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his article anul}-'zes the new d}-fnami-::s within Mexican labor
migrations to the United States in the context of the economic
integration of the two countries, which is tal{ing PIHCE‘ with
the introduction of neoliberal leiciﬁ:s and, particularl}-', under

the influence of NAFTA. It argues that Mexican workers plu}f a funda-
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mental role in the industrial restructuring of the United States and that
this role has triggcrﬁd a series of contradictions; these, in turn, threaten
the 1-'iabi1'1t}-f of the process and create an urgent need for a rcthinl{ing of
Mexico’s develo pment model and of the PDliCiE‘S -::urrﬁntl}r governing mi-
gration and CIE‘.-'EIDPHIE‘HL To this end, it offers a critique of the Mexican
export model, 1111;11}*1-?5 the dialectic that exists between economic inte-
gration and international migration, and questions the pr&miling outlook

that underlies publi-:: lei-::}-*.

INTRODUCTION

Mexico is -::urrr:'ntl}-* the country with the highfst number of emigrants in
the world. Under the influence of the North American economic Integra-
tion process, Mexico—U.S. migration is increasing rapidly and undergoing
signiﬁcant changfs, giving rise to a particular dialectic. On the one hand,
regressive cl}rnami-::s arise (loss of skilled workers, progressive CIEPEHC]E‘.HCE
on remittances, pr{:rductivf: disconnection and stagnation, inflation, famil}-*
C]isint-fgrati{jn, dﬁﬁpﬁl]illg social illﬁqllﬂlitiﬁﬂ, etc.) and PI‘DgI‘ESSiVEl}-’ con-
verge in the unlﬁashing of a growing and worrisome trend toward dcpapw
lation and the aband{:}ning of pr{:}d uctive endeavors in areas with high lev-
els of migration. On the other hand, and in contrast to the above process,
the evolution of the ph-:"n{:}mr:nun leads to a CGI‘I]PIE]{ and d}*namic fabric
of crossborder rflatimnships, the dﬁ-’elﬂpment and maturity of which leads
to the emergence of new social pla}rﬁrs who — thmugh their organization,
practices, and projects — now act as agents of clﬂ-fﬁlcrpmf.nt in their pla-::f:.s
of origin.

At the heart of these camplex and multifaceted pmblcms lies the
deepening of inequalities and asymmetries between Mexico and the U.S.
We thus posit that the prﬁ‘miling model of economic integration undr:rl}*~
ing this trend is based on the kr:}-* role assign&d to Mexican labor — both
within the country’s borders and beyond them — in the USA’s indus-
trial restructuring process. We also posit that against that bacl{dmp there
COIMES 1Nto pla}r the vigor and contrast between what could be seen as “top
down” transnationalism, E:-c;prcssccl in a strategy respanding to the inter-

o Df US CHPit:ﬂ.l, ﬂﬂd uffDlTl bfl{:}"ﬂv'” tfﬂﬂSﬂﬂtiDﬂﬂliSﬂ], l]]ﬂ[lifﬁ‘StECl 1n l'l'lf:
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practices of migrants and their organizations with ties to their counter parts
in the country. Transnationalism “from below” not {jnl}r opens up arenas
for resistance, it also points out directions for rf:thinking the situation and
progressing toward alternative CIE“‘.-'E]DPI'HEHI'. The field Df:passibilitifs is the
result of the interpla}? and confrontation between the two perspectives.

This sets a dual a::lmllr:ngf: for publi-:: PDliCiE‘.S. First, to recognize the
strategic Importance of migration as both a PI‘DblE‘I‘I] and an opportunity
and, secmldl}a to rethink the CIE‘.-'EIDPI'I]EIH process with the participa-
tion of the migrant community and from a transnational perspective. B}-'
suggesting the need to dﬁsign publi-:: leicif:s in the fields of migration
and dﬁ-’flc}pmﬁnn we are not Il;‘ii"i.-'ﬁ‘.l}-’ sr;'r:l{ing to suggest that the Mexican
state will aclopt them as its own, knﬂwing that it has acloptf.cl a neoliberal
agcnda that supports the current integratlon process. [nstead, our pmpasal
addresses a nascent social process that both feeds on and demands the par-
ticipation of many PD“I’iEﬂl, social, and economic pla}rf:rs with an interest
in and a commitment toward the country’s develo pment.

The central purpose of this paper 1s to offer an anal}-'sis of the issues
raised. We are above all interested in rf:.ﬂf.-::ting on the problr:ms and pros-
pects of the ITligI'ﬂtiDl‘l—ClE‘.-’ElDPlTlEl‘lt cc}upling in the current context of
Mexican—U.S. integration, and will also offer a brief overview of relevant
public lei-::ifrs. In accordance with those broad premises, the paper 1s di-
vided into five sections. The first prm-'idt‘-s a brief overview of the nature of
Mexico’s integration with the U.S. economy that is taking place under the
aegls of neoliberalism. The second outlines the main features of the recent
expansion in the migration phﬂmmﬁnc}n. The third describes the contra-
C]icmr}-' cl}-*namics that arise between the economic Integration model and
international migration. The fourth offers a critical anal}-’sis of the publi-::
pc}licics applicablf: to migration and the role pla}-ﬁ:d in this rﬁgarcl b}r mi-
grants 1n their capacity as Dbjf-:tsfsubjfcm. And, to conclude, a series of

gf‘ﬂﬂfﬂl CDHEILISiDHS 4arc PLll' fDI""r"-FﬂI'CI.

