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The United States and México: A Comparative Analysis of State Response to Migration
My friends and fellow countrymen, I have . . . ordered the army to open 

fire, if need be, to prevent the refugees from effecting a landing…

Jean Raspail, The Camp of the Saints
To understand United States migration policies, a comparison between México and the United States with special emphasis on migrant workers, would prove to highlight contradictions and similarities between sending and receiving countries. This comparison will also explain the economic and political significance of migratory flows by focusing on the significant flows of migrant workers from México to the United States. Aside from the forced migration constituted in slavery, there is an inherent subjectivity to economic labor as the main proponent of migration. While migrant flows are not totally subject to economics, it usually is the main impetus of migration. 

For whatever different reason migrants initiate a move, they all eventually become part of the labor force. As people migrate initially for other than economic factors, they still become part of the migrant workforce. While this pattern is dominant, it is not exclusive.

Migration forces are a microcosm of the states’ role in administering migrant flows in Hong Kong, the Philippines, Japan and Brazil as well as to describe the largest migration flows in the world, between South and Central America to North America. The bilateral relationship between the U.S. and México is a microcosm of global patterns of states’ roles in migration through a specific bilateral relationship. In attempting to use different international relations theories to describe current U.S. immigration policy, Marxism best explains both economic and political actions taken by the state. As the state usually acts in the interest of the bourgeoisie, state repression of undocumented migrant workers in the United States has created an underclass of workers who are politically docile and willing to work for the ever-falling wages necessary to continue capitalism. 
Description of Migrant Flow
[image: image1.png]


The map shows a complex network of migrant flows with people move all over the world. The number of migrants already living in a country constitutes a nations' migrant stock, while migrant flow is the number of migrants that enter a country or region every year. [image: image2.jpg]Mexico
31%

Al other
countries
22%

United Kingdom
2%

Canada
2% o rs
El Salvador

2% i



The annual flow of immigrants into North America is 1.4 million annually added to the approximately 40 million foreign born already residing in North America. 
Although the number of migrants has risen by the tens of millions over the last three decades, the percentage of migrants relative to total world population has remained relatively constant between two and three percent (Deutsche Bank Research 2006, 17-8). This relatively small number hides the economic and political significance of migration. According to the United Nations, approximately 191 million persons are living outside their country of birth (UNFPA 2006, 5). In 2006, United Nations Population Fund stated, “International migrants would now constitute the world’s fifth most populous country if they all lived in the same place. A full half of all migrant stock, 95 million, are women and 12.7 million are refugees or asylum seekers fleeing from political and civil unrest in their country (UNFPA 2006, 1, 10 respectively). In the decade between 1990 and 2000, migrant stock increased by approximately thirteen million while in least and less developed countries the migrant stock decreased 2.3 million. This means that the global net migration flow is from less and least develop countries to more develop countries (United Nations, 2002, 26).
The most popular reason for migration is to fulfill the labor needs of rich countries, such as the United States, which requires either seasonal labor or labor the native population cannot or refuse to perform. These jobs are usually construction, garbage collection and prostitution (UNFPA 2006, 7). The majorities of migrants are recipients of secondary educations and have sufficient funds to enter into a receiving country either with or without state authorization. Specifically, in the United States, the majority of migrants are originally from Latin American and the Caribbean comprising approximately 45% of the migrant stock to that country. Thirty-six percent of migrants to the U.S. come from Asia and the number of migrants from Europe has fallen to 13% (Massey 2003, 5).  In Europe, migrants are primarily from the Middle East and Africa, with approximately thirty percent coming from each region. The main countries of origins are Lebanon and Turkey as well as Algeria, Tunis, and Morocco (Massey 2003, 7).

Description of the Change

There are several global flows of migrant workers around the world as noted in the previous chart. Net migration hides particularities such as the migration between third world countries from political unrest or forced migration. A change has taken place and this is highlighted when case studies of the migration of Filipina domestics to Hong Kong and Singapore, the movement of Brazilian nikkeijin Japan and a specific focus on the migration of Central Americans and Mexicans to the United States. 
Presently, workers from Latin America, Africa and Southeast Asia are migrating to more developed economies. Migrants are leaving capital poor countries to supply labor needs in capital rich countries. 
Temporary/ Permanent Migrants

The trend of “guest workers” and temporary migrants, in countries like Canada and the United States has found a niche in the international labor market. Labor rich countries outsourced labor for temporary work in capital rich countries without the expectation of citizenship. In the 2000 United States census, approximated 781, 500 temporary migrants were living in the United States and roughly 292,300 entered as students (Cassidy and Pearson 2001). “More than half of all temporary migrants in 1990 and 2000 were from Asia, followed by Europe and North and Central America. These findings coincide with INS and DOS data on nationalities of temporary migrants that show a large proportion are citizens of Asian countries. The largest numbers of temporary migrants in 1990 were born in Japan, China, and Taiwan; by 2000, India had replaced Japan as the largest sender of temporary migrants” (Cassidy and Pearson 2001). These programs have been successful, providing further evidence that migrants are also interested in temporary resettlement for economic gain or study as opposed to permanent residency.  

