverty alleviation. Meeting basic needs of a family should not be undermined in favor of larger economic
benefits. Remittances act as an important social safety net for poor families. This finding is of major importance as it contradicts the assumption that it would not be as beneficial for least developed regions – where
the poorest households live – to engage in migration as it is for the slightly better off where resources are in
place to invest in migration. On the contrary, communities at the lowest level of development feel the strongest effect of remittances on poverty reduction. Research further showed that the link “between poverty
impacts of remittances and the extent of household participation in international migration is monotonically
negative, and it is more pronounced than the relationship between remittance impacts on inequality and
migration prevalence.”629
International migration carries a cost, which can be very high, especially for pioneering migrants. It has thus
been assumed that migrants tend to originate from higher income households that can afford the initial
investment. It is true that remittances that act as additional income for the households left behind often
reinforce existing income inequalities in the regions of origin, at least at the beginning of engaging in international movements. However, the developmental impact of remittances follow an inverted U-shaped curve.
Given the need for financial resources to engage in migration and settle in the country of origin in the first
phase, the initial period after arrival in the country of destination is expected to reap less financial benefit
for the migrant and the households left behind. After having settled, found employment, and recovered the
initial investment, migrants can start saving and remitting part of their earnings, thus contributing positively
to the household income of the family in Mexico. After some time, migrant networks establish and labor
markets in the US open up, which distribute the access to migration downward, so that the un-equalizing impact of remittances by pioneering migrants can be reduced or even removed. Thus, the distributional effect
of remittances equalizes as an increasing number of households are in a position to engage in cross-border
movements, build on established networks and access the US labor market. Migration itself thus broadens
the base for participation and varies in its potential impact on poverty over time. But, with prolonged stay
in the new country, the intention to return might decrease, social ties might weaken, and more finances are
required to settle and integrate. Hence, remittances decrease and diminish the potential long-term impact
remittances could yield back home.
The actual impact value of remittances lies at the level of the household, rather than as a contributor to the
economic performance at the national level.630 Thus, instead of policies intended to manage the receipt
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and use of remittances to achieve desired productive outcomes at the macro level, investments should
be encouraged at the micro level, in the form of access to credit, investment in entrepreneurial skills and
community buildings, as well as incentives for savings, to provide the potential for increased income at the
household level.
Other points of impact, reflecting development as freedom, such as foreign direct investment, trade, and
political association, are nurtured through growing social networks of migrants that connect them with other
migrants and people left behind in their countries of origin. In a globalized world with technological advances, transportation and communication barriers do no longer pose major barriers.631 Evidence has shown that
the developmental contribution in the country of origin is enhanced when migrants are better integrated
in the host countries and with an engaged diaspora in the new community. More and more, home governments and associations connect to the diaspora “as a source of investment, overseas market openings, foreign exchange, expertise, and political support in domestic campaigns as well as vis-à-vis the government of
their new countries of residence.”632 Being able to rely on a strong support system will facilitate investments
undertaken by Mexicans and increase their motivation to persuade fellow migrants to do so.
Important to note is the link between out-migration and the national labor force or Mexican productivity.
Demographic imbalances affect the labor market and reinforce existing socio-economic inequalities. Predominantly male migration from Mexico to the US reduces Mexico’s existing labor pool, particularly of prime
working-aged males. As displayed in the sex and age structure of Mexico’s labor force, these movements
have started exercising a tangible demographic impact.
Given the fact that a large number of Mexican emigrants are low-skilled, in the context of high unskilled unemployment and a large supply of unskilled labor, out-migration of this group does not exercise a significant
influence on Mexico’s productivity.633 In turn, a reduction in the pool of unskilled unemployed workers has a
positive effect for those who remain, because the exodus of unskilled workers has the potential to shorten
waiting time for filling job vacancies and induce raises in local salaries.634 In recent decades, more and more
Mexican women migrated independently to the US to work.
The male-dominant labor force characteristic in Mexico is further fortified through this absence of young
economically active women. These characteristics are not reversed when migrants return. The migration
experience does not exercise a significant influence on employment and thus the larger economy due to
interaction effects at the household level.635 As a matter of fact, as Mexicans return to their country of origin,
they experience a negative effect on employment and earnings, particularly those with lower educational
attainment who originated in the states close to the border with the US. Migrants from the federal states with
a long-standing migration history in the interior of the country have better chances of finding employment
upon return. This research shows that circular or seasonal migration programs do not bring significant positive effects. The findings of this work suggest that the expansion of migration networks plays a fundamental
role in determining the impact of migration on development. Existing social networks and a well-organized
diaspora can contribute to better outcomes for returnees.
Overall, it is difficult to conclude if the large out-migration of Mexicans to the US is positive or negative
for future economic development in Mexico. On the one hand Mexico loses a great number of potential
workers. Since those tend to be better qualified than those who stay behind, they could have a great impact
on development. This however depends on the possibilities for those people to adequately and efficiently
make use of their human capital. On the other hand, for more than three decades it has been challenging
for Mexico’s economy to generate employment at the pace of demand triggered by Mexico’s demographic
change and improvements in education, with the significant characteristic of its labor force exodus.
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Looking at the channels through which Mexican migration to the US affects social opportunities of migrants and household members left behind, evidence suggests that migration changes social knowledge
and behavior. Social opportunities are not only essential to live healthy lives, avoiding otherwise preventable
morbidity and early mortality, but also to contribute to more successful involvement in community affairs.636
Social expenditures by Mexico in the areas of health, medicine, nutrition, and education of its population
and thus potential future migrant population provide good indicators for social and institutional opportunities. Mexico’s health and education expenditure accounted for 6 and 20 percent of total Gross Domestic
Product, respectively. Tertiary education expenditure per student comes at a high cost, accounting for 38
percent of GDP per capita.637, 638 Despite large returns of migrants, the financial investments in the formation
of migrants in the area of education and health, as well as the potential contribution these trained nationals
could make to Mexico’s development, are lost through emigration of Mexicans in the prime working ages. Its
loss is estimated at USD 155 billion. Systemic barriers to professional integration in the US increase the loss
of investment made by individual migrants in their education, as well as the sending government’s cost of
educational support. Mexico and the US should address the issues of integration through recertification and
licensure to start lowering the obstacles to successful integration and thus positive migration experience.
While most attention is paid to the large number of low-skilled Mexicans coming to the US, which is in fact
the largest share of Mexican migrants leaving the country, recent years have shown that the level of education of migrants has continued to increase. It is thus very likely that in the future more Mexicans with at least
secondary education will move to the US and, given better chances for economic and social integration in
the US due to higher education, will reside longer or even permanently outside of Mexico. This evolution
will increase the loss of social capital and previously made social investments in the Mexican population.
Mexico’s loss of better skilled nationals is already significant today. The continued flow of Mexicans to the
US, especially of higher-skilled Mexicans, notwithstanding stagnating wages during the past years, implies
that the Mexican factors and conditions at home result in stronger migratory drivers than the actual factors
originating in the US. Coupled with a higher return rate of lower educated and older migrants, i.e. a higher
settlement rate of highly skilled Mexicans, this fact subtracts qualifications and experience from the educational profile of the Mexican population and adds to its loss through emigration.639
At the lower level of disaggregation, the impact of Mexican-US migration on educational outcomes among
children left behind can best be described as the accumulated outcome of three effects, including remittances for the alleviation of financial constraints for educational investment, parental absence affecting motivation and educational achievement, and redistribution of housework.
All in all, at the lower levels of education, migration seems to be a more rewarding option than investment
in education. In the context of social mobility, education does not pay off when compared to migration to
the US. With the expectation of engaging in migration, incentives for additional schooling in the Mexican
communities of origin are reduced because of the lower outlook of return from additional investment in education. Migration can thus be interpreted as an alternative trajectory to education.640, 641, 642 This finding is
of utmost importance, as it contradicts the generalized positive belief that migration has positive spill-over
effects in terms of education on the people left behind in the form of increased investments in education,
manifesting as brain gain.
With respect to health, this analysis finds that the institutionalization of migration provides the eventual
beneficial environment that allows migration to have a positive effect on health outcomes, regardless of the
migration status of the household they come from. This finding further confirms that social and economic
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processes inherent to Mexican-US migration lay a foundation for developmental impacts to be felt.643 Regarding household power structures, this study provided evidence that migration can improve, deteriorate,
or readjust power structures and gender inequalities within a household, depending on the weight of the
factors involved, such as duration of stay, readjustment of the household left behind, and the nature of the
migration experience.644 For instance, while the effect of migration on gender roles is significant, the direction and scale of the change depends on whether women assume new responsibilities and conditions improve; are subordinated by other household members and conditions deteriorate, or manage within existing
structures for the male householder’s duration of stay in the US and conditions readjust.
Mexico performs well regarding governmental effectiveness and regulatory quality in the pursuit of a distributive outcome of developmental goals. Migrants’ and a society’s interactions happen on the basis of
trust facilitated through connectivity. Transparency guarantees lay the foundation for trust by linking bilateral governing rules to the economic and social well-being of their migrant population. However, violated
trust caused by the lack of openness and political instability adversely affects the lives and well-being of
people.645 However, relations of trust within the Mexican-US migration process rely on an inadequate foundation of various aspects of governance. With limited success of governmental provisions, the contribution
of Mexican migrants in fostering better institutions at home through the demand for transparency and
accountability is important. The organization of Mexico’s diaspora in the US and of returning migrants, who
have experienced better governance while abroad, may introduce change and may advance claims for good
governance. The link between migration and transparency guarantees is hard to quantify, with a measurable
effect on corruption or the advancement human rights challenging to assess. High levels of exploitation and
abuse of international migrants occur, particularly of those in an irregular situation. In these cases, financial,
social, governmental, and human costs of exploitation outweigh any benefits that may come from migration.
Bilateral as well as multilateral migration cooperation reflects governments’ commitment to managed migration. The need for shared responsibility between Mexico and the US should be reflected in strengthened
collaboration. While both countries have national migration policies and programs in place, a common bilateral approach to migrant management and, in particular, to migrant protection, would allow for more secure
management of and developmental and humanitarian assistance to migratory movements. “Cooperating
on the border, facilitating legal status, deterring unauthorized employment, providing legal alternatives for
new migrant flows benefiting from new social and information infrastructure in both countries, leveraging
remittances, encouraging return migration, and maintaining ongoing and close consultations on all aspects
of the binational relationship will lead to a substantial improvement in the regulation of migration….”646
Informal security mechanisms between migrants and households left behind have proven necessary as social safety nets for Mexican migrants in the US, upon return, and for their family members who remain in
Mexico, especially elderly parents. Protective security within the migration and development nexus can
therefore best be described as an altruistic inter-generational informal support mechanism regarding economic sustainability and healthy well-being.647 Despite a long-standing shared migration history, as of today
bilateral arrangements between Mexico and the US that could function to protect the well-being of the
migrant population do not exist.648, 649 Official provisions for health and poverty assistance are low, and thus
do not reduce social deprivation. Institutionalizing the transferability of protective security and its inherent
social benefits could spur development in Mexico significantly by providing individuals with social protection schemes. It would further encourage Mexico to attract returning migrants and infuse financial resources
as Mexicans return with their savings, expertise, and experience.650 The assessment of intergenerational
and transnational support on well-being of migrants and families left behind showed the importance of
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demographic and economic factors in the determination of such support. While migrant cash transfers exercise a higher positive impact on poverty for elderly parents left behind than for younger family members,
migration, especially of younger children, displays a strong negative time and health impact on elderly
parents well-being.651 Higher migration rates among younger age groups and lower consumption rates
among elderly Mexicans could explain these effects. From the perspective of intergenerational equity and
inter-temporal economy of the migrant, these results are problematic, as they suggest an underinvestment
in the younger generations and thus in their future productivity, thereby reducing their saving and investment potential.
There is a causal negative relationship between children’s migratory status and elderly parental health outcomes. Migration of adult children affects both physical and mental health outcomes of elderly parents left
behind, as they receive less time and financial contributions from their emigrated children, whose absence
cannot be compensated for by other siblings.652 Poor health of parents is reversely caused by migration,
because parental health deteriorates after the children have migrated.653
It might be that these negative health effects may be channeled through deteriorating mental conditions of
elderly parents. The experience of increased social isolation of Mexican parents while their children reside
in the US may be an important mediating factor in their health outcomes.654 The evidence at the household
level leaves little doubt about the effects individual migrants and their family members experience from the
migration.
Through the application of the Capability Approach by Amartya Sen toward migration along the bi-national
corridor between Mexico and the United States of America, this study claims to address a topic of high political interest and provide valuable socio-economic and legislative information. By doing so it may qualify
as a paradigm for other migratory corridors in the world, always contingent upon national realities and the
individual migrants involved. The effective application of the conceptual understanding of development as
freedom confirmed the analytical power of Amartya Sen’s approach within a bi-national context. Further, the
application of the Sen’s theoretical framework allowed this work to investigate a contemporary issue of high
political concern through an academic-scientific lens.
Despite the focus in this work on the contribution to human development in Mexico, to contribute more
evidence to the national policy agenda and bilateral negotiations on the beneficial contribution of migration
to the country of destination, a natural next step would be the analysis of the impact of Mexican migration
on development in the US. Although there has been acknowledgment of the demographic impact of immigration on age structure, the larger developmental benefits Mexican migration brings to the US are hardly
revealed or recognized in contemporary political debates.
This research concludes that through an analytical bottom-up approach, the analysis of migration and development within the framework of Sen’s Capability Approach could be applied to other migration corridors
as well as expanded from the bi-national to the regional and multinational level. However, this work does
not claim to generalize its conclusion or assign any value, positive or negative, from the evidence found on
patterns of Mexico-born migrants to the United States to any other migration corridor in the world. The
character and peculiarity of migration’s effects always depend on individual variables of the Mexican people
involved, and as such its impact cannot be described as linear, unidirectional, or equal for all.
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Table 7 Annual Remittances to Mexico
Transactions for
Remittances