BRIEF CONCEPTUALIZATION:
THE DYNAMICS OF THE INTEGEATION PROCESS

I"A EX1CO 18 gﬁl’lﬁ[’ﬂll}-’ CDI]SiC] E'.I'E‘Cl d SLICCESSFI_I[ E‘}{Hmplﬂ DF economic .ll"ll'lf'.gl'ﬂ-'
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tion on account of its pﬂlic}' of exporting manufactured gﬂﬂds (ECLAC,
2002): it is Latin America’s Iﬁadirtg exporter, and the thirteenth in the
world. The rigorous, cven fundamentalist applicatinn of the neoliberal rec-
ipe, enhanced b}* the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA),
helps the country be one of the world’s most open economies (Guillén,
2001), a]tlmugh its export platfﬂrm is almost exclusivc'l}! oriented to the
U.S. The country’s supposedly advanced export prohle is seen in the fact
that manufactured goods account for 90%, of which goods deemed “dis-
seminators of technniugical progress account for 39.4% (ECLAC, 2002;
Cimoli and Kartz, 2002).

The Optimistic View of this Integration, which carresp-::nnds to the no-
tion -::f"-::pen 1'Eginna!i5|11” Espnuscd bj.' ECLAC (ECLAC, 1994; Baumann,
Bustillo, Heirman, Macario, Martcar, and Pérez, 2002), is nﬂthing more
than a distorted perspective on I‘EEllil'}’. Indeed, an ana[}'sis of Mexico’s new
export Pl‘Dﬁ]E‘ indicates the prmmunced d}fnamiam and speciﬁc weight of

the maquiladoras,® the exports of which increased 26-fold between 1982
and 2004, accounting in that last year for more than half (USD $87.548

bn) of the manufactured export total (USD $158.809 bn). In addition,

a process of “disguised maquila” has been seen emerging in other areas of
export manufacturing, such as the automobile industr}r {C}'phcr, 2004
Dﬁ]gadn Wise, 2004; Fujii, 2000; Carrillo and Ramirez, 1997; Carrillo,
Mortimore, and Estrada, 1998). Note that the total thﬁ:tlpﬂrar},' imports
was equal to almost 80% of total exports over the past decade, between
1993 and 2000 (Dussel, 2003). Another important component of this
C]}rnamir: is the diSlJI‘DPDITiDI]HtE‘ level of intra-firm trade, estimated to be
around 65 or 75% (Arroyo, 2003; Duran and Ventura-Dias, 2003; Baker,
1995). The shared pmductiﬂn scheme, a inherent aspect of intra-firm
trade, does not impl}f similarl}f shared prﬂﬁts and, at the same time, export

prices are :u'tiﬁci:lll}* fixed IJ}’ the same r.:nmpanics without dﬁclaring their

¥ Magquiladoras are conceived of as assembly plants tied in with internationalized productive
q Yp P
processes and almost no inl:egmtiﬂn with the domesric eConomy. They are thus characrerized b}'
impnrting most of the components l'hf.‘:l.’ use and se]]ing most of their output abroad (Dussel,
2003: Dussel, Galindo, and Loria, 2003) and by reducing their catalvzineg impact to a meager
] g ] £ imp ge

trickle of wage incomes.
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pmﬁts. Using that maneuvering, net pmﬁts are transferred abroad while,
at the time the jobs created are subsidized b}-f the Mexican cconomy. As can
be seen, Mexico's export model in rﬁalirj; contravenes the idea of the free
illtEfPlE}-’ of market forces prﬁached b}-’ neoliberal Dl‘l’l‘lDdD}{}-’ and, worse
still, spawns a ransaﬂl{ing of investment resources that would otherwise
djmamizf: the Mexican economy.

It goes without saylng that the structural 1-’013tilit}f and {:ragiliry of the
export cl}-*namism is subject to the upseanddnwns of the U.S. economy
and, above all, to the fortunes of the static, short-term comparative advan-
tage upon which it relies — chfap labor. Mexico has rf:.cﬁ'ntl}r suffered ma-
jor decreases in the expansion of its manufactured exports on account of
factors such as reduced d}-'namism within the U.S. economy and the entry
of China into the World Trade Organization (Huerta, 2004). Even though
the maquiladmas consolidated their position at the center of Mexico’s ex-
port model in the 1990s, in terms of the growth observed in employment
and output (Fujii, Candaudap, and Gaona, 2005), a certain decrease has
been experienced since late 2000 on account of falling demand in the U.S.
and competition from countries with lower wages than Mexico — such
as China and the Central American nations — which caused the reloca-

tion of maquilaclc-ras and relative gmwth 1n wage levels in maquilaclﬂras

installed in Mexico (De la Garza, 2004).

TABLE 1

MAQUILA CRISIS INDICATORS

Indicator 2000 2001 2002 2003
Total employment 1291232 | 1198942 | 1071209 | 1062105
Number of facilities 3 598 3630 3003 2 860
Growth rate in physical 13.8 9.7 9.1 10
output volume
Productivity growth rate 0.9 -2.8 1.7 -0.1
Exports (millions of dollars) 79 467 76 881 78 098 77 476
Foreign investment in maquiladoras 2983 21722 2 043.5 1961.1
(millions of dollars)

Source: De la Garza (2004)
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To understand Mexico’s process of in tegration with the U.S., it is nec-
essary to reveal what the country actuall}f exports and dem}-'stiﬁ-' the idea
that Mexico has a I}ucn},fant export manufhcturing sector, since, as HI[‘E‘JC[}'
noted, it largcl}r COmprises intra-firm trade, pri nml‘dialf}' within the maquil-
ladora sector. That means thar the substance of what the co untry exports Is,
in 1'ea]it}r, labor, withour it Ieaving the country (Tello, 1996). Thus, behind
the veil of the su PPDSECI grﬂmh in manufactured u::n:l:u:-rts,ﬁi lies the contrac-
tion of a part of the Mexican economy, which is diminished and forced to
SErve as a reserve DFH]HHPDWEI‘ for fm'f:ign, chicH}' LS., capital.

