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Abstract

The deep and frequent disagreements in the study of migration reflect the difficulties to apprehend the nature and implications of an intrinsically social phenomenon. Being a prominent manifestation of human agency, involving individual decisions as much as broader ‘doing together’, migration continuously changes its content and meanings. Often the study of migration has lent itself to uncountable descriptive, explicative and predictive attempts, many of which have been unfortunate, for often they result in simplifications that not necessarily acknowledge their interpretive implications. An important derivation of this problem is the influential notion of ‘‘return migration’’, introduced in the last half of the past century within the field of migration, and widely overstated in current academic and policy work. Although many academic studies about the demographic and social characteristics of ‘‘returnee’s’, as well as their impact on development have been produced, few can overcome a thoughtful scrutiny for they often result in inadequate generalizations. This research paper is undertakes a deep examination of the current use of notion of ‘‘return migration’’ in the light of Mexico-USA migration and some of the most influential migration disciplinary approaches.

Relevance to Development Studies

Migration is becoming a key factor in development processes. Globalisation processes are reducing distances and enabling people’s movements. The notion of ‘return migration’ has been used to explain and support the value that remittances and added human capital bring back to sender countries. However, this approach does not capture the complexity of processes and relationships that migration flows imply. This paper discusses the main theoretical approaches to this phenomenon and proposes the notion of systems migration, combining qualitative and quantitative perspectives, as a more rich and accurate way to understand the challenges and limitations faced by mirants.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

The deep and frequent disagreements in the study of migration reflect the difficulties to apprehend the nature and implications of an intrinsically social phenomenon. Being a prominent manifestation of human agency, involving individual decisions as much as broader ‘doing together’, migration continuously changes its content and meanings. Yet, migration is also shaped by broader forces intruding the most intimate areas of human lives. As such, migration entails a wide variety of elements, which interweaving is extremely complex and difficult to trace. For these and other reasons discussed here, the study of migration has lent itself to uncountable descriptive, explicative and predictive attempts, many of which have been unfortunate, for often they result in simplifications that not necessarily acknowledge their interpretive implications, and which may also involve unstated interests, accruing to the reproduction power unbalances between people across the world.  

Linked to this problem is the influential notion of ‘‘return migration’’, introduced in the last half of the past century within the field of migration, and widely overstated in current academic and policy work. It refers to migrants moving back to the places of former residency and, in the international sphere, it refers implicitly a country where they were attached the formal status of ‘nationals’ and/or ‘citizens’. Although many academic studies about the demographic and social characteristics of ‘‘returnee’s’, as well as their impact on development have been produced, few can overcome a thoughtful scrutiny for they often result in inadequate generalizations. The purpose of this research paper is to undertake a deep examination of the current use of notion of ‘‘return migration’’ in the light of Mexico-USA migration and some of the most influential migration disciplinary approaches. For this objective, the current context of economic recession, officially declared in the USA at the beginning of 2008, will be useful to illustrate how studies borrowing this notion tend to underestimate the complexity of migration, and the faulty assumptions on which they rest and interpretations they entail. Although I undertake the discussion at a more theoretical level, the analysis makes use of recent quantitative indicators of migrant flows back to Mexico from the USA, as well as in depth study of responses and motivations of five Mexico City’s migrants working in the USA at the outbreak of the 2008 global economic recession. 

This research was intended to be more empirically led. Yet, the complexities faced while doing the fieldwork with migrants in Mexico City, during July and August of 2009, led me into a more reflective and abstract direction. The research project designed involved econometric and qualitative analysis on the impact of the economic recession upon migrants to the United States of America (USA), returned to Mexico City within a span of a year. Although I carefully explored methods and sources to design the project, the complex setting in Mexico City and its impact on the lives of contacted migrants at the period of fieldwork, made it impossible to remain on track of my original objectives while keeping relatively responsible as a development student. Yet, I have been able to make productive use of incomplete data within a modified research approach (see chapter 3). I have also learned and built around the challenges met, in order to enquire the epistemological boundaries and interpretations of the so called phenomenon of ‘‘return migration’’. I expect this discussion to contribute to more reflective scholar future undertakings concerned directly with this particular strand in the processes of migration, or indirectly concerned with its impact or the relation between migration and development. 

1.1 Methodological Challenges and Migrant’s Reluctance to Talk

This research project was centrally concerned with transnational migration and the social capital perspective on migrant networks approaches to migration. Studying US migrants’ recent movement back to Mexico, for temporal or permanent horizons, seemed feasible to contrast, and possibly complement, economically informed expectations of high rates of return –already present in media, policy and research concerns—
 with a more grounded approach (O’Leary, 2004: 96-98) to labourer migrants strategies. 

For this purpose I designed a qualitative methodology attempting to research in depth, a non random sample eight ‘return’ cases, between July and August of 2009. The selection criteria was: MAMC Mexican migrants to the USA, not highly skilled, having been working in the USA in 2008 and intending to stay in Mexico at least for a few months. Although it was clear that some cases shall involve a relatively long migration experience, including differentiated cases would allow me to distinguish between planned return, which I assumed indicative of voluntary return, vs unplanned returns that I thought could be related to the current economic recession. I was not hoping to attain a gender balanced sample. Instead, I decided to interview the partner of migrants identified, regardless of their sex, to attain a gender balance in terms of migration experience outlooks.
 For contact purposes, I had in mind several migration related NGOs in Mexico City and contacts with Mexican government migration related authorities, as entry points. 

The original research methodology consisted in two semi-structured interviews of the migrants and their partners. I considered my first interview as a pilot case and, after it took place, I attempted a mix of non structured migrant life histories, in the first session, and a semi-structured interview in the second session (see Kvale and Brinkmann, 2009; Atkinson, 1988: 1-20). 

However, my encountering with the field was striking. Out of the nearly six weeks spent in Mexico City, I used about three weeks only trying to contact ‘returnee’s. None of the planned contacts I already had worked out to provide the broad migrant profile I had in mind, including migrant related NGOs, organizations serving marginalized groups, personal contacts. My fieldwork experience became so meaningful, that it led me to redesign my research project and to a deep reflection on the reasons behind this apparent impossibility to contact ‘‘returnee’s’ (see Anex 4.1). 
I came to two conclusions. First is the current violent situation of the country. In the context of the ‘war against drugs’ people’s concerns with personal security and physical integrity are becoming more present in daily lives. ‘Express kidnapping’ and bribery by physical threats stopped being a worry of middle and higher classes, to reach the great majority all the population. During the summer of 2008, the Federal Government released daily radio spots warning people not give any information to people personally or telephonically arguing to survey whatever topic. A contact working on professional marketing research informed me that her work had become increasingly difficult ever since. I could thus begin to understand ‘returned’ migrants reluctance or open rejection to talk about their migration experience. 

Illustrative of the widespread feelings of fear and threat was the result of my negotiation, for a few days, with an informal worker for a parking lot in a commercial center located in Tlalpan Delegation, of the Federal District. He has two migrant sons in law, seasonally working as masons in the USA, who were visiting their hometown, near the MAMC during that summer. After a casual conversation, followed by more frequent contact, showing him my scholar and national identifications, including my personal address, he accepted to consult them on their participation in my research. Yet, he took about ten days to give me an open answer, which he finally did in the following argument. People think that because you have worked in the USA you are rich, and they are not rich, but they are afraid that you might be related to some kidnapping group. ‘I don’t want to offend you’, but there is no way to trust you or anyone (personal conversation, August of 2009). 

A migrant who finally participated in this research, only accepted when I offered that we had the interview in my home, instead of a public place and the partner of another participant only agreed when I found a public library near her work. Another significant example was a street vendor selling car accessories in a gas station in the Pedregal de San Angel rich neighborhood in Tlalpan Delegation, who did not show up for an agreed appointment for the interview. When I found him again, he argued that his memory was not good, I might get him in trouble with the USA government and, ultimately, he did not want to remember his tough experience. 

This leads me to the second main conclusion on the difficulties to accomplish the interviews, which could be generally referred as a shame to be publically exposed. This was best phrased by Father Luis Angel Nieto, a migration activist who has traced and documented migrant journey struggles and abuses from Mexican and USA authorities. In an email replying to my support claim for ‘‘returnee’s’ contacts he warned:

You are right, it is very difficult to find testimonies of people in return. It is the most difficult; it is easier to find testimonies of all the organized forms of crime around the migrants, than to find the repatriated. This is easy to understand. Being deported is very shameful and humiliating. That is why you don’t find them, and honestly I doubt that you will. Fraternaly… (email communication, July 23, 2009)

Widespread security concerns, institutional restrictions to release personal contacts, but specially the feelings of shame and humiliation contributed important insights when I finally managed to find five migrant cases with the criteria I had proposed. 
1.2 Interviewing results

The ten interviews took place between the 7th of July and the 20th of August with at least four days, and at most, one week in between, for the three interviews done in two sessions (Veronica, Soledad and Domingo). Four male migrants and one female migrant were finally interviewed in only one occasion. The migrant woman had no partner, and neither her father nor mother accepted to give me the interview. Three of the men had non migrant stable partners, two of them gave me two interviews each, and one did not give me the second, due to her work and personal time restrictions. Although all the migrants originally agreed to give me two interviews, only one of them occurred. In one of the four remaining cases (the only one I knew from the past), it was not possible due to time restrictions. In the three remaining cases (two men and one woman), they kept postponing or missing the second session, until I ran out of time. 

I interpreted this as another indicator of the emotional difficulty to talk about own migration experiences. In two of these three cases, the migrants opened their conversations significantly. Although I was not always sure about how rationalized some of their phrases were, I think that most of them reflected along our conversations. At least three of the eight persons interviewed talked about intimate experiences I would have never imagined or dared to ask directly. I thus thought that it should have been extremely difficult to repeat the interviewing experience, since they probably kept reflecting on their talked thoughts and my interventions. Men are often said to be less expressive of feelings, but, at least in this case, the only migrant woman did not give me the interview either. In the narratives I wrote and edited out of their interviews, I have tried to interpret as little as possible. I have tried to be faithful to what they ‘communicated me’, which is probably better phrased as ‘transmitted me’, understood as filtered by my own referents and experiences.

Chapter 2 
‘Return migration’ in scholar research

In this chapter, the Eurocentric historical roots of the notion of ‘return migration’ are problematized along the political economy of the Post War period and the evolution of scholar work. Next, contradictory findings in the most important typologies of ‘return migration’ informed by the liberal or Marxsist framing of return migration –the first made of individualist accounts and the second in overarching structures— are discussed. Finally, it is argued for the need of migration approaches that take into account the complexity of migration, related to social norms embedded in local contexts.

2.1 The notion of return in policy and scholar work

Ernst Ravenstein is often mentioned as the first one to notice it in the form of a ‘counter stream’ corresponding to every stream of migration, already in the 1875 (Gmelsh, 1980; King, 1986; Newbold, 2007). Yet, his ‘law of migration’ became an outstanding academic interest as ‘‘return migration’’, only in the 1960’s. In part, this attention was a lagged outcome of the interest raised by movements to and within Europe, in the period between the wars, associated to refugees escaping from war rigors, and to the economic impact of the Great Depression (Bovenkerk, 1974). 

In this context, the expansion and emphasis acquired by the notion of ‘‘return migration’’ was a result of nation-states political and economic policies of the II World War context, particularly the re-alignments within the emerging Cold War order and the efforts of labor recruitment to satisfy demand in European and USA affected economies. While Europe had before been a sending region of international migration, since the mid of the XX century it became a receiving one; these events changed the volume and direction of international migration (Castells and Miller, 2003: 7). 

While migration studies already reflected turning points in the process of nation-state building, after the II World War they became gradually enmeshed in new adjustments within the emerging international order (Wimmer and Glick Schiller, 2003). By the 1970s, ‘‘return migration’’ would become a scholar corollary in the consolidation of the Cold War order, organized around the nation-state’s alignments to the Soviet Union or the USA leadership. 

Several reviews of this literature have already been done, but the bibliometric analysis by Gaillard (1994) offers a privileged look, in terms of leading parties and chronographic production on ‘return migration’.
 The key feature is how academic production on this subject grew steadily in the 1970’s to reach its highest point in 1985, before losing interest after 1987 (p. 15). A few more figures she presents help to trace the leading sponsors of this explosion. The 183 journals on ‘return migration’ included 410 articles; about 30% were concentrated in only seven journals, while 123 had published only one article. Around half of the 135 articles in seven journals were further concentrated in only two: International Migration, edited by the International Organization of Migration (IOM) since 1961, with the highest number of articles on return (38); and International Migration Review, edited by the Center for Migration Studies in New York since 1966 (29) (pp. 7-8). These figures are quite sharp in showing the drive of industrialized countries in the study of return.

Although Gaillard argues that ‘‘return migration’’ was a minor concern in the USA, accounting for ‘only’ 18% of the 498 documents found ‘from the point of view of the host country’, compared to two thirds by Northern Europe (1994: 13), a closer look reveals that this statement applies rather to other countries of traditional immigration, such as Canada and Australia. On the one hand, the USA relied in circular migration from Mexico and the Caribbean, and undertook occasional massive deportations to limit migration. On the other hand, the studies conducted about returns from the USA dealt with Mexican and Puerto Rican migrants (Gaillard, 1994: 15; King, 1986b: 2). Yet, this ‘low’ but sustained production took off at the end to the favorable immigration context of the II World War. The USA-Mexico Bracero seasonal migration program agreed by the two countries’ governments in 1942 –to satisfy USA increased demand for labor, convergent with structural changes in Mexican rural areas— came to a final end in 1964 (Massey, et. al., 1987). 