Remittances
Annual
Per Cent
Change

Transactions

Annual
Per Cent
Change

Average Remittances

US Dollars
($)

Annual
Per Cent
Change

Date

US Dollars ($)

1995

3,672,726,200

1996

4,223,682,000

15.00

13,208,056

17.27

319,78

-1.93

1997

4,864,844,400

15.18

15,368,590

16.36

316,54

-1.01

1998

5,626,841,700

15.66

19,419,530

26.36

289,75

-8.46

1999

5,909,554,700

5.02

20,937,306

7.82

282,25

-2.59

2000

6,572,743,000

11.22

17,999,036

-14.03

365,17

29.38

2001

8,895,263,900

35.34

27,744,273

54.14

320,62

-12.20

2002

9,814,448,100

10.33

29,953,851

7.96

327,65

2.19

2003

15,138,686,500

54.25

47,985,936

60.20

315,48

-3.71

2004

18,331,747,800

21.09

57,013,396

18.81

321,53

1.92

2005

21,688,271,000

18.31

64,921,700

13.87

334,07

3.90

2006

25,566,835,000

17.88

74,184,607

14.27

344,64

3.16

2007

26,058,818,100

1.92

75,651,469

1.98

344,46

-0.05

2008

25,144,985,200

-3.51

72,627,677

-4.00

346,22

0.51

2009

21,306,332,700

-15.27

67,109,601

-7.60

317,49

-8.30

2010

21,303,882,000

0.10

67,535,557

0.63

315,45

-0.64

2011

22,802,971,600

7.04

69,860,918

3.44

326,41

3.47

2012

22,445,754,700

-1.57

71,621,053

2.52

313,40

-3.99

11,263,154

326,08

Source: Banco de Mexico: Balanza de Pagos. Ingresos por Remesas. 1995 to 2013.
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Table 9 Quarterly Remittance Transfers and Growth

