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Abstract:

 At the frontline of México’s “war on drugs” is the Mexican-U.S. border city of Cd. Juárez, Chihuahua, which has become internationally known as the “murder capital of the world.” In Juárez, which neighbors El Paso, Texas, United States, estimates of the murders in Juárez are as high as 7,643 between 2006 and 2011, leaving approximately 10,000 orphans. Juárez has also experienced an exodus of approximately 124,000 people seeking safety, some migrating to the Mexican interior and others to the U.S., particularly along the U.S.-México border. Based on 63 in-depth interviews with Juárez-El Paso border residents, along with ethnographic observations, we examine the implications of the “war on drugs” on transnational movements and on the initial settlement of those escaping the violence. In particular, we construct a typology of international migrants who are represented in the Juárez exodus: the Mexican business elite, the “Refugees without Status,” and those who resided in México but who are U.S. born or have legal permanent residency in the U.S. This article highlights the role of transnational capital in the form of assets and income, social networks in the U.S., and documentation to cross the port of entry into the U.S. legally, in easing migration and initial settlement experiences in the U.S.
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1. Introduction

The México (MX)-United States (U.S.) border is a transnational space that has historically been characterized as a region where its residents are constantly “on the move”. The Juárez-El Paso region has traditionally been one of the main crossing points to and from the U.S. for Mexican and Latin American migrants, although border control initiatives such as increases in federal border patrol agents, technological surveillance, and other forms of militarization have restricted this movement [1,2,3,4]. Simultaneously, there is constant movement in the form of transnational border crossings from residents and corporations on both the Mexican and U.S. sides of the border. The irony of establishing political economic treaties that “open” the border while simultaneously trying to restrict people’s movement is what Massey and associates referred to as the “smoke and mirrors” phenomenon [4]. This study focuses on the exodus of residents from Cuidad Juárez, Chihuahua, México (here forth referred to as Juárez), who are fleeing violence and insecurity by migrating to the U.S. While a significant number of individuals escaped the violence in Juárez by migrating internally to other parts of México, the focus of this study is on international migration and cross-border movement into the U.S. The preferred destination for Juarenses (people from Juárez) who migrated to the U.S. is the city of El Paso, Texas. These two cities are commonly referred to as “sister cities” due to sharing a geographical region, culture, and the frequent social, political, and economic exchanges among them.

Approximately between 2006 and 2011, Juárez a city of an estimated 1.3 million people has undergone widespread violence initially over a turf battle among drug cartels vying over border drug corridors, claiming the lives of approximately 7,643 men, women, and children. The death toll associated with the drug war is at least 71,804 in the entire nation of México [5]. Currently 65% of different parts of México have been classified as unsafe by countries such as Australia, France, Germany, Spain, the U.K., and the U.S. because of the violence associated with narcotics and organized crime [6]. While this violence is not restricted to Juárez alone, this city has experienced the bulk of this devastation. In addition to death, physical harm, and psychological distress, the violence has created economic displacement. Many private and even governmental businesses have been burned down and subjected to extortion demands, forcing them to shut down. While statistics are difficult to attain, from 2007 to 2011 it has been estimated that 10,000 businesses were forced to close in Juárez [7]. This type of economic displacement has also surfaced in other parts of the México-U.S. border such as Laredo where “refugee businesses” have closed in Nuevo Laredo, México and relocated to Laredo, Texas, U.S. [8]. There is also a displacement of people due to the war on drugs. A private study “consultoría privada (Parametría)” estimated that 220,000 people in Juárez abandoned their homes in the course of 3 years from 2009 to 2011 [9]. A significant portion of the migrants has attempted to resettle in Juárez’s sister city of El Paso, Texas. The El Paso chief of police estimated that in 2008–2009 approximately 30,000 Mexican nationals fleeing the violence in Juárez have settled in El Paso [10], while a study from the Universidad Autónoma de Ciudad Juárez estimated 124,000 migrated to escape the devastation in Juárez [7].


1.1. Objectives

Based on 63 in-depth interviews and ethnographic observations with transnational residents on both sides of this Mexican-U.S. border, we analyze the impact of the violence on migration out of Juárez and initial settlement in the U.S., particularly El Paso, TX. Specifically, the objectives of our paper are two-fold: (1) to develop a typology of who is represented in the Juárez exodus, and (2) whether initial settlement in the U.S. is easier for Mexican emigrants given that they migrated to Juárez’s “sister city”—El Paso, Texas or they had frequently visited the U.S. in the past. This study will contribute to Mexican migration literature by examining how violence impacts movement across borders. For the most part the Mexican migration literature has paid limited attention to the influence of violence on emigration (for an exception see [11]). Most of the attention on violence and movement to the United States is concentrated in a separate literature on refugee and asylum seekers [12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25] but this scholarship has paid little attention to México. Generally, violence in the refugee and asylum literature is associated with decolonization, civil, and ethno-religious conflicts that are contextually different from the Mexican drug war. Another contribution is the focus on the migratory patterns of urbanities and the middle-class. Mexican migration to the U.S. has focused on emigration patterns from rural regions, while less attention has been paid to the migratory patterns of Mexican urbanities (for an exception see [26]) and the middle-class.



1.2. Mexican Drug War and Violence

According to Human Rights Watch, Mexican President Felipe Calderón (2006–2011) ignited a fight against organized crime at the beginning of his term, which resulted in widespread violence throughout México, particularly along the Northern border. Recent changes in domestic policies by President Calderón declared a direct and fierce fight against the drug cartels in México. For instance, President Calderón assigned over 50,000 military soldiers, federal, state, and local police to combat the drug cartels in different parts of the country. A backlash then came in the form of thousands of deaths across the country. As mentioned previously, the death toll in Juárez had been estimated at about 7,643 people in the span of five years (2007–2011). Campbell [27] vividly describes the violence as “…bullet-riddled bodies discarded in the streets of Juárez—many bearing signs of brutal torture, and some burned or decapitated—appeared wrapped in tape and blankets and frequently bore written signs or statements containing direct threats against the Juárez cartel (which issues counter threats).”

It is difficult to describe a typology of who is likely to be afflicted by the violence since no one appears to be safe, as victims have included children and the elderly. For instance, the violence has included the massacre of a baseball team consisting of youth that were having a get-together at a home. This violence has been referred to as narcoterrorism or acts of terrorism by the drug cartels that challenged the authority of the state and maintained dominance through the creation of fear [28]. Due to the nation state’s unaccountability for the crimes and the economic displacement that followed through the loss of businesses, the violence has expanded beyond that caused by the drug cartels. Campbell [27], for instance, argued that “Car theft, bank and store robberies, kidnapping for ransom, extortion (especially by telephone), and other crimes skyrocketed in Juárez, creating a kind of “failed city” government.” Furthermore, the violence also includes complaints of human rights abuses by military and security forces.



1.3. U.S. Political Refugee and Asylum Policies

Arguably the people of Juárez fleeing the violence are political asylees or people who have fled their homeland due to the fear of violence, although for the most part legal restrictions impede this status. To begin with, the passage of the Hart-Cellar Act of 1965 included several key provisions that stimulated immigration from Latin America and Asia [29,30]. Among those provisions, the act exhibited a preference for refugees [31]. The refugee issue attracted much attention in the late 1970s. The first act to systematically address the admission and incorporation of refugees based on humanitarian need was the Refugee Act of 1980 [30]. The act established the worldwide quota to 270,000 and excluded refugees from this numerical limitation in the U.S. Moreover, it allowed for refugees who had been physically present in the U.S. for a period of at least one year and for asylees one year after being granted asylum to be given U.S. permanent residency status [30]. Provisions for refugees did not occur again until the Immigration Act of 1990, which provided temporary status to undocumented people from certain countries that faced armed conflict and natural disasters.

Both refugees and asylum seekers must establish that individuals have a well-founded fear of persecution or violence. More specifically, under U.S. law a refugee is someone who: (1) is located outside of the U.S.; (2) is of special humanitarian concern to the U.S.; (3) demonstrates that they were persecuted or fear persecution due to race, religion, nationality, political opinion, or membership in a particular social group; (4) is not firmly resettled in another country; and (5) is admissible to the U.S. [32]. If granted refugee status in the U.S. they are given authorization to work in the U.S., are eligible for: medical and cash assistance, to apply for U.S. visas for their spouse and unmarried children under 21, and can apply for permanent residency. A person who does not qualify for refugee status under these provisions can also apply with the UN Refugee Agency UNCHCR.

