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Foreword 

The Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs has established interdisciplinary 
research on policy problems as the core of its educational program. A major part of this 
program is the nine-month policy research project, in the course of which two or more 
faculty members from different disciplines direct the research of 10 to 30 graduate 
students of diverse backgrounds on a policy issue of concern to a government or 
nonprofit agency. This "client orientation" brings the students face to face with 
administrators, legislators, and other officials active in the policy process and 
demonstrates that research in a policy environment demands special talents. It also 
illuminates the occasional difficulties of relating research findings to the world of 
political realities. 

The curriculum of the LBJ School is intended not only to develop effective public 
servants but also to produce research that will enlighten and inform those already 
engaged in the policy process. The project that resulted in this report has helped to 
accomplish the first task; it is our hope that the report itself will contribute to the second. 

Finally, it should be noted that neither the LBJ School nor The University of Texas at 
Austin necessarily endorses the views or findings of this report. 
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Edwin Dorn 
Dean 
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Executive Summary 

Texas enjoys an especially important strategic relationship with Mexico. Not only does it 
share 1,248 miles of border with Mexico, but also in 1998 Texas was the nation's largest 
exporting state to Mexico, totaling around $36.3 billion in goods. NAFTA served as a 
foundation for this economic success, providing a basis for open lines of communication 
and free, fair trade. In addition, for more than a decade state leaders have worked hard to 
foster alliances between Texas, Mexican border states, and the Mexican federal 
government. 

Despite the strengthening ties between Texas and Mexico and the growing importance of 
their special relationship, few studies ever analyze intergovernmental relations across 
national borders from a state level to a federal level. In part this is due to constitutional 
reasons: states are not allowed to trespass upon the federal domain of relations between 
nations. But even here, as this policy report demonstrates, considerable scope exists for a 
state-in this case Texas-to be at the forefront of forging direct relations with Mexico. 

This study is the first to systematically analyze the intergovernmental relationship within 
a variety of public policy arenas. It evaluates the modes of contact, the level of 
communication, the extent of cooperation, and the ways in which public officials on 
either side of the border view the other. 

The Project Methodology 

This policy research project selected four major policy sectors to analyze: Criminal 
Justice, Trade and Commerce, Transportation, and the Environment. In addition, although 
not strictly a policy arena, we recognized the need to analyze the Legislative arena in 
order to assess whether elected lawmakers in their respective state and federal congresses 
were responding differently to intergovernmental relations across the border. In short, 
our aim was to assess the nature of Texas' public policy relations with both federal as 
well as state governments. To this end we selected a range of states in Mexico for special 
analysis: Nuevo Leon, Tabasco, San Luis Potosi, and Guanajuato. Quite deliberately we 
chose only one border state, since we did not want to be drawn into an analysis of Texas 
and Mexican state and local governments in the border region, where there was already a 
well-established tradition of bilateral relations. 

Under the direction of Professors Victoria Rodriguez and Peter Ward, the PRP Group met 
weekly during the fall (1998) and spring (1999) semesters and comprised 22 graduate 
students from the LBJ School of Public Affairs Masters Program and other joint-degree 
programs. Most participants in the group had a fluency in Spanish. The group was 
divided into two teams, each of which was to f~us and collect data in either Texas or 
Mexico. In addition, each PRP member formed part of a policy arena subgroup that 
worked on cross-border research in one of the policy areas 
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Fieldwork encompassed contextual information about agency performance, structured 
questionnaires administered to over 50 public officials, and almost as many 
semistructured interviews with senior officials. In order to facilitate future studies and 
analysis of this kind, many of the instruments developed in order to conduct fieldwork are 
included as appendixes to this report, as is some of the data that was collected. The 
findings of these subgroups were analyzed and presented according to a common format, 
and each forms the basis for an individual chapter in this final report. 

The final stage of the research project was to look across all of the policy arenas and by 
comparing and contrasting the data collected, to ask ourselves what overarching 
conclusions might be drawn regarding the changing nature of intergovernmental relations 
across the border and what principal policy recommendations might be adduced. These 
are presented in the final chapter. 

Principal Conclusions: Intergovernmental Relations between Texas and Mexico Are 
Moving from ''Good" to ''Even Better'' 

Despite the apparent banality of such a description, the overarching conclusion of this 
Policy Research Project is that relations between Texas and Mexico are good. In fact, we 
often found these relations to be exceptionally sophisticated. Nevertheless, while "good" 
may be an accurate way to describe the Texas-Mexico relationship, it does not adequately 
address the many complexities and nuances that we found within the relationship. These 
elements are briefly identified below: 

1. Mobilizing Good Re'/ations in the Texas-Mexico Relationship: Special Agency 
Divisions and Key Contacts. The report offers insights into the various ways in 
which different agencies seek to articulate their liaison, ranging from a "single 
ambassador" model to those with more multiplex and decentralized linkages. The role 
of particular actors-past and present governors and several agency heads-has often 
been crucial in fostering the relationship. 

2. Understanding the Importance and Impact of Culture, Language, and History is 
also crucial. Better cultural awareness is important to officials on both sides of the 
border, yet as we always anticipated perceptions and expectations of each other are 
often very different. Although generally these differences are not obstructive, much 
more needs to be done (especially on the Texas side) to improve liaison and cultural 
sensitivities that will consolidate the bilateral bonds that tie us together. 

3. "The Outside-In Re'/ationship": The Border Drives the Center. While interviews 
revealed that key decisions that shape the Texas-Mexico relationship take place in the 
central governments of each entity (Mexico City and Austin), it is impossible to 
ignore the importance that the border plays in the relationship. Indeed, much of the 
improvements have come from the "outside'.' inwards, i.e., from the border back 
toward the center-hence the."outside-in" theory. In the future, a closer cooperation 
between border and central officials in both Texas and Mexico will be the key to 
successful resolution of conflicts-not least as Mexico continues to decentralize. 
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4. Understanding Structural Differences in Government and the Changi.ng Impact of 
Decentraliwtion in Mexico. In both Texas and Mexico there is a fundamental 
misunderstanding of how government operates on the other side, most usually the 
notion that the decision-making authqrity originates at the same level. This lack of 
knowledge and sensitivity often renders intergovernmental relations between Texas 
and Mexico confusing, frustrating, and time consuming. Official contacts between 
Texas and Mexico can be made more efficient by providing a better awareness and 
understanding to both governments regarding how the other operates. 

5. The Economic Basis of Texas-Mexico Relations: Moving Beyond Homo 
Economicus. A primary conclusion of our research is that trade is a driving force 
behind the Texas-Mexico relationship. It is equally important, however, to recognize 
that this relationship is a multifaceted one embracing a common culture, frequent 
population movement, and criminal justice cooperation-indeed, a broad amalgam of 
interactions that go far beyond trade and commerce. 

6. State vs. Federal Concerns and Protocols in the Texas-Mexico Relationship. While 
Texas must always be careful not to overstep its bounds when dealing with Mexico 
(since these are federally prescribed), the state has enjoyed and exercised significant 
freedom in dealing with its neighbor to the South. As this report will demonstrate, 
Texas uses this freedom to its fullest. Both sides, however, need to develop a better 
understanding of international laws and protocols. As Texas enters the unfamiliar 
realm of international relations, it must ensure that it is equipped with the proper tools 
to succeed in this endeavor. 

7. "For Richer or Poorer'': Issues Arising from Resource Imbalance. Resources to 
implement binational programs are a problem for both sides, but for Mexico 
especially. Texas agencies have done much to help alleviate the asymmetry in public 
sector administrative resources through providing, whenever possible, technical 
assistance, grants, and gifts to Mexican state governments to help level the playing 
field. However, such assistance is in its own right a sensitive issue that relates to point 
number 2, above. Within this context, the trend toward standing binational 
conferences has done much to articulate the exchanges of ideas and resources. 
Nevertheless, the ever-present resource imbalance is a delicate situation for both 
sides. Finding a mutually acceptable middle ground on these matters is of critical 
importance to the future of intergovernmental relations. 

Today, all indications point to a continued strong relationship based on mutual advantage, 
goodwill, and some degree of trust and understanding. However, neither Texas nor 
Mexico can afford to become complacent and both should remember that the state of 
current relations is the result of years of hard work and honest dialogue. Continued good 
relations will depend on even more of the type of commitment that has brought the 
Texas-Mexico relationship to the point it is at today. 
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Chapter 1. Why Analyze Intergovernmental Relations across 
the Border? 

In an earlier time, the governments of Mexico and of the United States of America may 
have subscribed to the saying that "good fences make for good neighbors." As the 
barriers that divide one country from another open, however, these governments find 
themselves having to rethink the significance of the lines on a map in terms of the new 
realities of the modem world. One of these realities, the North American Free Trade 
Agreement (NAFTA), has brought both countries closer together economically, 
politically, and culturally and has effectively strengthened these ties. 

The state of Texas, in particular, enjoys an important strategic relationship with Mexico. 
Not only does it share 1,248 miles of border with Mexico, but also Texas has maintained 
its position as the nation's largest exporting state to Mexico, totaling some $36.3 billion 
in goods in 1998. NAFTA provided a foundation for this economic success, providing a 
basis for open lines of communication and free, fair trade. In addition, for more than a 
decade state leaders led by the governor have worked hard to foster alliances between 
Texas, Mexican border states, and the Mexican federal government. Although economic 
issues primarily drive this special relationship, political relevance, geographical 
proximity, and some cultural similarities also influence its formation. 

Despite the increasing ties between Texas and Mexico, it should be noted that there are 
few examples of intergovernmental relations that cross national borders from a state level 
to a federal level. Nevertheless, Texas is at the forefront in forging direct relations with 
Mexico. 

Modes of contact, level of communication, and extent of cooperation often determine 
how a relationship functions. Given the unique relationship between the governments of 
Mexico and Texas as well as the dynamic factors shaping the environment in which this 
relatfonship evolves, one can consider relations in a variety of quantitative and qualitative 
terms. Thus, in the first study of its kind, entitled Reaching across the Border: 
Intergovernmental Relations between Mexico and Texas and the Implications for Public 
Policy, we aim to evaluate the quality of the relationship between the governments on 
several levels. 

Principal Research Questions 

In examining the nature of intergovernmental relations between Texas and Mexico, we 
first wanted to look at the manner in which individual relationships are established and 
maintained, particularly with regard to the official or extra-official context in which they 
are conducted. We also wanted to measure the frequency and intensity of contacts 
between specific officials and departments. Moreover, our study hoped to identify the 
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substantive character of these intergovernmental relations as well as the equality or 
inequality of parties within the relationship. 

Our study also aimed to look at the qualifications and characteristics of the officials who 
most commonly have contact with a foreign counterpart. We intended to survey their 
educational background (both amount and field of study), age, sex, and career 
background. We wished to gain some insight into the officials' experience with and 
knowledge of the other side of the border. Also of importance was determining the 
officials' level of relevant foreign language skills and the role language abilities play in 
initiating contacts and maintaining good relations. Our study also hoped to look at the 
general perceptions that Texan and Mexican public officials bring to their wor~ 
including those pertaining to groups of people, the arena of public policy, and 
Texas/Mexico at large. 

In addition, we were interested in discovering the extent to which systemic factors might 
affect the maintenance or effectiveness of intergovernmental relations between Mexico 
and Texas. For example, Mexican political tradition dictates that wide-ranging personnel 
changes follow elections. Our study aimed to determine whether this turnover among 
employees in any way compromised relations with Texas in terms of the quantity and/or 
quality of contacts or the productivity of the relationship. We also wondered how the 
structures of the governments on both sides of the border affect day-to-day relations. 

Finally, our study intended to gain some understanding as to why Mexico seems to have a 
special relationship with Texas and to explore how this relationship could be improved in 
the future. 

Constitutionality of State-Federal Relations 

Overview of Texas and Mexico Political Structures 

The political structures that exist in the respective polities of Texas and Mexico vary 
greatly. To highlight some of the differences it is helpful to compare and contrast the two 
political systems and the way in which each determines the flow and direction of public 
policy in their respective domains. (For a more detailed discussion of these structures, 
please refer to Chapter 2.) 

The Executive 
Texas is characterized by a weak executive branch. In Mexico, on the other hand, the 
executive dominates the legislative branch, although there are reforms being developed to 
lessen the predominance of the president in Mexican politics. 

The Legislature 
Texas has always employed a bicameral system in the legislature with an upper house, 
known as the senate, and a lower house, referred to simply as the house. In Mexico, 
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however, unicameralism has deep constitutional roots at the state level, while 
bicameralism is employed at the national level in Mexico City. 

Party Politics 
Texas, along with most of the South, was until recently a one-party state under the 
Democratic Party, but this factor should not obscure the fact that a great deal of variation 
existed within the philosophical and political orientation of the different wings of the 
party. A single political party as well has dominated Mexican politics. Until the late 
1980s the Partido Revolucionario lnstitucional (PRI) had exercised virtually 
unchallenged supremacy since its inception in 1929. However, during the 1990s the 
country has experienced a democratic opening and a rise in non-PRI governments, 
especially in the northern border states. 

Term Limits 
Although there are no constitutionally mandated term limits in Texas, turnover is 
relatively low, at around 20 to 25 percent. In Mexico, the opposite is true: since the 1920s 
no re-election has been the norm in Mexico at any level of government. This is often 
cited as a problematic area of concern due to the lack of political continuity after an 
election season, not withstanding traditional patterns of single party dominance. 

Interest Groups 
Interest groups have always wielded a significant amount of power in Texas. The oil and 
agriculture interests are well known for the pressure that they are able to exert on 
legislators and even governors. In Mexico, the direct power of interest groups is less 
pronounced and there is no tradition of formal lobbying of politicians and functionaries. 

Constitutionality of State-Federal International Relations 

Given the varying political structures that exist in both polities, it is important to address 
the constitutional context in which the Texas-Mexico relationship exists. In attempting to 
gauge the status of intergovernmental relations between a nation and a state, it is crucial 
to outline the limitations created by their respective national constitutions. 

The United States Constitution defines various activities in which a state is prohibited 
from participating. Section 10 highlights several of these provisions: 

No State shall enter into any Treaty, Alliance, or Confederation; 

No State shall, without the Consent of the Congress, lay any Imposts or Duties on 
Imports or Exports, except what may be absolutely necessary for executing its 
inspection Laws: and the net Produce of all Duties and Imposts, laid by any State 
on Imports or Exports, shall be for the Use of the Treasury of the United States; 

No State shall, without the Consent of Congress, lay any duty of Tonnage, keep 
Troops, or Ships of War in time of Peace, enter into any Agreement or Compact 
with another State, or with a foreign Power. 1 
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In light of these provisions, the State of Texas is limited as to the types of agreements that 
it can enter into with the Republic of Mexico. The provisions appear to be concerned 
with a state becoming involved with issues of taxation, international trade, and national 
security. References to areas of cooperation are absent from the legal rhetoric although 
they are a defining characteristic of Texas-Mexico intergovernmental relations. 

Similarly, Article 117 of the Mexican Constitution clearly states the various areas in 
which a state may not, in any case, become involved. The following highlights some of 
these major interdictions: 

States cannot, in any case: 

Enter into an alliance, treaty, or coalition with another state nor with foreign 
powers; 

Prohibit or hamper directly or indirectly the import or export of national or 
. foreign merchandise; 

Accrue, directly or indirectly, obligations or debt with governments from other 
nations ... 2 

The Mexican Constitution, representative of a highly centralized political structure, 
clearly limits a state's involvement with foreign entities. Again, the issues raised deal 
with national security and the disruption of the free flow of commerce within the 
Republic of Mexico. 

Areas of Collaboration 

Although the constitutional directives seem to limit the extent of the special Mexico
Texas relationship, the law has not completely excluded innovative initiatives which have 
legally guided the relationship. For example, the annual Border Governors' Conference,3 

which brings together elected leaders from ten U.S. and Mexican border states, produces 
a communique expressing the intent of participants to cooperate and communicate on a 
variety of issues such as education, transportation, health, tourism, and the environment. 
The conference originated in Title V of the Public Works and Economic Development 
Act of 1965, administered by the U.S. Department of Commerce. 

Since then, there has been an effort to formalize agreements at the state level and develop 
action plans for state-to-state collaboration. While some have questioned the 
conference's degree of influence on public policy and the appropriateness of 
gubernatorial involvement in foreign affairs, others have praised the conference for 
trailblazing an atmosphere of cooperation previously unknown in other areas of U.S.
Mexico relations. 
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Policy Arenas Selected 

For this report, various policy arenas of intergovernmental relations were selected in 
which the previously outlined key questions are explored. Several factors were 
considered in choosing the issue areas. One factor was that each arena must include some 
type of international component that would imply a need for cooperation and information 
exchange. A second criterion was that the areas chosen could not be too federally or 
border anchored. There are two reasons for filtering agencies that exhibit these qualities. 
The first is that in examining relations between Texas and Mexico, it would not be 
effective to select an arena whose international dialogue was handled completely at the 
federal level. This would not address the extent of involvement that the State of Texas 
maintains with the Republic of Mexico. Second, by examining an agency that was 
focused on the border, the aim of the project might be compromised, given that the study 
attempts to go beyond border relations and look outside of the traditionally studied border 
region. 

Other factors which affected the selection of the policy arenas included the accessibility 
of agencies within a given policy arena. Some of the initial research in this area was 
collected in the summer of 1998 by two research assistants. By the beginning of the main 
research project, they had compiled a report discussing possible areas of concentration for 
this study as well as listing contacts in many relevant departments both in Texas and 
Mexico. The limitations of the study in terms of time, resources, and the number of 
researchers available to assist in administering the surveys and interviews also affected 
our choice of policy arenas. 

Policy arenas that we considered but did not select include health, higher education, and 
tourism. Part of the reason that they were not incorporated into the study is that the 
preliminary research revealed only a handful of relevant projects. Moreover, projects 
unveiled in the health and higher education arenas seem to be heavily anchored at the 
federal level and also seemed exclusively to target the border region. 

Thus, after considerable thought, the policy arenas that were chosen for the purposes of 
this study were: 

• Legislative 

• Criminal justice 

• Trade and commerce 

• Transportation 

• Environment 

As discussed above, these policy arenas were chosen for the accessibility of their 
respective agencies, the amount of international activity within the arenas, and a tendency 
for policy not to be too federally anchored or focused on the border region. 
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Although legislatures rarely take on the role of developing links with other countries 
(except the Foreign Relations committee or its equivalent), we wanted to ascertain if the 
growing relationship between Texas and Mexico extended to a greater awareness at 
national and local legislative levels. Furthermore, Mexican grievances against the United 
States have traditionally emanated from the Mexican Congress and have focused on the 
political control of territory that once belonged to Mexico. Texas usually receives special 
emphasis in these grievances because of the close history it shares with Mexico. A factor 
that has helped the relationship is the fact that in Texas the Mexican American caucus has 
been an important channel for communication between Texan and Mexican legislative 
counterparts. Thus, analysis of this arena may identify new areas of collaboration and 
may indicate the future nature of intergovernmental relations. 

The area of criminal justice contains some of the most controversial and publicized 
issues in the Texas-Mexico relationship. Because of the international nature of these 
problems, any solution must be grounded in binational collaboration. For example, one 
cannot create policy to fight drug trafficking without understanding both the supply and 
the demand for drugs in both countries. Similarly, one cannot effectively implement 
immigration policy without understanding U.S. demands for labor as well as the 
economic circumstances in Mexico that compel people to emigrate. In addition, 
successful law enforcement demands a high level of cooperation between Texas and 
Mexican agencies. For these reasons, intergovernmental relations in the field of criminal 
justice deserve a careful analysis and therefore are included in the study. 

Trade and commerce has always been a paramount trait of the Texas-Mexico 
relationship. Since the implementation of NAFT A in 1995, trade between the United 
States and Mexico has increased dramatically. On November 18, 1998, the U.S. 
Department of Commerce released trade statistics that show Mexico had surpassed Japan 
as the United States' second-largest trading partner for September 1998.4 Mexico has 
continued to be Texas' largest export market. Texas exports to Mexico reached $36.3 
billion for 1998, up approximately $5.2 billion from 1997. Mexico accounted for 41.8 
percent of Texas' export total.5 The volume of trade that flows between the two regions 
requires strong and open communication to facilitate commercial and border transactions 
and to ensure that NAFf A and its provisions are being respected. Given this situation, 
the arena of trade and commerce was selected to seek a better understanding of the 
cooperation and quality of intergovernmental relations of this increasingly vital field. It 
should also be mentioned that agriculture was included within the scope of trade and 
commerce. Although agriculture was originally defined as a separate policy area due to 
its economic and cultural importance to both Texas and Mexico, because of resource 
constraints within our project it was more efficient for us to combine it with trade and 
commerce. 

As trade continues to increase, the success ofNAFfA depends on the ability of the 
existing transportation structure to adapt and meet the new demand. In 1997, 72 percent 
of truck traffic entering the United States from Mexico passed through Texas. This 
situation raises a wide range of complex transportation issues between Texas and Mexico. 
Both governments are now facing new and challenging difficulties that must be met in 
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order to accommodate the high volume of commerce flows. In order to examine the type 
and quality of these intergovernmental relations, transportation was included as one of the 
report's policy arenas. 

One of the more progressive areas of intergovernmental relations between Texas and 
Mexico has been in the arena of environmental relations. There are several reasons why 
this critical area was chosen for the report. First, environmental concerns require a need 
for immediate action, for without it the consequences could be severe and irreversible. 
Environmental concerns do not respect borders, and both Texas and Mexico must work 
together to ensure that these issues are addressed in a timely manner. Intergovernmental 
relations have been facilitated by a regulatory infrastructure that has been created under 
various NAFI' A provisions. From the outset we expected that this policy area would 
contain a substantial border focus. 

Methodology and Timeline 

Stage I-Contextual Overview. The first stage of the policy research project involved 
forming five teams based on country of study and policy arena. Each group was then in 
charge of interviewing public officials within each policy arena from the various 
agencies. In order to familiarize themselves with the agencies, group members studied 
the preliminary report of Texas state and Mexican federal agencies prepared in the 
summer. Students also examined press coverage, government Web sites, and agency 
documents to identify significant issues within their field. Organizational charts were 
used to designate which public officials should be chosen during the interviewing 
process. 

Stage 2--Selection of States. There are 31 states and one Federal District within 
Mexico, so we decided to limit our focus to the Federal District and four states. Nuevo 
Leon, Tabasco, San Luis Potosi, and Guanajuato were chosen as case study states for 
specific reasons that we hoped would allow our research to expand beyond the border. 
Nuevo Leon, the only border state, was chosen due to its importance within the 
agricultural, trade, and maquila sector and because of the importance of Monterrey as an 
industrial center. Guanajuato was s~lected because it has strong trade ties with Texas and 
is governed by an opposition party, the Partido Accion Nacional (PAN-National Action 
Party). And San Luis Potosi was chosen because of its large manufacturing sector. On 
the other hand, we selected Tabasco because it was less economically developed than the 
other states and because it has important oil wealth and oil related industries-rather akin 
to Texas. (It must be noted that the majority of the interviews were conducted in the 
Federal District, since much of our research involved interviewing federal-level Mexican 
officials.) 

Stage 3-Questionnaire Preparation and Training. Once the principal agencies and 
regions were identified, the next step was to develop a survey that would address the 
previously outlined research questions and extract the information in a tactful and clear 
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manner. The initial survey was designed by a team of four and presented to the class at 
large. Several revisions were made to the original survey draft so that it would be more 
clear, concise, free flowing, and culturally sensitive. Once an English version was 
complete, the survey was carefully translated into Spanish so as to preserve the quality 
and initial aims of the survey. Lastly, various phone-training exercises were completed to 
familiarize interviewers with administering and recording responses in the questionnaire. 
Other interviewing techniques were also reviewed. This method of data collection was 
reserved for mid- to high-level officials in order to discuss in more depth the various key 
issues in the different arenas. 

Stage 4--Data Collection. With the survey and training complete, each team began to 
gather data via telephone surveys and in-person interviews. The Mexico members of the 
various policy arenas traveled to Mexico (primarily Mexico City) to administer surveys 
and conduct semistructured interviews with public officials. The Texas members also 
carried out fieldwork in Austin, Texas, and the surrounding area. 

Stage 5-Data Analysis and Presentation. Following fieldwork, students then produced 
a quantitative analysis of the raw data from the questionnaire responses as well as 
personal resumes collected from interviewees. In addition, each policy area developed its 
primary findings. These findings, considered as "hot topics" or underlying themes, 
served to evaluate contentious issues within each arena Finally, students drafted 
presentations highlighting the more qualitative aspects of the primary findings. Over a 
six-week period these results were put forward in a series of weekly seminar 
presentations and discussions. Through the whole process, the Texas and Mexico 
members of each policy area worked separately on their respective side but maintained a 
high level of collaboration in terms of comparison, contrast, and analysis. 

Stage 6-Comparative Analyses and Final Report Preparation. In the conclusion 
phase, each team worked actively together to highlight the major themes apparent in their 
respective policy area. Subsequently the entire class met to identify the main conclusions 
and overarching findings that cut across the various policy arenas and to explore the 
implications of these conclusions for public policy. 

Data Overview 

Questionnaire and Resume Matrix 

The use of a questionnaire (Appendix A) provided us with a source of easily comparable 
information on the officials in our inquiry. Often we conducted the questionnaire in 
conjunction with an interview to elaborate on or put in greater context the subjects 
uncovered in the questionnaire. Generally, semistructured interviews were done without 
the questionnaire component for the higher-placed officials with whom we spoke. 

The questionnaire contained a general information page and four main sections: 
Background, Forms of Communication and Intergovernmental Relations, Results, and 
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Perceptions and Knowledge of Texas/Mexico. In Background we asked questions that 
gave a general picture of the career path of the subject and position in his/her 
organization's hierarchy. Although we gained general information in this portion on the 
career of the interviewee, we also concluded each interview with a request for that 
person's resume. The data from the resumes is discussed in greater detail in Appendix C. 

The second section of the questionnaire, Forms of Communication and 
Intergovernmental Relations, compiles a list of important counterparts and contacts the 
interviewee has in the other country. The questionnaire then systematically characterizes 
each relationship in terms of its source, means of communication, frequency of 
communication, and concludes with questions regarding the role of friendships in these 
binational relationships. 

The third section of the questionnaire, Results, discusses the relationships attended to in 
the previous section in terms of office-to-office relationships and actions performed 
together rather than the relationship with individual office members per se, as was the 
focus above. In particular, we focused on inequalities in office-to-office relationships and 
the way each office may or may not have adapted to working in a binational context. 

Finally, we approached the most sensitive subjects in the last portion of our 
questionnaire, called Perceptions and Knowledge of Texas/Mexico. In this section, after 
inquiring about the level of first-hand knowledge the interviewee had about the other 
side, we asked our interviewees to select from a list of adjectives those which best 
described the relationship between Texas and Mexico. These lists of adjectives pertained 
to two main questions we were investigating. First, at the level of government and policy 
making in general, we wanted to find out what are the most common misperceptions each 
country has about the other country. The second question asked the interviewee to name 
both positive and negative perceptions that fellow public officials have about officials 
from the other side. In both cases the question first requested adjectives regarding one's 
own country toward the other side, as well as to speculate on a description of how the 
other side sees its own country. Such a setup allowed us to compare side by side the 
stereotypes named by each country's natives and the speculations of natives from the 
other side on the same question. 

The resume matrix was another way we garnered information on the profiles of the 
interviewees themselves. The kind of information gained through analyzing the resumes 
included gender; educational background according to level; discipline; career tracks 
according to training, personal commitment, and sector of employment; background; and 
language fluency. It is important to note that partiality and selectivity in the process of 
finding interviewees may have skewed the data findings somewhat. Therefore, it may be 
presumptuous to draw broad general conclusions about the types of people involved in 
the Texas-Mexico relationship based purely on the information we gathered. In short, the 
data is indicative rather than representative. The resume matrices for the various policy 
arenas may be consulted in Appendix C. 
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Principal Findings of Questionnaire Responses 

Out of I97 variables analyzed, approximately 40 provided insight into the subject area of 
our study. (Refer to Table I. I for an analysis of these variables, broken down by 
percentages.) Without ignoring the other data, a few noteworthy variables deserve 
special attention. For instance, our analysis revealed that 52 percent of the respondents 
on the Texas side held graduate or higher level degrees, while 87 percent of the 
respondents on the Mexican side held the comparable degrees. 

An important aspect of the relationship between the two entities is communication 
through a common language. The large majority of respondents on both sides were able 
to communicate at some level in the other language, be it English or Spanish. Fifty-eight 
percent of the Texans said they had native fluency in Spanish, while 27 percent claimed 
to be fluent, 6 percent said they had moderate Spanish skills, and 9 percent had minimal. 
Twenty-seven percent of the respondents on the Mexican side said they were natively 
fluent in English. Fifty-three percent claimed to be fluent, while moderate and minimal 
skills were claimed by 13 and 7 percent, respectively. It is interesting to note the 
discrepancy between the two groups in native fluency. The larger percentage of Texas 
respondents having native fluency may point to a population base with Hispanic heritage. 
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Table 1.1 
Tabulation of Questionnaire Responses (by Variable) 

No. Variable Texas Mexico Exolanation 

Gender Breakdown 72% Male, 28"/o 87% Male, 13% Gender breakdown of 
Female Female those working in 

intergovernmental 
relations. 

Ethnic Background 61 % Hispanic, 39°/o 99.93% Hispanic, Ethnic background of 
Not Hispanic . 07% Not Hispanic those interviewed . 

Policy Arena 42% Transportation 33% Environment Percentage 
28% Environment 27% Transportation breakdown of 
25% Trade, 27% Trade, interviews by policy 
Commerce& Commerce& arena. 
Agriculture Agriculture 
5% Criminal Justice 13% Criminal Justice 

1 Current Title 44%Junior 47%Senior Percentage 
Operatives Operatives breakdown of those 
25% Departmental 27% Departmental interviewed by 
Directors Directors current title. 
25%Senior 20%Junior 
Operatives Operatives 
.028% Agency Head 6% Junior Aide 
.028% Junior Aide 
6% No answer 

4 Superior Rank 44% Senior 40% Departmental Percentage 
Operatives Directors breakdown of the 
33% Deputy, top- 13% Agency Head or rank of the 
flight advisor Secretruy interviewee's direct 
17% Department 13% Deputy, top-flight superior. 
Head advisor 
6% Agency Head or 13'Yo Senior Operative 
Secretary 13% Junior Operative 

8%Noanswer 

7 Percent of Time Percent of time that 
Working with the respondents spent 
Other working with the 

other entity (Texas or 
Average 37.58% 35% Mexico). 
Most frequent 35% 20% 
response (Mode) 

8 Bachelor's Degree 94% Yes, 6% No 100% Yes, 0% No Percent of those 
interviewed who had 
a bachelor's dearee. 

Type of Institution 42% Texas Public 72% Mexico Public Percentage 
Universities Univervisities breakdown of the 
29% Texas Private 21% Mexico Private type of institution 
Universities Universities where the 
13% US(non- 7% Unclear respondents were 
TX)/Europe Public educated. 
13% US(non-
TX)/Europe Private 
0% Mexico Public 

Universities 
2% Mexico Private 
Universities. 
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No. Variable Texas Mexico Exolanation 
9 Graduate Degree 52% had a graduate 87°/o had a graduate Percentage of those 

or higher level or higher level who had a graduate 
degree degree or higher level 

dearee. 
10 Ability to Speak the 86% spoke Spanish 87°/o spoke English Percentage of 

Other Language respondents who 
could speak the other ·---·--.... 

