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Fernanda Martinez Flores!

The Deterrence Effect of Immigration
Enforcement in Transit Countries:
Evidence from Central American Deportees

Abstract

Immigration enforcement cooperation between final destination and transit countries
has increased in the last decades. However, the question whether these measures are
successful in deterring undocumented migrants has not been previously explored by
the empirical literature. This paper examines whether the Southern Border Plan, an
immigration enforcement program implemented by the Mexican government in 2014,
has curbed intentions of unauthorized migrants from El Salvador, Guatemala, and
Honduras to migrate to the United States. Combining surveys from Central American
and Mexican deportees and using a DiD approach, I find that increased enforcement
in Mexico decreases the likelihood of attempting repeated unauthorized crossings. The
results indicate that in the short-run the cooperation between destination and transit
countries could be effective in deterring undocumented migrants.
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1 Introduction

Current estimates indicate that about 50 million migrants worldwide lack the required
legal permission to live and work in their chosen destination country (UNODC, 2010). This
implies that almost 20% of all international migrants are irregular (IOM, 2018).! Over
the last decade, apprehension data along international borders show a growing number of
asylum-seekers and economic migrants from developing countries arriving in developed
countries, mainly in Europe and the United States (US).? In Europe, irregular arrivals
registered by land and sea tripled between 2013 and 2014 (100 to 280 thousand) and
six-folded between 2014 and 2015 (1.8 million) (IOM, 2015). In the US, the apprehension
of Mexicans reached historical lows. However, the apprehension of Central American
immigrants surged. From 2010 to 2014 the apprehensions of “non-Mexicans” five-folded,
mainly driven by citizens from Central America’s Northern Triangle — composed of El
Salvador, Honduras, and Guatemala (see Figure 1).

Due to the increase of irregular migration, final destination countries have partnered
with transit countries to step up their immigration enforcement measures. Cooperation
between destination and transit countries has taken the form of repatriation agreements,
enhancing border controls in transit countries, training of personnel, and technical and
financial assistance (Djaji¢ and Michael, 2014). Some examples of bilateral cooperation are
the “Treaty on Friendship, Partnership and Cooperation” signed by Italy and Libya in 2008,
and the “EU-Turkey Statement” signed in 2016, both aiming at increasing enforcement
while migrants are still on transit.?

While a large body of literature analyzes the effects of increased immigration enforce-

ment in the destination country on unauthorized migration — mostly of Mexican workers to

!The IOM estimates the number of international migrants globally at about 244 million.

2Data on apprehensions are a highly imperfect proxy for the total flow of undocumented migrants
because while an undocumented migrant can be caught multiple times during the same month, other
migrants are not apprehended (Cornelius, 2001). Despite this, data on apprehensions can shed some
light on the number of undocumented migrants arriving at the border and the composition of the flows
(Hanson, 2006).

3The first seeks to increase investments in Libya’s border controls and sea surveillance to deter African
immigrants. The second aims at closing the Balkan route, reducing migration flows in transit through
Turkey to Greece, preventing new sea or land routs, and increasing cooperation in terms of relocation
agreements (European Commission, 2017).



the US* — there is no empirical evidence on the effect of cooperation between destination
and transit countries to curtail unauthorized immigration. To the best of my knowledge,
this paper is the first to analyze empirically whether tougher enforcement measures in
transit countries curb migration intentions of unauthorized migrants.’®

Theoretically, Djaji¢ and Michael (2014) suggest that destination countries can control
unauthorized immigration by providing financial aid to transit countries to step up their
enforcement actions. Djaji¢ (2017) further indicates that the “additional” disutility faced by
migrants in transit countries has the potential to deter unauhtorized migration. In addition,
more controls in transit countries can influence the destination country’s immigration
policy by increasing the effectiveness of border controls and discouraging individuals to
migrate in the first place. Furthermore, empirical evidence on bilateral migration flows
suggests that immigration policies set by other countries have important cross-country
spillovers (see e.g. Boeri and Briicker, 2005; Giordani and Ruta, 2013; Bertoli and Moraga,
2015). Against this background, this paper evaluates whether the Southern Border Plan
(SBP), an immigration enforcement program announced by the Mexican government
in 2014, had an impact on the remigration intentions of Central American deportees
originating from the Northern Triangle. The main objective of the SBP is to decrease the
number of Central American migrants in transit through Mexico to the US.

Previous literature on immigration enforcement argues that more punitive measures
are effective in deterring irregular migrants because they increase migration costs and
decrease the expected utility of being an unauthorized migrant. Yet the empirical evidence
remains inconclusive.® Some studies focusing on enforcement in the US use changes
in Border Patrol watch hours and aggregate apprehension data. They find no or little
evidence that increased enforcement deters Mexican undocumented migrants (see e.g.

Angelucci, 2012; Dévila et al., 2002). Similar results are found by studies focusing on

4A notable exception is the work by Carling (2007) who analyzes the effect of migration controls on
Spanish-African borders on the number of deaths.

5An exception is Guido et al. (2017), who focus on the impact of rising smuggling markets in transit
countries on migration intentions. However, this study differs from mine as it does not analyze immigration
enforcement directly.

SFor a literature review on irregular migration from Mexico to the US see Hanson (2006).



national policies such as the Immigration Reform and Control Act (1986) which made
it illegal to employ unauthorized migrants (see e.g. Kossoudji, 1992; Donato et al., 1992;
Cornelius, 2001) and Operation Streamline (2007) which criminalized crossing the border
without the corresponding documentation (see e.g. Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo, 2014;
Canas et al., 2011). These studies find, however, evidence of other unintended consequences
such as a mounting of migration costs, risks of injury and death (Massey et al., 2002;
Gathmann, 2008), a rise in smuggler markets (Kossoudji, 1992), and a shift from temporal
to permanent migration patterns (Massey and Pren, 2012; Angelucci, 2012).

In contrast, studies focusing on state level policies find that enforcement curtails
irregular migration. Examples include the Legal Arizona Workers Act announced in 2007,
which required all employers in Arizona to check for employment eligibility; and the Arizona
SB 1070 announced in 2010, which allowed the local police to verify the immigration status
of an individual during a lawful stop. The studies find that state policies are effective in
(i) deterring unauthorized migrants in the short-run (Amuedo-Dorantes et al., 2013), (ii)
decreasing the proportion of non-citizen Hispanic population in the state (Lofstrom et al.,
2011; Bohn et al., 2014), and (iii) changing immigration and locational choices of new
Mexican immigrants (Hoekstra and Orozco-Aleman, 2017).