There are some important distinctions between refugee and asylum laws. Those seeking refugee status must apply while outside their country of nationality and the United States (U.S.), while those seeking asylum must be in the U.S. or applying for admission at the U.S. port of entry [33]. Moreover, while there are caps for refugee admission there is no limit on the number of asylums granted. Furthermore, political asylum concerns individuals and is usually considered on a case-to-case basis versus refugee law that concerns a mass influx of people. In addition, asylum-seekers must apply within one year from the date of last arrival in the U.S., if applying after a year the applicant must show changed circumstances that materially affect the applicant’s eligibility or extraordinary circumstances that delayed the filing process [33]. The courts are currently overwhelmed with asylum cases and in El Paso it is taking approximately three years for applicants to get a court date [34].

There are several other concerns with refugee and asylum laws. First, the laws do not specify what the source of the persecution or violence is to qualify for refugee/asylum status. This is an issue for the victims of the Mexican drug war since the causes of the violence and the consequent migratory flows are structural and indirectly associated with the nation state, in contrast to flows caused by decolonization and the targeting of ethno-religious groups. Arguably, the cause for the Mexican drug war is economic restructuring, which by itself is not a major cause of refugee flows (see [35]).

Zolberg, Suhrke, and Aguayo argued that contemporary refugee movements can be categorized according to three types: the activists, the target (individuals who are targeted because of membership in a particular group), and the victim (those exposed to social violence) [35]. Zolberg et al. define the activist as a rebel whose action contribute to conflict which causes them to flee [35]. The last category—the victim—is caught in the cross fire or expose to generalized social violence. The victim category is the one in which the exodus of people escaping the Mexican drug war fall under. However, provisions that define who are victims are vague. Regardless, the U.N. Convention’s definition of refugees has accommodated some victims [35], which opens up the discussion to consider those fleeing the violence in México as refugees. The second concern is the contradiction between having a more universal consideration of who is a refugee or political asylee versus the actual legal definitions. As stated by Zolberg, Suhrke, and Aguayo, on the one hand, there is a “willingness of specific states to grant asylum to individuals and groups of special concern, to a more universalistic definition of refugees…At the same time, however, states that compose this community continue to exercise considerable discretion in implementing the definition and in interpreting their obligation to those acknowledged as refugees” [35]. The U.S. is among the nation states that find themselves in this contradictory situation. Third, some argue that the strict requirements to attain refugee status subjects people who have already been victimized in their home countries in some way to be re-victimized by the host society. Penchaszadeh [36], for instance, emphasized that it is a violation of human rights when asylum seekers are criminalized if they do not meet the political requirements. She concluded by criticizing the subjectivity involved in granting refugee status and advocated for the redefinition of international refugee law in a manner that refugee cases are evaluated on a collective basis and in their proper political context rather than on an individual basis. Fourth, immigration court is a civil and not a criminal court so legal counsel is not provided by the government and immigration attorneys charge an average of $20,000 per asylum case [34]. Fifth, if denied asylum the defendant will be deported.




2. The México-U.S. Border Context, Neoliberalism, and Violence

The Mexican-U.S. border is one of the most unique geographical spaces where a rich and a poor nation collide. Both cities are located in the physical and political fringes of their respective countries. The city of El Paso is in the Southern most portion of the U.S. and is largely occupied by people deemed as unwanted by society—impoverished communities and racial minorities [37]. Indeed, El Paso is one of the poorest cities in the U.S. and approximately 85% of people are of Latina/o, mostly of Mexican-origin. Also in the fringes is the city of Juárez where in the eyes of transnational corporations represented an ideal site to experiment with globalization [2,38] due to a perceivable surplus of exploitable labor—brown people from a developing nation (see [2,38,39,40]).

Figure 1 shows the close proximity between Juárez and El Paso. Juárez is also known as the city where “anything goes” [2,38]. “Anything goes” is a reference to the subjugation of local place that Juárez has been exposed to. For instance, historically, transnational actors such as U.S. citizens, illicit businesses, and corporations have constructed Juárez as a frontier where “anything goes” and people are dehumanized and disposable [38,39,40]. Bowman [41] also argued that it is this script of a morally corrupt place that has justified U.S. citizens crossing into México to participate in illegal and semi-legal activities such as prostitution, gambling, drug use, and underage drinking. These discourses about Juárez as a “city of vice” continue to resonate in Méxican [42] and U.S. popular cultures [38].

Figure 1. Map of the México-U.S. Border.
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Juárez’s characterization as the city where ”anything goes” promoted it to become an experimental site for globalization. The México-U.S. border region experienced the first wave of globalization in 1965 with the Border Industrial Program (BIP), known as the maquiladora (transnational export processing factories) program. This second wave of globalization surfaced under the guise of “free trade” with the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1994 [2,38]. Throughout the 1980s and 1990s the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund encouraged further liberalization of México that ultimately led to NAFTA [43]. These neoliberal treaties also encouraged cross-border movement between the Mexican-U.S. border cities. The fluid movement of people and services, coming back and forth across the border towns in the U.S. and México is historically common [44]. NAFTA displaced workers, particularly those in México’s agricultural sector, because they lacked the resources to be able to compete globally [4]. This caused out-migration from rural to urban centers, and subsequently out-migration from México.



This displacement also opened the door for the replacement of fruit and vegetable crops, with something that is more marketable—illicit drugs. This has exacerbated the violence against the indigenous people who live in rural México and occupy the land that is now in demand by the drug cartels. Many small populations in rural México that were not very visible to the world have been placed in the spotlight, due to the massacres of innocent people by the cartels on different occasions, such is the case of Creel [45], Pueblo Nuevo [46], San Dimas [46] and La Sierra de Petatlán [47], among many others. On more than one occasion, heavily armed convoys of sicarios (enforcers of the cartels) have gone through small towns and assassinated innocent people, forcing them at gun point to abandon their lands and their community, which displaced thousands of people to other territories within México [45,46,47]. As such, the violence that surrounds the drug industry is partly a result of neoliberal displacement that accompanied economic development initiatives.

As mentioned previously, there is limited attention given to how violence shapes Mexican migration. This gap in the literature is largely attributed to the lack of data and methodological constraints. An exception is the work of Alvarado and Massey [11] who quantitatively examined the influence of structural economic changes and violence on migration from Latin American countries (Costa Rica, Guatemala, Nicaragua, and México) from 1979 to 2003. Within the world system theory framework they hypothesize that migration and violence are common byproducts of societal transformations associated with the globalization of markets. Thus, they expected for violence to influence migration through a macro-level analysis. Surprisingly, Alvarado and Massey [11] found that exposure to violence reduced the likelihood of emigration in México. It is possible that rather than concentrating on migration from the entire nation of México, the association between violence and emigration would surface in regions that have been disproportionately impacted by several waves of globalization and violence, such as Juárez. Another departure from Alvarado’s and Massey’s study is that rather than examining only homicide cases at the macro-level, our analysis focuses on the impact of a violent environment and thus considers those who are directly and indirectly victims of homicide, extortions, kidnappings, and other forms of violence. Moreover, our work is a case study of the Juárez /El Paso border, a region with an established history of transnational exchanges of commerce and people. We argue that the socio-historical context is important to consider given the uneven impact that economic structuring has in different regions in México. Juárez, for instance, has historically been recognized as a region where “anything goes” and serves as the site to experiment with globalization [2,38]. Additionally, as an important drug border corridor, due to it neighboring the U.S., Juárez experiences heightened levels of violence as drug cartels fight over this territory. The violence in combination with the economic displacement and the unaccountability by the Mexican state exacerbated more violence leaving migration among the only viable solutions to find safety. In addition, in contrast to Alvarado and Massey this study concentrates on qualitative micro-level responses, as oppose to quantitative macro-level patterns of migration.



