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Immigration, Surveillance and Social Control

Narratives depicting the U.S.-Mexico border as the 
fundamental site of infection on the U.S. body poli-
tic, wherein dangerous people and substances may 
enter and contaminate the rest of the United States, 
have existed for some time (Chavez 2008). 
Nevertheless, the consequences of such depictions 
for Mexican Americans on the border have shifted 
dramatically since the September 11th, 2001, 
attacks (Correa 2013). The War on Terror that fol-
lowed established an association between immigra-
tion, crime, and terror, thus substantiating a need 
for a racialized surveillance system that includes 
policies, technologies, and personnel to guard the 
border (Miller 2014).

Literature featuring Latinxs on the U.S.-Mexico 
border focuses primarily on issues surrounding 
unauthorized immigration (Correa and Thomas 

2015). Scholars of legal control and violence, for 
example, have examined the consequences of 
immigration control for first-generation immi-
grants (Menjívar and Abrego 2012) but have 
neglected to explore how laws and practices 
uniquely affect late-generation Mexican Americans. 
Additionally, more work is needed to understand 
how surveillance contributes to a particular form of 
racialization on the border that differs for Mexican 
Americans and other Latinxs living in the interior 
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of the United States. In contrast to large cities in the 
U.S. interior where communities of color face 
heightened forms of surveillance, many places 
along the U.S.-Mexico border are ethnically 
homogenous, which may exempt law enforcement 
from accusations of racial profiling.

Surveillance as a function of immigration con-
trol includes the collection of biometric and bio-
graphic data, authorization and screening practices, 
mobility tracking systems, and the dissemination 
of personal data between public and private institu-
tions (Kalhan 2014). For the purpose of this article, 
I conceptualize surveillance as encounters taking 
place in the process of screening and authorization. 
Drawing on a Deleuzian framework, I examine 
“access points,” or locations where entrée is per-
mitted or denied (Galič, Timan, and Koops 2017). 
Primary access points near the border are ports of 
entry (POEs), which are fixed and located at the 
physical border, and checkpoints, which are mobile 
and typically placed along major highways further 
inland. These markers are theoretically significant 
because they explicitly declare whether or not an 
individual “belongs” or is worthy of being treated 
as a citizen (Sabo et al. 2014).

In the present study, I center the experiences of 
late-generation (third-plus) Mexican Americans 
with customs agents at POEs in Nogales, Arizona, 
and Border Patrol (BP) at immigration checkpoints 
along major highways in the state of Arizona.1 The 
experiences of U.S.-born Mexican Americans with 
surveillance on the border have been obscured, as 
the national conversation on the militarization of 
the border are centered on the deaths, deportations, 
and detention of immigrants near the border (Slack 
and Whiteford 2011). The merit of centering immi-
grants’ experiences is readily apparent, given the 
physical and legal vulnerabilities of unauthorized 
immigrants and the fact that surveillance systems 
at the border are built to pursue them (Delgado 
2018). However, it is also imperative to consider 
how surveillance systems affect Mexican 
Americans born in the United States because they 
exemplify what the future holds for recently arrived 
immigrants. Additionally, despite being multiple 
generations removed from their immigrant ances-
tors, Mexican Americans represent some 20 mil-
lion American citizens (Pew Research Center 
2013) who not only are affected by anti-immigrant 
sentiments but are often at the forefront in experi-
encing nativist policies.

The following questions guide this research: (1) 
What does surveillance look like for Mexican 
Americans living near the U.S.-Mexico border? (2) 

How do people respond to the presence of surveil-
lance in their everyday lives? (3) What are the 
effects of anti-immigrant policies on late- 
generation Mexican Americans? Based on 42 in-
depth interviews with Mexican Americans in 
Nogales and Tucson, Arizona, I argue that surveil-
lance via the powers of U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection (CBP) has become normalized in peo-
ple’s lives. The pervasiveness of surveillance elic-
its a mixture of fear and desensitization from 
residents as individuals simultaneously grow 
accustomed to surveillance while navigating an 
ever-changing political terrain. Finally, I explore 
responses to the authority of CBP, which vary from 
strategies of compliance to strategies of resistance. 
These varied approaches are complicated by the 
liminal status of Mexican Americans in the United 
States as both a racialized group and a community 
that benefits from some of the privileges of holding 
citizenship (Duarte 2008).

LITERATURE REVIEw
Despite the growing and long-standing geographi-
cal presence of Mexican Americans in the United 
States, both newly arrived and late-generation per-
sons of Mexican descent are in many ways per-
ceived and treated as foreigners (Chavez 2008). 
Examples of racialization experienced by the 
Mexican American community include practices 
such as racial profiling and educational tracking as 
well as narratives concerning criminality and per-
petual inferiority (Lacayo 2017). These “exten-
sions of racial meaning” (Omi and Winant 
2015:111) placed on Mexican Americans are con-
sistent with traditional understandings of racism 
and discrimination in the United States, which are 
largely based on the experiences of African 
Americans (Lacayo 2017). However, Mexican 
Americans’ experiences with racialization diverge 
from normative conceptualizations of racism in 
that they are also shaped by nativism (Galindo 
and Vigil 2006). Nativism is characterized by 
anti-immigrant sentiments and is applied to some 
ethnic and racial groups, irrespective of their gen-
erational or citizenship status (Galindo and Vigil 
2006).

Perceptions around illegality have bred fear of 
Mexican descendants as potential threats against 
national security, allowing some to draw connec-
tions between citizenship status and criminal 
behavior (Chavez 2008). These fears were aug-
mented by comments from Donald Trump leading 
up to the 2016 presidential election referring to 
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Mexican immigrants as criminals and rapists. 
Although unauthorized immigrants are primarily 
the focus of anti-Latinx policies and rhetoric, and 
endure the most severe consequences as a result, 
these ideologies and practices affect native-born 
Latinxs, who are also targets of nativist racializa-
tion (Stuesse 2010).

Forms of legal control, which include the laws 
and practices used to demarcate specific actions 
and groups as legally and socially unacceptable 
(Stuart, Armenta, and Osborne 2015), contribute to 
the particular contours that characterize racializa-
tion for Latinxs. The U.S. immigration enforce-
ment system acts as a principal force in 
operationalizing policies that position Latinxs, who 
shoulder the weight of immigration control 
(Provine et al. 2016), as undesirable; this is due in 
large part to the merging of immigration and crimi-
nal law. Not only have laws, such as the 1996 
Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant 
Responsibility Act (IIRIRA), increased the scope 
of crimes that warrant deportation for permanent 
residents, criminal sanctions have also been 
imposed on immigration-related offenses (Provine 
and Sanchez 2011). The punitive legal control of 
immigrants fosters “legal violence,” which 
describes the structural and symbolic social suffer-
ing that is “made possible through the implementa-
tion of the body of laws that delimit and shape 
individuals’ lives on a routine basis” (Menjívar and 
Abrego 2012:1387). Because legal violence is a 
product of legal practices, it is endorsed as a benefit 
to the greater good and is thus accepted as normal 
and legitimate, even by those who are the victims 
of such violence. Legal violence also provides a 
window into the extensive consequences of laws 
that affect the communities that immigrants belong 
to (Menjívar and Abrego 2012).