The role of the USA and North European sponsoring of scholar production help further to clarify the relation between the industrialized countries’ shared interest in the consolidation of the emerging international order, while continuing to satisfy labour demands, in a form that wouldn’t conflict with their own perceived needs as sovereign nation-states. Thus, the peak period that ‘‘return migration’’ acquired in academic production, in the 1970s and 1980s, was centrally linked to attempts to stop the continuity of immigration to most industrialized countries, fostered by guest workers or temporal workers recruitment programs during and after the II World War. 

In 1974, the Dutch anthropologist F. Bovenkerk published a review of literature on ‘return migration’ since 1938, in which he accurately distinguished return from forward (transilient) migration (1974: 5). In exploring the reasons why European temporary labour migration had become permanent, he mentioned the role of employers in renewing contracts for long stayed workers, migrant’s internalization of ‘all the deprivation of the working class in West European consumer society’, the joining of relatives after sustained postponement of return, and family final anchoring in the immigration country (p. 17). This sort of findings was soon to disappear from mainstream research. Instead, scholars became increasingly interested in the effectiveness of return promotion programs such as those implemented in France and Germany, in the context of the 1967 and 1973 economic recessions and growing unemployment. Research on ‘return migration’ turned into research on how to make return work. Accordingly, in 1978, the OCDE produced a model on the migration cycle, which included ‘return migration’ as the closing stage of an out-in circle of migration (see Gaillard, 1994: 22). Amidst lingering internationalization of trade and capital, the British geographer R. King characterized this migratory cycle as ‘three static stages linked by migration moves out and back.’ (1986: 3-4). 

By this time, the need to make return work had become much more explicit in reports of the International Conferences on migration policies, held in 1985 in Bonn and in 1986 in Paris –sponsored by the Volks Wagen Foundation and the OCDE, respectively. In the first conference, the policy option of migrants’ integration, long pursued by the USA by that time, was discussed by renowned scholars as a potential solution to increasing discriminative attitudes in European populations. In the second, almost all the Northern European delegates and researchers saw previous European guest workers programs as failed, in the sense that they did not provide for the expected return of workers. Finally, both events put forward in the research agenda, the potential of ‘returnee’s to promote economic development with aid of European countries as a means to regulate immigration according to European demographic trends.
 

The origin of the study of ‘‘return migration’’ is in built in European nation state’s interests to control migration for economic and political reasons, and its growing production can be traced to similar concerns in the USA. Any attempt to reach a less partial approach to this literature entails problematizing the core implicit assumption of the concept.
2.2 The basic assumptions in the notion of ‘return migration’

‘‘Return migration’’ carries a final movement back, to fulfill some essential territorial identity which seems natural in a framework anchored, in turn, to the notion of the nation-state. Yet, this institutional formation belongs to a historical period in human history, originated in XVIII century in Europe and spread across the world in the following centuries (Farer, 1985), not without conflict and violence. In this section, I will analyze the consequences of the of the lack of problematization of the interests and interventions of the modern nation states in the studies of ‘return migration’, and how this has changed the framing of the phenomena. 

In spite of the before mentioned intense production on ‘return migration’ for more than two decades, most studies would draw a general definition and proceeded to characterize the phenomenon. Following the sociologist Bovenkerk, the USA anthropologist G. Gmelsh noticed the ‘terminological sloppiness’ in the words to name it, such as reflux migration, homeward migration, return flow, repatriation, remigration and second-time migration, before clarifying the use in the works he reviewed: ‘the movement of emigrants back to their homeland to resettle’ (1980: 136). This definition is very similar to those used in other disciplines, such as the one by the geographer R. King: ‘when people return to their country or region of origin after a significant period abroad or in another region.’ (1986: 4). 

Yet, both are drawn around essentialisms implicit in the words homeland or country. These words represent the line separating migrants’ belonging to a place; abroad refers the borderline that migrants have unnaturally crossed to reach the immigration place; and back home entails returning to the place of fit, this is, recovering an assumed natural condition-place of being. Part of the mid XX century imaginary, these essentialisms run counter to uncountable experiences of territorial detachment and to simultaneous identifications with different human groups, practices and symbols. This criticism has already been extensively developed in the transnational approach to migration studies (see the review by Levitt and Jaworsky, 2007), but what I have reviewed does not address explicitly how it has played in the studies of ‘return migration’.

The work on methodological nationalism by Wimmer and Glick Schiller deals with the conflation of social sciences, and migration studies in particular, with the processes that resulted in the modern nation state and its expansion. They analyze the assumptions of territorial binding and cultural homogeneity with respect to the integration of four different notions of peoplehood, concomitant to modern nation-state building process: as bearer of sovereignty; as citizens of the state; as ethnic community, and [in welfare states] as group of solidarity (Wimmer and Glick Schiller, 2003: 582). Once the state, as a ‘sovereign system of government’ is territorially defined, the four forms of peoplehood, or society in social theory –mirrored in the political, the legal, the cultural and the welfare systems— become contained within its borders (Ibidem, 2003: 583). 

There are two implication of the unquestioned relation between state and society. First, this has led migration studies to take the nation state delimitation as its natural unit of analysis (Ibidem, 2003: 584). The notion of international ‘return migration’ is perhaps the most refined result of such focus, for it entails a definitive or at least long lasting movement, back to the country of origin. The keys to apprehend this movement are the notions of time and place reflected. Kings’ definition on the three static stages of the migration cycle –situations ‘before’ emigration, ‘abroad’ and ‘after’ return— neatly reveals the inability to capture dynamics involved (1986: 3, emphasis added). Human beings are here perceived as situated, fixed in a natural (home) or unnatural (abroad) place. 

Yet, this way of depicting ‘return migration’ was not always clear in other ‘return migration’ studies. One of the first systematic attempts to clarify place and time in ‘return migration’, was done by Bovenkerk (1974). While discussing its absence in cyclical migration studies, in the African context, he realized that it was often taken as ‘a phase in the to and fro process of migrant labour.’ (Ibidem: 5). Here, to and fro entail movement, dynamism in a continuous process. In order to define the scope of ‘return migration’, he came out with the following solution:

For the sake of clarification in this terminological labyrinth we shall use the following concepts… when people return after emigration for the first time to their country (or region) of origin, then and only then we will use the term ‘return migration’; when people move on to a second destination we will use the term transilient migration; when people emigrate once again to the same destination after having returned for the first time we will call this re-emigration; when people emigrate to a new destination after having returned, we will call this second time emigration;  when the to and fro movement between two places includes more than one return, we will call this circulation (Loc.  cit). 
This characterization does not necessarily close ‘return migration’ within states’ borders; neither artificially hinders possibilities of further movement. Moreover, the implicit direction back in migrants’ movement is meant to distinguish a stage within a process. It does not clearly assume any natural place to be because it is identified as a complex outcome of the migration experience in interaction with socioeconomic forces. However, if attention to dynamics is left aside, as in King’s static stages of the migration cycle, ‘return migration’ turns into a deterministic notion: the adjective used to define it already entails a movement direction. Furthermore, this closure of ‘return migration’ has resulted in overlooking other processes. Of particular importance are those involving non state actors and practices, which may be shorter or broader in territorial scope (see Wimmer and Glick Schiller, 2003). 

2.3 Typologies of return and economic development 

A second essentialism implicit in the nation state focus of migration studies, and its relation to ‘return migration’ deserves closer attention. This one derives from an association ethnicity–society, as the expression of the single or most prominent form of identification of individuals in perceived closed nations. The cultural homogeneity assumed to exist in both, ‘origin’ and immigration societies, led the majority of migration studies to focus in comparisons along cultural differences and paths of assimilation (Wimmer and Glick Schiller, 2003). 

Within the nation-state unit of analysis, ‘return migration’ required to categorize types of migration in terms of original migration intentions and reasons for return. The Italian F. Cerase (1967; 1974) was one of the precursors of the systematization of this approach. His original typology involves four types. Return of failure: inability to solve the problems of the first impact with the new society; return of conservatism: first impact is overcome, a job is found and an economic gain is achieved, while savings managed according to original society criteria; return of innovation: although the process of integration is on its way, the migrant status limits its individual achievement and upward mobility, turning its mind and expectations to society of origin; return of retirement: the unresolved problems of migrant status, the absence of family ties and the problems of elder age make him decide to have a quiet retirement home (Cerase: 1974).

From his framework to explain Italian ‘return migration’ from the USA, the following long lasting typology was derived: there are voluntary returns associated with fulfilling earnings objectives; and forced returns either exogenous to migrant’s will –such as economic recessions and unemployment or deportations— or endogenous, often in terms of a confusing mixture of economic and cultural type of ‘failure’ (Gmelsh, 1980: 137-138; also King, 1986). 

Cerase sees migration from an individual vantage point; although the experience is dynamic, change is unidirectional. Qualifying returned migrants as failed results from the modernization paradigm framing his work (1974). His explanation ultimately derives socioeconomic location with reference to rural society traits of peasant migrants; be it some alienation, homesickness, or family reasons.
 The Italian peasant migrant is a rational actor, which return decision is a function of the process of integration into the urban USA society. This is one manifestation of the involvement of assimilation paths in ‘return migration’. Yet, the key determinant of return is whether he finds a job; if unable to do so, the so called ‘return of failure’ may occur, prompted by his evaluation of what the abrupt rural-urban passage brought about, according to Southern Italy context (1974: 250). 

As Wimmer and Glick Schiller point, ethnic sentiments and nationalism seem to vanish along increasing rationalization and differentiation involved in the continuum of modernization evolution along the rural-urban transformation; the nation-state is a transitory stage in the world of modernization or development process (2003: 578-579). 

Similarly, Gmelsh numerous studies reviewed –attempting to generalize who returns— reflect a wide variety of adaptation difficulties related to modernization (“reverse cultural shock”) (1980: 142-145). Building on Cerace’s work, he focuses on ‘return migration’ in which the ‘returnee’s cross cultural boundaries’, meaning international migration. This entails cultural homogeneity built by nationalist ideological elements, sticking to the equation of society with the nation-state that concerns Wimmer and Glick Schiller (2003). This reflects how the framing of cultural differences leads to overlooking the role of the nation-state. 

The structure of this work includes three sections: return motives; adaptation and readjustment; and impact on home societies. The first two involve cost-benefit evaluation of push and pull factors frameworks.
 As Cerase’s, his own analysis is embedded in a modernization theory paradigm, stressing the role of economic modernization over national ideologies. ‘Returnee’s’ readjustment is a function of social conditions, but also of expectations. Frequent senses of deprivation, at least in the short run, derive from unrealistic expectations of home, associated to cognitive characteristics of human memory and the positive contact experiences during absence. ‘Returnee’s come into conflict once they move from metropolitan-urban areas to smaller-scale communities, while being relatively successful migrants (1980: 145-146). A combination of foreign acquired consumerist practices and the preference for self employment ultimately explains adjustment difficulties.

However, Gmelsh also notices that methodological issues may underestimate the role of economic factors and questions success or failure –which in liberal economics is equivalent to positive or negative return selection— on the grounds of data showing that ‘returnee’s have come from the middle rankings of society (1980: 138-141). Yet he excludes forced return and temporary migration, the last implicitly defined as successful, for the time of return is determined by the objectives (attained).

In his last section, he changes the scope of analysis, reviewing studies dealing with the role of social agency in ‘return migration’. In what seems a self contradiction, he brings out studies on the limited impact of ‘return migration’ on social structures at the local level, illustrated by the actual reinforcement of inequality found in a study of recurrent migration from a Mexican community to the USA. Finally, he describes the findings of a macro-study on the German cyclical system of migration, arguing that it involves “rural/working class brain drain” allowing industrial countries to benefit from a “readymade” workforce that, once no longer productive, returns to their origin society, thanks to the operation of a “migration ideology” that ultimately passes on old age maintenance costs. He further states that this study ‘seriously questions… functional interdependence model’ assuming to benefit industrial core and rural peripheral rural areas, and extends this finding to the regional level of Europe (1980: 155-156). 

Gmelsh’s ending argumentation illustrates the difficulties of generalization in the field of ‘return migration’ and how easily empirical observations can support contrasting theories. In the beginning of his work, he excludes circular labor migration explaining that he will focus on intended permanent migration resulting in return (often taken as failed migration). Yet, in this last section, he presents examples of migrant circularity –possibly involving more than one generation— in both, the European and the North America migration systems.

Yet, Bovenkerk’s previous observations dealing with this fine distinction are overlooked in Gmelsh’s comments of his work (1980: 154). Informed by a Marxist framework, Bovenkerk reviews the same typology than Gmelsh. However, he notices that failure is seen by most authors to be the case for intended permanent migration with return (1974: 9-10). Instead of attributing this to some individual unfitness, he points to the lack of opportunities in the immigration country. In a chapter dealing with failure or success, he reviews permanent intended migration with return and temporal intended migrations with return, finding relatively high rates of return in both cases. Based on finding linking the first types of returnees to developed countries and the second to underdeveloped, he questions whether continuing to expect permanent migration makes sense. 

His chapter on types of return implicitly questions the whole typology dividing temporary from permanent migration.
 He mentions the North European guest workers programs as a means to import temporarily ‘cheap labour’ without expensive investments, which may, however, be ‘written off’ in times of recession or before they become a burden on social security (1974: 13). Furthermore, he out rules relatively massive returns as consequence of recessions or racism, mediated by authority initiatives, as he rightly points they cannot be taken as chosen returns. In contrast, on the grounds of data showing that ‘returnee’s have come from the middle rankings of society (1980: 138-141) Gmelsh initially notices that methodological issues may underestimate the role of economic factors. This implicitly questions the success/failure binary –which in liberal economics is equivalent to positive or negative return selection— but, paradoxically, his chosen typology excludes forced return and temporary migration, the last implicitly defined as successful, for the time of return is determined by the objectives (attained).