3. Data and Methods

The data for this case study are based on convenience sample of 63 in-depth interviews and ethnographic observations with adults residing in Juárez and El Paso. These data are drawn from a larger project examining the impact of the violence on border families collected during 2009–2011 in Juárez and El Paso. The targeted population is those who have family members on both sides of the México-U.S. border since they are frequent border crossers and they represent the normative family structure at the border. All the researchers are also members of the targeted population. This paper is based on grounded theory methods that stress that the procedures for verifying theory differ from the methods of theory development [48]. As such, the exodus from Juárez to the U.S. was not the initial focus of the study, but it surfaced as a topic through the data. Due to the close proximity between México and the U.S. and the exodus in Juárez, along with the preference for migrating to El Paso, this border region represents an ideal site to examine the transnational movements of those impacted by violence.

Appendix A provides information on data collection and respondents’ socio-demographic information. All of the respondents are from the Juárez/El Paso region and as such we cannot generalize our results to other border regions. The interview questions were designed to gather data on a series of issues such as: responses to the violence, border crossing experiences at both U.S. and Mexican ports of entry, Mexican militarization, and perceptions of how the violence impacts family stability and integration. All of the respondents gave us verbal consent to participate in this study and we received approval from the Institutional Review Board from our university. Interviews were conducted in the linguistic preference of the respondent—Spanish or English. All interviews were recorded and transcribed verbatim. The transcribed interviews in Spanish were then translated into English. All transcriptions were coded and analyzed through N*VIVO qualitative analysis software. The average interview lasted approximately two hours in length. These data are supplemented with participant observations of living and working at this border.

Appendix A. Sample Description.


	Case
	Pseudo Names
	Gender
	U.S, México or Transnational
	Citizenship/U.S. Legal status
	Interview Language
	Migrated y/n
	Type of migrant



	1
	Jose
	Male
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	2
	Marcela
	Female
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	3
	Marisol
	Female
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	4
	Julian
	Male
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	5
	Veronica
	Female
	México
	U.S. Citizen
	English
	Yes
	U.S. Citizen



	6
	Manuel
	Male
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	7
	Laura
	Female
	Transnational
	Mexican/U.S. Dual Citizen
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	8
	Vicente
	Male
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	9
	Jorge
	Male
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	10
	Lilia
	Female
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	11
	Denise
	Female
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	12
	Aurelia
	Female
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	13
	Maria
	Female
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	14
	Jaqueline
	Female
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	15
	Brisa
	Female
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	16
	Juan
	Male
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	17
	Alejandra
	Female
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	18
	Cecilia
	Female
	México
	U.S. Citizen
	Spanish
	Yes
	U.S. Citizen



	19
	Mike
	Male
	Transnational
	Mexican (U.S. Student Visa)
	English
	Yes
	RWS



	20
	Monica
	Female
	U.S.
	U.S. Citizen
	English
	No
	U.S. Citizen



	21
	Karen
	Female
	U.S.
	/
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	22
	Lisa
	Female
	U.S.
	Mexican-born Naturalized U.S. Citizen
	English
	No
	U.S. Citizen



	23
	Leo
	Male
	Transnational
	Mexican/U.S. Dual Citizen
	English
	Yes
	U.S. Citizen



	24
	Fernando
	Male
	Transnational
	Mexican/U.S. Dual Citizen
	Spanish
	Yes
	U.S. Citizen



	25
	John
	Male
	Transnational
	Mexican/U.S. Dual Citizen
	Spanish
	Yes
	U.S. Citizen



	26
	Nancy
	Female
	Transnational
	Mexican-born with Legal Permanent Residency in U.S.
	Spanish
	Yes
	U.S. Citizen



	27
	Martha
	Female
	Transnational
	Mexican
	Spanish
	Yes
	RWS



	28
	Elizabeth
	Female
	Transnational
	Mexican/U.S. Dual Citizen
	Spanish
	Yes
	U.S. Citizen



	29
	Susie
	Female
	Transnational
	Mexican with U.S. Student Visa
	Spanish
	Yes
	RWS



	30
	Alejandro
	Male
	Transnational
	Mexican with U.S. Investor Visa
	Spanish
	Yes
	Bus. Elite



	31
	Josh
	Male
	U.S.
	Mexican/U.S. Dual Citizen
	Spanish
	Yes
	U.S. Citizen



	32
	Daniel
	Male
	U.S.
	Mexican/U.S. Dual Citizen
	Spanish
	Yes
	U.S. Citizen



	33
	Stacy
	Female
	U.S.
	Mexican with Legal Permanent Residency in U.S
	Spanish
	Yes
	LPR



	34
	Stephanie
	Female
	U.S.
	Mexican with Legal Permanent Residency in U.S
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	35
	April
	Female
	U.S.
	Mexican with U.S. Student Visa
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	36
	Josue
	Male
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	37
	Carmen
	Female
	México
	Mexican/U.S. Dual Citizen
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	38
	Nidia
	Female
	México
	Mexican with U.S. Student Visa
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	39
	Rosa
	Female
	México
	Mexican with BBC
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	40
	Armando
	Male
	México
	Mexican with BBC
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	41
	Gabriela
	Female
	México
	Mexican with BBC
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	42
	Carlos
	Male
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	43
	Monse
	Female
	México
	Mexican with BBC
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	44
	Pamela
	Female
	U.S.
	Mexican with Legal Permanent Residency in U.S.
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	45
	Brenda
	Female
	Transnational
	Mexican
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	46
	Daniel
	Male
	Transnational
	Mexican with Legal Permanent Residency in U.S.
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	47
	Mayra
	Female
	Transnational
	Mexican with Legal Permanent Residency in U.S.
	Spanish
	Yes
	LPR



	48
	Jeremiah
	Male
	Transnational
	U.S. Citizen
	English
	No
	N/A



	49
	Lourdes
	Female
	México
	Mexican with BBC
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	50
	Melisa
	Female
	U.S.
	U.S. Citizen
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	51
	Paula
	Female
	U.S.
	Mexican with U.S. Student Visa
	Spanish
	/
	RWS



	52
	Joe
	Male
	Transnational
	Mexican
	Spanish
	Yes
	RWS



	53
	Nathan
	Male
	U.S.
	U.S. Citizen
	English
	No
	N/A



	54
	Roberto
	Male
	U.S.
	/
	Spanish
	Yes
	RWS



	55
	Mario
	Male
	México
	Mexican with U.S. Student Visa
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	56
	Kimberly
	Female
	U.S.
	/
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	57
	Cesar
	Male
	U.S.
	/
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	58
	Miranda
	Female
	U.S.
	/
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	59
	Kim
	Female
	U.S.
	U.S. Citizen
	English
	No
	N/A



	60
	Guadalupe
	Female
	México
	Mexican
	Spanish
	/
	N/A



	61
	Ivone
	Female
	México
	Mexican with BBC
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	62
	Josefina
	Female
	México
	Mexican with BBC
	Spanish
	No
	N/A



	63
	Eduardo
	Male
	México
	Mexican with BBC
	Spanish
	No
	N/A










4. Results


4.1. A Picture of the Migrants in the Juárez Exodus

In this section, we provide a typology of who is represented in the Juárez exodus. We categorized the migrants represented in the Juárez exodus into three mutually exclusive groups—the Business Elites, Refugees without Status, and the Return of U.S. Citizens and U.S. Legal Permanent Residents (LPR) (documented immigrants to the U.S.)1. Below we begin our discussion with an illustration of why people are migrating, followed by a description of migrants in each category.

The people of Juárez encounter daily threats of violence. For instance, Rosa, a teacher, describes the fear and the subsequent exodus of Juarenses:


We live in a lot of fear that something will happen to our family. Thank God nothing has happened to our daughters… We don’t go out at night. We are completely insecure. There is no security here as long as there is so much violence in Juárez that affects everyone. Many jobs have been lost because of the violence. A lot of people, most people, I believe almost everyone is already leaving for other places.



Rosa described the strategies to cope with the violence such as not going out at night and migrating. Below we describe the typology of some individuals represented in the Juárez exodus.