The United Nations Development Policy and Analysis Division (UNDPAD) focused its World Economic and Social Survey of 2004 on international migration and its effects. It noted the rise of temporary workers and associated temporary migrant labor with high to low skilled employment, agricultural, tourists and other services oriented employment. The difference between temporary and permanent migration is that temporary workers have state authorization to work (UNDPAD 2004, 127). However, this does not allow temporary migrants to receive benefits or to bring their family. An example is the foreign domestic workers in Hong Kong and Singapore.  Hong Kong imports domestic workers from the Philippines.  The World Bank Migration and Remittance Factbook numbered Filipino emigrants in 2005 as comprising 4.4% of the population, approximately 3.3 million persons (Ratha and Xu 2006, 159). “For more than 25 years, [the] export of temporary labor has been an explicit response to double-digit unemployment rates…  [The] government's goals have been remarkably clear and consistent: Migration should be promoted, but only for temporary work via regulated channels” (O’Neil, 2004).  

In Hong Kong, workers enjoy permanent resident status; they have “access to subsidized schools, healthcare and housing” (Bell 2005, 296).  Workers usually stay in the country for two years and return to their country. Domestic workers in Hong Kong can expected to do more work and enjoy limited civil liberties (Bell 2005, 300). In Singapore, temporary workers have two-year contracts mediated by the government and return to the Philippines (Bell 2005, 300). These Filipina workers migrate to other countries to work temporarily as domestic workers and earn more than a middle-ranking civil servant in the Philippines (Bell 2005, 303). 
Change in Migration Dynamics

The dynamic from permanent migration to “re-migration” refers to the increased movement of workers either returning to their country of origin or migrating to a third destination. Instead of moving once, under the assumption that second and third generations would reap the benefits of initial migration, migrants are now immigrating and “re-migrating” (Smith 2002, 4-5) as the world becomes more conducive to travel abroad. Prices and options for travel have lowered and broadened, respectively and the opportunity to migrate to their country of origin is now in the reach of a larger spectrum of migrants. With the regularity and availability of international transportation, the effortlessness of migration has never before witnessed. 

In addition, temporary migrants are finding more advantage in returning to their country for origin after brief migrations to capital rich countries than permanent settlement.  In a brief stay, a migrant worker can earn the equivalent of their yearly salary in a few months. Upon return to his country of origin, the income creates more purchase power when converted into local currency. This is currently the case in Japan with nikkeijin, Japanese descendants born and living abroad (Tsuda 1999, 688) from Brazil. Brazilians of second and third generation Japanese decent were encouraged to immigrate to fill low skill jobs in Japan after a shortage of unskilled labor in the nineteen eighties. “Although the Japanese-Brazilians are generally middle class in Brazil, most of them earn five to ten times their Brazilian wages as unskilled factory workers in Japan and save an average of about $20,000 per year in Japan, which is approximately four or five times their average yearly income in Brazil” (Tsuda 1999, 693).

Conventions on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of their Families

In 1990, the United Nations, recognizing the growing trend of both migration and exploitation of migrants became “convinced that the rights of migrant workers and members of their families have not been sufficiently recognized everywhere and therefore require appropriate international protection” (International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families, CPRAMW). The articles of the convention ask for the respect of civil and political rights of migrant workers in the “country of employment” (UNCPRAMW 1990). 

Signatories to the CPRAMW are predominantly sending countries such as Sri Lanka, the Philippines, and of course México, who was one of the first signatories and ratifies (see Table 2). These countries would benefit economically and politically from these rights and benefits given to their migrating citizens in their country of employment.


Receiving countries such as the United States, France, Great Britain, Germany, Saudi Arabia and Canada have yet to sign the agreement. If receiving countries were to adhere to the articles of this convention it would surely have a negative impact on the economy as the money spent protecting migrants workers’ rights would influence earned profit.

Table 2: International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of their Families: list of Signatures and Ratifiers

	Participant 
	Signature, Succession to signature (d) 
	Ratification, Accession (a), Succession (d) 