Though some efforts have been made to study 
the effects of immigration control on “legal 
bystanders,” or “those who are only indirectly 
exposed to the legal control meted out to their fam-
ilies and neighbors” (Stuart et al. 2015:242), these 
studies primarily center the experiences of indi-
viduals with an immediate link to those ensnared in 
the “crimmigration” system (Menjívar and Abrego 
2012). This article contributes to the growing, yet 
largely overlooked, body of literature that focuses 
on the consequences of legal control for those who 
are not the ostensible targets of control. The study 
of Mexican Americans and their experiences with 
CBP and BP exposes a third category of individuals 
who do not precisely meet the definition of “legal 
bystanders,” as they themselves are both directly 

exposed to forms of legal control and indirectly 
involved in the system. I use the concept collateral 
subjects to describe the particular experience of 
facing legal control while occupying the position 
of a seemingly incidental victim. Naming this 
group is critical, as forms of legal violence are 
obscured when they affect individuals who are not 
marked as the primary subjects of scrutiny. The 
concept of collateral subjects is advantageous 
because it both reveals dynamics on a micro and a 
macro level—it provides a better understanding of 
how different populations experience and navigate 
surveillance while also exposing how the systemic 
functions of surveillance allow it to transform and 
disguise itself in particular contexts.

The expansion of this third category, collateral 
subjects, is closely tied to the emergence of surveil-
lance as a primary method of implementing immi-
gration enforcement. Following the 9/11 attacks, 
the notion of security became a central feature of 
immigration governance (Bajc 2013) to the extent 
that Immigration and Naturalization Services (INS) 
dissolved into agencies under the Department of 
Homeland Security (DHS) in 2003. Today, the per-
ceived need for security against “dangerous” popu-
lations has enabled the proliferation of surveillance, 
such that the United States may be considered a 
“true surveillance society,” wherein nearly all citi-
zens are conceivable threats who must be surveyed 
(Galič et al. 2017).

Current theories of surveillance are closely 
attuned to technological changes and their ability 
to broaden the reach of regulation and control in 
ways that are imperceptible or veiled to most. 
Surveillance has long been discussed in terms of 
co-constitutive qualities of omnipresence and 
invisibility, wherein the “watchers” are rarely, if 
ever, seen, lending the impression of ceaseless, 
unmitigated surveillance (Galič et al. 2017). 
Foucault’s (1979) conceptualization of “panopti-
cism” posits that the effectiveness of surveillance 
rests in the invisibility of the surveyors and the vis-
ibility of the subjects of surveillance. The panoptic 
notion of perpetual visibility has been taken up as a 
lens for understanding surveillance in the lives of 
people of color through racial profiling (Glover 
2008:243); individuals of color experience hyper-
visibility and, in turn, hold a consciousness about 
their relationship to the state and its power.

Within the context of the U.S.-Mexico border, 
surveillance operates less as an invisible, all-seeing 
eye and instead exercises its authority through vis-
ible measures, signaling the watchful presence of 
the state. Fencing along the border, cameras, dogs, 
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checkpoints, law enforcement agencies, and uni-
formed members of the National Guard all serve as 
an observable security assemblage. While there are 
less visible technologies, such as infrared cameras, 
employed at the border (Heyman 2008), detectable 
forms of surveillance are much more prominent at 
the U.S.-Mexico border than in the interior of the 
country (Sabo et al. 2014). Despite movement 
toward a decoupling of immigration enforcement 
from the territorial border (Provine and Sanchez 
2011), the physical border continues to “illustrate 
the limits of liberal rule” (Basaran 2008:339).

Consequently, those living in the border zone 
are affected by these symbolic yet consequential 
surveillance practices in a way that is distinct from 
immigration control in the interior of the United 
States. In contrast to the diffuse nature of internal-
ized immigration control, characterized by an 
amalgam of inconsistent policies and practices at 
the local level (Provine et al. 2016), enforcement at 
the border is highly concentrated and militarized. 
As a racialized space that is defined by a war zone–
like climate under constant threat to national secu-
rity, the border is charged with demonstrating a 
show of force, since “the image of a controlled bor-
der allows for the construction of the national space 
as smooth space, safe space and domestic space” 
(Zureik and Salter 2005:4).

State control of the border cannot be wholly 
understood without taking into account the contex-
tualized realities of those who are directly affected 
by it or examining what Correa (2013:100) calls 
“the state as lived experience.” For residents of the 
U.S.-Mexico border, policies and security appara-
tuses are not abstract or merely symbolic. In fact, 
many citizens on the border report experiencing 
significant emotional distress as a result of verbal, 
and sometimes physical, mistreatment at the hands 
of immigration officials (Sabo et al. 2014). 
Moreover, surveillance practices hold ramifica-
tions for individuals’ national and ethnic identities, 
as they produce a particular form of racialization 
for residents of the border (Stuesse 2010).

Border scholars underscore the highly contextu-
alized nature of race and racialization on the U.S.-
Mexico border that is informed by citizenship 
status, skin color, gender, and class (Dowling 2014; 
Vila 2003). These variables, along with the majority-
minority context and proximity to Mexico, produce 
an environment where individuals are less likely to 
be exposed to daily microaggressions by people 
with differing ethnoracial identities, and differ-
ences between coethnics become much more 
salient as a result. For instance, the relationship 

between immigration officials and civilians exem-
plifies one of the greatest power imbalances on the 
border; yet, over half of CBP agents are Latinx 
(Correa and Thomas 2015). Unlike in the interior 
of the country, Mexican Americans’ experiences 
with racialization on the border are not primarily 
defined by their relationship to whites. Rather, 
racialization manifests in “the shifting configura-
tions of space, power, and subjectivity” (Correa 
and Thomas 2015:240).

Though the geographic, sociohistorical, and 
demographic aspects of the border all coalesce to 
create a particular racialized dynamic that is in con-
stant flux, legal violence and control via surveil-
lance impose a rigid and sweeping form of 
racialization on the border. While factors like class, 
status, or gender may mitigate the severity of direct 
legal violence one may endure, when entire com-
munities are subjected to militarized surveillance, 
it creates a “collective experience of being under 
siege” (Sabo et al. 2014:67). Thus, Mexican 
Americans on the border are caught between a 
nuanced racialized experience where they repre-
sent the numerical majority and are simultaneously 
subjected to the unyielding and immediate pres-
ence of the state.

Mexican Americans on the border are not pas-
sive subjects, however; living under a militarized 
surveillance regime means that individuals must 
strategically employ their own discretion to navigate 
the system. The U.S.-Mexico border and its occu-
pants cannot be fully grasped without taking into 
account both the structural constraints that order 
people’s lives and the agency that creates pliancy in 
the structure by introducing human variability 
(Bustamante 2013). These oscillating and mutually 
reinforcing energies are what shape the nature of 
racialization and surveillance on the border.

METhOD
Data collection occurred in three waves over the 
course of two years, beginning in May 2016 and end-
ing in June 2018. This span of time captured indi-
viduals’ experiences during the presidential campaign 
and after the 2016 presidential election, throughout 
which I conducted in-depth, semistructured, face-to-
face interviews and participant observation.

Interviews were designed to evoke rich 
responses that encourage participants to connect 
their own meanings and ideas, absent of preestab-
lished response categories (Rubin and Rubin 2012). 
For example, I asked, “Can you describe the last 
time you crossed the POE into the United States 
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from Mexico?” so that participants could draw on 
specific memories without feeling the need to gen-
eralize or speak on behalf of their entire ethnic 
group. Interviews lasted approximately one to two 
hours and took place in people’s homes, offices, 
and coffee shops. I conducted the interviews in 
English, and participants mostly responded in 
English with Spanish interspersed, which I trans-
lated myself.