4.1.1. Business Elites

A group represented in the Juárez exodus is what we call the “Mexican Business Elites” which we define as Mexican nationals that migrated with U.S. business investor visas. While the majority of the U.S. was undergoing an economic recession or economic stagnation, El Paso, Texas, U.S. was experiencing economic growth due to “refugee businesses” that migrated from Juárez. The Mexican drug war and the unrest that followed caused an estimate of 10,000 businesses to close in Juárez from 2007–2011 [7]. In Juárez many businesses, from small informal businesses to formal business establishments, are extorted for money, or they are vandalized, and/or the owners (and/or their families), employees, or clients are held hostage or killed. Consequently, business visa applications have risen by 6% from the time that Mexican President Calderón declared the war on drugs [49]. The El Paso Chamber of Commerce estimated that about 400 new businesses from México have re-established in El Paso [50]. Thus, among those represented in the exodus is what we call the Mexican Business Elites.

Only the privileged have access to migrate through an investor visa (E1). Recently the financial requirements for an investor visa are $100,000 to $150,000 (USD), plus they must have a business plan that proves they would generate jobs [7]. These visas are renewable on a year-to-year basis, so they are only temporary. The revenue to relocate a business and consequently attain an investor visa is beyond the reach of most Juárez residents and as such, this migration stream represents the elite.

The presence of the Mexican Business Elites is notable through their impact on the local economy and their group’s organization. They have even established an organization called La Red (The Net) for Mexican business owners who are resettling in El Paso. The mission of this organization is to gather Mexican-origin business leaders to achieve economic and political success while preserving their values and culture. Many of the Mexican Business Elites are members of this organization but it also includes U.S. citizens (and to a lesser extent individuals who are LPR) who were living in México before the violence escalated who then established businesses in El Paso.



4.1.2. The Return of U.S. Citizens and U.S. Legal Permanent Residents (LPR)

Another group represented in the Juárez exodus are U.S. citizens and to a lesser extent those with LPR status, or what has historically been called a green card holders, both of which are authorize to reside and work in the U.S. Although there are more rights extended to U.S. citizens than those who are LPR, members of both of these groups have transnational capital given they have the authority by the U.S. government to reside and work in the U.S. This group consists of small business owners, students, and non-elites that have lived in Juárez most of their lives, despite having the necessary citizenship status to live and work in the U.S. This living arrangement is not unusual along the Mexican-U.S. border. Indeed, México’s foreign-born population largely consists of U.S. citizens that are concentrated along the northern Mexican border such as Juárez. As such, they freely cross through both the U.S. and Mexican borders.

There are some important distinctions to make between the Mexican Business Elites and U.S. born business owners who lived in México most of their lives: (1) Mexican Business Elites have more resources and their businesses are more lucrative; (2) Mexican Business Elites had established businesses in Juárez prior to the escalation of the violence while the U.S. citizens/LPRs may be trying entrepreneurship for the first time or may have a less established business; (3) the business investor visa that the Mexican Business Elites possess is only temporary versus those of U.S. citizens/LPRs. As such, these two groups of migrants are distinct from one another.



4.1.3. Refugees without Status

A third group of migrants is what we call “Refugees without Status” (RWS) which we define as people who migrated because of fear of violence or persecution, but who are not recognized for political refugee status or political asylum. These are individuals who may genuinely need refuge but may not legally qualify thus we follow Zolberg et al. [35] who suggests that the definition of “refugee” needs to be changed to reflect the current realities. While the migration of Mexican Business Elites is significant as evident by the 400 businesses they have re-established in El Paso, most of our respondents are in the Refugees without Status category.

During the period of the drug-related violence (2006–2011), the U.S. Executive Office for Immigration Review reported that it has received 23,715 applications from Mexican nationals seeking political asylum in the U.S., yet only 388 individuals, less than 2% of all Mexican applicants, had been granted asylum during this timeframe (Table 1). On the other hand, Colombians who have also been subjected to drug-related violence and subsequent militarization similar to México, had 39% of their asylum applicants granted during this same time period. In particular, the U.S. had 7,257 Colombians apply for political asylum during 2006–2011 and 2,825 of them were granted (Table 1).


Table 1. México and Colombia Asylum Statistics from U.S. Immigration Courts, 2006–2011.



	
YEAR

	
RECIEVED

	
GRANTED

	
DENIED

	
ABANDON, WITHDRAWN, & OTHER

	
PERCENT GRANTED






	

	
MX

	
CO

	
MX

	
CO

	
MX

	
CO

	
MX

	
CO

	
MX

	
CO




	
2006

	
2,611

	
1,959

	
48

	
779

	
297

	
1648

	
4,933

	
1929

	
1.8

	
40




	
2007

	
3,133

	
1,742

	
49

	
683

	
288

	
1,240

	
2,904

	
1,456

	
1.6

	
39




	
2008

	
3,630

	
1,238

	
73

	
548

	
249

	
810

	
2,396

	
1,023

	
2.0

	
44




	
2009

	
3,698

	
1,051

	
65

	
368

	
364

	
504

	
2,943

	
705

	
1.8

	
35




	
2010

	
4,510

	
720

	
49

	
234

	
509

	
382

	
2,518

	
586

	
1.1

	
33




	
2011

	
6,133

	
547

	
104

	
213

	
1,073

	
223

	
2,422

	
398

	
1.7

	
39




	
Total

	
23,715

	
7,257

	
388

	
2,825

	
2,780

	
4,807

	
20,512

	
6,097

	
1.6

	
39






Source: U.S. Department of Justice.






When applying for asylum two main issues arise—defining persecution and social group [51]. The Immigration and Naturalization Act (INA) does not define “persecution” and therefore it is up to the courts to determine if the level of harm experienced by the applicant constitutes persecution. Even when satisfied with the level of persecution the petitioner must not be victim of indiscriminate violence unless they are singled out for membership in a particular social group [51]. This presents another hurdle for Mexicans. In Delgado-Ortiz v. Holder, for instance, the Ninth Circuit court denied review of a petition from Mexican citizens who claimed to be the victims of crime associated with Mexican drug cartels because the court decided that “Mexicans” as a proposed social group is too broad [51].

Due to the difficulties in meeting the definitions of prosecution and social group, the delay in processing the applications (in El Paso about three years), the cost of hiring an attorney, and fear of being detained, denied, and/or sent back to their sending community many Mexicans are not applying for asylum (also see [10,34]). Since the U.S. is not reevaluating the processing of Mexican political asylum claims, human rights organizations and legal advocates along the U.S.-Mexican border are advocating for this issue. For instance, the Annunciation House in El Paso, Texas, a NGO dedicated to help migrants, the homeless, and the poor, started a petition to get Mexicans who were fleeing the violence to be considered for political asylums in the U.S. Human rights organizations argue that the reason why Mexican nationals are being denied credible asylum consideration is attributed to the politicized nature of the asylum process. Despite formal laws outlining who can qualify for refugee/asylum status, states continue to exercise considerable discretion in implementing those definitions [36]. Indeed, the Annunciation House compares the Mexican case to that of Guatemalan and Salvadoran refugees who were denied asylum on a “wholesale basis” that resulted in the landmark case of American Baptist Churches v. Thornburgh that mandated the U.S. Department of Justice and Immigration Naturalization Services to restructure the political asylum process [10]. We also suspect that if the U.S. widely recognizes the high levels of violence it would have to focus on its role in the trafficking of arms from the U.S. to México and/or it would be a direct critique against a nation that they consider a friend. As for the discourses from the local Mexican government, the mayor of Juárez has publically called those fleeing the violence by migrating to El Paso as traitors to México, although paradoxically he lives in El Paso [52].

Consequently, the Refugees without Status in our study face some of the same traumas as political refugees but are not recognized as political refugees and are largely not granted or not applying for political asylum. As such, the typology of Refugees without Status represents those who migrated to the U.S. to escape the violence in México, but have no authorization to live and work in the U.S., which limits their opportunities to financially support themselves and their families. Being without status also means they live in constant fear of being deported back to the violence that they are escaping in México.

The Refugees without Status (RWS) differ from other undocumented Mexican migrants in the U.S. The first difference between RWS and other undocumented immigrants are the motives for migration. As opposed to economic reasons or family-reunification based migration, which are the two primary reasons for Mexican migration to the U.S., RWS migrants are escaping violence. Second, even though RWS are subjected to the same social and economic exclusion as other unauthorized migrants, if RWS migrants are deported their lives are in physical danger given that they are escaping violence. Thus, the fear of deportation is intensified for the RWS. These two issues differentiate the RWS from other authorized Mexican migrants in the U.S.