This brief analysis of two important reviews on ‘return migration’ reveals how evidence does not always solve the problem of interpretation, particularly when concepts are poorly defined. While remarkable findings were already available in terms of motivations and factors involved in return decisions, the opposing views of these two authors seem to stem from the way they deal or not with dynamics. By overlooking Bovenker’s attention to migration circularity, Gmelsh ends up contradicting his own objectives and findings. 

Wimmer and Glick Schiller’s point seems to be carried on by R. King (1986), Gmelsh (1980) and Cerase (1974), as it has been argued in this chapter. Not problematizing the role of state policy is quietly borrowing the state’s objectives as the objectives of research, and thus, making research an instrument of established power. Yet, from Bovenkerk’s work, it does not follow that all social theories overlook transnational processes, neither that the role of the state is not problematized, as Wimmer and Glick Schiller suggest (2003).

2.4 ‘Return migration’ and cultural contexts
A clearer shortcoming in ‘return migration’ studies has come out from the previous sections. It should be obvious by now, that the works reviewed in the previous section reflect the political events of the Cold War period. Yet, more recent scholar work, responding to what seems to be a changing world order, have uncovered how a teleological notion of social change is anchored in development economics theories, in both its Neoclassic and its Marxist traditions framing the works previously reviewed. Not without its own problems, even essentialism, postcolonial studies have exposed the modernization paradigm in terms of its strong Eurocentric origin and epistemic self legitimization (De Sousa Santos, 2006; Escobar, 1997; Escobar (s/a)). For the purpose of this section, it should be enough to rely on the critique by Platteau (2006) on the debates about whether and how indigenous cultural institutions –particularly collective property rights and social norms binding individual pursue of benefit to collective ends— represent an obstacle to development. Institutions are relevant to the study of migration, because market or capitalist systems, as much as the nation-state are made of formalized institutions and human interaction.

In the Neoclassic tradition borrowing on Weberian work, the developmentalist view assumes instrumental rationality –the dominion of impersonal relations and bureaucratic organization of social life— as a necessary condition to modernization, along the industrialization-urbanization Eurocentric model. Teleology lies here in the pervasiveness-inevitability of modernization in a unidirectional fashion: the European industrialized state model (see Escobar, 2007). In the Marxist current, traditional institutions constitute a (weak) means of opposition to the resistance of established relations of production to adjust the rate of labor surplus extraction, in order to limit growing contradictions imposed by productivity needs stemming from capitalism technological drive, in a specific historical period (Platteau, 2006). As in the Neoclassical tradition, teleology lies here in the inevitability of the expansion of the capitalist system. Actually, the gap found in modernization theory, in terms of how the nation state came about, seems to have its parallel in how societies made its way into capitalism, since the Marxist historical work did not consider that technical change happened in pre-capitalist societies (Ibidem: 8).
 

Thus, the difference regarding the role of institutions is their unexplained emergence, as spontaneous-static equilibrium, in Neoclassical framework, which is also the case of New Institutional Economics, vs. a contingent ideological justification to the historical mode of production, in Marxist thought. Based on this critique, Platteau argues that culture plays an important role to explain path dependence and adaptation in the emergence of institutions. Following Elster, he understands institutions as ‘prescriptive rules regarding behavior that are shared among a group of people and that are partly sustained by the approval or disapproval of others’ (Ibidem: p. 17). Obviously, this definition needs not to entail ethnic essentialism. Rather, it is compatible to an ontology giving primacy to collective ends, by acknowledging the importance of shared meanings in human interactions (Dewey, 1938). This argument opens the possibility to delink current thinking on migration from grand theories attempting to generalize uncountable and extremely intricate variations across places. It also allows accounting for power differentials in relational terms, and admits the existence of historically determined perceptions of fairness over efficiency concerns, as Platteau argues (2006: 17-23). 

2.5 Summary

In this chapter, the Eurocentric origin of ‘return migration’ and its transformation into a concept limited to a static stage in a cycle of migration were problematized as deterministic. Three related problems were found in the analysis of the most influential typologies of ‘return migration’ of the Post War period: elements of cultural homogeneity in the discussions of ‘return migration’ informed by modernization theories; elements of teleology in individualistic-behavioural studies, attributing return of failure to cultural or economic miscalculation; elements of teleology in collective studies, arguing non return of failed migrants due to structural constraints in host (industrialized) countries. 

In conclusion, the problems of the study of ‘return migration’ reflect the international order of nation-states aligned around the hegemonic powers of the Post War period. Ultimately, these problems carry on the liberal and Marxist tendencies to overgeneralization. Underestimation of the importance of local contexts and the role of social norms overshadows the enormous variety and complexity of migration movements.
Chapter 3  
Labour Migration Processes and ‘return migration’ in a Migration Systems Framework

In this chapter I discuss three processes of labour migration, in the framework of migration systems. A labourer migrant is distinguished, in that the migrant condition is at least partly created by material need [see Portes and Borocz, 1989: 620-625]. In this sense, migration involves agency for survival, but also other motivations that may be as important for a particular individual. As human beings, workers have non-material needs, often disregarded in any academic or policy work. In terms of rights and agency, labour is essentially different to production factors. 
There are other reasons that justify focusing in labour migrants. First, even if work related migrations currently involve a diversity of socioeconomic backgrounds and motivations (see King, 1986), labour migration stands for its paradoxical outweigh with respect to other migrant profiles and, at the same time, face increasing migratory restrictions, compared to upper ranks migrants.
 Second, the reduction of transport and communications costs have linked international migration with contractual and instable forms of work, intermittent stays in one or more destinations, and frequent contact with the place of origin (Cohen, 1997: 157). Third, the globalization context may be characterized by growing uncertainty, disproportionately affecting vulnerable individuals and social groups (Nederveen Pietersen, 2003). 

These reasons have important implications for the study of ‘return migration’. In the previous chapter, findings on positive vs. negative selection of ‘returnee’s (success vs. failure) during the Cold War period were presented. If the few coincidences proposed were valid, it would follow that labour migrants tend not to return to their places of birth or former residency, by not being able to afford travel expenses and/or due to emotional burdens, for example of alleged ‘failure’. Yet, the flaws in the studies sustaining this proposition seem to have obscured the elements involved. The problematic failure criteria reviewed –cultural/economic miscalculation or structural constraints— justify reconsidering interpretations of ‘‘return migration’’. Finally, intensified globalization since the 1970s is associated to changes in production strategies of Multi National Corporations –MNC. De-localized strategies of production have deeply affected employment stability (Leimgruber, 2004). In the case of labourer migrants, this may well have transformed the forces influencing return/non return trends. For these reasons I the framework of migration systems is more adequate to reassess the interpretations of migration. 

A migration system is defined as ‘a network of countries linked by migration interactions whose dynamics are largely shaped by the functioning of a variety of networks linking migration actors at different levels of aggregation.’ (Kritz and Zlotnick, 1992: 14). In my understanding, the core proposition of this theory is that dynamic processes of migration are formed by the interaction of structural economic and political forces with community or group agencies (see Castles and Miller, 2003) informed by local social norms. Thus I understand migration processes as the result of the dynamic encountering of semi-structured agencies and relational structural forces. As such, they constitute an intermediate unit of analysis with multiple and simultaneous interactions to macro and microstructures. 
Such interactions are conceived in one space and two time frameworks. Space is regionally delimited by countries historically related by cultural, economic and political connections or links. The first time frame incorporates the legacies of historical interaction between these structural forces, and proposes that they result in patterned asymmetries in the links among countries. This demands a historical perspective to identify patterns of interaction, and structural differences of socioeconomic and demographic nature originating migration processes (Kritz and Zlotnick, 1992: 4). The second time frame involves current interactions between patterned macro and microstructures. 

Thus, in the processes of migration, policies to control migration flows and economic policies to regulate labour demand, on behalf of more powerful countries of the system, have central importance. Historically, they contribute to the creation of asymmetric links between countries and, currently, to the definition of territorial entry and exit conditions to persons crossing political borders. Yet, migration policies are not unilateral but attempts to address ongoing migratory feedbacks (Kritz and Zlotnick, 1992: 11, 14). Policies are sets of actions with intended objectives, designed by authorities but influenced by configurations of interests; their final outcomes results from the actual encountering of planned interventions and societal feedbacks, and will always involve unintended objectives (Aguilar, 2003). 

Within this framework, ‘return migration’ may acquire different meanings, depending on its location or function within a larger set of dynamic migration processes. For example, its static conceptualization as one stage of a closed cycle, would acquire renewed significance for established interests, as instrument to avoid facing the dilemmas of some modern nation-states. In the current context of globalization, these policy responses are linked to the relational intervention of two contradictory forces. Internally, nation states’ drive to protect perceived threats to sovereignty and/or cultural homogeneity; and externally, the efforts to restructure the conditions for the expansion of trade and capital, as assumed solution to the problems of economic contraction of the 1970s (Lim, 1992: 133).
 Yet, this may not be taken as meaningful for migrants, for whom it may just be another encountering with the uncertainties of life.
Attempts to reduce permanent immigration, particularly of unskilled migrants, seems to respond to continued labour demand needs of host countries. As Lim puts it, many migration flows have an ‘ebb and flow element’, particularly in sectors of seasonal labour demand, such as agriculture and constructions, to which ‘return migration’ is an important component (Lim, 1992: 134). Here, demand is not only shaped by market forces, but also by visas and work permits of immigration countries attempting to regulate temporary and permanent migration (Ibidem: 139). Yet, policy choices also result from the relations with other participants, including sending governments and interests groups. Thus, deportations or massive regularizations of undocumented migrants would also reflect internal/external pressures of sustained dependency on foreign labour, responding to disagreements between and within economic and political elites (UN-HABITAT, 2005). External pressures may arise from sending countries’ interest in the economic benefits of migration. Furthermore, because labour sending countries tend to be less economically developed or highly unequal, concerns with restriction of access/permanence to foreign migrants, and with forms of financing social services, can also be expected.

Within these sources, the important cultural dimension is not clearly taken into account. Yet, in the context of globalization, increased and uneven penetration of foreign forces and communications technologies has meant widespread, uneven and multiplied links, among people living in distant latitudes (Hannerz, 1996). Although this is currently an enormous issue of research, mass communications increasingly reach sparely distant cultures, while it is already clear that physical detachment need not to entail communicative or emotional isolation and may have deep implications in migrant’s senses of immediacy (Ibidem). 

Patterned migration processes within a geographical region; the tension between increasing globalization and nation-states inclinations to regulate labour demand and control migration flows; the associated cultural impacts stemming from the communications revolution, and the increasing relative weight of labour migrants, relative to other types of working migrants, are all manifestations of structural forces operating simultaneously in the migration processes. Yet, as it was mentioned, the roles of microstructures are a central element. While structural forces set the conditions for migration to take place, collective agencies interact with changing socioeconomic, policy and cultural conditions, giving place to societal feedbacks. A key element to analyze this is the notion of migrant networks. Like structural forces, networks are created and sustained by participants of sending and receiving contexts. They may involve formal-specialized agents –governmental interventions, employers, private recruiters and MNC; also, informal down-up agents, critically human traffickers, kinship and family ties. (Kritz and Zlotnick, 1992: 6-9; Castles and Miller, 2003: 26-29; Boyd, 1989).

By carrying along human agency, migrant networks influence the shape and density of the migration flows, and the configuration of migration processes. However, in spite of being thought of as microstructures they are flexibly structured. Some authors have explained this in terms of collective agency around an organizing principle, which in this case would be migration related objectives. As such, they are highly variable and open to constant change, depending on their functions within the migration processes, the characteristics of sending and receiving areas and the configuration of participants (see Gurak and Caces, 1992: 152-159). These functions are not symmetric across sending and receiving contexts, and this contributes to the contingent nature of migration processes. In spite of their variability, their functions may be thought to operate in two currently relevant categories. Adaptive functions, related to the facilitation of migrant flows before structural constraints; and selective functions, related to their influences in the shape, density, patterns and configurations of the migration processes, in terms of agents, resources and norms interacting across sending and receiving contexts (see Gurak and Caces, 1992: 153 and passim).
 All these characteristics are consistent with the idea that migrant networks imprint a loose degree of coherence to the migratory processes (Kritz and Zlotnick, 1992: 8).

3.1 Three ‘types’ of migratory processes

The focus in migration processes shaped by relational encountering of patterned macro and micro structural forces is a good line to reassess implicit interpretations in the study of ‘‘return migration’’, and suggesting limits and caution in dealing with them. As current processes of migration take place amidst intensified globalization forces, increased possibilities to travel and to relate in physical distance, and increased uncertainty about labour migrants future sources of livelihoods have important consequences for ‘return’ interpretations. Globalization has opened the horizons of residence, making of definitive and even provisional ‘return’ not only difficult to locate in time and space, but also ambiguous and deeply subject to changing circumstances and meanings. Thus, if in the middle of the XX century, international ‘return migration’ could arguably be only defined as the last stage of a cycle of movement of people, today drawing this analytical boundary seems severely misleading. The image of a final migration phase may lead to overlooking varied possibilities of continued displacements. 
Distinguishing three types of processes of migration may be helpful to relocate interpretations. First, demographic processes help to trace trends in physical movements, and to identify socioeconomic characteristics of migrants at particular points in time and space. Second, the socioeconomic processes of migration would deal with configurations, changing patterns and consequences of the operation of networks connecting migrants and non-migrants across sending and receiving contexts. Finally, cultural processes could approach the continuity and transformation of cultural reference points in social fields, understood as de-territorialized spaces of interaction, perhaps involving experiences of simultaneity. Although this is a relevant force, it will not be discussed because of space restrictions (see García Canclini, 1995; Levitt and Jaworsky, 2007; Nederveen Pietersen, 2003). In consistence with the migration systems framework, demographic, socioeconomic and cultural processes should not be considered as occurring separately. Clearly, they will be present and interacting in any process of migration. The distinction between ‘types of processes’ should just be considered as a heuristic device and not as an image of reality (Bourdieu, 1990).