Language Proficiency 58% Native Fluency 27% Native Fluency Percentage 
27°/o Fluent 53% Fluent breakdown of a 
6% Moderate Skills 13% Moderate Skills respondent's 
9% Minimal SkiUs 7% Minimal Skills proficiency in the 

other-
11 Writing Proficiency 52% Flawless 50% Flawless Percentage 

professional letter professional letter breakdown of a 
24% Correspond, but 36% Correspond, but respondent's ability to 
not flawlessly not flawlessly write in the other 
12% Limited written 7% Limited written language. 
ability ability 
12% Minimal 7%Minimal 

14 Level of Government 31% Local 8% Local Level of government 
62% State 84%State of counterpart; 
7% Federal 8% Federal percentage 

breakdown. 
Initial Contact 19% Inherited 28% Inherited Percentage 

38% Special 36%Special breakdown of how 
programs programs the relationship 
S'Yo International 28'Yo International initiated. 
agreement agreement 
2.5% Political issue Oo/o Political issue 
12.5% Common 0% Common interest 
interest 
17%0lher 7%0lher 

Means of Contact 43% Telephone 39% Telephone Breakdown of the 
47%E-mail 42% E-mail major means of 
3%Fax 7%Fax contact. 
2% Regular mail 8% Regular mail 
6% In person 8% In person 

Major Language 19% MosUy English 65% MosUy English Percentage 
Used 77°/o MosUy Spanish 35% MosUy Spanish breakdown of the 

2% Own Language 0% Own Language major language 
1% Mixture 0% Mixture used when 

communicating with 
counterpart. 

Relations between 100%Warm 100% Warm Percentage 
Offices: Warm/Cold breakdown of how 

counterparts across 
the border 
characterize their 
relations. 

Relations between 96% Friendly 96%Friendly Percentage 
Offices: 2%Hostile 2%Hostile breakdown of how 
Friendly/Hostile 2%Middle 2%Middle counterparts across 

the border 
characterize their 
relations. 
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No. Variable Texas Mexico Elmlanation 
Relations between 2% Untrusting 14% Untrusting Percentage 
Offices: 90% Trusting 62% Trusting breakdown of how 
Untrusting'Trusting 8%Middle 24% Middle counterparts across 

the border 
characterize their 
relations. 

Relations between 2% Obstructionist 25% Obstructionist Percentage 
Offices: 95% Collaborative 70% Collaborative breakdown of how 
Collaborative/ 3%Middle 5% Middle counterparts 
Obstructionist across the border 

characterize their 
relations. 

15 Counterparts Who 81% Yes 58% Yes Current or former 
Are Friends Outside 19%No 42"/o No officials in 
the Office Mexico/Texas; 

officials who have 
worked together and 
regard each other as 
friends. 

19 Free Exchange of 5% Lowest 0% Lowest Percentage 
Information 5% Lower 5% Lower breakdown of how 

15%Middle 15% Middle would respondents 
35% Higher 32% Higher rate the relevant 
40% Highest 48% Highest degrees and extent of 

intergovernmental 
relations between 
their office and their 
counterpart's office in 
the following arenas 
of activities: Free 
exchange of 
information, active 
cooperation, joint 
planning, and joint 
implementation. 

Active Cooperation 9% Lowest 12"/o Lowest Percentage 
5%Lower 0% Lower breakdown of how 

24%Middle 12"/o Middle respondents would 
34% Higher 35% Higher rate the relevant 
28% Highest 41%Higiest degrees and extent of 

intergovernmental 
relations between 
their office and their 
counterpart's office in 
the following arenas 
of activities: Free 
exchange of 
information, active 
cooperation, joint 
planning, and joint 
implementation. 

Joint Planning 8% Lowest 12% Lowest 
Activities 5% Lower 0% Lower 

23%Middle 12% Middle 
34% Higher 35% Higher 
28% Hiahest 42% Hiohest 
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No. Variable Texas Mexico EJmlanation 

This variable 
20 Imbalances in 72% Yes 88% Yes examines the 

Relationship 28%No 12%No imbalance that exists 
between counterpart 
offices in terms of 
budget, staff, 
authority' political 
support, technical 
resources, etc. 

24 Hiring Practices 65% Yes 0%Yes Areas that the 
developing 
relationship affected. 

25 Knowledge of the 25% 100% The internal policies 
Other Side 82°/o Mgood" and "very of the office such as 

good" combined hiring practices. 

Sources of Study40% Study8% 
Knowledge Residence 37% Visits83% 

Visits 20% 
Percentage of Respondents That Agreed wtth These Tenns. %'s do not add to 100 

Negative Perceptions 
of How Mexicans How do officials in 
View Texans Mexico perceive their 

counterparts in 
Insensitive 32% 8% Texas? 
Rich 19% 42% 

Negative Perceptions 
of How Texans View 
Mexicans 

Corrupt 49% 42% 
Inefficient 29% 17% 

Perception by 
Mexican Officials of How do officials in 
their Texas Texas perceive their 
Counterparts COUnterparlsin 

Mexico? 
28 Democratic/ 0% 27% 

Egalitarian 
Open/Cooperative 30% 12% 
Insensitive 33% 33% 
Racist 13% 17% 
Imperialistic 35% 0% 

Perception by Texas 
Officials of Their 
Mexican 
Counterparts. 

Crooked 25% 63% 
Well Disposed toward 7% 57% 
Change 
Hospitable 40% 0% 

Source: Data compiled from questionnaires by Peter M. Ward: 
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Looking at how officials characterize the nature of the relationship, there are several 
variables that lend insight to the nature of this intergovernmental relationship. For 
example, and perhaps remarkably, 100 percent of the officials on both the Texas and 
Mexico side characterize their relations as warm. Interestingly, only 2 percent of the 
Texas respondents felt the relationship was obstructionist in nature. In contrast, 25 
percent of Mexican respondents felt that way. 

Other interesting observations deal with the relative distribution of resources and general 
hiring practices in the respective offices. A large majority of Texan and Mexican 
respondents recognized that an imbalance exists in resources between the two entities. 
However, the Texan and Mexican respondents differed when addressing the effect of the 
intergovernmental relationship on hiring practices. Sixty-five percent of Texas 
respondents claimed that this relationship had indeed influenced their hiring practices. 
While many stated that Spanish fluency had become an important factor in their hiring 
practices, none of the Mexican respondents said that the relationship with Texas had 
influenced their hiring practices. A reason for this may be that English has always been 
stressed as an important skill in Mexico. The questionnaire (Appendix A) and a graphical 
representation (Appendix B) of the data described above may be consulted in the 
appendix section. 

We encountered a fascinating set of responses in the set of questions dealing with 
stereotypes. In some instances, when both sides were asked the same question 
concerning the perceptions of one side about the other, there was strong agreement. For 
example, when asked about common perceptions held by Texas officials about Mexican 
officials, slightly less than half of both Texan and Mexican respondents agreed that the 
presumption of corruption is a common stereotype. What is perhaps more interesting is 
the existence of wide divergences in the Texan and Mexican responses. For example, 
when asked about Mexican perceptions of Texans officials, Texans thought that being 
open or cooperative was a common perception of them in Mexican government circles. 
However, the Mexican response to the same question indicated that the most common 
belief about the Texans is that they are democratic and egalitarian. Additionally, 
Mexicans thought that they were perceived by officials in Texas as being "well disposed 
toward change," yet few Texans listed that as a response. Rather, Texan officials were in 
strong agreement that Mexican officials are commonly thought of as hospitable. 

Data Limitations 

It is important to examine the data limitations in any academic study. As a result of 
certain limitations in the data, we hesitate to draw overarching conclusions related to 
intergovernmental relations between Texas and Mexico. A significant limitation in this 
study is the quantity of surveys that we were able to collect. Fifty-one surveys were 
completed; of those, 36 were taken on the Texas side and only 15 were administered on 
the Mexico side. Due to the modest number of surveys collected, we were not able 
analyze the policy arenas on an individual basis as we had originally intended. 
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Legislatures: A Different Methodology 

Due to the differences between the legislative arena and to the policy arenas of criminal 
justice, transportation, environment, and commerce, it was apparent from the beginning 
of the project that a different methodology would be necessary for the group working on 
this arena. For example, the selection of interviewees was carried out in an entirely 
different manner. Additionally, the structured questionnaire was rejected in favor of a set 
of talking points, a tool that was more flexible and more relevant to the legislators' 
experience. The inclusion of the legislative arena was seen as an experiment but in fact 
has contributed significantly to our understanding of the emerging nature of the 
relationship between Texas and Mexico. For a more detailed account of this 
methodology, see Appendix D. 

Structure of the Policy Research Project 

The intergovernmental relationship between Texas and Mexico will be discussed in detail 
in the following chapters: 

• Legislative (Chapter 2) 

• Criminal justice (Chapter 3) 

• Trade and commerce (Chapter 4) 

• Transportation (Chapter 5) 

• Environment (Chapter 6) 

• Conclusions (Chapter 7) 

The legislative chapter provides an in-depth description of the political structure of Texas 
and Mexico. This synopsis is necessary to understand under what context one formulates 
and coordinates public policy within the Texas and Mexico governments. In addition, it 
lends to the understanding of how conflicts can and cannot be resolved within official 
channels. The legislative section examines the nature and origin of legislative 
involvement within the Texas-Mexico relationship. Although there is no formal contact 
between Texan and Mexican legislators, the border region has created needed dialogue on 
Texas-Mexico initiatives. Legislators interviewed on both sides agreed that Texas and 
Mexico have a special relationship due to the economic and cultural ties that bind them. 

The extent to which Texas and Mexico work together on law enforcement and program 
development, and the context in which they do so, is the main focus of the criminal 
justice chapter. Although most laws discussed here are federally mandated, Texas 
agencies have the discretion to implement and enforce the laws as they see fit. However, 
although many criminal justice issues are under the jurisdiction of federal agencies, joint 
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efforts in certain areas like money laundering and car-theft have been successful. Other 
issues examined are the perceptions surrounding Article IV of the Mexican Penal Code 
and the lack of understanding of international law and agreements within policy circles. 

The findings of the Trade and commerce section highlight how the intergovernmental 
relationship has developed since the signing of NAFTA. NAFTA has strongly increased 
the dominance of the private sector, which affects the decisions that are made in this 
policy arena. This chapter details the presence of the emerging Mexican state 
governments contesting the centralized federal government in an effort to enhance trade 
with Texas. Other issues examined are the role of binational cooperation evidenced with 
the Gulf Governors' Conference and the Border Governors' Conference, as well as the 
nature and origin of contentious issues that have arisen since NAFTA. 

Due to effects of NAFr A, international transportation planning has also increased 
significantly. The transportation section examines the need for further international 
cooperation regarding the maintenance and construction of trade corridors, an issue of 
vital interest to both Texas and Mexico. Other subjects examined are the significance of 
technology for international transportation projects and the effects of centralization in 
Mexico concerning Texas-Mexico initiatives. In addition, the chapter discusses the 
imbalance of economic resources and the role of a single public official initiating and 
overseeing the intergovernmental relationship. 

The environment section discusses how efforts to maintain a clean environment have 
forced both sides to increase communication. More than any other arena, the environment 
is especially affected by border affairs. This chapter discusses the extent to which border 
affairs catalyze the overall Texas-Mexico relationship. In addition, this chapter provides 
an analysis of the various official and unofficial channels utilized to resolve contentious 
issues such as Sierra Blanca and the Big Bend air quality study. The role of Mexican 
government decentralization on the Texas-Mexico relationship is also examined. 

In our conclusion we present the overarching findings inherent in the five policy arenas. 
These conclusions are then followed by policy recommendations for improving Texas
Mexico intergovernmental relations. 

Foremost among these conclusions was our finding that relations between Texas and 
Mexico are good and productive. Problems within the relationship are perhaps more 
publicized than success stories, but officials possessed a generally positive attitude 
towards Texas-Mexico relations and their ability to work effectively within this 
framework. Second, we found that relations are often maintained by special divisions or 
key individuals within governmental agencies. This "Single Ambassador" model tends to 
arrange for those who are most capable (have experience working on the other side of the 
border, speak the language, etc.) to have the most contact with their foreign counterparts. 
At the same time, however, this model also creates a dependency on one person or a few 
people within an agency. Third, our study showed the strong importance of 
understanding culture, language, and history for both Texans and Mexicans. 
Intergovernmental relations would clearly be strengthened if both sides had a stronger 

17 



command of these areas. Fourth, our data suggests that relations initiated by agencies 
along the border are setting the pace for Texas-Mexico relations in general. In this 
"Outside-In" relationship, border localities, which have greater flexibility and more 
opportunity and motivation to work together, are beginning to have a more significant 
influence on the policy decisions of the central authorities. Fifth, an important finding 
was that in both Texas and Mexico there is a fundamental misunderstanding of how the 
government on the other side of the border operates. This can create a lot of confusion 
and frustration for all parties concerned. Sixth, our research reflects the significant role 
that economics plays in maintaining and expanding intergovernmental relations. In all of 
our policy arenas (some more obviously so than others) we found that there is a positive 
economic incentive to develop closer ties with the region. Seventh, we also came to the 
conclusion that although Texas has had a good bit of latitude in its dealings with Mexico, 
the federal authorities in Washington, D.C., have the final word in foreign affairs. Texas 
is subject to changing federal laws and priorities that can significantly affect the Texas
Mexico relationship, for better or for worse. Finally, the disparity of resources between 
Texas and Mexico has been a source of friction but in many cases has resulted in 
increased cooperation. 

Our appendixes include organizational charts from Texas state agencies and Mexican 
federal agencies; a copy of the encoded survey; statistical data; resume matrices; and 
various charts and graphs. We consider it important that the reader have access to these 
materials, but we did not want to overburden the text with unnecessary detail. However, 
much of the richness of the project is formed in the appendixes to this report, either at the 
back of individual chapters or of the report itself. 
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Notes 

1 U.S. Constitution. Online. Available: http://www.usconstitution.net/const.txt. Accessed: April 26, 1999. 

2 Instituto de Investigaciones Jurfdicas de la Universidad Nacional Aut6noma de Mexico. Online. 

Available: http://info4.juridicas.unam.mx/unijus/fed/12/118.htm. Accessed: April 26, 1999. 

l This conference, which began in 1981, brings together the governors of Arizona, California, New 

Mexico, and Texas and their peers in Baja California, Chihuahua, Coahuila, Nuevo Leon, Sonora, and 

Tamaulipas. It is discussed in further detail in Chapter 4 and in Appendix E. 

4 NAFI'A homepage, http://www.naftaworks.org/papers/trad0998.htm. Accessed: April 26, 1999 

(government information Web site). 

5 Texas Department of Economic Development, http://www.bidc.state.tx.us/qtet.htm. Accessed: April 26, 

1999 (government information Web site). 
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Chapter 2. Intergovernmental Relations between Lawmakers 
and Legislatures: From "El Tio Frio" to Hermanos? 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, there was originally no plan to analyze legislative 
policy making and intergovernmental relations between state (Texas) and federal and 
state counterpart congresses (Mexico) in this project. However, in the aftermath of the 
preliminary summer study, and set against the backdrop of a stream of congressmen 
arriving in Austin to protest the Sierra Blanca dump site, it became important to ask how 
legislative bodies relate to one another (if at all) and to what extent one might observe a 
quickening in intercongress relations similar to that anticipated in other policy arenas. 
Moreover, given that these were elected politicians rather than public officials, we wanted 
to know if mutual perceptions of the other side differed substantially from arenas where 
there were ongoing day-to-day relationships in public policy development and 
implementation. It must be emphasized from the outset that the inclusion of the 
congressional level of analysis was something of an experiment. In the end we were 
pleased to have included the congressional sphere, since here, too, we were able to 
perceive a growing interest in the other side, as well as a perceptible shift in relations 
away from the aloof and "cold uncle" (Tfo Frio) attitude of Texas towards Mexico in the 
past toward one of independent mature siblings (Hermanos) with a shared challenge in 
developing a common interest in the future. But before turning to the details, we provide 
a contextual background to the two legislative systems. 

Mexico's Legislative Structure 

Mexican legislatures at both the federal and state levels have undergone sweeping 
changes over the past several years. Though the basic political framework for the 
contemporary Mexican federal Congress was established with the adoption of the 1917 
constitution, the role of the national legislature is still evolving. Like many of the 31 
state legislatures, the federal Congress is becoming a more active force in Mexican 
politics and is beginning to challenge the executive branch, which has dominated the 
country's government since independence. 

The Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI) is a tightly woven coalition of business, 
labor, and technocratic interests that has dominated Mexican politics for the greater part 
of the twentieth century. Through a combination of extensive patronage, massive 
government and party organizational resources, and occasional electoral fraud, the PRI 
exercised virtually unchallenged national political supremacy from its inception in 1929 
until recent years. The dominance of the PRI, coupled with constitutional limits on the 
power of individual legislators and indirect limits on the entire legislative branch, has 
severely impeded the development of institutional power within the Mexican Congress. 
This situation has generally been reflected at the state level as well: historically, state 
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legislatures have acted as little more than rubber stamps for policies emanating from the 
respective governor's office. 

However, the emergence of viable opposition parties in Mexico and internal rifts within 
the PRI hierarchy have made the national Congress a more important forum in recent 
years. In July 1996 the PRI and the major opposition parties-Partido Acci6n Nacional 
(PAN), Partido de la Revoluci6n Democratica (PRD), and Partido del Trabajo (PT}-
agreed to a series of constitutional amendments that reformed the electoral process, 
making the dominance in the Congress by a single political party much less likely. These 
reforms, which limited campaign spending, increased public financing of political parties, 
established the full independence of the federal electoral body, set up a tribunal to resolve 
election disputes, and most importantly limited the number of seats in the Chamber of 
Deputies that can be won by any one party, set the stage for the historic elections of 1997 
in which the PRI lost its absolute majority in the lower house for the first time. Similarly, 
reforms at the state levels and the increasing electoral success of opposition parties have 
led many state legislatures toward greater independence from the executive branch. 

Congressional Structures 

It is important to clarify that Mexico City and the Federal District are not one and the 
same entity. As recently stated by CONAPO (the National Population Council), Mexico 
City is composed of the Federal District and 38 municipalities, almost all of them located 
in the State of Mexico. The Federal District, which operates within Mexico City, houses 
the federal Congress and is divided into 16 political-administrative units called 
de le gaciones. 

According to the Mexican constitution, the federal Congress is empowered to legislate on 
all matters pertaining to the national government. The federal Congress, which meets in 
Mexico City, is composed of an upper and a lower house, known respectively as the 
Senate and the Chamber of Deputies. Consecutive re-election to the Congress is 
prohibited, which means that senators and deputies can not accrue power through 
seniority. However, it is possible for deputies to be consecutively elected senators (and 
vice versa). Mexican senators, four from each state and the Federal District, are elected 
to a six-year term. Deputies serve a three-year term. Under constitutional and legislative 
reforms adopted in 1986, the Cham"er of Deputies was enlarged from 400 to 500 
members. In the expanded lower chamber, 300 deputies are directly elected to represent 
single-member districts and 200 are selected on an at-large basis by a modified form of 
proportional representation. The 200 at-large seats were created to give the opposition 
parties more of a voice in the Chamber of Deputies. Similarly, the Senate was expanded 
from 64 to 128 seats. There are three senators from each of the 32 states, while 32 
senators, selected from national electoral lists, represent political parties. 

Deputies and senators that belong to the same political party are organized into 
Congressional Caucuses (Grupos Parlamentarios) with at least five members each. Even 
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though the electoral code does not allow candidates to run independently of a party, 
deputies and senators may resign from their party affiliation once they are elected. 

Both the Chamber of Deputies and the Senate have numerous comisiones (commissions) 
and comites (committees). The comisiones are equivalent to the committees in the U.S. 
Congress, and the comites serve as administrative and technical assistance bodies. The 
assignation of deputies and senators to the different commissions and committees is in 
many cases based on their expertise and/or interest. For example, legislators representing 
the teachers' union could be assigned to the education commission, or lawyers to the 
commission of legislative analysis (Camp, 1996: 158). 

In the Chamber of Deputies, the number of commissions is left to the discretion of the 
deputies. Membership of any given commission can not exceed 30, and deputies can not 
belong to more than three commissions each. In the past, when the PRI held the absolute 
majority of seats in the Lower House, the governing body was the Gran Comisi6n (Grand 
Commission).1 After the PRI lost the majority of seats in the Lower House, the Comisi6n 
de Regimen Interno y Concertaci6n Politica (CRICP) replaced the Gran Comisi6n. The 
CRICP was established as a power-sharing device, in which deputies from each of the 
five parties represented in Congress alternate the presidency of the commission. 

The Senate has a total of 26 commissions which, like those in the Chamber of Deputies, 
largely correspond to the ministries and agencies of the executive branch. Unlike in the 
Chamber of Deputies, however, the PRI has the absolute majority of seats in the Senate. 
Consequently, the Senate's governing body remains the Gran Comisi6n, whose president 
is a devoted prifsta. Despite the Senate's limited powers in the overall legislative 
process, the persistence of a Gran Comisi6n in the upper house, which is dominated by 
the PRI, has limited the overall independence of Congress. 

State Legislatures 

Unlike the bicameral National Congress, every state legislature in Mexico is composed of 
a single house, usually known as Camara de Diputados (Chamber of Deputies). These 
unicameral congresses are typically composed of approximately 30 seats. Legislators, 
elected directly and through proportional representation, serve a three-year term. 
Mirroring the electoral rules that apply to the National Congress, no immediate re
election of legislators at the state level is permitted anywhere in Mexico. Deputies and 
senators have to wait one term (three years for deputies and six years for senators) to seek 
re-election. Organizationally, the state congresses are similar to the National Congress in 
that the deputies are divided into commissions and committees that serve functions 
similar to those of their counterparts at the national level. 

In the past, when the PRI dominated the political system, each state congress also had a 
Grand Commission (Gran Comisi6n) which assigned bill proposals to appropriate 
committees or commissions, designated leadership in committees and commissions, and 
maintained control of the activities of the congress. The political composition of the 
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Grand Commission always favors the party with the largest representation in the 
congress. Therefore, as long as one political party holds the majority of congressional 
seats, this party also controls the Grand Commission and effectively controls the entire 
congress and all its members. 

Numerous changes in the Mexican political system have taken place over the last ten 
years to reverse this system of executive dominance of the legislative branch, especially 
at the federal level, as discussed earlier. At the state level, however, political power 
exercised through the Grand Commission characterizes the majority of the states we 
visited. The Congresses of Tabasco, San Luis Potosi, and Nuevo Le6n were all subject to 
a Grand Commission. Guanajuato was the only state visited which had discarded the 
Grand Commission in favor of an administrative mechanism that better suits the state's 
legislature, which is not dominate"d by any single party. Though the new Internal Order 
Commission (Comisi6n de Regimen lntemo y Concertaci6n Politica) serves the same 
administrative and agenda-setting functions as its predecessor, the new structure allows 
each of the political parties represented in Guanajuato' s legislature an equal vote in the 
process. This phenomenon was possible in Guanajuato because, like the National 
Congress, no single party holds an absolute majority of seats. Consequently, no party is 
able to dominate the internal order of the congress. 

The Texas Legislature 

State Legislative Structure 

The Legislature of the State of Texas is the state's lawmaking body. Its primary function 
is to enact laws to provide for the health, welfare, education, environment, and economic 
and general well-being of the citizens of Texas. It also establishes public policy through 
the passage of bills and resolutions and proposes amendments to the state constitution 
that are then submitted to the voters for approval or disapproval. 

District boundaries were redrawn as required by law after the 1990 census, and each state 
senator now represents a senatorial district of more than half a million residents. The 
average house district is composed of about 113,000 people. The rich diversity of Texas, 
however, is not mirrored in the composition of the two chambers. Of the 181 men and 
women who represent a population of over 18 million, Hispanics comprise only 19 
percent, while African Americans comprise a mere 9 percent. Current research indicates a 
significant increase in racial diversity for the state as a whole, so that by the year 2030, 
the majority of the population will be minorities, with Latinos predominant.2 

In accordance with the state constitution, the legislature holds regular legislative sessions 
in Austin every two years. The legislature convenes in a regular session on the second 
Tuesday in January of every odd-numbered year. These biennial sessions are limited to 
140 days in duration. This and a salary of only $7,200 a year encourages the members of 
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the legislature to be part-time citizen-legislators who spend most of their time living and 
working among the people they represent. The constitution also allows the governor to 
call additional special sessions as necessary. During a called session, which cannot 
exceed 30 days, the legislature may consider legislation only on matters specified in 
proclamations issued by the governor. 

Like most other states, Texas employs a bicameral system for its legislative branch of 
government. The Texas legislature consists of two separate chambers: a 31-member 
Senate and a 150-member House of Representatives. State senators and representatives 
are elected from single-member districts to serve four-year and two-year terms, 
respectively (Texas Legislature, April 20, 1999). 

The Speaker 

The Speaker is the presiding officer of the House of Representatives. The Texas 
Constitution requires the House of Representatives to choose one of its own members to 
serve as Speaker each time a new legislature convenes. As presiding officer, the Speaker 
maintains order during floor debate, recognizing legislators who wish to speak and ruling 
on procedural matters. The constitution also requires the Speaker to sign all bills and joint 
resolutions passed by the legislature. As a member of the House of Representatives, the 
Speaker may vote on all questions before the house. The other duties and responsibilities 
of the Speaker are determined by the house members in the House Rules of Procedure, 
which are adopted by a majority vote of the members at the beginning of each regular 
session of the legislature. The members give the Speaker the authority to appoint the 
membership of each standing committee, subject to rules on seniority, and to designate 
the chair and vice chair for each committee. 

Under the rules, the Speaker is responsible for referring all proposed legislation to 
committee, subject to the committee jurisdictions set forth in the rules. The rules also 
allow the Speaker to appoint conference committees, create select committees, and direct 
committees to conduct interim studies when the legislature is not in session. 

The Lieutenant Governor 

The Lieutenant Governor is the presiding officer of the Senate. In Texas, this office plays 
a unique role because it is part of both the executive and legislative branches. As in most 
states, the Lieutenant Governor in Texas assumes the powers and duties of the Governor 
when the Governor is unable to serve or is absent from the state. But in Texas, the 
Lieutenant Governor is elected separately from the Governor, and each can be a member 
of different political parties. The Texas Constitution names the Lieutenant Governor the 
Constitutional President of the Senate, but the constitution also gives the Senate the 
authority to write its own rules. These rules, adopted by a majority of senators at the 
beginning of each legislative session, set down in great detail how business is conducted 
in the Senate. 
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Senate rules give the Lieutenant Governor a great deal of influence in shaping state policy 
and influencing laws that may eventually be passed by the Senate. The rules allow the 
Lieutenant Governor to decide all parliamentary questions and use his discretion in 
following Senate procedural rules. He can set up standing and special committees and 
appoint committee chairpersons and individual members. Under Senate rules, the 
Lieutenant Governor also sets the order in which bills are considered (Texas Legislature, 
April 20, 1999). 

Balance of Power 

The office that usually comes to mind when people think of state government is the office 
of the governor. It clearly is the most visible office in the state. Although the popular 
image of the office is one of power, those elected to it discover that the office is 
institutionally weak. The term "chief executive" is almost a misnomer, thanks to 
constitutional restrictions that were meant to ensure that no governor can repeat the 
oppressive abuses of the Reconstruction administration of Governor Edmund J. Davis. 

Unlike the president of the United States, the governor of Texas has no formal appointed 
cabinet through which to impose policy on governmental bureaucracy. Several other 
major state agencies are headed by independently elected officers, including such key 
players as the attorney general and the comptroller. The governor appoints hundreds of 
members of boards and commissions that set policy for numerous other state agencies, 
but most of these boards are structured in such a way that a new governor has to wait 
until halfway through his or her first term to appoint a majority of panel members. 

All of this does not mean that the governor is merely a figurehead. The governor can veto 
legislation and has the exclusive authority to schedule special sessions of the legislature 
and set their agendas. And, despite its limitations, the appointment-making power offers 
the opportunity to make a strong mark on state government. The high visibility of the 
state office also offers the governor a ready-made public forum. So, while the state 
constitution limits the formal powers of the office, a governor's influence is shaped by his 
or her personality, political adroitness, staff appointments, and ability to define and sell 
an agenda that addresses broad needs and interests (Gibson and Robinson, 1995: 280). 

Party Politics 

Historically, Texas was a one-party state, dominated by the Democrats. But the number 
of Democrats in both houses has been decreasing since 1977. During the 75th 
Legislature (1997), the Texas Senate was composed for the first time of a majority of 
Republicans. Although Texas is now a two-party state, policy making at the state level is 
nevertheless characterized by a large degree of bipartisanship (Gibson and Robinson, 
1995: 251-3). 

26 



Term.Limits 

Although there are no constitutional term limit restrictions, a turnover of 20 to 25 percent 
each session has traditionally characterized the Texas Legislature. As a result, state 
legislators are often perceived as inexperienced and amateurish (Gibson and Robinson, 
1995: 225). 

Interest Groups 

Lobby groups have traditionally been very powerful in Texas. However, their influence 
has been cut back in recent years by a number of measures. In 1991 the legislature passed 
an Ethics Bill that limited the amount of food, gifts, and entertainment lobbyists can 
furnish legislators. It also required lobbyists to report the name of each legislator on 
whom they spend more than $50. Most importantly, it created an Ethics Commission that 
could hold hearings on complaints of improper behavior and refer violations to the Travis 
County district attorney for possible prosecutions. However, the 1991 law was flawed
perhaps fatally-since it failed to require legislators to disclose the sources of their 
income and the use of campaign contributions for living expenses (Gibson and Robinson, 
1995: 99). 

Possible Reforms 

Annual Sessions 

Annual sessions would allow legislators time to familiarize themselves with complex 
legislation and would virtually eliminate the need for special sessions, which cost over 
$60,000 per day. Also, yearly sessions would allow the continual introduction of all those 
special resolutions that have negligible importance for the general public but take up so 
much valuable legislative time. General legislative oversight of the state bureaucracy 
would be enhanced (Gibson and Robinson, 1995: 280). 

Increase Salary 

The increase in salary would enhance professionalism in the legislative corps; also, it 
would slow the rapid turnover of legislators through election cycles and, most 
importantly, would reduce legislators• vulnerability to interest group pressures (Kraemer, 
1995: 123). 

Longer Terms of Office 

Longer terms (six years for senators and four years for representatives) would enable 
legislators to develop expertise in both procedure and substantive policy. They would 
reduce the amount of time spent campaigning and allow legislators to focus on legislative 
functions. Less campaigning might also serve to weaken the tie between legislators and 
the lobbyists who furnish financial support for campaigning (Kraemer, 1995: 124). 
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A Profile of Legislators 

Mexico 

In Mexico, all of the legislators who were interviewed were middle-aged men, over 50 
years old. Half were career politicians, while half were businessmen. There were 
relatively few English speakers among them. 