While popular media has painted a picture of Mexican migrants crossing illegally into the U.S. border in mass, it is important to acknowledge that this is not the case for the Juárez exodus. The RWS are mostly people with a border crossing card (BCC) which provides them with the necessary documentation to cross through the port of entry into the U.S. As such, those with a BCC do not have to worry about crossing the border without authorization to escape the violence. Moreover, the BCC is valid for a time period of 10 years and is only within a 25 mile radius from the border, which includes El Paso. Even though the BCC authorizes the RWS to cross the U.S. border they may or may not have overstayed the legally mandated amount of time permitted—72 hours. This is another example of Menjívar’s [53] concept of liminal legality, characterized by an ambiguous citizenship status where one is in “neither an undocumented status nor a documented one.” As such, the BCC allows one to be in the U.S. for 72 hours, but the person can cross back into Juárez and return to the U.S. and they will be in status again. Perhaps, more importantly when you return to México your return is not registered, as such it is difficult to ascertain whether a BCC holder has violated the 72 hour rule. It is important to note that the BCC does not authorize individuals to work in the U.S. Therefore, most of the RWS in our study live in El Paso but work in Juárez or live with and are financially supported by relatives who live and work along the U.S. side of the border.

It is important to note that the BCC is increasingly difficult to attain. For example, Mexican nationals must show proof that they have minimal desire to settle in the U.S. This is usually established by evaluating the Mexican national’s connections to social institutions in México and their income. As such, the most destitute residents in Juárez do not have the resources to attain the BCC. The RWS then represent individuals who have some status in Mexican society, since U.S. authorities will deny a BCC to any person who does not have adequate financial means. It is also expensive to apply for the BCC. The cost is even beyond the means of some Mexican professions. For example, a teacher in Juárez states “My visa expired and now I can’t cross. It expired last year and I don’t renew it because they charge too much.” Indeed, the impoverished Juarenses in our study stated that they had never even been to the U.S. or that it had been over ten years since their visit. The only resource to cross into the U.S. for impoverished Juarenses is to cross clandestinely without authorization, however, this is not too common among those fleeing the violence to our knowledge.

The families more likely to escape the violence also have social capital in the form of family ties in the U.S. side of the border. It is common for families at the Mexican-U.S. border to have family members on both sides of the border, this in turn eases migration. Paula, for example, illustrates how widespread the violence is and that helping her family to migrate is a viable solution to escape the hostility:


I don’t understand why they would think my mother has any money, she is a humble woman. She was scared, she is a 72 year-old woman and my brother is 32 years-old. They were threatened two consecutive times and that’s the reason that I had to rescue my mother and bring her to live with me [in El Paso].



It is common knowledge that while the violence initially involved those who had some sort of connection to the drug trade, it now affects everyone. For instance, Paula stated that even her elderly mother has been threatened. Furthermore, having social ties to someone in the U.S. can literary save the lives of the victims by enabling their migration across the border. This finding can contribute to the unresolved discussion on the role of social networks among Mexican migrants that originate from urban centers—some stating that urban-origin migration is structured by social networks [26] while others disagree [54]. At this border, it is not uncommon for people in El Paso to rescue their family members in Júarez as Paula does.



4.2. A “Stepsister” Relationship? Initial Settlement Attempts of the Mexican Exodus

As mentioned previously, the cities of Juárez -El Paso are frequently referred to as “sister cities” due to their shared history, culture, and geographic space as neighboring border cities. As frequent border crossers Mexican fronterizos (those who live along the border such as the residents of Juárez) are likely to prefer to migrate to cities along the U.S. side of the border, such as El Paso, given their physical proximity to their home country and their shared history and culture. Thus, the question arises, is settlement easier for Juarenses who are familiar with their sister city of El Paso? Juarenses frequently travel along the U.S. side of the Mexican-U.S. border for shopping, entertainment, and to visit family. Juarense, especially those who have the resources to cross the border, know El Paso relatively well and perhaps more importantly their family members who stayed in México are geographically close by. Daniel, a doctor who has LPR status in the U.S. but was living in Juárez, explains how the violence encouraged his migration and why he migrated to El Paso:


I had to move. The violence was one of the motivating reasons. Ten years ago I would have never thought of moving here [El Paso]. I was living well, I’d come shopping here [El Paso] and buy what I wanted. These are the social and economic dynamics at borders with a political division, even though geographically there is no division between us, it is one community. We need to see things from this point of view, as communities that interact with each other [Juárez-El Paso] it is difficult to close its doors and to say, you cannot cross anymore. It is like a family who closes the door to one of its members and tells them you cannot come in.



Daniel describes the border culture and the connection between Juárez and El Paso alluding to their status as “sister cities.” As such, Daniel questions, how can El Paso close its door to Juárez?
Despite this common references to having a “sister city” relationship between Juárez and El Paso some of the migrants in our study experienced hardships in their settlement processes. These hardships are especially evident among the migrants that returned to Juárez even though the violence had not subsided. Given the extreme forms of violence that many had directly experienced, such as being kidnapped, being held for ransom, or losing a family member, their return migration is surprising. Thus, in these cases settlement did not refer to long term settlement (of at least a year) rather it is more representative of an attempt to settle. Alternatively, rather than an attempt to settle this migration is perhaps only a reflection of transnational movement at this U.S.-México border.

We find that one of the main reasons why settlement is difficult is because of the family members that are left behind in Juárez. While one can argue that leaving family behind is a burden on most migrants, this is especially the case when those who stay behind are subjected to daily forms of violence. This is also magnified for Latina/os who culturally have strong family connections and who prioritize the need of the family over the individual. This is described through the concept of familism in the literature [55]. Susie, a RWS, for instance, misses her family a lot and despite fearing for her own safety she frequently visits Juárez to see them. When asked about how strong her connection is to her family, she said:


Very strong, actually I lived there (Juárez) just a few months ago. I keep going… right now more often… because I miss them, and I get a sad feeling that they are there alone. But well, that is why I decided to rent a place in El Paso, because for example today, I got out of school late, I would be scared to go back to Juárez alone, I am very afraid.



With a student visa, Susie would commute from Juárez to El Paso. Due to the violence, she decided to move to El Paso and now only returns to Juárez to visit family. While Susie has not migrated back to Juárez, others have mentioned missing family as a primary reason for returning. For some, this is complicated by legal constraints that impede some family members from crossing the border. Nancy, an LPR of the U.S., explains:

Families and friends are left behind [in Juárez]. They can’t leave because they don’t have the ability to. No money, housing, or the mobility and so families are separated.



For Nancy migrating to El Paso means leaving behind family members who lack the financial resources necessary to be granted a BCC to cross the port of entry into the U.S. into a much less violent environment. Indeed, El Paso ranks as the safest city in the U.S. among cities with a population of over 500,000.
Another obstacle towards settlement in the U.S. is that Mexican education and training credentials do not easily transfer over to the U.S. and middle-class migrants miss the jobs they held in Juárez. When we asked our respondents if they considered migrating the common sentiment for those who remain in Juárez is, “of course, but one can’t leave because of work.” Mexican professions in our study had a difficult time retaining the socioeconomic status they enjoyed in México. Fernando, a U.S. citizen who lived in Juárez and recently migrated to El Paso, explained:


…my kids, for example, don’t go to Juárez for nothing. Now I have to go because I have no other choice, my business is over there, my source of income is there… but my wife is going to retire shortly and when that moment comes that’s the time we will come over here [El Paso].