While the existing empirical studies provide evidence on the effect of increased enforce-
ment in destination countries, the results cannot be generalized to transit countries. I
contribute to the existent literature on immigration enforcement by analyzing whether
a more restrictive immigration policy in a transit country has the potential to stem the
tide of irregular immigrants. Specifically, using exogenous variation provided by the
introduction of the SBP, I test whether increased immigration enforcement in Mexico
has an impact on the likelihood of reporting intentions to remigrate of Central Ameri-
can deportees. I combine surveys on Central American and Mexican irregular migrants
apprehended and deported by Mexican and US authorities from 2012-2015, respectively.
Using a Difference-in-Differences (DiD) approach, I compare the evolution of short-run
migration intentions of Central American deportees relative to Mexican deportees. The

findings suggest that the SBP significantly decreases the likelihood of recidivism. The



deterrence effect is smaller for migrants who had better employment opportunities in their
home countries and for migrants with access to a network in the US. Furthermore, the
results show that Central American deportees who were not apprehended by Mexican
authorities but by US authorities, do not respond to the program. Taken together the
findings suggest that bilateral cooperation between destination and transit countries, in
terms of immigration enforcement, has the potential to deter unauthorized immigrants in
the short-run.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. The following chapter discusses
the background of the SBP. Section 3 describes the empirical strategy. Section 4 presents

the data used for the analysis. Section 5 discusses the results and Section 6 concludes.

2 The Southern Border Plan

Thousands of Central American immigrants, mainly from the Northern Triangle, transit
through Mexico and travel north to the US every year.” Spanning 209 kilometers, the
Mexican southern border with Guatemala and Belize has eleven formal border controls for
terrestrial crossings, while authorities estimate the existence of over 700 points of informal
crossings (SEGOB-CAIMFS, 2015). Due to its porosity, about 95% of migrants in transit
cross the border without the proper legal documentation (SEGOB, 2014b). Under the
Central America-4 visa system, Guatemala, Honduras, El Salvador, and Nicaragua do not
require each other’s citizens to present visas or passports, but only their identity cards. As
a result, both arriving at and crossing the Guatemala-Mexico border is simple. Once in
Mexico, migrants make their way toward the US border along established transit routes,
or atop freight trains known as La Bestia (Dominguez Villegas, 2014).

The porosity of Mexico’s southern border led to increased cooperation in terms of

7An additional possibility for Central American migrants is to enter legally to the US and then overstay
their visas. According to the US Department of Homeland Security (DHS, 2016), this share is relatively
small with a total overstay rate of 2.20%, 2.39%, and 2.65% for Guatemala, El Salvador, and Honduras,
respectively. The rate consists of those admitted to the US via air or sea for business or pleasure and
reflects the percentage of individuals from each country who overstayed their period of admission in the
US during a fiscal year.



border security between Mexico and the US since 2007 when the “Mérida Initiative”®
was launched. Under one of the main pillars of this initiative, the Mexican government
committed to increasing its efforts to improve security at the southern border. Since 2013
the US State Department has provided Mexico with 24 million USD in equipment and
training assistance which includes mobile kiosks, canine teams, and training for officials of
the National Migration Institute (INM) (Instituto Nacional de Migracion). In addition,
the US State Department has targeted more than 75 million USD to Mexico’s southern
border (Seelke and Finklea, 2017).

Despite the investments in Mexico’s southern border the flows of Central American
migrants in transit increased. From 2008 to 2011 the estimated annual flow of Central
American migrants in transit through Mexico was about 135,000.° Economic crises, in-
creased levels of poverty, inequality, and different forms of violence in Honduras, Guatemala,
and El Salvador, resulted in an unprecedented flow of women and unaccompanied children
arriving at the US-Mexico border in 2014. During this year the estimated flow of migrants
tripled, reaching a total of 392,000 Central American individuals in transit to the US.

As a response to the increase in unauthorized migration flows, both the US and
Mexico took steps to increase border security, as well as detain and remove unauthorized
immigrants. For Mexico, the cooperation on enforcement implied increasing its removal
efforts, disrupting traditional and well-developed migrant routes, and installing new
checkpoints to apprehend and deport unauthorized immigrants. On July 7Tth, 2014,
Mexican president Enrique Pena Nieto announced the introduction of the “Southern
Border Plan” (Plan Frontera Sur).!® A formal strategy to stem the flows of undocumented
Central American immigrants in transit through Mexico.

The SPB is implemented in Mexico’s southern states (see Figure 2) and establishes the

following objectives. First, increasing formal and orderly border crossings from Guatemala

8This initiative is a package of US assistance for Mexico targeted at four different pillars: (i) disrupting
criminal groups, (ii) institutionalizing the rule of law, (iii) creating a 21st century border, and (iv) building
strong and resilient communities.

9Rodriguez Chavez (2017) calculates annual average flows using apprehensions both in Mexico and
the US as well as an estimated number of individuals who were not apprehended and managed to settle in
the US.

10The SBP is also referred to as Southern Border Program (Programa Frontera Sur).



and Belize to Mexico. Second, increasing border control and migrant’s safety in the official
border sectors. Third, protecting migrants in transit by building and improving shelters
and immigration stations. Fourth, increasing bilateral collaboration and responsibility with
Northern Triangle countries. Fifth, creating the Coordinacion para la Atencion Integral de
la Migracion en la Frontera Sur (CAIMFS), an organization to ensure that human rights
of migrants in transit are respected (SEGOB, 2014a).

Despite the stated objectives of the SBP, the Mexican government focused on the
apprehension and repatriation of Central American undocumented migrants (Castaneda,
2014). While the CAIMFS was closed down one year later, the apprehension and removal
of Central American immigrants increased rapidly after the plan was announced. Due
to the porosity of the border, Mexico has chosen to focus its enforcement actions in the
country’s interior rather than at the border; by implementing security belts and increasing
the number of raids and mobile checkpoints in strategic places (SEGOB, 2014a). Therefore,
immigration enforcement in Mexico is — to a certain extent — similar to US enforcement at
the state level and operates on a “show your papers” mode.!!

Figure 3 shows monthly apprehensions and deportations by Mexican authorities. Mexico
apprehended 127,149 Central American migrants in 2014, the vast majority of whom
were citizens of the Northern Triangle. This represents a 47.3% increase from 2013, when
authorities apprehended only 86,298 migrants. The number of deportations in Mexico is
almost perfectly correlated with the number of apprehensions (p = .98), which shows that
Mexico apprehends migrants with a “catch and release” policy. The figure further shows
that the number of apprehensions increased shortly before the SBP was announced. This
can be explained by an increased inflow of Central American immigrants in transit and not
necessarily by increased enforcement in Mexico before the SBP announced. To support this
argument, Figure 3 also plots the monthly number of immigration checkpoints operated
by the INM. Before the SBP was announced, there were on average 1,770 checkpoints

installed every month. It was not only after the SBP was implemented that the monthly

HThese type of policies are highly controversial because they create a basis for racial profiling and
discrimination (Hoekstra and Orozco-Aleman, 2017).
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average increased by almost 50% (2,630 checkpoints). Therefore, if the ability of the US
to curb undocumented migration inflows depends on the extent to which Mexico controls
transit flows originating from other Latin American countries, the SBP could potentially

deter thousands of irregular immigrants every year.