	Albania 
	 
	5 Jun 2007 a 

	Algeria 
	 
	21 Apr 2005 a 

	Argentina 
	10 Aug 2004 
	23 Feb 2007 

	Azerbaijan 
	 
	11 Jan 1999 a 

	Bangladesh 
	7 Oct 1998 
	 

	Belize 
	 
	14 Nov 2001 a 

	Benin 
	15 Sep 2005 
	 

	Bolivia 
	 
	16 Oct 2000 a 

	Bosnia and Herzegovina 
	 
	13 Dec 1996 a 

	Burkina Faso 
	16 Nov 2001 
	26 Nov 2003 

	Cambodia 
	27 Sep 2004 
	 

	Cape Verde 
	 
	16 Sep 1997 a 

	Chile 
	24 Sep 1993 
	21 Mar 2005 

	Colombia 
	 
	24 May 1995 a 

	Comoros 
	22 Sep 2000 
	 

	Ecuador 
	 
	5 Feb 2002 a 

	Egypt 
	 
	19 Feb 1993 a 

	El Salvador 
	13 Sep 2002 
	14 Mar 2003 

	Gabon 
	15 Dec 2004 
	 

	Ghana 
	7 Sep 2000 
	7 Sep 2000 

	Guatemala 
	7 Sep 2000 
	14 Mar 2003 

	Guinea 
	 
	7 Sep 2000 a 

	Guinea-Bissau 
	12 Sep 2000 
	 

	Guyana 
	15 Sep 2005 
	 

	Honduras 
	 
	9 Aug 2005 a 

	Indonesia 
	22 Sep 2004 
	 

	Kyrgyzstan 
	 
	29 Sep 2003 a 

	Lesotho 
	24 Sep 2004 
	16 Sep 2005 

	Liberia 
	22 Sep 2004 
	 

	Libyan Arab Jamahiriya 
	 
	18 Jun 2004 a 

	Mali 
	 
	5 Jun 2003 a 

	Mauritania 
	 
	22 Jan 2007 a 

	Mexico 
	22 May 1991 
	8 Mar 1999 

	Montenegro
	23 Oct 2006 d 
	 

	Morocco 
	15 Aug 1991 
	21 Jun 1993 

	Nicaragua 
	 
	26 Oct 2005 a 

	Paraguay 
	13 Sep 2000 
	 

	Peru 
	22 Sep 2004 
	14 Sep 2005 

	Philippines 
	15 Nov 1993 
	5 Jul 1995 

	Sao Tome and Principe 
	6 Sep 2000 
	 

	Senegal 
	 
	9 Jun 1999 a 

	Serbia 
	11 Nov 2004 
	 

	Seychelles 
	 
	15 Dec 1994 a 

	Sierra Leone 
	15 Sep 2000 
	 

	Sri Lanka 
	 
	11 Mar 1996 a 

	Syrian Arab Republic 
	 
	2 Jun 2005 a 

	Tajikistan 
	7 Sep 2000 
	8 Jan 2002 

	Timor-Leste 
	 
	30 Jan 2004 a 

	Togo 
	15 Nov 2001 
	 

	Turkey 
	13 Jan 1999 
	27 Sep 2004 

	Uganda 
	 
	14 Nov 1995 a 

	Uruguay 
	 
	15 Feb 2001 a 


Case Study: State Policies in the United States and México

Two trends have become most prevalent in migration and state responses to migration. First, increase in flows of migration, especially migrant workers and the second is state repression that attempts to control the international migration flows. The relationship between U.S. and México exemplifies these global trends. United States immigration policies have become more repressive towards migrants and migrant communities within the United States. México has been put in a peculiar position by the United States in that it has pledged to assist in the control of unauthorized migrations on both its borders but whose citizens are the majority of undocumented migrants currently living in the United States.  


According the US Census Bureau's American Community Survey, the size of the foreign- born population in 2006 was 37,547,789 (ACS 2007). In 2006, the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) admitted 1,266,264 Legal Permanent Residents (LPRs) in the United States (DHS 2007, 10). Of these LPRs, 170,046 are from México (DHS 2007, 10). The number of affectively or defensibly admitted refugees in the United States totaled 26,113, of these 84 were applying from México (DHS 2007, 45). The largest number of temporary workers admitted in the United States came from México with 225,680 workers, of these the majority 89,483, were non-seasonal temporary workers. The Department of Homeland Security “estimates that the unauthorized immigrant population in the United States increased 37 percent from nearly 8.5 million on January 1, 2000 to 11.6 million on January 1, 2006.  The annual average net increase in the unauthorized population during this period was 515,000” (Hoefer et al 2006, 2-3).  DHS estimates 6.57 million unauthorized migrants are from México, larger then all other country of origins combined (Hoefer et al 2006, 4).  The United States contains the largest number of migrant stock in the world, as well as a high number of undocumented migrants.  Of this population, Mexican migrants constitute more than half of the total number.  

Far from being atomized and random, these migrations are too large and ordered to constitute anything less than a pattern.  The state is a key player in this migration, as either a sending country or a receiving country.  “Sending countries” are countries whose citizens emigrate in high numbers. Countries that have large numbers of migrant stock are “receiving countries.” The United States, with a migrant stock of approximately 37 million (ACS 2007) is a receiving country, and the approximately 11.5 million (World Bank 2006, 136) emigrants from México in 2005 label it a sending country.


Migration policies for receiving countries are “state efforts to regulate and control entry into the national territory and to stipulate conditions of residence of persons seeking permanent settlement, temporary work, or political asylum” (Freedman 1992, 1145).  Conversely, for sending countries migration policies “have adopted policies to promote the export of migrant workers…[and] explicitly incorporate labor migration as a policy tool and set specific targets for emigration and remittances” (Massey 1999, 311). 
United States Immigration Policy

The United States, as of 2005 held the largest number of migrant stock in the world, 38.4 million migrants who comprise 20.2% of the population (UNESA 2005, 3). Studies project as “of 2005, the undocumented population has reached nearly 11 million including more than 6 million Mexicans” (Passel 2005, 1). The recent forms of repression exhibited in the United States have encompassed all but an outright illegalization of undocumented migrants.  These repressive actions include the rise in price to apply for citizenship, the rise in violence at immigrant rights protests, and the criminalization of immigrants in the media.  

More than the conspicuous absence of the United States in ratifying or signing the United Nations “Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families” in 1990, the U.S. has implemented a set of tactics more violent and tyrannical then ever seen before in this country. The attitudes towards migrants are not unlike the past attitude towards Vietnamese refugees who immigrated after the Vietnam War or Haitians who fled from the Duvalier regime in the late seventies (Brown 1979).