Texas 

In our search for legislators who were prepared and willing to participate in this study, we 
applied two main strategies. First, we employed a "shotgun" method of analysis by 
sending an invitation out to each and every legislator, inviting their participation. Second, 
we went to great lengths to identify those who we perceived as being key in the extension 
and continuation of the Texas-Mexico relationship. Legislators who were, for instance, 
active on issues that impacted the relationship, and legislators who were members of key 
committees or legislators who represented border districts or predominantly Hispanic 
constituencies, were all targets in our research. 

By applying these principles, we were able to identify and interview some of the most 
important players. For instance, Texas Representative Norma Chavez, who was an 
outspoken activist on the Sierra Blanca issue (a controversy over the location of a low
level radioactive waste site in West Texas close to the Mexican border) as well as an 
active member of the House Committee on International Relations, was an obvious 
target. Senator Carlos Truan, Chairperson of the Interim Committee on NAFf A and a 
key member of the Mexican-American Caucus, which occasionally hosts Mexican 
legislators and other officials in Austin, was also an obvious target. Senators Eddie Lucio 
and Eliot Shapleigh, key members of the Special Committee on Border Affairs and 
representing pivotal border districts, were also targets in our research. Representative 
Rene Oliveira, Chairperson of the House Committee on Economic Development, which 
produced a report on the impact of NAFfA on Texas, was another obvious choice. Via 
our shotgun invitation we were also able to interview legislators who were active in the 
Texas-Mexico relationship but were not obvious targets. For instance, Representative Lon 
Burnam is active on human rights issues in Mexico, and Representative Domingo Garcia, 
who completed his tertiary education in Mexico, both participated and gave their views 
on the nature and extent of the relationship. 

Generally speaking, most of the interviewees were male, but this correlates with the 
composition of the predominantly male Texas Legislature. The interviewees came from a 
diverse array of professional backgrounds in both the public and private sectors. The 
educational level of the interviewees also was diverse in nature; for instance, some 
legislators had not even completed their university education while others held 
bachelors', masters', and doctorates. Almost all the interviewees were Hispanic, and this 
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correlates with the high level of Spanish fluency among them and their familiarity with 
Mexico. Lastly, all interviewees were Democrats.3 

The Nature and Quality of Intergovernmental Relations between 
Legislative Bodies 

Mexico 

Perhaps the most striking finding about the legislative role in intergovernmental relations 
between Texas and Mexico is that there are no formal mechanisms for contact between 
legislatures or legislators on both sides of the border. Unlike with trade and commerce or 
state-to-country relations, there are no liaison offices or formal representatives between 
legislatures. Much of the contact is done informally through occasions such as individual 
meetings and congressional exchanges. In addition, Mexican legislators are familiar with 
the U.S. through contact with Mexican citizens living there and through private business. 

In other findings, a struggle for sovereignty marks the historical relationship between 
legislatures. Mexican legislators referred to the secession of Texas from Mexico as the 
beginning of an imperialistic process that has resulted in the strong present-day U.S. 
influence in Mexican affairs. In Tabasco, for instance, where such perceptions are more 
common than in other parts of Mexico, we found examples of this view of the U.S. Local 
diputados (deputies) view the U.S. as imperialista (imperialistic), especially after the 
passage of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFT A). NAFT A is a sign of 
the nuevo colonialismo (new colonialism) adopted by the U.S. government. The central 
government in Mexico City is often seen as colaboradores (collaborators) [with the 
imperialistic United States]. One of the diputados (a farmer) said, "If we survived 600 
years without NAFTA, we can still survive without it." Another diputado, a watermelon 
farmer, suggested we "leer la historia de Mexico" ("read the history of Mexico") to learn 
about "c6mo Los Estados Unidos o Mexico influyen en la politica def otro pafs" ("how 
the United States or Mexico influence politics in the other country"). 

As a contrasting example, a PRI diputado from Nuevo Leon held quite different views on 
the role of Texas in his state. He was ebullient about the potential economic and cultural 
benefits that NAFTA will bring to Nuevo Leon. The diputado spoke of the historic ties 
between Texas and Mexico and the potential for reinforcing these links. "We consider 
the economic potential of NAFTA great" for Texas and Mexico, he said. He was 
optimistic about future relations between the two states. He talked about the economic 
growth potential of the entire border area, referring to the one million workers in 
maquiladoras. This development, he said, is a clear example of globalization at work. 

Within these different views, the major theme of Mexican strength emerged, as well as 
the country's ability to pursue policies for its own self-interest, free of bullying from the 
colossus north of the border. For instance, Diputado Alfredo Phillips Olmedo, President 
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of the Commission on Foreign Relations, weighed what might happen in the event of a 
major political disagreement with the United States, such as a decertification in the drug 
war. "Let's assume they don't certify us," said Phillips Olmedo, ''We'll close our borders 
completely and bring Mexicans living there back to Mexico. Then we'll just wait and see 
what happens." 

A second finding that emerged in many of our intenriews was the Mexican desire to 
illustrate the flaws of both political systems, primarily in perceptions of corruption. 
Diputado Phillips Olmedo was informative in this regard as well. Again elaborating on 
the drug war, he pondered, "How do drugs that are transported through Mexico end up in 
New York after getting through the border at Laredo? Se mandan por fax, o que? (are 
they sent by fax, or what?)" According to Phillips Olmedo, the American legislative 
process is influenced by outside forces-specifically fu.entes oscuras (dark sources) of 
funding. American legislators also have a vision parroquial (parochial vision): they 
respond to interest groups. He said that this makes it difficult to negotiate because 
legislators in the U.S. don't see the big picture, they only see the desires of special 
interest groups that fund them. 

Another theme that emerged in discussions with Mexican legislators is that knowledge is 
the key to future relations between Texas and Mexico. Improved education will help to 
''level the playing field" between the two entities. A PAN diputado in San Luis Potosi 
elaborated on this notion. He said that improved education, health, employment, and 
investment were central to bettering the Mexican side of the equation. 

In the context of these findings, it is important to highlight the ramifications of the views 
of the legislative branch on intergovernmental relations between Texas and Mexico and 
their implications for public policy. One parallel emerges in examination of the basic 
nature of legislative entities. We can presume that because legislatures are elected 
entities, they will reflect the views of their constituents, both the general public and 
political interests. For instance, the differing views in Tabasco and Nuevo Le6n on Texas 
and U.S. intervention in Mexico are representative of certain historical and economic 
trends in these areas. Before the onset of the petroleum industry, Tabasco was historically 
an economically marginal area of Mexico, while Nuevo Le6n always benefited from 
close economic ties with the U.S., especially after the implementation ofNAFTA. The 
main point here is that in the future, Texas cannot expect to deal with Mexico with 
singular political and economic policies for the entire country. Rather, policies must be 
developed and implemented according to the particularities of individual states. In this 
regard, Texas legislators should interact on a coequal basis with their Mexican 
counterparts, aware of their own interests and of the individual complexities within the 
policy arena. Finally, it should be emphasized that Mexican legislators desire to impact 
the policy-making environment as a counterbalance to the powers of Mexican governors. 

Another implication for public policy in the Texas-Mexico relationship is that legislators 
will likely use their political positions to protect business interests. Though they may 
hold contrasting political views, both the legislators in Nuevo Le6n and Tabasco 
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mentioned the importance of business and investment and how Texas (and to a larger 
extent, the entire U.S.), would affect this commerce. This factor is apparent in evaluating 
the petroleum connection between Governors Bush of Texas and Madrazo of Tabasco, as 
both of their states contain considerable oil reserves. 

Texas 

There are no formal ties between the Texas state legislature and Mexico's state or federal 
legislatures. But there is a degree of intermittent informal contact between certain Texas 
legislators, especially amongst those who are active in border issues, and Mexican state 
governors and state legislators. This contact usually takes place outside of formal 
business hours and is predominantly conducted in Spanish. For example, the celebrations 
surrounding George W. Bush's inauguration for a second governor's term created a venue 
for cross-border interactions between legislators. 

The Mexican Consulate in Austin serves as the primary medium for almost all contacts 
between legislators on both sides of the border. Governors of border states on the 
Mexican side of the border establish sporadic contact with Texas legislators. There exist, 
however, fairly well defined, albeit informal, channels of communication between Texas 
legislators that represent border constituencies and Mexican local officials. For instance, 
Senator Eliot Shapleigh (D-El Paso) talks freely about the good relations between himself 
and the mayor of Ciudad Juarez. But this relationship and many like it have not been 
formalized due to a perception that much more gets accomplished through these ''back 
channel" relationships and that there is little to be gained from institutionalization. This 
perception is especially prevalent on the Mexican side of the border, where local officials 
are more constrained by the constitutional mandate of federal supremacy. 

In our interviews with Texas legislators, we asked them to share with us the most 
common perceptions and misperceptions held by Texans about their Mexican 
counterparts. One legislator acknowledged that there is a language prejudice: Texans 
perceive Mexicans as incompetent based on their difficulties with English. Another 
common misperception identified by Texas legislators deals with the Mexican work 
ethos: the different work schedule associated with the afternoon siesta is often interpreted 
by Texans as a lack of commitment to work. When it comes to the Mexican system in 
general, there is a perception of exc~ssive bureaucracy, corruption at all levels of 
government, and inefficiency. 

We also asked Texas legislators to identify the most common perceptions and 
misperceptions held by Mexicans about their Texas counterparts. Most legislators felt 
that the Mexican viewpoint of Texans shifted along a continuum between the "Brother" 
and "Cold Uncle" perceptions. Another perception identified is that Texas officials lack 
an understanding of the complexities of the multiparty political structure and 
centralization of Mexican government. On an interpersonal level, Texans are perceived 
as being cold, arrogant, impatient, and business oriented. 
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Another major finding of our research is that the relationship between Texas and Mexico 
is incident-specific and lacks continuity. For instance, in the environmental policy area, 
two incidents initiated contacts between officials from both side of the border. First, the 
Sierra Blanca controversy over the dumping of low-level radioactive waste near the 
Mexican border caused a flurry of protest from both Mexican and Texas legislators. 
Second, the Big Bend air quality controversy continues to affect relations between Texas 
and Mexico. The Texas Legislature even waded in on this issue in 1997 with the 
introduction of a House Concurrent Resolution requesting various governmental entities 
in Mexico, including the federal Congress and the Coahuila state legislature, to reduce 
emissions from the two power plants located in Piedras Negras (HCR 266, 1997). Even 
though this resolution died in committee, it shows the Texas Legislature's willingness to 
express its concerns. 

Another finding is that the relationship, even at the legislative level, is driven by border
focused issues, such as the expansion and development of colonias along the border. An 
example of the importance of border issues is the creation during the 76th Legislature 
(1999) of a Border Affairs committee whose chair, Senator Eddie Lucio, represents ''the 
Senate ambassador to Mexico" (Lucio News Release, 1999). Additionally, incidents such 
as the Sierra Blanca debacle and water issues in El Paso reinforce this finding. NAFT A is 
virtually the only issue that affects Texas-Mexico relations beyond the 1-10 highway 
corridor (Texas Legislature, 1998). 

Our last finding is that there is a strong desire for continuity and enlargement of the 
relationship in general and that the legislature should play a leading role in bringing this 
to fruition. One legislator said, "I envision a day when the NAFTA countries are united, 
and I am working towards that." There is a willingness and recognition of the necessity to 
work more closely on issues that know no boundaries, such as airborne diseases and air 
and water quality. 

Enhancing Intercongressional (Informal) Relations: Future Options 

Mutual liaison offices between the Texas and Mexican legislatures would benefit 
relations significantly within this sphere. Though direct state-federal ties are 
constitutionally impermissible, a Texas representative to several of the Mexican states 
and, likewise, a Mexican representative for several U.S. states in a region, could facilitate 
policy making across these sectors. As trade and economic ties increase after NAFT A, 
one can anticipate that the need for improved communications and cross-border 
representatives will grow. The fact that the legislature has established a Special 
Committee on Border Affairs bolsters the case for such representatives. 

We also suggest that regular legislators' conferences, akin to the state governors' 
conferences, be established for major players on both sides of the border. The key 
individuals involved on both sides would be the speakers of the legislative bodies and 
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committee heads. These conferences would build upon the already existing informal ties 
between the legislators. 
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Notes 

' The Organic Law of the Mexican Congress provides that any political party with an absolute majority in 

the Chamber of Deputies earns the right to preside over the Gran Comisi6n. For many years this 

guaranteed that even with the inclusion of proportional representation seats, the PRI dominated the 

legislative process. This clause is also applicable to the Senate. 

2 Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs, Urban Issues: A Profile of Change and Diversity, Policy 

Research Project Report Series, no. 127 (Austin, Tex., 1998). 

3 Resume matrix compiled by Dr. Peter Ward and assorted resumes of interviewees. See Appendix B. 
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Appendix 2.1. List of Interviewees 

Mexico 

Chamber of Deputies, Tabasco 

Villahermosa, Tabasco 
Diputado Licenciado Manuel Andrade Diaz (PRI) 
January 11, 1999 

Ingeniero Roberto Martinez Castillo 
Director, Promoci6n y Gesti6n Empresarial 
January 11, 1999 

Chamber of Deputies, Nuevo Loon 

Monterrey, Nuevo Leon 
Diputado Guillermo Martinez Garza (PAN) 
January 17, 1999 (telephone interview) 

Diputado Licenciado Francisco Javier Cant:U Torres (PAN) 
February 17, 1999 (telephone interview) 

Mexican Federal Congress 

Mexico City 
Diputado Alfredo Phillips Olmedo (PRI) 
Presidente de la Comisi6n de Relaciones Exteriores 
Camara de Diputados, Federal Congress of Mexico 
January 13, 1999 

Licenciado Hector Angeles Hernandez (PRD) 
Advisor to the President of the Border Issues Commission 
January 14, 1999 

Chamber of Deputies, San Luis Potosi 

San Luis Potosi, San Luis Potosi 
Diputado Mario Leal Campos (PAN) 
January 18, 1999 

Chamber of Deputies, Guanajuato 

Guanajuato, Guanajuato 
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Diputado Gomez Luviano (PAN) 
January 20, 1999 

Diputado Jose Antonio Cruz Rodriguez (PDM) 
January 20, 1999 

Diputado Profesor Jose de Jesus Serrano Aguilera (PRI) 
January 21, 1999 

Diputado Ruben Garcfa Farias (PRI) 
January 21, 1999 

Diputado lngeniero Carlos Ernesto Scheffler Ramos (PRD) 
January 21, 1999 

Diputado Isidoro Arellano Varela (PVEM) 
January 21, 1999 

Texas Legislature 

Senate, Austin, Texas 

Senator Eduardo (Eddie) Lucio, Jr 
February 15, 1999 

Senator Eliot Shapleigh 
March 5, 1999 

Senator Carlos F. Truan 
March 17, 1999 

House of Representatives, Austin, Texas 

Representative Norma Chavez 
February 4, 1999 

Representative Lon Burnam 
February 10, 1999 

Representative Juan F. Solis ill 
February 22, 1999 

Representative Rene 0. Oliveira 
February 24, 1999 

Representative Domingo Garcia 
March 24, 1999 
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Chapter 3. Cross-Border Criminal Justice Relationships 

Introduction 

Texas and Mexico share many concerns about keeping their citizens safe, maintaining the 
public peace, and preserving their citizens' rights. Criminal justice is a catchall term for 
the many aspects of those responsibilities, which range from investigating and 
prosecuting crimes to tracking down child support from absent parents. 

Officials on both sides of the border say Texas stands out from the rest of the United 
States because of its close ties to Mexico and interest in cross-border collaboration. 
Particularly in comparison with California, another populous border state, Texas enjoys a 
reputation of cooperation and mutual respect in Mexico. ''They really do think differently 
about our state," said Dan Morales, a former Texas attorney general who served two 
terms from 1990 to 1998. Morales said that when he visited Mexico, officials there were 
very generous with their time and would show interest in Texas' governors, particularly 
George W. Bush. Despite the general goodwill, however, a number of recurring issues 
keep relations at a certain distance. 

On the Texas side, many officials worry that Mexican law enforcement is corrupt or 
collaborating with drug dealers. Frequent turnover among Mexican officials is a 
frustration, as is the difference in available resources for Mexican agencies, compared to 
their Texas counterparts. There is significant resentment from Texas law enforcement 
officials of Mexico's refusal to extradite for capital murder. They say they worry that the 
most heinous criminals escape to Mexico and avoid punishment, and may use that 
country as a "safe haven." 

In Mexico, frustrations center on some Texans' lack of awareness of Mexico's history, 
government system, and international rights as a sovereign nation. Mexicans arrested in 
Texas are not always accorded their rights as foreign nationals. Racism and language 
barriers also are perceived to have an impact. "Mexicans and foreigners in general are 
seen as different in the eyes of the law," said an official with the Mexican consulate in 
San Antonio. "Basically it all comes down to American racism." 

In this chapter, we look at some of the criminal justice areas in which Texas and Mexico 
regularly interact. We discuss some of the background political issues and share findings 
from a series of interviews with officials on both sides of the border. For a complete list 
of participating agencies, see Appendix 3.1 at the end of this chapter. 

Agency Overview 

We were able to interview people at all levels of federal, state, and local government in 
Texas and Mexico. We found participating officials through phone calls, referrals, and 
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agency visits. Below is a list and brief description of the different Mexican and Texan 
agencies in which we conducted interviews. 

Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS; U.S. Federal) 
The INS is an agency of the U.S. Department of Justice and is charged with enforcing 
laws relating to foreign-born persons in the United States. The INS is also in charge of 
naturalization and other immigration benefits to foreign-born U .S residents. We 
interviewed two INS representatives in Texas: an officer in Dallas that manages detention 
of undocumented immigrants, and a border patrol agent in Brownsville. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI; U.S. Federal) 
The FBI is the principal investigative arm of the Justice Department and investigates 
violations of federal criminal law such as kidnapping, drug offenses, and some violent 
crimes. The FBI has four offices in Texas. We interviewed a resident agent in Austin 
who had been formerly based in Laredo. 

Texas Office of the Attorney General (TxOAG; State of Texas) 
The responsibilities of the TxOAG are laid out in the state constitution. Its duties include 
defending Texas' laws and constitution as well as representing the state in the court 
system. The TxOAG is not directly involved in law enforcement or enforcing criminal 
penalties-the attorney general does not have the power to determine prison sentences, 
unlike attorneys general in Mexico. 

At TxOAG, we interviewed officials in the border affairs division; the financial crimes 
division; the child support enforcement section of the international cooperation division; 
and the office in charge of prosecution under Article IV of the Mexican Penal Code. We 
also were able to interview former attorney general Dan Morales and Shane Phelps, the 
new deputy attorney general for criminal justice in the John Cornyn (elected November 
1998) administration. 

The border affairs office researches, analyzes, and compiles information on Mexico and 
Mexican law enforcement for the TxOAG. Our interview in the financial crimes division 
focused on money laundering between Texas and Mexico. 

Office of the Governor (State of Texas) 
The governor is the chief executive of Texas. Staff divisions include budget and planning, 
criminal justice, legislative office, and major initiatives. We were able to interview 
Governor Bush's assistant general counsel. This attorney functions as a liaison to the 
U.S. Department of State on treaty obligations for international prisoner transfers as well 
as consular notification and access. The governor's counsel also serves as the extradition 
attorney for the state. 

Office of the Secretary of State (State of Texas) 
The secretary of state is appointed by the governor. The office of the secretary of state 
compiles public, business, and commercial records, ensures fair elections, publishes 
government rules and regulations, and authorizes creation of new business entities. It 
does not focus specifically on criminal justice affairs but does work on some related 
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issues. This office also has a division for Mexico and border affairs. We interviewed one 
current official in this division, along with a former official who was border affairs 
liaison under Governor Ann Richards. 

Department of Public Safety (DPS; State of Texas) 
The principal duty of the Department of Public Safety is to operate the Texas highway 
patrol. But DPS also is involved in many other areas that often bring it into contact with 
counterparts in Mexico. One office, the Border Auto Theft Information Center (BA TIC), 
compiles information on auto thefts in Texas and Mexico and works to return stolen cars 
to their owners. We interviewed the commander in charge ofBATIC. We also 
interviewed the Austin office assistant commander for narcotics enforcement. 

Texas Department of Health and Human Services (State of Texas) 
The Texas Department of Health and Human Services established the Immigration and 
Refugee Office to handle immigrant issues and work with Texas law enforcement. The 
office is not mandated to work specifically with Mexican agencies, but the majority of its 
resources are geared toward Mexican migrants. Its director is available to Mexican 
officials who have questions about federal immigration laws and the way those laws 
apply to Texas. Staff members work on tracking immigrant settlement patterns and study 
the way federal immigration laws affect Texas and its border regions. 

Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT; State of Texas) 
TxDOT is the principal state coordinating agency for transportation projects. It is 
governed by a board of commissioners. Like DPS, TxDOT maintains a cross-border auto 
theft prevention division. We interviewed the director of the Auto Theft Prevention 
Authority in the TxDOT Austin office. 

Austin Police Department (APD; City of Austin, Texas) 
APD is the City of Austin's principal law enforcement agency. It maintains a cooperative 
relationship with Mexican law enforcement. This interaction facilitates the prosecution of 
Mexican nationals suspected of committing crimes in Austin as well as Texans that have 
fled to Mexico in an attempt to escape prosecution. We interviewed Chief Stan Knee. 

Travis County Sheriff's Department (TCSD; Travis County, Texas) 
TCSD is the principal law enforcement agency for the County of Travis. Like APD, 

TCSD maintains warm relations with the Mexican Consulate in Austin as well as with 
Mexican law enforcement authorities. We interviewed Sheriff Margo Frasier, the public 
information officer who is the primary liaison to the Mexican consulate, and a patrol 
sergeant who often acts as a translator for the department and has traveled to Mexico to 
help with investigations. 

Cameron County Juvenile Probation Commission (Cameron County, Texas) 
This commission is a county-level division of the statewide Texas Juvenile Probation 
Commission (TJPC). TJPC is an agency that works with county juvenile probation 
officers to increase the effectiveness of juvenile corrections programs. The commission 
also maintains a Border Children Justice Project. The goal of this specific project is to 
"coordinate the return of Mexican juvenile offenders to their respective communities after 
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processing them through the Texas juvenile justice system." The program also returns 
United States juveniles who have run afoul of the law in Mexico. We interviewed a staff 
member of the Cameron County program. 

Procuraduria General de la Republica (PGR; Mexico Federal) 
The PGR is the attorney general of the Republic of Mexico. It has an office that deals 
specifically with border affairs that works with U.S. states as well as the American 
federal government. 

Officials interviewed included those with high public positions in the DirecciOn General 
para America del Norte (North American Program), Programa de Asuntos Fronterizos 
(Border Affairs Program), Programa de Coordinaci6n y Seguimiento (Legal 
Coordination and Continuation), and the office of Asuntos Jurfdicos y Asuntos 
Intemacionales (Legal, Jurisdictional and International Issues). 

During our visit to Mexico City, we spoke with the director general for the North 
American Program who is responsible for all policy and legal matters pertaining to North 
America. Most of the communication in his office is directed at the U.S. We also 
interviewed the director of border affairs. She is responsible for coordinating all border 
issues as they relate to the Mexico-U.S. border. Her office focuses on environmental, 
transportation, immigration, and commercial issues. We also interviewed the director of 
legal coordination and continuation. She is responsible for overseeing legal matters, 
treaties, and contracts. 

In the office of Legal, Jurisdictional and International Issues, we interviewed the director 
of the office and the coordinator of asesores de la Subprocuraduria. The coordinator is 
the liaison between the lawyers and the director of the agency. The director is the main 
contact between the PGR and the U.S. State Department. 

In Texas, we interviewed a PGR officer stationed in San Antonio, the Agregado 
Regional. As regional PGR representative, he is responsible for coordinating extradition 
requests and other legal matters involving foreign nationals on both sides of the border. 

Secretaria de Relaciones Exteriores (SRE; Mexico Federal) 
The SRE is the Mexican equivalent of the U.S. State Department and handles foreign 
relations. We interviewed consular officers and staff stationed in Texas offices. We 
interviewed staff at the San Antonio and Austin offices. Both officials we spoke to held 
the position of Consul Encargado de Asuntos de Protecci6n a Mexicanos (Consular 
Officer in Charge of Protection for Mexican Nationals). The officers work with issues 
concerning foreign nationals in the U.S. 

Subsecretaria de Poblaci6n y de Servicios Migratorios, Instituto Nacional de 
Migraci6n (SPSM; Mexico Federal) 
The Subsecretaria de Poblaci6n y de Servicios Migratorios is the equivalent of a 
combination of the U.S. Bureau of the Census and the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service, housed in the Mexican National Immigration Institution. This is a federal office 
which has officers and analysts in border state offices. SPSM traditionally has focused on 

40 



refugee and settlement issues rather than on the enforcement of immigration law. But 
with increased INS enforcement strategies in Texas, SPSM has had to help border states 
work with deportees. At SPSM, we interviewed a federal immigration analyst based in 
NuevoLe6n. 

Procuraduria General del Estado de Nuevo Loon (Mexico, State of Nuevo Loon) 
This is a state-level attorney general's office in Mexico. Mexican attorneys general have 
more discretion than their Texas counterparts with regard to specific cases and sentences. 
But they are appointed by the governor of their state, rather than elected like the Texas 
attorney general, so they have less latitude for independent decision making. We spoke 
with a comandante (administrator) and the Nuevo Le6n spokesperson. 

Procuraduria General del Estado de Coahuila (Mexico, State of Coahuila) 
We interviewed public relations officials ofthis state-level attorney general's office, 
structured like the PGR branch office in Nuevo Le6n. 

Interview Demographics 

This section is intended to show the backgrounds of the officials who_ spoke with us, and 
it should not be considered representative of officials in this area as a whole. Information 
was collected by requesting resumes and through semistructured interview questions. We 
look at seven demographic indicators to gain a fuller understanding of the personnel that 
are working in Texas-Mexico criminal justice issues. Those areas are: gender, education, 
area of study/discipline, public versus private sector experience, job training, personal 
commitment to cross-border affairs, and career time spent working in the opposite 
country or state. 

The officials we interviewed on both sides of the border were predominately male. 
Almost all of our interviewees in Texas were men, with the exception of Travis County 
sheriff Margo Frasier and a staffer at the Texas Attorney General's office. But there were 
a number of women in high public office among our Mexican interviewees. Two of the 
women interviewed in Mexico City were the bead coordinators of their respective 
programs. One was the director of the Border Affairs Office and the other woman was 
the director of the Legal Coordination and Continuation Office. Both women report to 
the director of the North America Program, who reports directly to the Mexican Attorney 
General, putting them very close to the top of the PGR hierarchy. 

Officials on both sides of the Texas-Mexico border were well educated. All of the 
Mexican officials that we interviewed had bachelor's degrees and more than four officials 
held master's degrees. In addition, all of the officials that were interviewed spoke 
English. 

In Texas, the administrative law enforcement officials we spoke with and everyone 
interviewed at the Attorney General's office held bachelor's or advanced degrees. Patrol 
officers were the exceptions, since that job often only requires an associate's degree. 
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Many of the people we interviewed in Texas spoke Spanish, although bilingual Texans 
made up a lower percentage of overall interviews than English-speaking Mexicans on the 
other side of the border. About 10 percent more of the Mexican officials were able to 
communicate in English than Texans could speak Spanish. The Texans that did not speak 
Spanish lamented their lack of the other language, and at least one said he planned to take 
Spanish classes. 

Most of the Texans we interviewed had a law background; the Mexican educations 
reflected a varied background (see Appendix B). Among our Mexican interviewees, the 
most common degrees were in the humanities or law. One Mexican also had a degree in 
public administration, and the head of the Procuraduria of the state of Nuevo Le6n held a 
master' s degree in engineering. 

Both sets of officials had spent most of their careers in public sector, nonelected 
positions. Few of the Texans and none of the Mexican officials had held significant 
positions in the private sector. Instead, careers seemed to be strongly focused on public 
sector employment. Both Texas and Mexico interviewees had training that was relevant 
and conducive to the work they are now doing. 

Texans seemed to have a deeper personal commitment to working specifically on cross
border criminal justice affairs. To assess this area, we looked at how much time each 
official spent working in cross-border criminal justice, how much time they spent 
learning about either Texas or Mexico, and other factors such as having relatives across 
the border. The Texan interviewees came out roughly 15 percent ahead of Mexican 
officials when we analyzed personal commitment to this policy area. 

A greater number of Mexican officials had been educated in the United States than 
Texans had studied in Mexico. In contrast, more Texans had spent their careers working 
in or with Mexico than vice versa. This becomes less significant, however, when one 
considers that Mexico is a federal entity that deals more often with the U.S. federal 
government than with individual states. Consequently, while there may have been less 
Texas-specific training and career time spent in Texas among Mexican officials, the 
Mexican respondents had experience working with the U.S. federal government. 

Federal Aspects of Criminal Justice Policy: 
Narcotics, Immigration, and International Treaties 

Most international criminal justice policies are handled federally through international 
treaties. Most of the contact on issues such as immigration and drugs takes place between 
the federal government in Mexico City and Washington, D.C. States generally do not 
have much say in designing these policies, but they do have some discretion on how they 
implement them. Texas and Mexico have had many opportunities to forge important ties 
in these areas, and officials spoke to us about these issues even when they were not 
directly part of the Texas-Mexico relationship. 
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To study aspects of the practical relationship between Texas and Mexico, we conducted a 
context analysis of articles in Mexican newspapers from the last five years that mentioned 
Texas within the context of drugs and immigration. In the case of drugs, out of 394 
articles mentioning the words ''Texas," "Mexico," and "drogas," only three addressed 
issues having to do specifically with Texas. In the case of immigration, out of 179 
articles mentioning the words ''Texas," "Mexico," and "migraci6n," only two of them 
specifically addressed immigration issues in Texas. 

Significantly, at the 15th Annual Border Governors' Conference, governors from both 
sides of the border mutually agreed not to talk about two particular issues: immigration 
and drugs. The then governor of Tamaulipas, Manuel Cavazos Lerma, justified this 
decision by saying that these issues cannot be viewed in a local manner but rather as an 
integral part of the whole relationship (Moysenn and Vasquez, May 6, 1997). The 
governors came to this decision even though immigration and drugs are probably the two 
most difficult issues in the relationship. But this may in itself help to explain their 
reluctance. Difficult issues are tough to talk about, especially when much of the 
conversation is already taking place at the federal level. 

Narcotics 
Both sides of the border have acknowledged that the use and sale of illegal drugs is a 
major threat to both U.S. and Mexican societies. In fact, President Ernesto Zedillo has 
gone so far as to identify drug trafficking as the main threat to Mexico's national security 
(Martin, June 6, 1997). Beyond mutual agreement on this basic fact, both countries have 
struggled, often against each other, to combat this problem. 

The two countries take different approaches when formulating drug policy strategies. 
This has led to tension-because Mexican officials have different priorities than their 
northern counterparts, some United States officials have criticized Mexico for not doing 
enough to fight the drug industry. United States goals tend to center on extradition of 
drug dealers and visible reduction in the drug trade. In contrast, Mexican officials resent 
U.S. intrusion on their government's right as a sovereign state to set its own agenda. 
They believe the U.S. has not adequately handled its internal drug problems and that 
Mexico is used as a scapegoat. 