Fernando is a U.S. citizen who lived in Júarez most of his life. When he migrated with his family because of the violence, his family lived in El Paso but both he and his wife continued to cross the border to Júarez to work. Even though Fernando and his wife are both U.S. citizens their source of employment is in Juárez and their educational credentials are from México so they felt that they were trapped by that economic arrangement.
The Mexican Business Elites have status in comparison to other Mexicans who cannot migrate to the U.S. to escape the violence, but they still experienced a change in socioeconomic status by migrating from a developing to a developed nation. Alejandro, a Mexican Business Elite that relocated himself and his accounting business to El Paso, claimed “‘I am in exile’ my presence here in El Paso is precisely to flee the violence.” When asked about his experiences in El Paso as a migrant versus a visitor he explained:


Well before I came as a tourist and before you only spent your 100 dollars and you returned back happy (laughs), and now if you can’t afford it you don’t buy it…This is the cost, the price you have to pay to be at peace. Because over there in México you are not even safe in your own house, they still come and bust down the door... like in war times... without worrying about the police. You have to go to sleep with the rifle in the hand and on the couch…We had a hard time when we came over here [El Paso], that was when the U.S. made its flips with its economy and it ruined everyone. I have seen a lot of businesses go bankrupt.



Keep in mind that the average weekly cost to feed a family of four in Júarez is approximately $50 USD [43] and Alejandro recreationally spent twice that much in shopping in El Paso in a day. While Alejandro reminiscences about his life as a middle-upper class Mexican, he considers the change in class after his migration to El Paso as the price he has to pay for safety.
Another telling story is that of Roberto, a RWS. At first Roberto had no desire to move away from Juárez, but this all changed after he was kidnapped for ransom. Immediately after being released from the captors, Roberto moved his entire family to El Paso. However, he only remained in the U.S. for approximately two months before making the decision to move back to Juárez. In a follow-up interview Roberto stated he returned to Juárez because he missed his extended family that remained in Juárez and also the complication of transferring credentials from México to the U.S. Surprisingly, despite the common reference to Júarez—El Paso as “sister cities,” Roberto felt culturally estranged in El Paso. Indeed, he felt he received a less than friendly reception.

This brings us to another obstacle towards settlement claimed by our respondents—cultural estrangement. Juárez migrants felt culturally estranged and discriminated against in the U.S., even in El Paso. Martha, a RWS, for instance, describes the insecurity she feels in El Paso:


…before everything started happening in Ciudad Juárez (violence), I was afraid here in El Paso. I’ve fear being stopped by the police, in case that I did not put my blinker on, if I changed lanes incorrectly, if I did not have insurance for the car, but now with what is happening in Ciudad Juárez (violence) far from being afraid, well I feel a peace of mind. When I cross here to El Paso, I feel a huge difference, very peaceful to be here in El Paso.



Martha feared the criminalization in El Paso, signifying that Juárez may be more like a “stepsister-city” [56] or not exactly having the same connection that is allured to with the common metaphor used for this region as sister cities. When the violence started escalating in Juárez, however, her reference point changed and she started to feel more secure in El Paso than in Juárez.
Similarly, others are afraid of the criminalization of Mexicans in the U.S. Post 9/11 attacks, the U.S. domestic response included the intensification of the criminalization of immigrants and militarization of the border, in particular the Southern border with México, causing blatant violations of citizenship and human rights against Latina/os [57] and other racial groups. When asked if the violence will eventually impede her from crossing into the U.S. Lilia a Mexican national stated:


I believe so because the United States is trying to be careful about who enters their country, and at some point, all Mexicans will be suspected of being criminals perhaps. So I think that in the future they won’t want to give visas in order that not a single Mexican is in their country.



As such, Lilia believes that the violence associated with the war on drugs will give Mexicans a bad reputation, which will consequently lead to political motive to further exclude Mexicans from entering the U.S.
We find the issue of cultural alienation is so strong that it discourages migration and encourages return migration to Juárez. Laura, a U.S. citizen who resided in Juárez stated:


My parents live in constant fear and they want to bring my sister and me to the U.S. My mother has called me many times very scared because they see all the news about what happens in Juárez. I have seen her very frightened and at times frustrated because we don’t want to leave. So yes, it’s like there’s a block because there’s what we want and how we see things and how they see things.



Laura eventually did migrate to Arizona, U.S. with her children to live with family members after her and her co-workers were threatened at work. Specifically, she migrated after a co-worker had been kidnapped for ransom and additional threats were made against her. Yet, despite being U.S. citizens, Laura and her children had difficulties accommodating to life in the U.S. so they returned to Juárez.
Unfortunately, a year after her return the police misidentified Laura and her children as criminals and started shooting at their car wounding her son. The police then escorted them to a hospital, but upon arrival they detained Laura and prevented her from accompanying her son into the hospital. Laura was placed in a jail cell while police tried to make a case pinning all responsibility of the shooting onto her. Fortunately for Laura, since she is a U.S. citizen as well as her children, the U.S. consulate and U.S. federal officials became involved leading to her eventual release. She has since migrated back to the U.S. and decided never to live in México again.

We argue that rather that a “sister city” relationship between Juárez and El Paso our study suggests that Júarez it is becoming more of a “stepsister” due to the difficulties that Juarenses experience with being incorporated into El Paso. Others have also criticized references to these cities as “sister cities.” Lorena Estala [56], for example, explained how the postcards of the Mexican Revolution painted Mexicans as impoverished, socially disorganized, and dehumanized them in contrast to the images of American soldiers and civilians, leading to the suggestion that Juárez is more like El Paso’s “stepsister” than “sister” city. Similarly, in our study, we argue that Júarez is more like a “stepsister” than a “sister” given the struggles that Juarenses undergo to settle in El Paso. Yet, a caravan for peace representing the Mexican exiles has been traveling around the U.S. providing testimonies of their victimization and exodus due to the Mexican drug war presented their cases to El Paso’s city hall. Although they did not find a supportive resolution to all of their demands, i.e. the legalization of drugs, the city of El Paso did endorse a voluntary code of conduct for responsible firearm dealers that are promoted by Mayors Against Illegal Guns. Perhaps there is still a chance for Juárez and El Paso to remain sister cities.




5. Conclusions

Based on 63 in-depth interviews and ethnographic observations this study begins to provide a typology of who is represented in the Juárez exodus. This study focuses on Juárez where, El Diario de Juárez, the local newspaper, claimed that with 239 homicides for every 1,000 residents last year Juárez is once again for the third year in a row, the most violent city in the world [58]. The violence surrounding the daily lives of Juarenses displaced people and businesses which stimulated emigration from Juárez. We argue that México-U.S. border residents in our study who are able to escape the violence by migrating to the U.S. have what we call transnational capital—or the possession of resources that ease the movement across international borders such as financial assets and income, social networks in the receiving community, and documentation that authorizes entry into the receiving nation.

Most of the studies on refugee and political asylum into the U.S. have not considered the Mexican case and the war on drugs. Moreover, the Mexican migration literature pays limited attention to violence as a root cause of migration. An exception is the work of Alvarado and Massey who found no quantitative association between violence and emigration in México [11]. Given that it is the healthier individuals that tend to migrate, it is possible that exposure to violence can reduce the likelihood of migration (i.e., Massey and Alvarado’s case) but can also encourage migration as in our case study on border residents with transnational capital. Below we highlight two major findings.

To begin with, we find the Juárez exodus is a migration stream that mostly represents the upper- and middle-class residents of Juárez. The disparities in who has the transnational capital that enables individuals to escape this violent environment is evident in class inequalities where the more impoverished residents of Juárez may be trapped in a violence-oriented environment. It is important to acknowledge that not all Juarenses want to leave their homes, but a significant number have emigrated or have tried to. In our sample we find that the majority of the individuals in the Juárez exodus are represented in three groups with transnational capital: (1) the Mexican Business Elites that have enough resources, specifically access to $100,000 to $150,000 (USD), to qualify for an investor visa; (2) those that have U.S. citizenship or legal permanent residency in the U.S. who are authorize to live and work in the U.S. without fears of deportation; and (3) a group we call Refugees without Status who are not applying for political asylum given that Mexicans are largely denied. While the transnational capital of the latter group may not be obvious, the Refugees without Status group held border crossing cards or student visas that authorize them to cross into the U.S., thus did not have to clandestinely cross into the U.S. In addition, in order to be granted a border crossing card Mexican nationals must prove that they are not likely to stay in the U.S. by showing proof of income and connections to Mexican societal institutions. As such, the RWS migration stream does not represent the most destitute residents of Juárez.