3 Identification Strategy

To identify the causal effect of increased immigration enforcement in Mexico on Central
American deportees’ intentions to return to the US, I use the SBP as a source of exogenous
variation. Using a DiD approach, I compare remigration intentions of migrants from
Honduras, Guatemala and El Salvador, in transit through Mexico to the US, apprehended
and deported by Mexican authorities (treatment group), with remigration intentions of
Mexicans apprehended and deported by US authorities (control group). Whereas changes
in immigration enforcement in the US would affect both groups equally, unauthorized
Central American migrants face tougher enforcement measures after July 2014 in Mexico.
Mexicans, however, are not affected by the new enforcement measures proposed by the

SBP. The DiD strategy is implemented by estimating:

Yias = o+ B(CA; x PostSBP,) + 0'X; + ks + Ya + At + 0at + kst + €, (1)

The outcome of interest Y4 is a binary variable that takes the value 1 if the individual i

who migrated from department!?

d, in quarter ¢, and was apprehended in state s, reported
that s/he will try another crossing in the future and 0 otherwise. I differentiate between
short-run intentions, which indicate that the migrant intends to return to the US in less
than three months, and long-run intentions, which indicate if the migrant intends to return
sometime in the future.

C'Ais a binary variable which equals one if the individual is Central American (treatment

group) and zero if the individual is Mexican (control group). The dummy variable

2Department is an aggregate measure equivalent to states. For Mexican deportees I control for the
state of origin.



PostSBP takes the value 1 if the individual started his/her trip after the SBP was
announced (third quarter of 2014). The coefficient of interest is 3, which reflects the
change in reported intentions for the treatment group relative to the control group after
the program was announced.

The vector X includes the following variables. First, individual demographic charac-
teristics that are likely to affect the decision to migrate e.g., age, gender, English skills,
educational level, marital status, whether the migrant is the household head, and household
size. Second, characteristics related to the migration event itself e.g., borrowing money
for the trip, using a smuggler, and the number of persons traveling together. Third, an
indicator of having access to a network in the US measured by the presence of family or
friends in the US. Last, control variables for previous migration experience e.g., number of
previous crossings and deportations.

I further include department of origin dummy variables v, in order to capture time-
invariant characteristics that may relate to migration patterns, such as regional historical
emigration levels. State of apprehension fixed effects x, capture time-invariant characteris-
tics related to an environment hostile to transit migration. Quarter fixed effects \; control
for shocks that affect the desire to migrate to the US, such as changes in immigration
enforcement in the US.

To account for different pre-treatment trends for treated and control individuals, I
include time trends 4t for each origin department in an alternative specification. The
interaction of state fixed effects with linear time trends captures changing socioeconomic
and political characteristics correlated with the decision to migrate, such as escalating
crime and/or unemployment rates. I further control for apprehension state-level time
trends kst to capture changing conditions in the state where the migrant was apprehended,
such as increasing immigration enforcement measures at the state level or increasing
hostility against migrants.

Several concerns might arise in this framework. The main identifying assumption is that
in the absence of the SBP, remigration intentions of the treatment and control group would

have followed parallel trends. Without additional enforcement measures in Mexico the



evolution of reported intent of recidivism should not systematically differ among Central
American and Mexican deportees. To show that both groups follow similar pre-treatment
trends, in section 4 I provide descriptive evidence on the evolution of remigration intentions.
In addition, in section 5.2 I estimate the model using a placebo treatment to show that
the results are not driven by differences in pre-program trends.

With respect to the dependent variable — deportees’ intent to cross the border — it
is possible, that the reported intent may not translate into a future migration event.
Empirical evidence, however, shows that reported intentions are highly correlated with
migration outcomes and are a good predictor of future emigration (see e.g. Creighton,
2013; van Dalen and Henkens, 2013; Docquier et al., 2014). In addition, there is no reason
to suspect that individuals misstate their intents as data are collected in the origin country
and not in the US. In addition the data are not collected by authorities related to the
apprehension-deportation process.

Further concerns arise when using data on deportees, who represent a very selected
sample of migrants. While the results cannot be generalized to the affected population,
examining deportees’ migration intentions can shed some light on how enforcement affects
individuals who have shown a propensity to migrate (see e.g. Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo,
2014). Therefore, even if my results cannot be generalized to all migrants in transit, they
do provide some first evidence on whether immigration enforcement in transit countries is
successful in deterring unauthorized migrants.

Stricter immigration enforcement in Mexico induces additional selection in the deportees’
sample in terms of observables and unobservables. Observed characteristics of Central
American deportees are very similar before and after the SBP (see Table Al in the
Appendix). While changes in selection on unobservables cannot be ruled out, increased
enforcement measures may cause more motivated or risk-loving individuals to migrate. If
this is true, the estimated effect of the SBP on remigration intentions would represent a

lower-bound.



4 Data and Descriptive Statistics

I combine data from the Survey on Migration at Mezico’s Southern Border (EMIF South)
and the Survey on Migration at Mexico’s Northern Border (EMIF North). The EMIF are
cross-sectional surveys conducted by El Colegio de la Frontera Norte (COLEF) supported
by multiple Mexican governmental organizations.'®> The surveys are conducted along
Mexico’s northern and southern borders, as well as on specific locations where deportees
are returned to. While the EMIF South focuses on migration flows from El Salvador,
Guatemala, and Honduras to Mexico or the US, the EMIF North focuses on migration
flows of Mexicans to the US.

I focus on a subset of the EMIF surveys spanning from 2012 to 2015: Central Americans
(EMIF South) who were deported by Mexican authorities and Mexicans (EMIF North)
who were deported by US immigration authorities. In addition, I use data on Central
Americans, who were deported by US authorities, to test whether the estimated effects
also hold for migrants who were not apprehended in Mexico. The data are representative
of the overall population of irregular immigrants who were apprehended in the US or
Mexico and returned to their origin countries. The design of both EMIF South and
North is not identical, but most questions are comparable in both questionnaires. The
surveys collect information on demographic characteristics of the migrants and their
households left behind, details about the trip to the US, as well as information concerning
the circumstances surrounding their apprehension. Most importantly, the surveys also
gather information on future plans to cross the US border.

I restrict the samples of Central American and Mexican deportees to consolidate a
group of migrants who share similar characteristics in order to make treatment and control
group as similar as possible. First, the sample is restricted to individuals who started
their trip to the US sometime during the course of January 2012 to December 2015, and

report residing in their country of birth (190 Central American and 4,285 Mexicans, who

13Secretaria de Gobernaciéon (SEGOB), Unidad de Politica Migratoria (IPM), Consejo Nacional de
Poblaciéon (CONAPO), Consejo Nacional para Prevenir la Discriminacién (CONAPRED), Secretaria de
Relaciones Exteriores (SRE), Secretarfa del Trabajo y Prevencion Social (STPS), Secretarfa de Desarrollo
Social (SEDESOL).