176

Year

Quarter

Million US
Dollars

1995

1

789,9974

1995

2

1.009,0226

1995

3

1995

Quarterly
Per Cent
Change

Quarterly
Per Cent
Change

Year

Quarter

Million US
Dollars

2002

2

2.578,0800

18,56

27,72

2002

3

2.552,8111

-0,98

1.019,3224

1,02

2002

4

2.509,1220

-1,71

4

854,3838

-16,18

2003

1

3.170,1268

26,34

1996

1

932,7533

9,17

2003

2

3.904,6473

23,17

1996

2

1.172,1748

25,67

2003

3

4.128,1167

5,72

1996

3

1.098,9904

-6,24

2003

4

3.935,7957

-4,66

1996

4

1.019,7635

-7,21

2004

1

3.733,8612

-5,13

1997

1

1.052,1467

3,18

2004

2

4.968,6377

33,07

1997

2

1.365,7876

29,81

2004

3

5.028,0245

1,20

1997

3

1.302,0563

-4,67

2004

4

4.601,2244

-8,49

1997

4

1.144,8538

-12,07

2005

1

4.487,5229

-2,47

1998

1

1.176,1248

2,73

2005

2

5.733,8607

27,77

1998

2

1.463,8565

24,46

2005

3

5.785,5140

0,90

1998

3

1.457,2231

-0,45

2005

4

5.681,3734

-1,80

1998

4

1.529,6373

4,97

2006

1

5.734,3317

0,93

1999

1

1.253,3911

-18,06

2006

2

6.947,5630

21,16

1999

2

1.562,6673

24,68

2006

3

6.666,8890

-4,04

1999

3

1.529,2468

-2,14

2006

4

6.218,0513

-6,73

1999

4

1.564,2495

2,29

2007

1

5.916,2313

-4,85

2000

1

1.397,8828

-10,64

2007

2

6.878,9089

16,27

2000

2

1.631,1579

16,69

2007

3

6.967,7477

1,29

2000

3

1.734,2085

6,32

2007

4

6.295,9302

-9,64

2000

4

1.809,4938

4,34

2008

1

5.757,7577

-8,55

2001

1

2.010,7107

11,12

2008

2

6.820,8967

18,46

2001

2

2.280,8866

13,44

2008

3

6.394,5241

-6,25

2001

3

2.357,9829

3,38

2008

4

6.171,8067

-3,48

2001

4

2.245,6837

-4,76

2009

1

5.498,8726

-10,90

2002

1

2.174,4350

-3,17

2009

2

5.634,3179

2,46

Crossing the Border Measuring the Impact of International Migration on Human Development

Quarterly
Per Cent
Change

Year

Quarter

Million US
Dollars

2009

3

5.396,8439

-4,21

2009

4

4.776,2983

-11,50

2010

1

4.832,1288

1,17

2010

2

5.835,8637

20,77

2010

3

5.551,1362

-4,88

2010

4

5.084,7533

-8,40

2011

1

5.110,1385

0,50

2011

2

6.071,7138

18,82

2011

3

6.136,5737

1,07

2011

4

5.484,5456

-10,63

2012

1

5.385,5173

-1,81

2012

2

6.470,0244

20,14

2012

3

5.411,2100

-16,36

2012

4

5.179,0030

-4,29

Source: Own calculations based on numbers from Banco
de Mexico: Balanza de Pagos. Ingresos por Remesas.
Período: 1995 to 2013
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248.0605

287.3645

298.9135

357.7396

352.3695

342.8993

362.2739

314.1492

324.5033

255.5922

274.2883

February-95

March-95

April-95

May-95

June-95

July-95

August-95

September-95

October-95

November-95

December-95

313.5091

281.9257

337.3185

January-96

February-96

March-96

3,672.7262

254.5724

January-95

1995

Million US
Dollars ($)

19.65

-10.07

-91.46

7.31

-21.24

3.30

-13.28

5.65

-2.69

-1.50

19.68

4.02

15.84

-2.56

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

Monthly Remittances to Mexico

Date

Table 10

Annual Per
Cent Change

1,057.3128

903.7406

960.9393

11,263.1539

910.6708

814.0543

1,099.2054

940.4229

1,015.4162

986.8474

1,026.2961

1,132.7110

919.7675

894.6024

755.2665

767.8934

Thousands

16.99

-5.95

5.52

11.87

-25.94

16.88

-7.39

2.89

-3.84

-9.39

23.15

2.81

18.45

-1.64

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

319.03

311.95

326.25

326.08

301.19

313.97

295.22

334.05

356.77

347.47

343.34

315.83

324.99

321.22

328.44

331.52

US Dollars ($)

2.27

-4.38

8.32

-4.07

6.35

-11.63

-6.37

2.68

1.20

8.71

-2.82

1.17

-2.20

-0.93

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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413.5420

365.2451

373.6705

386.0666

339.2533

348.9010

315.6016

355.2609

May-96

June-96

July-96

August-96

September-96

October-96

November-96

December-96

338.6477

331.5918

381.9072

425.5386

486.6894

453.5596

441.6863

January-97

February-97

March-97

April-97

May-97

June-97

July-97

4,223.6820

393.3877

April-96

1996

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

-2.62

-6.81

14.37

11.42

15.17

-2.08

-91.98

12.57

-9.54

2.84

-12.13

3.32

2.31

-11.68

5.12

16.62

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

15.00

Annual Per
Cent Change

1,393.2929

1,444.5372

1,492.8474

1,325.2104

1,214.6711

1,044.4674

1,105.4931

13,208.0560

1,103.5010

952.5880

1,120.6427

1,046.6655

1,244.6012

1,150.9114

1,126.7572

1,336.1386

1,204.2577

Thousands

-3.55

-3.24

12.65

9.10

16.30

-5.52

0.18

15.84

-15.00

7.07

-15.90

8.14

2.14

-15.67

10.95

13.90

Monthly Per
Cent Change

17.27

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

317.01

313.98

326.01

321.11

314.41

317.47

306.33

319.78

321.94

331.31

311.34

324.13

310.19

324.67

324.16

309.51

326.66

US Dollars ($)

0.96

-3.69

1.53

2.13

-0.96

3.64

-4.85

-2.83

6.41

-3.95

4.49

-4.46

0.16

4.73

-5.25

2.39

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-1.93

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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431.4678

421.6681

343.4307

379.7550

September-97

October-97

November-97

December-97

382.5317

366.3982

427.1949

439.9950

520.3739

503.4876

494.3256

486.6070

476.2905

454.6739

460.6924

January-98

February-98

March-98

April-98

May-98

June-98

July-98

August-98

September-98

October-98

November-98

4,864.8444

428.9022

August-97

1997

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

1.32

-4.54

-2.12

-1.56

-1.82

-3.25

18.27

3.00

16.59

-4.22

-92.14

10.58

-18.55

-2.27

0.60

-2.89

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

15.18

Annual Per
Cent Change

1,592.9721

1,619.8204

1,677.7185

1,704.2722

1,681.9466

1,737.8138

1,827.4688

1,450.6729

1,466.7729

1,244.2263

1,274.6177

15,368.5896

1,224.4142

1,087.1685

1,329.1523

1,353.5780

1,353.7571

Thousands

-1.66

-3.45

-1.56

1.33

-3.21

-4.91

25.97

-1.10

17.89

-2.38

4.10

12.62

-18.21

-1.80

-0.01

-2.84

Monthly Per
Cent Change

16.36

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

289.20

280.69

283.89

285.52

293.90

289.72

284.75

303.30

291.25

294.48

300.11

316.54

310.15

315.89

317.25

318.76

316.82

US Dollars ($)

3.03

-1.13

-0.57

-2.85

1.44

1.75

-6.12

4.14

-1.10

-1.88

-3.24

-1.82

-0.43

-0.48

0.61

-0.06

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-1.01

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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464.8977

469.1828

571.5620

521.9225

506.6642

532.0997

490.4829

474.5069

502.0073

587.7353

March-99

April-99

May-99

June-99

July-99

August-99

September-99

October-99

November-99

December-99

456.2456

447.1870

January-00

February-00

5,909.5547

388.8511

February-99

1999

399.6423

January-99

5,626.8417

614.2710

December-98

1998

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

-1.99

-92.28

17.08

5.80

-3.26

-7.82

5.02

-2.92

-8.68

21.82

0.92

19.56

-2.70

-92.90

33.34

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

5.02

15.66

Annual Per
Cent Change

1,235.9960

1,236.0254

20,937.3063

2,004.6554

1,821.2083

1,779.5738

1,748.8116

1,852.9967

1,781.5129

1,829.7266

2,082.8104

1,650.7965

1,638.3055

1,390.1245

1,356.7841

19,419.5300

2,141.2278

Thousands

0.00

-38.34

10.07

2.34

1.76

-5.62

4.01

-2.64

-12.15

26.17

0.76

17.85

2.46

-36.64

34.42

Monthly Per
Cent Change

7.82

26.36

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

361.80

369.12

282.25

293.19

275.65

266.64

280.47

287.16

284.40

285.25

274.42

284.22

283.77

279.72

294.55

289.75

286.88

US Dollars ($)

-1.98

25.90

6.36

3.38

-4.93

-2.33

0.97

-0.30

3.95

-3.45

0.16

1.45

-5.03

2.67

-0.80

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-2.59

-8.46

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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498.8308