Much of the surveillance data emerged from 
two questions: “How do you feel when moving 
through the POE/checkpoints?” and “What have 
your experiences interacting with CBP/BP been 
like?” I also took extensive field notes immediately 
following interviews, noting all aspects of the 
interaction, including nonverbal communication as 
well as emotional reactions to questions, which 
often underscored nuances in participant responses 
(Emerson, Fretz, and Shaw 1995). I also engaged 
in participant observation over three consecutive 
summers for a total of five months, spending time 
in people’s homes and places of work, to triangu-
late data and find contradictions in meaning. I also 
experienced moving through checkpoints and the 
POE, which provided me with a richer understand-
ing of my participants’ narratives. Continuing in 
this vein, I employed the constant comparative 
method, wherein I continuously referred back to 
my data to ask questions about how similar or dif-
ferent responses were based on differing contexts 
(Glaser and Strauss 1967). I analyzed data by hand, 
without software, and engaged in both open and 
focused coding to arrive at meaningful themes per-
taining to the normativity of surveillance and 
responses to surveillance (Lofland, Anderson, and 
Lofland 2006). As a Mexican American from the 
border, I was especially careful to examine “com-
monsense” conceptions pertaining to race-ethnicity 
and surveillance on the border. Moreover, though I 
have ties to the border, I moved away at a fairly 
young age and was therefore able to make use of 
both “acceptable incompetence” and “selective 
competence” (Lofland et al. 2006) to build rapport 
and gain thorough responses from participants.

Immigration scholars typically focus their 
attention on early-generation immigrants who have 
not yet had enough time in the United States to pro-
vide meaningful data that speak to long-term, mul-
tigenerational incorporation (Duarte 2008). For 
this reason, I chose to limit my sample to U.S.-born 
Mexican Americans, over half of whom (N = 25) 
comprise the third, fourth, or fifth generation. 
Third-generation immigrants describes those 
whose parents were the first to be born in the 

United States, while fourth-generation immigrants’ 
grandparents were the first in their lineage, and so 
on. The gender composition of participants includes 
22 women and 20 men, and ages range from 18 to 
69 years.

Given the national media attention on the bor-
der, I found snowball sampling (Berg and Lune 
2012) to be most effective. Locals were wary of 
journalists and politicians who visited the border to 
meet their own agendas, so I initially relied on 
referrals from key informants and subsequently 
asked participants whom I had already interviewed 
to refer me to contacts in their networks. Applying 
theoretical sampling techniques (Glaser and 
Strauss 1967), I also sought participants who had 
lived in either Nogales or Tucson for at least 15 
years so that they were able to articulate what it 
means to be embedded in a highly surveilled com-
munity over an extended period of time.

The geographic and political contexts of south-
ern Arizona make Tucson and Nogales theoreti-
cally significant sites for the study of racialized 
surveillance via immigration control. Nogales is 
the largest border community in Arizona, and the 
Tucson Sector, which includes Nogales, holds the 
largest number of BP agents (CBP 2017a), making 
experiences with screening commonplace.2 Though 
Latinxs make up 94 percent of residents living in 
Nogales and only 43 percent of Tucson’s popula-
tion (U.S. Census 2010), the space between 
Nogales and Tucson is the thoroughfare for people 
who are traveling to Mexico from Arizona and vice 
versa. One of the principal checkpoints in the state 
is located on Interstate 19, directly between Tucson 
and Nogales, where many residents have regular 
encounters with BP.

Politically, Arizona has been at the forefront in 
creating punitive immigration legislation. Though 
segments of the law have been struck down, in 
2010 Arizona passed one of the most severe immi-
gration bills, Senate Bill 1070, which required 
police officers to determine a person’s immigration 
status upon reasonable suspicion that the person 
may be undocumented. Despite left-leaning affilia-
tions in Tucson and Nogales, these cities are 
encased in a traditionally “red state,” (Arizona 
Association of Counties 2014), which has shaped 
the political climate for those living near the bor-
der. The juxtaposition of a liberal area surrounded 
by a highly conservative and anti-immigrant cli-
mate holds interesting implications for the type of 
racialization Mexican Americans experience on the 
border. This divergence shaped my methodological 
approach insofar as it led me to consider the 
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contradictions and nuances in my participants’ 
lives, such as the dialectical relationship between 
their desensitization and fear.

FINDINgS
Normativity of Surveillance
According to my participants, extensive forms of 
surveillance are a facet of daily life. Regular 
encounters with customs and BP shaped people’s 
expectations for the degree and kind of surveil-
lance they would face and informed the way people 
organized their lives. The sweeping presence of 
surveillance near the border also led to a mixture of 
fear and desensitization among participants who 
were both accustomed to the occupancy CBP held 
in the region and apprehensive of their authority. 
Through first- and secondhand experiences with 
CBP, participants formed conceptions around what 
“normal” treatment by law enforcement looks like.

Everyday Implications. Victor is 20 years old and 
was dressed in slacks and a tie when I sat down to 
meet with him. He had just made his hour-and-
15-minute commute from his job in Tucson, which 
he described as unpredictable due to encounters 
with BP at the checkpoint between Nogales and 
Tucson.

For me, it’s happened so often that I’m debating, 
“Am I going to get sent to secondary or am I not 
going to get sent to secondary?”3 It’s a 50-50. 
And I have to leave half an hour earlier just in 
case they do pull me to secondary. And then if I 
don’t get pulled, then I get to work half an hour 
early. That’s not always a bad thing.

The time he must account for when leaving his 
home and the guesswork he does as he approaches 
the officers are all part of the calculations he makes 
in his daily routine. Despite his even-keeled deliv-
ery, Victor revealed his frustration as he recounted 
his experiences crossing back into the United 
States from Mexico:

Every time I cross, they always question me, 
more than question me, and then they ask me to 
open all my doors. When they send me to 
secondary, they put me in this little holding cell. 
I’m literally just there, and I can’t have my 
phone, I can’t have anything, and I can’t talk to 
anybody. I can’t ask any questions, and I think 
that’s really wrong. As a U.S. citizen, I feel like 

I have the right to ask and know why I got to 
secondary. Even if they were curious, they were 
suspicious of me, I would understand. But even 
then, they won’t give an explanation.

Victor experiences dissonance between his treat-
ment by officers and his identity as a U.S. citizen, 
which is supposed to afford him a set of privileges 
that he is unable to access. It is precisely this ten-
sion that illustrates the paradoxical position of col-
lateral subjects. By enduring extensive questioning 
and being placed in holding cells without the abil-
ity to advocate for himself, Victor is directly 
exposed to legal control. Yet, the veneer of citizen-
ship clouds the reality of his situation. Remarkably, 
Victor took issue with his inability to ask questions 
but did not recognize officers’ continual suspicion 
of him as specifically problematic. Victor’s account 
reveals the routinized nature of legal violence and 
its effects (Menjívar and Abrego 2012). On one 
hand, Victor sounded nonplussed when he rea-
soned that at least he is able to get to work early 
when he is not stopped; at the same time, he was 
clearly upset about the constraints he endures. Such 
a contradiction is intrinsic to the normalization of 
legal violence (Menjívar and Abrego 2012).

Jessica, a third-generation educator who has 
lived in Tucson her entire life, assumed that her 
interactions with BP at checkpoints were standard 
procedure:

I always get asked, “Are you an American 
citizen?” as you’re passing through these 
checkpoints. Well what’s really funny is I was 
with a group of white friends. We were going to 
Sierra Vista to go swimming. We took the kids. 
Guess what? Coming back, they didn’t ask if we 
were American citizens. If I was in a car full of 
brown people, we would’ve been asked. Even 
that one question: “Are you an American citizen?”