10



reported the US as their place of residence, were dropped from the sample).!* Second,
Central American individuals who crossed the Mexico-Guatemala border via air or sea are
dropped from the sample as they are less likely to cross the border without documents (48
observations). Third, Mexican migrants who entered the US legally (478 observations)
or crossed the border via air (889 observations) are dropped from the sample. The final
sample consists of 26,663 observations out of which 70% are Central American and 30%
Mexican. The Central American sample consists of 51% Salvadoran, 29% Guatemalan,
and 20% Honduran deportees.'®

Table 1 presents the pre-program descriptive statistics for the full sample, Central
American deportees (treatment group), and Mexican deportees (control group).!é Despite
finding statistically significant differences in individual characteristics between Central
American and Mexican deportees, in most cases these are negligible. The demographic
characteristics show that about 80% of the deportees are male and the mean age is 28.
On average, the migrants come from households with about 5 members, were employed in
their country of origin before the migration spell (over 60%), and report having family
or friends living in the US (nearly 70%). Some differences between Central American
and Mexican deportees can also be observed. Central Americans are less likely to be
married (42% vs 57%) and to be the household head (42% vs 54%). In terms of schooling,
the majority of Central Americans have completed primary education (47%), while the
majority of Mexicans have completed low-secondary education (47%).

Not surprisingly, both groups differ with respect to the characteristics of the trip, which
is mainly driven by the place where they were apprehended. Compared with Mexican
deportees, Central Americans travel in smaller groups, are less likely to borrow money

for the trip or to use a smuggler. With respect to the money spent for the trip, Central

4The exact date when the individual started the trip is not provided. For Central Americans, I
estimate it using the date of apprehension in Mexico minus the days spent traveling. As for Mexicans
time spent traveling is not available, I calculate the starting date using the survey date minus the number
of days spent in the US and the days spent at the Mexican border.

15In 2013, the stock of emigrants as percentage of the population was 25%, 6.7%, and 8.4% for El
Salvador, Guatemala, and Honduras, respectively (Ratha et al., 2016).

16Tables with descriptive statistics for the full sample before and after the reform was introduced can
be found in Tables Al and A2 in the Appendix.
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Americans spend on average 330 USD and Mexicans 440 USD. Expenditures for Central
Americans are lower because they are apprehended at a very early stage of their journey.
The group of Central Americans apprehended and deported by US authorities reports
expenditures of about 2,830 USD (see Table A3).

Focusing on remigration intentions, 55% of Central American deportees report intending
to cross the border again in the short-run, while 74% report that they will attempt to
cross the border in the long-run. The share for Mexicans is 35% and 60%, respectively.
The difference in levels for both groups is not a problem for identification if both groups
follow a similar trend in the pre-program period.

Figure 4 illustrates the change over time in the share of recidivism intentions by
treatment and control group. Two observations stand out. First, the reported intentions
for both Central American and Mexican deportees follow a similar path before the program
was announced, but this is only true for short-run intentions. Second, we can observe a
clear drop in the share of Central American migrants who report intentions to cross the
US border in the short and long-run. This drop happens exactly after July 2014, when
the SBP was announced and can only be observed for the group of Central American
deportees. This is a first indication that the SBP had a deterrence effect for the treatment
group, while it did not alter the migration intentions of the control group. However, as
the parallel-trend assumption is clearly violated in the long-run, the empirical analysis
is restricted to short-run remigration intentions. In addition, I explicitly test for trend
differentials in the analysis below.

Table 2 summarizes the results for the unconditional DiD estimates. The table shows
the share of deportees who report intentions to remigrate before and after the program
was implemented by treatment and control groups. The average intention to remigrate
decreases for both groups, but the decrease is much larger for the treatment group than
for the control group. The share of deportees in the control group reporting intentions to
remigrate decreased by about 4 percentage points, while it decreased by about 24 percentage
points for the treatment group. The DiD coefficient shows a significant difference between

treatment and control group of 20 percentage points. Though these results are likely

12



biased due to omitted factors, they provide some evidence that the SBP had a negative

impact on the intent to migrate of the treatment group.

5 Results

5.1 DiD Results

Using the framework in equation (1), Table 3 presents the results of a linear probability
model on migration intentions. Column I presents the results without additional control
variables, but taking into account quarter fixed effects and origin department fixed effects.
The results suggest that relative to the control group, deportees in the treatment group
are 30 percentage points less likely to report intentions to remigrate. When taking into
consideration individual characteristics (column II) and characteristics of the trip (column
IIT) the main coefficient remains similar in terms of magnitude and statistical significance.
The same is the case when including state of apprehension fixed effects (column IV). When
including department-level specific time trends (column V), the coefficient halves. This drop
suggests that some factors at the origin department level diverge for treatment and control
units. However, the point estimate remains negative and statistically significant which
indicates that these factors are not driving the negative effect of the SBP on migration
intentions. The results remain unchanged when controlling for state of apprehension
specific time trends (column VI).

Taken together, these results suggest that the SBP curbed Central American deportees
crossing intentions considerably relative to Mexican deportees. The preferred specification
(column VI) indicates that Central American deportees are about 16 percentage points less
likely to report intentions to remigrate. These results are in line with the theoretical model
of Djaji¢ (2017), who argues that increasing the costs of migration by enhancing border
controls between origin and transit countries might be effective to deter unauthorized
migration. The results are also comparable in terms of magnitude and statistical significance

to the findings in Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo (2014). The authors find that deportees

13



apprehended in US states with immigration laws allowing to determine the immigration
status of a person during a lawful stop, decrease their immediate reentry intentions by 24
percentage points relative to deportees apprehended in states without such immigration
laws. Thus, migrants seem to respond to policies that aim at checking their immigration
status not only in the destination country, but also in transit countries.

Other findings from Table 3 worth discussing include the fact that deportees who are
male, have higher levels of education, are the head of their households, and have relatives
or friends in the US are more likely to report intentions to return to the US in the near
future. These results are in line with previous findings on the self-selection of unauthorized
immigrants suggesting that unauthorized immigrants in the US do not come from the
lowest end of the education distribution (see e.g., Orrenius and Zavodny, 2005; Chiquiar
and Hanson, 2005) and highlight the relevance of networks in the destination country on
the decision to migrate (McKenzie and Rapoport, 2007).

In addition, deportees who are married and were employed in the origin country before
their migration spell are less likely to report intentions to return to the US. These findings
are not surprising, they reflect characteristics of migrants with more attachment to their
origin country as well as better opportunities. For this group of migrants, migration costs
are higher and returns to migration lower.

A surprising result is that deportees who borrowed money for their trip are more likely
to indicate reentry intentions. While this contradicts the findings in Amuedo-Dorantes
et al. (2015), a plausible explanation is that migrants who borrowed money in the past

might be able to borrow again in the future to finance the costs of another trip.