Hdditimml]}n the form of economic integration undﬁrl}ring the ex-
port model is based on a series of macroeconomic pnlic:}! measures that

113_1"'2 ﬂlSD lﬁd [o:

a) a contraction in the ccruntr}-"s domestic marker,

b) the closure and clismantling of numerous companies that served
that market (with a destructive impact on internal value chains),
and

c) increased poverty and social marginalizatiﬂn, EECDI‘I‘[PHIIiEd b}' a

drastic reduction in the coun tr:-.r’s formal labor market [Vi[larrcal,

2004).

There is an il]ESCHPHI}lE relaticrnship between the integration model
and international labor migration. Accﬂrdingl}f, it is a model nfintegratinn
that is strl_u:tuml]},F associated with e:{plﬂsive gmwth in the direct exporting
of Mexican labor to the U.S. through labor migration and, in addition, it
lends a particulﬂr feature to the nature of commercial exchanges between
the two nations. Both cases impf}r an immeasurable loss for the country.

Iﬂaquiladurﬂs mean net transfers abroad of poten tial revenues.’ while mi-

* It should be noted thar in addition to manpower (the cou nl:r:u’s le:lding EXport, with a net contri-
bution to the balance of trade of USD $36 bn in 2004), Mexico EXPOTITLs natural resources I[chieﬂ}f
crude oil) and assets (which, for the most part, come from the privatization of state-owned com-
panies). This is where most of the direct E:ll'f.‘igl] investment has been channeled, emphasiz'mg not
-:-nl}-' the unpmducrive nature of investments of this kind, but also their clear contribution to the
process wherel:}}r d;ﬂpit:ﬂ is concentrated and centralized b} big multinationals.

5 Moreover, the nlultipl}ring effect of wage revenues tends to be insigniﬁmnt since most maqui-
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g[’ﬂti{]ﬂ I'EPI'ESEI]IS not l'.::ll'll'j.:r d I'I'HHSFEI' Dfl'l]f COSIS ngﬁ'nfffﬂt.lﬂg Eﬂd I'I"Elil"liﬂg

and more im pnrmntl}r de prives the Mexican
6

l'l"lﬁ.' lﬂ.bDl’ FDI'CE‘, bl_ll' ';'I_ISD

cconomy of the main merchandise for capital accumulation.

THE NEW MIGRATORY DYNAMIC
BETWEEN MEX1ico AND THE UNITED STATES

We must not fnrget that, in gf:ns:ral terms, the international migration
phcnnmenﬂn has a historical root cause invulving economic, leiticaL
social, and cultural factors (Castles, 2003). Altlmugh Mexico-U.S. labor
migration Is a phennmﬁnnn that dates back to the late 19th century, 1n
1ts current p]mse it is characterized b}-’ unprf'ct‘c]cnted levels of cl}-'namism,
particularly since the passage of NAFTA.” Note, in this connection, that
over the past 34 years (1970-2004), the number of Mexican-born residents
of the U.S. increased 13-fold (Conapo, 2004a). This fact, in and of itself,
ralses questions about the allﬁgfd benefits of the Integration process on
which the country has embarked.

The burgenning gmwth of the pnpulatinn born in Mexico and of

Mexican origin rﬁsiding in the U.S. as an expression of the Expml-i'ntial

ladoras operate on the northern border and much f:uui]},-' spending takes place in the U.S.; at the
same time, Iarga stores belon ging to 11.S. chains account for a sizable slice ﬂFsPending in Mexico,
made with remittances that migrants send to their families.

. Pn:rlmpﬁ the best illustration of the e:-:tremel}r restricted nature of the process of mpital accumu-
lation in Mexico is the ruthless transfer of surp]uses thart accompanies it It has been estimared
(Saxe-Fernindez and Nuifez, 2001) that the total surpluses transterred —principally to the
USA— over the past two decades amounted to USD $457 m (at constant 1990 prices). The full
impact of this ﬁgurf become apparent if we consider that Latin America is the underdevelﬂpad
world’s Iaacling tribut.:u*}-' region and that, within that region, Mexico is the lﬂading country,

7 The integration process :{dc-ptecl fﬂﬂﬂwing the arrival of neoliberal PDIiCiE:E in Mexico and
reinforced with the enacting of NAFTA was allegedly intended to: “contribute to the harmoni-
ous -:levelﬂpment and expansion of world trade and pru:rvicln: a c,a.tal}-'ﬂ to broader international
cooperation” (NAFTA, 1994). Upon comparing the North American integration model with
the one followed in Europe, notable not cu]l}' is the absence of a deve]c-pment Pcvliq; for the
least favored areas, but also the unshakable obsession with c-u:rntmﬂing the southern border of the
U.S. in accordance with chat cmmtr:-,-"s security agenda; this is in sharp contrast to the Eurc-pe:m
Union, which proposes the free transit of merchandise, iucluding manpower, as Eumpean citi-

zens irrespective of their nationality (Alba and Leite, 2003).
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'—.I._llf: fDllDW.lﬂg d‘{l.l'ﬂ I'E'V{i'ﬂl thﬁ' current PI’DPDITiDI'lS tl]il.l' thE PhEHDITl-

cnon l'l 45 rcac hﬁd!