Previous to this encounter, Jessica had not inter-
preted her experiences with BP through a racialized 
lens. It was not until she was 45 years old, traveling 
with white friends, that she arrived at the realization 
that surveillance practices are not applied uniformly. 
This is not to suggest that the notion of racial profil-
ing was novel to Jessica or other participants—
rather, the specific tactics employed by BP are 
obscured by the reality that people tend to encounter 
officers when they are in their vehicles alone or with 
close family or friends, who are typically of the 
same racial-ethnic group (Lugo 2000). Thus, one 
can theoretically move through life without realizing 
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such discrepancies exist. The context of the border 
generates a unique form of racialization wherein 
Mexican Americans are, to an extent, shielded from 
everyday racism due to the dominant presence of 
coethnics while also exposed to one of the most 
severe forms of racial profiling via surveillance in 
the country (Correa and Thomas 2015). Hence, dis-
crimination may be masked by the majority-minority 
geographical context, which further contributes to 
the normalization of surveillance.

Contrary to those who were repeatedly stopped 
by agents and understood their experience to be 
routine, Monica, who was rarely asked to pull over, 
expressed confusion:

I’ve always told my husband, “I wonder if they 
know—like they already researched who I am, 
because I’ve only been told to pull over once. 
Other than that, they just let me go pretty quick. 
In the beginning, it would make me nervous to 
the point to where one time instead of “U.S. 
citizen,” I said “speech therapist” and the man 
just looked at me and I was like, “I mean, U.S. 
citizen.” You know, just, I don’t know. Knowing 
like the authority and everything, hearing they 
can be abusive, I think I was just nervous. But 
now, I mean, sometimes I don’t even question 
when they’re just like, “Go.” I’m like, maybe 
they know who I am, since I cross every day. 
You know?

Like Victor, Monica’s commute entails regular 
contact with BP. Her mystification at officers 
allowing her to move through checkpoints without 
stopping her exposes the normativity of hypersur-
veillance. Though she never mentions her ethnic 
identity, her frame of mind demonstrates the “per-
petual visibility” that people of color experience as 
a result of being constantly surveilled (Glover 
2008). Despite not experiencing harassment her-
self, Monica had heard multiple stories of abuse 
and consequently, felt apprehensive, expecting to 
be the subject of victimization. What is particularly 
compelling about Monica’s narrative is the audac-
ity she conveyed when she said that at times, she 
does not even question when officers move her 
through the screening process. The subtext here is 
that more often than not, she expends energy won-
dering why she does not endure heightened surveil-
lance. Typically, when one is not the target of racial 
profiling, a common reaction is to question the 
veracity of others’ experiences of harassment 
(Bonilla-Silva 2006), not to question the absence of 
it in one’s own life.

The normalization of surveillance, as expressed 
by my participants, elucidates how the prevalence 
of surveillance manifests in the “everyday” or the 
mundane (Lemert 1993). It is in these interactions 
that the seemingly ordinary practices of immigra-
tion officials, and the ramifications of their actions, 
are revealed.

Reactions to Normalization of Surveillance: Desensiti-
zation and Fear. One common response from par-
ticipants on the topic of policies supporting 
increased enforcement was desensitization. Alex, a 
director of operations for various businesses in 
town, said the following:

When [Senate Bill] 1070 came up where police 
could profile, for us at the border that was 
“What? We deal with that every day. What’s the 
big deal? I don’t care.” We’re so accustomed 
here on the border to deal with agents that treat 
you like that and to live in a city where the 
[Drug Enforcement Administration] has an 
office and there’s [Federal Bureau of 
Investigation] agents here as well. I’m saying 
all this to answer your question of, this has 
become normal to us. So, when they say, “Oh 
the border’s so unsecure,” and “We need to send 
the military,” I’m thinking, this is going to be 
like a military state because we have a lot of 
agents present here.

Alex indicated that the predominance of surveil-
lance in people’s lives had led to feelings of desen-
sitization. This reaction may be interpreted as 
apathetic or apolitical, when in reality, it represents 
a rational response to formidable systems of 
oppression. Living in a surveilled state where mul-
tiple agencies at the local, state, and national levels 
collaborate may promote a formidable doxa, or 
conception of the world that is “beyond question” 
(Bourdieu 1977:169) among communities who are 
the objects of scrutiny, in part because the observ-
able presence of law enforcement signals that the 
community is in need of, or deserving of, control 
(Stuart et al. 2015). Alex also suggested that the 
widespread indignation at Senate Bill 1070 indi-
cates a profound obliviousness, on behalf of non-
border residents, of the existing racial profiling and 
extralegal surveillance on the border.

Despite the normalcy of surveillance, partici-
pants also expressed fear. Though the concept of 
normalization alongside fear may seem contradic-
tory, fear and anxiety may become normalized 
states of being for communities “under siege” 



Núñez 555

(Glover 2008; Sabo et al. 2014:67). Monica, the 
speech therapist, described an incident at one of the 
schools where she works following the murder of 
Claudia Patricia Gomez Gonzalez, a 19-year-old 
Guatemalan citizen living in Rio Bravo, Texas, at 
the hands of BP:

Right after that little, the young girl got shot in 
the head over in Texas, when the Border Patrol 
was following her, I was working here after 
school and I was just finishing up some 
paperwork when all the sudden, some teachers 
that had just walked outside came knocking on 
the door and they’re like screaming and 
screaming. They came in and they’re like, 
“There’s people outside with guns and they’re 
telling somebody, ‘Stop or I’ll shoot,’” so we all 
got on the floor.

Monica soon learned that BP was chasing an unau-
thorized immigrant. One might speculate that 
because the officers were after an immigrant without 
authorization, Monica would not feel threatened as a 
U.S.-born citizen. However, as Monica explained,

I mean you can see it in that poor guy’s face that 
he was terrified. But I think that’s the pressure 
now that even [BP] feels. You know like now 
that they have to stop people no matter what. 
Whereas I think before, even the Border Patrol 
could relate and they had somewhat of a heart. 
But now it’s like pressure. You know, now it’s 
like they’re calling the National Guard. Like 
there’s more pressure to stop at no matter what, 
you know, the cost.

Mexican Americans, as collateral subjects, are not 
only susceptible to direct harassment by BP; the 
scrutiny that immigrants experience may also affect 
the physical safety and sense of belonging for U.S.-
born Mexican descendants. While in some ways 
increased border enforcement may feel like “more 
of the same,” as Alex expressed, the changing polit-
ical landscape and heightened anti-immigrant cli-
mate in the wake of Donald Trump’s presidency is 
cause for concern for many (C. Miller et al. 2016). 
Whether or not people experience overt discrimina-
tion or violence themselves, militarized surveil-
lance results in legal violence for entire communities 
(Menjívar and Abrego 2012), such that racialization 
is exercised in a sweeping fashion. Ironically, bor-
der enforcement policies are purportedly put in 
place to protect citizens and deter unauthorized 
immigrants; in practice, however, the consequences 

of these policies are that they also create a threaten-
ing environment for citizens (Kalhan 2014). 
Although many have grown accustomed to dealing 
with hypersurveillance on the border, the social 
norms and practices that individuals had grown 
familiar with are now being altered in the face of a 
new administration. In light of an evolving political 
climate, even Mexican Americans who are deeply 
familiar with extensive surveillance must reevalu-
ate their relationship to and strategies for engaging 
with immigration control.