5.2 Robustness Checks

In order to test the causal interpretation of the results reported in the previous sub-section
and to discard that possible omitted time-varying factors are driving the results, I test
whether the intention to remigrate is correlated with a placebo program. During the

pre-program period — from January 2012 to June 2014 — none of the migrants were exposed
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to additional enforcement from Mexican authorities. I conduct a falsification experiment
by restricting the sample to individuals who crossed the border during the pre-program
period. T create a false program in the same quarter of the year when the SBP was
announced by including a binary variable which takes the value 1 from the third quarter
of 2012 onwards and then re-estimate the specification presented in equation (1). The
experiment is also conducted taking the third quarter of 2013 onwards. A statistically
significant  would indicate that underlying factors correlated with the SBP are driving
the results. The point estimates are shown in Panel A of Table 4 and correspond to the
specifications in Table 3 (columns I-VI). In both experiments, the coefficients are close to
zero and not statistically significant in any of the specifications. This indicates that the
pre-treatment trends are similar for treatment and control groups and that the estimated
effect is not driven by pre-program group differences.

In addition, to show that the results are not driven by observations right after the SBP
was announced, I re-define the post-program binary indicator by shifting the treatment
to the first quarter of 2015. The variable PostSBP in equation (1) now equals 1 if the
deportee started their trip in 2015 and 0 otherwise. All migrants who started their trip in
the third and fourth quarter of 2014 are dropped from the sample. The results are robust
to the alternative definition of the post-program period and indicate that the findings in
Table 3 are not driven by individuals who migrated shortly after the SBP was announced.

A further concern is that the findings may be driven by one origin country in particular.
To test whether this is the case, I conduct the analysis for each origin country separately.
The results, which are presented in Panel C of Table 4, show that the size of the effect of
the SBP on remigration intentions varies across countries, but is negative and statistically
significant for the preferred specification in column VI for all countries.

Finally, the results might not take into account enforcement measures at the US-Mexico
border and how these affect migration intentions of both Central American and Mexican
deportees. So far, it has been assumed that changes in migration enforcement at the US
border are a common shock for both treatment and control groups and should be accounted

for by including time fixed effects. This assumption is plausible if Mexicans and Central
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Americans choose the same locations to cross the US-Mexico border. If this is not the case,
then enforcement changes in US Border Patrol sectors would affect both groups differently.
Table A4 in the Appendix reports the share of Central American migrants apprehended at
the US border in a given year by US Border Patrol Sector relative to the apprehension
of Central Americans and Mexicans. The shares show an increase in apprehensions of
Central American migrants in all Border Patrol Sectors from 2012 to 2015. Moreover, it
shows that the majority of apprehensions for both groups happen in three Border Patrol
sectors'”. This indicates that Central American and Mexican unauthorized immigrants do
choose similar crossing points in the US-Mexico border. To test this empirically, I control
for Border Patrol Sector fixed effects instead of apprehension state fixed effects. Mexican
deportees indicate the Mexican border city where they crossed the border, while Central
American deportees indicate the city they were heading to (to cross the US-Mexico border).
Using this information, I assign a Border Patrol Sector to both groups of deportees. The
Border Patrol dummy variables can capture time-invariant characteristics that correlate
with the decision to migrate, such as specific geographic characteristics at the border or
sectors with stricter enforcement measures in place. The results, reported in Panel D of
Table 4, are robust to the inclusion of Border Patrol Sector fixed effects as well as the

interaction of these fixed effects with a linear time trend.

5.3 Heterogeneous Effects

In order to test if deportees’ respond to the program immediately or with a time lag, and
whether this response is time-persistent, equation (1) has been re-estimated including
interaction terms for the treatment group with time dummies for each quarter before
and after the program was announced. Figure 5 plots the point estimates and their
respective confidence intervals. While all the point estimates before the third quarter of
2014 (pre-program period) are not significantly different from zero, a negative differential
can be observed in the post-program period. The effect becomes larger and statistically

significant after the first quarter of 2015. This is consistent with the descriptive evidence

"Rio Grande Valley (Texas), Tucson (Arizona), and Laredo (Texas).
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provided in Figure 3 which shows that the largest increase in terms of checkpoints and
raids by Mexican authorities started after January 2015.

In addition, I estimated equation (1) for different sub-groups to test whether the
coefficients for the groups differ significantly. In particular, I split the sample by (i) gender,
(i) previous migration experience, (iii) employment status before migration, and (iv) access
to a network in the US, indicated by relatives or friends currently living in the US.

The results reported in Table 5 indicate that there are no significant differences of
the effect of the program on men and women. Somewhat surprisingly, the same holds
for deportees with previous migration experience vs those without previous migration
experience. The deterrence effect of the program is significantly smaller for migrants who
were employed before migration in contrast to those who were unemployed. Although
this result is surprising, a reasonable explanation is the importance of liquidity constrains.
While individuals might have strong motivations to leave their origin country, the costs of
migration are an impediment for most migrants. A restrictive income level would make it
difficult to accumulate the necessary savings to pay the trip costs (see e.g., Djajic et al.,
2016). Migrants who were employed before migration may be less financially constrained
and can afford to move in the short-run.

The deterrence effect of the program appears to be significantly larger for migrants
without family and friends in the US. This result is consistent with previous literature
on migration networks in the destination country. These networks can (i) be a source of
credit (Dolfin and Genicot, 2010; Comola and Mendola, 2015), (ii) ease the access to the
labor market, and (iii) improve labor market opportunities for the migrant e.g. transition
from agricultural to non-agricultural jobs (Munshi, 2003). Therefore, it is consistent that
migrants with access to these networks are less affected by the program than migrants
without access to networks.

I further test whether the SBP curbs recidivism intents of the group of migrants who
were not apprehended and deported by Mexican authorities. I estimate equation (1)
using data on Central American migrants apprehended and deported by US authorities

(EMIF North). The data consists on Central American deportees who started their trip
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to the US between 2012 and 2015 and transited through Mexico. The main difference
is that these migrants were not caught by Mexican authorities. This group of migrants
crossed the US-Mexico border and were later apprehended by US authorities. While this
allows making some inferences on the group of immigrants who were not apprehended
by Mexican authorities, it does not allow making inferences on the group of Central
American unauthorized immigrants who avoided both Mexican and US authorities and
settled in the US illegally. The results, however, can provide some evidence on whether
irregular immigrants respond to tougher enforcement if they are not apprehended by the
corresponding authorities. The results reported in Table 6 indicate that the effect of the
SBP on the probability of intending to remigrate to the US is essentially zero for the
group of deportees apprehended by US authorities. This finding suggests that additional
enforcement in Mexico is only effective in deterring migrants if they are apprehended and

deported while being on transit.