. The U.S. is the country with the hight'st levels of immigratinn 1n

the world (it absorbs 20%). Within the U.S., Mexican immigrants
account for the largest group (27.6%) (Conapo, 2004a).

. The pﬂpulatinn of Mexican origin rf:sicling in the U.S. was esti-

mated, in 2004, at 26.6 million, including Mexican-born emi-
grants (whether documented or not, and accounting for some 10
million) and U.S. citizens of Mexican descent. There is no other

diaspora in the world of such dimensions (Conapo, 2004a).

. In 2004, an annual average of 400,000 Mexicans were estimated

to llﬂ"'n"'ﬁ' lﬁﬁf thﬁ CCILII]I'I'}" o Eﬂtﬂbliﬂh I'ESiClE‘I]CE in tl"lf: US Tl'llS ﬁg-
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ure, in conjunction with UN estimates for the 2000-2005 P{i'l'iﬂd-,

makes Mexico the world’s lf:aciing source of Emigrantsj followed

by China (390,000) and India (280,000) (UN, 2004).
CHART 2

Twenty largest developing-country
recipients of remittances, 2002
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. In 2004, total remittances received b}r Mexico amounted to USD
$16.6 bn (Banco de México, 2005). As in the previous compari-
sons, the country ranks first in the world, outstripping b}' 27%

the amount of remittances received b}f India and b}-' 36% those

received by the Philippines (UN, 2004a).

Alnng with the quantitative gmwth in the phcnumenun, which has
pla-::ec] Mexico at the forefront of glﬂbai international migrati{m, Signiﬁ-

cant qualitutiv& transformations have also taken place:
: Pmcticall}-’ the whole of Mexico's terrimr}f reports international mi-

gration, since 96.2% of the -::Duntrj,-fis municipalities report some

form of association with it (Conapo, 2004a). In parallel to this,

www.migracionydesarrollo.org



[10]

the pnpulatiﬂn of Mexican origin resident in the U.S. — while
remaining concentrated in a handful of states — has cxpanded
In recent years Into most of that country's territory. It should be
noted that the migratory clrcults are -::urrfntl}-* X pancling_; into the
eastern and north-central parts of the U.S., where some of the
most d}*nmnic industrial restructuring centers are located.

- In the last ten years there has been a sustained gmwth trend in terms
of their schooling (see chart 3). In 2003, 34.9% of the population
agf:cl 15 years and older born in Mexico and residing in the U.S.
has a level of education higher than a basic h.lgll—-SChDDl diplnma.
This ﬁgurﬁ rises to 49% (59.9% first generation and 65.6 % sec-
ond gf:ns:ratiﬂn} if the full s pectrum of the po pulatiﬂn of Mexican
origin in the USA is taken into consideration (Conapo, 2004a).
[n contrast the average higure for Mexico is 27.8%, which means
that — in genfral terms and in contrast to what is cnmmnnl}-*
believed — more qualiﬁed workers are lﬁaving than remaining in
the country; in other words, there is a clear selective trend, in line
with the unc]f:rl}'ing rationale behind international migrations. It
should also be noted, however, that in comparison to other im-
migrant groups in the U.S., the Mexican contingent Is the one
with the lowest average levels of schﬂ-:::ling. That situation does
not attenuate the prnblem; on the contrary, 1t highlights the seri-
ous educational shnrtcnmings that still exist in the country and
that have been heightenrzd with the ado ption of neoliberal PDliEiES
(OECD, 2005).

. One high-pmﬁlf form of labor migration that does not fall in with
the stercotypes involves Mexican residents in the USA who have
university dﬁgrees or pnstgraduatf qualiﬁcations. This ﬁgure totals
slightl}r more than 385,000 individuals born in Mexico and 1.4
million of Mexican origin. With postgraduate qualiﬁcatimns, the
higures are 86,000 and 327,000, respectively (Conapo, 2004a).
This indicates that the brain drain has become a signiﬁcant prnba
lem. Thus, under Mexico’s prﬂ-’ailing nlaquilaldﬂra~b;15fd model,
there is very limited demand for qualiﬁed workers and pmcticall}r
no demand for scientific and tfchnolngical l{nnwlﬁ‘dgﬁ', which

IERCIS 0 a l'lﬁl]lﬂl'['l]ﬂg.lﬂg IDF lllgl]l}' ql_lﬂliﬁﬁd l'lLlITlRll Iresources.
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CHART 3
LEVEL OF SCHOOLING OF

MEXICAN EMIGRANTS
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- A comparison of the Empln}-*n]cnt patterns of Mexican workers
in the two countries also }-*ielcls Interesting results. In the U.S.,
36.2% of migrants work in the secondary sector (i.e., industry),
whereas in Mexico the hgure is only 27.8%. This situation con-
trasts with the stﬂ'ﬁﬂt}-’pical view of migrants as agricultural work-
ers, and it demonstrates a fundamental change in the crossborder
labor market. Onl}r 13.3% of migrants work in the primary sec-
tor. As rf:.gards this point, It should be noted that the Mexicans
are lmmigrant group with the highf:st representation in the indus-
trial sector and the lowest average wages (Conapo, 2004a), which
strfngthﬁns our h}fpnthesis about the role of Mexican manpower

in the USA’s industrial restructuring process.