590.7496

541.5775

557.5980

608.0612

568.5493

559.5235

583.1218

666.8485

April-00

May-00

June-00

July-00

August-00

September-00

October-00

November-00

December-00

654.9820

637.6737

718.0550

734.8058

798.2438

747.8370

January-01

February-01

March-01

April-01

May-01

June-01

6,572.7430

494.4502

March-00

2000

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

-6.31

8.63

2.33

12.61

-2.64

-90.03

14.36

4.22

-1.59

-6.50

9.05

2.96

-8.32

18.43

0.89

10.57

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

11.22

Annual Per
Cent Change

2,347.1686

2,569.3457

2,323.7671

2,247.5151

2,073.5436

2,061.0176

17,999.0364

1,628.0013

1,492.1981

1,665.1787

1,605.2467

1,655.5801

1,542.5133

1,482.5475

1,679.4433

1,391.4766

1,384.8294

Thousands

-8.65

10.57

3.39

8.39

0.61

26.60

9.10

-10.39

3.73

-3.04

7.33

4.04

-11.72

20.70

0.48

12.04

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-14.03

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

318.61

310.68

316.21

319.49

307.53

317.80

365.17

409.61

390.78

336.01

354.18

367.28

361.49

365.30

351.75

358.49

357.05

US Dollars ($)

2.55

-1.75

-1.03

3.89

-3.23

-22.42

4.82

16.30

-5.13

-3.57

1.60

-1.04

3.85

-1.88

0.40

-1.31

Monthly Per
Cent Change

29.38

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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789.3075

772.0803

792.8295

693.8224

759.0318

August-01

September-01

October-01

November-01

December-01

711.0430

718.8650

744.5270

805.8720

912.2050

860.0030

843.0738

849.1376

860.5997

848.2830

January-02

February-02

March-02

April-02

May-02

June-02

July-02

August-02

September-02

October-02

8,895.2639

796.5951

July-01

2001

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

-1.43

1.35

0.72

-1.97

-5.72

13.19

8.24

3.57

1.10

-92.01

9.40

-12.49

2.69

-2.18

-0.91

6.52

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

35.34

Annual Per
Cent Change

2,615.0130

2,505.3340

2,565.9040

2,491.2730

2,514.8310

2,765.6560

2,496.5170

2,301.4910

2,262.8290

2,225.2020

27,744.2726

2,360.7855

2,158.4306

2,440.3009

2,324.1468

2,414.3771

2,423.8740

Thousands

4.38

-2.36

3.00

-0.94

-9.07

10.78

8.47

1.71

1.69

-5.74

9.38

-11.55

5.00

-3.74

-0.39

3.27

Monthly Per
Cent Change

54.14

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

324.39

343.51

330.93

338.41

341.97

329.83

322.80

323.50

317.68

319.54

320.62

321.52

321.45

324.89

332.20

326.92

328.65

US Dollars ($)

-5.57

3.80

-2.21

-1.04

3.68

2.18

-0.22

1.83

-0.58

-0.61

0.02

-1.06

-2.20

1.61

-0.53

3.15

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-12.20

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances

184

Crossing the Border Measuring the Impact of International Migration on Human Development

1,350.9669

1,351.1707

1,361.3620

1,401.2462

1,365.5085

1,391.0112

1,203.7084

1,341.0761

May-03

June-03

July-03

August-03

September-03

October-03

November-03

December-03

1,081.8635

1,202.5097

April-03

January-04

1,139.1124

March-03

15,138.6865

979.7597

February-03

2003

1,051.2547

January-03

919.4010

December-02

9,814.4481

741.4380

November-02

2002

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

-92.85

11.41

-13.47

1.87

-2.55

2.93

0.75

0.02

12.35

5.57

16.26

-6.80

-89.29

24.00

-12.60

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

54.25

10.33

Annual Per
Cent Change

3,559.8830

47,985.9364

4,290.8994

3,828.2540

4,365.7160

4,259.6730

4,277.5430

4,156.7950

4,205.9580

4,470.8320

3,801.3310

3,717.1090

3,168.4500

3,443.3760

29,953.8510

2,904.2990

2,305.5020

Thousands

-17.04

12.09

-12.31

2.49

-0.42

2.90

-1.17

-5.92

17.61

2.27

17.32

-7.98

18.56

25.97

-11.84

Monthly Per
Cent Change

60.20

7.96

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

303.90

315.48

312.54

314.43

318.62

320.57

327.58

327.50

321.25

302.17

316.34

306.45

309.22

305.30

327.65

316.57

321.60

US Dollars ($)

-2.76

-0.60

-1.32

-0.61

-2.14

0.02

1.95

6.31

-4.48

3.23

-0.90

1.29

-3.56

-1.56

-0.86

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-3.71

2.19

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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2,057.2773

1,565.1123

December-04

May-05

1,506.1644

November-04

1,753.3032

1,529.9477

October-04

April-05

1,586.8407

September-04

1,691.5896

1,786.8078

August-04

March-05

1,654.3760

July-04

1,428.3770

1,684.7248

June-04

February-05

1,770.3978

May-04

1,367.5563

1,513.5151

April-04

January-05

1,480.2240

March-04

18,331.7478

1,171.7737

February-04

2004

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

17.34

3.65

18.43

4.45

-92.54

3.91

-1.55

-3.59

-11.19

8.00

-1.80

-4.84

16.97

2.25

26.32

8.31

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

21.09

Annual Per
Cent Change

6,365.6311

5,229.6338

5,128.2022

4,426.6196

4,292.1453

57,013.3963

5,077.7750

4,666.3199

4,744.8689

4,806.9460

5,451.3025

4,982.5409

5,181.2086

5,588.3793

4,583.3296

4,606.8750

3,763.9676

Thousands

21.72

1.98

15.85

3.13

-15.47

8.82

-1.66

-1.29

-11.82

9.41

-3.83

-7.29

21.93

-0.51

22.39

5.73

Monthly Per
Cent Change

18.81

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

323.19

335.26

329.86

322.68

318.62

321.53

308.23

322.77

322.44

330.11

327.78

332.03

325.16

316.80

330.22

321.31

311.31

US Dollars ($)

-3.60

1.64

2.23

1.27

3.37

-4.51

0.10

-2.32

0.71

-1.28

2.11

2.64

-4.06

2.77

3.21

2.44

Monthly Per
Cent Change

1.92

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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2,152.8362

2,072.7017

2,534.5990

2,340.2623

2,191.6469

2,334.2835

2,140.9586

April-06

May-06

June-06

July-06

August-06

September-06

1,932.1420

December-05

March-06

1,886.9538

November-05

1,823.1898

1,862.2776

October-05

February-06

1,885.9905

September-05

1,758.3057

2,059.2229

August-05

January-06

1,840.3006

July-05

21,688.2710

1,923.2802

June-05

2005

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

-8.28

6.51

-6.35

-7.67

22.28

-3.72

18.08

3.69

-91.89

2.39

1.33

-1.26

-8.41

11.90

-4.31

-6.51

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

18.31

Annual Per
Cent Change

6,186.9510

6,624.7160

6,312.8670

6,629.6647

7,286.6100

5,935.5580

6,155.6740

5,364.6480

5,293.9700

64,921.7002

5,842.8280

5,542.2043

5,512.9770

5,580.0029

5,937.0029

5,362.1545

5,702.2986

Thousands

-6.61

4.94

-4.78

-9.02

22.76

-3.58

14.75

1.34

-9.39

5.42

0.53

-1.20

-6.01

10.72

-5.97

-10.42

Monthly Per
Cent Change

13.87

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

346.04

352.36

347.17

353.00

347.84

349.20

349.73

339.85

332.13

334.07

330.69

340.47

337.80

337.99

346.85

343.20

337.28

US Dollars ($)

-1.79

1.49

-1.65

1.48

-0.39

-0.15

2.91

2.32

-0.58

-2.87

0.79

-0.06

-2.55

1.06

1.76

4.36

Monthly Per
Cent Change

3.90

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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1,962.8020

1,938.7249

November-06

December-06

2,186.5239

2,166.5640

2,411.7694

2,300.5755

2,369.4892

2,412.1251

2,186.1334

2,367.6428

1,958.5217

1,969.7657

March-07

April-07

May-07

June-07

July-07

August-07

September-07

October-07

November-07

December-07

26,058.8181

1,856.7782

February-07

2007

1,872.9292

January-07

25,566.8350

2,316.5244

October-06

2006

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

0.57

-17.28

8.30

-9.37

1.80

3.00

-4.61

11.32

-0.91

17.76

-0.86

-92.67

-1.23

-15.27

8.20

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

1.92

17.88

Annual Per
Cent Change

75,651.4690

6,103.7300

5,745.1200

6,943.9800

6,214.2620

6,690.3260

6,695.0490

6,597.3200

7,160.9810

6,232.2510

6,244.9760

5,450.3520

5,573.1220

74,184.6074

5,910.4470

5,726.0630

6,757.4387

Thousands

6.24

-17.26

11.74

-7.12

-0.07

1.48

-7.87

14.90

-0.20

14.58

-2.20

-5.71

3.22

-15.26

9.22

Monthly Per
Cent Change

1.98

14.27

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

344.46

322.72

340.90

340.96

351.79

360.54

353.92

348.71

336.79

347.64

350.13

340.67

336.06

344.64

328.02

342.78

342.81

US Dollars ($)