These tensions are particularly eviqent in the controversy surrounding drug certification 
policy in the United States. According to the U.S. State Department, the drug certification 
process, enacted under an amended version of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1986, 
requires the president to submit an annual list to Congress of countries he deems to be 
major producers or traffickers of illegal drugs into the United States. The certification 
process requires the U.S. to deny any country on this list most forms of nonemergency 
aid and to vote against proposed loans by multilateral development banks unless that 
country is "recertified" by the president, with the approval of Congress. In order to 
become recertified, a country must show that it has cooperated fully with the United 
States in the war against drugs, or that it has taken adequate steps of its own to achieve 
the goals and objectives of the 1988 United Nations Drug Convention. 
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The Mexican government has responded to U.S. drug certification policy with dismay 
and indignation. In their eyes, drug certification stems directly from the fact that the 
United States conveniently chooses to ignore the necessity to combat its own internal 
demand for drugs by placing all of the blame on the countries where these drugs 
originate, or to pass through, as Mexican Congressman Olmedo complained to the 
legislative group (reported in Chapter 2). The Mexican government says that instead of 
pursuing one-sided policies, the U.S. should engage in bilateral solutions that are forged 
in the spirit of mutual respect and neighborly cooperation. Such concerns are a recurring 
theme in the U.S.-Mexico relationship. 

Some U.S. officials have been quite receptive to Mexican concerns, something that we 
might choose to interpret as a hopeful sign. For example, former Texas attorney general 
Dan Morales received a lot of positive press in Mexico for comments he made during an 
official visit to Mexico in 1996, in which he expressed his opposition to U.S. drug 
certification policy. But from the U.S. perspective, bilateral cooperation against the drug 
trade is easier said than done. U.S. law enforcement officials often have had to proceed 
with caution when working with Mexico. It is hard for U.S. officials to know who they 
can trust, especially given the perception that drug interests infiltrate the highest levels of 
the Mexican government. Such perceptions, regardless of how exaggerated they may or 
may not be, are exacerbated whenever -a high-profile figure is arrested. 

In February 1997, for example, U.S. officials arrested General Jose de Jesus Gutierrez 
Rebollo-at that time Mexico's highest ranking antidrug official-on charges that he 
accepted bribes in exchange for protecting a high-level Mexican drug trafficker only ten 
weeks after he was appointed. U.S. officials use such incidents to justify unilateral 
measures that do not take Mexican concerns into account. This type of action is 
exemplified by Operation Casablanca, a controversial money laundering sting in May 
1998. 

Operation Casablanca was designed to bring suspected money launderers to a 
"conference" in America so that they could be arrested on American soil. This three-year, 
six-nation investigation led to the confiscation of $35 million and more than 100 arrests. 
Suspects included 14 Mexican banking officials, including top officials from Serfin and 
Bancomer, two of Mexico's largest banks. Undercover agents lured 11 of the Mexican 
bankers to Las Vegas for a night of celebrating, but after a few hours of gambling at a 
luxurious casino, the bankers were rounded up by U.S. agents and placed under arrest for 
illegally handling millions of dollars from powerful drug cartels. 

The Mexican government expressed indignation at what it considers the entrapment of 
some of its top bankers, especially protesting that it was not notified of such a drastic 
operation. The U.S. position is that the raid was an undercover operation, and that 
publicizing it to the Mexican government could have endangered the lives of its agents. 
In the end, Operation Casablanca gave U.S. officials further cause to mistrust Mexico in 
the fight against drugs. This cycle of mistrust followed by American action and Mexican 
protest seems to make true collaboration very rare, and makes the drug trade one of the 
more difficult problems that the two countries face. 
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Unauthorized Immigration 
Another issue that is a source of conflict between these two countries is the unauthorized 
migration of Mexican nationals into the United States. According to the INS, there were 
between 4.6 and 5.4 million undocumented immigrants living in the United States in 
October 1996. About 2.7 million of these (about 54 percent) originated from Mexico. In 
1996 the INS estimated that the undocumented population at that time was growing at a 
rate of 275,000 people a year. This was a 25,000-person decrease from the 1994 
estimates, but the INS says on its Web site that the population of undocumented Mexican 
immigrants has grown by about 150,000 people a year since 1988. 

U.S. responses to unauthorized migration have depended less on the actual numbers of 
migrants than on economic conditions and the political climate in the United States. This 
often has resulted in an ambivalent immigration policy that seems to be entirely driven by 
internal concerns. From the Mexican point of view this can be quite frustrating, since 
policies that affect many of its citizens are being made with little Mexican input. The 
United States has the right as a sovereign nation to control its borders, and given the 
relative power imbalance between the two countries, Mexico can do little more than 
protest any unfair treatment of its citizens and call for mutual respect and cooperation 
along bilateral lines. 

Just as with the drug issue, disagreements on the causes of Mexican immigration lead to 
conflict and asymmetry of action. On the one hand, Mexico has historically placed 
emphasis on U.S. demand for Mexican labor and wage imbalances between the two 
countries as primary causes. Given that these conditions are not likely to change in the 
foreseeable future, the Mexican government sees little that can be done to stop the 
migrant flow, so all that can really be done is to maintain vigilance over the plight of its 
citizens. 

The United States historically has cited economic conditions within Mexico as the 
primary cause, so its natural response has been to build fences and at the same time try to 
lift Mexico economically. The U.S. approved the North American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFI' A) partly out of the belief that it would improve economic conditions in Mexico 
and thus reduce the stream of migrants. 

Officials from both countries gradually have come to acknowledge that Mexican 
immigration has its root causes on both sides of the border. A strong system of social 
networks maintains the flow of migrants. Such agreement, however, has not led to 
significant convergence of policy responses. The United States again has the power to 
proceed unilaterally, leaving Mexico little role but protest. For example, in 1994 the 
Mexican government strongly protested the California initiative known as Proposition 
187, which sought to deny public education and most forms of health care to 
undocumented immigrants. 

In 1996 the Mexican government also spoke out against a cluster of federal legislation 
which denied noncitizens most forms of government benefits, strengthened border 
enforcement, and made it much easier to deport undocumented immigrants. This 
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legislation consisted of the illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act 
(IIRIRA), the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act (AEDPA), and the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (Welfare Reform Act). The 
Mexican Ministry of Foreign Relations released a 12-point strategy in response to these 
new laws, including plans to strengthen the size and presence of its foreign embassies and 
consulates, to strengthen the dialogue with U.S. government agencies, and to denounce, 
through diplomatic channels, any violation to the human, occupational, or legal rights of 
Mexican nationals abroad (Riquelme, April 8, 1997). 

Despite growing signs of cooperation, such as the annual meeting of a working group on 
Migration and Consular Affairs of the U.S.-Mexico Binational Commission, little 
substantive cooperation exists at the federal level. Turning our attention to immigration in 
Texas, we find that immigration has a greater impact on Texas than on the nation as a 
whole. According to census data, international migration (nearly all of which comes 
through Mexico) accounted for 23 percent of Texas population growth between 1990 and 
1996 (Texas State Data Center, 1997). The effects of immigration are felt even more 
strongly along the border. International migration accounted for 29 percent of population 
growth along the border region but only 21 percent of the growth in the rest of Texas. 

The immediacy of the issue to Texas, especially along the border, and to Mexican border 
states suggests that cooperation between border officials on immigration issues may be 
greater than for their federal counterparts. 

The Vienna Convention 
Article 36 of the Vienna Convention is an international protection for anyone arrested in a 
foreign country. The provisions state that (l) consular officials shall be free to 
communicate with nationals of the sending state and to have access to them. Nationals of 
the sending state shall have the same freedom with respect to communication with and 
access to consular officers of the sending state; and (2) if he or she so requests, the 
competent authorities of the receiving state shall, without delay, inform the consular post 
if a national is arrested or committed to prison or to custody pending trial. In other words, 
someone who is arrested must be advised of his or her right to contact the consulate and, 
if requested to do so by the suspect, law enforcement agencies must notify the consulate 
in question. 

Unfortunately, many law enforcement organizations are not aware of the Vienna 
Convention and do not carry out its provisions. Because of Texas' geographic position 
and the large number of Mexican citizens arrested, Mexican officials consider this area an 
especially large breach of trust and an example of American hypocrisy. "I can assure you 
that the State Department would never accept another country not notifying them when 
an American is detained," said Miguel Angel Gonzalez Felix, legal adviser for the 
Mexican Secretariat of Foreign Relations (Villafranca, September 28, 1997). 

The lax enforcement of the Vienna Convention, not only in Texas but nationwide, finally 
led to a U.S. Department of State mandate for better application of and commitment to 
the convention. The state department has directed all state attorneys general to let law 
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enforcement officers know the importance of abiding by the provisions of the Vienna 
Convention, since it expects the same treatment when Americans are arrested abroad. 

Texas-Level Policy Issues: 
Extradition, Prosecution, and the Death Penalty 

Capital punishment is one of the most contentious issues in U.S.-Mexican relations. 
Mexico does not use the death penalty and also refuses to extradite any criminal suspect 
who might face a capital sentence. In contrast, Texas makes extensive use of the death 
penalty, executing more prisoners than any other U.S. state. 

Former Texas attorney general Dan Morales said that Mexican officials often pressured 
him to reverse death penalty sentences. But unlike his Mexican counterparts, the Texas 
attorney general does not have jurisdiction in this area. In the U.S. this authority primarily 
belongs to the court system, although in Texas the governor and the board of pardons and 
paroles have some discretion over sentencing. 

'They [Mexican officials] would come to me, wrongly perceiving that I had some 
opportunity or some role to stop executions," Morales said. At cross-border conferences, 
sometimes "there would be almost palpable discomfort amongst the individuals 
discussing these issues because it was known that within 30 days, a Mexican national was 
due to be executed." Morales added that he did not think the Texas system was unfair to 
Mexicans who ended up on death row. "All required constitutional privileges are 
provided to them [Mexican defendants] in the court system," he said. 

An official who worked under former Texas governor Ann Richards said that the 
Mexican press and government could not understand why Governor Richards could not 
stop all executions. During a meeting between Texas and Mexico lawyers, the Texan 
attorneys showed the Mexican officials the Texas Constitution and clearly explained in 
legal terms why Governor Richards could not step in to take convicted criminals off death 
row. The official said Richards told the Mexican consuls frankly that instead of lobbying 
her, they needed to get a good lawyer. Even at the highest levels of government, there did 
not seem to be a clear understanding of each others' structure of government. 

Shane Phelps, the current deputy attorney general for criminal justice under John Cornyn, 
said extradition was a "major frustration"-particularly Mexico's refusal to extradite 
suspects unless there is a promise of no death penalty. In addition to recurring 
frustrations with the death penalty, Mexican officials have expressed concern over the 
way Texas has interpreted a new federal immigration law. Texas is the only state to 
proactively implement the IIRIRA, one of the federal laws discussed in an earlier section 
of this chapter. The legislation states that a noneitizen U.S. resident convicted of a felony 
or equivalent offenses shall be immediately deported. Since it was enacted, Texas has 
enforced it retroactively and gone through court records to find resident noncitizens who 
could be deported under the law. Mexican officials say that this law is unnecessarily 
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punitive and tends to be selectively enforced against Mexicans as opposed to immigrants 
from other countries. 

An official in the Texas Secretary of State's Office offered a less confrontational view of 
relations. Nobody wants to change the laws in anybody else's country, he said. Both 
countries are aware that the law is the law and do not expect others to bend it. 

Article IV Prosecutions 
Article IV of the Mexican Penal Code is a provision that allows U.S. officials to seek 
prosecution by Mexican authorities of a Mexican resident who is suspected of 
committing a serious crime in the United States. The provision eliminates much of the red 
tape and politics associated with extradition and is an important tool for Texas-Mexico 
cooperation. 

Before Texas began using Article IV on a regular basis, there were only two options 
when a person committed a crime in Texas and then fled to Mexico. The first option was 
that Texas officials could file a request for extradition through the Department of Justice 
in Washington. But this is a very lengthy process, and the Mexican government rarely 
grants extradition-and so far, never in cases that could involve the death penalty. The 
other option was to wait for the suspect to reenter the United States and apprehend him or 
her at that time, a rather unreliable method. With Article IV, U.S. state attorneys general 
can take advantage of the previously unexploited option of prosecuting criminals in 
Mexico. 

The text of Article IV reads: "Crimes committed in a foreign territory by a Mexican 
against a Mexican or against a foreigner, or by a foreigner against a Mexican, will be 
punished in Mexico, in accordance with federal law, following that: a) the accused be in 
the Republic of Mexico; b) the prisoner has not been definitively tried in the country 
where the crime was committed; and c) the infraction with which the accused is charged 
be considered a crime in both countries." 

In practical terms, the Texas prosecutor is responsible for compiling all relevant evidence 
and translating the package into Spanish. This is submitted to the Attorney General of 
Mexico and the case enters the Mexican judicial system. To invoke this provision, the 
crime alleged must be part of a laundry list of serious crimes. For Texas prosecutors, 
Article IV is a chance to seek justice in cases that otherwise might remain unresolved 
(Office of the Attorney General, Article IV Technical Assistance Manual, 1994). 

Extradition 
There was a general feeling of optimism that Mexico and the U.S. were moving toward a 
more productive and efficient relationship with regard to extradition matters. 'The 
cooperation (particularly with regard to criminal justice issues) is constantly becoming 
more open and more effective," said a PGR official in the office of legal, jurisdictional 
and international issues. 

Although the death penalty continues to be a point of contention for officials who had to 
work with it, many of the frontline people we spoke with-especially in Texas-said that 
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day-to-day relations were not affected by bigger U.S.-Mexico issues like the death 
penalty or drug recertification. 

Official Relationships across the Border 

A TxOAG official on the child support enforcement team said that "people who haven't 
worked with offices in Mexico think that everything is impossible in Mexico." He agrees 
that things work more slowly (which he attributed to an orientation to the long-term), but 
said that ''Texas attitudes towards Mexico are often based on stereotypes." He said that 
the main problem Texas has is "lack of coordination." Each group has its own initiatives, 
and officials often do not know what other agencies are planning and working toward. 

The Travis Country Sheriffs Department information officer, who works closely with the 
consulate, said he thinks that most Mexicans in Texas are here to work hard, and that only 
the exceptions get in trouble. This officer said that Texans often are confused about "who 
everyone is" in Mexico and do not pay much attention to Mexican cops. He says that he 
thinks relations are friendly when Texas cops go down to Mexico and that he hopes the 
Texans are not overbearing. He doesn't want to see the Texans become "big ugly from up 
north." 

The FBI agent who used to be stationed in Laredo said all his contacts with Mexican 
police were during business hours. But officials would often go to lunch just to be social. 
"We wouldn't even talk shop. Just shoot the breeze," the agent said. He described it as a 
very good working environment, and said he worked with them usually at least once 
every few months. Now that the FBI agent is in Austin, he said he almost never works 
with his contacts across the border. Austin is in a very different part of Texas, he said, 
and if his office needs anything from the Mexican side it is easier to ask FBI offices on 
the border. The Austin office is "far too busy" to try to do it all themselves, he said. 
Former Texas attorney general Dan Morales echoed the agent's sentiments, saying that "I 
think the vast majority of so much of what goes on is personal." 

Austin police chief Stan Knee said very early in our interview that he does not think 
Mexican police are as well trained and focused as police in the United States. APD 
officials generally work with Mexican law enforcement when they want to question 
somebody in Mexico, he said. Austin police have worked with the judicial police 
(Mexican federal law enforcement) more than other levels of Mexican law enforcement. 

Morales said he put a lot of effort into developing and maintaining relationships with 
Mexico. He described Mexican officials as very friendly and generous with their time
for example, the director of Mexico's drug-fighting program made a day and half 
available for Morales and his staff. ''That did not occur with any other state. Texas was 
the first," Morales said. ''That's very unusual, a federal government dealing directly with 
a counterpart state government." 
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In our other interviews, we got mixed reactions to the Morales era. One staffer in the 
AG's office said that Morales had opened a number of doors to relations with Mexico and 
that he hoped things would continue. One example was the creation of a border affairs 
task force within the Texas attorney general's office. But another official we talked to at 
the attorney general's office did not want to discuss Morales' time in office because "he 
did not want to speak ill of the Morales administration." Even if not openly expressed, 
there seems to be mixed opinion of the Morales legacy. 

Morales himself emphasized the positive results from bis terms in office. He said his 
administration got off to a good start, had many high profile meetings, and spent time 
with Mexican media officials. "I'd always make a point of saying really good things 
about my hosts. How troubling it was to see some of my countrymen who did not see the 
value Mexican immigration brings to the U.S.," Morales said. "Mexicans are very 
sensitive about the issues of U.S. citizens who hold the view that Mexico is flooding the 
country with illegal drugs. Just the smallest peep from me to Mexican journalists [about 
the U.S. as the number-one consumer of illegal drugs]-you'd see huge headlines, that an 
official was willing to concede that. It's not much of a concession. It's hard fact. But for 
the most part U.S. officials don't say that. And they certainly don't say that in Mexico." 

Morales also praised annual conferences that bring together attorneys general from border 
states in both the United States and Mexico. These meetings include Texas, California, 
New Mexico, Arizona, and six Mexican states. He said one possible development from 
the conferences is a possible collaboration on consumer rights lawsuits in Mexico, 
patterned after Texas' successful lawsuit against the tobacco industry. When that case 
settled this year, Texas won $17.3 billion in damages. 

Mexican officials also appreciate the conferences. Benjamin Clariond Reyes, the interim 
governor of Nuevo Leon, expressed his hopes for the 15th conference in the Monterrey 
newspaper El Diario: "I sincerely hope that the meeting produces good and tangible 
results that will allow us, in a high spirit of cooperation that characterizes us as good 
brothers (buenos hermanos), to be able to navigate the paperwork and processes of 
extradition and increase cooperation in the return of stolen vehicles; for mutual judicial 
assistance, exchange of information and technology, and training." (September 13, 1996). 

Formal and Informal Cooperation 

Policy development at the cross-border conferences often is held up somewhat by 
differences in the structure of the state attorney general offices. In the U.S. , attorneys 
general are elected and have broad control over agency policies. But in Mexico, attorneys 
general are appointed by the governor and must seek approval from the governor for 
major policy changes. "Mexican AGs were very-reluctant to do anything without clearing 
it with their governors first. We didn't have that problem," Morales said. ''They do not 
have the authority to make those [policy-changing] decisions." Instead, policy 
recommendations must go back to the governor to get signed, approved, and moved 
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through bureaucracy. "It really operated to squelch much of the substance that otherwise 
would have been accomplished," Morales said. 

Texas officials must be sensitive to Mexican federal concerns even when state governors 
are eager to collaborate. A member of the Texas attorney general's office said that some 
of the state offices are very eager to work with Texas-enough so that Texan officials 
must make sure they are not being too quick to exclude the federal-level Mexican 
agencies. This official said that Mexicans tend to be very formal in their relations and 
constantly want to check with their higher-ups, and that they probably perceive Texans as 
too willing to move forward without consensus. Also, he said Texans are sometimes 
suspicious that there may be extra meanings hidden in the formal way Mexicans handle 
contacts. 

Texas-Mexico conferences are held in a variety of areas. Even if these meetings don't 
lead directly to new policies, officials on both sides of the border said they help keep 
Mexican officials up to speed and build relationships between investigators on both sides 
of the border. All of the Texas immigration officials that were interviewed said only that 
policy is set at the federal level and that they are simply enforcers of what Congress 
enacts. 

To avoid bottlenecks at the national level, many officials work together informally on 
routine issues. One official we spoke with on the Texas attorney general's financial 
crimes task force said that officially requesting information (such as records from 
Mexico's equivalent of the Internal Revenue Service) takes a long time, even though 
there is a treaty in place to make things work faster. He says there is "less rigmarole" for 
both sides if they work outside the system. 

A DPS official who works with auto theft programs said the treaties they work under are 
"loose" and matter far less than maintaining a good working relationship. This official 
said Mexican law enforcement officials can be very sensitive, especially at higher levels. 
If they are offended, they will cut off relations. Because of this, he said he tries to give 
extra care to finding sensitive, culturally aware staff to work with them. And the best 
relationships develop between the line staff, not the administrators. 

On the other hand, an official in the Texas AG's office approached Mexican sensitivity 
from a different perspective. He said Mexicans do not have a deferential attitude toward 
Texans, who they view as peers. Only a small number of folks work with Mexico, and 
this official said the AG' s office tries to keep them prepared and aware. He says relations 
are crucial to the success of programs like Article IV, and that staffers need to be aware of 
differences in the way business is conducted (such as the necessity of making small talk 
before business) and other issues. 

In general, the Mexican officials we spoke with were much more conscious of the history 
of relations between the two regions than the Texans were. Almost all of the Mexicans 
we interviewed mentioned that Texas used to be part of Mexico. 
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Issues of Controversy: Immigration 

There seemed to be some tension on the part of Mexican officials with regard to 
immigration issues. This was definitely a sensitive issue for many Mexican officials, 
even those whose role did not involve immigration issues. Many complained that 
whenever Mexican affairs were mentioned, the foremost topic on the mind of U.S. 
officials was immigration. 

A high-ranking officer of the PGR said that even though Mexico was a sovereign nation 
that dealt with a wide range of issues, the American public and many U.S. officials only 
thought of undocumented immigration when Mexico was mentioned. Other Mexicans 
we spoke with were annoyed that the media portrayed undocumented migrants as mainly 
from Mexico. The head of the federal immigration research agency based in Nuevo Le6n 
said that half of all undocumented workers are people who overstay their visa and that 
most visa overstayers are of European and Asian origin. This same official said that 
Americans generally thought of undocumented immigrants as Mexicans who sneak in, 
though in fact 50 percent are visa overstayers. Also, he said, the majority of the 
overstayers are not Mexican. But as he saw it, the INS and other U.S. agencies tend to 
focus on undocumented immigrants from Mexico. 

In Texas, however, Mexicans do make up an overwhelming portion of new immigrants. 
According to the U.S. Census· March 1998 Current Population Survey, immigrants from 
Mexico outnumbered other immigrants locally by a 6 to 1 ratio. About 150,000 foreign
bom people moved into the Dallas metro area during the 1990s, and about 780,000 total 
immigrants moved into Texas, according to Texas agencies and a recent analysis of U.S. 
census data (Claassen, January 20, 1999). 

The increase in immigration from Mexico to Texas has led to increased funding for 
border patrol operations and the creation of a state immigration and refugee office. Few 
other U.S. states have offices that specifically deal with immigration issues. 

Tensions within Mexico 

Tension between the border states and the Mexican federal government came out in 
interviews with one of the directors of the lnstituto de Migraci6n based in Nuevo Le6n as 
well as with many officials who were interviewed in Mexico City. These officials 
discussed the immigration of Mexican nationals from a human rights perspective. Many 
said that the INS and the Border Patrol were not respectful of the human rights of those 
who crossed the border, and there was a general sense that many Border Patrol agents 
were immune from prosecution. 

Officials from the SRE border affairs program said that there needed to be another accord 
with the U.S. which would clearly lay out the rights of those who cross the Mexico-U.S. 
border. The Mexican immigration official from Nuevo Leon had a different perspective. 
He said that although it is important to protect human rights, the Mexican federal 
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government is too often rhetorical and does not commit itself to these ideals. The 
perspective taken by many border states was a practical one, he said. Since the federal 
government does not have to deal with the influx of migrants coming from the interior of 
Mexico, it was easy for them to define the discussion in terms of human rights. Mexican 
border states, on the other hand, had to deal with migrants from the interior as well as 
Mexican nationals being deported to their border cities. This official seemed to take a 
stand that was somewhat more sympathetic to Texas and its dealings with undocumented 
migrants. 

Issues of Controversy: Corruption 

To hear Texan officials talk, corruption is a fact of life when dealing with Mexican law 
enforcement. Yet the same officials generally speak warmly of their cross-border 
relations. They say they limit their collaboration to situations where they know both sides 
will be operating under more or less the same parameters. 

Officials at the Travis County Sheriffs Office told us they do not trust Mexican law 
enforcement to do an adequate criminal investigation-one called it a "healthy" mistrust. 
One of the biggest fears is that Mexican police coerce confessions, which is illegal in the 
U.S. and can wreck a court case. In an interview early in 1999, Travis County sheriff 
Margo Frasier cited a recent murder case in which Austin-area cops were not allowed to 
question suspects and there were concerns of a forced confession. Texas police "want to 
solve a case, not just get a confession," Frasier said. But she will not send investigators 
down to Mexico without cooperation from the Mexican government because of concerns 
that Texans might overstep their boundaries during an investigation or otherwise violate 
Mexican sovereignty. 

One Travis County Sheriffs Department administrator told us that Mexican law 
enforcement had more respect for American cops than the other way around. The official 
attributed this imbalance to a difference of professionalism and training, and said she 
thinks that Mexico may still allow some people to "buy" jobs. Another sheriffs 
department official, however, said the situation in Mexico has improved but still has a 
way to go because low salaries often lead to corruption (such as bribes or kickbacks). 
But there are some good police forces in Mexico as well, the official said. 

The FBI agent formerly in Laredo and now in the Austin office generally spoke in 
glowing terms of the Mexican police he worked with. ''They were professional and well
educated, believe it or not-very well educated," he said. Friendly, courteous, and "they 
respected the badge." But he also matter-of-factly said that the FBI only works with them 
on non-drug-related cases. "We never discuss drug cases," he said, since almost all 
Mexican law enforcement agencies could have ties to the drug trade, may be accepting 
kickbacks, and might tip off suspects. "If you have money in Mexico, it's pretty common 
to pay off officials," said the FBI agent, who is Hispanic and speaks fluent Spanish. "It 
was just better not to say anything." 
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Former Texas attorney general Dan Morales said his staff was less reluctant to work with 
Mexican officials than some of the U.S. federal agencies. He said U.S. federal agencies 
often worried that Mexican agencies were not stable and might leak information to 
criminals. The Morales administration worked with Mexican officials "when we knew 
them" and felt secure that bad things were not going to happen. Morales said both sides 
have a "responsibility to root out internal corruption where they find it. . .. My view is 
and has always been that you have corrupt people on every level." Other prominent Texas 
officials also were diplomatic about the problems of corruption, such as an official with 
the Texas Secretary of State's Office who said that corruption is everywhere, not just in 
Mexico. He also acknowledged that even a few well-publicized incidents of corruption in 
Mexico can make U.S. officials very wary of working with Mexican authorities. "One 
bad experience, particularly if it's high profile, does incalculable damage" to the 
opportunity to forge future relationships, he said. "That more than anything is what 
restrains us from doing much more." 

Even with these concerns, most lower-level Texas officials seem to find ways to establish 
relationships with Mexican officials on respected terms, with corruption only a 
background concern. A lawyer who heads investigations for the Attorney General's 
Financial Crimes Unit said his division has an unofficial relationship with the Mexican 
officials they meet at conferences. These officials help out mostly by looking up 
addresses in Mexico--for example, to verify an address given by a suspect in an 
American case as a real address, not a garbage dumpster or a clearly public building. 
"They're much quicker than working through official treaties," the lawyer said. Getting 
information through Mexican tax records is time-consuming and can be outdated. But the 
lawyer said his division does not tell Mexican law enforcement anything about the cases, 
for fear that suspects might be tipped off. To an extent, this is standard practice when 
working with other agencies inside the U.S., but there is a sense that there are extra 
worries because of the international border. 

We talked to a sergeant at the Travis County Sheriff's Department who does not work 
much with Mexico but has gone with detectives to Mexico as an investigator and 
translator. This officer said Mexican police are unprofessional and look like a "rag-tag 
security outfit"-and that they, too, often comment about how nice the Texan uniforms 
are. Relations were pretty good once trust was established, he said, but he doesn' t think 
there is much casual friendship between Mexican and American police officers. 

A Department of Public Safety official said corruption in Mexico is "endemic." Working 
within some U.S. bureaucracies can seem like working with cavemen, he said, but 
centralized Mexican processes (such as auto registration) are so corrupt as to be 
nonexistent. When his department holds training classes in Texas, he said it tries to 
screen which Mexican officials to invite because of fears that some Mexican officials 
could cause trouble or use information from the classes for illegitimate purposes. This 
official thought state-level judicial police were less corrupt than the Mexican federal 
judicial police because they do not work with narcotics. He also made a passing comment 
that Mexican law enforcement carry out capital punishment on the side of the road, so he 
doesn't know why they are so skittish about the death penalty. 
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Mexican officials seem resigned to the image of corruption that Texas law enforcement 
associates with Mexico. A San Antonio-based PGR official said he believes the 
reputation for corruption is exaggerated, but that Mexican officials have a responsibility 
to work not to give a bad impression. Some corruption is there, he said, so Mexican 
officials need to do their part and not give Texans any reason to distrust Mexican 
officials. This official spoke of a need to "regenerar la confianza" (to rebuild trust) with 
Texan officials. He cited the recent arrest in Mexico of a well-known drug trafficker as 
one example of how Mexico can show it also is interested in curbing the drug trade. 

In November 1998 police apprehended Gil Salinas, a former police officer from Texas 
charged by the Mexican Attorney General's office with smuggling tons of cocaine to the 
U.S. Mexican authorities have identified Salinas as a "key member" of the Juarez
Canciln drug cartel who relied on extensive support from police officers on both sides of 
the border as well as the former Quintana Roo governor, Jose Maria Villanueva, who 
became a fugitive after finishing his term in April 1999. Salinas is charged with drug 
smuggling, money laundering, and organized crime in Mexico and is also facing an 
extradition request from the U.S. on marijuana trafficking charges. Salinas could become 
the first suspect tried under a U.S.-Mexico temporary extradition treaty. Officials say he 
has implicated a number of law enforcement officials in both countries (Ferriss, April 17, 
1999). 

An unnamed U .S.official told the Austin American-Statesman that Salinas' role in the 
drug ring was ''the vice president for transportation, if you wanted to structure it out like a 
business." John Trevino, a U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency officer stationed in Texas, 
also told the American-Statesman that Salinas' brief career as a Texas police officer 
ended in 1982 after he was stopped at a border patrol checkpoint with a load of 
marijuana. Salinas became a fugitive after that incident and remained in hiding until his 
arrest last year. 

During an interview with us earlier this spring (1999), a police chief from Nuevo Le6n 
said that corruption was endemic on both sides of the border and not a unique 
phenomenon to Mexico. But he said corruption in Mexico was somewhat understandable 
because police officers earn low wages and want to subsidize their incomes through 
paybacks. The Salinas case lends credence to Mexican claims that U.S. officials are quick 
to blame Mexican agents for corruption but have a difficult time assessing their own 
officers. 

An official at the Mexican consulate in San Antonio acknowledged that Americans see 
Mexico as corrupt. He said looking at the whole relationship encourages him to do his bit 
to not give that perception. 

Resource Disparities between Texas and Mexico 

A Mexico City-based assistant attorney general with the PGR called Mexico an 
"underdeveloped country," which obviously would have fewer available resources. Both 
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sides treated the disparity in resources as almost inevitable. Another PGR official said 
that U.S. agencies help when they can, but that they cannot help in certain areas. This 
official acknowledged wide disparities in the accessibility of resources between Mexico 
and the U.S. He said, "the United States is a potent world force and Mexico is a 
developing country that is living a profound economic crisis." 

Texas officials said they got a lot of good-will mileage through donating old equipment 
across the border-often completely bypassing official channels-although they did think 
Mexicans perceived them to be even better off than they were. There was a 
misconception that Texas is the richest state in the U.S. rather than California, the actual 
wealthiest state. One Mexican official also said Texans could access federal funds much 
more easily than Mexicans because off ewer bureaucratic procedures. 