Fiﬂﬂll}ﬂ 3“ DF tllf:Sli' Cl"ll'lllgﬁS l]‘{l"i."lf‘ IJE‘EH ‘JCCDH’IP‘JI]iEd b}' a 1r HIISFGI'I'I]H-'

tion within migmtiﬂn patterns: froma pattern of prﬁ‘clc:nmirmntl}r circular mi-
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gratic-n It 15 E‘mh—’ing into one in which established migmnts prevail, includ-

ing variants such as greater parti-::ipatiﬂn b}' women and entire families.®

DIALECTIC BETWEEN THE INTEGRATION
MODEL AND INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION

Anmng the main contradictions or paradﬂxﬁs within the migratiﬂn phe~
nomenon in its relations with the current economic intcgmtinn model,

ﬁ"ﬂ‘i‘ arc "il.F'l--"DI'tl'l_'jr-r DF Pﬂ.[’l’iC Llllll' note:

1.Remittances serve as a I{E}-’ factor in Mexico’s macroeconomic bal-
ance and social stabilit}-'. [n contrast towhatits proponents PI‘E‘J.C]‘IC‘CI.,
NAFTA has served to stimulate migratory lows to such an extent
that remittances from abroad are now one of the country's main

SOUrces Df- fﬂfﬂigﬂ exclmngf:. J'lji.t l'l"lf: s4Inc l'iITlE, remittances are l'l"lﬁ'

fnrfign-CLlrrﬂlcy source with the most consistent grﬂwth rate — a
factor of Increasing relevance in light of relative reductions in other
forms of external funding, such as direct fDrcign investment and
exports from the maquiladﬂra inclustr}r. Moreover, it is undeni-
able that remittances also make an ever Increasing contribution
to covering the costs of social spfnding and basic infrastructure
where, PI‘E‘.-'iDLlSl}-’, the task fell to public investment, in addition
to prm-’icling major assistance to the subsistence s pﬁnding of over
a million households. Migratinn thus acts as a kind of invaluable
escape valve (and a Sﬂfﬁt}-’ valve) in light of the cconomy'’s reduced
structural capacity to expand cmplc:r}-*ment. We can therefore claim
that migration operates — while not setting out to do so, and
while not on the migrants agenda — as a crucial source of su pport
for the neoliberal structure, investing it with a veneer of “stability”
and, paradoxically, a “human face.”

2. Migfﬂl’iﬂ Il li‘ﬂd stoa l'lE.'ITlDI' 1'11 48 illg Df l'll.llTl}lI] ICSOLUrces ‘J.HCI ICgres-

# In this process not only is IRCA the catalyst; a role is also played by neoliberal policies, the
wearing down of the material foundations of ties of origin, and the stiffening of U.S policy.
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sive cl}'nami-::s in regions of origin. II‘l‘ESPECtiVﬁ‘ of these “pcrsitive”
features, we should not lose sight of the fact that migration 1n itself
impliﬁs a loss of valuable resources for the cconomy, In that it rep-
resents the export of potﬁntial wealth at the same time as having a
series of negative repercussions on the pla-::fs of origin. [ncluded in
this are d}fnamit:s such as the ﬂight of qualiﬁcd workers, the absence
of young, active workers, progressive dependence on remittances,
pmductive detachment and stagnation, the inﬂatinnar}* effects of
remittances (dollarization), the breakdown of the famil}z the wors-
ening of social inequalitics, etc. A part of this hf:mnrrhaging and
regressive d}fnamics is the tmnsfﬁrring to the U.S. cconomy of the
expenses incurred in generating and training the cmigrant labor
force; costs that were paid b}f the Mexican peo plr: as a whole. This
situation 1s highlightﬁ‘d b}-* the phfnﬂmenmfs growing Sflf:c:th-'it}-*.
In addition, a portion of the remittances are invested in education,
which is credited to this transfer and reduces its “positive” impact
(OECD, 2005). In no instance is any form of compensation given
for the loss or transfer of those resources.

3.In some segments of the U.S. labor market, Mexican migrants are
used as a competitive weapon against pmductive sectors in their
country of origin. Under the NAFTA framework, the U.S. labor
market is fed b}-* chf:ap labor in segments that are of l{E}* Lmpor-
tance in competing with pmd uctive sectors in Mexico. This is the
case, inter alia, with the clothing industry in Los Angeles (OECD,
2005) and with the Mexicanization of U.S. agriculture (Duran
and Massey, 2003). Other cases involve a strategic complementar-
1ty that opecrates glnball}' on behalf of industrial restructuring in
the U.S., such as the automobile and electronics sectors.