Immigration as Part of the “War on Terror”  

Immigration has been linked recently with the “War on Terror”, in a discussion about the global war on terror, Presidnet Bush discussed reasons to build a wall at the U.S. México Border as “an obligation to enforce our borders… for a lot of reasons. The main reason is security reasons, seems like to me. And security means more than just a terrorist slipping in” (Bush 2006). Presently, the United States has become more pre-emptive in its battle against unauthorized migration as the implementation of an unprecedented number of immigration raids by Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) in the past 3 years.  In their annual report for 2006 ICE boasted the creation of 89 immigration detention facilities in the past year to house “criminal aliens” and deported “185,431 illegal aliens from the country” during the fiscal year of  2006 (U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement  ICE Fiscal Year 2006 Annual Report, vi,v). In 2007, the Bush administration requested a budget allocation of “$13 billion for border controls and internal enforcement of immigration laws in his fiscal year (FY) 2008”, an increase of three billion from fiscal year 2007 (Gellatt 2007).  “The budget also calls for $4.8 billion for Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) for internal enforcement of immigration law. The ICE budget proposal includes $78 million — $26 million more than last year — for the training of state and local law officials to assist in immigration law enforcement” (Gellatt 2007).
This criminalization of illegal immigrants has created a new detention situation, outside of the supervision of the judiciary branch of the American government. As ICE is under the direction of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), the Executive Office for Immigration Review (EOIR), responsible for the reviewing immigration cases is also under the Executive Branch, in the Department of Justice (DOJ). “These administrative courts…are a key part of the government's program to deport or remove undocumented aliens as well as noncitizens who have been granted legal status to be in this country” (Transactional Records Access Clearinghouse. 2007). The judiciary branches lost the responsibilities of adjudications, hearings, and trials of illegal immigrants and added these to the power of the executive.  

Under the auspices of attempting to combat terrorism, EOIR, since fiscal year 2004 has charged 12 people with terrorism and 704,275 people with some form of illegal entry into the U.S. (TRACReports 2007). In 2003, the United States Immigration and Citizenship Services (USCIS) replaced the Immigration and Naturalization Services (INS) and placed under the Department of Homeland Security (USCIS 2007). This means effectively all immigration matters of documented and undocumented workers in the United States are under the control of the executive. Including the judicial processes for both documented and undocumented migrants in the United States, which has also shifted under the executive branch, the power over immigration matters, wholly transferred under the executive. This leaves little recourse for immigrants or citizens to enact procedural change through the legislative or judicial system. In fact, has created facilitated the creation of a more authoritarian immigration situation without accountability to the people.  

One of the most obvious examples of this is the rise in detention centers for undocumented migrants detained by ICE. Detention centers have become akin to modern day concentration camps as they attempt to concentrate undesirable immigrants in substandard conditions. To date, ICE claims 16 detention centers in the United States, the majority in Texas and California (ICE, 2007) many operated by private company like Esmor Correctional Services of Melville, L.I., in charge of a New Jersey detention centre and under investigation for the theft of detainee property (Dunn 1995). Others cite as many as 29 detention centers as many correctional facilities house detainees as well as private correctional centers such as the T. Don Hutto Prison, run by Corrections Corporations of America in Taylor, Texas (Bill of Rights Defense Committee 2007). Detention centers have also been under investigation for the death of a Korean detainee from lack of adequate medical service in a detention center in Albuquerque, and the death of a Barbadian who died from complications from high blood pressure (Bernstein 2007). These are two of the 62 total deaths of detainee in detention centers since 2004 (Bernstein 2007).  

This systematic repression began in the months after 9/11 when President Bush suspended habeas corpus for over 20 million non-citizens residing in the United States (Safire 2001 and Arato 2002, 458).  It has continued with immigrant raids
, door-to-door searches for illegal immigrants
 and the rise in cost to apply for citizenship
 among others. This is further evidence that the United States is attempting to repress the movement of immigrants not only to the United States, but also within the United States.  

In addition to the movement of immigration hearings from transparency into obscurity, the United States has also attempted to move its legislation attempting to control immigration from clarity to confusion. To date, the only immigration related bill that has passed through both the House and the Senate is the Fair Minimum Wage Act of 2007. It mentions undocumented workers in barring government contractors who have been previously guilty of hiring undocumented workers from continuing to work with the government. Even this bill makes provisos for waiving debarment under national security or defense. Moreover, it still awaits review by a joint committee before going to the President for ratification into law (H.B. 2 2007). This has come during the third failed attempt to ratify a comprehensive immigration reform act, which died in the Senate, June of 2007 (Rosenbaum 2007).  

The actions of Congress and the Executive Branch show that neither is responding to the pressure from groups who are not voting citizens as both must appease citizens before addressing immigrants. By fueling the cultural divide through the media and political rhetoric, popular opinion divides, and decreases the likelihood of consensus. In the meantime, it perpetuates hidden groups of people, migrants who have no recourses for fair employment practices or fair treatment from the state.  

México as a Sending, Transitional and Receiving Country

As the United States attempts to control the migration situation through despotic tactics, its neighbor to the south has also appropriated the same tactics in assisting the United States in blocking the influx of Central American migrants that cross its 929-kilometer border with Guatemala. However, México has the added curiosity of being the nationality of the largest number of illegal immigrants currently residing in the United States. 

