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RESEARCH ARTICLE

The impact of migration on the well-being of transnational families: new
data from sending communities in Mexico

Jody Heymanna*, Francisco Flores-Maciasb, Jeffrey A. Hayesa,

Malinda Kennedyc, Claudia Lahaiea, and Alison Earlec

aInstitute for Health and Social Policy, McGill University, Montreal, Canada; bDepartment of
Political Science, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA, USA; cHarvard
University, Cambridge, MA, USA

(Received 26 September 2007; final version received April 2008)

We present results from a new study of the effects of migration to the USA on the
well-being of transnational families in high emigration communities within
Mexico. Our survey measured the well-being of family members in a variety of
domains: economic, health, education, and child development for a representative
sample drawn from high migration municipalities. Compared to those with no
recent emigrants to the USA, Mexican households sending non-caregivers to the
USA appear to gain economically without contributing to problems faced by
children. However, when family caregivers migrate to the USA, the remaining
members in Mexico struggle to meet the family’s needs and children are more
vulnerable to educational, emotional, and health problems. Children in house-
holds where a caregiver migrated were more likely to have frequent illnesses (10%
vs. 3%, pB0.0001), chronic illness (7% vs. 3%, p�0.011), emotional problems
(10% vs. 4%, p�0.006), and behavioral problems (17% vs. 10%, p�0.018)
compared with children in households where the migrant was not a caregiver.
Research, policy, and program implications of these findings are discussed.

Keywords: migration; transnational families; family well-being; children’s health;
caregiving; binational families

Presentamos los resultados de un nuevo estudio sobre los efectos de la migración
a los EEUU en el bienestar de las familias transnacionales en comunidades
mexicanas con altas tasas de migración. Nuestra encuesta midió el bienestar de
miembros de la familia en diversos ámbitos: económico, salud, educación, y
desarrollo infantil, para una cantidad representativa de muestras provenientes de
municipalidades con altas tasas de migración. En comparación con hogares sin
emigrantes recientes a los EEUU, los hogares mexicanos donde los emigrantes a
los EEUU no son cuidadores aparentan ganar económicamente sin contribuir a
problemas enfrentados por miembros de la familia. Sin embargo, cuando los
cuidadores de una familia emigran a los EEUU, los miembros restantes en
México tienen dificultades para cubrir las necesidades familiares y son más
vulnerables a problemas educacionales, emocionales y de salud. Las familias de
emigrantes donde uno de los cónyuges emigraba tenı́an mayores probabilidades
de tener un niño con bajo peso de nacimiento (menos de 2500 gramos) en
comparación a familias sin emigrantes (16% vs. 11%, p�0.03). Por añadidura, los
niños en hogares donde un cuidador emigraba tenı́an mayores probabilidades de
tener enfermedades frecuentes (10% vs. 3%, pB0.0001), enfermedades crónicas
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(7% vs. 3%, p�0.011), problemas emocionales (10% vs. 4%, p�0.006), y
problemas de conducta (17% vs. 10%, p�0.018) en comparación a niños en
hogares donde el emigrante no era un cuidador. Las implicaciones de estos
resultados para polı́ticas públicas de investigación y programas son analizadas.

Palabras claves: migración; familias transnacionales; bienestar familiar; salud
infantil; provisión de cuidados; familias binacionales

Background

Migration from Mexico to the USA is one of the most important phenomena

affecting both countries (Greenwood & Tienda, 1998; Verduzco & Unger, 1998).

According to data from the US Department of Homeland Security (USDHS),

between 1991 and 2000 nearly 2.25 million people were admitted legally to the USA

from Mexico (USDHS, 2004). Estimates predict that by the year 2010, with data

adjusted for potential exogamy, 21 million people in the USA will have been either

born in Mexico or have both parents of Mexican origin (Bean, Corona, Tuirán, &

Woodrow-Lafield, 1998). Moreover, the rate of migration has accelerated in the last

few decades. The USDHS states that while only 640,294 Mexicans legally arrived in

the USA in the 1970s, the total number increased to 1.7 million in the 1980s, and

then to 2.25 million in the 1990s. This marked rise is known to grossly underestimate

Mexican migration to the USA, since it does not account for the large number of

undocumented migrants. Bean, Van Hook, and Woodrow-Lafield (2001) report that

in 2001 the total number of legally resident Mexican immigrants in the USA ranged

from a low estimate of 4.45 million to a high of 5.98 million, and that the number of

‘unauthorized’ Mexican residents almost doubled that amount. This high level of

international migration has caused a demographic transformation � and concomi-

tant social changes � in both sending and receiving communities. Always at a high

level, and increasingly as the border has tightened, individuals have migrated to the

USA while leaving the majority of their family in Mexico � creating transnational

families.