The Texas attorney general officials we spoke with on the child support enforcement 
team said Mexican officials cooperated more actively on cases where money was owed 
from someone who was in Texas to someone in Mexico. Although they did work on 
cases where money was owed from someone in Mexico to someone in the United States, 
there was a perception that all people in the U.S. are automatically better off and don't 
need money. (One of the child support officials said this often does not take into account 
someone living in a colonia just across the border, or any number of other situations.) 

The resource limitations were a central reason behind one official's comment that 
''Mexicans talk a lot of bull****." There's a sense that Mexican officials commit 
themselves to doing something though it often might not get done because of lack of 
resources. Also, one official from the Texas AG's office said Texans get frustrated when 
Mexican law enforcement says they don't have the manpower to track down a suspect. 

The FBI agent said resource limitations were most problematic when it came to sharing 
intelligence. Computers, databases, and other aids to information access are simply 
unavailable across the border, he said. Manual files on information are not nearly as 
reliable as one could want. And they don't have any of the office equipment we take for 
granted. "You walk into the Mexican Federal HQ there in Nuevo Le6n-it' s hard to 
explain. There's a desk and walls," he said. "They were lucky if they had a phone on top 
of their desk. That was it." In contrast, the FBI had copiers, voice mail, databases, and so 
on. 

The FBI never donated any equipment across the border-it was considered the 
Mexicans' responsibility to ask their governments for resources. But Texas border police 
departments are known to give old supplies like holsters and batons to their Mexican 
counterparts. And the child support enforcement team donated old computers across the 
border, to be used to help with collaborative projects. A Dallas-based officer for INS 
described cross-border donations of old guns, bullets, and uniforms to immigration 
officers in Mexico. He said these exchanges were always unofficial-making them 
formal would "ruin" the sense of cooperation and create red tape. 

But there are some official programs. The Department of Public Safety's Motor Vehicle 
Theft Service runs a program called the Border Area Theft Information Center (BA TIC) 

56 



that costs about $300,000 per year. A large part of its funding goes toward a toll-free 
number that Mexican law enforcement can call whenever they find a car that they think is 
stolen from the U.S. There also is an office in El Paso with bilingual staff. 

The BATIC program was established through a treaty between the U.S. and Mexican 
governments. According to a DPS internal memo, the program has been very successful 
so far: of 3,434 cars reported stolen, 1,527 (44 percent) have been recovered. One DPS 
official said the 800-number generally has been well received, though it can offend some 
Mexicans' sense of pride. He said DPS has gotten "miles and miles of good relations" by 
donating old and battered office furniture to Mexican offices. 

A Texas source we spoke with at the Texas Juvenile Probation Commission's Border 
Children's Justice Project in Cameron County described the resource disparity as "like 
night and day." She said the program often would use the camp van to take kids back to 
Mexico because Mexican authorities did not have the resources to pick them up. These 
trips don't just go to places right over the border, but as far in as Victoria. But it's cheaper 
to take them back than to house them in the U.S. 

Issues of Tension: Personnel Turnover 

Frequent turnover among Mexican officials was consistently cited as a difficulty by the 
Texas sources we spoke with. Several of the officials on task forces that work with 
Mexico told us that it was the biggest problem facing departmental relations. If personnel 
on one side are always in flux, it can be very difficult to form working relationships and 
keep all sides informed of policy developments, they said. 

During his two four-year terms, former Texas attorney general Dan Morales said Mexico 
had five or six federal-level attorneys general. State attorneys general changed even more 
frequently-"lt really is not that unusual for a state attorney general to serve a matter of 
months," he said. At U.S.-Mexico attorney general meetings, he said the difference in 
political structure and turnover led to frequent discussions of recurring issues like the 
death penalty. Mexican attorneys general have much more discretion and authority about 
the fate of individuals in the criminal justice system than American attorneys general do, 
since in the U.S. the courts handle most of those issues. "Each time, we would have to 
explain-because these are all new attorney generals-that the vast majority of our 
jurisdiction is civil," Morales said. 

The need to recover old ground struck a chord with most of the Texas officials who were 
interviewed for this chapter. "Every time I turn around, we're dealing with a whole new 
crew," one Department of Public Safety official said. He said the constant turnover makes 
it important to make as many contacts as possible in Mexico so that a lot of people will 
be included in communication. This DPS official said Mexican administrators seemed to 
take offense easily. He thought the best work took place investigator-to-investigator, 
where ego issues did not seem to be problematic. 
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The FBI agent echoed the ease of working investigator-to-investigator. He also said 
although there was low turnover among the street-level police he worked with, the 
com.andante changed frequently whenever the political climate in the state changed. A 
member of the financial crimes unit said turnover often increased when there was 
suspected corruption. Rather than just getting rid of a corrupt official, he said there was a 
tendency to fire the entire office. A person we spoke with at the Border Children's Justice 
Program said that program had pretty much given up on making long-term connections 
on the Mexico side because staff rotated at least every three years. 

In general, however, Morales said turnover among Mexican officials was "not as 
problematic as you might think." As a general issue, he seemed to treat it as a fact of life 
that could be worked around, as opposed to some of the stickier policy issues that came 
up. 

Mexican officials did not seem as concerned about turnover. And in the case of the 
Mexican consul in San Antonio, regular turnover was part of the consulate strategy. 
Consular officials said that changing personnel frequently allows them to prevent 
dependence on any one official and keeps connections with the office, not specific 
people. According to the director of the PGR border affairs program, there are more 
consulate offices in Texas than in any other state. However, he did not mention their 
relative success of active participation in their respective communities. Consular offices 
in Texas seem to be less active in the Mexican American community than some 
consulates in other parts of the U.S. 

In contrast, New York consular offices have received attention in the U.S. and Mexico for 
their active involvement in the lives of their constituents. After 58 years in the same 
midtown Manhattan location, the Mexican consulate in New York City moved to a bigger 
place last fall, reflecting its extensive interaction with its community. The last few years 
have brought a rising number of Mexicans to New York City and a subsequent rise in 
demand for services. In addition to renewing Mexican passports, the consulate in New 
York gets involved in immigrant life. It sends officials to soccer league ceremonies, 
monitors U.S. immigration enforcement, ships bodies home, and assists in the recovery of 
back wages that deportees are legally entitled to receive (Alonso-Zaldivar, February 19, 
1999). 

Improving Relations 

Spanish or English? 

Most of the U.S. officials we talked to said Spanish was the preferred working language, 
except at conferences which were held in English with Spanish interpreters. But the 
Mexican officials we talked to, especially those stationed in or near the U.S., said English 
was the common working language. In the Texas attorney general's office, business with 
Mexico generally is conducted in Spanish unless there is a need to accommodate a 
higher-up who only speaks English. Two of the AG administrators we spoke to seemed a 
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little embarrassed that they did not speak better Spanish and told us they were taking 
classes and hoping to improve. 

On the Texas side, an official we interviewed at the TxDOT Auto Theft Prevention Task 
Force said the task force uses Spanish all the time when working with Mexican officials, 
except at conferences. The three officials we spoke with at the Texas attorney general's 
financial crimes unit said they typically work through one member of the team who 
speaks Spanish. The FBI agent told us that almost all the agents stationed on the border 
are certified in Spanish, which is a necessity since Mexican police officers are for the 
most part not comfortable in English. Even though most of the Texas officials we spoke 
with had the language skills to work well with Mexican officials, there were also 
anecdotes of language limitations. 

One Hispanic official with the attorney general's office who works with Article IV 
prosecutions says his Spanish is mediocre and not usable professionally. He is trying to 
improve it, but in the meantime he has to work in English. Although not specifically 
referring to this administrator, one Mexican official commented in particular about 
looking down on second-generation (and later) Mexican Americans who do not speak 
Spanish. 

Language limitations can be particularly evident at cross-border conferences. One official 
told us of a presentation written in Spanish that the conference's Mexican translator 
looked over shortly before it was to be read. It was full of mistakes, and only last-minute 
corrections helped avoid embarrassment. A Mexican immigration official in Coahuila 
said he would generally start a meeting in Spanish, but he would switch to English if the 
person he was talking to stumbled. The Mexican officials stationed in Texas said they 
typically used English, unless the person they were working with was very comfortable 
with Spanish (and generally also of Hispanic descent). 

Close to the border, relations often take place in "Spanglish," a mix of Spanish and 
English. In the interior of Mexico, the meetings are conducted in much more formal 
Spanish. At the same time, officers in Mexico City tend to be more educated and more 
able to switch to English when they see their counterparts struggling in Spanish. One 
PGR official we spoke to said he considered it disrespectful when Texan policy makers 
called and did not make an effort to speak Spanish. This official received undergraduate 
and graduate degrees in the United States and speaks English very well. SRE officials 
said Texas governor George Bush's Spanish-speaking skills helped make him popular 
with the Mexican public and political community. Bush's efforts to use Spanish have 
been hailed on both sides of the border. As a non-Hispanic white American, however, 
Bush is not held to the same standard of proficiency that applies to Americans of 
Hispanic descent. 

Stricter linguistic standards apply to American officials with Latino backgrounds. There 
was a sense in Mexico that speaking fluent English for a Mexican official was a bigger 
accomplishment than fluent Spanish for a Hispanic American who grew up bilingual and 
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bicultural. One PGR officer was very critical of Hispanic American officials who did not 
speak good Spanish: "well, in that case, just give me a gringo." 

Hispanic American Officials 

Former attorney general Dan Morales said his being Hispanic has helped him in his 
relations with Mexico, as have his language skills. "I do speak Spanish. It's not the 
greatest, but it's sufficient to have a press conference," Morales said. Morales said that all 
of his great-grandparents were born in Mexico, and all but one of his grandparents was 
born in Texas. He said his background was somewhat unusual because his great
grandmother and grandfather were Methodist preachers in a predominantly Catholic 
community. "I think that, sadly, it is still the case that Hispanic U.S. officials are viewed 
by Mexicans as a rarity," Morales said. "When and if Texas finds itself with a Hispanic 
governor, then the sky will be the limit in our ability to forge relationships [with 
Mexico]." 

'J;'he official we spoke with on the financial crimes task force said he did not think it 
mattered that he was Hispanic. Rather, he said Mexican officials will open up to those 
who speak Spanish and who get to know them. One aspect, however, that may have 
colored this official's perspective is that his department works with paid informants. 
They may not care who their money is coming from. The TxDOT member of the Auto 
Theft Prevention task force said he thought being Hispanic helps him to understand "why 
they do things" and "gives them [Mexicans] more confidence." He grew up in South 
Texas and thinks his relationships have been helped by shared culture. 

One Texas police officer described what he saw as a big difference between Mexicans 
and American Hispanics. This officer, a sergeant at the Travis County Sheriffs 
Department, is Texas-born, bilingual, and of Hispanic descent. He says he can 
immediately identify people he encounters as Mexicans because of the way they dress 
and other factors. He said they never try to be familiar with him or play "hermano en la 
raza" (fellow Hispanic) because they, too, recognize the difference. The sergeant also 
said he feels some pity for Mexicans because they come from a corrupt, poor nation and 
they work hard to make a better way of life for themselves. "It's tragic that they come 
here under adverse conditions, but they don't know the laws and sometimes run into 
trouble with police," he said. 

Following through with Article IV 

A main issue that depends on cross-border cooperation is Article IV of the Mexican Penal 
Code-a provision that allows Mexican authorities to prosecute Mexican citizens in 
Mexico for crimes committed in the United States. In order to take advantage of this, 
Texan (or other U.S.) law enforcement officials must assemble evidence and make a 
written case for Mexican authorities. All documentation must be submitted in Spanish, 
but none of the officials we interviewed mentioned this as a problem. Article IV is 
particularly important for crimes serious enough to bring the death penalty if the suspect 
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is convicted. Mexico does not allow capital punishment and will not extradite any 
criminal suspects for whom that might be a possibility. 

An official with the Texas AG's office who focuses on Article N and prosecutor 
assistance said Article N needs to be "re-energized" in Texas, and the Cornyn 
administration intends to do so. This official promoted more efforts to educate local law 
enforcement and prosecutors to utilize Article IV much more than they currently do. He 
thinks some of the reluctance to use Article N may be a desire to protect turf and fear 
they will have to give up credit for solving the case if they go through the attorney 
general's office to the Mexican government. 

Local law enforcement departments are not required to pass on Article N cases, and they 
may think they will receive more credit if they manage to solve the case without 
assistance. But the official from the Texas Attorney General's office said that even if the 
AG's office got involved, local law enforcement would still bear the responsibility of 
investigating the case and gathering all the evidence. There may also be a fear that the 
Mexican legal system will let suspects go, but the official said he thinks the PGR has a 
genuine desire to prosecute these folks-in fact, he describes them as "insistent and 
accommodating." This official sees Article N as a win-win situation for everyone, 
especially because it gives some closure to victims. 

One AG staffer told us that former attorney general Dan Morales, who stepped down at 
the beginning of 1999, was not particularly interested in Article N issues. In a later 
interview with Morales, the former AG said he thought his office had made gains in that 
area, but much more was possible. Morales said Article N was a good way to establish 
regular relations with the PGR. Morales said his administration worked to take advantage 
of Article N, but not on nearly the same scale as California. Officials there have an 
established office in San Diego that has focused on these cases for decades, be said. 
"California does a better job than we do. I would say a much better job," Morales said. In 
recent years, tension accompanying former California governor Pete Wilson's term has 
given Texas an opportunity to establish better relations with Mexican prosecutors. "We 
have frankly made an attempt to use that to our advantage," Morales said, in the hopes of 
encouraging Mexican officials ''to do more of their business with our office." 

Morales said that some reluctance to use Article N comes from a perception that 
prosecuting suspects in Mexico under this provision is not as good as getting them sent 
back to the United States for trial. "[Some people] would prefer them extradited so we 
can exact more severe justice on our side. I've not found that to be the case. Mexico has a 
pretty strict structure when it comes to prosecuting." In Mexico suspects do not have the 
same rights to be present at their trial as defendants in the United States, and there is no 
right to a jury trial there. Suspects can be tried, convicted, and sentenced in absentia. 
Also, Morales said, criminals who are convicted in Mexico are likely to spend more, not 
less time in jail. "When you're sentenced to 50 years in Mexico, with very few exceptions 
you serve 50 years," Morales said. In the United States, he added, the average felons 
serve only 15 to 20 percent of their sentences. 
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Morales estimated that during his term. "we probably ended up with some resolution that 
was at least partially successful in about two dozen cases." More cases are pending, he 
said, but he acknowledged lots of room for improvement. ''The short answer is, I'm 
disappointed that we didn't crack every single case but I recognize the level of difficulty 
and I'm glad we got as much accomplished as we did," Morales said. 

Issues of Tension: Consular Notification 

Mexican officials generally found Texans lacking in their awareness of international 
protocols like the Vienna Convention, which says that all suspects arrested in a foreign 
country should be able to contact their consulate if they are arrested. 

An SRE border affairs official we spoke with in Mexico City said her office often runs 
into Texan officials who are unfamiliar with the Vienna Convention, particularly in 
smaller Texas towns. That official said Mexico has a much better track record of 
notifying the U.S. consul whenever Americans are arrested in Mexico. Also, SRE 
officials that we interviewed seemed to imply that the media increased publicity when 
U.S. nationals ended up in Mexican prisons. The SRE official said she would like to see 
Texas universities and government training programs do more to educate law 
enforcement folks about these matters. (fhe Vienna Convention is taught in at least some 
Texas programs. In the Criminal Justice program at Southwest Texas State University in 
San Marcos, Vienna Convention protocols are mentioned very briefly in introductory 
classes and come up in a more advanced class on legal protections and civil rights.) 

Former Texas attorney general Dan Morales acknowledged that the United States did not 
follow these protocols as closely as it should. He said Texas arrest procedures were one 
of the areas of greatest sensitivity in his office's relations with Mexico. "We sadly have 
had less than the level of success I would like to have had along those lines," Morales 
said, especially in cases involving capital punishment. ''Those were the cases where we 
took by far the biggest hit." 

But Travis County sheriff Margo Frasier told us that Mexicans are always given the 
option of calling their consulate from jail, and that they generally are not interested. Their 
main concern tends to be getting out of jail before having to make contact with INS. APD 
chief Stan Knee echoed her sentiments, and said his department tries to work with the 
Mexican consulate on cases before they "become nightmares." 

The sheriffs department in particular seems to have a good relationship with the 
consulate because of the relationship their public information officer has established with 
consulate officials. The PIO graduated from high school in Mexico City, speaks fluent 
Spanish, and knows Mexico well. He estimated that he works with the consulate six to 
eight times each month, and he said that communication always takes place in Spanish. 
He described relations as "quite good"-good enough to invite consul staff to sheriffs 
department social functions on occasion. 
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Mexican Relations with Texas vs. California 

Texas' efforts to work with Mexico have made the Lone Star State the clear favorite of 
the U.S. border states. But Texas officials also have capitalized on recent tensions 
between California and Mexico. 

California governor Pete Wilson, who left office in January 1999, oversaw many policies 
that directly or indirectly affected immigrants to California. During his administration, 
the state sued the U.S. federal government for all expenses incurred from state-funded 
services and passed laws ending bilingual education and affirmative action in California 
schools and universities. California voters also approved Proposition 187, which bars 
unauthorized immigrants from education and health services. 

These recent developments are the opposite of historical trends. As the director of the 
SRE border affairs program said, traditionally Texas was the state with a history of 
abusing migrant farmworkers. She cited the "Texas Proviso" of the World War II-era 
Bracero Program as an example in which a binational agreement excluded Texas from 
receiving Mexican farmworkers due to their ill treatment. 

Officials in Texas and Mexico don't have quick answers as to why the situation changed 
so dramatically. Most officials from both sides blame the administration of California 
governor Pete Wilson. The only comments that alluded to more specific reasons came 
from the director of the SRE border affairs program. She said that although the media 
focuses on political issues, economic conditions of both states are the real reason for the 
difference. 

Former Texas attorney general Dan Morales said he and his staff were always glad to talk 
about differences between Texas and California with the Mexican press "Th~y' d always 
pitch us softballs. We'd mention our regret that these issues were not dealt with 
sensitively," Morales said. "One of the things I am most pleased about [when it comes to 
Mexico-Texas relations] is that we have come to realize the inherent value of maintaining 
a healthy and positive relationship." There are "things they [Californians] have not done 
as gracefully as we have," he added. ''Their priorities are different from ours." 

One of the Texas AG officials we spoke with said he thinks relations are very good and 
that Mexicans see Texas as being the new leader in Texas-Mexico relationships. The 
Wilson administration was perceived as full of anti-Hispanic rhetoric, but Mexicans feel 
very positively about Governor Bush, he said. One example this official gave of Texas 
savvy in dealing with Mexico is Texas' pattern of sending lawyers down to speak with 
Mexican attorneys, instead of sending investigators as California does. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

Texas and Mexico have achieved an impressive level of cooperation on cross-border 
criminal justice activities. Interviews with officials in both Texas and Mexico showed 
renewed interest in working with their counterparts on the opposite side of the border. 
We hope this cooperative spirit will not only be maintained, but enhanced. To enhance 
these Texas-Mexico criminal justice relations, we recommend the following: 

• The Texas Office of the Attorney General should undertake intensive education of 
local law enforcement agencies to train them in prosecution under Article IV of the 
Mexican Penal Code as well as in compliance with the Vienna Convention consular 
notification provisions. Our interviews have revealed that many local law 
enforcement agencies in Texas remain suspicious of and confused about the Article 
IV prosecution process. An educational campaign by the TxOAG could serve to 
break down misconceptions of the Mexican criminal justice system as well as show 
local law enforcement the relatively straightforward, albeit large, task of compiling an 
Article IV case for presentation to the Mexican judicial system. 

• Also, as recent cases in Texas have shown, failure to notify a suspect of their right to 
contact their consulate can effectively destroy the state's case against a defendant. 
Texas citizens expect to be given the opportunity to contact their consulate if arrested 
in Mexico. Therefore, this is simply an issue of mutual respect of a citizen's rights. 
Texas law enforcement officers should understand not only how to put an 
extranational in contact with their consulate but why this is important. 

• The Texan criminal justice system must continue to place Mexican Americans in 
influential positions within the state government. Our research shows that people 
with an intimate knowledge of Mexico and those who have a personal connection to 
Mexican culture are more effective at facilitating cross-border criminal justice 
relationships. 

• On the other side of the border, Mexican authorities should educate their own citizens 
with regard to their rights under the Vienna Convention. Our interviews suggested 
that most Mexicans taken into the custody of Texas law enforcement refuse their right 
to contact their consulate. The Mexican attorney general should discourage this 
practice by educating Mexicans about the advantage of exercising the right of 
communication with one's consulate. 

Texas should guard against becoming complacent in its interaction with Mexico. 
Relations are generally good between criminal justice officials in Texas and Mexico, at 
least partly because the Mexican government tended to favor Texas over California for 
many years during the 1990s. Under its new governor, however, California is in a 
position to compete with Texas for the attention· and goodwill of the Mexican 
government. 

For this reason, Texas should ensure that relations with counterparts in Mexico stay 
strong, trusting, and familiar. Also, Texas still has stumbling blocks in its relationship 
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with the Mexican criminal justice system. Texan criminal justice officials must identify 
and continue to work toward better cross-border relations, rather than allowing 
themselves to be satisfied with the status quo. They should not think that they have 
reached a point at which both sides can be satisfied with the progress made and lose their 
motivation to pursue even better relations. 
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Appendix 3.1. List of Interviewees 

Austin Police Department 

Austin, TX 
Chief Stan Knee 
January 25, 1998 

Cameron County Juvenile Probation Department 

Cameron Country, TX 
Project Coordinator, Border Children's Justice Project 
February 3, 1999 

Consulado de Mexico 

Austin, TX 
Consul en Cargo de Protecciones de Ciudadanos Mexicanos 
February 4, 1999 

San Antonio, TX 
Consul en Cargo de Protecciones de Ciudadanos Mexicanos 
Contacted by phone from Austin on January 25, 1999 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Austin, TX 
Resident agent, Austin office 
February 22, 1999 

Office of the Attorney General of Texas 

Austin, TX 
Shane Phelps, Deputy Attorney General for Criminal Justice 
February 9, 1999 

Research Specialist, Public Information and Assistance Division 
November 6, 1998 

Information Specialist, Public Information and Assistance Division 
November 6, 1998 
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Research Assistant, Border Task Force 
February 8, 1999 

Assistant Attorney General, prosecutor assistance/ Article IV prosecutions 
February 24, 1999 

Assistant Attorney General-Section Chief, Criminal Enforcement 
Financial Crimes Division 
February 1999 

Chief Criminal Investigators, Financial Crimes Division 
February 1999 

San Antonio, TX 
Assistant Attorney General-Section Chief, International Coordination 
January 1999 

Admininistrative Assistant to the Section Chief, International Coordination 
January 1999 

Office of the Governor of Texas 

Austin, TX 
Assistant General Counsel 
December, 1998 

Procuraduria General del Estado de Coahuila 

Coahuila, Mexico 
Public Relations Officer 
Contacted by phone from Austin, January 1999 

Procuraduria General del Estado de Nuevo Leon 

Nuevo Leon, Mexico 
Spokesperson 
Contacted by phone from Austin, January 1999 

Comandante 
Contacted by phone from Austin, January 1999 
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Procuraduria General de la Republica 

Mexico City 
Coordinator of International Jurisdiction Issues 
Contacted by phone from Austin, January, 1999 

Director of International Jurisdiction 
Contacted by phone from Austin, February, 1999 

San Antonio, TX 
Agregado Regional de la Agregaduria Regional 
Contacted by phone from Austin, February 12, 1999 

Secretaria de Relaciones Exteriores 

Mexico City 
Director General de la Direci6n General para America del Norte 
January 13, 1999 

Directora de Coordinaci6n y Seguimiento, Direci6n General para America del 
Norte 
January 13, 1999 

Directora de Asuntos Fronterizos, Direci6n General para America del Norte 
January 13, 1999 

Subsecretarfa de Poblacion y de Servicios Migratorios, Instituto Nacional de 
Migracion 

Nuevo Leon, Mexico 
Immigration Analyst 
Contacted by phone from Austin, February 1999 

Texas Department of Human Services 

Austin, TX 
Refugee Program Coordinator 
Office of Refugee and Immigrant Services 
March 1999 
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Texas Department of Public Safety 

Austin, TX 
Assistant Commander for Narcotics 
November, 1998 

Commander, Motor Vehicle Theft Service 
February 22, 1999 

Texas Department of Transportation 

Austin, TX 
Director of the Auto Theft Prevention Authority 
January 1999 

Travis Country Sheriff's Department 

Austin, TX 
Sheriff Margo Frasier 
February 3, 1999 

Public Information Officer 
February 5, 1999 

Patrol Sergeant 
February 9, 1999 

United States Immigration and Naturalization Service 

Brownsville, TX 
Border Patrol INS officer 
Contacted by phone from Austin, January 1999 
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Chapter 4. Free Trade and Intergovernmental Relations 

Introduction 

Since the implementation of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFfA) in 

January 1994, the amount of bilateral trade between the United States and Mexico has 
increased dramatically. In 1993 total trade between the two nations was $85.2 billion. 
This total nearly doubled by 1997, reaching $167.8 billion for that year. In comparison, 
total trade between Canada and Mexico reached approximately $7 billion in 1997 
(Mexican Investment Board, September 28, 1998). The impact of this growth has 
solidified and heightened the importance of trade relations between Texas and Mexico. 

Trade relations between Texas and Mexico are characterized by a lengthy history and 
have experienced an explosive amount of growth since the implementation of NAFf A. 
Both partners maintain unique economies, but they preserve a solid commercial 
relationship. A close examination of the exchange of imports and exports is central to the 
understanding of the size and importance of this unique trade dynamic. 

Texas is the United States' second-largest exporting state, following California. Since 
1992 Texas exports have grown 69 percent with a majority of this growth attributed to the 
export of industrial machinery and chemical products. In 1997 Texas exports reached 
$84.3 billion, up 13.9 percent from 1996. Also, exports climbed to $44.1 billion in the 
first half of 1998, up 10 percent over the same period in 1997. Approximately 94 percent 
of all Texas exports are manufactured goods. Over 200 countries and territories receive 
exports from Texas, and in the last ten years the total value of Texas exports has tripled 
from $25 billion in 1987 to $84.3 billion in 1997 (Texas Department of Economic 
Development, September 27, 1998). It is clear that in the last decade, the Texas economy 
has experienced a tremendous amount of growth. Likewise, the export performance of the 
Mexican economy has undergone a parallel expansion. 

Mexico is ranked 10th in the world among the largest trading countries and first in Latin 
America, with a 38.5 percent share of the region's total exports. In 1997 exports totaled 
$110 billion, a 15 percent increase with respect to 1996 and double the figure of 1993. 

Mexico's 1997 export total is approximately equal to that of Brazil's and Argentina's 
combined. 

Between 1994 and 1997, Mexico increased its exports 132 percent to the rest of Latin 
America, 120 percent to the United States, and 182 percent to Southeast Asia. In 1997 
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Mexico's exports to the U.S. totaled $86 billion, a gain of 115 percent since 1993. 

Mexico's export value has increased fourfold, from $27.6 billion in 1987 to $109.8 

billion in 1997 (Mexican Investment Board, September 26, 1998). Both the Texas and 

Mexican economies have benefited from over a decade of continued growth. 

Mexico continues to be Texas' largest export market. In 1997 Texas exports to Mexico 

reached $31.17 billion, accounting for 37 percent of Texas total exports. In comparison, 
California's exports to Mexico totaled $8 billion (the second-largest exporting state to 

Mexico). Texas exports to Mexico reached $18.04 billion in the first half of 1998, a $3.5 

billion increase over the same period in 1997. Also in the first half of 1998, Mexico 
accounted for 40.9 percent of Texas' total exports and represented 87.2 percent of the net 
increase in state exports (Texas Department of Economic Development, September 27, 

1998). Mexico's exports to Texas have increased by approximately 78 percent from 1994 
to 1997, and 80 percent of Mexico's trade with the United States and Canada passes 
through Texas (Texas A&M Border Trade Institute, September 27, 1998). Although these 
figures indicate a strong relationship in terms of trade, they represent just one facet of the 

dynamic between both partners. 

As of 1997, 154 Texas-based companies maintained operations in Mexico and 39 
Mexican companies supported operations in Texas (Texas Department of Economic 
Development, September 27, 1998). Another indicator that expands upon the deep 
connection between the Texas and Mexican economy is the job growth rate in the South 
Texas region. Prior to the crisis Mexico experienced toward the end of 1994, the job 
growth rate in South Texas was a healthy 5.3 percent. After the effects of the crisis had 
rippled through the Mexican economy, the job growth rate in the South Texas region fell 
to 0.5 percent in 1995 (U.S.-Mexico Economic Outlook Conference, September 2, 1998). 
The previous examples are just two illustrations of a complex and extremely intertwined 
economic dynamic that exists between the State of Texas and the Republic of Mexico. 

The continued increase in commerce between the two regions demands a strong and 
cooperative relationship at the government level. Effective communication between 
governmental bodies is essential for the continued implementation and shared success of 
the commercial dynamic between Texas and Me~ico. This chapter attempts to gauge the 
level of cooperation and quality of communication between Texas and Mexican trade and 
commerce officials. We also examine some of the perceptions government officials have 
of their counterparts and of the state or country that they represent. 

We begin with an explanation of the methodology utilized and a description of the 

agencies interviewed. The second section presents a content analysis of various key 
issues of the Texas-Mexico relationship and examines the perceptions that are held by 
government officials. Finally, we draw several principal findings from the study and 
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conclude with the implications that these results have on the intergovernmental relations 

between Texas and Mexico. 

Methodology and Agencies Interviewed 

Methodology 

One of the various techniques used to collect information in this study was the structured 
questionnaire described in Chapter 1. This questionnaire was developed in order to 
evaluate the condition of intergovernmental relations between Texas and Mexico and the 
perceptions held by government officials from both about their counterparts. We also 
interviewed a number of officials from both regions. The interview consisted of general 
background questions and a series of policy-related discussion points. These discussion 
points were selected because of their prevalence in analyses of various Web pages and 
print media, and because we hoped to encourage dialogue on important policy issues. The 
agencies chosen to participate in the study were selected because of their perceived 
interaction with the other region. The following two sections examine the specific 
characteristics and discussion points for both the Texas and Mexico groups. 

Mexico Fieldwork 

The majority of the interviews conducted by the Mexico research group were carried out 
face-to-face in Mexico City. A smaller number of interviews were conducted by 
telephone from Mexico City to various states in Mexico. The Mexico research team was 
based out of the Texas Department of Economic Development's office in Mexico City. 
This may have encouraged cooperation by Mexican government officials, since our 
correspondence to Mexican officials was on official State of Texas letterhead and fax 
coversheets. Another factor that may have contributed to the responsiveness of the 
interviewees was that the Mexican research group was fully bilingual and primarily of 
Latin descent. The surveys and interviews were administered to government officials in 
various agencies, and the majority of those interviewed and surveyed were middle to 
upper management. The federal agencies interviewed were the Secretarfa de Comercio y 
Fomento Industrial (SECOFI-Ministry of Commerce and Industrial Development), 
Secretar[a de Agricultura, Ganader(a y Desarrollo Rural (SAGAR-Ministry of 

Agriculture, Livestock and Rural Development), Comisi6n Nacional de Sanidad 

Agropecuaria (National Commission of Agriculture and Livestock Sanitation), and 

Banco Nacional de Comercio Exterior (Mexican Foreign Trade Bank). The state officials 
interviewed were the state representatives of Guanajuato, San Luis Potosi, and Tabasco 

located in Mexico City. Other state agencies interviewed were the Secretarfas de 
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Desarrollo Econ6mico (Ministry of Economic Development) of San Luis Potosi and 

NuevoLe6n. 