México as a Sending Country

México is a ratified signatory to the 1990 “Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their Families,” as it signed the convention on 22 May 1991 and ratified on 8 March 1999. As a sending country, México assists in protecting and representing its citizens working in the United States. It creates identification for its citizens living abroad, attempts bi-lateral treaties with the United States and works with Central and South American governments to pressure the United States to allow for more immigration.

As an answer to the problem of identification in the United States, the Mexican Consulate created an identification card for Mexican citizens living in the United States beginning in 1871 (Gutierrez 2003). This identification card issued by the Mexican Consulate requires a Mexican birth certificate, one other form of identification (McCraw 2003), and proof of residence in the United States (Gutierrez 2003). In 2002, the Consulate redesigned the Matricula Consular to include high tech security features, creating a “Matrícula Consular de Alta Seguridad, or high-tech ID Card” which included tamperproof security features (Gutierrez 2003). The issuing of the matricula consular began over 100 years ago and is widely accepted today as identification to open bank accounts “with government issued identification” (Migration Review 2003), needed after the implementation of the PATRIOT Act.  

The Center for Immigration Studies reports 800 local law enforcement agencies, 74 banks accept the matricula, 13 states for the purposes of obtaining a driver’s license (Dinerstein 2003), as well as airlines and other private firms (Migration News 2003). However, in spite of the Center for Immigration Studies and the Federal Bureau of Investigation argument of the security threats presented by this identification, the Mexican government has yet to revoke its use. 

The Mexican government also assists its citizens attempting to cross the border. The Mexican government has also worked to assist those who do choose to enter the United States without authorization. In 2005, the Mexican government published, “Guides for Mexican Migrants” to assist migrating Mexicans in crossing perilous desert terrain into the United States. The guide “suggest entry into the United States at official Ports of Entry with the necessary documentation and that other interpretations were inconsistent with Mexico’s efforts to dismantle smuggling operations. The Mexican government declares its right to remain “committed to ensuring that migration into the United States is legal, safe, orderly and respectful of the fundamental rights of people” (Storrs 2005, 10).

In addition to assisting Mexican citizens abroad, the Mexican government has continuously attempted to make bilateral treaties with the United States. The first was Article VII of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848 that guaranteed Mexican citizens in the newly acquired U.S. territory the rights to and enjoyment of their property as American citizens would to theirs (U.S. State Department 1848). The Clinton-Zedillo initiatives (1996) were initiatives to create bilateral response to migration, border security and drug control (Storrs 2005, 2). A congressional report entitled “Mexico-United States Dialogue on Migration and Border Issues, 2001-2005” described the 2001 Bush/Fox bilateral talks to focus on migration issues:

with Mexican officials expressing concern about the number of migrants who die each year while seeking entry into the United States. President Fox has been pressing proposals for legalizing undocumented Mexican workers in the United States through amnesty or guest worker arrangements as a way of protecting their human rights. In the Joint Communique following the Bush-Fox meeting, the two presidents agreed to instruct appropriate officials “to engage, at the earliest opportunity, in formal high level negotiations aimed at achieving short and long-term agreements that will allow us to constructively address migration and labor issues between our two countries (Storrs 2005, 3)

On September 6, 2001, Fox visited Washington D.C.  to discuss the creation the “Partnership for Prosperity, a public-private alliance of Mexican and U.S. governmental and business organizations to promote economic development throughout Mexico, but particularly in regions where lagging economic growth has fueled out-migration” (Storrs 2005, 4).

As bilateral migration agreements were in negotiation until 2003, when then Mexican Secretary of Government Santiago Creel expressed his frustration after 2 years of unproductive negotiations (Storrs 2005, 7). In June of 2004, the United States and México signed the “Social Security Totalization Agreement in June 2004,” which effectively eliminated “dual social security taxation and fill gaps in benefit protections for affected employees who work in both countries,” but has not passed in Congress (Storrs 2005, 8). 

Perhaps the most beneficial assistance the Mexican state gives is with respect to remittances as the billions of dollars transferred Mexico are integral to the economic and global development of the country. For every one dollar remitted, Gross National Product (GNP) grows approximately USD $3 according to the World Bank. Depending on the destination of the remittance as rural households, tend to consume more domestic goods than urban households (Ratha 2003, 164) do. Remittances are now measurable percentages of developing countries’ Gross Domestic Product (GDP). México’s GDP for 2006 is estimated at US$839.2 billion (World Bank 2007). US$24.7 billion of this are derived from remittances from abroad (Ratha and Xu 2007, 136), accounting for a substantial percentage of México’s annual national income. This may illuminate the Mexican states’ interest in protecting the rights of migrant workers while overlooking the pressing needs of national workers for development.  The United Mexican States receive remittances amounts from these migrants that exceeded 24 billion in 2006 (World Bank 2006, 136), comprising a substantial amount of Mexican Gross National Product (GNP).