One branch of research on migration to the USA has focused on the migrants’

perspectives and experiences including assessments of the number of migrants (Bean

et al., 1998, 2001; Espenshade, 1995), their demographic characteristics (Durand,

Massey, & Zenteno, 2001; Marcelli & Cornelius, 2001; Massey, Goldring, & Durand,

1994), the causes of migration (Cerrutti & Massey, 2001; Cornelius & Martin, 1993;

Donato, 1993; Kanaiaupuni, 2000; Massey & Espinosa, 1997; Palloni, Massey,

Ceballos, Espinosa, & Spittel, 2001; Sana & Massey, 2000; Stark & Taylor, 1991),

and the consequences of migration for those who settle in the USA (Dumka, Roosa,

& Jackson, 1997; Reese, 2001; Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 2002; Suarez-

Orozco, 1998).

Other research has focused on the impact of migration on the sending

communities including the benefits of remittances for sending communities and

for the sending nation’s national economy (Adelman & Taylor, 1992; Binford, 2003;

Durand, Kandel, Parrado, & Massey, 1996; Durand, Parrado, & Massey, 1996;

Jones, 1998; Massey & Parrado, 1994; Reichert, 1981, 1982). Seminal studies by

Durand, Massey, and Parrado (1996) and others have shown that, contrary to what

was believed in the 1980s (Reichert, 1981, 1982; Sana & Massey, 2005), remittances

have a strong positive effect on the Mexican communities, in particular, and the
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national economy, in general. Up to this point, however, research on remittances has

concentrated on the macro-level implications and few representative statistics are

available on how much money individual households receive and the choices made in

how this money is spent.

Valuable studies to date have examined other impacts in sending communities,

including the psychological impact on spouses (Salgado de Snyder & Maldonado,
1993), the likelihood of union dissolution (Frank & Wildsmith, 2005), the impact on

infant health (Frank & Hummer, 2003; Kanaiaupuni & Donato, 1999), and the

impact on aspirations (Kandel & Kao, 2000). However, the question of whether the

families of Mexican migrants who remain in their communities are better or worse

off, not just on single measures, but from a comprehensive perspective that includes

economics, working conditions, health, education, and caregiving remains to be

answered.

This paper presents representative data from the Transnational Working Families

Survey, a household survey we conducted in Mexican sending communities to assess

the overall impact of migration on the well-being of the families involved. To the best

of our knowledge, no other survey has approached the issue of the well-being of

transnational families from a broad perspective that includes health, education,

working conditions, and caregiving. This is especially relevant because on the one

hand, migration often involves the receipt of remittances that can improve families’

ability to afford material necessities, quality schools, and health care and on the

other hand, families that were once two-parent households may effectively become

single-parent households, potentially limiting parents’ ability to spend time
supporting their children’s health and academic achievement. Additionally, some

children might have to forego important educational opportunities as they are

required to leave school in order to care for younger siblings or cousins.

Previous surveys on Mexican migration to the USA have either not collected

information on family well-being or have not used representative samples, or both.

To date, the most far-reaching survey focusing on migration is the Mexican

Migration Project (MMP), led by Douglas Massey and Jorge Durand, which has

collected information from a large number of high migration communities in Mexico

since 1984. While enabling researchers to make enormous progress in building the

evidence base on migration, the MMP questionnaire is not focused on family well-

being. The Mexican Census Bureau (INEGI) has included questions on migration in

its demographic dynamics surveys of 1992 and 1997 and in the national census of

2000. While their surveys may be representative at the national and the state level,

only basic information on migration has been collected. Other valuable sources of

data on health and education have either been limited to one state or have not been

statistically representative.