Demographic processes can be considered as trends of migrant flows with particular configurations of socioeconomic profiles. From its origin, demography has been concerned with the factors determining the densities and composition of populations. Its social branch is inclined to the empirical exploration of fertility and mortality as drivers of population changes, with attempts to predict future trajectories (Teitelbaum, 2008: 51-53). The interest in international migration has aimed to incorporate it as another factor affecting population changes. Yet, treating migration as an exogenous factor has meant ‘sceptically’ relying in insights from other social disciplines (Loc. cit). Geography’s interest in spatial patterns of migration across space; economics’ interest in migration propensities and their economic consequences; and sociological concerns with assimilation of groups or classes have all influenced demographic approaches to migration, and vice versa (see Brettell and Hollifield, 2008; specially, Hardwick, 2008; Chiswick, 2008; Schmitter Heisler, 2008). 

In dealing with descriptive demographic patterns and predictions, ‘‘return migration’’ studies often fall into the trap of a priori assuming definitive settlement back, at ‘origin’, entailing a pre-defined movement trajectory (for example, Sekher, 1997). This is a constant in studies attempting to theoretically imagine impacts of ‘‘return migration’’ in origin areas (see Ammasari and Black, 2001; Cassarino, 2004), in spite of the ‘poor’ prediction capacity that population projections have faced (Teitelbaum, 2008: 52-53). Yet, the multiplication of possibilities of movements and increasing work-residential instability further challenge demographic predictions and question the relevance of these studies. Although there are contemporary cases of significant return flows, the uncertainties surrounding life prospects of labourer migrants, make it critical to problematize space and time frames conceptualizations, and characterize actual back-settlement trajectories and profiles, in order for such alleged impact to have any relevance. Social disciplines involved in these objectives, would benefit from taking seriously demographic findings as changing movement patterns, indicative of complex dynamics, rather than abstracting and generalizing around provisional migratory trends, as liberal economic theories tend to do. 
What could be broadly referred as the socioeconomic processes of migration may focus in the configurations and changing patterns of migrant networks, as well as in the factors and consequences operating through them, and connecting migrants and non migrants across sending and receiving contexts. This focus could even help to explore the how migrant networks formation intervenes in shaping the migratory processes before acquiring its selective functions in them. This remains an unaccounted part of the migratory processes, and could be related with the unclear the role of networks in originating migration flows (Gurak and Caces, 1992). Significantly, little is also known about the functions of migrant networks for ‘‘returnee’s’ in origin areas. Most studies have focused in network’s functions for adaptation at destination contexts (see the review by Boyd, 1989). Otherwise, they have mainly been treated as outcomes of transnational simultaneity, rather than an area of exploration linked to systemic dynamics. 

Even if migrant networks functions for ‘return’ in sending contexts are relatively unexplored, social capital theories tend to assume positive roles of return migration (e.g. Massey, 1987). As argued in the first chapter, collective agency is influenced by local social norms and, with respect to migration, open to interactions across sending and receiving contexts. Thus a positive a priori interpretation of the role of migrant networks for ‘‘return migration’’ may obscure other influences formed throughout specific contexts, agents and circumstances.

Therefore, within the social processes of migration, a single overarching interpretation of ‘return’ is still problematic, because permanent or intermittent contact between migrants and non-migrants requires complex space and time frames to deal with the relations between social attachments and detachments. At the core of these relations, gender relations and life course dependencies should have important implications. The fact that labour migrants bring norms from local contexts into the processes of migration (Gurak and Caces, 1992) may be in need of relational gender insights in order to relocate ‘return’ interpretations according to specific contexts. 

3.2 The North American Migration System

In this chapter, elements of the processes of migration are discussed in the context of the Central-North American migration system, in order to open the epistemological boundaries for the discussion of the most influential theories framing the main characteristics of migration flows. It is impossible to present a complete image of this migration system here, but some of its main elements should help to contextualize the following chapters.

Historical structural forces 

Currently, the Central-North American Migration system runs from Central America to Canada, having the United States as the dominant receiving geographical area and Mexico as the main transit and sending area. The southern-northern flows have been growing at least in the last three or four decades, including Central America flows going North throughout Mexico, and direct movements from the Caribbean [Zlotnic, 1992: 21-26; Massey, et. al., 1998: 62-68]. What the whole American continent historically shares is their different colonial legacies linked, northwards, to British imperial hegemony (XVIII to the XIX century); southwards, including Mexico, by Spanish domination (XVI to XIX centuries).
The border between Mexico and the USA is marked by these historical differences. It runs eastwards through the Rio Bravo river up to the Gulf of Mexico, and westwards through the deserts of Sonora and Californian regions up to the Pacific Ocean. In the North American migration system the USA and Canada are the centres of immigration, share certain migration policy coherence –parallel shift away from European immigration after the mid XX century— and intense historical and asymmetric economic links (Zlotnic, 1992; Massey, et. al., 1998: 63-64). In terms of movement flows, Mexico, Central America and the Caribbean are the areas of economic-geopolitical influence of the USA, accounting for 34% of all permanent immigration from 1971-1980, and 30% from 1981-1987 (Ibidem); Canada also has immigration from the Caribbean region. While the USA receives migrants from the entire American continent, it is ‘almost the exclusive destination of emigrants originating in Mexico, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Guatemala and Barbados’ (Zlotnic, 1992: 21, 26, and passim).

Historically patterned differences may be argued to have lesser weight in the Northern Mexican and Southern USA region. In spite of having being part of markedly different nation-state building processes (Velasco, 2008), the Southern USA states and Northern Mexican states have changed in close relation to each other. Two historical episodes illustrate this. First, the political conflicts and agreements leading to the contemporary political borders forced Hispanic and enduring Indigenous populations, to remain as part of the now USA southern states. Second, simultaneous economic restructuration towards the end of the XIX century connected significant parts of this geographic region throughout the construction of a rails system geographically communicating extensive areas of this region (Massey, et. al., 1987). 

Regarding the labour migrant flows, three macro structural forces have influenced and patterned the processes of migration across and within this geographic region. First, within existing colonial contact between families and communities across the political borders, the initiation of labour recruitment has been attributed to USA employers rather than the government (Massey, et. al., 1987; Kritz and Zlotnik, 1992: 8). Second, the USA-Mexican bilateral Bracero Program (1942-1964), had a significant role in maintaining northward migration. Flexible enforcement of this program and recently more restrictive policy measures are also indicative of the dominant role of the USA in regulating Mexican migration flows and labour demand, and the subordinated influence of the Mexican state in migration policies (Miller, 1992: 303-307). Finally, the intensification of historical economic ties can be traced to agricultural market’s simultaneous shifts at the turn of the XX century; the asymmetric impacts of the 1960s and 1970s green revolution, and finally, the establishment of a free trade agreement (NAFTA) in 1994, including also Canada, which had recently started a free trade agreement with the USA (Massey, et. al. 1998; Massey, et. al., 1987).

Current structural forces and migration situation 

These three structural forces lie at the core-centre of the current migration processes in the migratory system, which may be argued to currently consist of three migration streams (Fussell, 2004). The historic North Western Mexican migration flow to the USA –the most important in the XX century— originated at the end of the XIX century according to structural economic change: the first round of agricultural modernization in Mexico and the integration of Southern USA states to the Northern led USA economy (Massey, et.al., 1987). Such migration stream is still the densest of all, as it has expanded after the mid XX century to incorporate people from other rural communities from roughly all the country (Fussell, 2004: 938).

The processes of industrialization and urbanization since the 1950s gave birth to the second migration stream originated in middle size cities (more than 15,000 but less than 100,000 people) and metropolitan urban areas around Mexico City, Guadalajara and Monterrey. The structural economic adjustment starting in the mid 1980s, contributed to engross the northward pool of rural origin flows with a new pool of underemployed ‘urbanites’ (Fussell, 2004: 939). Fussell argues the existence of a third migrant stream, with its own particular dynamics, around the California-Baja California border region (2004: 940). 
In the case of Mexico, the majority of Mexican migrants to the US continue to be temporary migrants (Corona, 2008), but this weight has historically coexisted with permanent settlement in the USA. A more recent issue is related to the effects of Mexican-US openness, in the context of the NAFTA agreement signed in 1994. Contrary to expectations that trade liberalization would help to contain it, migration continued its course, though possibly at slower rates. Between 1993 and 2001, yearly flows Mexican temporary legal migrants to the US decreased in about 50%, from levels around 600 thousand to levels about 300 thousand (Fuentes, 2003). In the last three years, the total flows also appear to be decreasing, although its magnitude and whether they entail a shift in the trend of increasing migration has not been agreed.

Since 1998, the possibility to maintain Mexican citizenship along acquiring US citizenship promotes the continuity of migration and sustained ties across political borders. Growing immigration constraints of the US government should be understood in this context (Massey and Espinosa, 1997). The Mexican government pressure for a migration reform in the USA has been in impasse since the events of the 11 of September of 2001 (Castles and Miller, 2003). A more recent security borders concerns for the USA is the increasing violence in Mexico, intensified in the border cities of Tijuana and Ciudad Juarez. 

In 2004, after the last economic census, the official numbers calculated that the number of Mexican born people living in the US amounted to 9.9 million (Conapo, 2004) and the remittances they send are considered the second source of income to the country, accounting for more than 25 billion dollars in 2007 (Banco de Mexico, 2008: 1). According to an official evaluation, in 2007 more than 850 thousand Mexican migrants travelled to Mexico: 534,823 permanent residents in the US and 261,969 temporary workers; it was calculated that about 3% and 40.8%, respectively, were planning to stay in Mexico, mainly for family and work purposes (Corona, 2008). These indicators and the historical elements suggest a large, well-settled Mexican population in the USA, around 2004-2007, and continuity of the migration processes. Although reliable data on the return rates for 2008-2009 are not available, two well informed government interviewees agreed that the expected massive increases in return flows from the USA, after the economic recession, had not yet happened.
 

3.3 Summary

Given the enormous complexities brought in by globalizing forces, it is problematic to assume a single interpretation of return migration. Because of the multiplication of possibilities of movements and increasing work-residential instability, the study ‘return’ movements should not suggest permanent settlement a priory, neither may be only thought in terms of linear movement across two space reference points, origin and destination. The relevance of studies dealing with the innovative or positive economic impacts of migration is questionable. The uncertainties surrounding life prospects of labourer migrants, make it critical to problematize space and time frames conceptualizations. The migration systems approach is more adequate to capture dynamic migration processes which, it was suggested, should distinguish between demographic, socioeconomic and aspects of the processes of migration. The Central-North American migration system illustrated the relevance of patterned structural forces in the processes of migration. 
Chapter 4 
Liberal Economic Studies and quantitative Methodologies in ‘return migration’

This chapter examines the assumptions and interpretations of ‘‘return migration’’ of the most influential theories of international migration using quantitative methodologies to test proposition derived from them. The analysis focuses in the notions of time and space implicit in their theoretical frameworks, and whether/how intervening variables are incorporated to explain or predict migratory patterns and impacts. 

Demography lies at the core of quantitative approaches to migration. Following Teitelbaum, it considers international migration as one factor in determining densities and compositions –e.g. age, gender, etc.— of human populations. Regarding its original interest on fertility and mortality, formal demography has mathematically modelled closed populations by simplifying assumptions. From them, hypothesis are deduced and contrasted to demographic trends, and incorporated to project population changes. Yet, the simplifying assumptions of the closed population model exclude, by definition, international migration: individuals can only enter and exit population once, at birth and at death.
 This restriction, and the ‘poor’ prediction capacity of population projections, has led social demographers to ‘sceptically’ borrow theoretical insights from other migration theories (Teitelbaum, 2008: 51-53). 

Among these, the Neoclassical Economics (NCE) theories of migration and the New Economics of Labour Migration linked to New Institutional Economics (NELM/NIE), have enormous influence on international migration thinking. Yet, the influence has been bilateral. Liberal economists have also made use of demographic insights. For example, the economic study of the effects of demographic transitions on labour markets, or Malthusian informed theories on natural resource constraints to support dense populations, argue important implications for the key liberal economics interest in resources allocation (e.g. Dyson, 2001; Alexandratos 2005). 

4.1 The Human Capital Model (HCM)

NCE theories of migration have Borjas (1989), Taylor (1987) and Chiswick (1999) among its standing researchers. In this approach, the impact of migration in labour markets of sending countries indirectly deals with ‘return migration’ (see Borjas, 1989: 458). Both schools share core behavioural assumptions entailing axiomatic human rationality in the allocation of scarce resources. The world is seen as made of individual rational agents deciding over a set of scarce resources-established choices, on the basis of reducing costs and increasing returns, or attaining a threshold of benefit: the neoclassical maximization or NIE optimization behavioural assumptions. Agents take part in market transactions where goods-services, capital and human beings are exchanged at particular money-values, which are in turn assumed to be revealed by alleged market equilibriums, naturally attained by agents’ simultaneous bargaining. In this theoretical equilibrium condition, rational agents are further assumed as willing to exchange at the given-revealed wage or price, given individual’s preferences  (North, 1990).

The difference between NCE approaches and the NELM/NIE is that the last is more sophisticated in incorporating information asymmetries, and the role of institutions in bargaining leading to equilibrium. Yet, in both, the core assumptions surrounding the ceteris paribus condition (the remaining equal, or else static), excludes any other simultaneous intervention in explaining a particular human action. Yet, emotions, gender-family issues, coercion-stimulation
, and more generally, social identifications could be action-relevant. Once these factors are considered, the question on the degree of freedom of choice –the debate of agency-structure— arises. Some NELM/NIE authors take collective actors as unit of analysis (see Teitelbaum, 2008: 55-56; Platteau, 2006). Yet, the idea that households or communities allocate resources along life course or generations, does not change the static type of explanation, since variables are incorporated by aggregating individual choices of the unit of analysis. 