México as a Receiving/Transit Country

Receive transitory migrants on their way to the United States and yield to the United States wishes in creating barriers to keep undocumented Central and South American migrants from reaching the United States through México.  México hold the curious position of a sending and receiving country in that it absorbs migrants with a final destination of the United States or México. As Central American migrants fled to México initially as political refugees in the eighties, they have now begun to flee as economic refugees. 
Internationally, free trade agreements through the Americas have created hardships for small farmers in many Central American countries. “CAFTA, much like its predecessor the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), threatens to displace large numbers of agricultural workers, destroy rural communities, and rapidly overpopulate cities in Central America…CAFTA [has opened] Central American markets to U.S. subsidized agricultural goods, and in doing so, seriously disadvantage Central American small- and medium-sized producers” (Foster 2006, 44). This has produced surplus of unemployed Central American labor moving to nearby México or pass through to reach the United States. In 2004, the countries of origin of approximately 24% of unauthorized migrants to the United States were located in Central America (Van Hook et al 2005). México’s 2000 census counted 5.6 percent (about 27,600) of all foreign-born residents originally from Guatemala, and 1.1 percent (about 5,420) from El Salvador (Castillo 2006).  


The third chapter of the 33rd article of Mexican constitution gives the Executive branch full oversight over the expulsion of non-citizens should the presence of non-citizens become “inconvenience”
 (Constitución Política De Los Estados Unidos Mexicanos, Articulo 33, Section III). This lays the foundation for the militarization of the Guatemala-México and United States – México border that has threatened more lives than ever. 
México’s repressive actions towards Central American immigrants are as evident as in the United States.  In August of 2007, the Mexican government deported thousands of Central American migrants who had set up camps along a railroad track in Mexico awaiting a train bound for the United States (Associated Press 2007). Unbeknownst to the migrants, the train route had been cancelled and in its absence, they had begun walking north the 500 miles to a nearest town. Clearly, this closure is far from stopping migration north, and like many attempts to militarize the border, elevates only the expense and danger. “The railroad's closure may lead more migrants to hire smugglers, who often transport them in trucks. Police recently found several trucks filled with people crammed into hidden compartments, often without adequate air or water” (AP 2007). 

México has also assists the United States in deporting its own citizens. In 1989, “the Border Patrol and the Mexican Federal Police jointly carried out a ''sandwich'' operation at Tijuana-San Ysidro, the busiest section of the 1,952 mile border. More than 500 people, mostly Mexicans but also including a few Central Americans, were arrested when the two Government forces moved toward the border from the north and south and trapped those caught in the middle” (Rohter 1989). 

In 2001, the Mexican government launched “Plan Sur” campaign to combat the illegal immigration of Guatemalan migrants into México; the same year recorded 136 deaths at the Guatemalan- Mexican border (Murphy, 2001). Ogren quotes Rodolfo Casillas Ramírez in some of the five objectives of Plan Sur, it proposed to strengthen “immigration control across the Isthmus of Tehuantepec, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Pacific coast”, to “utilize inspection and enforcement resources to their maximum capacity” and “to increase detentions and deportations” (Ogren 2007, 218). This lead migrants from Central America to take more isolated and dangerous jungle routes where they are in danger of gang members and thieves who roam the boarder in search of migrants to rob and rape (Ogren 2007, 219).

Those arrested by Mexican immigration officials are taken to detention centers in México. The charges against the National Migration Institute (INM), the Executive office charged with immigration controls include bribery (between $10 and $30 U.S. dollars per official), sexual abuse, and being accomplices to criminal elements (Ogren 2007, 220). 

In keeping Latin American and Central American migrants from crossing to the United States, México retains for itself the monopoly of immigrant labor available in the Unites states. As México receives funds from the United States to combat illegal immigration from Central and South America, it also claims the majority of migrants working, earning wages and sending remittances back to México.

Four State Centered Migration Theories

Generally, in the impetus to take advantage of the globalization of capital, states are willing to make sacrifices regarding their sovereignty the benefits exceed the cost. Developed states, like the United States, are strong proponents of this penetration of worldwide markets as it broadens their ability to earn capital, to the dismay of developing nations, such as México, who view it as a gateway to dependency (Hollifield 1998, 171). Hollifield argues the paradox of wealthier and poor nations on migration, as though the movement of capital and labor were mutually exclusive and though economics provides the necessary condition for migration, the “crucial conditions are political and depend on ideas and the institution of the state” (Hollifield 1998, 171). 
Both México and the United States can approach migration policy making respectively through this fundamental paradigm. In addition to this basic paradigm are other theories that explain the relationship between migration and the state. Each theory appropriates a set of premises that delineate the state response toward migration. A comparative analysis of how each theory approaches migration will succinctly delineate the premises inherent in each theory and allow for the appropriate empirical research. 

Globalization

Proponents of the globalization thesis mainly argument is the considerable weakening of the powers and sovereignty of the nation-state in the face of transnational, social and economic forces (Hollifield 1998, 175). As the state is no longer the only legitimate international actor, its success or failure has become causal to the trends of transnational corporations, international migrants and transnational organizations such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank. The state has become an instrument of capitalism as capital has internationalized and obsolete factor in international relations (Hollifield 1998, 176-7). Hollifield describes the influence of world systems theory inspired the globalization argument as markets and the integration of capital from core to peripheral states has been the primary impetus in shaping state policies (Massey et al 1993, 41-2). Following this logic, the state is an insufficient powerful to impose regulation on the international migration of labor and should concede to the market the regulation of migrants as it has done for the regulation for the flow of capital. 