4. Migration contributes to the efhcient operation of the _jnb market
in the United States. By its very nature, migration l]ElPS suppl}f
contingents of Mexican workers to cover the needs and demands
of the U.S. f:mpln}-fmfnt market. It thus l]ti'lPS resolve the imbal-
ances arising from large, growing asymmetries between countries
that would otherwise emerge, lcading to the creation of an army
of reserve workers that o perate on the binational level and whose

chief externalities are transferred to Mexico. This Pl‘li‘llﬂmi‘ﬂﬂﬂ can
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be seen on several levels. First, as seen in Chart 4, the burgmning
grc:-wth in Mexican migration does not have a positive correlation
with the unempln}fmcnt rate in the United States; this suggests that
it has instead hel pt'cl satisl:y demand in glven segments of the U.S.

ij market.? Second, most of the Earnings of Mexican migrants -

which in 2003 totaled USD $122 bn for those born in Mexico and
$361 bn for those of Mexican origin (Conapo, 2004a)

in the U.S., with the resultant and obvious transfer of their poten-

darc sp cnt

tial multipl}-'ing effect to the U.S. economy. [t would be difficult to
CIEH}-' that this also has a pnsitix-’f: effect on in-::rmsing the cl}-fn&mism

of El‘l‘lPlD}’mE‘nt (UN, 2004). Third, from the fiscal perspective, in-

ternational migrants — as has been shown b}r a number of research
projects (see, for E‘Kﬂl‘l‘lpli‘, Anderson, 2005) — contribute more
than thr:-}* receive in terms of benefits and public services. ! Thc"}-*
thus assist with the social security of native-born workers. Finall}-*, in
spite of the existing wage differential (1:6 in the nmnufa-::turing sec-
tor) between the Mexican and U.S. economies (which is vital in the
context of the USA’s industrial restructuring process), and ultlmugh
scl-i'ctiviqf has increased, the wages of migrant workers have been
ﬁﬂling systfmati-::all}a particulurl}r in those areas of the jc-b market in
which the}' are traditionall}f {i‘ﬂ]PlD}-’ﬁ‘d. One recent stud}-* ﬁmphasi}
es that the average wage received b}-* Mexican migrants, measured in
constant 2000 prices, tell b}-* 38% over the past 25 years (from USD
$11.70 to $7.20 per hour) (Papail, 2002). And while the contribu-
tion thus made b}-' Mexican migrants to the Cl‘lﬁ‘ﬂpﬁl]iﬂg of prcrcluc-
tion costs in the U.S. cconomy 1s clear, it is also true that this im pact
takes plat:f: ﬁ'ssentiall}-* In glven sectors of the job market Dl‘ll}-’, and

CIDE‘S not ﬂﬂ:ii‘Ct tl'lﬁ' majc-rir}-' DF l'l]l'l.l' CDl_ll"ltI'};IS W{]fl-{illg CIRSSE‘S.

 Paral (2002) pr-:-viclnzs campeﬂing data, broken down b}r EITIPID_VII'[E:I[[ categories, on the re-

quirement for Mexican migrunt workers in the U.S. and the maj-:rr contributions the}f make to

[hﬂ.l' Coun [I'"r’JS SOOIy,

10 Tt should be noted that the Mexico-born residents of the U.S., while thﬂ}' do make their cor-

respﬂnding social security payments, report the lowest levels of health coverage (46.4%) among

the immigrant Pnpul:lticm, in contrast to the 63.3% recorded among other Latin Americans and

Caribbeans (Conapo, 2004a).
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CHART 4

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE IN THE UNITED STATES 1994—2004
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Source:
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Inordinate gmwth In migration undermines the social sustainabil-
ity of the main resource that feeds it: the workforce. In contrast to
the invaluable services that migration and the current integration
model prcwiclf: the U.S. economy, and also in contrast to the role
that migration has been pla}ring as a l{ﬂ}r factor in the cnuntrfs
macroeconomic and social “stability,” there is a new trend in mi-
gration that questions the entire structure on which the current
integration model is based and that calls into question 1|;-’iatbi1'11:}r n
the medium and lmng terms: the growing I.'EI]CIEIIC}-’ toward CIEPD p-
ulation (Foladori, Garcia Zamora, Mﬁrquez, Rivera, and Pérez,
2005). During the second half of the 1990s, 755 of the country’s
2,435 municipalities (31%) reported negative growth rates. In
conjunction with this trend, productive activities are being aban-
doned, mgether with a reduction in remittances per famil}a which
could ultinmtel}-* lead to a considerable reduction in the amounts
sent. The Important aspect of this new scenario is that it affects the
very foundations of the “migmtiﬂn facmr}*” and its socioeconomic

fun-::tinnulit}-'.
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The comments so far showcase the perverse dialectic between the
prﬁvailing model of economic Integration and international migration.
While it falls to Mexico to reproduce and train the workers it exports (both
Clirﬁctlj,-' and indirﬁctl}'}j the U.S. avails itself of those aclvantagﬁs to reduce
1ts prc::clucticrn costs and to restructure its ind ustry. This process 1s based on
the wage differentials that exist and the major transfers of resources that
accompany It, ﬂvﬂh-“ing into a kind of zero-sum game that will most likel}f
be unable to continue in face of the burgﬁnning gmwth of Mexico-U.S.
migration and the emergence of the c]epc-pulatic-n phcnnmf:nc-n. Also at
pla}r here are the restrictions on competitiveness inherent in the short-term

St[’ﬂtﬁg}r DFb&Siﬂg l'l"lﬁ I'E‘SI'I'LICI'LII'ng Proccss on Chﬁ‘dp l‘dbDl’.