The NCE theory of migration has been applied to ‘‘return migration’’ by authors such as Dustman and Weiss (2007); the NELM/NIE model by Galor and Stark (1990). In Mexico, among many others, they have been recently worked out by Gitter (2008), for the NCE approach, and Lindstrom (1996) for the NELM/NIE. The application is possible by virtue of the symmetrical conceptualization of exchanges between homogeneous countries or communities, and their generalization across socio-cultural contexts. Borjas argues that his framework ‘has the advantage that it treats migration flows and goods flows symmetrically’ (1989: 459). At best, this entails that, rather than explained, patterned asymmetric structural differences are captured at the present; at worst they are simply ignored. 

Belonging to this school of thought, the HCM has had an influential say in the debates around alleged ‘return migration’ benefits discussed in the first chapter (see Docquier, F. and Rapoport, H., 2008). Gitter (2008) has recently produced a work based on this model, which finds no evidence of the positive impact of foreign acquired human capital over employment opportunities or higher earnings. His work produces important findings, which are nevertheless weakened by the boundaries implicit in his understanding of ‘return’. It will be shown, how his categorization of temporary and permanent ‘return migrants’, in order to produce variables suitable to test the proposed causal relation, takes for granted the meanings of this notion. Furthermore, the analysis of this work shows implicit contradictory meanings of return. Ultimately, Gitter’s work helps to illustrate limitations and consequences inherent to liberal economic theories and the evidence produced by quantitative methodologies.

Gitter’s article is concerned with the employment outcomes for ‘returnee’s’ from the USA to Mexico. His objective is to enquire potential effects of recent USA policy proposals to implement temporary work programs for Mexican migrants. A career migrant, allocating present and future work resources along linear-time life course, is implicit in the context set for his model. The returns to the migration decision may involve future acquired experience and skills while abroad, and possible changes in preferences given attained goals abroad.
 The costs involve possible forgone opportunities while abroad: leaving a job before departure, and reduced social capital in the origin area, which he does not define, but understands as social ties enabling access to jobs in Mexico. 

From the previous arguments on the demographic processes of migration, it follows that return can be studied as events within physical movement trajectories along migrant processes. Movement patterns may be captured by quantitative methodologies, as the HCM of ‘return migration’ attempts. Methodologically, this can be achieved by periodical statistical census or surveys, which are population longitudinal or panel data (snapshots) recorded at particular time frames and space(s). There are two issues to consider. First, as it was mentioned, although linking a series of points may capture movement direction and size of change from one stage-space to another, the specific sequence of events still has to be logically abstracted. Thus, if properly used statistical data and econometric methods offer reliability, regarding the magnitude and direction of movement (covariation), of a series of variables. However, this also depends critically on the validity of the propositions to be tested, which, in the case of HCM framing of return, presents serious time and space challenges at the moment of defining the variables involved. 

Besides important issues of sample framing, the definition of variables for sampling purposes should reflect the complexities presented by the population. Here comes the second problem, for lack of representativeness may lead to over/underestimation of the change magnitude, or may invalidate the proposed direction of change occurred. The time framing implicit in Gitter’s life course allocation of work resources, through cost-benefit decision making, is clear in the following table presenting his sampling frame categorization, where return is captured at two possible time ranges: five years or two years from 1998 until the survey year. Such time ranges are only allowed to interact with at time reference point for trip duration: less or more than one year. The following table presents the sample and categorization criteria, defined by Gitter in accordance with his research objectives: 

Table 1
Sample Design to Analyse Return Migration according to Gitter
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Source: Instituto Nacional de Geografia e Historia (INEGI). National representative sample. Criteria
met by about 2% of the sampled 8,400 Mexican households, 35,000 individuals, in 150 communities
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recorded returnees. August of 2002. Conducted in Mexico and answered by the person in the
sample, rather than the head of the household. Gitter (2008: 8)





Based on this categorization of ‘return’, Gitter elaborates a standard probability regression to capture effects on ‘returnee’’s employment –controlling for simultaneous intervention of several variables. He finds a statistically significant effect amounting ‘to a fifteen percentage lower probability of being employed’ for migrant ‘‘returnee’s’ compared to non-migrants. This apparently negative influence of migration experience would be the outcome of the interaction between individual characteristics typical of the simple HCM (work experience, education and marriage status), and four regions of origin, grouped by their distance to the USA border (2008: 15). Regions act here used as a proxy for the influence of the trip cost in the migration decision. This follows previous NCE findings generalizing an inverse relation between distance between origin and destination, and the cost of migration, with the decision to migrate. 

Yet, once the economic characteristics of differentiated origin areas are included (the municipality size, degree economic dynamism and its effect in the determination of the condition of migrant/non migrant categories), the effects of migration experience vary contradictorily in an unexpected direction (2008: 16). Border region ‘returnee’s appear be less likely to be employed, than Central and Northern region ‘returnee’s, in spite of higher numbers of ‘returnee’s in the border region. More migration experience available in higher numbers of migrants found in the economically dynamic border cities (Fussell, 2004), would be expected to give employment advantage to migrants over non-migrants. A possible explanation given by Gitter is that a migrant living near the border may ‘believe it is easier and less costly to cross again in the future’ (Loc. cit.); this implies that the return decision would tend to be provisional –vacation or similar reasons— and obviously the result of a voluntary movement decision.
.

In order to deal with such contradiction, Gitter identifies a methodological problem: the possible influence of labour market constraints in the migration condition.
 The problem is graphically depicted in the following figure:

Figure 1
Endogenous Intervention of Labour Market Constraints in Returnee’s Probability of Employment
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Source: B. Campillo, based on Gitter

The possible differential effects of structural and current labour market constraints on the decision to migrate should thus be separated from the chain of causality, so that the effects of migration experience assumed to have been acquired abroad, on the probability of finding employment at return is cleared off and weighted for these influences. Gitter uses instrumental variables that are exogenously correlated to the problem of HC effects of return on employment. As he explains, high rates of migration can be indicative of reduced migration costs and thus of high migration propensity; at the same time, they can be related to labour market constraints. The 1950’s rates of migration, by state of residence, may capture past labour market constraints not correlated –by assumption— to the present labour market conditions. The second instrument to clear off the decision to migrate is whether the ‘returnee’ has a migrant family member. The rationale explaining its intervention in the determination of the migrant condition is similar, for family ties, in a social capital framework, reduce migration costs (Boyd, 1989). This variable could thus capture the weight of current labour market constraints separately [see the following diagram].
 

Figure 2
Explaining Migration in a Human Capital Model
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Once these possible influences are separated in a standard ordinary least squares (OLS) estimation method including instrumental variables, to capture the effects of migration experience on ‘returnee’s’ employment probability –for the given trip durations and return spans of time. Surprisingly the migration experience effect disappears, for the coefficient is no longer statistically significant. Gitter suggests the possibility that the loss of origin area social capital by the moment of return –which in this case is implicitly understood as permanent—  may offset the effect of human capital on the probability of employment. The replication of the last model to estimate the effect of migration experience on earnings, equally finds no effects of being a migrant over wages. Thus, he concludes that the higher likelihood of employment presented by ‘returnee’s to Central and Northern regions, with respect to the Border region, ‘appears to be related to the factors that lead to migration in the first place, and not to migration effects’ (Gitter, 1998: 23). Interestingly, such factors could be indicative of migration system dynamic intervention of structural forces discussed in the previous chapters.

4.2 In built Limitations of the HCM and econometrically generated evidence

The previous findings would contradict liberal economic studies arguing the effects of ‘return migration’ in economic change, and may reveal the importance of structural economic forces influencing the migration processes. As Gitter acknowledges, the tested relationship ‘cannot be captured by a few generalizations, although economic forces clearly drive individual decisions.’ (Loc. cit.). Yet, this is precisely what is at stake in liberal economic models attempting to generate theoretical evidence on the basis of hypothesis testing of fragmentary data sets.
 Actually, the application of the HCM to international migration has been built on the basis of overarching trade theory. Following Borjas (1989), the Hecksher-Ohlin-Samuelson theorem of specialized production of countries according to the relatively most abundant factor of production –capital or labour in its simplest form— takes countries as unitary-homogeneous actors deciding whether to trade labour indirectly, by selling labour intensive goods in the international market, or directly, by exporting labour through migration. Furthermore, in the factor convergence theorem, trade leads to factor price equalization, with migration as the adjustment mechanism that narrows wage differentials among countries. 

Axiomatic rationality is here implicit: in the long run, countries in simultaneous competition to recruit labour resources would naturally lead to wage adjustments and equilibrium. Since sending countries have excess of labour (unemployment), emigration would lead there to labour scarcity, which would in turn increase wages. In contrast, host countries turning to an enormous pool of international immigrants, need not to increase significantly wages (see Borjas, 1989: 458-461). Different and sophisticated applications, according to the migration profile binary categorization –e.g. temporal/permanent, high/low skilled, legal/illegal, urban/rural— can be done within this logic (see for example Lindstrom, 1996). 
Still, the adjustment of the levels of international migration is concomitant to changes in selling value-prices of labour (and symmetrically, capital or investment returns). Again, this does not mean that the theory involves systemic dynamics. On the contrary, changes are traced at labour market equilibrium points crossways the variables involved. Here, the virtue of theoretical simplicity defended by Borjas (1989) critically relies on statistics as a condition to draw causality and directionality. 
4.3 In built methodological limitations in the liberal-quantitative study of ‘return migration’

Liberal economic studies of ‘return migration’ drawing rigid lines directly or indirectly collapsing movement trajectories into rigid categories, cannot overcome explanatory weakness, in spite of sophisticated methodological instruments to isolate causal relations from structural forces and their interaction with collective agencies, such as the one used by Gitter (2008). Structural influences of historical patterns and asymmetries on international migration, or other connecting processes flows, may only be linearly considered, while there may be particular trajectories mathematically intractable or irrelevant to social realities. 

Furthermore, the embedded perfect competition model of markets involving perfect information and an infinity of participants raises questions of validity for the migration propositions derived from trade theory.
 Thus, the NCE accounts of international migration can compare changes in relative wages with respect to ‘returnee’s’ characteristics from one situation to another, while the NELM/NIE can perhaps trace change trajectories more complex in institutional and social variables interactions.
 Yet, the impossibility to mathematically consider simultaneous relational dynamics, as the migration system theory proposes, entails in built methodological limitations in the use of quantitative methodologies to test propositions accruing to the HCM and its relation the trade-migration nexus, arguably leading to economic development in poor countries. 

A direct example of the methodological problems and consequent misleading interpretations, of the type just illustrated in liberal economic theories, follows from Gitter (1998) work reviewed above. Two key notions of ‘return migration’, implicit for testing purposes, should be noted: the focus in documented migrants is implicit in his concern with governmental programs; furthermore, while return movement is taken as voluntary it may also involve ‘varying reasons for return’ (1998: 5). Clearly Gitter’s tacit understanding of freedom only refers to accepting or not the temporal recruitment option. The problem of categorization of variables stems from this rigid categorization. By admitting several return motivations overlapping with his simple definition of return, ‘returnee’s that may have been deported, perhaps because of overstaying their work permit period, would be taken as voluntary returns. Similarly, people returning by another reason –perhaps familiar— would be equally included, along with those deciding to return by some personal aspiration or goal achievements. Yet, it is quite possible that this last type of ‘‘returnee’’ may be in a better position to obtain an employment, by virtue of assumed earned skills, or by individual positive motivation prompted by a planned free return decision. 

Thus it is questionable that the way voluntary returns are legitimately defined by Gitter –given the objective of assessing the potential impact of a government program— manages to properly weight the relevant targeted population in his sample. In spite of its importance, the documented/undocumented variable does not appear in alternative explanations tested by Gitter, including only migrant’s ‘cognitive ability’ and local labour market constraints. And including would entail enormous challenges to test his already complicated model. Yet, defining choice with respect to the USA recruitment program, rather than to the migrant’s reasons of return, allows no way to distinguish forced from voluntary return. The HCM agency-structure framing tension is here revealed in the simultaneous determinism (the program’s ‘potential to create millions of return migrants (Gitter, 2008: 4)) and ‘free’ decision making, to set the epistemological boundaries for analyzing employment effects upon return. 

An interpretative consequence of this error is Gitter’s interpretation of his findings about border region propensity to higher unemployment of ‘returnee’s, compared to non-migrants. When arguing that this could mean provisional returns implying voluntary return reasons, he is excluding possible systemic dynamics obscuring situations encountered to labourer migrants along many other types of migrants, particularly higher skilled migrants. Furthermore this suggestion is way too simple in the context of border cities which function as the main centres of deportation, and, equally, have important floating populations waiting, sometimes for months, for the opportunity to cross the border. These, and other reasons, imprint significant differences in border region the migration streams (see Fussell, 2004). 

Policy interpretations informed by liberal economic theories, based on fragmentary research findings, tend to give much weight to evidence generated by econometric methods, based on expected values or weighted means; furthermore, too often policy recommendations confuse covariation with causation. Yet, it has been argued here that linear relations models based on fragmentary data sets to test specific hypothesis have in built limits to capture more complex dynamics operating at a broader level of analysis. Covariation associates positive or negative movement of averaged variables in linear time. The interpretation of these movements may be indicators of causality. But in order for these studies to become relevant in producing knowledge, it is necessary to locate the tested hypothesis within the specific theoretical framework used and make explicit the explanatory and interpretive limitations of findings. For the purpose of explanation, triangulation with qualitative methods may shed light to the interpretation of theory, by incorporating local contexts and collective agency influences. 