If the United States and México applied this paradigm to the migrant situation, it would follow the United States should create an open border policy with minimal restrictions to allow for the flow of labor from México. This course of action will be followed not because the U.S. finds it beneficial, but because it has no other choice than to accommodate the movement of people (Hollifield 1998, 178). Both Mexican and American citizens should be able to flow unimpeded between the two states and both Mexican and American wages will be set at the mercy of the market.

Neo-liberal

The influence of rationalist school weighs heavily in the Liberal Institutionalist model, emphasizing the cost/benefit as a main consideration in policymaking (Hollifield 1998, 179). Liberalism argues the state will approach migration as it would approach other policy topics as a prisoner’s dilemma between states. It becomes necessary to identity the interests and preferences of participating actors on a domestic basis to extrapolate behaviors in international policymaking (Hollifield 1998, 179). Hollifield derives two hypotheses from the neoliberal argument about states response to international migration. The first is “states are more willing to risk opening their economies to trade (and by extension migration) if there is some type of international regime (or hegemonic power that can regulate these flows and solve collective action and free rider problems” (Hollifield 1998, 181). Secondly, “[t]he maintenance of a relatively open world economy is heavily dependant of the coalitions of powerful interest in the most dominant, liberal states” (Hollifield 1998, 181). The state eventually yields to the will of the market in any case of conflict and only backwards states will attempt to resist, to their detriment, as the market will regulate and equalize surpluses and recessions of capital and labor globally. However, as neoliberals interpret free trade and the free-flow of capital as eminent, they still make no mention of the free movement of people, while this would create an economically efficient world, it would also mean the end of sovereign states (Weiner 1985, 90-1). Following this rational, states should allow client-based politics and market dynamics to dictate migration policy, without the intervention of the state. Migrants should be allowed to enter or forced to exit as a result of the lobbying policies of the most power and influential groups. 

Neorealism/National Security 

National Security paradigm opposes the globalization argument of a weakening state. Contrarily, it gives the state an active power over international structures and assumes states behave rationally to gain power as a means to other ends or for the sake of having power (Hollifield 1998, 172). The national security argument references current world circumstances in any state policy (Hollifield 1998, 172). With respect to immigration, the national security theory creates two questions, does international migration have a national security dimension and to what extent are migration and migration policy structurally determined (Hollifield 1998, 172-3)? Finally, immigration policies are irrespective of state economics or culture and are guided solely by national security (Hollifield 1998, 172-3). 

As migration continues to undermine elements of national security the protective measures against terrorism are an example of state realism, and the extension of these protective measures towards immigrants would exemplify a rational choice for protection. The influx of migrants will increase crime, decrease culture and civic beliefs and lend in the decay of democracy if they do not originate from a liberal democratic state. Protection against terrorists is of the utmost importance and the state has the right to exercise its sovereignty and shut border as it wishes for the protection of its citizens. 

Using this paradigm, immigration would only be relevant is it is considered a national security risk. Some neorealists have asserted it is so. Myron Weiner and Samuel Huntington assert migration can destabilize a nation through the introduction of new cultures into the state. However, if the state is the primary actor in neorealist theory, and the threat posed by migrants is to the nation, then migration is not a considered “high politics” because it is not a threat on the national level. 

Marxist

In order for a state to survive in a capitalist system, it must recreate conditions that allow for the continuation of the capitalist economy. One of the most important conditions necessary is the regular supply of labor (Ross and Trachte 1990, 65). Labor supply is essential for the continuation of the capitalist system; however, this labor supply must meet certain criteria. The first is that the labor must guarantee a profit. The second requisite is workers political subordinance to eliminate the threat of disruption to the system. Lastly, Marxism would argue that state cooperation with capitalist business interests would be a necessary to maximize the profits of capitalists from which the state appropriates a portion through taxes.
This economic system has formed the need for guaranteed profit and has found its answer in migrant workers. Migrant workers provide both: a guaranteed profit as well as the political inferiority necessary to an efficient control. The Marxian argument on migration contests “that the expansion of capitalism depends upon the availability of a large pool of unemployed and highly mobile workers, scholars … [an] ‘industrial reserve army’” (Messina and Lahav 2006, 149). An industrial reserve army is the surplus of labor used to keep the proletariat acceptant of the low wages they are paid. Using this paradigm, it would follow that the United States should use migrants to combat the loss of profits related to minimum wages and health insurance. Immigrants fulfill the requisite low wages down and the logic fits well with current United States policy, creating a threat for the native workforce. 

Heilbroner tell us it is “necessary to accord to the political and ideological realms a degree of freedom” (Heilbroner 1985, 85). However, he continues, from the “emergence of an autonomous economic realm”, the state lost the power to directly coerce labor for surplus, forcing it to base its new system of appropriating surplus through the ability to tax (Heilbroner 1985, 89). 