MIGRANTS AND PUBLIC POLICIES VIS-A-VIS
THE CHALLENGES OF INTEGRATTION

As Durand (2005) perceptively notes: “Mexico is a country of emigrants
that fails to recognize itself as such.” Standing against this bacl{dmp are
the publi-:: p-::rlicif:s that have hismricall}r been implf:mcntf:.cl with res pect to
migration and that, &ccnrding to the same author, can be divided up Into
periods as follows: (i) 1910-1940, negative view of the phenomenon, and
prevailing policies of dissuasion; (ii) 1942-1964, migration as a negoti-
ated process (Bracero Program); (iii) 1964-1986," the policy of no policy
— accnrding to the well known clescripti::}n prﬁvinusl}* offered b}r (Garcla
y Griego (1998) — within the framework of criminalizing migration; (iv)
1987-2000, lei-::}r paying attention to migrants and establishing rapport
with them, due to the visibilit}f and growing dimensions of the ph-:mjm-
enon, and (v) 2000 and on, the failed attempt to negotiate a migratory
agenda and persevere with the policy of attention and rapprochement.

Without gﬂing Into great detail, and while aq:l{nnwleclging that the n1igra~

' Note that Durand (2005) extends this periocl to 1990: we have curtailed it, to Emphasize
the impact of the IRCA and, above all, the ﬂL‘lDPtiDn of the neoliberal P-D]icies underpim]iug

Mexico's current process of integration with the U.S.
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tion issue has gainﬁc] prominence within Mexican public PD“C}T._. It remains
true that its achievements to date have been very limited and have failed
to address the roots of the pmblem. Deep down there prﬁ-'ails an ada ptive
lngic that does not impl}-' a rupture with the inherent raticumlirj; of the
imposed “top down” integration process.

It can thus be claimed that, at present, Mexico does not have a PDliC}-’
for migration and develo pment. The three main programs that are su ppos-

edly

causes of migratinn,” CDntigD, NAFTA, and the SD-::icrj.r for Pmspcrit}a

according to Conapo (2004b) — geared toward “addressing the

are not directed toward develo pment and do not tackle the causes of bur-
geoning migration. [ndeed, Cﬂntigﬂ 1S n::rthing more than an collection
of assistance programs focusing on extreme poverty; NAFTA, as already
noted, has consolidated itself as the central point for the asymmetrical and
subordinated economic Integration of Mexico to the U.S.; meanwhile, the
SDCiE‘l’}-’ for Pmsperiry is a mere statement of gDDd intentions that has now
evolved into the Alliance for Security and Prosperity in North America, the
purpose of which is to Impose a gfnpﬂlitical security agﬁnda in accordance
with U.S. interests, ignoring the migration question and the clfvr:lopmﬁnt
pmblcms faced b}-f areas with high levels of international migration.

Moreover, instead of f-:::llc:msing a develo pment strategy, Mexico's mi-
gration PDliCii‘S Dbt‘}-’ 4 lcrgic of adaptatian thmugh unconnected programs
gmred toward addressing partial aspects related to the effects of migration.
The state’s basic aim has been to ensure that migration passivel}r fulfills its
functions vis-a-vis macroeconomic balance and social smbilir}z In an at-
tempt to “stretch the rope until it breaks.”

In light of these broad trends, the current programs can be classified

into six basic cutﬁ'gnriﬁs:

1. Protective measures aimed at cmrf:ring certain as pects of migrants’
human rights, such as the Beta Gmupsj the Paisano ngmnh

consular registrations, and Expanding the network of consulates
itself.

11. Identit}* Strf'ngthfning thmugh the idea of Mexican communi-
ties abroad, lcﬂcling to the creation of the Institute of Mexicans
Abroad (IME), which partiall}r covers several issues: ties, educa-

tion, and health.
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iii. Promotion of civic 1'ig11t5 at the binational level, with the 1996
reforms rﬁfgarding the conservation of Mexican natimlalit}: [n this
rf:garclj the obstacles put in Pl'J_CE for extraterritorial voting limit
the exercise of pﬂlitical rights b}f migrants and have DPE‘I]ECI up an
area of disagreemfnt with the Mexican leiti-::al class.

iv. Social clr:vr:lnpment in a restricted sense, particularl}r thmugh the
Three-for-One ngmm, a clear exam Plﬂ of negotiation im-“cuh-'ing
a transnationalism “from below” that outstrips the government’s
DPEI‘&I’iDﬂ‘J_l capacity and, while not as a stated gcml of the pro-
gram, promotes binational organization. Because of its origins,
this program illustrates the clash between two views of “solidar-
ity :a neoliberal one ( purs ued b}-' the government) and a commu-
nit}-'abased one (pmmnted b}r migrants).

v. Reduction of transfer costs for remittances and their inancial use,
intended to encourage the cheapening of Sf'.ncling them home
thmugh competition and, more I'E.".‘Zﬁlll'l}-*, the incor poration of
these resources into the banl{ing system, parti-:ularlj.r thmugh the
National Savings and Financial Services Bank (Bansefi) and the
People’s Network.

vi. Investment of remittances, Ieading to a small series of individu-
alistic and dispersc pmductivﬁ' projects, difficult to conceive of as
a form of local or reginnal dfvelmpmfnt. This is the case with the

“Invest in Mexico” program of the Inter-American Develo pment

Bank (IDB) and Nacional Financiera (Nafin).

Over and above the limitations seen in publi-: migration lei-::iesj
parti-::ularl}-f as rcgarcls migration and le‘u’ﬁlﬂplllni‘llt., it must be acknowl-
Edgﬁd that the migrant community 1s ﬁghting, albeit in an Inciplent fash-
ion, to become a subjfct of clﬁvclc:pmfnt. This can be seen, inter alia, in
the Three-for-One program and in the efforts to secure extraterritorial vot-
ing rights. Thus, the historic evolution and maturing process of migratory
social networks has enabled individual migrants to embark on an increas-
ingl}r pﬁrceptible and Signiﬁﬂant evolution toward what could be called a
binational and transterritorial collective subject.