Responses to Surveillance: Strategies  
of Compliance and Resistance
In response to expanding forms of surveillance, peo-
ple have developed strategies for interacting with 
officers. These approaches meet different strategic 
ends, namely, moving through interactions unscathed 
and, alternatively, protecting one’s citizenship rights. 
These options raise a significant question about the 
quality of agency Mexican Americans on the border 
hold: Does “making a choice regulated by structures 
suggest any agency in the choice maker?” (Wang 
2008:486). For many participants, adopting a strat-
egy for dealing with officers meant choosing one of 
the aforementioned goals over another, as these are 
rarely achieved simultaneously in the face of height-
ened surveillance. These decisions hold meaning 
nonetheless, in that they are moments of potentiality 
that may reinforce or challenge structural constraints 
on the border (Wang 2008).

Strategies of Compliance. Strategies of compliance 
were largely defined by participants’ desires to avoid 
any behavior that would lead to the provocation of 
CBP. As such, these tactics were largely defensive in 
nature. In response to a question about whether he 
ever felt tension between his national and ethnic 
identities, David, a produce broker, reflected on his 
experiences at checkpoints and POEs:

If you’re in between people or restaurants, you 
don’t feel the tension. But when you’re crossing 
from one border to the other, you feel that. A lot. 
Because they’re intimidating. The customs make 
you feel like you’re less than a person, regardless 
of your ethnicity. They don’t care if you’re 
American or Mexican. They don’t treat you with 
the same respect. And that’s for everybody.

David’s perspective is emblematic of that of many 
other participants, who wavered between acknowl-
edging differential treatment and articulating a 
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narrative of equality wherein CBP treats everyone 
unfairly. Several participants were reluctant to 
describe their experiences through a racialized 
frame and often said they were unsure why they 
were the subject of frequent stops. Though these 
findings are consistent with other research uncover-
ing nonracialized responses to discrimination by 
people of color (O’Brien 2008), color-blind ratio-
nalization holds a particular meaning on the border. 
Because many of the victims and perpetrators of 
surveillance on the border are coethnics, it becomes 
difficult to disentangle the racialized aspects of sur-
veillance (Correa and Thomas 2015). Additionally, 
as collateral subjects, U.S.-born Mexican Americans 
are not publicly designated targets of immigration 
enforcement efforts; it is therefore unlikely for 
David to see the treatment he receives as unique to 
someone of his particular ethnic/national identity. 
When asked if he had experienced difficult interac-
tions with officers, David said,

Oh yeah, many times. Many times. If you’re 
passing through and you say you’re a U.S. 
citizen, but you laugh the wrong way, your 
phone rings, or the customs agent doesn’t like 
you, he’s got the right to put you in the cage and 
interrogate you for whatever reasons he thinks 
that you did wrong. It’s humiliating.

David may not perceive the harassment he endures 
as racialized, but his unmitigated contact with sur-
veillance does generate an awareness about the 
power of the state and his subordinate status in 
relation to it. The “mental coercion” stemming 
from the kinds of experiences with surveillance 
that David described “create[s] unique and alienat-
ing relations with the state that go beyond the phys-
ical” (Glover 2008:247). Not knowing when or 
under what circumstances one may provoke an 
aggressive response from officers is emblematic of 
the emotional and psychological ramifications that 
are brought about by legal violence (Menjívar and 
Abrego 2012). Despite the unpredictability that 
goes along with crossing checkpoints and the POE, 
David grasped at some semblance of control when 
he explained why he and his wife continue to travel 
to Mexico, even though his son no longer goes 
“across the line” because of the disrespect he faces 
from officers:

We go because we like it and we’re older and 
wiser and we can pay attention and actually say 
the right thing. But for a teenager or somebody 
that’s in their mid-20s, you know, they come 

across . . . the customs might say something 
wrong and you’re going to answer within your 
rights, but they don’t care. They really don’t. 
You need to experience it to understand what 
we talk about.

David recognized that the dehumanizing conduct 
of officers cannot be mitigated by exercising one’s 
rights. Instead, he had learned to respond in such a 
way that appeases officers, a skill he attributed to 
his age. David’s narrative illustrates the socializa-
tion process that happens around normalizing sur-
veillance. There is an implicit expectation that his 
children will age into the environment of surveil-
lance, allowing them to successfully navigate the 
system, which is similar to the way young unau-
thorized immigrants must learn to navigate the sys-
tem as they age out of a protected category (Stuart 
et al. 2015). Though David adheres to the principle 
of “saying the right thing,” it is clear that this par-
ticular tactic is not foolproof; age and wisdom go 
only so far in ensuring unproblematic interactions 
with officers.

Tomás, a sales manager, shared a similar phi-
losophy about the best way to handle interactions 
with officers:

It’s been very easy because I have a SENTRI 
[expedited clearance status], but it just expired 
on my birthday so I reapplied, but it’s taking so 
long. I have no problems at all. I’m not a smart-
ass at the border either. I know, I’ve heard some 
stories, but for God’s sake, you’re crossing the 
line. Just shut up. Some people they push it, 
they push the limit.

Popular discourse surrounding police brutality 
against people of color underscores the presumed 
agency of individuals as they interact with officers. 
Race-blind rhetoric posits that civilians escalate 
encounters with law enforcement by failing to fol-
low direct orders or lacking a respectful demeanor 
when engaging with authority (Delgado 2018). 
This logic imposes responsibility on civilians for 
ensuring that interactions with officers go smoothly 
by engaging in politics of respectability, conse-
quently placing blame on civilians for their victim-
ization. Tomás’s perspective may also be an 
outcome of symbolic violence. Even if one is aware 
of uneven power relations, as is the case with 
David, “the conditions [of inequality] are so over-
whelming and structures so omnipotent that there 
is little room for questioning this natural order of 
things” (Menjívar and Abrego 2012:1386).
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Unlike David, Tomás has not experienced 
harassment by officers. Although both men have 
light complexions and may be able to pass as non-
Hispanic whites outside of the border, Tomás’s 
class status is what allows him to move through 
screening with ease. SENTRI (Secure Electronic 
Network for Travelers Rapid Inspection; CBP 
2017b) is a mechanism for expedited travel through 
the POE for approved travelers who have never 
been convicted of a criminal offense and can pay a 
fee of $122.25. While the price may not seem fla-
grant, in order to move through the SENTRI lane, 
all passengers must have SENTRI, which can 
become expensive for families. Moreover, the 
SENTRI system reinforces existing inequalities by 
excluding those who have been criminalized. Thus, 
the perception that good behavior is the basis for 
smooth interactions with CBP does not account for 
the social sorting that is already in place.

Compliance may also operate outside of direct 
contact with officers in anticipation of future inter-
actions. For example, Andrea, a retired elementary 
school teacher, described her thought process as 
she approached the POE on her way back to the 
United States:

I think they really questioned the person in front 
of me and it really got me nervous. I’m like, 
“Why in the heck am I nervous,” you know? I 
don’t have anything to hide. And then I’m like, 
“Did I have any medicine in my purse that I 
brought? My allergy pills?” And I think that 
was when Arpaio was checking a lot of people. 
I remember being scared to go out walking and 
not have my ID with me and thinking, “Oh 
goodness, are they going to believe me or 
what’s going to happen?” More now because of 
Trump and all the stuff that’s going on, you 
know? You see all these kids and people being 
deported and you’re like, “Oh my goodness.”