Because “the ability to tax presupposes the existence of a working economy…the regime of capital is the dominant active influence in the normal relationship” between the economic and political realm (Heilbroner 1985, 89). However, the states self-interested cooperation with capitalists extends farther than only the ability to tax. Government institutions are now working with capitalist to create capitalist ventures with the government, with respect to undocumented migrants, it is the creation of privately built and privately run detention centers earn much estimated $1 billion dollars spent last year by the government (Kolodner 2006). “Houston-based KBR, a subsidiary of the oil and construction firm Halliburton, won and open-ended contract – potentially worth $385 million— to build temporary detention facilities in the event of an ‘immigration emergency.’ The company has strong ties to the White House”  (emphasis added) (Guskin and Wilson 2007, 132; Kolodner 2006). Guskin and Wilson go on to say, “private companies…also manage many counting jails, which currently hold 57 percent of immigrant detainees” (Guskin and Wilson 2007, 132). However, why is the immigration market so much more profitable then regular prisoners? Guskin and Wilson answer, “immigration detention contacts offer higher profit margins for private companies thank regular prison contracts –in part because immigration detainees aren’t provided with any of the education, recreation, treatment, and rehabilitation programs granted to their prisoners” (Guskin and Wilson 2007, 132). The state and capitalists have always had a cooperative relationship, as Heilbroner points out “Self-interest, not weakness, drives the state to support and advance the accumulation of capital” (Heilbroner 1985, 90). 

Conclusion
The United States has developed a strategy that allows for the continued and obfuscated exploitation of migrant from México and Central America. By deliberately avoiding a response to the situation, it has allowed for continued exploitation of Mexican and Central and South American migrants. México has adopted the U.S. repressive tactics against immigration, while strongly disagrees with the use of these tactics on its own citizens and in some ways, undermines American efforts to curb immigration for its own advantage. The United States and México are acutely aware of the symbiotic relationship between inexpensive Mexican migrant labor and the benefits it produces for both the United States and México. The United States benefits from profits derived from a cheap and politically subdued labor market. The Mexican state benefits through the massive amounts of remittances Mexican migrants send home from their American jobs, flooding the Mexican economy with a benefit tantamount to a “government free-riding” of its citizens. 

México is well aware of the labor needs of the United States, and uses this advantage to gain small victories for its citizens and its continued income. The United States is also aware of this necessity but does not yield, as the balance of power would most surely change. Therefore, the United States and México walk a fine line together.  The United States retains power and the labor, and México receives a virtual monopoly on immigrant remittances and retain amiable conditions with the United States. This tension seems the source of migration policies implemented by both states. It is also unstable and brittle in the face of an international conflict.
While theories attempt to predict all the action of states within one paradigm, the actions of the United States and México appropriate these different paradigms as opportunities present themselves. When the United States must choose between retaining its power and relinquishing it to a peripheral country, it will take the National Security approach. It will create repressive policies that assert its power over others to perpetuate its perception of supremacy.  If México must choose between opportunities to generate new revenue by exporting its workers, or the need to fundamentally reform its economic system, it will adopt the inevitability of globalization theory to justify the exportation of its citizens. 

However states may justify their actions they eventually adhere to the Marxist paradigm and submit to the needs of the market with state participation to sustain their economies. As capitalist states need ever larger and less expensive labor forces and markets, they succumb to the pressures of capitalism. While masked by other justifications, Marxism explains the choice to keep immigrants in the U.S. “illegal” as a reserve labor army.  It also explains the support of the Mexican government in their movement to bring new profit to the state.  Finally, it supports the Mexican immigration trend to repress Central and South American migrants to keep the monopoly of American returns for itself.  

As the capitalist system has deeply penetrated the majority of the world, states act in their economic benefit and in some cases, mask their intentions with other paradigms that may better justify their actions. The immigration policies adopted by the United States and México exemplify the Marxist paradigm as it best predicts the repressive actions and private cooperation with capitalist of sending and receiving states.

Bibliography

Appleyard, Reginald T. 1991. “South-North Migration”. International Migration Review. 25(3): 610-619.

Arato, Andrew. 2002. “The Bush Tribunals and the Specter of Dictatorship.” Constellations 9(4): 457-476

Associated Press. 2007. “Mexico Deports Thousands of Central American Migrants Stranded After US Rail Line Closes” International Herald Tribune. 14 August. http://www.iht.com/articles/ap/2007/08/15/america/LA-GEN-Mexico-Stranded-Migrants.php#end_copy (December 6, 2007).

Bill of Rights Defense Committee. 2007. “Is There a Detention Center Near You?” http://www.bordc.org/threats/detention.php (December 6, 2007)

Brown, Warren. 1979. “Haitians in America: Illegal Aliens or Political Refugees?” Washington Post. May 14. 

Bernstein, Nina. 2007. “New Scrutiny As Immigrants Die In Custody.” New York Times June 26. http://www.nytimes.com/2007/06/26/us/26detain.html?_r=1&oref=slogin (December 6, 2007)

Bush, George W. 2006. “President Participates in Discussion on the Global War on Terror.” Office of the Press Secretary. January 11. http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2006/01/20060111-7.html (accessed February 7, 2008)

Cassidy, Rachel and Lucinda Pearson. 2001. “Evaluating Components of International Migration: Legal Temporary Migrants” U.S.CensusBureau.gov http://www.census.gov/population/www/documentation/twps0060.html#res (November 27, 2007)

Castillo, Manuel Ángel. 2006. “Mexico: Caught Between the United States and Central America” Migration Policy Institute. http://www.migrationinformation.org/Feature/display.cfm?id=389 (November 30, 2007)

Castles, Stephen. 2004. “Confronting the Realities of Forced Migration,” Migration Policy Institute. http://www.migrationinformation.org/feature/print.cfm?ID=222 (November 26, 2007).
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