This process 1s tal{ing sha pe thro ugh the emergence of a wide array of

hometown associations {curr-:"ntl}-' mtaling more than 700) and federations
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for migrants in several U.S. states, and of multi pli: alliances and coalitions
with a binational outlook. This point is signiﬁcant because, in this way, the
migrant community 1s progressing toward superior Drganizatiﬂnal struc-
tures, characterized, inter alia, b},-' hm-'ing a formal organization; strfngthu
ening ties of cultural iclf'.ntiry, bﬁ‘.lﬂﬂgiﬂg, and sulidarit}r with their pla-::ﬁs
of origin; opening channels for dialogue with different public and private
agencies 1n Mexico and the U.S; and llm-'ing available a ﬁll‘*ﬁ'ﬂﬂl*l‘lﬁgligiblﬁ
financial pc}tential —thmugh collective tunds, which can overcome the
limitations and lack of ﬂfxibilit}-’ inherent in individual or Eunil}-' remit-
tances— to be used for social projects and, PDSSibl}-’, for local and rﬂgional
C]mrﬁ'lﬂpmf.nt projects (Dclgaclﬂ, Marquez, and RodriguﬁL 2004).

Faced with this panorama, and cc}nsidfring the urgent need for prog-
ress to be made toward a different integration model, one to counter the
perverse dialecric upon which the country has embarked, the fc}ll::rwing

SI'E'PS dI'C NCCCssary.

1. The state and soclety must recognize Mexico as a country of emi-
grants, the top such country in the world or, using an expres-
sion coined b}r Uruguayan President Tabaré V. azquez (Question, 3
March 2005), as a “wanclfring” nation, Evﬂking the sense of dut}r
toward those who have embarked on the journey and acknowl-
Edging the indissoluble unity of a nation, even bE}ancl 1ts territo-
rial borders.

2.1In line with the above, the country’s dﬂ'ﬁlﬂpﬂ]ﬁﬂl’ must be restat-
ed, with the involvement of the migrant community. [nternational
experience indicates that progress can be made toward this gﬂalj

as has been the case with, inter alia, Morocco, Philippinesj and

the former Yugc:rsl;wia (Castles and Miller, 2004; Mrabet, 2002;
Schif:.rup, 1990).

3. The clf:sig_n and implemfntutiﬂn of a -::Dmprehenshffj lﬂng-tf:rm
pnliﬂ}r (i.e., a state pﬂlic}-*) for migration and CIEVEIDPI'IIEIH, cover-
ing at least the fullc:-wing issues: (a) guaranteeing the civic rights of
migrants; (b) promoting the clfvflﬂpmfnt of highﬂnigmtinn ar-
cas b}-' opening up channels for pmductive investment, binational
business alliances, Sflling to markets made up of co-nationals, fos-

tﬁring migrant tourism, mgﬁthﬁr with DPtiDl‘lS for the pmductive
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reinsertion of retired or returned migrants; (c) hﬁlping the institu-
tional sti'engthfning of migrant organizations, while scru puiﬂusl}r
respecting their autonomy; (d) muking gDDci use of the financial
and pmd uctive patﬁ'ntial of remittances in partnszrship projects as
a part of local and rf:gi{:uml ciﬂ-'eiﬂpmfnt programs; (e) f{}stering
com prehf:nsiw social develo pment programs with a binational
perspective; (f) disseminating the various eXpressions of culture at
the transnational level; (g) u plmlding the human and labor 1'ight5
of migrants; (h) promoting an effective return p-:::li-::].r; (i) des Igning
a new institutional frame in accordance with migratimfs strategic

importance for Cif:VCiDPI‘I]Eﬂt (for Exampiﬁ, a cabinet ministr}-’}.

CONCLUSION

Under the current economic Integration piﬂns, the model for gmwth in
Mexico has been subordinated to the industrial restructuring of the U.S.
This, while functional for the U.S. economy, represents a short-term way out
that it will be difhicult to maintain into the lc}ngcr term. At the same time,
as the asymmetries between the two countries have CiEEPE‘I]E‘Ci., this form of
Integration has unleashed a perverse dialectic that curtails the -::-:Junti'}-"s de-
velo pment and leads to a massive swelling of the migratory d}-*namic, which
in turn fosters a growing, and worrisome, trend toward cif:pc:pulatiﬂn.

This Pl]EHDmEHDH cannot be partiall}* remided. It demandsa compre-
hensive, lnngatr:rm pnlic}r, framed as a state pnli-:}-' that recognizes Mexico
as a country of cmigrants and pmcecds accﬂrdingi}a in‘mli-’ing the migrant
community 1n the develo pment process. |t should not be necessary to state
that this uncif.rml{ing requires a tlmrc-ugh re=thinking of the cmintr}-*is de-
vﬁlﬂpmcnt, incorporating the migrant and lf:iciing on to an Integration
model that is raciicali}-* different to the one that CLlI'I'E‘Ill'i}-’ prevails.

It is unlil-;el}-* that the Mexican government, as a lmstage of neoliberal
leicif.s, will ECiDPl’ such an initiative as its own. It must come about as
the result of the social pressure that the migrant community can bring to
bear, parti-::ulari}-f their organizations, mgfthﬁr with civil soclety 1n Mexico.
Pariiamentar}-' debate can also create the leiticai conditions for progress

towards this end.
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