A second major finding is that some migrants in the Juárez exodus are undergoing difficulties in settling in the U.S. causing some of them to return to the dangerous city of Juárez. The reasons given for their return migration include: missing family and friends, having Mexican education credentials that do not transfer over to the U.S., and cultural alienation. It is surprising that those who migrated from Juárez to the U.S., especially those who fled to El Paso, experienced culture alienation given they are frequent border crossers and know El Paso well. As a consequence, we question the characterization of Juárez and El Paso as “sister cities” and wonder whether the relationship between these two cities is more symbolic of a “stepsister” relationship [56]. Metaphorically “sisters” are supposed to help each other and welcome each other with open arms, yet the Juárez migrants felt alienated in their “sister’s house.”

While grounded theory provides some methodological advantages—namely that it allowed for us to theorize about migration patterns directly from the respondents—it also presents some limitations. A disadvantage is that we did not purposely sample across all the migrant categories (Mexican Business Elites, Refugees without Status, and the Return of the U.S. Citizens and LPRs). It is also possible that there are other reasons for migrating or that there are additional groups represented in the current exodus from Júarez to El Paso that did not surface in our data. Moreover, due to our grounded theory approach, another limitation entails the conceptualization of settlement. Since issues related to settlement arose from the data and not part of the initial focus of the study, our project captures attempts to settle. Being that the Mexican-U.S. border is an area that is in constant movement of people, some of what we called initial settlements could just be a part of the transnational movement between the U.S. and México. The cross-sectional nature of the data also restricts us from knowing how many migrants will return. Therefore, our interpretation of initial settlement might actually be capturing the movement that historically has existed along the border. Lastly, this study can be strengthened by analyzing how the local government and civil society groups in El Paso are dealing with the Júarez exodus. That would expand the discussion on whether Júarez is becoming more of a stepsister rather than a sister city.

We are proposing additional projects for future research. A direction for a future project is a comparison between migrants and non-migrants. Although, we did capture some insights into transnational capital factors that ease migration—authorization to cross the border, economic resources, and social capital in the form of family ties to the U.S.—a more in-depth analysis of why people stayed in Juárez is of interest. A second direction for future study entails an analysis on how ports of entry influence transnational U.S.-México border movement. Studies on border control measures have largely focused on unauthorized border crossings outside of the ports of entry on the U.S. side of the border [59,60,61], yet dynamics at the ports of entry at both sides (U.S. and México) play a significant role in managing the transnational movement of people. Another important direction for a future project is to further investigate the reasons why Mexicans are being denied political asylum in mass. Interviews should be conducted directly with the sources that are making those determinations—mostly immigration judges but also immigration attorneys to some extent.
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	1. We used the term “legal permanent resident” (LPR) to use the correct legal terminology, not to refer to those who do not have the LPR status as “illegal.”






Appendix






References


	1. 
Bejarano, C. Senseless deaths and holding the line. Criminol. Publ. Pol. 2007, 6, 267–274. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	2. 
Bejarano, C.; Morales, M.C. Analyzing Conquest through a Border Lens: Vulnerable Communities at the México-U.S. and Moroccan-Spanish Border Regions. In El Río Bravo Mediterráneo: Las Regiones Fronterizas en la Época de la Globalización; Ribas-Mateos, N., Ed.; Edicions Bellaterra: Barcelona, Spain, 2011; pp. 117–129. [Google Scholar]

	3. 
Dunn, T.J. The Militarization of the U.S.-México Border 1978–1992: Low-Intensity Conflict Doctrine Comes Home; Center for Mexican American Studies Books: Austin, TX, USA, 1996. [Google Scholar]

	4. 
Massey, D.S.; Durand, J.; Malone, N.J. Beyond Smoke and Mirrors: Mexican Immigration in an Era of Economic Integration; Sage Foundation: New York, NY, USA, 2002. [Google Scholar]

	5. 
Mendoza, E. El Sexenio de las 71 mil ejecuciones. Reporteidigo.com, 2012. Available online: http://www.reporteindigo.com/reporte/mexico/el-sexenio-de-las-71-mil-ejecuciones (accessed on 30 October 2012). [Google Scholar]

	6. 
Otero, S. Alertan de peligro en 65% del país. El Universal, 6 November 2011. Available online: http://www.eluniversal.com.mx/notas/806646.html (accessed on 27 February 2012). [Google Scholar]

	7. 
Alvarado, R.; Martinez, J.; Chavez, N. Mexodus—Unrelenting Violence and Lawlessness Forces Thousands of Middle-class Mexicans to Relocate Seeking Safety in the U.S. and in More Peaceful Regions in México. Mexodus, 31 June 2011. Available online: http://mexodus.borderzine.com/business/mexodus-a-world-of-shadows-in-the-complexity-of-the-border-main-story/ (accessed on 15 January 2012). [Google Scholar]

	8. 
Garza, C. The New Refugees: Mexican Businesses Moving to Laredo; Southwest Social Science Association: Las Vegas, NV, USA, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	9. 
Turati, M. Desplazados por la guerra antinarco, desafío para el gobierno: Expertos. El Proceso, 29 November 2011. Available online: http://www.proceso.com.mx/?p=289660 (accessed on 27 February 2012). [Google Scholar]

	10. 
Annunciation House. Petition for Protection and Legal Relief for Mexican Nationals Affected by and Fleeing Violence in México. iPetitions, 2012. Available online: http://www.ipetitions.com/petition/protectionformexicannationals/ (accessed on 6 March 2012).

	11. 
Alvarado, S.; Massey, D. Search of Peace: Structural Adjustment, Violence, and International Migration. Ann. Am. Acad. Polit. Soc. Sci. 2010, 630, 137–161. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	12. 
Rabben, L. Give Refuge to the Stranger: The Past, Present and the Future of Sanctuary; Left Coast Press: Walnut Creek, CA, USA, 2011. [Google Scholar]

	13. 
Berger, S.A. Production and Reproduction of Gender and Sexuality in Legal Discourses of Asylum in the United States. J. Women Cult. Soc. 2009, 34, 659–685. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	14. 
Franz, B. Bosnian Refugees and Socio-economic Realities: Changes in Refugee and Settlement Policies in Austria and the United States. J. Ethnic Migrat. Stud. 2003, 29, 5–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	15. 
Holmes, J.S.; Keith, L.C. Does the Fear of Terrorists Trump the Fear of Persecution in Asylum Outcomes in the Post-September 11 Era? Polit. Sci. Polit. 2010, 43, 431–436. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	16. 
Keith, L.C.; Holmes, J.S. A Rare Examination of Typically Unobservable Factors in U.S. Asylum Decisions. J. Refug. Stud. 2009, 22, 224–241. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	17. 
James, E.C. Neomodern Insecurity in Haiti and the Politics of Asylum. Cult. Med. Psychiatr. 2009, 33, 153–159. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	18. 
Okigbo, C.; Reierson, J.; Stowman, S. Leveraging Acculturation through Action Research: A Case Study of Refugee and Immigrant Women in the United States. Action Res. 2009, 7, 127–142. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	19. 
Frelick, B. Iraqis Denied Right to Asylum. Forced Migr. Rev. 2007, 11, 24–26. [Google Scholar]

	20. 
Rottman, A.J.; Fariss, C.J.; Poe, S.C. The Path to Asylum in the U.S. and the Determinants for Who Gets In and Why. Int. Migrat. Rev. 2009, 43, 3–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	21. 
Eby, J.; Iverson, E.; Smyers, J.; Kekic, E. The Faith Community’s Role in Refugee Resettlement in the United States. J. Refug. Stud. 2011, 24, 586–605. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	22. 
Welch, M.; Schuster, L. Detention of Asylum Seekers in the U.S., U.K., France, and Italy: A Critical View of the Globalizing Culture of Control. Crim. Justice 2005, 5, 331–355. [Google Scholar]

	23. 
Teitelbaum, M.S. Right versus Right: Immigration and Refugee Policy in the United States. Foreign Aff. 2006, 59, 639–663. [Google Scholar]

	24. 
Coutin, S.B. Falling Outside: Excavating the History of Central American Asylum Seekers. Law Soc. Inq. 2011, 36, 569–596. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	25. 
Cheng, G. Gang Persecution as Grounds for Asylum in the U.S. Forced Migr. Rev. 2011, 37, 50–51. [Google Scholar]