-5.33

-0.02

-3.08

-2.43

1.87

1.49

3.54

-3.12

-0.71

2.78

1.37

2.45

-4.31

-0.01

-0.93

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-0.05

3.16

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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2,097.5650

2,113.8022

2,637.7129

1,752.1841

1,781.9097

25,144.9852

August-08

September-08

October-08

November-08

December-08

2008

1,794.7984

2,183.1569

July-08

April-09

2,264.5868

June-08

2,115.1062

2,371.6245

May-08

March-09

2,184.6854

April-08

1,810.7913

2,116.3465

March-08

February-09

1,859.7116

February-08

1,572.9751

1,781.6996

January-08

January-09

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

-15.14

16.81

15.12

-93.74

1.70

-33.57

24.79

0.77

-3.92

-3.60

-4.51

8.56

3.23

13.80

4.38

-93.16

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

-3.51

Annual Per
Cent Change

5,537.1790

6,046.2300

5,196.5410

4,801.1340

72,627.6767

5,680.5810

5,259.6350

6,677.6650

6,146.6480

6,107.1458

6,173.8570

6,468.5600

7,089.6651

6,166.3148

6,116.2570

5,454.3770

5,286.9710

Thousands

-8.42

16.35

8.24

-15.48

8.00

-21.24

8.64

0.65

-1.08

-4.56

-8.76

14.97

0.82

12.13

3.17

-13.38

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-4.00

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

324.14

349.82

348.46

327.63

346.22

313.68

333.14

395.01

343.90

343.46

353.61

350.09

334.52

354.29

346.02

340.96

337.00

US Dollars ($)

-7.34

0.39

6.36

4.44

-5.84

-15.66

14.86

0.13

-2.87

1.01

4.66

-5.58

2.39

1.48

1.17

4.43

Monthly Per
Cent Change

0.51

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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1,934.0212

1,850.2274

1,799.4038

1,747.2127

1,695.9575

1,510.8202

1,569.5206

June-09

July-09

August-09

September-09

October-09

November-09

December-09

1,323.8241

1,553.4585

1,954.8462

1,794.7704

2,146.2064

1,894.8869

1,874.4402

1,957.7357

January-10

February-10

March-10

April-10

May-10

June-10

July-10

August-10

21,306.3327

1,905.4983

May-09

2009

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

4.44

-1.08

-11.71

19.58

-8.19

25.84

17.35

-93.79

3.89

-10.92

-2.93

-2.90

-2.75

-4.33

1.50

6.17

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

-15.27

Annual Per
Cent Change

6,013.1924

5,727.3970

5,896.0490

6,753.2290

5,525.5290

6,023.2770

4,895.0520

4,484.8750

67,109.6010

5,404.1020

5,071.6480

5,661.1490

5,569.5230

5,784.9690

5,726.8320

6,021.4330

6,288.8610

Thousands

4.99

-2.86

-12.69

22.22

-8.26

23.05

9.15

-17.01

6.56

-10.41

1.65

-3.72

1.02

-4.89

-4.25

13.58

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-7.60

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

325.57

327.28

321.38

317.80

324.81

324.55

317.35

295.18

317.49

290.43

297.90

299.58

313.71

311.05

323.08

321.19

303.00

US Dollars ($)

-0.52

1.83

1.13

-2.16

0.08

2.27

7.51

1.63

-2.51

-0.56

-4.50

0.86

-3.72

0.59

6.00

-6.52

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-8.30

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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1,731.0322

1,631.8941

1,721.8270

October-10

November-10

December-10

1,403.1694

1,651.0566

2,055.9125

1,880.8948

2,168.5078

2,022.3112

1,906.7078

2,143.8956

2,085.9703

1,912.6401

1,785.8739

1,786.0316

January-11

February-11

March-11

April-11

May-11

June-11

July-11

August-11

September-11

October-11

November-11

December-11

21,303.8820

1,718.9603

September-10

2010

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

0.01

-6.63

-8.31

-2.70

12.44

-5.72

-6.74

15.29

-8.51

24.52

17.67

-18.51

5.51

-5.73

0.70

-12.20

Monthly Per
Cent Change

Remittances

0.10

Annual Per
Cent Change

5,981.7140

5,487.8892

6,009.3630

5,986.8680

6,303.9810

5,834.2540

6,024.7418

6,831.0900

5,673.6930

5,981.6188

5,030.4060

4,715.2990

67,535.5572

5,680.0788

5,309.3570

5,720.2320

5,507.2890

Thousands

9.00

-8.68

0.38

-5.03

8.05

-3.16

-11.80

20.40

-5.15

18.91

6.68

-16.99

6.98

-7.18

3.87

-8.41

Monthly Per
Cent Change

0.63

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

298.58

325.42

318.28

348.42

340.09

326.81

335.67

317.45

331.51

343.71

328.22

297.58

315.45

303.13

307.36

302.62

312.12

US Dollars ($)

-8.25

2.24

-8.65

2.45

4.06

-2.64

5.74

-4.24

-3.55

4.72

10.30

-1.83

-1.38

1.57

-3.05

-4.13

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-0.64

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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1,506.3595

1,788.3094

2,090.8484

2,030.9929

2,342.7026

2,096.3289

1,860.2169

1,887.3115

1,663.6816

1,777.1322

1,694.9661

1,706.9047

January-12

February-12

March-12

April-12

May-12

June-12

July-12

August-12

September-12

October-12

November-12

December-12

1,471.6276

-93.44

0.70

-4.62

6.82

-11.85

1.46

-11.26

-10.52

15.35

-2.86

16.92

18.72

-93.39

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-1.57

7.04

Annual Per
Cent Change

5,115.3230

71,621.0529

5,884.4120

5,650.2300

5,926.2589

5,617.0905

6,208.8789

5,912.7568

6,302.1332

7,102.9167

6,098.5412

6,229.4125

5,582.4450

5,105.9772

69,860.9178

Thousands

-13.07

4.14

-4.66

5.50

-9.53

5.01

-6.18

-11.27

16.47

-2.10

11.59

9.33

-14.64

Monthly Per
Cent Change

2.52

3.44

Annual Per
Cent Change

Transactions for Remittances

Source: Own calculations based on data from Banco de Mexico: Balanza de Pagos. Ingresos por Remesas. Período: 1995 to 2013

January-13

22,445.7547

22,802.9716

2011

2012

Million US
Dollars ($)

Date

Remittances

287.69

313.40

290.07

299.98

299.87

296.18

303.97

314.61

332.64

329.82

333.03

335.64

320.35

295.02

326.41

US Dollars ($)

-0.82

-3.30

0.04

1.25

-2.56

-3.38

-5.42

0.85

-0.96

-0.78

4.77

8.58

-1.19

Monthly Per
Cent Change

-3.99

3.47

Annual Per
Cent Change

Average Remittances
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192

Proportion Mexico-born among all Foreign-born in the US
Proportion
Mexican-Born

U.S. State

Proportion
Mexican-Born

Texas

57.83

Kansas

18.95

California

42.51

Oregon

18.74

Arkansas

27.66

Indiana

18.73

New York

26.74

Tennessee

18.56

North Carolina

26.72

New Jersey

18.06

Pennsylvania

26.55

Massachusetts

18.03

Colorado

26.19

Illinois

17.11

Virginia

26.07

Georgia

15.74

Iowa

25.85

Connecticut

15.64

Minnesota

25.77

Mississippi

15.57

Washington

25.63

Delaware

15.06

Nevada

25.52

Florida

14.97

Maryland

25.04

Arizona

14.14

Ohio

24.81

New Hampshire

10.51

Missouri

23.92

Wyoming

8.32

Alabama

23.70

South Dakota

8.10

Wisconsin

23.43

District of Columbia

7.91

Idaho

23.26

Hawaii

7.46

South Carolina

23.04

Alaska

7.37

Nebraska

22.43

Rhode Island

6.68

Louisiana

21.72

West Virginia

5.33

Kentucky

21.59

Montana

4.50

Michigan

21.35

Vermont

4.05

Oklahoma

20.34

North Dakota

3.61

New Mexico

20.20

Maine

3.16

Utah

20.12

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007-2011 American
Community Survey.
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Table 13

Geographic Diversification of Origin by Federal Entity, in per cent, 2010

Federal State of Mexico

Migrants to the
U.S.