Methods

In 2004, after 12 years of in-depth studies on related issues in the USA, Mexico, and

other nations, the Project for Global Working Families designed a survey of 1509

Mexican households regarding migration and households’ ability to meet family

needs. With field administration by Berumen y Asociados, we surveyed all

municipalities in Mexico of 50,000 or more people with at least 20% of the

households reporting the migration of a family member from Mexico to the USA.1
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The municipalities fitting these criteria were Comonfort, Guanajuato (22% migrant

households); Romita, Guanajuato (23% migrant households); Ixmiquilpan, Hidalgo

(21% migrant households); La Barca, Jalisco (22% migrant households); and Rio

Grande, Zacatecas (24% migrant households). Multistage cluster disproportionate

sampling was used to obtain equivalent numbers of respondents from each

municipality and of migrant and non-migrant households.
Households with children under the age of 15 and a primary caregiver who

regularly received an income from a salaried or informal job were eligible for

enrollment. Migrant households were defined as households with a member who had

gone to live in the USA in the last five years. During face-to-face interviews,

information was collected on basic demographic characteristics of all members of the

household, as well as on health and educational outcomes, working conditions,

caregiving, and experiences of international migration. Questionnaire items were

piloted in Mexico prior to the implementation of the survey. The average length of

the interviews was one hour. In each household, primary caregivers (94% female)

were interviewed because of their knowledge of the children in the household and of

caregiving patterns. To verify accuracy in data collection, a supervisor revisited 10%

of the households. A double-blind data entering process was used to minimize data

entry errors. Households were revisited 4 times before being classified as non-

responding. During the study period, 1509 of 1861 selected respondents were

successfully interviewed, for a response rate of 81%. As a result of our sampling

frame, 755 of the 1509 households surveyed had at least one family member who had
migrated to the USA in the last five years. We present descriptive statistics on the

characteristics of the sample of migrant and non-migrant households and examine

the differences between migrant and non-migrant households using Pearson chi-

square tests and t-tests.

Among the 755 households in the sampled Mexican communities that reported at

least one family member who had migrated to the USA in the previous five years,

86% reported one migrant in the household, 9% reported two migrants, and 5%

reported three to eight migrants, for a total of 920 migrants among the 755

households. Eighty-four percent of migrants were male; only 16% of migrants were

female. The average age of migrants was 30.4 years and 85.5% were in their prime

working and reproductive age, between 18 and 49 years. Eight percent were under 18

years, 62% were 18�34 years, 23% were 35�49 years, and 7% were 50 years or older.

Respondents reported that spouses were the most frequently migrating family

member (comprising 37% of all migrants), followed by a sibling (comprising 26% of

all migrants), and a child (comprising 22% of all migrants). Twenty-six percent of

migrants described by the respondents were currently in Mexico (former migrants)
and 74% were currently in the USA (current migrants). Sixty-nine percent of

migrants contributed economically to the household before migrating. Of these, the

median total contribution to the household by migrants, prior to leaving for the

USA, was 770 pesos per month.2

We compared the demographics of Mexican households with a family member

who migrated to the USA with the demographics of households where no family

member migrated. High similarity was found across migrant and non-migrant

households for household size (mean�5.3 persons for both migrant and non-

migrant households) and number of children in the household (mean�2.6 for

migrants, 2.7 for non-migrants). There were no significant differences in age of
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youngest child for migrant and non-migrant households. Respondents from migrant

households were less likely to report living with their partner or spouse than

respondents from non-migrant households, even when excluding those households

where spouses migrated (63% vs. 78%).

Results

Economic impact of migration

We asked respondents about the economic impact of migration in terms of the cost

of sending the migrant, whether debt was incurred, and whether the household

received remittances from the migrant. We measured the economic contributions to

the household economy emigrants made before and after moving to the USA. Sixty-

nine percent of emigrants contributed economically to the Mexican household

before migrating and 52% of these were identified as a main economic contributor

prior to his or her departure (see Table 1). After migrating, many of the migrants do

send remittances to Mexico. Among the migrants living in the USA at the time of

our survey, 44% were sending money to the Mexican household.

We asked how much money each migrant contributed to the household each

month before leaving and how much each migrant sends to Mexico from the USA in

a typical month. Figure 1 shows the relative economic well-being for migrant

households before and after sending one or more members to live in the USA

compared to non-migrant households that have not sent anyone to live in the USA in

the last five years.

Despite their lower levels of educational attainment among adults, migrant

households were not significantly poorer before members left for the USA compared

to non-migrant households (4235 pesos vs. 4257 pesos, p�0.938). Before they

emigrated, recent US migrants contributed 770 pesos, on average, each month to the

Table 1. Impact of Migration on Economic Outcomes.