As a U.S.-born citizen, Andrea is not required to 
carry her identification with her at all times; none-
theless, she chooses to comply. The fear she has of 
being questioned or profiled on the street causes her 
to think twice about how she is or is not conforming 
to the expectations of CBP, not only when she trav-
els through the POE but when she goes to the gro-
cery store or to work. Hence, in addition to 
experiencing surveillance by others, my partici-
pants also engaged in practices of self-surveillance, 
which are borne out of the systems that support their 
perpetual visibility (Foucault 1979). Andrea’s case 
depicts more than the fear that many people of color 

carry moving through the public sphere—it points 
to the feeling of being culpable and foreign in one’s 
own country. The nativist racialization that many 
Latinxs experience is compounded at the border, 
where people are regularly reminded that they are 
seen as threats to national security as a consequence 
of heightened surveillance (Correa 2013).

Strategies of Resistance. Whereas those who utilized 
strategies of compliance attempted to steer clear of 
confrontations with officers by being mindful of 
their own behavior in relation to officers and their 
variable moods, those who employed strategies of 
resistance focused on legal and procedural avenues 
for defending their rights. As racialized citizens, 
Mexican Americans’ options for resistance are 
restrained by the potential legal and physical rami-
fications that are particular to communities of color 
(Glover 2008). Moreover, citizenship rights are 
especially limited in “border zones” (American 
Civil Liberties Union [ACLU] 2018). At the same 
time, strategies that function via legal pathways 
also necessitate a certain degree of cultural capital, 
as they are not available to those who are unable to 
navigate the system for reasons of citizenship status 
or linguistic ability (Menjívar and Abrego 2012). 
Whereas most participants chose forms of compli-
ance, likely due to their liminal racialized status, the 
few instances of resistance that emerged revealed a 
different dimension of living with surveillance.

Manuel, a former mayor, also avoids travel to 
Mexico due to “the disrespect and rudeness of the 
customs officers.” However, unlike participants 
who chose strategies of compliance, Manuel does 
not actively avoid confrontations with officers 
when he encounters them:

When you run into any federal agent, whether 
it’s crossing the border or at a checkpoint, 
always the first thing you do is look at his 
nametag. Always remember who he is, what his 
name is, and never forget it. As soon as they 
come toward you, look at their name first, and 
memorize that in case they get rude. Even 
though it wouldn’t be hard to find them because 
everything is recorded. Everything is on tape.

This particular approach, which favors official pro-
cesses as an avenue for expressing grievances, were 
most common among male participants as well as 
those who were in positions of authority at their 
places of employment. Paradoxically, submitting 
formal complaints to make one’s dissatisfaction 
known suggests a certain level of trust in the 
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system. Surveillance in this context provides 
Manuel with a sense of agency, as he believes he 
can access recorded information and use it to his 
benefit. He challenges surveillance by engaging in 
sousveillance, or “watching back” at those who sur-
veille (Galič et al. 2017). While 97 percent of com-
plaints against CBP result in “no action taken” 
(Cruz and Payan 2017), Manuel’s decision to take 
names and file complaints still constitutes an agen-
tic action. Whether or not Manuel’s specific actions 
are retroactively perceived by others as creating 
social change, he attempts to resist his subjugation.

Manuel, a tall man who has been in several posi-
tions of authority throughout his life, is able to har-
ness the bureaucratic procedures available to him. 
Yet, he and others in my sample did not take advan-
tage of other forms of resistance at checkpoints and 
POEs. For instance, Pete, a retired police officer, 
once witnessed an exchange between a customs 
agent and a white American citizen at the POE:

James was coming through, and he’s talking, 
he’s very talkative. He gets through the line and 
there’s this—I’ll never forget her—a little 
customs inspector. “Where are you coming 
from?” “Mexico.” And you could tell this guy’s 
from back East or wherever, and, “What’s your 
citizenship?” He’s from Montana. “I’m from 
Montana.” “You better have a passport from 
Montana.” Now, you can see the guy is getting 
upset. I don’t blame him. He says, “I’m a U.S. 
citizen. OK?” “Well where were you in 
Mexico?” “Just right across the border.” “Well, 
what were you doing in Mexico?” “I went to get 
a blowjob, OK?” And you just see the inspector 
crack up laughing, and the lady turns over, “Get 
out of here.” There’s nothing she could do 
because she asked the question, you know?

As a white man speaking to a female agent, James 
was able to use crude humor and mention an illegal 
act as a means of bypassing questioning by an offi-
cer. The Mexican Americans in my sample were 
not able to exploit similar strategies, despite their 
status as U.S.-born citizens. Pete reflected further, 
“If they treat the American citizen that way, imag-
ine what they do to these poor people. And they do, 
they treat them like garbage,” implicitly acknowl-
edging the roles that race and citizenship play in 
treatment at the border. In the Southwest, mistreat-
ment by immigration officials is positively associ-
ated with Mexican ethnicity, even after controlling 
for socioeconomic status, citizenship, gender, and 
age (Sabo et al. 2014), which limits the “tools” in 

the agentic “toolbox” that Mexican Americans are 
able to draw upon (Wang 2008).

Despite having experienced several distressing 
interactions with BP, Joel, an accountant, has not 
attempted to side step contact with customs agents, 
partly because he has family stretching past the 
checkpoints north of Nogales, in Tucson and 
Phoenix, and much of his extended family also live 
in Mexico. Moreover, Joel grew up going “across 
the line” on weekends to do things like get haircuts 
or eat at local restaurants. Thus, travel across the 
border was hardly travel at all and more an aspect 
of everyday life. Joel described one encounter at 
the I-19 checkpoint:

The most recent time they asked me, “Can you 
roll down the window?” I turned around and he 
goes, “What are you looking at?” And I said, 
“I’m looking to see if your dog is barking at my 
car.” And he goes, “Well no, the dog’s not doing 
anything.” I was like, “OK, then I’m not going to 
roll down my back window. You have no right to 
look in my car.” He goes, “Can you just roll 
down your back window? Can you just be 
cooperative? We can both be on our way.” And 
then I told him, “No. I’m not going to roll down 
my back window, I’m not going to open my 
trunk, and I didn’t even have to open my mouth 
to you in the first place. I’m already in the United 
States and I’m driving a car with American 
plates. You do not have the right to stop me here. 
I don’t have to say if I’m a U.S. citizen or not.” 
Eventually he sent me to secondary and they 
made me get out of the car and they took me 
behind the tents so I couldn’t see it.

After one particularly traumatizing experience with 
customs agents involving his younger brother and 
father, Joel “lost all respect” for officers; the 
approach he put into practice since that event is to 
exercise his rights to the fullest extent. Though 
officers retain the right to stop, question, and visu-
ally inspect vehicles, Joel is in fact correct that 
individuals have the right to remain silent at check-
points and that BP cannot search personal belong-
ings without either probable cause or consent 
(ACLU 2018); however, exercising one’s rights in 
this manner often results in detainment for pro-
longed questioning. Joel not only familiarized him-
self with laws pertaining to the discretion of 
officers as a way to protect himself; he also drew 
upon his status as a U.S.-born citizen by pointing to 
his American plates. Checkpoints are spaces meant 
to control access (Galič et al. 2017) and, in doing 
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so, impose “identity encounters” on civilians who 
undergo regular challenges to their identity and 
citizenship (Sabo et al. 2014:67). Individuals are 
then left with the decision to either assert their 
identity claims or to comply with the state’s 
infringement on their citizenship rights (Glover 
2008). I describe the decisions of these participants 
as forms of resistance because they extend beyond 
acts of self-preservation (though such actions could 
also be interpreted as resistance). If survival were 
their only motivation, participants would not need 
to file complaints in response to “rude” behavior, 
nor would they be inclined to directly challenge the 
practices of officers, knowing that it will likely 
result in extensive questioning or detainment.