Texas Fieldwork 

The majority of the interviews and surveys administered by the Texas research group 

were conducted in person, but several interviews were completed by telephone. 

Government officials from the state and local level participated in the study, and survey 

sites included various cities around the state. The interviewees were initially contacted by 

telephone and made aware of the research project. A factor that may have contributed to 

the difficulty of scheduling interviews was the fact that the Texas Legislature was in 

session, limiting the amount of available time that agency officials had to participate in 

the study. Data collected at the local level included both interviews and surveys. 

Participating agencies include the Dallas Office of International Affairs and the San 

Antonio Office of International Affairs, Division of Diplomatic Protocol. Those surveyed 
were middle to upper management. At the state level, officials from the Texas 

Department of Economic Development, the office of the Texas Secretary of State, the 

Texas Comptroller's office, and the Texas Agriculture Commission participated in the 

study. As in the local level, the majority of those interviewed were middle to upper 
management. 

Texas Agencies 

The primary agencies contacted on the Texas side were the Texas Department of 

Economic Development and the Texas Department of Agriculture. Their direct Mexican 
counterparts are the Secretaria de Comercio y F omento Industrial (SECOFI) and the 
Secretarfa de Agricultura, Ganaderfa y Desarrollo Rural (SAGAR). Officials were 

chosen to be interviewed on the basis of their expertise in Texas-Mexico 
intergovernmental relations. The information below was taken from agency Web sites 

and The Handbook of Texas Online. 

Texas Department of Economic Development (TDED) 

The Texas Department of Economic Development, formerly the Department of 

Commerce, was established by the legislature in 1987. The goals of the agency are to 

attract new businesses to Texas, to encourage expansion of existing businesses, and to 

improve rural economic development. From its creation, TDED has said that Texas 

businesses must openly embrace globalization to compete successfully. 
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Programs involved in strengthening Texas-Mexico relations include the Texas-Mexico 

Initiatives program and the Trade and International Relations Department. The Texas

Mexico Initiatives program helps Texas on policy issues regarding cross-border 

international trade and economic development. An important role of the Texas-Mexico 

Initiatives program is to serve as an agency liaison and resource for border communities. 

The program informs economic development officials and chambers of commerce about 

legislative events, cooperative projects, and border projects. The Trade and International 

Relations Department helps Texas businesses expand trade worldwide and encourages 
foreign companies to invest and locate in Texas. The Mexico City office is under the 
administration of the Trade and International Department. For this project, we 

interviewed the executive director and a policy analyst from the Trade and International 
Department. 

The State of Texas first established an office in Mexico City in 1971. The State of Texas 
Office in Mexico City works to strengthen trade, investment, and tourism ties between 
Texas and Mexico. The office provides Texas businesses and communities with a voice 
in Mexico as well as contacts to facilitate doing business in Mexico. The office handles 
hundreds of requests for assistance each year from Texas companies. It processes trade 
leads, helps locate Texas firms that can supply requested goods and services, and assists 
in coordinating Texas participation in selected trade events in Mexico. 

The official mandates of the Mexico Office are to ( 1) promote international trade by 
facilitating the export of Texas goods and services; (2) promote foreign direct investment 
to establish manufacturing facilities in Texas communities; (3) promote Texas as a 
premier travel designation; and ( 4) facilitate the coordination and exchange of general 
business and cultural information {Texas Department of Economic Development, April 
15, 1999). 

Texas Department of Agriculture (TDA) 

The Texas Department of Agriculture (TDA) was originally created as the Office of the 
Commissioner of Agriculture in 1907. In 1950 Texas agricultural commissioner John C. 
White revamped the TDA and led the first cooperative effort with Mexico to control 
insect pests. John White later became the United States Secretary of Agriculture (in 
1977). 

Today the department has marketing and regulatory responsibilities. Current duties 
include controlling destructive plant pests and diseases; ensuring the quality of seed sold 

in the state; testing and certifying the accuracy of weights and measures used in 

commercial transactions; and regulating the sale, use, and disposal of pesticides and 
herbicides. The department includes five regional centers: Dallas, Houston, Lubbock, 
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San Antonio, and San Juan as well as seven sub-offices in Amarillo, Beaumont, 
Brenham, Corpus Christi, El Paso, Stephenville, and Tyler. 

The Marketing and Agribusiness Development Division is responsible for promoting 

Texas agricultural products locally, nationally, and internationally. The 

Intergovernmental Affairs Division monitors and analyzes federal and state legislative 

and regulatory activities that affect the department, consumers, and producers of Texas 

76 



......) 

.....J 

COMMISSIONER OF 
AGRICULTURE 

CHIEF OF f/rAFF 

6Ll11Wood1 
1 Susan Combs 

DEPUTY COMMISSIONER 
1 Martin Hubert 

ASSlf/rANT COMMISSIONER FOR 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

(304 Vacant) 

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER 
FOR TCIP 

461 Waldo Morgan 

A.SSJSl'ANT ASSISTANT ABBJrl'ANT DIRICTOR 
COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONJ:R FOR COMMISSIONJ:R FOR WISTTIXAS 

FOR ADMlNISTRATIVB MAJUCITINO a J\IOION 
COMM1JNICA110N8 S!RVJCU PROMDnON 

84 Allen Speice 18 Raeue Hearne 338 Delano Cteaar 
99 Ronald Bertrand 

ASllSl'ANT ASSISTANT ASSISTANT DIRICl'OR or ACl'JNO ASSISl'ANT 
COMMISSIONER COMMJSSJONIR FOR COMMUSIONIR FOR IARTYAHD COMMUllONIR FOR 
FOR FINANCE A PES11CIDI P.RODVCIR lllRVJCll nm cs J\IOVLATOllY 
AGRIBVllNUS PROGRAMS P.ROOllAMI 
DZVILOPMENT 

372 Donnie Dippel 424BlllBree11 
HI.any 

453 David Koatroun m tee Deviney leauc:huaD 

Source: Texas Department of Agriculture. November 17, 1999. 

DIRECfOROF 
INTERNAL AUDIT 

5 Giiberto Mendoza 

GENERAL COUNSEL 

i-'3 

~ 
315 Kathy Reed 

SPECIAL ASSISTANT FOR 
PRODUCER RELA'l10NS 

7 Matt Broclcman 

i 
1~ 
m1 
~ .s:a.. 
s,~ 
> DIRICl'OR DIRICl'OR 

NORm TUAI OULl'COABT 
J\IOION RIOION 

134BWWuley 183 Lacy Pryer 

~. 
e. 
~ 

DIRICTOR DIRICTOR 
VALLI\' sovmcmmw. 
J\IOJON TBXAI RIOION 

262 Jimmy Day 231 Joclc Davll 



products. This division has constant contact with Mexican counterparts in Mexican 

border states. The division also maintains and strengthens relations with federal, state, 

and local governments. The Pesticide Programs Division regulates distribution, use, and 

disposal of pesticides to protect human health and environment while ensuring that the 

pesticides used are necessary for agricultural production. The pesticide division has 

involved itself with various Texas-Mexico programs to meet common goals in pesticide 
safety (Texas Department of Agriculture, April 15, 1999). 

Within the Intergovernmental Affairs Division we interviewed the coordinator for trade 
and federal issues. In the Marketing and Agribusiness Division we interviewed the 
coordinator for overseas marketing and the director for livestock marketing (international 
program). Within the pesticide program divisions, two pesticide program development 
specialists were interviewed. (See Figure 4.1 for an organizational chart for the TDA.) 

Secretary of State 

This agency was created by the Texas Constitution in 1876. The secretary of state serves 
as the governor's lead liaison for Mexico and border affairs. The secretary' s 
responsibilities include accompanying the governor to meetings with Mexican officials; 
monitoring and advising the governor' s office and other agencies on issues affecting 
Texas-Mexico relations; working with Mexican federal, state, and local officials on issues 
affecting Texas, Mexico, and the border region; representing the governor at international 
meetings and in planning the Border Governors' Conference; and monitoring state and 
federal legislation on border issues (Secretary of State, March I, 1999). 

We interviewed the director of protocol within the Intergovernmental Relations Division. 

Comptroller of Public Accounts (CPA) 

The Office of the Comptroller of Public Accounts was created in 1845. The major duties 
of the office are keeping accounts of state funds, acting as tax administrator and collector 
for the state, and furnishing research and statistics for estimating revenue. The 
comptroller submits financial reports to the governor and the legislature with statements 
on the previous fiscal year, outstanding appropriations, and estimates of anticipated 

revenue. 

The Research and Policy Development Division studies and reports on all sectors and 

geographic regions of the Texas economy. In 1997 Texas comptroller John Sharp led the 
division to produce a study on the Texas-Mexico border region, called Bordering the 

Future: Challenge and Opportunity in the Texas Border Region. The objective was to 
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produce an economic development strategy and to give guidance to state and local public 

policy to improve the standard of living for border residents. The policy arenas 

researched included education, health, transportation, infrastructure, environment, 

economic development, and housing. 

We interviewed two policy analysts from the Research and Policy Development Division. 

They were chosen because both had an extensive knowledge of Texas-Mexico 

intergovernmental affairs. One official was the former border affairs liaison for Governor 

Ann Richards, and the other was a chapter editor in Bordering the Future. (See Figure 4.2 

for an organizational chart for the CPA.) 
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Texas Structural Pesticide Control Board (TSPCB) 

The Texas Structural Pesticide Control Board (TSPCB) was established in 1971 by the 

Texas Legislature. This agency was established to coordinate pesticide application 

methods used in a public setting as opposed to an agricultural setting. Its chief 
responsibility is to license and regulate pesticides in an urban setting like schools, 

hospitals, and public buildings. 

This agency has previously been involved in organizing the United States-Mexico 
Pesticide Information Exchange. The official interviewed held the title of administrator 
for this program (Texas Structural Pest Control Board, March 31, 1999). 

Office of International Affairs, City of Dallas 

The purpose of the Office of International Affairs (OIA) is to promote the 
internationalization of Dallas, helping the city compete effectively in the global economy, 
enhance its international profile, and take advantage of international opportunities. 

The OIA's goals are to promote expansion of international trade, foreign investment, 
development of the city's international economic infrastructure, and international air 
services to the Dallas/Fort Worth airport. It also provides guidance, ideas, and 
coordination for the international activities of city officials, businesses, and nonprofit 
organizations and lobbies at the state and national level on international issues affecting 
Dallas (City of Dallas, Office of International Affairs, April 1, 1999). The OJA receives 
funding for its operating budget from the private sector. These funds are raised by the 
Dallas Ambassadors Forum and Ball, an annual event organized by civic volunteers, the 
city, and the Greater Dallas Chamber-International Trade Department. These events 
bring 40 to 50 foreign ambassadors from Washington, D.C., to Dallas for a weekend 
(City of Dallas, Office of International Affairs, April 1, 1999). 

The director, deputy director, and the director of the sister-city program were interviewed 
from this office. 

Office of International Affairs, City of San Antonio 

The City of San Antonio operates three trade offices in Mexico. Known as Casa San 
Antonio, these offices are located in Guadalajara, Monterrey, and Mexico City. This 
program assists San Antonio companies interested in exporting products and services to 
Mexico. It also facilitates two-way trade and investment opportunities by developing 

partnerships between San Antonio and Mexico, and it assists the San Antonio Convention 
and Visitors Bureau to promote tourism. 
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NAFTA has brought heightened attention to regional trading opportunities. Before 

NAFT~ San Antonio was solidifying its position as a natural hub for trade in North 

America The city took advantage of its strategic location and resources by becoming the 

only major U.S. city to establish trade offices in Mexico. 

Building upon long-standing sister-city relationships with both Guadalajara. Jalisco 

(1974) and Monterrey, Nuevo Le6n (1953), San Antonio opened the first Casa San 

Antonio trade office in Guadalajara in 1992. The formula was duplicated in Monterrey in 

1992, followed by Mexico City in 1995. Casa San Antonio now serves as a direct link to 

Mexico for the San Antonio business community (City of San Antonio, Office of 

International Affairs, February 23, 1999). 

The international affairs specialist within the office of diplomatic protocol was 

interviewed from this office. 

Mexico Agencies 

Secretaria de Comercio y Fomento Industrial (SECOFI) 
The Secretaria de Comercio y F omento Industrial is an agency within the executive 

branch of the Mexican federal government (its U.S. equivalent is the U.S. Department of 

Commerce). This Mexican agency is, among other things, in charge of foreign trade. 

There are three main divisions that deal with international affairs. First, there is the 

Direccion General de Promocion Externa (Department of Foreign Trade). The functions 

of this division are to help orient, train, and support Mexican industry for exportation; 

organize business forums and meetings to create trade pacts with the European Union and 

to help promote Mexican industry abroad; and to make grants to help Mexican industry 

attend international trade shows. The second division is the Mexican Council for 

Hispanic Business. This agency helps Mexican companies access the Hispanic market in 

the U.S. The third division is the Subsecretaria de Negociaciones Comerciales 

Intemacionales (Department of Commercial and International Business). These divisions 

have no direct contact with Texas, nor do they deal with NAFrA issues. However, 

SECOFI has strengthened efforts to promote foreign investment in the U.S. and plays a 

key role in shaping the intergovernmental relationship between Mexico and Texas. 

In an effort to take advantage of NAFrA, Mexico established an entity, SECOFI

NAFTA, in Washington, D.C. The idea behind this was to promote exports and foreign 

investment in Mexico, to assist companies who want to do business in Mexico, and to 

keep up with the day-to-day relationship between Mexico and the U.S. This is very 

important for Texas because it is the U.S. state that shares the longest border with 

Mexico. Both Texas and Mexico benefit simultaneously, since Texas exports to Mexico 
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account for almost 40 percent of total exports. Mexico also exports to Texas one-third of 

its total exports to the U.S. Therefore, the basic duty of this office is to monitor the 

implementation ofNAFfA. It is also the principal office to which complaints regarding 
the enforcement of the trade agreement are addressed. 

From this agency we interviewed the assistant secretary of the Ministry of Commercial 

and International Business. 

Secretaria de Agricultura, Ganaderia y Desarrollo Rural (SAGAR) 

SAGAR is the Mexican equivalent of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Within this 
ministry there are different departments that focus on different aspects of the Mexican 
agriculture, livestock, and trade sectors. One department is the Centro de Estadistica 
Agropecuaria (Center for Agriculture and Livestock Statistics), which provides statistics _ 
for total exports, imports, and production of grains and explains how these figures shape 
Mexican policy toward agriculture. Although SAGAR does not usually deal directly with 
Texas, the policy that is formulated between SAGAR and the USDA has a great impact 
on Mexico's relationship with Texas. 

The director of vegetable sanitation was interviewed from this department. 

Comision Nacional de Sanidad Agropecuaria (CONASAG) 

This commission within SAGAR was officially formed on April 12, 1996, by various 
representatives from agricultural and animaJ health organizations. Its purpose is to 
provide a structure through which national and international policy is harmonized with 
respect to agriculture and livestock sanitation. Although an official from this commission 
said he spent only about 3 percent of his time with Texas-related issues, he added that 
most binational interaction was with the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). As a 
whole the commission spends about 35 percent of its time on issues related to Texas. This 
official also emphasized the importance of harmonization or equal certification; he said 
that there was a need to standardize certification systems in order to facilitate trade and 
foreign investment. This would also ensure higher-quality products on both sides. 

From this commission we interviewed the director of agriculture and animal health. 

Banco Nacional de Comercio Exterior (BANCOMEXT) 

BANCOMEXT is the Mexican Bank for Foreign Trade. Its role is to increase the 

competitiveness of Mexican companies and to integrate them into international markets. 
With the structural changes that the Mexican economy has undergone, and with the 

globalization of markets, BANCOMEXT has played a key role in taking advantage of the 
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business opportunities presented to Mexican companies. One of the bank's top priorities 

is to create and maintain a strong export sector. BANCOMEXT has two offices in Texas: 

one in San Antonio and one in Dallas. Their services facilitate Mexican exports' access to 

international markets. With 33 offices around the world-seven in the United States

BANCOMEXT offices act as a promotional arm on behalf of Mexican exporters and as a 

liaison for foreign investors interested in pursuing opportunities in Mexico. 

Texas exports to Mexico in 1998 are estimated ·at $35.3 billion, accounting for 39 percent 

of the state's total exports. Mexican exports to Texas for the same period are estimated at 
$32 billion, one-third of Mexican exports to the U.S. Mexico continues to be the state's 

most important customer. Approximately $174 billion worth of trade between the U.S. 
and Mexico was reported for 1998. Mexico has become the second-largest U.S. trading 
partner for both imports and exports (BANCOMEXT, April 2, 1999). 

The assistant manager for North America was interviewed. 

State Representatives from the States of Guanajuato, San Luis Potosi, and Tabasco 

The basic duties of the state representative offices in Mexico City are to handle state
federal relations, promote the agenda of the governor, and coordinate the economic and 
cultural promotion of the state. The state representative offices handle official visits to the 
state and organize trade missions. We interviewed the representatives in charge of 
investment promotion and economic information. 

Secretaria de Desarrollo Economico of San Luis Potosi and Nuevo Loon 

These are the economic development offices for the states of Nuevo Leon and San Luis 
Potosi, both located in their respective states. The main duties of these offices are to 
promote economic development, attract foreign investment, identify economic 
opportunities within the state, and conduct economic-related studies. For this project the 
state representatives for economic development were interviewed. 

The Trade and Commerce Policy Arena after NAFTA 

The main objective of the North American Free Trade Agreement is the eventual removal 
of all tariffs on goods traded among the member countries. Key to NAFfA are the tariff 

classifications and the time frame of their removal. Prior to NAFf A, half of all U.S. 
goods already possessed duty-free status. Immediately after NAFfA, half of the goods 

previously subject to tariffs were reclassified as duty-free. When the second (five-year) 
phase-out concludes, two of every three products traded will be duty-free between the 

83 



U.S. and Mexico. Mexico, like the U.S. and Canada, maintains its strongest tariff 
protections for sensitive industries such as petroleum. 

NAFf A has been the impetus for the rapid globalization of the Mexican economy. As 

more and more products become duty-free, competition will increase and more vertically 

integrated factories (as opposed to an assembly maquiladora) will be located to Mexico. 

The relationship with Texas, especially for the small and medium-size firms, will become 

of paramount importance as firms look to the international market for strategic alliances 

and trade networks. 

An Analysis of Texas and Mexico Views on NAFf A 

For this project we conducted a content analysis of op-ed pieces and other articles 
(including letters to the editor) in a variety of Texas and Mexico newspapers. From Texas 
we looked at the Dallas Morning News and Houston Chronicle, and from Mexico we 
combed through El Financiero and Excelsior. The objective of the content analysis was 
to determine to what degree NAFf A is considered favorably by the media and other 
indicator groups in both Texas and Mexico. In addition to media content analysis, we 
analyzed how NAFfA is perceived by "official channels." Specifically, we studied public 
statements (via the Internet and other mediums) by the Texas Department of Economic 
Development, SECOFI, and other government entities on both sides of the border. 

As might be expected, opinions both anticipating NAFTA and then responding to its 
implementation were mixed. We found that drawing overall conclusions about Texas and 
Mexico responses can be difficult. A positive letter to the editor in a particular newspaper 

I 

certainly indicates one individual's praise of NAFfA. However, in counting the total 
number of instances when a "positive mention" occurs in that newspaper, it may be 

misleading to weigh a letter to the editor equally with an official newspaper editorial. 

In terms of content analysis on the Mexico side, it is important to look at the varying 
degrees of economic importance of the four states analyzed in this project as well as how 
the states' contribution to the Mexican Gross National Product varies greatly. These 
differences may cause certain issues to be more pressing than others. The following are 
some main highlights of the differences among the four states studied: 

Nuevo Leon 

• largest trade and agricultural sector 

• heavy maquiladora industry 
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Tabasco 

• smallest labor force population 

• only state with oil as main export 

San Luis Potos{ 

• largest manufacturing sector 

• chemical exports 

Guanajuato 

• highest number of firms (estimated 20,000) 

• main export: fruits 

(Banco Nacional de Comercio Exterior, 1997) 

Newspapers 

The review of the various Mexican newspapers illustrates a pattern. The articles about 
NAFfA written before 1994 had a positive view of the potential consequences of the 
agreement for the Mexican economy. They highlight the increased cooperation that 
would result between the U.S. and Mexico; the creation of more and higher-paying jobs; 
Mexico's status as a First World developed country; and the much needed injection of 
technology to the Mexican economy. The opposing articles focused on the imbalances of 
the agreement and the loss of Mexican sovereignty. The articles written in and after 1995 
seemed to be much more critical of the agreement. In particular, they were much more 
specific about NAFTA's negative effects that rippled through the Mexican economy. The 
positive articles discussed the successes of the textile industry and the technology that 

had improved Mexican productivity levels. 

An instance of a pre-NAFT A "positive mention" in El Financiero is the following June 
1992 quote from the director of Sandak Footwear: ''The situation [in the footwear 
industry] could improve under NAFf A, which would give Mexican firms that produce 
quality products access to U.S. and Canadian markets" (El Financiero, June 1, 1992). 

And a November 1992 El Financiero editorial states, ''The National Maquila Industry 
Export Council said that, due to the maquiladora industry's importance in providing 

employment attracting foreign investment, and generating earnings, the Mexican 
government won favorable treatment for it in NAFfA" (El Financiero, November 23, 

1992). 
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The media in Mexico, however, offered a number of pre-NAFT A negative responses to 

NAFTA which counter the positive comments. In September 1992 an article in El 
Financiero stated, "U.S. coffee producers will benefit at the expense of Mexican 
producers" (El Financiero, September 17, 1992). In addition, an October 1992 edition of 

El Financiero states, "Under NAFTA, com import restrictions will be phased out by 

2010. Free trade in com will hurt most Mexican producers, for it will be cheaper to buy 
imported com than to grow it" (El Financiero, October 27, 1992). 

Turning toward Texas, the Dallas Morning News allowed both sides on these issues to 

share their opinions. The impression that this newspaper gives is that individuals who 
publicly support NAFTA have an official background. Whether the views being shared 
are from Alberto Gonzales, former Texas Secretary of State, or Ray Perrryman, a 
respected economist at Southern Methodist University, the supportive opinions are from 
individuals with some level of expertise. On the other hand, the negative remarks seemed 
to come from private citizens or the "common man." It is interesting to note that the 
negative opinions were much more passionate than the positive views. 

As a result of examining the Dallas Morning News, one could draw the conclusion that 
those with expertise were generally for NAFTA and those without are against it, and 
therefore these representations may be undermining those in opposition to NAFTA. It is 
possible that the Dallas Morning News is not actually presenting as fair a representation 
of both sides as it seemed originally, but instead attempts to lend more credibility to those 
in support of NAFTA. The newspaper may be giving an even amount of written space to 
both sides, but may choose to show opinions from only certain sources, in tum swaying 
the presentation of the issues. 

An example of a positive reaction on the Texas side is an article that quotes former Texas 
Secretary of State Alberto Gonzales. He commented, "No state has benefited more from 
the North American Free Trade Agreement than Texas. Texas' more than $27 billion in 
exports to Mexico last year was three times the dollar value of second-ranked California's 
exports" (Dallas Morning News, January 18, 1998). 

Conversely, there were articles highlighting the negative responses by Texans to NAFT A. 
In March 1994 a frustrated storeowner from Laredo said, "We were always told 'wait 
until NAFT A goes into effect,' that things are going to change. But instead of getting 

better, it's getting worse." Another Texan commented, "What NAFTA is about is 
exporting jobs and importing social problems" (Lee, March 7, 1994 ). 

Government Documents 

In addition to scrutinizing examples from Texan and Mexican media, we also conducted a 

content analysis of government documents. The goal behind this research was to ascertain 
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what kind of message each side's government was promulgating about NAFTA and to 

what extent there was dissent within that official opinion. 

For the Texas side, we examined official documents from the Texas Department of 

Economic Development. Overall, the department was positive toward NAFTA and 

recognized and emphasized the benefits of a strong trade relationship between Texas and 

Mexico. The Web page of the Texas Department of Economic Development reads, "As 

Texas' closest foreign neighbor and trading partner in the North American Free Trade 
Agreement, Mexico is the largest foreign market for Texas merchandise exports" (Texas 
Department of Economic Development, April 16, 1999). 

The Texas Department of Economic Development also produced a Web page titled A 
Business Partnership. This page is devoted to outlining the benefits of doing business 
with Mexico, and it makes a number of suggestions about interacting with Mexican 
businesspeople. These suggestions represent a wide range of commentary about Mexican 
practices and at times evoke stereotypes. For example, the Web page discusses the 
concept of time in Mexico and how the underlying concept of time management can be 
different from how time is perceived in the United States. ''Time is flexible in Mexico," it 
reads. "Though punctuality for business meetings should be observed, meetings may 
begin after the stated time. For social occasions, it is acceptable to arrive as late as one 
hour after the stated time of the invitation" (Texas Department of Economic 
Development, April 16, 1999). The TDED Web page gives further recommendations: 
"The pace of business is slower in Mexico than it is in the United States. Hence, 
Americans will often find that business meetings take longer in Mexico than normal. It is 
common for business to be conducted over a meal and/or cocktails" (Texas Department 
of Economic Development, April 16, 1999). 

In examining official Texas documents, it can be inferred that Texas views NAFTA and 
business dealings with Mexico as positive. Although some would argue that the advice 
itself is based on cultural misperceptions, the goal behind these Web pages is to facilitate 
the process for Texans who want to conduct business in Mexico. 

Mexican government documents are similarly positive toward NAFTA. Many of them 
enumerate the benefits of trade with Mexico through NAFTA, including Mexico's 
increased export potential, greatly reduced costs, a better labor force, an improved 

economic profile, and new opportunities for foreign investment. 

SECOFI makes great efforts to reassure Americ~ businesspeople that trade with Mexico 
is safe, and takes potential trading partners through the process. Among other things, the 

SECOFI Web page NAFTA Works explains permits, antitrust practices, tariff elimination, 

and standardization guidelines. SECOFI goes out of its way to assure Americans that 
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workers have considerable rights in Mexico. It asserts that Mexican workers are paid 

overtime wages (after a 48-hour work week), receive employee profit-sharing, have the 

right to unionize, bargain collectively, and strike, and receive social security and pension 

funds. Its Web page also discusses the ways in which Mexican women and children are 

protected by labor laws and says, "Mexican law does not allow child labor and requires 

paid maternity leave for pregnant women" (NAFTA Works, April 1997). It is important to 

note that this Web page is presented in English, which reinforces the commitment of the 
Mexican government to collaborate with U.S. businesses by providing documentation in 

English. 

Although many might raise their eyebrows at the veracity of NAFTA Works' information, 

one thing is clear: official documents produced by the Mexican government are highly 
positive regarding NAFTA and make great efforts toward clarifying the process of doing 
business in Mexico and assuaging fears. 

As similar as Mexican documents are to Texas government documents in their positive 
viewpoint on NAFTA, there is one fundamental difference: unlike Texas' frequent 
mentions of Mexico in its documents, Mexican government documents make little or no 
mention of Texas. Out of myriad pages in the NAFTA Works online newsletter, there are 
very few instances where Texas is specifically brought up. When it is, however, it would 
certainly count as a "positive mention." 

Overall, the content analysis pointed to some interesting conclusions. Both Texan and 
Mexican media seemed to give a fair representation of the dissent within the NAFTA 
debate. Neither side endeavored to mask the differing opinions, and freely printed 
opinions that ranged from glowingly positive to irrefutably negative. Additionally, the 
number of instances in which NAFT A is mentioned in newspapers from both sides points 
to the high level of interest that the debate evoked. 

The government documents seemed somewhat less balanced. In looking at materials put 
forth by both the Texas Department of Economic Development and SECOFI, it appears 
that both governments strongly favored the implementation of NAFTA and did not see 
their official Web pages as avenues to reflect any sort of dissent or differing opinions 
within their ranks. 

Texas' government documents not only consistently sung the praises of NAFf A, but also 
seemed to portray Mexico as the most important ingredient in the mix. Canada was rarely 
mentioned, and Texas hastened to point out all ~he benefits of trade and commerce 
between the state of Texas and the nation of Mexico. Mexico, however, was more 
noncommittal toward Texas. Although its documents certainly were strongly positive 
about NAFT A, SECOFI infrequently cited Texas as a direct partner in the process. 
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SECOFI preferred to remain more connected to the United States as a country, and it 

emphasized the importance of Washington, D.C., as the epicenter of business. 

Agriculture: Cooperation and Tension in Intergovernmental Relations 

Agriculture plays a key role within the trade and commerce arena. Agricultural trade 

increased from $5 billion in 1993 to $7.2 billion in 1996 (NAFTA Works, April 1997). Of 

the 50 states, Texas is the number one agricultural exporter to Mexico. The strength of 

the Texas-Mexico agricultural relationship is evident in the growth of agricultural trade 
from $734 million in 1993 to more than $1 billion in 1996. Furthermore, Laredo, Texas, 
is the number one point of exchange for U.S.-Mexico agricultural goods, contributing 

approximately $2.8 billion in trade (NAFTA Works, April 1997). 

There is also evidence that the Texas-Mexico relationship in this policy arena developed 
prior to NATA. As early as 1983, former Texas agriculture commissioner Jim Hightower 
attended a three-day trade mission in Mexico, accompanied by agricultural trade 
associations. The aim of the mission was to establish a "working relationship" with high
level Mexican officials (Wire Service Report, August 22, 1983). This visit resulted in the 
"Memorandum of Understanding on Trade Relations" (United Press International, July 
25, 1985), signed into effect by Hightower and Mexico's then secretary of agriculture, 
Eduardo Pesqueira Olea This established Texas as the first state to sign a bilateral trade 
accord with Mexico. Hightower believed that by avoiding Washington, D.C., direct 
meetings with Mexicans could help Texas and Mexico create a stronger agricultural 
relationship. "Lots of states stand back and assume all policy has to come out of 
Washington, D.C.," Hightower said. "Washington is not doing much for us. The Reagan 
administration is following policies that would kill off one-third of the farmers. Other 
border states are looking at what we're doing" (Sisk, December 12, 1984). 