4.4 Summary

In this chapter I argued that liberal economic studies of ‘return migration’ drawing rigid lines directly or indirectly collapsing movement trajectories into rigid categories, cannot overcome explanatory weakness, in spite of sophisticated methodological instruments to isolate causal relations. While important insights have been produced by the meeting of demography and liberal economics, the role of liberal economic assumptions of NCE and NELM/NIE in the demographic processes of migration, render their findings short of accounting for social complexities, and thus to misleading definitions of ‘return migration’. The rational decision making framework attributes willingness to, equally, the condition of migration or of returned migrant. Axiomatic rationality entailing individualistic-rational accounts of individual or collective agencies seem incompatible with relational dynamics. 
Chapter 5 
 The Social Processes of Migration and the Pertinence of ‘Return’
In this chapter, on the basis of qualitative data, I will explore two key elements interacting in the socioeconomic processes of migration in the Metropolitan Area of Mexico City (MAMC), from a migration systems perspective. The interest is in the influences between gender-generation and migrant networks. Yet, because of the limitations of my data, this analysis should be better understood as an explorative exercise to propose avenues of enquiry for future research.

In the first part of this chapter, I set the migration systems perspective in the context of the MAMC. Then I focus the discussion in one set of relations in the socioeconomic processes of migration. The dimension of gender and generation will be explored as a key relational factor influencing the migration processes. Although I wanted to explicitly suggest a form of exploration of how migrant networks are an important vehicle for gender and generation to influence the migration processes, this will not be possible due to space limitations. For the same reasons, the life stories of one single mother migrant, and one male migrant, organized along gender-dependency asymmetric relations patterned by cultural contexts, are included in the Appendix and their detailed analysis omitted. Methodologically, they should open this analysis, and further include a detailed account of how they affect the ‘return outcome’ and the implications of disciplinary interpretations of this notion. Further research should be able to overcome my time and space miscalculation for this task. 

5.1 Migration and the Metropolitan Area of Mexico City (MAMC)

‘The Mexico City Metropolitan Area completely covers the Distrito Federal, 37 municipios [municipalities] in the Estado de Mexico and one municipio in the state of Hidalgo, and it has a population of 17.9 million (18.4% of the total Mexican population nationwide) (Lozano Ascencio, 2004: 38). Mexico City’s growth is marked by immigration from all Mexican states. By the end of the 1990s, around 25% of residents were born outside Mexico City (Ibidem: 44). As the political and administrative center of the country, urbanization was promoted by centralized administrative policies of the XX century. Population growth was particularly high in the period of industrialization and intense immigration from rural areas with rates of about 5% (1940s-1960s), which only began to diminish in the 1970s; slow population growth has, however tended to continue, up to the present (Loc. Cit.). 

International migration from the MAMC is not a new phenomenon, but it has increased along the new stream of urban international flows discussed by Fussell (2004). Following Lozano Ascencio (2004), in the times of the Bracero Program (1942-1964), about 5% of migrant agricultural workers departed from Mexico City, but its function as transit city and as a recruitment center blurs any precise calculation about residents’ migration in this period. Based on an explorative survey of 60 households, complemented with other national and USA survey findings, he traces contemporary migration trajectories of migrants born and not-born in Mexico City, attempting to include staggered migration movements back and forth the country and the USA, in sequences including at some point the MAMC.
 Around 45% of migrants from the MAMC have internal migration experience, presenting interstate migration within Mexico before or after going to the USA.
Also, one quarter of the sample surveyed presented another step-migration trajectory, moving first to Mexico City, then to the USA. This trajectory presents similarities to the border migration stream mentioned in chapter II. 

The important demographic conclusion is that, along the broad socioeconomic profile of migrants, Mexico City is increasingly becoming a platform for migration to the USA, but also, international migrants from the MAMC follow diverse trajectories across the country and the USA (Ibidem: 44-48). These explorative findings support the claim that the notion of a ‘return migration’ stage with only two reference points of movement is unsustainable in the MAMC contemporary globalized economy of interest in this chapter. 
5.2 Demographic profiles of migration sample

The following table presents the main demographic characteristics of the persons interviewed, including the current and former marriage situations, to account for relationships that have been reached by the migration experience. 

Table 2
Discussed cases: basic profile
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Departure
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Trips
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Total
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(months)

Last

Return

Child Ages

Children 

/ gender 

(F/M)

Marriage

status
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Yolanda

40

Migrant Jan/08 1 18 18 Jun/09 3 8 / M

11/ M

18 / M

Divorced 19

Canito

24

Migrant 2005 1 48 48 May/09

6 / M Concubins 6

Veronica

22

NM - - - -

Ismael

50

Migrant Aug/09 2 3

8

11 Mar/09 3

25 / F

23 / M

20 /F

8 / F

Married 26

Victoria

45

NM - - - - -

Danilo

58

Migrant May/06 2 3

12

15 Aug/07 4 25 / F

23/ F

20 / F

17 / F

Divorced

Concubins

(present)

25

1.5

Federica

50

NM 

(present 

partner)

- - - - - Concubins

(former)

Concubins

(present)

Unknown

1.5

Mauricio

26

Migrant Feb/08 3 10

9

10

29 Dec/08 - - Single -

Note.All the names have been changed. The dates and time spans highlighted have been deduced from the conversations and should be 

taken as approximated.


Source: Fieldwork interviews

From the characteristics presented, it should be noted that the sample is diverse in migration situations and age. These are, obviously, non representative of the demographic characteristics of migration flows from Mexico City to the USA. In terms of time spans dates and ages of migrants, probably none of the movements may be considered as permanent migration in demographic terms. Yet, this does not reflect permanent ‘return’, either. They do, reflect the diversity of migration flows with respect to the growing variability in the globalizing current period, that are currently challenging migration studies for the reasons discussed in the previous chapters, particularly the encountering of changing structural forces and collective agencies patterned by social norms. Furthermore, the cases are interesting to reflect on the need to reformulate research questions, regarding movement trajectories and the relevance of ‘return migration’ studies.

5.3 The role of gender and dependency asymmetries

In this section gender and generation aspects of the socioeconomic processes of migration are explored to suggest one form to understand their relevance in the migration process. Gender is the dimension involving social roles attributed to men and women in particular social contexts. They are an important influence in constructing mutual expectations between members of families and social groups. Generation is here understood as the life course period that a person goes through along life. Its relevance here has to do with gender and parenthood-childhood dependency relations. Their specificities vary according to social norms inherited and recreated throughout social coexistence. In Mexico, including in Mexico City, being a child entails expectations of the responsibility (feeding, schooling, etc.) of parents to children. Expectations over male responsibilities to his wife are also attached to their male partners (and vice versa), but they vary depending on how much different social norms (for example from rural towns) persist and are transformed with urbanization. By creating material and emotional needs, dependency relations are an important influence in the decision to migrate. Gender and generation are here treated together because of their mutual feedings. 

According to Carling, there are four forms in which gender and migration influence each other. First, gender may affect the choices, aspirations, ability and experience of migration; second, migration may change gendered-generational asymmetric relations (not necessarily but often un-reciprocal) by influencing emotional, aspirational and material dependencies, for example, along the opportunities and barriers opened to migrants and non migrants by the way migrants and non migrants experience migration. The third is the ‘gender relations effects on the consequences of migration’, including how the resources invested and obtained from migration are used and, in turn, how the experiences of physical and emotional distance affect gendered relations (Carling 2005: 4-7). Only some of these elements will be illustrated, while the fourth form of influence, related to the social construction of gender relations will not be treated. 
Gender and generational relations may be thought to interact with structural forces of migration. The following table presents three cases which have in common having overcome entry restrictions, in attempts to change an economic situation at the moment of migrate. They also present migrants’ reflections on particular issues (emic) related to their gender and dependency situation. This is thought in the form of meaningful events that may be informed by gender or generational asymmetries and expectations, but also by emotional attachments. 
As this research is focused in labourer migrants, some form of relative economic need is present in all cases. The table is constructed on the basis of a combination of gender and generational situation (column 3), migrant’s identified factors and aspirations in the decision to migrate (column 4) and expressed marking events in departure and destination areas along the migration experience, which also reflect dependencies and gender roles (columns 5 and 6). Along these influences, column 7 illustrates the ambivalent character of the degree of freedom in movement actions, involved in the agency –structure debate. The final column presents migrant’s expressed willingness or unwillingness to remigrate and, second, my own intuition on their probability to return, given their whole situation.
Table 3
Migration Policies Interacting with Gender-Dependency and Social Norms
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1.Name 2.

Main 

Dest.

3. Gender& 

Dependency 

(immediate)

4.Trip stated 

reasons 

5. Family meaningfulevents  

in the USA (emic)

6. Meaningful events in host 

place(s) (emic)

7. Voluntary 

/forced

‘Return’

8.Remigration 

Prospects 

(uncertainty & 

risk)

Yadira New 

York

*Family head

*Only bread-

winner

*3 child to 

sustain

*Lack of skill 

for well paid 

job

* Informal 

worker 

(babysit)

*American 

dream

*Exploitation, no social life

*Put down byconationals

*Fear induced by ties

*Nephew denounced by 

uncles & deported to 

Guatemala

*Talks about moving to 

Canada with housemates

•Night phone call by oldestson 

drunk: ‘I am in drugs’. Middle  boy 

admires her. Little boy misses her.

*Offer to arrange legal documents 

by lesbian 

*Infuenza(H1N1) disease and 

paranoia about scarcity in Mex. 

City

*Temporal illness of youngest son

Voluntary

Temporal

visit to family

Unwilling to 

return

Probable 

return

Canito Chica

go

*Family head

*Unexpected

Child-birth

*Debts 

*Unexpect. 

parenthood

*Aspiration

*Loneliness, fearto loose 

family

*Missinghis son’s early years

*Pressure by his partner

*English and drawing courses for 

communication and piercing design

*Attacked by drug addict in his 

room. Injures attacker with knife 

and runs away

*Livingin the streets for some days

Voluntary(?)

Intended 

permanent

stay

Willing to go to 

USA or Europe 

if documented

Probable no 

remigration

Danilo New 

Jersey

*Family head

*Only bread-

winner

*Wife, 2 

adults and one 

teen to sustain

* Own 

workshop 

broke

*Insufficient 

wage

*Unimagined remittances 

sent to wife

*‘Un-administered’ wife. 

Money disappears and family 

highly indebted 

*Unaware wiferan away with 

a man.  Daughter pregnant 

living with mother. 17yr son 

married.

*Mother dying of ‘age’

*Outstanding worker inmiddle size 

furniture company, once able to 

communicate (language barriers)

*A self made man of work

*Proud breadwinner

*Called back son

Involuntary

Temporal 

intended 

visit

Willing to 

remigrate.

Unactivehope.

Notes: Columns 2 to 4 often appear instudies of migration. Emicintends to highlight meaningful from migrants’ own perspective, family-related cross cutting 

issues that may be related to gender and dependency conditions along the migration experience. The Column 7 attempts to project the ambivalence of freedom 

in agency (vsdecision making), with respect to emotional and material situations. Column 8 would ultimately capture relational interactionof family factors 

informed by social norms, with structurally influenced policy and socioeconomic forces.


Source: Fieldwork interviews

From this type of categorization, specific conditions or trajectories in the stability of work or amount of earnings, combined for example with a period of early childhood or children educational aspirations, and marked gendered roles
, may prompt the man migration condition and woman non migration condition. The cases of Yadira, Canito and Danilo can be explained accordingly (see Annex 4.1). The search of means to overcome entry barriers to an aimed migration aspiration –crucially dependent on resources offered and demanded by migrant networks— may be further prompted by these situations, or may be a consequence of them. Similarly, a socially or humanly meaningful situation entailing dependency responsibility and/or emotional attachment, such as the illness or danger of a loved or dependent person, may lead to the interruption of a migration experience, regardless of structural forces (Canito and Danilo). 

The ‘return outcome’, understood as provisional or definitive movement back to the core gender-generational dimension could thus involve a specific interaction of gendered roles patterned by social norms, with structural economic forces (in these cases, economic need and policy constraints). In this sense, ‘return’ it is not essentially different to the migration trajectory or experience. On the other hand, exit conditions, in this table, immediately condition the probability of return, but cannot account for the whole emigration prospects without considering influences such as gendered roles and relations. 

The following table presents the same categories; the same type of explanation may be built. The difference with the former cases is that the entry conditions were favorable for both cases. Yet, in these cases, less degree of uncertainty is perhaps involved, probably by the fact that both cases are relatively privileged, with respect to the three previous, in socioeconomic terms. Yet, it is also clear that the meaningful family events (columns 5 and 6) are far less striking than the former three cases. 
Contrasting ages mark here the importance of dependency. While Israel wants to remigrate, uncertainty is related to his health condition. In contrast Mauricio is willing to temporarily give up migration by his new aspiration of parenthood. He said he might return after the first years of childhood of his expected son. These issues perhaps make risk more feasible to capture, if we assume that the possibility of subverting unknown entry barriers depends greatly on networks relations. 

Table 4
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Source: Fieldwork interviews

The outcome of structural vs. agency forces may be contingent, but relative weights or burdens for specific groups and historical periods marked by changes in structures, may be traced according to socioeconomic ranges. In this respect, the study of intersectionality understood as configurations of axes of exclusion and inclusion (e.g. ethnicity, class, gender) is, in my opinion, an important dimension of knowledge construction. Coincidences of these types could add understanding to simplified generalizations about who returns. Yet, the relational and changing social relations and structural forces entail significant efforts to understand particular social contexts and to quantitatively capture trends in structural factors. 

Questions over the taken for granted predefined weight to agency or structure was discussed in the conceptualization and methodology of Gitter’s work (2008), in the previous chapter. Column 8 ultimately attempts to reflect the relational nature of uncertainty (mainly linked to social norms and collective agency) and the more predictable influence of structural forces in a historic period. In my opinion, this difference is crucial to policy making prioritization of objectives, and, of course, involves the responsibility of research in asking relevant questions and investing resources accordingly. 