DISCUSSION AND 
CONCLUSION
Through examining the role of surveillance on the 
U.S.-Mexico border, this study illuminates the con-
sequences of immigration control on U.S.-born 
Mexican descendants. Though many studies articu-
late the effect the militarization of the border has had 
on immigrant populations, few explore how native-
born Mexican Americans engage with these forces. 
Importantly, this study also answers the call to 
examine “the state as lived experience” by exploring 
people’s everyday encounters with customs and BP 
agents, as these daily interactions are what constitute 
the structure of society (Correa 2013).

The data in this study speak to emergent literature 
demonstrating the nativist racialization that U.S.-
born Latinxs continue to experience (Lacayo 2017). I 
argue that the pervasiveness of surveillance imposes 
a rigid and wholesale form of racialization on the 
border that is substantiated by a call for heightened 
national security. Racial dynamics on the border are 
also highly variable due to the large presence of coe-
thnics (Vila 2003). This combination of durable and 
flexible forms of racialization produces a perception 
that everyone is susceptible to heightened surveil-
lance, and legal violence is thus unquestioned and 
normalized. To complicate matters further, Mexican 
Americans not only occupy a liminal racial status; 
they are in a confounding position wherein they 
directly experience the effects of legal control yet are 
not the purported targets of immigration surveillance. 
I use the term collateral subjects to name this ambig-
uous and profoundly consequential status.

The normalization of surveillance on the border 
becomes evident through the narratives of those who 
spend their lives traversing the area’s manufactured 
boundaries. Participants often anticipated being the 

subjects of heightened surveillance, because they 
either had experienced it themselves or had heard 
multiple accounts from others detailing occurrences 
of abuse. Participants experienced a mixture of 
desensitization and fear in reaction to the pervasive-
ness of surveillance. Although the normalization of 
surveillance may appear to stand in opposition to the 
notion of fear, the near-constant state of distress 
itself becomes normalized.

Despite their marginalization, Mexican Americans 
are not passive objects of domination and coercion—
they make use of the capital they have to determine 
the most effective strategies for their encounters 
with surveillance. Strategies for engaging with offi-
cers were aimed at addressing two sometimes com-
peting goals: avoiding harassment from agents and 
protecting citizenship rights. To avert extensive 
questioning, searches, or detainment, individuals 
attempted to comply with the desires of officers. 
The decision to comply was also informed by an 
acceptance of things as they are and an assumption, 
or hope, that individual behavior, rather than class 
or ethnic status, is what determines whether or not 
an encounter will go smoothly.

Those who sought to guard their citizenship 
rights engaged in strategies of resistance, which 
were often entrenched in official, bureaucratic pro-
cesses and required familiarity with policies per-
taining to CBP’s discretionary powers. These 
methods resulted in varied levels of success for 
participants; the chosen strategy could risk either 
goal, and it sometimes resulted in losing out on 
both counts. Participants’ choices were constrained 
by their identities. The fact that all of my partici-
pants are native-born citizens lent them the latitude 
to challenge authority, yet these challenges were 
often met with intensified surveillance, like 
searches of vehicles, additional questioning, and 
placement in holding cells. The strategies people 
employed also reveal something about how they 
understood their perceived value in U.S. society 
and the agency their citizenship affords them.

By analyzing experiences at checkpoints and 
POEs, which control access to space and opportu-
nity, it becomes apparent that the type of surveil-
lance that Mexican Americans on the border are 
exposed to is observable and immediate and there-
fore cannot be ignored. While contemporary theo-
ries of surveillance are engaged in technological 
innovations, “time-honored, direct observation is 
still significant. Ordinary, unmediated watching of 
some people by others will continue to be an 
important element of surveillance” (Lyon 2003:6). 
Direct surveillance also provides a window into the 
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convergence of structure and agency, as the 
“watched” must confront the “watchers.”

Studying policies and practices around surveil-
lance is particularly crucial given that surveillance 
concurrently perpetuates and reveals existing sys-
tems of inequality (Glover 2008). Border security, 
although highly specific to the U.S.-Mexico border 
region, should not be overlooked considering that 
the surveillance practices and discretion exercised 
by CBP at the border in Arizona are being used as a 
template in other states (Delgado 2018). Local con-
texts underscore social patterns at the national level 
while also accounting for the mutability and particu-
larity that emerge from specific settings. In this way, 
we may look to the U.S.-Mexico border as a testing 
ground for other domestic regions and populations.
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NOTES
 1. The Border Patrol is a unit within Customs and 

Border Protection, which is a larger agency that 
encompasses customs and immigration inspectors. 
I will use CBP when referring to both customs offi-
cers and border patrol, BP when discussing Border 
Patrol more specifically, and customs agents when 
describing officers stationed at the points of entry 
(POEs).

 2. For a review of changes to POEs and checkpoints, 
see Migration Policy Institute (2013) and Osete 
(2016).

 3. Secondary refers to secondary inspection, a holding 
area where officers may ask additional questions, 
search vehicles, or temporarily place individuals 
in cells. A person is typically sent to secondary if 
officers are alerted to suspicion based on an indi-
vidual’s immigration or criminal record or if there 
are unauthorized goods being transported.

REFERENCES
American Civil Liberties Union. 2018. “Know Your 

Rights: In the 100-Mile Border Zone.” https://www 
.aclu.org/know-your-rights-100-mile-border-zone.

Bajc, Vida. 2013. “Sociological Reflections on Security 
through Surveillance.” Sociological Forum 28(3): 
615–23.

Basaran, Tugba. 2008. “Security, Law, Borders: Spaces 
of Exclusion.” International Political Sociology 
2:339–54.

Berg, Bruce L., and Howard Lune. 2012. Qualitative 
Research Methods for the Social Sciences. 8th ed. 
London: Pearson.

Bonilla-Silva, Eduardo. 2006. Racism without Racists: 
Color-Blind Racism and the Persistence of Racial 
Inequality in the United States. Lanham, MD: 
Rowman and Littlefield.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1977. Outline of a Theory of Practice. 
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Bustamante, Juan José. 2013. Transnational Struggles: 
Policy, Gender, and Family Life on the Texas-
Mexico Border. El Paso, TX: LFB Academic.

Chavez, Leo. 2008. The Latino Threat: Constructing 
Immigrants, Citizens, and the Nation. Stanford, CA: 
Stanford University Press.

Correa, Jennifer G. 2013. “‘After 9/11 Everything 
Changed’: Re-formations of State Violence in 
Everyday Life on the US-Mexico Border.” Cultural 
Dynamics 25(1):99–119.

Correa, Jennifer G., and James M. Thomas. 2015. 
“The Rebirth of the U.S.-Mexico Border: Latina/o 
Enforcement Agents and the Changing Politics of 
Racial Power.” Sociology of Race and Ethnicity 
1(2):239–54.

Cruz, Pamela L., and Tony Payan. 2017. “Customs and 
Border Protection Abuses at Ports of Entry along the 
U.S.-Mexico Border.” Issue brief, Baker Institute for 
Public Policy, Rice University.