As a direct result of this memorandum, in March 1985 the Mexico-Texas Exchange 
Commission (M-Tec) was created. M-Tec was a bilateral committee that consisted of 50 
leaders from the farming/ranching, government, and academic professions in Texas and 
Mexico. The first official meeting was held a year later in Ciudad Juarez, Mexico. That 
meeting established a $1 million animal embryo transfer facility. Other accomplishments 
have been to promote the exchange of commercial and technical livestock information, 
improve forestry and agricultural production, encourage cooperative technical projects, 

and foster the promotion of livestock, the exchange of personnel, and the promotion of 
agricultural products (Southwest Newswire, Inc., February 27, 1989). Officials on both 
sides gave positive responses to these results. In.reference to an article about how Texas 

agricultural producers who wanted to ship produce through Mexico were encountering 

some trucking barriers, Hightower commented, "All kinds of bureaucratic glitches come 

up on both sides of the border. That's the reason for the Mexico-Texas Exchange 
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Commission" (Haines, March 19, 1987). "I believe there are numerous ways in which the 

authorities and producers on both sides may be able to benefit," Mexico's secretary of 
agriculture Eduardo Pesqueira Olea said. 

Texas media often reported that before NAFTA, agricultural trade agreements were 

disadvantageous for Mexico. These trade agreements stipulated that Mexico would buy a 

certain amount of agricultural commodities from Texas, which would then loan Mexico 

money to buy these items (United Press International, February 16, 1983). Some Texas 
officials, such as former agriculture commissioner Hightower, actively supported this 

type of agreement but strongly opposed NAFT A (United Press International, February 
16, 1983). Hightower said in the Dallas Morning News that if the U.S. became a part of 

NAFTA it would put "U.S. investment dollars on a bullet train headed straight south of 
the border, stopping only for the cheapest worker, the lowest environmental and safety 
enforcement and the best chance to make a big-buck profit" (Dallas Morning News, 

August 1, 1993). Concerning environmental standards being added to NAFTA, he said, 
"It's like putting earrings on a hog ... you can't hide enough of it. It's an ugly pig they are 
trying to slip in" (Brown, August 20, 1991). 

Some articles in our content analysis portrayed Texas public officials as only interested in 
negotiating with Mexico when Texas stood to gain all the benefits. NAFTA, on the other 
hand, was a trade agreement that placed Mexico on par with the United States and 
Canada. It seemed inevitable that NAFT A would become a trade agreement that would 
change Texas officials' common approach to negotiating with Mexico. 

In general, we found that the agricultural relationship between Texas and Mexico is 
perceived as inherently strong and continuing to grow. This analysis has been upheld by 
numerous federal, state, and special interest entities in Texas that support and even 
defend Mexico. They have realized the economic power that Mexico wields in the 
agricultural sector. 

Our analysis identified that one of the principal factors that will contribute to the future 
success of Texas-Mexico agricultural relations is that the two highest state officials, 
Governor George Bush and Lieutenant Governor Rick Perry, take pro-NAFTA and pro
Mexico stances. "Like it or not, more of our paychecks, particularly in Texas and in 
agriculture, will be tied to exports. Do not be misled by the naysayers. NAFT A means 

increased exports, particularly agricultural exports, and more jobs for Texans and 
Americans" said Rick Perry, then Texas agriculture commissioner (Houston Chronicle, 

August 31, 1993). 

Due to the important and often contentious role agriculture plays in the nature of Texas
Mexico relations, we analyzed the trade of agricultural products separately. The content 
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analysis looked at 75 articles from U.S. national and western newspaper articles between 

1983 and 1998. We looked at contentious agricultural issues involving tomatoes, 

avocados, the Mexican fruit fly, strawberries, the importing of Mexican cattle to Texas, 

kamal bunt disease, and Union Pacific railroad back-up. 

Tomatoes 

Looking at a different angle in the agricultural relationship, there is the "tomato debate" 

between Mexico and the United States, which centers around the sale of fruits and 
vegetables in the U.S. When NAFTA was passed, Mexico's export of fruits and 

vegetables increased substantially. In particular, exports of tomatoes to the U.S. grew 
exponentially. According to the Florida Department of Agriculture, Florida produced 
more than $800 million in tomatoes during the 1980s, but that figure was cut in half as 
consumers bought more and more tomatoes from Mexico. At the same time, the number 
of tomato growers fell from 200 to fewer than 70 in Florida. This was reason enough for 
Florida tomato growers to file a complaint against Mexican growers, claiming that 
Mexico was unfairly selling tomatoes at below-market prices, costing the Florida industry 
hundreds of millions of dollars in lost sales. 

After a period filled with disputes, the Mexican government agreed that Mexican growers 
would not sell tomatoes for less than 21 cents per pound. In return, Mexican growers 
would be allowed to export a quota that had already been agreed upon under NAFf A. 
This agreement caused tension on the part of Mexican exporters, who felt that the 
NAFfA agreement had given them the right to sell at the price they had been selling at 

previously. 

The content analysis conducted on this issue using several Mexican newspapers-La 
Jornada, Excelsior, El Financiero, and El Nacional-was designed to explore the 
attitudes of Mexicans with respect to the 1996 tomato dispute. Out of each search there 
were an average of 15 articles directly related to the tomato dispute between Mexico and 
the United States. We looked for key words that described or alluded to Mexican 
opinions of the U.S. and specifically of the tomato dispute. The findings reflected 
opposing articles to those found in U.S. newspapers. Many of the articles had negative 
headings. Words and phrases found included "violencia"(violence), "pleito"(quarrelling), 
"exigir justicia"(demanding justice), "castigo"(punishment), "tensiones"(tensions), and 

"desacuerdos"( disagreements). 

Avocados 

Mexican avocados, banned since 1914, were allowed to enter the U.S. in November 1997 

after the USDA ruled that grocers and restaurants in 19 states could import avocados 
(Chicago Tribune, November 23, 1997). U.S. avocado growers were opposed to lifting 
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the ban because they felt that evidence of pests still infesting Mexican avocados was 

being ignored for the sake of free trade. The ban was iifted under pressure from Mexican 

president Ernesto Zedillo and NAFT A advocates. 

The Mexican Fruit Fly 

The very name of the "Mexican" fruit fly was contentious itself. The Mexican fruit fly is 

a pest that attacks at least 50 varieties of fruit and vegetables and has caused many 
problems for the agricultural sector on both sides of the border (United States Department 

of Agriculture, November 6, 1998). 

According to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Web site, the fly is 
believed to have originated in central Mexico in 1863. Since then both Mexico and the 
U.S. have been issuing and lifting bans on one another as the pest flies from state to state. 
Since 1981 the APHIS (Animal Plant Health Inspection Service) Plant Protection and 
Quarantine (PPQ) division has operated a control program in cooperation with the Texas 
Department of Agriculture (IDA) and the Texas Citrus fudustry to introduce sterile flies 
into the Mexican fruit fly population. The USDA APHIS Cooperative Federal-State 
Mexfly Program was established to collectively combat the Mexican fruit fly. 

Strawberries 

Strawberries imported from Mexico may have been tainted with hepatitis A. The issue 
exploded in the mainstream media in April 1997, as various newspapers reported that 2.6 
million pounds of frozen strawberries were contaminated (Seattle Times, April 3, 1997). 
The controversy was further heightened by the fact that some Michigan school children 
became sick after eating the fruit. The actual point of infection was not confirmed. The 
truth seems to be that the strawberries were shipped from Mexico to San Diego and then 
sent all over the U.S. to packaging and storage facilities. Nevertheless, many newspapers 
implied that only Mexico could have been to blame for the contamination. The Seattle 
Times reported, "More than 150 students and teachers in Michigan have come down with 

symptoms of hepatitis A after being served Mexican-grown berries" (Seattle Times, April 
3, 1997). 

Kamal Bunt Wheat Disease 

Kamal bunt is a disease that affects grain yield and quality but poses no risk to humans. 
Both Mexican and U.S. states have been affected by this fungus. It was first discovered in 
Mexican wheat in 1980 in the state of Sonora, which caused U.S. states to place an 
immediate ban on Mexican wheat. In 1996 Mexico banned wheat grown in Texas, 
Arizona, California, and New Mexico after this wheat was also found to be infected by 
karnal bunt. However, Mexican officials said they would be glad to share information 
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with their U.S. counterparts. An agricultural scientist from SAGAR in Sonora stated, 

"Here in Sonora we have years of experience and information that we've collected that 

we'd be happy to share" (Sevilla, April 19, 1996). 

Cattle Import Complaint 

The cattle issue exemplified the importance of Mexico within the Texas agricultural 
sector. In October 1998 U.S. cattle owners complained that Mexico was selling cattle at 

low prices, flooding the U.S. cattle market and inevitably driving the price of cattle down, 
a practice commonly termed "dumping." Ranchers from other states filed a federal 

complaint against Mexico, alleging dumping practices in the U.S. Texas ranchers, 
however, refused to support the federal complaint. The Texas Southwestern Cattle 
Raisers Association, the Texas Cattle Feeders Association, the Independent Cattlemen's 
Association of Texas (ICA T), the Texas Farm Bureau, and the TDA have all decided to 
take no position or have chosen to actively oppose the federal complaint against Mexico. 
Texas industry leaders have refused to support this initiative, insisting that the benefits of 
free trade and the risk of retaliation by Mexico outweigh the benefits of the antidumping 
sanction. 

Texas cattle organizations do not want to start a trade war, fearing they will alienate 
Mexican ranchers who buy livestock from large Texas cattle and meat packaging 
operations. Interestingly enough, Texas ranchers had previously supported a petition 
alleging unfair trade practices by the Canadian government. In addition, Mexican 
ranchers had filed an antidumping complaint against U.S. ranchers in a similar case in the 
same month, leading the governor of Chihuahua to close the El Paso border to Texas 
cattle. The crossing has reopened, but with tougher inspection regulations for Texas 
cattle. However, Texas businessmen are reluctant to launch a full-scale antidumping 
attack on Mexico. According to Paul Engler, the Amarillo magnate who filed a lawsuit 
two years ago accusing Oprah Winfrey of slandering the Texas beef industry, said such a 
development "would be a tragedy" (Barta, October 29, 1998). 

Union Pacific Railroad Back-up 

Union Pacific Railroad placed an embargo on agricultural exports into Mexico at the 
Laredo port in March 1998. This was a significant development, since Union Pacific 
handles 80 percent of all rail traffic between Mexico and the U.S. Subsequently, the only 

Texas export to decline in sales were agricultural products, partly because of the back-up 
of railroads. U.S. agriculture secretary Dan Glickman sharply criticized Union Pacific by 

stating that "No carrier should have the ability to unilaterally restrict the international 

trade of the United States as the [railroad] now threatens to do" (Omaha World Herald, 
March 27, 1998). Glickman insisted that Michael Dunn, an assistant agriculture secretary, 
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meet with Union Pacific executives. Later Dunn also met with the Federal Surface 

Transportation Board (FSTB) and urged them to prevent Union Pacific from imposing 

embargoes in the future. In May 1998, the FSTB and the USDA agreed that a task force 

to study the nation's grain transportation delays should be conducted. 1 The articles 

portrayed the willingness of U.S. federal officials to argue on behalf of Mexico while 

simultaneously arguing against a large U.S. corporation. 

Perceptions of the Other Side 

What Mexicans Think about Texans 

Although the relationship between Mexico and Texas has been characterized as solid, 

there are still important perceptions that need to be further analyzed. We found that the 

general perceptions on the Mexico side reflect a sense of insecurity with respect to the 

relationship with Texas. Mexican officials interviewed felt that Texan officials have the 

advantage in the intergovernmental process. For example, in reference to NAFT A, the 
United States set the "ground rules" and Texas inherently benefits from the NAFTA 

framework. A representative with BANCOMEXT stated that although Mexico had 

benefited from NAFT A with significant returns and a booming economy, the relationship 
is not parallel. 

Mexican officials often alluded to cases of discrimination experienced at binational trade 
conferences in Texas. For example, one Mexican official who had earned several master's 

degrees and a Ph.D. was assumed to be a farmworker at a binational conference (official 
with SAGAR, January 11, 1999). He stated that this type of incident has disappointed 

many Mexican officials and has created apprehension about the relationship with Texas. 
He further explained that he took no offense at being perceived as a farmworker, but the 

assumptions and lack of sensitivity by Texas officials offended him. 

The case of the Mexican fruit fly also brought a feeling of resentment to the Mexican 

officials. First, labeling the insect as the "Mexican" fruit fly stigmatizes Mexico as a 

country that is plagued with infestation. One SAGAR official asked rhetorically, "How 

can a fly pertain to one side of the border?" Mexicans and Americans share the same 

open space; therefore, the idea that a fly belongs to one side of the border (Mexico) is 

ludicrous. 

Mexican officials were frank when conveying their experiences. This may have been due 

to the fact that individuals from our research group who spoke their language and had 

cultural ties to Mexico interviewed them. One official with the Comisi6n Nacionol de 

Sanidad Agropecuaria reported that he might not have answered as promptly and 
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honestly as he had if he had not felt confianza (trust) within our group. Another Mexican 

official with SAGAR stated that "a common culture and language helps create an 

environment in which dialogue can be continuous." This statement also can be applied to 

relationships between Texas and Mexico. When dealing with individuals who speak 

Spanish and are open to the culture, Mexican officials are more welcoming. 

"Mexico is treated like a little brother." This statement, made by a Mexican official, 

reflects what he sees as Texas' lack of confidence in Mexico. In our research, we found 

that many Mexican officials see the U.S. as a paternalistic country that feels it needs to 

guide Mexico. They feel that Texans treat Mexico like a younger sibling that needs to be 

told what to do and how to do it. 

A Mexican official mentioned that many U.S. agencies often show a lack of faith in 

Mexican analysts and engineers by sending their own specialists to conduct independent 

research. This contributes to the resentment and the low level of confianza (trust) felt by 

Mexican officials toward their Texan counterparts. According to the same Mexican 

government official, "Confianza was not affected by NAFI' A-it has always been the 

same way. They [U.S. officials] have never trusted the Mexicans; they placed an embargo 

on the aguacate (avocado) for 62 years. Not everything is equal ... " (official with SAGAR, 

January 11, 1999). In fact, concerning NAFI'A, one BANCOMEXT official said, 

''NAFI'A is not respected on the U.S. side. The U.S. has the power to accept or reject any 

article of the treaty as they see fit. If it is in their best interest to allow the Mexican import 

of any product in whatever condition, they will accept it. If for some reason it is more 

convenient to stop an import, even if in great condition, they will come up with any 

excuse to stop those imports." 

A number of Mexican officials felt that NAFI'A is regarded differently in Mexico than in 

Texas and that the way a treaty is viewed and acted upon is culturally engrained. NAFI' A 

has created a set of rules, but each country acts upon the rules in a different manner since 

cultural and economic factors dictate with what speed they can be implemented. The U.S. 

is often criticized by foreign counterparts for being too rigid and strict in implementing 

law, while Mexico has been criticized because of its delayed response to NAFI' A. This 

affects the relationship surrounding commerce because Texas officials can feel at times 

that Mexico is not actively following NAFI'A rules. On the other hand, Mexico perceives 

Texas to be overly inflexible with the rules. Mexican officials, who feel that these rules 

will eventually be implemented when necessary, do not see the need for such current 

stringency. 

Contrary to our assumptions, many Mexican officials believe that there are no real 

counterparts on the Texas side. A SAGAR official states that there is a great deal of 

inequality in money, personnel, legal resources, and political support. In the U.S., people 
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tend to be specialized and stick only to one task. "Here in Mexico, because of the lack of 

resources, we are tod6logos (jack-of-all-trades); we must all know every task," an official 

from SAGAR said. 

Mexican officials also commented on the fact that Texans do not see Mexicans as 

legitimate trading partners. ''Texas was generally viewed as a huge mall. Mexico is seen 
as a museum. Americans come to Mexico to sightsee, to watch in awe but never to take 

Mexico seriously as an equal trading partner," one Mexican official said. 

What Texans Think about Mexicans 

In general, Texas officials said they believed that the intergovernmental relationship 
between Texas and Mexico would improve and expand in the future. One official 
interviewed at the Texas Department of Economic Development said, "I see 
intergovernmental relations with Mexico moving in a very positive direction. We have 
much more contact than in the past. The relationship is growing, but slowly. The public 
sector moves slowly. The bureaucracies on both sides must become comfortable with 
each other." Texas officials see the relationship improving, although not without 
obstacles. One of the difficulties most frequently voiced by Texas officials is a troubling 
lack of communication between the two sides. An official at the Dallas Office of 
International Affairs said, ''There is a failure on both sides to understand the other. There 
is a problem with both domestic governments themselves and their inability to get things 
done." 

Although NAFfA supporters have sought to expand intergovernmental relations between 
Texas and all of the Mexican states, the border region remains at the forefront of the 
relationship in the eyes of many Texas officials. "Our relationships are with the city 
governments and the northern states. Although the relationships with different parts of 
Mexico are growing, the relationships are still much more with the border states," said an 
official from the Texas Department of Economic Development. Overall, the Texans and 
the Mexicans interviewed recognize that the border region maintains a unique 
commercial relationship. This relatfonship is based on regional proximity and a shared 
history, particularly with the maquiladora program. For example, the Texas economy's 
influence on the state of Nuevo Leon was highlighted in an interview with a regional 
official, who remarked that officials from Texas and Nuevo Leon share similar notions of 
working hours, punctuality, openness, and a mentality of "business first." The states 
beyond the border seem to be in the process of moving toward this type of business 
culture and away from traditional Mexican business schedules and practices. One 

example is the recent mandate by the Mexican government to replace the traditional 
three-hour lunch break with a truncated, one-hour lunch. Texas officials see these new 
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practices as a positive step toward fostering better communication and relations in the 

trade arena. 

In terms of governmental and policy-making processes, a negative perception held by 

some Texas officials was the existence of the corruption, seen as endemic to the Mexican 

governmental infrastructure. A high-ranking state official said that the corruption in 
Mexico is equal to that of any government. ''The reason it is more prevalent and visible in 

Mexico is because of the high poverty rate. For instance, if you are a border guard and 

someone offers you $10,000 to let a truck go by without inspection, you will most likely 
do it. That $10,000 will be more than you can make in several years." 

Other negative perceptions of some Texas government officials are that Mexicans are 
inefficient and benefit disproportionately from NAFfA. One official with the TDA said 
that some Texan officials felt that "Mexicans are the sole beneficiaries of NAFf A, 
therefore NAFI'A adversely affects Texans." 

Principal Findings in the Trade and Commerce Policy Arena 

Nature of Intergovernmental Relations 

Formal relations between a U.S. state and a foreign federal government are 
constitutionally illegal in both the U.S. and Mexican constitutions (see Appendix F for a 
complete discussion). Therefore, the official relationship between Texas and the Mexican 
federal government is overshadowed by the relations between Texas and the governments 
of Mexican border states. In light of this, Texas government officials often will deal 
solely with their Mexican counterparts from the bordering or nearby states of Chihuahua, 
Nuevo Leon, Tamaulipas, Coahuila, Sonora, and Baja California. Texas officials in the 
commerce and agriculture arena who were interviewed had minimal contact with 
Mexican federal officials. However, relationships with Mexican border state officials 
were plentiful and strong. Similarly, those Mexican federal officials interviewed said that 
they had little contact with Texas officials. We believe this results from the high rate of 
centralization of government in Mexico. Due to this centralization, Mexican officials 
initially look straight toward Washington, D.C., when considering matters pertaining to 

NAFT A and many state issues. 

A strong, positive relationship exists between Texas officials and several Mexican state 
officials. With the increasing liberalization of the Mexican economy, Mexican states have 

begun to promote themselves in order to attract direct foreign investment. The forerunner 

of this state initiative is the state of Guanajuato, whose governor, Vicente Fox, maintains 

a strong personal relationship with Texas governor George W. Bush. Guanajuato 
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maintains a representative trade office in Dallas, hosts Texas investors, and promotes 

trade missions to Texas that showcase the state of Guanajuato as a premiere destination 

for industry and commerce. Other states have moved toward this self-promoting model. 
Nuevo Le6n is attempting to reopen its representative trade office in San Antonio, 

whereas San Luis Potosi and Tabasco either have joined or are attempting to join 

multistate organizations in which Texas is a principal member. 

One might have thought that the contentious issues that inevitably arise between the U.S. 

and Mexico would prevent the growth of intergovernmental relations between Texas and 
Mexico. However, just the opposite seems to be true. International problems between the 

two nations have forced officials in Texas and in Mexican states to initiate dialogue with 
each other to resolve differences. When contentious issues have presented themselves, 
both Mexican and Texan officials have stated that their daily contact rises. This is in 

contrast to their routine schedule, which usually allows for only 10 to 30 percent of their 
time to be allotted to their foreign counterpart, one official said. 

The majority of these controversial issues involve the Texas-Mexico border region. When 
concerns with the border area of Mexico arise in Texas, there is a standard process that is 
followed. First, Texas officials contact Mexican border state officials. Second, Texas 
officials contact the appropriate U.S. official. Third, the U.S. federal government entity 
with responsibility contacts its Mexican federal level counterpart. For example, if there 
was a problem at the Texas Department of Agriculture (TDA), the issue would be 
discussed with Mexican border state officials with whom they have regular contact. If the 
problem could not be resolved, then the next step would be to contact the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) Mexico City office, said a TDA official. At that 
point, the USDA would formally contact its equivalent in Mexico, SAGAR, thus bringing 
the issue to the federal level. 

In this situation, constant interaction among the border states is due primarily to border 
crossings, which deal with the import and export of commodities. In addition to 
international trade, there are six livestock export facilities that the TDA operates in 
Brownsville, El Paso, Del Rio, Eagle Pass, Laredo, and Houston (Texas Department of 
Agriculture, March 16, 1999). These facilities were originally established to have a 
designated facility in which cattle, horses, hogs, sheep, goats, and various types of 
poultry can have a temporary waiting place while Texas farmers sell their livestock to 
international buyers. Yet the exchange of livestock has not come without its problems. 
Difficulties arise, said a TDA official, when a Texas farmer has already arrived at the 
border, ready to sell his or her livestock, but cannot do so due to new Mexican regulations 
which neither the TDA nor the seller was aware of. Consequently, there have been 

instances when livestock has had to be stored in the temporary pens overnight, although 

clearly this was not the purpose of the facilities. 
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Lack of Information and the Weak Congruence of Laws 

The lack of free flow of information and the disharmony of laws between the U.S. and 

Mexico creates the most problems for intergovernmental relations. According to Texan 

and Mexican officials, the thorniest issue between the two of them is the lack of 

harmonization of laws and regulations and the delays in notice when laws actually 

change. For example, a representative from SECOFI expressed difficulty in meeting 

specific state commercial labor requirements. An increase in the free flow of information 
is necessary to continue the building of good relationships. 

The low level of communication leads to confusion about the laws. Often, as mentioned 
above, Texas sellers learn new regulations only when they arrive at the border to sell their 
commodities. To alleviate this problem, there is currently a joint Texas-Mexico effort to 
create a Web site to explain all federal and state regulations on both sides, a IDA official 
said. With this Web site, both sides will be aware of any new laws that affect trade with a 

larger window of opportunity to make needed changes prior to implementation. 

According to TDA officials, regulations by the Mexican government sometimes come 
under the guise of new laws, but the department sees these regulations as an effort to 
implement a supply management quota. An example of this was Mexican officials, 
refusal to allow more than 13 hogs at a time into Mexico from Texas. The Mexican 
officials told TOA officials that they did not have enough veterinarians at the border 
crossings to certify that the hogs satisfied Mexican livestock laws. Texan officials felt 
that this was not true, and that the rule was a method to slow down the influx of hog 

imports from Texas. 

Joint Efforts 

Joint efforts between federal and state governments as well as interstate cooperation can 
create partnerships that benefit U.S. border states and federal and state Mexican agencies. 

On the state-to-state level, the Gulf Governors, Conference and the Border Governors, 

Conference have been created to develop relations between the member states on both the 
Texan and Mexican sides. The goal of the Gulf Governors' Conference is "to foster, 

promote and implement cooperative relationships between and for the mutual benefit of 
the member states and their private sector communities in support of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement and the objectives of (The Gulf Governors'] Accord.,, The 

objectives in the Gulf Governors' Accord are to: 

• Work toward the successful implementation of the North American Free Trade 

Agreement (NAFT A) and the accord. 
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• Develop and implement a formal mechanism for member states to coordinate joint or 

bilateral economic development activities, communication, transportation and 

infrastructure development, tourism, joint ventures, business partnerships, health and 

environmental collaborations, agriculture, education, and cultural exchange programs. 

• Promote existing trade and production processes for member states to determine 

potential business opportunities. 

• Provide appropriate support for the public and private sectors of the member states by 
sharing information on regulations, laws, trade data, and customs. 

• Develop and implement other strategies for the mutual development of the member 
states as deemed necessary. 

The Gulf Governors' Conference membership includes the governors from Texas, 
Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, Louisiana, Tabasco, Veracruz, Yucatan,Tamaulipas, 
Quintana Roo, and Campeche. This conference has identified certain issues as its primary 
focus, including trade investment, finance and agriculture, forestry, and fishery. The 
overall purpose of the conference is to promote trade within the Gulf states region and to 
induce investment between the states and to the region from around the world. The 
conference has sponsored several formal commercial activities between the Gulf states 
and their respective private sector companies and works to develop policy and to open 
communication between the member states. 

The Border Governors' Conference was established with the goal of providing "a forum 
which enables the ten border governors (Baja California, Chihuahua, Coahuila, Nuevo 
Leon, Sonora, Tamaulipas, Arizona, California, New Mexico and Texas) to develop 
personal relationships; identify and address issues and opportunities of the border region; 
and promote initiatives to improve the quality of life of the people in the region" (Office 
of the Texas Secretary of State, April 4, 1999). (For a more detailed discussion of the 
Border Governors' Conference, see Appendix E.) The objectives of this conference are: 

• To foment and fortify personal relations among the ten border governors at an 
annual Border Governors' Conference, alternately held in a U.S. or Mexican 
border state. 

• To promote unified action on U.S.-Mexico border and national issues through the 
appointment of cabinet-level committees with the responsibility and authority to 
generate meaningful, governor-supported joint declarations. 

• To address border problems and opportunities on which the governors and their 
representatives can focus and act through a consensus on topic selection. 
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• To promote jointly the orchestration necessary to elicit and consolidate social and 

economic development throughout the border region. 

• To sponsor complementary, productive activity between the U.S. and Mexico. 

Currently agricultural interests are not one of the policy arenas discussed by the Border 

Governors' Conference, but both Texas and Mexico have lobbied to include agriculture 
(Office of the Texas Secretary of State, April 4, 1999). 

On the federal to state level, the U.S.-Mexico Pesticide Information Exchange 

exemplifies an insightful program of intergovernmental relations between federal and 
state agencies. The objective of the program is to train public officials to apply pesticides 
properly, so that these public officials can then train private sector pesticide applicators 
(Mathis interview, March 31, 1999). This is a promising example of various 
governmental agencies successfully collaborating to reach a public good for both 
countries. The participating federal and state agencies in the U.S.-Mexico Pesticide 
Information Exchange program have created a tree of governmental agencies that provide 
each other extensive knowledge in the pesticide arena This framework allows 
government officials to work with their colleagues in a cost-effective manner, since funds 
are appropriated from one central agency but numerous agencies are allowed to reap the 
benefits. 

This program is federally funded by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) with 
discretionary funding from Congress. The EPA then allocates funds to the EPA Region 6 
office, which is responsible for executing EPA's programs in Texas, New Mexico, 
Oklahoma, Arkansas, and Louisiana. Previously the amount of funding was $150,000 
(Mathis interview, March 31, 1999). In the past these appropriated funds would be given 
directly to the state agency, therefore actual state funds are not requested for this program 

(see Figure 4.3). 
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Figure 4.3 
U.S.-Mexico Pesticide Information Exchange 
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Source: United States and Mexico Pesticide Information Exchange, "U.SJMexico Pesticide Information 

Exchange FY 1998 Activities Report," Austin, Texas (1998), pp. 1-3. 

In 1994 the Texas Department of Agriculture was conducting cross-border inspections for 
a tick eradication program, creating contacts between Mexican and Texas officials (such 
as the U.S.-Mexico Pesticide Information Exchange). Consequently, after careful 
planning, the first training session took place in McAllen, Texas, in 1994. Since then 
conferences have been held in El Paso, Texas; San Diego, California; and Scottsdale, 
Arizona; the fourth conference returned to McAllen, Texas. The last conference was held 
in Guanajuato, Mexico, in April 1999 (Mathis interview, March 31, 1999). This five-day 
conference was held mostly in Spanish, partly because the Texas officials presenting 
topics are fluent in Spanish. There were a few American presenters who are renowned 
specialists in their fields yet do not have knowledge of Spanish. However, this did not 

present a problem since accommodations for translators were provided. Over one hundred 
officials, the majority of whom were municipal, state, and federal Mexican officials, 
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attended this event (Mathis interview, March 31, 1999). Initially it only attracted border 

state officials but has now expanded to the federal levels on both sides. 

A Common Language 

There will most likely be a marked increase in the number of Texans who use Spanish in 

negotiations with their Mexican counterparts. This is attributed to the growing number of 

individuals working in Texas state government who either have cultural or familial ties to 

Mexico or are sensitive to Mexican culture. This number will continue to swell as the 
ethnic demographics of Texas become increasingly Hispanic in the next century. 

Mexican officials repeatedly complained that in intergovernmental relations with the 
United States as a whole, English was predominantly the language of negotiation. The 
lack of Spanish during intergovernmental meetings remains a great point of 
dissatisfaction for them. However, our results show that the majority of the officials 
interviewed on the Texas side could effectively communicate in Spanish. This number of 
Texas government officials who speak Spanish will continue to expand over time. 

Influence of Private Busin~ 

Private business is the crucial underlying catalyst to the governmental trade arena 
between Texas and Mexico. Private interests fuel the relationship and are intricately 
involved in the process of trade negotiations and the formation of legal entities that might 
affect their investment. Although the ''behind the scenes" influence that the private sector 
exerts on intergovernmental relations between Texas and Mexico is difficult to measure 
and is not a principal focus of this study, it is important to note that the private sector has 
developed more rapidly than the public sector in terms of language preparation, political 
knowledge, and cultural awareness. The higher level of sensitivity of the private sector is 
a result of the fact that in its interaction with the other, the primary goal is financial 
success. Prevention of financial loss is the most likely cause of this sensitivity to language 
and overall culture. 

Conclusion 

As regional trade blocs increase and economies throughout the world become 

increasingly intertwined, cooperation at every level of society is imperative to facilitate 
the expected growth and success that trade agreements promise. Encouraged by private 

sector interests, governments must negotiate and implement the best possible situation for 

the country that they represent. However, these processes can be complicated by 

differences in culture, imbalance in economic strengths, and opposing views on the 
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benefits of being a signatory to a trade agreement. Intergovernmental cooperation of 

participants is essential to overcoming these obstacles. 

Texas and Mexico represent a unique trade dynamic in a world of open markets. It is a 

robust commercial relationship characterized by mutual respect, increased understanding, 

dialogue, and an expressed willingness to work together. However, there are cultural 
misunderstandings and obstacles to communication, as well as other inevitable barriers to 

full cooperation. These obstructions are primarily due to the fact that Texas is only a state 

of the U.S., but Mexico, as a nation, must consider the interests of the entire country. 

In order to bridge the state-federal gap of the relationship between Texas and Mexico, the 

two governments have implemented an array of strategies. Texas has taken the initiative 
in forming organizations that incorporate Mexican states. The purposes of these 
multistate alliances are to increase understanding and to foster a positive environment for 
dealing with contentious issues. Conversely, Mexican states have begun to promote 
themselves individually as commerce destinations and as cooperative parties of the 
Texas-Mexico relationship. 