Federal State of Mexico

Migrants to the
U.S.

Aguascalientes

1.25

Nuevo León

1.12

Baja California

0.37

Oaxaca

5.73

Baja California Sur

0.06

Puebla

4.91

Campeche

0.27

Querétaro de Arteaga

2.01

Coahuila de Zaragoza

0.82

Quintana Roo

0.14

Colima

0.69

San Luis Potosí

2.67

Chiapas

6.60

Sinaloa

4.38

Chihuahua

1.10

Sonora

2.95

Distrito Federal

3.63

Tabasco

0.42

Durango

2.03

Tamaulipas

1.01

Guanajuato

10.60

Tlaxcala

0.43

Guerrero

4.88

Veracruz - Llave

2.89

Hidalgo

2.68

Yucatán

0.47

Jalisco

10.00

Zacatecas

3.22

México

3.73

Michoacán de Ocampo

15.72

Morelos

1.47

Nayarit

1.75

Source: Own calculations based on Colegio de la Frontera
Norte. 2010. Encuesta sobre Migración en la Frontera
Norte de México” (EMIF Norte) 2010
More information on the data source and the
methodology is available at: http://www.colef.net/emif/
diseniometodologico.php
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Table 14

Demographic Characteristics of the Foreign-born Mexican Population in the USA
Mexican Foreign-born

Total Population of Mexican Foreign-born

11,672,619

SEX
Male

53.30%

6,221,506

Female

46.70%

5,451,113

under 5 years

0.40%

46,690

5 to 17 years

6.80%

793,738

18 to 24 years

10.10%

1,178,935

25 to 34 years

24.00%

2,801,429

35 to 44 years

26.00%

3,034,881

45 to 54 years

17.10%

1,996,018

55 to 64 years

9.10%

1,062,208

65 to 74 years

4.20%

490,250

75 years and over

2.40%

280,143

AGE

Median age (years)

38.1 years

Under 18 years

839,869

Male

52.30%

439,251

Female

47.70%

400,618

18 years and over

10,832,750

Male

53.40%

5,784,689

Female

46.60%

5,048,062

18 to 34 years

3,979,680

Male

56.30%

2,240,560

Female

43.70%

1,739,120

35 to 64 years

6,088,403

Male

52.7%

3,208,588

Female

47.3%

2,879,815

65 years and over
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764,667

Male

44.4%

402,980

Female

55.6%

361,687
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Mexican Foreign-born
FERTILITY
Women 15 to 50 years

3,927,428

Women 15 to 50 years who had a birth in the past 12 months

319,380

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey S0201. 2011. American Community Survey 1-Year
Estimates: Selected Population with country of origin Mexico.
Notes: Numbers might not sum up to the total due to rounding.
*Unmarried women refer to women who were never married, divorced or widowed.

Table 15

Integration Characteristics of the Foreign Born Mexican Population in the USA
Mexican Foreign-Born

Total Population Mexican Foreign Born

11,672,619

LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME AND ABILITY TO SPEAK ENGLISH
Population 5 years and over

11,625,174

English only

3.5%

406,881

Language other than English

96.5%

11,218,293

Speak English less than “very well”

70.7%

8,218,998

Entered 2000 or later

34.5%

4,027,054

Entered 1990 to 1999

30.9%

3,606,839

Entered before 1990

34.6%

4,038,726

Foreign born; naturalized U.S. citizen

24.12%

2,815,812

Male

49.6%

1,396,643

Female

50.4%

1,419,169

Foreign born; not a U.S. citizen

75.88%

8,856,807

Male

54.5%

4,826,960

Female

45.5%

4,029,847

YEAR OF ENTRY AND CITIZENSHIP STATUS

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey S0201. 2011. American Community Survey 1-Year
Estimates: Selected Population with country of origin Mexico.
Notes: Numbers might not sum up to the total due to rounding.
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Table 17

Housing Characteristics of the Foreign Born Mexican Population in the USA
Mexican Foreign Born

Total Population of Mexican Foreign-born

11,672,619

RESIDENCE 1 YEAR AGO
Population 1 year and over

11,666,315

Same house

83.7%

9,764,706

Different house in the U.S.

14.9%

1,738,281

Same county

11.8%

1,376,625

Different county

3.1%

361,656

Same state

1.9%

221,660

Different state

1.2%

139,996

Abroad

1.4%

163,328

HOUSING TENURE
Occupied housing units

4,274,713

Owner-occupied housing units

45.0%

1,923,621

Renter-occupied housing units

55.0%

2,351,092

SELECTED MONTHLY OWNER COSTS AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME
IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS
Housing units with a mortgage (excluding units where SMOC
cannot be computed)

1,339,496

Less than 30 percent

43.5%

582,681

30 percent or more

56.5%

756,815

Median value (dollars)

115,900 US$

Median selected monthly owner costs with a mortgage (dollars)

1,322 US$

Median selected monthly owner costs without a mortgage
(dollars)

367 US$

GROSS RENT AS A PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS
Occupied units paying rent (excluding units where GRAPI cannot
be computed)

2,230,779

Less than 30 percent

39.1%

872,235

30 percent or more

60.9%

1,358,544

Median gross rent (dollars)

849 US$

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey S0201. 2011. American Community Survey
1-Year Estimates: Selected Population with country of origin Mexico.
Notes: Numbers might not sum up to the total due to rounding.
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Table 18

 chooling and Educational Characteristics
S
of the Foreign Born Mexican Population in the USA
Mexican Foreign-Born

Total Population of Mexican Foreign-born

11,672,619

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT
Population 25 years and over

82.73%

9,657,626

Less than high school diploma

59.1%

5,707,657

High school graduate (includes equivalency)

23.9%

2,308,173

Some college or associate’s degree

11.6%

1,120,285

Bachelor’s degree

4.1%

395,963

Graduate or professional degree

1.3%

125,549

High school graduate or higher

40.9%

3,949,969

Male, high school graduate or higher

40.4%

1,595,787

Female, high school graduate or higher

41.4%

1,635,287

Bachelor’s degree or higher

5.4%

521,512

Male, bachelor’s degree or higher

5.0%

482,881

Female, bachelor’s degree or higher

5.9%

569,800

Population of schooling age under 25 years

17.14%

2,000,687

Population 3 years and over enrolled in school (under 25 years)

62.9%

1,257,539

Nursery school, preschool

0.8%

10,060

Kindergarten

1.5%

18,863

Elementary school (grades 1-8)

33.8%

425,048

High school (grades 9-12)

34.1%

428,821

College or graduate school

29.8%

374,747

Male 3 years and over enrolled in school

5.36%

625,478

Percent enrolled in kindergarten to grade 12

72.8%

455,348

Percent enrolled in college or graduate school

26.4%

165,126

Female 3 years and over enrolled in school

5.41%

632,061

Percent enrolled in kindergarten to grade 12

66.1%

417,792

Percent enrolled in college or graduate school

33.2%

209,844

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey S0201. 2011. American Community Survey 1-Year
Estimates: Selected Population with country of origin Mexico.
Notes: Numbers might not sum up to the total due to rounding.
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Table 19

Economic Characteristics of the Foreign-Born Mexican Population in the USA
Mexican Foreign-Born

Total Population of Mexican Foreign-born

11,672,619

INCOME IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS (IN 2011 INFLATION-ADJUSTED DOLLARS)
Households

4,274,713

Median household income (US dollars)
With earnings

34,818 US$
92.0%

Mean earnings (US dollars)
With Social Security income

43,739 US$
11.8%

Mean Social Security income (US dollars)
With Supplemental Security Income

4.1%

4.2%

3.9%

23.2%

34,360 US$
66.6%

Median income (US dollars)

2,462,971
39,461 US$

12.2%

Median income (US dollars)
Female householder, no husband present, family

991,733

3,698,154

Median family income (US dollars)

Male householder, no wife present, family

166,714
13,009 US$

Families

Married-couple family

179,538
4,454 US$

Mean retirement income (US dollars)
With Food Stamp/Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
benefits