Delgado, Daniel J. 2018. “My Deputies Arrest Anyone 
Who Breaks the Law: Understanding How 
Colorblind Discourse and Reasonable Suspicion 
Facilitate Racist Policing.” Sociology of Race and 
Ethnicity 4(4):541–54.

Dowling, Julie. 2014. Mexican Americans and the 
Question of Race. Austin: University of Texas Press.

Duarte, Cynthia. 2008. “Negotiating 3rd+ Generation 
Mexican American Ethnicity in Los Angeles, 
CA.” PhD dissertation, Department of Sociology, 
Columbia University.

Emerson, Robert M., Rachel I. Fretz, and Linda L. Shaw. 
1995. Writing Ethnographic Fieldnotes. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press.

Foucault, Michel. 1979. Discipline and Punish. New 
York: Vintage Books.

Galič, Maša, Tjerk Timan, and Bert-Jaap Koops. 2017. 
“Bentham, Deleuze and Beyond: An Overview 
of Surveillance Theories from the Panopticon to 
Participation.” Philosophy and Technology 30(1):9–37.

Galindo, René, and Jami Vigil. 2006. “Are Anti-
immigrant Statements Racist or Nativist? What 
Difference Does It Make?” Latino Studies 4:419–47.

Glaser, Barney, and Anselm Strauss. 1967. The Discovery 
of Grounded Theory. Chicago: Aldine.

Glover, Karen S. 2008. “Citizenship, Hyper-surveillance, 
and Double-Consciousness: Racial Profiling as 
Panoptic Governance.” Pp. 241–55 in Surveillance 



Núñez 561

and Governance: Crime Control and Beyond, edited 
by M. Deflem. Bingley, UK: Emerald Group.

Heyman, Josiah M. 2008. “Constructing a Virtual 
Wall: Race and Citizenship in U.S.-Mexico Border 
Policing.” Journal of the Southwest 50:305–34.

Kalhan, Anil. 2014. “Immigration Surveillance.” 
Maryland Law Review 74(1):1–78.

Lacayo, Celia Olivia. 2017. “Perpetual Inferiority: 
Whites’ Racial Ideology toward Latinos.” Sociology 
of Race and Ethnicity 3(4):566–79.

Lemert, Charles. 1993. Social Theory: The Multicultural, 
Global, and Classic Readings. Boulder, CO: 
Westview Press.

Lofland, John, David Snow, Leon Anderson, and Lyn H. 
Lofland. 2006. Analyzing Social Settings: A Guide to 
Qualitative Observation and Analysis. Belmont, CA: 
Wadsworth.

Lugo, Alejandro. 2000. “Theorizing Border Inspections.” 
Cultural Dynamics 12(3):353–73.

Lyon, David. 2003. Surveillance after September 11. 
Oxford, UK: Polity.

Menjívar, Cecilia, and Leisy Abrego. 2012. “Legal 
Violence: Immigration Law and the Lives of Central 
American Immigrants.” American Journal of 
Sociology 117(5):1380–1421.

Migration Policy Institute. 2013. Immigration 
Enforcement in the United States: The Rise of a 
Formidable Machinery. https://www.migrationpol 
icy.org/research/immigration-enforcement-united-
states-rise-formidable-machinery.

Miller, Cassie, Alexandra Werner-Winslow, Richard 
Cohen, Wendy Via, and Alex Amend. 2016. Ten 
Days After: Harassment and Intimidation in the 
Aftermath of the Election. Montgomery, AL: 
Southern Poverty Law Center.

Miller, Todd. 2014. Border Patrol Nation: Dispatches 
from the Front Lines of Homeland Security. San 
Francisco: City Lights.

O’Brien, Eileen. 2008. The Racial Middle: Latinos and 
Asian Americans Living beyond the Racial Divide. 
New York: University Press.

Omi, Michael, and Howard Winant. 2015. Racial 
Formation in the United States. New York: 
Routledge.

Osete, Jesus. 2016. “The Praetorians: An Analysis of 
U.S. Border Patrol Checkpoints Following Martinez-
Fuerte.” Washington University Law Review 
93(3):803–45.

Pew Research Center. 2013. “Mexican-Origin Hispanics 
in the United States.” Washington, DC. http://www 
.pewhispanic.org/2013/05/01/a-demographic-portra 
it-of-mexican-origin-hispanics-in-the-united-states/.

Provine, Doris Marie, and Gabriella Sanchez. 2011. 
“Suspecting Immigrants: Exploring Links between 
Racialized Anxieties and Expanded Police Powers in 
Arizona.” Policing and Society 21(4):468–79.

Provine, Doris Marie, Monica Varsanyi, Paul Lewis, and 
Scott Decker. 2016. Policing Immigrants: Local Law 

Enforcement on the Front Lines. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press.

Rubin, Herbert J., and Irene S. Rubin. 1997. Qualitative 
Interviewing: The Art of Hearing Data. Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Sabo, Samantha, Susan Shaw, Maia Ingram, Nicollette 
Teufel-Shone, Scott Carvajal, Jill Guernsey de Zapien, 
Cecilia Rosales, Flor Redondo, Gina Garcia, and 
Raquel Rubio-Goldsmith. 2014. “Everyday Violence, 
Structural Racism and Mistreatment at the US-Mexico 
Border.” Social Science & Medicine 109:66–74.

Slack, Jeremey, and Scott Whiteford. 2011. “Violence 
and Migration on the Arizona-Sonora Border.” 
Human Organization 70(1):11–21.

State of Arizona. 2019. “Voter Registration & Historical 
Election Data.” Retrieved October 15, 2019 (https://
azsos.gov/elections/voter-registration-historical-
election-data).

Stuart, Forrest, Amanda Armenta, and Melissa Osborne. 
2015. “Legal Control of Marginal Groups.” Annual 
Review of Law and Social Science 11:235–54.

Stuesse, Angela C. 2010. “Challenging the Border 
Patrol, Human Rights and Persistent Inequalities: 
An Ethnography of Struggle in South Texas.” Latino 
Studies 8(1):23–37.

United States Census Bureau. 2010. “QuickFacts: Tucson 
City, Arizona; Nogales City, Arizona.” Retrieved 
October 15, 2019 (https://www.census.gov/quickfacts 
/fact/table/tucsoncityarizona,nogalescityarizona,AZ/
RHI725218).

U.S. Customs and Border Protection. 2017a. “Sector 
Profile: Fiscal Year 2017.” https://www.cbp.gov/sites/
default/files/assets/documents/2017-Dec/USBP%20
Stats%20FY2017%20sector%20profile.pdf.

U.S. Customs and Border Protection. 2017b. “Secure 
Electronic Network for Travelers Rapid Inspection.” 
https://www.cbp.gov/travel/trusted-traveler-pro 
grams/sentri#.

Vila, Pablo. 2003. Ethnography at the Border. 
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Wang, Yong. 2008. “Agency: The Internal Split of 
Structure.” Sociological Forum 23(3):481–502.

Zureik, Elia, and Mark Salter. 2005. Global Surveillance 
and Policing: Borders, Security, Identity. Portland, 
OR: Willan.

AUThOR BIOgRAPhy
Adriana C. Núñez is a PhD candidate in the Department 
of Sociology at the University of Colorado, Boulder. Her 
research explores the relationship between region, gen-
der, race, and ethnicity in shaping the incorporation pro-
cess for Latinxs. In addition to examining the conse-
quences of surveillance and nativist legislation for 
late-generation Mexican Americans, she is also analyzing 
the political identities of Mexican Americans living on 
the U.S.-Mexico border.