Migrant contributed to household financially before move (%) 69

Migrant was a main economic contributor before migrating (%) 52

Financial contributions to household prior to migration (pesos per month) 770

Migrant sending remittances (%) 44

Remittances (pesos per month) 1,738

Remittances used for (%):

Food 77

Medical care 3

Durable household goods 4

Household transportation 1

Real estate 2

Productive equipment 0

Start business 3

Saved/Paid debt 6

Other 3

Total monthly income of migrant households (pesos per month) 5,203

Total monthly income of non-migrant households (pesos per month) 4,235

Cost for household member to migrate to the USA (pesos) 12,001

Household went into debt to pay for migration (%) 32
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household economy. Monthly remittances to the Mexican household are, on average,

more than twice that amount (1738 pesos). US migration appears to benefit the

Mexican household economically with migrant households reporting higher total

monthly income after migration compared to non-migrant households (5203 pesos

vs. 4235 pesos, pB0.001).

The median cost for a single household member to migrate to the USA was

12,001 pesos. Thirty-two percent of households went into debt to pay for the

migration of one or more members. Six and a half percent of households were still in

debt to pay for one or more migrants at the time of the survey. Among households

that were no longer in debt, this debt lasted 5.9 months on average for each member

sent. Households holding migration debt are more likely to receive remittances, both

in households where the adults earn less than 110 pesos per day (75% vs. 59%, p�
0.057) and households where the adults earn more than 110 pesos per day (82% vs.

55%, p�0.081). Data was not available to examine the extent to which both unpaid

debt and receipt of remittances are related to time of emigration.

Other factors influence the likelihood and level of remittances received by

Mexican households as well. Migrant spouses were more likely to send remittances

than non-spouse migrants (79% vs. 44%, pB0.0001), and their median remittance

was 2200 pesos per month. Migrants who were identified as caregivers by the

respondent were more likely to send remittances than non-caregiver migrants (81%

vs. 53%, pB0.0001). The median remittance for caregivers was 2200 pesos per

month. Households with total earnings below 110 pesos per day were more likely to

receive remittances compared with households earning more than 110 pesos per day

(63.6% vs. 55.2%, p�0.03).

To understand how remittances assist families in relieving financial strains, we

asked specific questions about how remittances were spent. The vast majority, 81%,

of migrants’ remittances were used mainly for consumption, 12% for investment, and

7% for savings. Of those who generally spent the remittances on consumption, 97%

explained that it was because all the money received was spent on meeting basic
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Figure 1. Economic well-being in migrant and non-migrant households.
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needs, with the implication that there was nothing left to save or invest. Similarly,

households with an income of less than 110 pesos per day were more likely to use

remittances for general consumption (85%) than households with higher incomes

(77%, p�0.018). When asked about the use of the most recent remittance,

respondents reported that 77% of remittances were used to purchase food, 6%

were either saved or used to pay debt, 5% were used to purchase durable goods for

the household or transportation, 3% were used for medical bills, and 3% to start or

invest in a business.

Impact on caregiving

To determine the impact of migration on the adults remaining in the household, we

first asked multiple questions to assess the migrant’s contribution to and degree of

involvement in family activities. Respondents were asked whether the migrating

family member was a caregiver for other household members at the time of

migration, and if so, whether they cared primarily for children or adults or both.

Approximately 17% of households reported that one or more migrants were

caregivers before migrating (see Table 2). Most migrating caregivers cared for

children (72%). Additionally, 5% of migrating members cared for adults, and 23% of

migrating family members cared for both children and adults. Respondents

estimated that migrating family caregivers had spent an average of 13.9 hours a

week caring for children and 6.5 hours a week caring for adults. In response to a

question about how many hours per week on average were spent helping with

household chores, respondents reported that migrants spent 6.6 hours per week.

Among respondents whose spouse migrated, 24% reported that the spouse had

been a caregiver, with about three out of four of the spouses who were caregivers

providing care primarily for children in the household. Migrant spouses who were

caregivers spent an average of 13.4 hours per week caring for children, 5.1 hours per

week caring for adults, and an average of 5.2 hours per week on housework before

migration.

Table 2. Impact of Migration on Caregiving.