175,263
7,715 US$

Mean cash public assistance income (US dollars)
With retirement income

504,416
11,782 US$

Mean Supplemental Security Income (US dollars)
With cash public assistance income

3,932,736

451,175
31,633 US$

21.2%

784,009

Median income (US dollars)

20,825 US$

Per capita income (US dollars)

16,904 US$

POVERTY RATES* FOR FAMILIES AND PEOPLE FOR WHOM POVERTY STATUS IS DETERMINED
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All people

28.9%

Under 18 years

49.0%

18 years and over

27.3%

18 to 64 years

27.7%

65 years and over

23.0%
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Mexican Foreign-Born
People in families

27.3%

All families

30.4%

With related children under 18 years

36.0%

With related children under 5 years only

34.2%

Married-couple family

25.2%

With related children under 18 years

29.3%

With related children under 5 years only

27.0%

Female householder, no husband present, family

49.3%

With related children under 18 years

57.4%

With related children under 5 years only

56.2%

EMPLOYMENT
Population 16 years and over

11,035,306

In civilian labour force

69.3%

7,647,467

Employed

62.2%

6,863,960

7.1%

783,507

30.6%

3,376,804

5,141,552

5,141,552

In civilian labour force

52.6%

2,704,456

Employed

45.4%

2,334,265

7.2%

370,192

7.6%

521,446

Construction

15.4%

1,056,615

Manufacturing

14.4%

988,004

Wholesale trade

3.3%

226,418

Retail trade

8.3%

569,474

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities

3.4%

233,279

Information

0.7%

48,028

Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and leasing

2.4%

164,667

Unemployed
Not in labour force
Females 16 years and over

Unemployed
INDUSTRY
Civilian employed population 16 years and over
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining
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Mexican Foreign-Born
Professional, scientific, and management, and administrative and
waste management services

11.4%

782,170

Educational services, and health care and social assistance

8.8%

603,780

Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation and
food services

16.6%

1,138,949

Other services (except public administration)

6.6%

452,835

Public administration

1.1%

75,473

Management, business, science, and arts occupations

8.5%

583,197

Service occupations

31.6%

2,168,119

Sales and office occupations

12.3%

843,920

Natural resources, construction, and maintenance occupations

25.2%

1,729,007

Production, transportation, and material moving occupations

22.3%

1,530,034

Management, business, science, and arts occupations

6.8%

307,868

Service occupations

25.5%

1,154,505

7.9%

357,670

Natural resources, construction, and maintenance occupations

35.5%

1,607,251

Production, transportation, and material moving occupations

24.4%

1,104,702

Management, business, science, and arts occupations

11.9%

277,706

Service occupations

43.5%

120,802

Sales and office occupations

21.0%

25,368

Natural resources, construction, and maintenance occupations

5.2%

1,319

Production, transportation, and material moving occupations

18.4%

243

Private wage and salary workers

87.0%

5,969,189

Government workers

5.0%

343,057

Self-employed workers in own not incorporated business

7.9%

542,030

Unpaid family workers

0.2%

13,722

OCCUPATION
Civilian employed population 16 years and over

Male civilian employed population 16 years and over

Sales and office occupations

Female civilian employed population 16 years and over

CLASS OF WORKER
Civilian employed population 16 years and over
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Mexican Foreign-Born
HEALTH INSURANCE COVERAGE
Civilian non-institutionalized population

11,526,817

With private health insurance

27.9%

3,215,982

With public coverage

17.4%

2,005,666

No health insurance coverage

56.7%

6,535,705

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey S0201. 2011. American Community Survey 1-Year
Estimates: Selected Population with country of origin Mexico.
Notes: Numbers might not sum up to the total due to rounding.
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364,346,024,048

439,480,573,222

461,558,276,250

526,889,243,657

636,731,186,762

681,762,185,767

711,102,711,918

700,323,438,422

758,579,681,551

846,094,756,860

949,062,817,061

1,033,176,576,271

1,091,980,708,134

880,102,812,711

1,031,109,099,116

1,155,205,542,961

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

10,063

9,091

7,856

9,871

9,460

8,801

7,946

7,212

6,740

6,929

6,728

6,370

5,348

4,758

4,605

3,882

3,400

12.0

17.2

-19.4

5.7

8.9

12.2

11.5

8.3

-1.5

4.3

7.1

20.8

14.2

5.0

20.6

16.1

-32.0

GDP Per
Cent
Change

114,793,341

113,423,047

112,033,369

110,627,158

109,220,753

107,835,259

106,483,757

105,175,967

103,902,569

102,634,153

101,329,543

99,959,594

98,513,690

97,001,933

95,441,345

93,858,373

92,272,749

Population

10,063

9,091

7,856

9,871

9,460

8,801

7,946

7,212

6,740

6,929

6,728

6,370

5,348

4,758

4,605

3,882

3,400

GDP per
Capita

10.7

15.7

-20.4

4.3

7.5

10.8

10.2

7.0

-2.7

3.0

5.6

19.1

12.4

3.3

18.6

14.2

-33.2

GDP per Capita Annual Per
Cent Change

22,802,971,600

21,303,882,000

21,306,332,700

25,144,985,200

26,058,818,100

25,566,835,000

21,688,271,000

18,331,747,800

15,138,686,500

9,814,448,100

8,895,263,900

6,572,743,000

5,909,554,700

5,626,841,700

4,864,844,400

4,223,682,000

3,672,726,200

Remittances

1.97

2.07

2.42

2.30

2.52

2.69

2.56

2.42

2.16

1.38

1.30

1.03

1.12

1.22

1.11

1.16

1.17

Remittances
Share of GDP

198.64

187.83

190.18

227.29

238.59

237.09

203.68

174.30

145.70

95.63

87.79

65.75

59.99

58.01

50.97

45.00

39.80

Remittances
per Capita

7.04

0.10

-15.27

-3.51

1.92

17.88

18.31

21.09

54.25

10.33

35.34

11.22

5.02

15.66

15.18

15.00

Remittances Per Cent
Change

Source: Own calculations based on numbers from Banco de Mexico: Balanza de Pagos. Ingresos por Remesas. Período: 1995 to 2013 and United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs.
Statistics Division. National Accounts Main Aggregate Database.
Note: GDP per Capita are in current prices in US Dollars and the annual per cent changes of GDP are at constant 2005 prices in per cent.

313,728,061,415

Years

GDP per
Capita

Gross Domestic Product and Annual Share of Remittances

Gross Domestic
Product (GDP)
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28.7

43.7

Share of remittance income on total current income
(per cent)

Share of remittance income relative to current monetary income (percent)

35.6

50.6

Share of remittance income on total current income
(per cent)

Share of remittance income relative to current monetary income (percent)

26.1

40.8

Share of remittance income on total current income
(per cent)

Share of remittance income relative to current monetary income (percent)

47.7

32.7

2,471

52.3

37.4

1,847

49.7

34.7

2,141

1994

50.9

38.2

2,202

59.3

45.1

1,561

53.6

40.5

1,920

1996

46.6

36.9

2,406

49.9

39.3

1,711

47.8

37.8

2,085

1998

48.7

38.9

3,728

48.7

38.0

2,016

48.7

38.6

3,002

2000

42.3

31.7

2,815

52.7

40.2

2,378

46.7

35.3

2,585

2002

Year

41.0

32.7

3,447

47.9

37.3

2,421

43.6

34.5

2,937

2004

36.2

29.2

2,794

48.0

36.2

2,193

40.6

32.0

2,490

2005

37.7

29.5

3,084

51.3

39.7

3,120

43.1

33.6

3,101

2006

24.5

19.0

2,332

32.8

26.3

2,077

27.1

21.2

2,227

2008

32.9

25.5

2,414

38.8

29.9

1,999

34.9

27.0

2,235

2010

Source: Own Elaborations of CONAPO estimates based INEGI, Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares (ENIGH), 1992, 1994, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2008 y 2010.