5.4 Summary

In this chapter, an exploration of how to account for the relational influences of gender and generational dimension on the migration processes has been attempted, on the basis of qualitative methodologies. Migrant narratives on the migration experience and current situation (in Mexico) were explored in the context of Mexico City’s functions in migration flows. They seem to involve complex migration step trajectories, in which ‘return’ migration may not be taken for granted. In this sense, return is not essentially different to emigration, only one event within a migration trajectory.
The brief analysis explored migrant and non migrant’s (migrant’s partners) self perceptions on the motivations to migrate and return, and raised questions over the ‘permanency of return’. It is suggested that the analysis of the interaction between structural forces and social norms influencing the needs and aspirations of migrants can become more relevant, in explanatory terms, if broader categorizations are included. The ‘return outcome’, understood as provisional or definitive movement back to the place where social relations may reduce uncertainties of life. Structural forces, such as exit conditions, seem to immediately condition the probability of return, but cannot account for the whole emigration prospects without considering gendered roles and relations. 
Chapter 6 
Conclusions

This research has attempted a deep examination of the notion of ‘return migration’, questioning its relevance to an understanding of the complex migration realities in the current period of globalization. The analysis has explored the historical role of research in generating oversimplified and generalized conclusions, which entail questionable simplifying assumptions and fail to take into account contextual differences shaped by social norms. Such flaws may also overlook power relations, which seems the most negative consequence of the research boundaries of ‘return migration’.
It has been argued that that individualistic-behavioural accounts of return migration, exclusively relying on quantitative methodologies, are weak in explanatory terms, often reducing the dynamic interaction between macro and micro structural forces to irrelevant or not meaningful generalizations about ‘returned migrants’. The flaws are not much in the identification of motivations and factors involved, but rather in overgeneralizations and the failure to contextualize demographic trends in specific social contexts. 
It has been suggested that a migration systems framework, allowing for complex interactions between structural forces and collective agencies gain explanatory power if they are used to open space for understanding systemic dynamics, possibly involved in return migration. Migrant networks are important because they bring social norms into the migrant processes. The interaction between macro structural forces and micro structural forces should manifest itself in their carrying along, and transformation, throughout migrant networks. An example of this is the important relational influence of gender and generational social roles, which are not possible to be captured by aggregation of individual characteristics or migration motivations. In these terms, return migration is again not different from other migration movements. 
For the purpose of explanation, triangulation with qualitative methods seems promising to shed light to the interpretation of theory, by incorporating local contexts and collective agency influences, patterned by social norms. It is possible that looking to intersectionalities in return episodes and migrants characteristics, taking into account social contexts, may turn return migration into a more relevant research interest. 
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Appendices

Appendix 1.1 Field Report on Identification of Contacts
Between the 15th of July and the 24th of August of 2009, I was dedicated to my planned fieldwork. In this report, I summarize the most standing events and outcomes, which led me to realize that a mix of security concerns, institutional restrictions or confidentiality commitments and, most importantly, the psychological burden of the ‘successful returnee’ in the popular imaginary about migrants, would make it very difficult to the already challenging task of finding return cases in the geographical area of Mexico City, with a population of about eight millions, if the Metropolitan Area is not considered.

I telephoned or personally interviewed staff from ten religious, indigenous and social NGOs, either specialized in working with migrants or in sheltering marginalized groups. None of my expected entry points worked out. The following is the list of telephonic, personal or institutional contacts with civil society organizations:

· Iniciativa Ciudadana para la Promocion de la Cultura del Dialogo A.C.

· Sin Fronteras, A.C.

· Asamblea de Migrantes Indigenas de la Ciudad de Mexico

· Caritas Hermanos Indigenas y Migrantes AC

· Servicio Jesuita a Migrantes, D.F.

· Dimension de Pastoral de Mobilidad Humana, D.F.

· Oficina Vocacional de Hermanos Scalabrinianos, D.F.

· Hermanos Scalabrinianos, Casas de Apoyo a Migrantes. Tijuana, Baja California.

· Hermanos Scalabrinianos, Casas de Apoyo a Migrantes. Nuevo Laredo, Tamaulipas.

· Ejercito de Salvacion, D.F.

This forced me to find cases on my own, mainly asking people in the streets –small or chain shops, popular squares, tianguis (public informal markets), and commercial malls, mainly in the center and southern areas of Mexico City— whether they knew a migrant recently returning from the USA. There was no single strategy in these efforts, for I would just ask anyone –taxi drivers, waiters, gas station workers, street workers, shop tenants or employees, friends…— in any opportunity. Many people I asked had migrant relatives or friends, but most of them live in another state of the country, or are still living in the USA. 

Among friends and personal contacts, at least five personal contacts had migrant relatives in the USA, in another state of the country, or even in the border region, attempting to cross the border. Yet, most of these migrants would move back and forth between their birth town and their place of residence in the USA, which was not the type of migration flow targeted in my project. In spite of this, I contacted telephonically one returned migrant living in Tepoztlan, in the Estado de Mexico, and one in Chapala, Jalisco. My idea was that they might know a migrant in Mexico City, but I was not lucky again. 

I undertook these activities along my daily personal tasks or my frequent journeys to meet planned entry point contacts, which ended up being much broader than I expected. Among the planned contact sources, besides NGO, I also contacted a lawyer specialized in migratory processes within Mexico and a professional recruiter for marketing and social research based on focus groups, but they could not help me either. Most of the organizations contacted were not specialized with international migrants, but, significantly, with migration from the country to Mexico City. In the case of the lawyer, he works with people from other countries trying to legalize their residential status in Mexico. He provided one returnee contact, but he did not lived in the MAMC.  

Regarding government contacts, after a few visits and telephone conversations, I interviewed Guadalupe Chipole, the Chief Responsible of the Mexico City Government Center of Attention to Migrants (CAM), sent her a summary of my research proposal, including the planned topic guide for the interviews and a formal document proving my institutional ascription and Mexican official identification. Other staff of this office told me, informally, that around each week, they had a few cases of migrants coming from the USA. Yet, the institutional response of the CAM Chief was that their organizational objectives and scarce resources have provisional support and training assistance to floating national or international migrants, and that all the information they obtain is ethically and formally subject to confidentiality commitments. Still, she agreed to ask migrants returning from the USA in contact with the CAM, whether they were willing to give me the interviews. No contacts resulted from this source, either. In our final interview she told me that, in the four weeks since I accomplished all the institutional requirements, two persons were willing to participate, but in the end they changed their mind and rejected the interviews because they feared that I might release their information and this could affect them or their relatives still living illegally in the USA. 

Finally, I had a telephone interview with the Hilda Davila, Director of the Instituto de Mexicanos en el Exterior (Institute of Mexicans in the Exterior), who provided important insights and data on the USA states and cities locations of registered migrants from the Federal District, for the years 2007 and 2008. My efforts to contact staff of the Instituto Nacional de Migracion (National Institute of Migration, federal government institution) proved useless, for I was never given an appointment and obtained no answers to my email communications. From the Secretaria de Gobernacion (Ministry of the Interior) I obtained data from the National Survey of International Migrations, Border Frontiers (ENMIFN), for the years 2004-2007, elaborated under the direction of the Colegio de la Frontera Norte (a prestigious research and teaching institution in the city of Tijuana). However, the technical problems with the software and the late time when I obtained it, made it impossible to use this valuable data. 

Meaningfully, the more contacts I had, the more I was driven to enquire outside the MAMC. For example, contacts in the Jesuit and Scalabrinian Catholic orders providing services to internal or international migrants, led me to interesting telephonic conversations with the director and other staff of the Casas del Migrante (Migrant Homes) in the border cities of Tijuana and Nuevo Laredo. The contacts came after telephone calls to Migrant Homes in Mexico City, Oaxaca and Veracruz. These centers provide provisional shelter for deported returnees from the USA, or for Central and South American migrants attempting to reach the USA southern border. Brother Williams, from the Tijuana Casa del Migrante, for example, told me that they receive about 80 people deported every day, but they keep no records of the future places of residence or movement intentions, although they ‘weakly’ receive people intending to head for the MAMC. If they had records, he said, they would not give me the contacts anyway, for ethical and security reasons (Telephonic communication, July 27, 2009). 

I also contacted migrant activists in the USA, involved in of hometown associations in the USA, linked to Mexican and South American migrants. Flor Crisostomo was one of the few leaders replying my emails. She told me the story of her successful struggle with the USA government attempts to deport her after 10 years of work life in the USA. She lives in Santiago, in the City of Chicago, Illinois, while her children live with her mother in Mexico. Regarding my support solicitude, she said: ‘La situacion es que si conocemos gente que ha sido deportada, son familias enteras. que al ver que deportan a un miembro de la familia, sea al Papa o a la Mama todos los demas deciden seguirlos y salir voluntariamente del pais. Practicamente es una estrategia bien planeada del gobierno de EE.UU. como en el tiempo de los repatriados o el ACTO DE REPATRIACION.’
 (Email communication, July 22, 2009).

Appendix 4.1 Two Migrant Life Histories

Yadira

When she accepted the interview, Yadira was 40 years old. Her appearance style may be roughly captured by her short dyed hair, the noticeable make up in her slightly dark skin and her casual dressing. She seems a typical ‘urbanite’. But behind, a unique story hides. Two decades before Yadira married a man who would reach middle-high ranks of the D.F. Police Corporation. They had three boys (18, 11 and 8 years old) and enjoyed a relatively privileged social position. But in 2007, he abandoned them for another woman. Her social location suddenly scaled back to her family social background. She went back to live in the terrain of her father, a self employed aluminiero (construction labourer specialized in aluminum work), in a small place next to their house. 

This was the result of her abrupt turning into the breadwinner of her children. Yadira felt she was not prepared for this responsibility, with her secondary school education, first aid and babysitting courses. As sustaining her children became increasingly difficult, her relatives living in New York, some of them already for two decades, invited her to migrate and offered her a job in their domestic cleaning business. They said they would lend her the money for the trip, and she would make a lot of money. She thus decided to try ‘the American dream’. In January of 2008, she flew to Tijuana where a person was supposed to cross her through the border by car. While waiting for the contact, she met persons attempting to cross the Rio Grande with a ‘coyote’, whom invited her to join the group. She went to see how they cross. The experience shocked her when, after almost draining, a guy was still willing to try again, claiming ‘mi familia esta esperanzada de mi’. She explains, in break voice: ‘La lucha es muy fuerte alla… uno habla con la familia y que le digan a uno, ya cruzaste? …no he podido, no he podido.’ After nine days, her relatives said she was not to cross by car, but in a balsa. ‘Ahi empezo nuestro infierno’ (‘There started our inferno’). They arrived to a farm somewhere in Arizona, from where her relatives drove her to New York. 

She lived in her cousins big house in the suburbs, sharing a room with two young male migrants that became her family. She worked from 5am to 12pm cleaning houses, with only two austere meals during the day, for $140 dollars a week. But as she makes this money she spends it, and has sent her mom barely sufficient money to sustain her children. Her cousins discounted her immediately for the trip, rent, food, electricity, even water to shower. She managed to send very little to her mom, who feeds and cares for her children, and became desperate when her youngest boy became seek and she had not enough money. She became indebted to them, still owing around 3,000 dollars after one and a half years of work. This further complicated her financial problems since she had to pay for her former husband legal demand for abandonment, in charge of the bar of lawyers of the DF Police. 

Her relatives inculcated fear of going out; she saw nephew being denounced by them to the migration authorities, for refusing to work and beginning to drink. He was ‘thrown’ to Guatemala, not even to Mexico. She had no social life, her relatives spoke her in English and, as she became increasingly depressed and lost weight, working became a means to not think. Life with the other seven migrants in the house is ‘la relacion del mas fuerte’ (the relation of the strongest). Some housemates say that things are much better there than in California, when they were fruit pickers, but that now the thing is Canada. The problem is that Canada is now asking for a visa. A lesbian friend of her cousin has proposed her to go to live with her and, after some years she would be in a position to arrange her residence. At least four of her housemates live contractual marriages while they have their love relationships in parallel. They have also suggested her to go into prostitution during the pay-weekend, that’s how her cousins started, but she is too afraid of HIV. Although everything she was promised was a lie, when she complained her cousin warned: ‘Ya no puedes ver por ti, debes ver port tus hijos, por un futuro’ (You cannot look after yourself, you must look after your sons, for a future). 

In the July of 2009, she went back to Mexico to visit her 3 children (two of them teens), who have been living with her mother and father all this time. The oldest called her drunk, one night while she was still in New York, to tell her he was in drugs. She finds this natural, as he was first abandoned by his dad and now by her. The middle kid says he admires her and looks after the youngest boy, who keeps saying he misses her. She does not want to go back to the life of ‘exploitation’ in the USA. She would like to become a domestic worker in Mexico, where people say she could make little less than US$25 a day, for 6 hours of work. But she could not find that job and owes her cousins a lot of money. During the vacation weeks in Mexico City, she was working for a super market chain store, making less than 40 dollars a week, compared to 840 dollars in the USA. 

Danilo and Federica

Domingo accepted the interview only after I offered him to have it in the house where I was being hosted during my fieldwork. Security concerns were by that time clear to me, but after grasping his amazing energy and self confidence, and now knowing that he lives in an informal semi-urbanized marginal settlement in El Ajusco region (irregularly occupied area in the 1970s), near the middle class neighborhood where I stayed, I thought he probably was more concerned with letting me see his place. In spite of my insistence on him coming alone, since our first interview, he came with Federica, his current partner. This austere looking, middle aged women, with dark skin and long heavy black hair, would properly sit and listen. She only intervened once in the more than four hours conversation in two Danilo’s sessions, to correct the date, when he received his divorce act. When Francisca and I had our interview, Domingo kept interrupting to enrich it with insights and anecdotes, sometimes obscuring Franciscas’ deep reflections. Yet, as they seemed to be comfortable with each other I will respect their will and treat the two stories together, aware, as I am, about methodological problems, arguable in this case. 