Migrant was a caregiver (%) 17

Migrating caregiver cared for (%)

Children 72

Adults 5

Both children and adults 23

Caregiving hours per week before move (Migrant caregivers only, %)

Childcare 13.9

Adult care 6.5

Housework 6.6

Replacement of care provided by migrant

Other household members 54

Care not replaced 39

Caregiving needs difficult to meet after migration (%) 25
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For US migrants who were identified as family caregivers, additional details were

collected on replacing their contributions to the household’s well-being. Among the

more than 900 migrants, including 136 caregivers, only one migrant was replaced by

hired help to take on the household workload. The care provided by migrating

family members was replaced by other household members in 54% of cases.

However, the caregiving was not replaced 39% of the time. Twenty-five percent of

respondents in households with caregiving migrants and 27% of respondents whose

spouse migrated and was a caregiver reported difficulties in meeting caregiving needs

‘often’ or ‘always’ following the migration of family members.

Impact on child outcomes

In addition to assessing the economic and caregiving impact of migration, we

assessed how respondents felt the children in their households were faring in terms of

health and education. When migrants were not caregivers, there was no difference

between migrant and non-migrant households in respondents’ concern about the

quality of childcare, respondents’ perception of having enough time for the children,

or reported stress due to providing childcare. However, in households where the

migrant was a spouse and caregiver, 37% of respondents strongly agreed that they

and their children had more problems after the spouse migrated compared to 22% of

respondents in households where the migrant was a spouse but not a caregiver. These

included both educational and health problems. Respondents in migrant households

with children aged 0�5 were no more likely to leave children alone or attended by

other children compared with respondents in non-migrant households. However,

they were more likely to leave children with an adult relative (36% vs. 29%, p�0.02).

Overall, there was no significant difference between migrant households and

non-migrant households in prevalence among children of injuries, frequent illnesses,

chronic conditions, or emotional problems. For educational outcomes, there was also

no difference in achievement, behavioral problems, or dropping out from school.

However, among households with school age children (age 6�17 years), migrant

households were more likely to have a child repeat a grade compared with non-

migrant households (22% vs. 16%, p�0.002).

Problems arose primarily when a caregiver migrated and remained separated

from children (see Table 3). Children in households where a caregiver migrated were

more likely to have frequent illnesses (10% vs. 3%, pB0.0001), a chronic illness (7%

Table 3. Impact of Migration on Child Outcomes.

Non-

Caregiver(s)

Migrated

Caregiver(s)

Migrated p

Frequent illness (%) 3 10 B0.0001

Chronic illness (%) 3 7 0.011

Emotional problems 4 10 0.006

Repeat a grade 21 35 0.014

Average academic grades (0 to 100% grading scale) 81 83 0.017

Academic/behavioral problems (%) 10 17 0.018
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vs. 3%, p�0.011), and emotional problems (10% vs. 4%, p�0.006) compared with

children in households where the migrant was not a caregiver. Additionally, a larger

proportion of households with family caregivers currently living in the USA had one

or more children repeat a grade (35% vs. 21%, p�0.014) and lower academic grades

compared to households without an absent caregiver (81% vs. 83%, p�0.017 on a 0�
100% grading scale). Furthermore, we found a notable difference in the prevalence of

behavioral problems at school among children in households where a caregiver
migrated compared to children in households where the migrant was not a caregiver

(17% vs. 10%, p�0.018).

Discussion

While previous research has examined the living conditions and well-being of

Mexican migrants living in the USA, the Transnational Working Families study is

one of the first to examine a wide range of outcomes for the household members

remaining in Mexico. This study, based on a representative sample of Mexican

households in high migration areas, raises important questions about what occurs

when children are divided across the border from caregivers. Compared to those with

no recent US migrants, households sending non-caregivers to the USA appear to

gain economically from remittances without experiencing large increases in problems

faced by family members. We see few differences in terms of family well-being when
these migrant and non-migrant households are compared. However, when caregivers

move to the USA, those left behind struggle to meet the needs of family members

and children are more vulnerable to educational, emotional, and health problems.

Research, policies, and programs should recognize the disparate impact of migration

across Mexican households shown in this study.

The effect of migration on children’s educational outcomes varied depending on

who in the household migrated. Children in households where a caregiver migrated

were more likely to have emotional and school behavior problems. The migration of

a caregiver could reduce the pool of available caregiving resources and develop-

mental support for children, leaving children more vulnerable to the negative

consequences seen in our data. In two out of five households, the caregiver’s time was

not replaced at all. As with the educational outcomes, many health outcomes

depended on who in the household migrated.