2,298

Average Annual Household Income in Form of Remittances (in USD)

Locality with More than 2,500 Inhabitants

1,826

Average Annual Household Income in Form of Remittances (in USD)

Locality with Less than 2,500 Inhabitants

2,113

1992

Average Annual Household Income in Form of Remittances (in USD)

Total

Size of Locality and Remittance Indicator

Table 27 Remittance Indicator of Household Income
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9.2
0.1
0.9
28.7
6.0
0.2

Income from own Business

Production Cooperative

Property Income

Remittances

Otras transfers

Other Income

70.1
12.5
15.9
0.2
2.0
35.9

Current Monetary Income

Work Remunderation

Income from own Business

Production Cooperative

Property Income

Remittances

Locality with Less than 2,500 Inhabitants

33.9

21.1

Work Remunderation

Not-monetary Income

66.1

Current Monetary Income

All Remittance-receivign Households

1992

38.7

0.7

0.0

13.2

10.8

71.9

30.1

0.3

5.8

35.1

0.4

0.0

9.9

18.4

69.9

1994

Income Distribution of Remittance-receiving Households

Size of Locality and Type of Current Total Income

Table 28

45.4

0.7

0.0

12.0

14.2

76.2

24.4

0.7

5.3

40.9

0.8

0.0

9.8

18.2

75.6

1996

39.3

0.4

0.3

20.1

13.9

78.6

21.1

0.5

4.5

37.9

0.8

0.1

13.9

21.4

78.9

1998

38.0

0.3

0.3

14.5

17.4

78.1

20.7

0.0

5.2

38.6

1.6

0.1

11.6

22.1

79.3

2000

40.5

0.1

0.1

11.1

15.9

76.8

24.2

0.0

7.7

35.4

0.6

0.0

10.2

21.8

75.8

2002

Year

37.3

0.8

0.0

10.8

18.2

78.0

20.9

0.0

10.3

34.5

0.6

0.0

8.2

25.6

79.1

2004

36.2

0.5

0.0

11.2

17.2

75.3

21.3

0.0

7.7

32.0

1.6

0.4

12.0

25.0

78.7

2005

39.7

0.4

---

10.1

18.0

77.4

22.1

0.0

7.7

33.6

1.6

---

9.9

25.2

77.9

2006

26.3

1.9

1.5

15.7

24.8

80.2

21.7

0.2

9.4

21.2

1.5

0.8

11.9

33.2

78.3

2008

29.9

1.5

0.2

5.5

27.1

77.1

22.7

0.1

10.9

27.0

1.2

0.2

5.7

32.3

77.3

2010
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6.6
--0.5
25.9
7.0
0.1

Income from own Business

Production Cooperative

Property Income

Remittances

Otras transfers

Other Income
31,6

0.3

4.0

32.5

0.2

---

7.6

23.8

68.4

28.1

0.2

8.3

1994

24,7

1.0

6.1

38.6

0.8

---

8.7

20.2

75.3

23.8

0.2

3.7

1996

20,8

0.6

4.6

37.0

1.0

---

10.0

26.1

79.2

21.4

0.4

4.2

1998

20,2

0.0

4.3

38.9

2.2

0.0

10.4

24.0

79.8

21.9

0.1

7.4

2000

24,9

0.0

6.8

31.8

1.0

0.0

9.4

26.1

75.1

23.2

0.1

9.0

2002

20,3

0.0

9.9

32.7

0.4

---

6.6

30.1

79.7

22.0

0.0

10.8

2004

19,2

0.0

6.1

29.2

2.3

0.6

12.5

30.0

80.8

24.7

0.0

10.2

2005

21,8

0.0

6.7

29.5

2.4

---

9.7

29.9

78.2

22.6

0.1

9.2

2006

22,5

0.3

9.2

19.0

1.3

0.5

10.1

37.0

77.5

19.8

0.0

9.9

2008

22,6

0.1

9.8

25.5

1.0

0.2

5.7

35.1

77.4

22.9

0.1

12.8

2010

Source: Own Elaborations of CONAPO estimates based INEGI, Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares (ENIGH), 1992, 1994, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2008 y 2010.

35,5

24.4

Work Remunderation

Not-monetary Income

64.5

Current Monetary Income

Locality with More than 2,500 Inhabitants

29.9

0.3

Other Income

Not-monetary Income

3.3

1992

Otras transfers

Size of Locality and Type of Current Total Income

Year
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Between 25% and 50%

Less than 25%

Locality with Less than 2,500
Inhabitants

75% or more

Between 50% and 75%

Between 25% and 50%

Less than 25%

Total

98.825

14,9

13,1

19,1

16,5

86.504

127.104

51,9

41,0

108.634

345.514

10,4

10,1

270.564

69.398

19,9

14,0

66.759

132.148

27,0

28,6

92.425

179.299

42,8

47,2

188.917

284.415

665.259

1994

311.572

659.673

1992

10,6

114.193

14,6

157.185

45,7

491.914

17,0

182.910

22,5

242.500

26,2

281.436

34,3

369.361

1.076.207

1996

10,2

119.095

17,7

207.274

48,4

567.776

16,5

193.864

20,2

236.278

23,2

271.906

40,1

469.941

1.171.989

1998

9,6

120.340

12,6

158.351

42,4

533.173

30,5

383.468

14,5

182.388

23,2

291.204

31,8

400.546

1.257.606

2000

2002

Year

11,3

157.425

11,3

157.759

52,5

732.920

32,2

449.656

16,2

226.494

23,7

330.202

27,9

389.761

1.396.113

Remittance-receiving Households by Proportion of Remittances and Locality

Size of Locality and Strata
of Remittance-receiving
Household”

Table 29

12,0

170.233

14,3

204.185

49,7

707.582

27,3

389.292

15,6

222.241

21,6

307.673

35,4

504.342

1.423.548

2004

11,2

171.675

12,8

196.508

50,5

774.288

29,9

458.603

15,4

235.214

22,8

348.894

31,9

489.147

1.531.858

2005

13,8

256.998

15,7

291.894

46,7

867.232

13,8

256.099

17,4

324.351

27,4

510.134

41,3

768.174

1.858.758

2006

9,9

157.091

20,5

325.081

41,1

650.085

6,3

99.237

14,3

225.746

21,6

342.721

57,8

915.588

1.583.292

2008

12,6

170.648

21,3

288.628

43,1

585.461

8,2

110.818

12,8

173.634

25,4

344.451

53,7

728.127

1.357.030

2010
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40.023
6,0

4,8

6,3

7,9

31.450

41.938

12,1

15,5

52.308

80.473

23,6

30,8

102.413

157.311

48,1

59,0

202.938

319.746

389.108

4,4

5,4

8,0

86.393

11,0

118.481

15,5

167.243

19,7

212.176

54,3

584.293

9,0

96.517

11,5

124.020

1996

6,7

78.553

9,4

110.182

13,0

152.811

22,4

262.667

51,6

604.213

9,8

115.311

10,8

126.096

1998

17,1

215.065

7,7

96.309

13,6

170.864

19,3

242.195

57,6

724.433

13,4

168.403

6,8

86.079

2000

12,2

170.009

6,3

88.405

12,4

172.777

16,6

232.002

47,5

663.193

20,0

279.647

9,9

138.089

2002

Year

12,2

174.167

7,3

104.202

9,7

137.440

21,1

300.157

50,3

715.966

15,1

215.125

8,3

118.039

2004

12,8

196.373

6,0

91.339

11,6

177.219

19,1

292.639

49,5

757.570

17,1

262.230

9,4

143.875

2005

6,2

114.734

7,9

147.376

13,6

253.136

25,6

476.280

53,3

991.526

7,6

141.365

9,5

176.975

2006

3,4

54.117

6,5

102.953

11,7

185.630

37,3

590.507

58,9

933.207

2,8

45.120

7,8

122.793

2008

5,4

72.604

6,3

85.663

12,8

173.803

32,4

439.499

56,9

771.569

2,8

38.214

6,5

87.971

2010

Source: Own Elaborations of CONAPO estimates based INEGI, Encuesta Nacional de Ingresos y Gastos de los Hogares (ENIGH), 1992, 1994, 1996, 1998, 2000, 2002, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2008 y 2010.

75% or more

Between 50% and 75%

Between 25% and 50%

Less than 25%

Locality with More than 2,500
Inhabitants

29.375

35.309

13,6

6,1

75% or more

90.210

40.117

Between 50% and 75%

1994

1992

Size of Locality and Strata
of Remittance-receiving
Household”

This book examines Mexico-US migration in depth to uncover a new, broader perspective on the nexus between migration and development, recognizing that every individual migrant’s agency and ability to live in and with substantial freedoms is integral to fostering development for countries of origin and destination. Addressing a topic of high political interest, this book provides valuable
legislative and socio-economic information and may serve as a paradigmatic example for other migratory corridors in the world.
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Migratory movements between Mexico and the United States represent the largest migration corridor in the world, with an emigrant
population of more than eleven million Mexican-born citizens in the US. For Mexico, migration signifies a model for citizen to
expand their freedoms and improve living conditions for themselves and their families, with the potential to one-day return home.
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