6 Conclusion

During the last decade, there has been an increase in immigration enforcement coop-
eration between destination and neighboring countries, aimed at decreasing the arrival
of unauthorized migrants and refugees. While a large body of literature focuses on the
effect of immigration enforcement in destination countries on unauthorized migration —
mainly the effect of immigration enforcement in the US on the population of Mexican
unauthorized immigrants — the question whether bilateral cooperation between destination
and neighboring countries curtails unauthorized migration has not been addressed by the
empirical literature before. Yet, the surge of bilateral agreements suggests that the success
of immigration enforcement efforts in reducing unauthorized migration depends not only
on the actions taken by the destination country, but also on the immigration policy of
neighboring countries. This study contributes to the existing literature on immigration
enforcement by analyzing the effect of tougher immigration enforcement in a transit

country on the intentions to remigrate of unauthorized migrants.
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In this paper, I examine whether the Southern Border Plan, an enforcement initiative
announced by the Mexican government to deter unauthorized migrants in transit through
Mexico, has curbed the intentions to remigrate of Central American deportees. Using a
DiD approach, I estimate the effect of the SBP on the intention to remigrate for Central
American deportees in transit to the US (apprehended by Mexican authorities) relative to
Mexican deportees (apprehended by US authorities). While both groups are subject to the
same enforcement level at the US border, Central Americans face additional restrictions
due to tougher enforcement measures while being on transit.

The results reveal that the introduction of the SBP decreases the likelihood of reporting
intentions to return to the US in the near future by about 16 percentage points. In the
robustness section, I show that this result is not driven by differences in pre-treatment
trends for treatment and comparison groups, by individuals who migrated shortly after
the SBP was announced, or by a single country.

Furthermore, the estimated effect of the SBP is heterogeneous across different groups of
deportees. For instance, the change in reported intentions for Central American deportees
who have relatives or friends in the US is almost zero, highlighting the importance of
access to networks in the destination country for the decision to migrate (see e.g., Dolfin
and Genicot, 2010). The same result is found for deportees who were employed in their
home countries, which reveals that liquidity constraints play also an important role.

Taken together, the results suggest that migration enforcement in transit countries
can reshape migration intentions. This provides evidence that bilateral enforcement
cooperation between destination and transit countries could be effective in deterring
unauthorized migrants in the short-run. Yet, given the vulnerability of migrants in transit
and evidence that migration enforcement is not without unintended consequences (see e.g.,
Amuedo-Dorantes and Pozo, 2014), increased enforcement in transit countries should not

be a substitute for safe and legal migration channels.
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Figure 1: TOTAL ILLEGAL ALIEN APPREHENSIONS AT THE US SOUTHWEST BORDER

BY FISCAL YEAR
Source: Author’s analysis based on data from CBP (2016).
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Figure 2: NORTHERN TRIANGLE AND THE SOUTHERN BORDER PLAN
Source: Author’s representation.

Note: The figure above shows a map of North America and Central America. The dotted line shows the
Mezxican states where the SBP is mainly implemented: Campeche, Chiapas, Quintana Roo, and Tabasco.
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Figure 5: ESTIMATED IMPACT OF THE SOUTHERN BORDER PLAN ON MIGRATION
INTENTIONS

Notes: — The results are obtained from OLS regressions of Eq. (2) including the full set of control variables, state of
origin, state of apprehension, and time fized effects, as well as an interaction with a linear time trend. — Confidence
intervals are calculated at the 95% level and the standard errors are clustered at the origin-department level.

27



Tables

Table 1: PRE-PROGRAM DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

All deportees Treatment Control
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D. A Mean

Dependent variables
Intent to remigrate (short run) 0.480 0.500 0.545 0.498 0.354 0.478 —0.190***
Intent to ever remigrate 0.692 0.462 0.738 0.440 0.601 0.490 —0.137***
Independent variables
Male 0.854 0.353 0.866 0.341 0.832 0.374 —0.034%**
Age 27.698 8.004 27.186 7.551 28.690 8.732 1.504%**
Speaks English 0.040 0.195 0.007 0.082 0.103 0.304 0.096***
Education

No education 0.051 0.220 0.069 0.254 0.015 0.123 —0.054%**

Primary education 0.419 0.493 0.477 0.499 0.308 0.462 —0.169***

Secondary education 0.325 0.469 0.251 0.434 0.469 0.499 0.218%**

High school 0.188 0.391 0.186 0.389 0.191 0.393 0.005

Tertiary education 0.017 0.129 0.017 0.129 0.017 0.128 —0.000
Married 0.469 0.499 0.418 0.493 0.570 0.495 0.153***
Head 0.464 0.499 0.423 0.494 0.543 0.498 0.120%**
HH size 5.183 2.221 5.351 2.200 4.858 2.224 —0.493"**
Employed before migration 0.635 0.482 0.642 0.479 0.620 0.485 —0.022%**
Has family/friends in the U.S. 0.689 0.463 0.704 0.457 0.660 0.474 —0.044%**
Money spent (in 1,000 USD) 0.367 0.716 0.330 0.768 0.440 0.594 0.110%**
Borrowed money to cross 0.473 0.499 0.311 0.463 0.785 0.411 0.474***
Used a coyote 0.418 0.493 0.271 0.445 0.703 0.457 0.431%**
Persons traveling together 2.641 5.019 0.854 1.687 6.102 7.093 5.248%**
Traveled with children 0.040 0.196 0.029 0.168 0.061 0.240 0.032***
Previous number of crossings 0.415 1.416 0.146 0.408 0.938 2.269 0.792***
Country of origin

El Salvador 0.297 0.457 0.450 0.497

Guatemala 0.215 0.411 0.327 0.469 - - -

Honduras 0.148 0.355 0.224 0.417 - -

Mexico 0.340 0.474 - - 0.000 -
Observations 18,455 12,172

Notes: — Pre-program defined as the interval between 1/1/2012 to 30/6/2014.

deportees.
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Treatment group de-
fined as individuals who were deported by Mezican authorities to their origin countries: El Salvador,
Honduras, Guatemala. Control group defined as Mezxicans who were deported by US authorities.
— The last column shows the difference in mean values between Central American and Mexican



Table 2: SOUTHERN BORDER PLAN AND INTENT TO REMIGRATE, DID 2012-2015

Pre-program  Post-program  Difference
11
Treatment group 0.545 0.307 —0.238
Control group 0.354 0.311 —0.043
Estimated DiD —0.195%**
(0.015)
Notes: — Pre-program defined as the interval between

1/1/2012 to 30/6/2014. Treatment group defined as
individuals who were deported by Mexican authori-
ties to their origin countries: El Salvador, Honduras,
Guatemala. Control group defined as Mezicans who
were deported by US authorities. — Results based on
26,663 observations. — Standard errors in parentheses.
- % p <0.01; ** p<0.05; * p<0.1.