There are caveats to our findings in this study. Longitudinal data would enrich

our understanding of the associations detected in this study. For example, as noted
earlier, this study cannot completely disentangle the relationship between duration

and timing of migration and observed outcomes. Our goal was to begin to better

understand the impacts of migration on overall family well-being. In addition, the

municipalities sampled were selected based on levels of migration with a minimum of

50,000 residents. More rural or newer US migrant sending communities might have

fewer institutions for coping with US migration and this could cause greater

disruption in family life than captured by our study. Future work might focus on

these regions. Amongst the families studied, in the overwhelming majority of cases

women were the primary caregivers. Further understanding of how gender roles in

the family, at work, and in migration are affecting equity, health, developmental, and

economic outcomes is needed. Finally, just as longitudinal survey data would enrich

our understanding, so too, would longitudinal ethnographic studies greatly enrich
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our understanding of the pressures that lead caregivers to migrate and the ways in

which this migration leads to poorer health and developmental outcomes of their

children.

Many families face difficult economic circumstances and view migration as a

potential solution to these problems. However, being split across borders can impact

the well-being of children, particularly when caregivers are involved. Policy goals

should include: reducing the need for migration by working families, decreasing the

incidence and length of family separation when migration occurs, and diminishing

the negative sequelae of the absence of caregivers when family separation is

unavoidable. The first policy and programmatic approach � aimed at decreasing

the need for migration � has been written about extensively elsewhere. Clear

ingredients include: improving job opportunities in country of origin (Blejer,

Johnson, & Prozecanski, 1978; Jenkins, 1977; Massey et al., 1994), increasing the

earnings and social benefits from work (Blejer et al., 1978; Jenkins, 1977; Massey et

al., 1994; Massey, 1999), and increasing educational attainments in order to improve

job opportunities in affected communities (Taylor et al., 1996).

Equally important, it is crucial that immigration policies decrease the separation

of families across international borders. In the case of Mexican emigration studied

here, Massey (2002, 2005) has argued that increased barriers to migration have

altered the nature of Mexico�USA migration from a circular pattern of roundtrips to

one of settlement as border crossing becomes more difficult. Transnational working

families struggle through longer spells of separation than would occur if successful

re-entry to the USA was more likely or if mechanisms were developed for family

migration.

Finally, policies and programs that better support working families in general

would benefit transnational families who have sent caregivers to live and work

abroad. Direct support of family caregiving could be provided through expanded day

care and after-school programs. Barriers to caregiving could be reduced if more

employers provided paid leave, flexible hours, and health insurance to workers, since

respondents from households sending migrants to the USA are less likely to report

such social benefits. Many of these fundamental policies and programs already have

a strong foundation in the Mexican social security system, IMSS, and could be

extended to provide full coverage.
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2. Currency conversion at time of study: 11 pesos�1 US dollar.
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Alison Earle PhD is co-director of the Project on Global Working Families, a research scientist
at Harvard University, and author of numerous articles and policy briefs on the impact of
labor and social policies on family health and well-being.

References

Adelman, I., & Taylor, J.E. (1992). Is structural adjustment with a human face possible? The
case of Mexico. Journal of Development Studies, 26, 387�407.

Bean, F., Corona, R., Tuirán, R., & Woodrow-Lafield, K.A. (1998). The quantification of
migration between Mexico and the United States. In Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and US Commission on Immigration Reform (Ed.), Migration between the United States
and Mexico: Binational study (pp. 1�90). Austin, TX: Morgan Printing.

Bean, F., Van Hook, J., & Woodrow-Lafield, K. (2001, November). Estimates and numbers of
unauthorized migrants residing in the United States: The total, Mexican, and non-Mexican
Central American unauthorized populations in mid-2001 (Special Report). Washington, DC:
Pew Hispanic Center.

Binford, L. (2003). Migrant remittances and (under) development in Mexico. Critique of
Anthropology, 23(3), 305�336.

Blejer, M.I., Johnson, H.G., & Prozecanski, A.C. (1978). An analysis of the economic
determinants of legal and illegal Mexican migration to the United States. Research in
Population Economics, 1, 217�231.

Cerrutti, M., & Massey, D. (2001). On the auspices of female migration from Mexico to the
United States. Demography, 38(2), 187�200.

CONAPO. (2002). Indice de intensidad migratoria México�Estados Unidos, 2000. México:
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