	26. 
Hernández-León, R. Metropolitan Migrants: The Migration of Urban Mexicans to the United States; University of California Press: Los Angeles, CA, USA, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	27. 
Campbell, H. Drug War Zone: Frontline Dispatches from the Streets of El Paso and Juárez; University of Texas Press: Austin, TX, USA, 2009; pp. 266–267. [Google Scholar]

	28. 
Pacheco, F. Narcofearance: How has Narcoterrorism Settled in México? Stud. Conflict Terrorism 2009, 32, 1021–1048. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	29. 
Lee, E. Immigrants and Immigration Law: A State of the Field Assessment. J. Am. Ethnic Hist. 1999, 18, 85–114. [Google Scholar]

	30. 
Saenz, R.; Morales, M.C.; Ayala, M.I. United States: Immigration to the Melting Pots of the Americas. In Migration and Immigration: A Global View; Toro, M.I., Alicea, M., Eds.; Greenwood Press: Westport, CT, USA, 2007; pp. 211–232. [Google Scholar]

	31. 
Briggs, V.M., Jr. Immigration Policy and the U.S. Economy: An Institutional Perspective. J. Econ. Issues 1996, 30, 371–389. [Google Scholar]

	32. 
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS), 2012. Available online: http://www.uscis.gov/portal/site/uscis (accessed on 1 February 2012).

	33. 
Asylum and Withholding of Removal Relief Convention against Torture Protection. U.S. Department of Justice, 2009. Available online: http://www.justice.gov/eoir/press/09/AsylumWithholdingCATProtections.pdf (accessed on 1 February 2012).

	34. 
Levy, T. A complicated process: Seeking political asylum in the U.S. presentation. 2012. unpublished. [Google Scholar]

	35. 
Zolberg, A.; Suhrkea, A.; Aguayo, S. Escape From Violence: Conflict and the Refugee Crisis in the Developing World; Oxford University Press: New York, NY, USA, 1989. [Google Scholar]

	36. 
Penchaszadeh, A. The Pervertibility of Refugee Status. Forced Migr. Rev. 2010, 36, 64–65. [Google Scholar]

	37. 
Saenz, R.; Murga, L.; Morales, M.C. Wage Determinants of Mexican Immigrant Women along the U.S.-Mexican Border. In Labor Market Issues along the U.S.-México Border: Demographic and Economic Analyses; Mora, M.T., Dávila, A., Eds.; University of Arizona Press: Tucson, AZ, USA, 2009. [Google Scholar]

	38. 
Morales, M.C.; Bejarano, C. Transnational Sexual and Gendered Violence at the Borderlands: An Application of Border Sexual Conquest. Glob. Netw. 2009, 9, 420–439. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	39. 
Salzinger, L. Re-forming the “traditional Mexican woman”: Making subjects in a border Factory’. In Ethnography at the Border; Vila, P., Ed.; University of Minnesota Press: Minneapolis/St. Paul: MN, USA, 2003. [Google Scholar]

	40. 
Wright, M. A manifesto against femicide. Antipode 2001, 33, 550–566. [Google Scholar]

	41. 
Bowman, K.S. The Border as Locator and Innovator of Vice. J. Borderlands Stud. 1994, 9, 51–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	42. 
Vila, P. Crossing Borders Reinforcing Borders: Social Categories, Metaphors, and Narrative Identities on the U.S.-México Frontier; University of Texas Press: Austin, TX, USA, 2000. [Google Scholar]

	43. 
Federación Internacional de los Derechos Humanos (FIDH). México: The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA): Effects on Human Rights. Violations of Labor Rights; Report: International Fact-Finding Mission, no. 448/2; International Federation for Human Rights: Paris, France, April 2006. Available online: http://www.fidh.org/IMG/pdf/Mexique448-ang2006.pdf (accessed on 2 January 2009).

	44. 
Martínez, O.J. Border Boom Town: Ciudad Juárez since 1848; University of Texas Press: Austin, TX, USA, 1975. [Google Scholar]

	45. 
FML. Comando asesina a siete en Creel, Chihuahua. El Universal, 15 March 2010. Available online: http://www.eluniversal.com.mx/notas/666193.html (accessed 10 February 2012).

	46. 
Hernández, M. Desplazados por el narco en Durango buscan paz. El Universal, 31 August 2010. Available online: http://www.eluniversal.com.mx/estados/77667.html (accessed on 1 February 2012). [Google Scholar]

	47. 
Ballinas, V. La sierra de Petatlán, Guerrero, asolada por los narcos, la violencia y la militarización. La Jornada, 4 October 2011. Available online: http://www.jornada.unam.mx/2011/10/04/politica/006n1pol (accessed on 10 February 2012). [Google Scholar]

	48. 
Glaser, B.; Strauss, A.L. The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for Qualitative Research; Aldine Publishing Company: Chicago, CA, USA, 1967. [Google Scholar]

	49. 
Keralis, J. Drug cartels in México. Forced Migr. Rev. 2011, 37, 1. [Google Scholar]

	50. 
Grissom, B. Tragedy in Juárez Spurs Economy in El Paso. The Texas Tribune, 2010. Available online: http://www.texastribune.org/texas-México-border-news/texas-México-border/tragedy-in-jurez-spurs-economy-in-el-paso/ (accessed on 1 March 2011). [Google Scholar]

	51. 
Garcia, S. Asylum for Former Mexican Police Officers Persecuted by the Narcos. Boston Coll. Third World Law J. 2011, 31, pp. 245–267. Available online: http://lawdigitalcommons.bc.edu/twlj/vol31/iss2/2 (accessed on 30 October 2012). [Google Scholar]

	52. 
Noticias en línea. Califica Alcalde de traidores a los que se fueron de la ciudad. Noticiasenlinea.com, 2012. Available online: http://noticiasenlinea.com/?p=35295 (accessed on 20 June 2012).

	53. 
Menjívar, C. Liminal Legality: Salvadoran and Guatemalan Immigrants’ Lives in the United States. Am. J. Sociol. 2006, 111, 999–1037. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	54. 
Roberts, B.; Frank, R.; Lozano-Ascencio, F. Transnational Migrant Communities and Mexican Migration to the U.S. Ethn. Racial Stud. 1999, 22, 238–266. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	55. 
Morales, M.C.; Saenz, R. Correlates of Mexican American Students Standardized Test Scores: An Integrated Model Approach. Hispanic. J. Behav. Sci. 2007, 29, 349–365. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	56. 
Estala, R.L. A Typical Scene in México: Images of War, Race, and Gender in the Mexican Revolution. Provost Dissertations & Thesis. Master’s Thesis, University of Texas at El Paso, El Paso, TX, USA, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	57. 
Saenz, R.; Douglas, K.; Morales, M.C. Latina/os and Human Rights. In Handbook of Sociology and Human Rights; Brunsma, D.L., Smith, K.E.L., Gran, B., Eds.; Paradigm: Boulder, CO, USA, 2012. [Google Scholar]

	58. 
Minjáres, Gabriela. Es Juárez la Más Violenta del Mundo por Tercer Año. El Diario, 5 January 2011. Available online: http://www.diario.com.mx/notas.php?f=2011/01/05&id=83f3bb1075db99b7990cb2bd245030c1 (accessed on 27 February 2012).

	59. 
Dunn, T.J. Border Militarization via Drug and Immigration Enforcement: Human Rights Implications. Soc. Justice 2001, 28, 7–30. [Google Scholar]

	60. 
Heyman, J.M. Immigration Law Enforcement and the Superexploitation of Undocumented Aliens: The México-United States Border Case. Critiq. Anthropol. 1998, 18, 157–180. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	61. 
Nevins, J. Operation Gatekeeper: The Rise of the Illegal Alien and the Making of the U.S.-México Boundary; Taylor and Francis: New York, NY, USA, 2002. [Google Scholar]





© 2013 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/).







nav.xhtml


  societies-03-00080


  
    		
      societies-03-00080
    


  




  





media/file0.png
o Housion,
Austin ®

Pacific
Ocean

Source: Annenberg Foundation 2012. http://www.]

wkplmap2.htm





media/file1.png