Table 3: EFFECT OF SOUTHERN BORDER PLAN ON THE INTENT TO REMIGRATE

1 11 111 v v VI
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP —0.205%*%  —0.306"**  —0.320%**  —0.303*** —0.150*** —0.157***
(0.043) (0.043) (0.043) (0.041) (0.036) (0.037)
Male - 0.058***  0.059"**  0.061***  0.074***  0.075***
(0.011) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.011)
Age - 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)
Speaks English - —0.004 0.001 —0.003 0.008 0.006
(0.016) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016)
Ref: No education
Primary education - 0.010 0.010 0.011 0.016 0.016
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012)
Secondary education 0.016 0.018 0.023"* 0.028"* 0.029"*
(0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
High school - 0.011 0.013 0.018 0.023 0.024*
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014)
Tertiary education - 0.044 0.050* 0.049* 0.065"* 0.064**
(0.028) (0.028) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027)
Married - —0.030"**  —0.032"**  —0.031"** —0.032*** —0.033"**
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Head - 0.018"* 0.024™**  0.026"**  0.020"* 0.021**
(0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)
HH size 0.004* 0.003 0.004* 0.003 0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Has family/friends in the U.S. - 0.087"**  0.082"**  0.077***  0.067***  0.068***
(0.011) (0.010) (0.009) (0.010) (0.010)
Employed before migration - —0.054***  —0.051***  —0.054***  —0.065*** —0.066***
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.011) (0.011)
Ln(money spent) - - —0.018"**  —0.014"*  —0.010 —0.009
(0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006)
Borrowed money to cross - - 0.076™**  0.082°**  0.101***  0.101%**
(0.015) (0.014) (0.016) (0.016)
Used a coyote —0.001 —0.001 0.006 0.005
(0.010) (0.009) (0.009) (0.009)
Persons traveling together - - 0.006™** 0.007***  0.007***  0.008***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Traveled with children - - —0.053™**  —0.054***  —0.044***  —0.044***
(0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.014)
Previous number of crossings 0.007"**  0.005"* 0.004* 0.003
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)
Constant 0.745°**  0.609***  0.676"**  0.688***  0.860***  0.654***
(0.025) (0.036) (0.031) (0.061) (0.061) (0.122)
Quarter FE yes yes yes yes yes yes
Origin department FE yes yes yes yes yes yes
App. state FE no no no ves ves ves
Origin department time trend no no no no yes yes
App. state time trend no no no no no yes
Observations 26,663 26,663 26,663 26,663 26,663 26,663
2 0.130 0.139 0.146 0.157 0.192 0.195

Notes: — Results are obtained from OLS regressions. — Standard errors in parentheses (clus-
tered at the origin-department level). — *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.1.
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Table 4: EFFECT OF SOUTHERN BORDER PLAN ON THE INTENT TO REMIGRATE —

ROBUSTNESS
I I 11T v v VI
A. Placebo experiment
Placebo program (q3-2012)
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP 0.002 0.003 —0.004 —0.002 0.055 0.054
(0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.033) (0.033)
Observations 18,455
Placebo program (q3-2013)
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP —0.037 —0.035 —0.039 —0.030 —0.014 —0.015
(0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.033) (0.034)
Observations 18,455
B. Alternative post-program period
Time period: 2012-2015 (excluding g3 and q4 of 2014)
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP —0.188%** —0.201%** —0.204*** —0.164™** —0.131%** —0.131%%*
(0.030) (0.031) (0.032) (0.031) (0.042) (0.044)
Observations 13,375
C. By origin country
El Salvador
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP —0.460%** —0.471%** —0.488*** —0.463%** —0.052 —0.064*
(0.025) (0.022) (0.023) (0.019) (0.034) (0.037)
Observations 17,427
Guatemala
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP 0.001 —0.002 —0.031 —0.003 —0.200%** —0.202%**
(0.024) (0.023) (0.024) (0.022) (0.045) (0.047)
Observations 13,375
Honduras
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP —0.188%** —0.201%** —0.204***%  —0.164%** —0.131%** —0.131%%*
(0.030) (0.031) (0.032) (0.031) (0.042) (0.044)
Observations 11,657
D. US Border Patrol Sector
Border Patrol Sector FE
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP —0.271%** —0.284%** —0.305%**  —0.286%** —0.142%** —0.125%**
(0.044) (0.044) (0.043) (0.040) (0.037) (0.038)
Observations 24,354

Notes: — Results are obtained from OLS regressions. — Each column controls for the same variables as
in Table 3. — Standard errors in parentheses (clustered at the origin-department level). —*** p < 0.01;

** p <0.05; * p<O0.1.
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Table 5: EFFECT OF SOUTHERN BORDER PLAN ON THE INTENT TO REMIGRATE BY
SUB-SAMPLE

1 I
A. Gender
Male Female
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP —0.139%** —0.205
(0.041) (0.131)
Observations 22,327 4,336
Diff. P-Value 0.607
B. Migration experience
First Multiple
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP —0.227%** —0.143**
(0.065) (0.055)
Observations 21,872 4,791
Diff. P-Value 0.330

C. Employment status
Employed  Unemployed

Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP —0.090** —0.233%**
(0.041) (0.051)
Observations 14,817 11,846
Diff. P-Value 0.004
D. Family in the US
Yes No
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP —0.091** —0.320%**
(0.041) (0.063)
Observations 19,217 7,446
Diff. P-Value 0.001
Notes: — Results are obtained from OLS regres-
sions. — Same specification as in Column VI
from Table 3. — Standard errors in parentheses

(clustered at the origin-department level). The fig-
ure labeled as “Diff. p-value" indicates the corre-
sponding p-value of testing whether the difference
of the coefficients in columns I and II is signif-
icantly different from zero. - *** p < 0.01; **
p <0.05; * p<0.1.

Table 6: EFFECT OF SOUTHERN BORDER PLAN ON THE INTENT TO REMIGRATE —
DEPORTED BY US AUTHORITIES

1 I 111 v v VI
Ind. is C.A.*Post SBP 0.007 0.003 0.006 0.028 —0.055 —0.046
(0.025) (0.024) (0.024) (0.021) (0.035) (0.036)
Quarter FE yes yes yes yes yes yes
Origin department FE yes ves yes yes yes yes
U.S. state FE no no no yes yes yes
Origin department time trend no no no no yes yes
U.S. state time trend no no no no no yes
Observations 23,353 23,353 23,353 23,353 23,353 23,353
R? 0.066 0.079 0.082 0.093 0.100 0.103

Notes: — Results are obtained from OLS regressions. —Each column controls for the same
variables as in Table 8. — Standard errors in parentheses (clustered at the origin-department
level). —*** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p<O0.1.
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Appendix

Table A1l: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS: CENTRAL AMERICAN DEPORTEES