For almost four decades, Domingo had been a self employed carpenter, whose workshop broke in the 1980s because of the competence of furniture companies, and because his barrio’s (neighborhood) transformation isolated him from his clients. He thus began to work as an intendant in the Mexican chain of hospitals Los Angeles, and moved from a peripheral Delegation near the area where our conversations (and the hospital) were taking place. There he met Francisca who also worked there as a cleaner, and they became friends because they would talk while boarding the same bus to go back home after work. They lived in the same barrio. 

Francisca lived and had two daughters with her partner, with whom she was more of a home-mate than a wife. Her house was one of the nicest in the area: it has cement floor and roof, and several rooms that she paid for, saving little by little. When she left her family to live with Danilo a few blocks away, her neighbors did not understand that she preferred his house with plastic and metal panel roofs and soil floor. But she likes living and talking with him and her daughters are adults, and understood. She had been working in the same hospital for years and did not complain about her wage. Domingo, who had been married with a woman from a town in the State of Puebla, found it increasingly difficult to sustain his two daughters with the wage in the hospital. 

Several of his brothers from his hometown in Puebla began to migrated in chain, since they were young, and her oldest daughter joined them and is now married, living in New Jersey. Some years ago, while he still had his workshop, he had no clients for some months, and he moved to El Fresno, California, with one of his nephews. He worked there for a few months, but then went back to work in his workshop. His relatives suggested him to move to the USA, he talked with his wife and she was fine with his decision. He borrowed money from his relatives in the town, arranged for a coyote, traveled by bus to Hermosillo, Sonora, then to El Altar in the municipality of Sasabe and crossed through the metal wall [where hundreds of Mexicans cross daily]. The coyote drove him to Pennsylvania, where his daughter received him and paid $2,000 for the trip. He began to work as cash washer two days later, making $120 dollars in five days, working about 2 hours a day. But soon his nephew found him a better paid job in New Jersey, as a carpenter in a furniture company, where he would work for a year and make 12 hours a day. He was so productive, that his nephew had to ask him to finish less furniture per day. Later on he would also drive across cities to hand in the furniture. 

Initially, because he did not know English, he spent two weeks sweeping, and the owner was unwilling to keep him with a wage of technical level. Yet, once his nephew came back and began to translate for him, he proved his expertise. The owner asked his nephew to teach him English, and he soon learned the names of the tools and began to understand work instructions. His boss told him ‘we will not let you go back to Mexico… you will work here and travel often to dine with your family there’. In August, his brother from Mexico called him to say that his mother was in the hospital, and asked him to cooperate with some amount. He called his wife and asked her to give $300. One week later he called again and sad that his mother stopped talking and would not make it to the morning. He thought he could not interrupt his work, but his nephews gathered with him and persuaded him: ‘No, vayase tio, el dinero no lo es todo, vayase para Mexico... nosotros respondemos’ (No, go uncle, money is not all, go to Mexico… we respond), meaning they would answer to his boss. They bought him a ticket, and next day he was with his mom, who began to talk: ‘hijo, estas ahi? …porque dijiste que ya nunca ibas a venir’ (son, are you there? …because you said that you would never come). She lived for almost two more months and he took care of her. 

However, he did not find his wife and one of his daughters at home. Yet, his 17 year old son was living there with his wife. While flying, he had 2,500 dollars and he thought he would take his wife and children to the beach, Acapulco. But he finished his money because ‘andaba en las busquedas de esta persona que estaba conmigo, o sea ya no existia’ (he was in the searches of this person who was with me, I mean it did not exist anymore). ‘O sea ya no estaba conmigo, ya no existia conmigo y la andaba buscando porque, pa saber donde andaba. Su familia de ellos quería que yo la entregara y les dije que yo que iba a saber donde estaba…’ (I mean, it was not with me, it did not exist with me and I was looking for it because, to know where it was. Her family wanted that I returned her to them, and I told them that how would I know where she was). She was from the provincia (reference to the non capital states of the country). Then his son and daughter told him that her mother left three months after he migrated and she was living with another person. His other daughter was pregnant and feared that he would mistreat her, and so she was living with her. All the new appliances and furniture at home were got by credit, she would sometimes feed her children, sometimes not; about $3,000 dollars were owed and he also found out that his wife did not give the money to pay for his mother’s hospital. He only found out where she lived when he got the demand of ‘necessary divorce’ (technical legal term). Federica thought that the problem was that this woman did not know how to administer all the money she suddenly began to receive, that she might have lost the sense of direction. 

I awkwardly enquired more than once, how he felt with respect to going back to the USA, but instead he would continue to give all the details of the legal process of the divorce, how the lawyer, him, persuaded his former wife to accuse him of beating her, how his pregnant daughter testified this, how he went throughout a psychological test while his former wife never turned up, all her contradictions in the audiences; how his lawyer, her, proved all these were lies, she won the demand for the house, as he could prove everything with the remittances vouchers, the legal notification that he was trying to find his wife when he arrived to Mexico; his lawyer even turned back the allowance demand when she proved he was handicapped (he cannot move two fingers by a work accident). All this time, he was further worried about how to pay all his debts the hospital for her daughter’s birth giving and, of course, the lawyer. Fortunately, his brothers and sisters persuaded his father to give him a land lot that he sold in about $15,000 dollars and spent it all along the legal process, which lasted about one and a half or two years, until November of 2008, according to Francisca, or May according to Danilo. He has no family any more, his family is Federica.

Federica and Danilo pay a weekly allowance to the manager of the Chedraui international chain of commercial supermarkets. In exchange, they receive a security uniform and are organized for, and allowed, to guide drivers, by whistling, when they park. Often they receive a tip from the shopping drivers. They make each about $480 pesos per week (little more than $40 dollars). Danilo hopes that by saving money he could perhaps begin to buy tools and set again his carpenter workshop, but he knows that his sight is not as good, his hands begin to shake, and ultimately he does not know whether he can work as well as he used to. He also thinks that he could remigrate to the USA the coming march, his daughter and grandchildren are there. His former boss called in the beginning of 2009 to see how he was doing, and he is willing to arrange for his legal movement. He said he might call his USA boss one of these days. Francisca is open to this idea. From his histories, and other stories she has heard, living there sounds very different, but perhaps she could move there to accompany him.
















































































































































� See, for example, Awad, 2009; Papademetriou and Terrazas, 2009; Fix, et. al., 2009; and Fundacion Bancomer, 2009.


� Some literature highlights that male narratives tend to focus in more individualistic accounts, born out of male models spread in the origin society, whereas female accounts tend to incorporate family concerns and their gendered roles in their societies (Chamberlain, 1997).


� It should be noted that Gaillard included 1017 published and unpublished sources since 1965, on displaced persons, refugees and labor migration. The documentations centers and data bases used came mainly from Europe and the USA, except for the IOM Information Center on Migrations in Latin America, which is directed from Geneva anyway, and the Latin American Center of Demography in Chile (CELADE in Spanish) and the Latin American Quotations in Social Science and Humanities in Mexico (CLASE) (p. 5). This may entail, as Gaillard warns, understatement of Asian work. However, the figures included for Latin America are indicative of mainstream European and USA scholar lead in promoting the study of ‘return migration’. 


� In the 1985 Conference, ‘return migration’ was treated as ‘remigration promotion’; the rotation approach, ‘combining limited integration with the idea of an ultimate return’, was discussed, together with indirect (job promotion in country of origin) and direct measures (repatriation bonuses). A call was made to further explore possibilities of bi/multilateral cooperation for ‘return migration’ (Korner and Mehrlander, 1986). In the 1986 Conference, recruiting programs were thought responsible for large ‘stocks’ of migrants living in North Europe and for the recent growth of illegal immigration from abroad, for allowing ‘bona fide’ family reunification and because of the ‘inclination’ of second generation migrants and Europeans to reject low status jobs (Appleyard, 1987: 11-18).


� Cerace’s work attempts a relatively complex explanation of the time-points at which ‘return migration’ from the USA to the peasant Southern Italy may occur. His initial assumptions are structural differences between modern and ‘backward’ social structures: individualist, egalitarian and urban- rational in USA destinations and traditional family, communitarian and Catholic in Southern Italy. The lack of means (land) to overcome individual misery and fulfill its roles as breadwinner, push the migrant to migrate (pp. 245, 248). 


� For example ‘…for many of these ‘returnee’s the social and cultural advantages of life in their native society outweighs the economic cost –the expense of moving and the decline in earning power— of returning.’ (1980: 139)


� The whole argument is based on how intended permanent ‘returnee’s are not economically failed, but the opposite: either educated-trained or relatively well off; however, for intended temporary migrants –usually coming from non industrialized countries or rural settings—, returns were often failures (1974: 12-14). For him, the problem is that criteria used in most studies are “standard-motives” which are often rationalized by migrants (1980: 18). I will deal with these issues in the following chapters. 


� ‘It can be argued, following Elster, that productivity enhancing forces are set to work as an autonomous engine of development only after capitalist mode of production has been put into place’ (Loc. Cit.) 


� Its weight within migration flows follows from suggested new traits of international migration: its massive nature associated with the increasing amounts of people involved, the non permanent and allegedly voluntary character of movements and, more generally, to the links of these features to processes of globalization (Knight, 2002: 23-24).  


� A parallel contradiction implicit in these divergent forces are the policies to promote short term migration –tourism, business, students, scientists and high skilled workers— while restricting long term migration, particularly of low skill workers. (Kritz and Zlotnick, 1992: 11). 


� Whereas their role in initiating migration is still unclear, their multiple functions of linking migrants and non migrants across space; channeling resources to origin areas; the range of sending and receiving regions and potential migrants within the system; subverting migration controls; sustaining migration in spite of changes in economic conditions; conditioning migrants insertion in the receiving area and occupations, and even in the formation of migrant communities, are all well developed in literature (Gurak and Caces, 1992; see also Boyd, 1989).


� The National Survey of Occupations and Employment of the National Institute of Geography and History, found that the rate of out migration has slowed down from 14.6 per 1000 residents in 2006, to 10.8 in 2007 and 8.4 in 2008 (Papademetriou and Terrazas, 2009: 4).


� Hilda Davila, Director of the Instituto de Mexicanos en el Exterior (Institute of Mexicans in the Exterior); and Guadalupe Chipole, Chief of the Centro de Apoyo a Migrantes of the Federal District (D.F.). Both interviews were realized the 21 of August, 2009.


� ‘…formal demographic models typically simplify reality in extreme ways, by assuming that zero migration occurs across the physical, political, ethnic, or other boundaries by which the particular population is defined—the assumption of a “closed population.” (Teitelbaum, 2008: 51)


� Several accounts of markets compulsion of labor participation have been done by Marxist theorists. An effort to explain historical and continental differences, and the mechanisms of cash and in kind contributions imposed by colonial authorities, has been done by �HYPERLINK "http://biblio.iss.nl.olr.iss.nl/opac/uploads/scandocs/Bernstein(1988)LabourRegimesAndSocialChangeUnderColonialism,pp30-49_ca9850w.pdf" \t "_blank"�Bernstein (1988)�. Currently, post-structuralism considers Western led aspirations linked to political and consumption ideologies as an indirect form of compulsion to the integration of populations in international markets [quote].


� ‘…if the migration was for a specific goal… the returning migrant might not feel as great a need to work.’ (Gitter, 2008: 5)


� In accessible terms, origin area current characteristics and the cost of migration captured by distance, interact with the HC outcomes of the migration experience, to generate the result


� This possibility stems from the NCE push/pull theories, explaining migration as a result of complementary structural forces.


� Although Gitter does not state it, if findings arguing that migrant networks mature along a community’s migration history are considered [quotes] this variable would also capture past labour market constraints in the present situation. Yet, interacting these two instrumental variables, as Gitter does, solve this problem.


� Even in the careful research just reviewed, the generation of more evidence is expected by the source Mexican Family Life Survey constructed by the Mexican statistical bureau (INEGI).  The author, working with data for 2002, will wait for panel data for 2005 and 2008 in order to undertake more sophisticated longitudinal tests to reassess the proposed relation between migration experience and employment.


� The infinity of producers assumed to participate in perfect competition models do not reflect the relatively small number of countries participating in a migration system. 


� It should be noted that, while Neoclassical Economics has tended to categorize traditional social norms as ‘backward’, and considers them barriers to an inherent social evolution towards a free markets rationale, the NELM claims migrant’s rationality in almost any conditions, explaining non maximizing transactions as optimal outcomes, given particular structural distortions and information asymmetries (for a detailed and documented critique to the NIE see Platteau, 2006). 


� The sample includes 60 residents who were either active or former migrants with international experience, from seven Delegaciones of the DF and five municipios in the State of Mexico, with 35 individuals from the Central Zone (Delegaciones Coyoacan, Cuauhtemoc, G.A. Madero, Miguel Hidalgo and Tlalpan) and 25 from the Periphery Zone (Iztacalco, Iztapalapa and Tlahuac), and five State of Mexico municipios (Chimalhuacan, Ecatepec, Los Reyes, Naucalpan and Nezahualcoyotl). (2004: 42)


� About two thirds of international migrants from the MAMC were former immigrants before moving to the USA, while about 27% of residents were born outside the area.


� For example, along the traditional female-care, male-security social construction (Truong, 2009)


� ‘The situation is that we know deported people. They are entire families that, when seeing that one member of the family, be it the Dad or the Mom, all the rest decide to follow them and voluntarily leave the country. It is practically a well planned strategy of the USA government, like in the time of the repatriated or the REPATRIATION ACT.’ (author’s translation)
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