All deportees Pre-program Post-program
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Dependent variables
Intent to remigrate (short run) 0.461 0.499 0.545 0.498 0.307 0.461
Intent to ever remigrate 0.706 0.456 0.738 0.440 0.647 0.478
Independent variables
Male 0.832 0.374 0.866 0.341 0.770 0.421
Age 27.336 7.731 27.186 7.551 27.612 8.045
Speaks English 0.011 0.103 0.007 0.082 0.018 0.133
Education
No education 0.070 0.255 0.069 0.254 0.070 0.256
Primary education 0.438 0.496 0.477 0.499 0.368 0.482
Secondary education 0.260 0.439 0.251 0.434 0.275 0.447
High school 0.212 0.409 0.186 0.389 0.259 0.438
Tertiary education 0.021 0.142 0.017 0.129 0.027 0.163
Married 0.418 0.493 0.418 0.493 0.419 0.493
Head 0.408 0.491 0.423 0.494 0.380 0.486
HH size 5.211 2.225 5.351 2.200 4.951 2.245
Employed before migration 0.528 0.499 0.642 0.479 0.316 0.465
Has family/friends in the U.S. 0.747 0.434 0.704 0.457 0.828 0.377
Money spent (in 1,000 USD) 0.398 0.874 0.330 0.768 0.524 1.031
Borrowed money to cross 0.351 0.477 0.311 0.463 0.425 0.494
Used a coyote 0.246 0.431 0.271 0.445 0.200 0.400
Persons traveling together 0.714 1.603 0.854 1.687 0.455 1.400
Traveled with children 0.048 0.214 0.029 0.168 0.083 0.277
Previous number of crossings 0.114 0.370 0.146 0.408 0.055 0.279
Country of origin
El Salvador 0.508 0.500 0.450 0.497 0.615 0.487
Guatemala 0.292 0.455 0.327 0.469 0.228 0.419
Honduras 0.200 0.400 0.224 0.417 0.157 0.364
Observations 18,765 12,172 6,593

Notes: — Pre-program defined as the interval between 1/1/2012 to 30/6/2014. Post-
program defined as the interval between 1/7/2014 and 31/12/2015.
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Table A2: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS: MEXICAN DEPORTEES

All deportees Pre-program Post-program
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Dependent variables
Intent to remigrate (short run) 0.345 0.475 0.354 0.478 0.311 0.463
Intent to ever remigrate 0.581 0.494 0.601 0.490 0.500 0.500
Independent variables
Male 0.849 0.358 0.832 0.374 0.918 0.274
Age 28.858 8.710 28.690 8.732 20.513 8.595
Speaks English 0.110 0.312 0.103 0.304 0.136 0.342
Education

No education 0.019 0.137 0.015 0.123 0.033 0.178

Primary education 0.308 0.462 0.308 0.462 0.307 0.461

Secondary education 0.471 0.499 0.469 0.499 0.479 0.500

High school 0.185 0.388 0.191 0.393 0.162 0.368

Tertiary education 0.017 0.130 0.017 0.128 0.020 0.139
Married 0.568 0.495 0.570 0.495 0.559 0.497
Head 0.555 0.497 0.543 0.498 0.599 0.490
HH size 4.868 2.371 4.858 2.224 4.905 2.872
Employed before migration 0.623 0.485 0.620 0.485 0.633 0.482
Has family/friends in the U.S. 0.657 0.475 0.660 0.474 0.648 0.478
Money spent (in 1,000 USD) 0.480 0.735 0.440 0.594 0.636 1.112
Borrowed money to cross 0.761 0.427 0.785 0.411 0.664 0.472
Used a coyote 0.674 0.469 0.703 0.457 0.561 0.496
Persons traveling together 5.313 6.714 6.102 7.093 2.241 3.588
Traveled with children 0.055 0.228 0.061 0.240 0.030 0.170
Previous number of crossings 1.069 2.429 0.938 2.269 1.581 2.915
Observations 7,898 6,283 1,615

Notes: — Pre-program defined as the interval between 1/1/2012 to 30/6/2014. Post-
program defined as the interval between 1/7/2014 and 81/12/2015.

Table A3: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS: CENTRAL AMERICAN DEPORTEES — BY US

AUTHORITIES
All deportees Pre-program Post-program
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Dependent variables
Intent to remigrate (short run) 0.148 0.355 0.153 0.360 0.135 0.342
Intent to ever remigrate 0.486 0.500 0.473 0.499 0.521 0.500
Independent variables
Male 0.853 0.354 0.865 0.342 0.822 0.382
Age 27.233 7.806 27.237 7.851 27.221 7.688
Speaks English 0.076 0.264 0.072 0.259 0.084 0.277
Education

No education 0.052 0.222 0.058 0.234 0.036 0.187

Primary education 0.366 0.482 0.389 0.487 0.307 0.461

Secondary education 0.301 0.458 0.297 0.457 0.310 0.463

High school 0.250 0.433 0.230 0.421 0.303 0.460

Tertiary education 0.031 0.174 0.027 0.161 0.043 0.203
Married 0.447 0.497 0.471 0.499 0.385 0.487
Head 0.474 0.499 0.496 0.500 0.418 0.493
HH size 4.847 2.352 4.969 2.379 4.532 2.253
Employed before migration 0.483 0.500 0.554 0.497 0.300 0.459
Has family/friends in the U.S. 0.859 0.348 0.846 0.361 0.893 0.309
Money spent (in 1,000 USD) 3.180 2.834 2.921 2.824 3.848 2.749
Borrowed money to cross 0.736 0.441 0.733 0.442 0.744 0.436
Used a coyote 0.667 0.471 0.655 0.475 0.700 0.458
Persons traveling together 5.956 9.618 7.122 10.245 2.947 6.915
Traveled with children 0.106 0.308 0.124 0.330 0.059 0.236
Previous number of crossings 0.482 0.892 0.491 0.903 0.458 0.862
Country of origin

El Salvador 0.392 0.488 0.343 0.475 0.521 0.500

Guatemala 0.341 0.474 0.400 0.490 0.189 0.392

Honduras 0.266 0.442 0.257 0.437 0.290 0.454
Observations 15,464 11,144 4,320

Notes: — Pre-program defined as the interval between 1/1/2012 to 30/6/2014. Post-
program defined as the interval between 1/7/2014 and 31/12/2015.
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Table A4: APPREHENSIONS BY BORDER PATROL SECTOR

2012 2013 2014 2015

US Border Patrol Sector Apprehensions % C.A.  Apprehensions % C.A.  Apprehensions % C.A.  Apprehensions % C.A.
Rio Grande Valley — Texas 101,726 51.77 165,587 64.15 239,707 154,583 69.69
Tucson — Arizona 120,346 14.77 118,125 15.46 76,279 62,729 22.56
Laredo — Texas 46,474 29.02 48,049 34.92 41,470 35,385 26.61
San Diego — Texas 27,166 3.39 27,799 3.60 29,540 25,483 7.70
Del Rio — Texas 22,614 42.63 23,056 42.15 22,644 21,353 46.05
El Paso — Texas 10,105 5.43 10,728 8.86 12,117 16,672 32.98
El Centro — California 22,332 4.16 15,368 7.35 13,855 13,347 12.32
Yuma — Arizona 6,110 7.92 5,739 9.46 5,317 9,278 €
Big Bend — Texas 3,753 11.19 3,576 12.50 4,019 6,008
Total 360,626 26.86 418,027 37.09 444,948 50.78 344,838

Notes: — The columns show the total apprehensions of Mexicans and Central Americans by Border Patrol sector in a given

year as well as the share of Central Americans apprehended. The data was requested to the US Department of Homeland
Security.
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