As NAFfA becomes fully integrated across the Texas-Mexico border, the private sector 
has led the wave of cross-cultural understanding and commerce. Intergovernmental 
relations must follow and continue to nurture existing initiatives that provide a positive 
influence. In doing so, governments can help create a fertile ground of cooperation that 
will serve as a model to other economically linked regions of the world. 
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Notes 

1 "New Task Force Will Monitor Grain Transportation Delays." Omaha World Herald (May 24, 1998), p. 

8M. Online. Available: Lexis-Nexis Academic Universe, http://web.lexis-nexis.com/universe/. 
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Appendix 4.1. List of Interviewees 

Banco Nacional de Comercio Exterior (BANCOMEXT) 

Mexico City 

Assistant Manager for North America 
January 13, 1999 

City of Dallas, Office of International Affairs 

Director; Former Ambassador 
January 5, 1999 

Director, Sister City Program 
January 5, 1999 

Deputy Director 
January 6, 1999 

City of San Antonio, International Affairs Office 

Shannon Garcia, International Affairs Specialist; Office of Diplomatic Protocol 
February 16, 1999 

Comptroller of Public Accounts 

Austin, TX 

Sandra Martinez, Policy Analyst; Former Border Affairs 
Director for Governor Ann Richards 
February 19, 1999 

Augustine Redwine, Policy Analyst; Chapter Editor of 
Bordering the Future 
February 12, 1999 

Office of the Texas Secretary of State 

Austin, TX 

Director of Intergovernmental Relations 
February 8, 1999 . 
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Promotor de Inversiones e Informacion Economica/Gobierno del Estado de 
Guanajuato 

Mexico City 

Licenciado Pablo Gutierrez Sanchez 
January 12, 1999 

Representante del Gobierno del Estado de Nuevo Le6n en el DF 

Mexico City 

Licenciado Concepcion Guadalupe Garza Rodriguez 
January 13, 1999 

Representante del Gobierno del Estado San Luis Potosi en el DF 

Mexico City 

Licenciado Carlos Perez Garcia 
January 14, 1999 

Secretaria de Agricultura, Ganaderia y Desarrollo Rural (SAGAR) 

Mexico City 

Maestro Luis Angel Villarreal, Centro Nacional de Referenda Fitosanitaria 
January 11, 1999 

Dr. Gustavo Frias Trevino, Comisi6n Nacional de Sanidad Agropecuaria 
January 11, 1999 

Secretaria de Comercio y Fomento Industrial (SECOFI) 

Mexico City 

Dr. Hector Marquez Solis; Director General de la Subsecretaria de 
Negociaciones Comerciales Intemacionales/SECOFI 
January 14, 1999 

Secretaria de Desarrollo Ec6nomico de Nuevo Loon I Coordinador de Comercio 
Internacional 

Mexico City 

Licenciado Edgar Gonzalez 
January 12, 1999 
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Secretaria de Desarrollo Economico de San Luis Potosi I Director General de 
Desarrollo Industrial 

Mexico City 

Ingeniero Ruben Navarro 
January 11, 1999 

Secretaria Particular del Gobierno del Estado de Tabasco en el DF 

Mexico City 

Licenciado Rogelio Magallan Blcizquez 
January 14, 1999 

Texas Department of Agriculture 

Austin. TX 

Coordinator for Trade and Federal Issues 
January 5, 1999 

Coordinator for Overseas Marketing 
January 5, 1999 

Leslie Smith, Program Development Specialist; Pesticide Programs Division 
January 7, 1999 

Antonio Rojas, Program Specialist, Pesticide Registration Program, Pesticide 
Programs 
February 10, 1999 

Don Kueker, Director for Livestock Marketing (International Program) 
January 7, 1999 

Texas Department of Economic Development 

Austin, TX 

Policy Analyst, International Trade and Development Office 
January 8, 1999 

Henry Sauvinget, Director; Trade and Development 
February 12, 1999 
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Texas Structural Pest Control Board 

Austin, TX 

Benny Mathis, Former Administrator of U.S.-Mexico Pesticide Information 
Exchange 
March 31, 1999 

110 



Chapter 5. Transportation: Building Bridges 
between Texas and Mexico 

Introduction 

Transportation is the linchpin of trade .... Transportation can be the facilitator for 
trade, lowering costs for importers and exporters, reducing the time required for 
supplies to reach factories and finished products to reach markets, and enabling 
companies to compete effectively in the international arena, or transportation can 
be a barrier to trade, raising the bottom line costs for businesses and making it 
impossible for them to succeed domestically or overseas (Lomax, April 1997). 

The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) has ushered in an era of 
unprecedented trade between the United States and Mexico. As trade dramatically 
increases, the existing transportation structure must adapt to meet the new demand. 
Because of the industrial traffic between Mexico and Texas, transportation officials in 
both Mexico and Texas are responsible for developing new methods and improving 
existing methods to assure timely movement of goods. 

As private sector trade between Mexico and Texas continues its rapid expansion, public 
transportation officials must keep pace. The two primary challenges are maintaining and 
developing both infrastructure and regulations. Contentious issues in both areas require 
constructive communication between Mexico and Texas. Infrastructure issues are 
dominated by construction plans for cross-border bridges and alleviating bottleneck 
situations at various border crossings. Regulatory issues are more complex. Debate and 
controversy have surrounded the issue of allowing Mexican and U.S. truckers to carry 
goods into the other country. A provisional plan spelled out in NAFTA was supposed to 
allow this to happen in 1995, with unrestricted travel in 2000. However, this has not 
come to fruition, due primarily to U.S. officials' objections over safety concerns. 
Although safety concerns may have been part of the problem, representatives of labor, 
transporters, and a border industry that profits from the cumbersome process lobbied 
strongly against enactment. These are examples of the challenging environment in which 
Texas and Mexican transportation officials must develop their relations. 

Seventy-two percent of all trucks entering the United States from Mexico pass through 
Texas (U.S. Customs Service, April 1999). Because ofthis, Texas and Mexican 
transportation officials have developed a unique partnership, operating through formal 
and informal interfaces. The officials interact on matters involving all modes of 
transportation: air, maritime, rail, and truck. According to 1993 United States Customs 
Service data, 87 percent of all goods (measured by value) travel by land. Because of the 
large percentage of ground traffic, we will focus this chapter on ground transportation. 
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Transportation officials in Mexico and Texas now are expected to maintain and develop 
physical and regulatory infrastructure capable of supporting the increased traffic. 
Communication and cooperation are more important than ever, as officials interact in 
areas such as international bridge projects, vehicle weights and measures, regulatory 
issues, vehicle and driver databases, planning studies, and other areas. This chapter 
analyzes the relationships and communication of transportation officials in Mexico and 
Texas. 

The chapter is based on interviews with transportation officials and research on the 
transportation industry in Texas and Mexico. The interviews were conducted with 
officials of the Ministry of Communications and Transportation in Mexico City and 
officials of the Texas Department of Transportation throughout Texas. There are three 
main sections: organizational structure and historical background of participating 
agencies; interfaces where communication occurs; and main themes that demonstrate the 
dynamic of the relations. The first section, organizational structure, provides background 
information on the governmental organizations that set, recommend, and implement 
policy that pertains to Mexico-Texas transportation. The second section describes 
interfaces between Mexico and Texas, including permanent committees, ongoing studies, 
transportation institutes, and specific agency offices. These structures facilitate 
communication and cooperation between officials. Although personal relationships exist 
outside of this structure, these interfaces are essential. They foster new relationships as 
well as reinforcing existing relations. The final section consists of five themes. Through 
research and interviews, these themes were identified as central to the intergovernmental 
relations within the transportation sector. The themes are: the existence of a professional 
relationship; protocol difficulties caused by a state-federal relationship across a national 
boundary; Mexican funding; the role of technology; and the role of a "single ambassador" 
within an agency. Analysis of these recurring themes allows greater insight into the 
nature of relations between transportation officials in Mexico and Texas. 

Organizational Structure and Historical Background 

Texas Department of Transportation 

The Texas Department of Transportation (TxDOT) history goes back to 1917, with the 
legislature' s creation of the State Highway Department to grant financial aid to counties 
for highway construction and maintenance. TxDOT, in its present structure, was formed 
in 1991 by the merger of the State Department of Highways and Public Transportation, 
the Texas Department of Aviation, and the Texas Motor Vehicle Commission. This 
agency is responsible for the design, location, construction, and maintenance of 
transportation systems for the state of Texas. In addition, TxDOT became responsible for 
trucking regulation in 1995 (TxDOT: Legislation, 1999). Historically, TxDOT has also 
been one of the most well-funded state departments, with both motor vehicle registration 
fees and gas tax revenues dedicated to support it. 
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In the federal structure of government in the United States, transportation has 
traditionally been one of those areas over which states have had almost complete control. 
In fact, Tx.DOT, whose history goes back to 1917, is much older than the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, created in 1966. The U.S. Department of Transportation's 
role has mostly been to provide financial aid to states and localities along with mandating 
guidelines for states and localities to follow regarding planning and public input on 
transportation decisions. The decisions themselves are still made at the state and local 
level. 

In Texas, a three-member transportation commission governs the department, which is 
headed by an executive director appointed by the commission. The governor, with the 
advice and consent of the senate, appoints the commissioners to overlapping six-year 
terms (Tx.DOT: Transportation Commission, 1999). Tx.DOT is broken up into 25 
geographic districts, with each headed by a district engineer. Throughout January 1999 
interviews were conducted with the district engineers from both the Laredo and Pharr 
districts as well as with the public information officers and deputy district engineers of 
the Laredo, Pharr, and El Paso districts. Interviews were also done with the director of 
the international relations office, division of transportation planning and programming, 
and division of motor carriers (see Figure 5.1). 
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FigureS.1 
TxDot Organb.ational Chart 

· ·-:~· · 

(3) District Engineer, Area Engineer, Public Information Officer 

(2) Director and Border Tech. Program Manager 
(1) Director 

Plibic .· .· 
~' 

(1) Director 

(3) District Engineer, Area Engineer, Public Information Officer 

Source: Organizational chart from TXDOT web site (www.doLstate.tx.us/insdtdot/orgchart.hbn). 

Note: Interviews performed indicated by arrows. Numbers' in parentheses represent number of interviews 

performed in each organizational uniL 
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Ministry of Communications and Transport (SCT) 

The Ministry of Communications and Transport-Secretaria de Comunicaciones y 
Transportes (SCT}-is a Mexican federal agency predating the Mexican Revolution: this 
year it celebrates 100 years of existence. The scope of the agency is almost inconceivable 
to a U.S. mind. Within the ministry are included not only all of the planning, 
construction, and maintenance functions for road, rail, airports, and seaports more or less 
similar to what TxDOT does for the state of Texas but also several other functions. The 
SCT handles licensing, registrations, and federal highway police, a merchant marine 
department, a department similar to our Federal Aviation Administration, all 
telecommunications, and even the Post Office! In fact, many of these other major areas 
have been separated from the rest of the body of the organization by the creation of 
subentities. These are: Airports and Auxiliary Services, Federal Roads and Bridges, 
Mexican National Railroads, Telecommunications of Mexico, and the Mexican Postal 
Service. 

The SCT has offices located in the Mexican states called SCT centers. Their main 
functions are to represent the ministry to the public, to the state government, and to the 
municipalities as well as to apply national policy based on local needs and conditions 
(SCT, 1999). In contrast to the state-federal system of organization demonstrated 
between TxDOT and the corresponding federal agencies, decision making and funding 
authority is located heavily, if not entirely, in the Mexico City SCT organization. 

During January 1999 our team conducted interviews with SCT and Mexican Institute of 
Transportation officials. At the Planning Department of the SCT, an interview was 
conducted with the assistant director general. In the Toll Roads Department, we 
interviewed the general director, a technical coordinator, and a deputy director. In the 
Federal Department of Motor Vehicles, the general director and a supervising director 
were interviewed. Lastly, we interviewed a division manager in the Mexican Institute of 
Transportation (see Figure 5.2). 

Points of Interface 

International Relations Office (TxDOT) 

The International Relations Office (IRO) is one of six offices in TxDOT, along with 
general counsel, contract services, civil rights, legislative affairs, and public information. 
The IR.O's mission statement is to "assist TxDOT achieve its mission through support on 
international transportation issues to our districts, divisions, offices, senior 
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management and commissioners" (fxDOT: International Activities Report, 1996). As 
such, the IRO is mandated to 

• provide support to personnel dealing with international issues; 

• act as TxDOT representative or consultant on various international committees and 
conferences; 

• act as TxDOT' s primary liaison to the governor's office for international affairs; 

• coordinate and facilitate the Border Technology Exchange Program (BTEP); 

• serve as the primary contact point within TxDOT for international transportation 
planning organizations; 

• function as TxDOT' s international protocol office; 

• publish Texas-Mexico International Bridges and Border Crossings: Existing and 
Proposed and TxDOT' s International Activities Report; and 

• provide document translation. 

The IRO director is also the state's representative for the Southwest Border 
Transportation Alliance, the Joint Working Committee, the Binational Bridges and 
Border Crossings Conference, and the Gulf Coast Governors' Conference Infrastructure 
Committee. 

Henry Nevares, a 22-year veteran of the U.S. Army with nine years' experience as a 
foreign affairs officer specializing in Latin American issues, has been the director of the 
IRO since March 1994. As such, he answers directly to TxDOT's executive director. 
Mr. Nevares regularly works with Mexican transportation officials at both federal and 
state levels. At the federal level, under the SCT, he interacts with the director of general 
planning/toll systems, director of motor carrier regulation, the chief representative for 
foreign relations, the border coordinator, and the director of the SCT center in Nuevo 
Le6n. At the state level, he deals with the directors of transportation for the states of 
Tamaulipas, Nuevo Le6n, Coahuila, and Chihuahua 

In an interview, Mr. Nevares stated that he viewed passage of the North American Free 
Trade Agreement as being analogous to the fall of the Berlin Wall. He sees 
transportation and infrastructure issues as being the key to bringing the two nations closer 
together and driving economic growth. He described relations between transportation 
officials in Texas and Mexico as ''very thin and occasional" when he took over, and said 
he has worked hard to improve them. True.king issues have dominated the relationship. 
Interestingly, he does not see the IR.O's role as the initiator of programs, but as the 
liaison, coordinator, and advisor. 
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Increasing the quantity and quality of communication and understanding between Texas 
and Mexico was a recurring theme of Nevares' comments. He was critical of Texans and 
Texas officials for being too parochial and not seeing the connection between Mexican 
and U.S.ffexas prosperity. He said this was a key concern of bis and Oscar De Buen, 
SCT director of general planning/toll systems, when they were on the U.S.-Mexico Joint 
Working Committee. 

Border Technology Exchange Program 

The Border Technology Exchange Program (BTEP) is TxDOT' s primary international 
relations program. Funded through grants from the Federal Highway Administration, it is 
under the direction of the IRO. The program's purpose is ''to improve working 
relationships with our Mexican neighbors for planning purposes and to improve 
transportation systems in the border region in order to increase commerce and safety" 
(TxDOT: International Activities Report, 1996). Leo Matias, program administrator for 
BTEP, identified two specific types of projects that have been undertaken. The first are 
provial conferences. Provials are maintenance conferences ''that are intended to go 
beyond conferences." They bring together engineers from the U.S. and Mexico to talk 
about their experiences and savings from road maintenance. Maintenance, rather than 
construction, is stressed. Originally a countrywide occurrence, with conferences having 
been held between the United States and various Latin American countries, they are now 
being held between Mexican and U.S. states, with one already having been held with 
Chihuahua and one scheduled with Nuevo Le6n. Coupled with the provials are 
Technology Transfer Centers (ITC). While provials are one-time occurrences, TTCs are 
independent groups with boards of directors responsible for technology exchange, 
providing and teaching courses, and establishing links to federal programs. TTCs are 
supposed to be self-sustaining after being set up by their organizing committees. Texas is 
currently working with Nuevo Le6n to establish one. 

TxDOT's Border Districts and the Standing Committee on Border Affairs 

The three TxDOT districts that border Mexico-El Paso, Laredo, and Pharr-are also the 
districts that have the most frequent contact with Mexican transportation authorities and 
the most extensive participation in BTEP. Border district engineers are the primary 
participants in the provials and have taken the lead in establishing TTCs. Additionally, 
interviews with the Pharr and Laredo district engineers reveal good or excellent 
relationships with their state and federal counterparts across the river and even the 
initiation of some joint planning activities. In the Laredo district, the Mexican border 
cities of Ciudad Acufia and Piedras Negras have been asked to join their sister cities of 
Eagle Pass and Del Rio in a study to develop a long-range master thoroughfare plan for 
the area. In the Pharr district, a Binational Border Planning Group has been proposed. 
International bridges, however, still dominate the relationship. The public information 
officers for the border districts report having open lines of communication with Mexican 
officials as well, and regularly update them on relevant transportation projects. It is 
important to note that the relationship was characterized as ''balanced" in all three border 
districts. Technology and information are not given by Texas to Mexico; rather they are 
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exchanged and shared by both parties. If an imbalance exists in the relationship, it is in 
the vastly greater resources available on the Texas side. 

Finally, TxDOT has formed the Standing Committee on Border Affairs, an internal 
TxDOT committee. Membership includes the Pharr, Laredo, El Paso, San Antonio, 
Odessa, and Corpus Christi district engineers, along with the directors of Traffic 
Operations, Transportation Planing and Programming, Right-of-Way, Design, Public 
Transportation, Vehicle Titles and Registration, Motor Carrier, Environmental Affairs, 
Aviation Legislative Affairs, and Multimodal Operations. The committee's purpose is 
''to promote effective communication among TxDOT offices, divisions and districts to 
identify border issues, needs and opportunities to enable the agency to fulfill its mission 
to work cooperatively to provide safe, effective and efficient movement of people and 
goods in border areas" (TxDOT: International Activities Report, 1996). 

Joint Working Committee 

The Joint Working Committee (JWC) is a forum established to address transportation 
issues that affect both Mexico and the United States. This committee was founded under 
the structure of NAFTA and continues operating. It is comprised of representatives from 
state and federal government transportation officials in both Mexico_ and the United 
States. Texas is usually represented by Henry Nevares, the IRO director at TxDOT 
(1999). Mexico sends representatives based on the agenda, but frequent participants 
include Oscar de Buen, the director of toll roads in Mexico, and Francisco Cota, a senior 
official in the Planning Department of the SCT. 

The JWC addresses transportation issues that are affected by NAFTA legislation. Issues 
such as cross-border trucking, customs and inspection checkpoints, and international 
driving regulations are regular topics. Because the committee is a product of NAFT A, it 
mainly deals with legislative and regulatory issues; it is not a forum for technical or 
operational transportation issues (de Buen interview, January 20, 1999). 

This committee addresses issues such as long-term planning for international roads, 
bridge constructions, and improvements to border traffic bottlenecks. Members usually 
meet at an annual or semiannual conference held to discuss a fixed agenda. However, 
there are no conferences required in the charter. Conferences usually result when an idea 
or issue is posed that needs international attention (SCT, 1999). 

Binational Study 

Another interface between Mexico and Texas transportation officials is the Binational 
Study. This study explores transportation that relates to both Mexico and the United 
States. The study was founded by the SCT Director of Toll Roads, Oscar de Buen. As 
opposed to the JWC, the Binational Study addresses technical and operational issues 
within the transportation industry. 

119 



Texas Transportation Institute and Mexican Transportation Institute 

The Texas Transportation Institute and the Mexican Transportation Institute also interface 
to address transportation concerns related to Texas and Mexico. The Texas 
Transportation Institute operates under Texas A&M University. The Mexican 
Transportation Institute is a branch of SCT and plays an official role in Mexican 
transportation development (see Figure 5.2). Although these institutes have mainly 
functioned to assist domestic transportation challenges, they are increasingly used to 
study international issues. The institutes have participated in several international 
studies. A division manager in the Mexican institute, Dr. Guillermo Torres Vargas, felt 
that due to the rapid development of international commerce, there would be an increase 
in collaborative studies with the Texas Transportation Institute. Dr. Torres Vargas had 
positive experiences interacting with his counterparts in Texas. He saw modem 
technology, such as video conferencing and e-mail, as methods of bridging the distance 
and financial resource gap between the two institutes. (Vargas interview, January 22, 
1999) 

Themes 

Professional Relationship 

Texas and Mexican officials, without exception, stressed that the relations between 
technical professionals within the transportation industry were excellent. Obstacles and 
breakdowns to the relationship occurred when officials or politicians from outside the 
industry became involved with intergovernmental issues. When decision makers or 
officials without technical and industry knowledge became involved, relations were 
sometimes strained. From all accounts, these were the setbacks to the relationship. 
Respect and goodwill were often mentioned in describing the relationship between 
transportation officials. 

Several Mexican officials described planning activities between the SCT and TxDOT. 
Officials were then in negotiations over plans to improve traffic flow at a particular 
border crossing. Officials from the SCT were enthusiastic and mentioned how often 
these meetings were healthy and constructive. Both sides brought proposals to the table 
offering alternate solutions. The relationship and communication were strained only 
when political pressure became an issue. 

In one particular case, Dr. Claude Cortez, a technical coordinator in the SCT, noted how 
at one point the negotiations turned in another direction. Local politicians from a border 
city wanted to have a bridge constructed within the city limits. Many transportation 
officials on both sides had realized that modifications to the current traffic flow would 
allow the existing bridge to function properly. Because of political pressure from a local 
municipality, TxDOT officials were not able to recommend the optimal solution. 
However, the local political influence was strong, and a new bridge was eventually 
constructed. 
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Cortez was savvy with regard to the American political situation. He understood that a 
small U.S. border city had the capability to float a bond or raise funds to build a bridge in 
a short period of time. He commented on the competitiveness of U.S. border cities, 
which were all interested in traffic crossing the border within their municipality. He 
understood the power of local U.S. politicians who, unlike those in Mexico, can make a 
strong impact on the local transportation network. 

During the interview, Cortez continually made distinctions between industry 
professionals and industry outsiders. According to Cortez, the TxDOT officials 
sympathized with the Mexican officials. When politicians or other officials became 
involved, the transportation officials on both sides understood that the decision making 
was out of the control of their counterparts. Although these situations often annoyed and 
frustrated industry officials on both sides, transportation officials were able to maintain 
strong and productive relationships. Occasional setbacks that were out of their control 
did not affect the overall good relationship (Cortez interview, January 21, 1999). 

Texas officials said that although the Mexicans were often limited in resources and 
technology, the Mexican officials' knowledge and work ethic were excellent. When 
describing obstacles to the relationship, the Texans never mentioned issues that were 
under the control of transportation officials. The issues were usually financially related. 
The Texans spoke highly of the Mexican officials' years of experience, formal education, 
and professionalism. 

Mutual respect as professionals in the industry contributed to the strong relationship 
between Texas and Mexico transportation officials. Medium to high-ranking officials in 
transportation tend to have more than 10 years of industry experience. This amount of 
experience naturally leads to a high level of expertise and industry knowledge. This 
allows officials to have a strong understanding of the strengths, weaknesses, and 
obstacles of their counterpart organization. 

Based on this high level of professionalism, officials are able to build more effective 
relations and more swiftly overcome obstacles and misunderstandings. Whether 
engineers or transportation department managers, officials were able to interact as 
professionals. Issues are not seen as international or cross-border, but rather as 
transportation challenges. 

State/Federal Split 

One of the recurring themes in the evolving relationship between Texas and Mexico 
transportation officials is the state/federal split in decision-making authority. In the 
United States, transportation decisions are almost exclusively the domain of the 
individual states. By contrast, Mexico has centralized almost all transportation decision
making authority in one federal agency, the SCT, and gives little power to individual 
states. Subsequently, an administrative mismatch has developed, with Mexican 
authorities wanting to deal with federal-level agencies, such as the Federal Highway 
Administration and U.S. Department of Transportation, and Texas officials wanting to 
deal with the transportation directors for the Mexican border states. To add to the 
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problem. BTEP has helped forge stronger relationships between TxDOT and Mexican 
state transportation officials, adding to TxDOT's desire to work with them directly. Al 
Luedecke, division director for Transportation Planning and Programming, sees the 
state/federal split as the "trademark disagreement" and first real conflict in the post
NAFf A relationship. After discussing the issue with Mexican officials, Luedecke said 
that the two sides "agreed that our processes would stay the same, but that we'd work 
around it." Luedecke also noted the almost complete lack of power of Mexican states, 
and that, in order to get information on or implement a project, he always went to a 
federal-level agency. 

The issue of cross-border trucking is a potentially dangerous one, given the state/federal 
split. The decision whether or not to let Mexican truckers operate in the U.S. is a federal 
one, but the regulation of those trucks is a state power. The U.S. could decide to let 
Mexican truckers operate in the U.S., but Texas, through strict state regulation, licensing, 
and enforcement, could effectively keep them out. This situation, where an individual 
state is in the position to undermine international agreements, could lead to serious 
conflict and misunderstanding. 

Mexican Transportation Funding 

Mexican transportation funding issues are multifaceted. It is not just that needs are much 
greater than available funds, although that is the case. It is also an issue of funding 
reliability and flexibility. In order to illustrate, it is first necessary to look at the case in 
Texas. To begin, the state of Texas has dedicated significant resources exclusively to 
transportation needs. A tax is levied on each gallon of gasoline sold in the state, with the 
funds dedicated to TxDOT for highway maintenance. Additionally, Texas imposes an 
annual vehicle registration tax, with the funds again dedicated to transportation needs 
(TxDOT: Revenues and Expenditures, 1999). This provides significant funding for 
transportation projects and ensures a steady and reliable source of revenue that allows for 
long-term planning. The state has also established a transportation infrastructure bank, 
from which localities can borrow money to fund pressing transportation needs (TxDOT: 
State Infrastructure Bank, 1999). At the local level, there is additional flexibility. 
Counties have the power to levy a property tax specifically dedicated to road construction 
and maintenance, while both cities and counties can issue bonds to fund major 
construction projects. 

Mexican transportation funding is as centralized as its decision making. Although states 
and localities do have taxing powers, they are very limited. Generally speaking, unless 
funded through federal appropriations, transportation projects will not get done. Not only 
can this make transportation appropriations very political, it makes long-term planning 
difficult. The only other source for transportation funding is the private sector. Al 
Luedecke noted this and pointed out that all current major projects are funded through toll 
revenues and probably will be for the next 10 years. 
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The Role of Technology 

NAFfA's success depends largely on making the costs of doing business in the trade area 
globally competitive with other production/distribution options. A chief concern in terms 
of NAFfA's costs is the transportation cost, particularly in crossing the Mexican-United 
States border. Ostensibly, technology is poised to play a key role in increasing efficiency 
at the border crossings. Paperless document submission, satellite tracking of vehicles, 
and internationally standardized document and data standards are just a few of the many 
applications of information technology that have begun to be implemented in cross
border transportation. Nevertheless, a shared optimism and bedazzlement toward these 
solutions may obscure real differences in agenda and priorities between Mexican and 
Texan transportation officials. Such is the divide between the two sides that technology 
may accomplish simultaneously two contradictory goals. In some respects technology 
may speed the border crossing, while in other respects technology may serve to magnify 
already-existing institutional conflict. 

For the United States, the chief priority in border crossing is to maintain security and 
control over entry into the country. Officials want to prevent illegal drugs and other 
contraband from entering the country and to deter illegal immigration. The second 
priority of the United States is to streamline and speed the border-crossing process. This 
second concern is pursued only insofar as it does not threaten success at maintaining 
security and control at the crossing. 

To a limited extent, technology may assist in accomplishing the first goal. Use of the 
"laser visa" and ALERT (Advanced Law Enforcement Response Technology) 
technologies can provide greater security in immigration, and new X-rays capable of 
examining the contents of trailers for detection of contraband are some examples of such 
technology. Yet their use does not necessarily imply shorter lines at the border. One 
Mexican official in the Federal Department of Motor Vehicles commented that worse 
lines resulted as new X-ray technology began to be used by U.S. Customs officials at one 
crossing. Possible explanations for such a result may come from the fact that increased 
quality of security does not imply quicker procedures, and even if procedures are quicker 
for spot inspections this may simply mean that more vehicles will receive the inspections. 

One report on NAFfA's effect in Texas recognizes the limitations of technology in 
resolving problems of border crossing in Texas: 

ITS technology will not resolve all of the trans-border commerce issues, even 
though similar demonstration projects in California and along the Canadian 
border have shown ITS technologies work and will go a long way toward 
improving the experience at Texas' borders .... Concern remains that automated 
technology does little to impede drug smuggling-the primary focus of the federal 
officials at the border (Senate Interim Committee on NAFfA, 1998). 

To a certain extent, the detection of illegal behavior necessarily requires human contact 
by officials. One Mexican official in the SCT Planning Department commented that 
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technology will never take the place of INS-techniques to let people sit and see if they 
start to sweat-in detecting potential illegal immigration. 

Mexico's priorities for the use of technology are quite distinct from those of the U.S. A 
primary concern of Mexico's is to increase professionalization of officials and 
standardization of procedures in border crossing. To this end, training produced by the 
SCT in Mexico City is delivered to border-crossing stations via satellite, and computers 
randomly indicate which vehicles will receive spot inspections as opposed to an official's 
discretion. While there is considerable interest in streamlining and speeding the border 
crossing, differences in the adoption of new technology were explained by one Mexican 
motor vehicle department official as a function of vastly different resources rather than 
differences in interest. Other officials commented that the delays in crossing the border 
were not of the sort that could be necessarily resolved by technology but were the result 
of unilateral crackdowns in security by the U.S. The capacity of the border-crossing 
infrastructure was sufficient, but not with the institutional problems caused by such tight 
security. 1 The Mexican preference would be to spend the transportation budget on lower
cost technology or on the highway infrastructure itself. Lastly, one obstacle noted by one 
of the Mexican interviewees was that while the Mexican transportation organization was 
highly centralized, their counterparts in the U.S. were highly decentralized. Such a 
difference meant that some problems arose from different technologies and standards 
being adopted by each of the entities that the Mexican side deals with. 

PRIORITIES IN THE USE OF TECHNOLOGY FOR TRANSPORTATION 

United States Mexico 

Increase security and control in prevention Increase prof essionalization of personnel 
of illegal immigration and drug smuggling. and standardization of procedures. 

Speed and streamline border crossing Speed and streamline border crossing 
without endangering success of priority through low-cost solutions and institutional 
number one above. fixes. 

Maintain security against contraband (e.g., 
arms smuggling) 

Although both sides are enthusiastic about the possibilities that technology in general has 
for improving border crossing, there are two very different sets of priorities for 
technology' s use. U.S. officials would like to apply technology to the greatest extent as 
possible to further its two goals. Mexican officials are wary of having priorities and 
budgets dictated by the U.S. when they consider. that the most significant delays in border 
crossings are institutional problems of the U.S. side. 
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Role of the Single Ambasador in Binational Agency Relations 

In each of our interviews with Mexican transportation officials, we asked for the names of 
those officials they dealt with in Texas. One name mentioned in each interview, often 
first and with further elaboration, was that of Henry Nevares, the director of the 
International Relations Office at TxDOT in Austin. Some of the commentary about Mr. 
Nevares referred to his extensive knowledge of the issues in binational transportation and 
comprehension of the Mexican perspective (Alcerreca), his support for new and 
innovative initiatives (Cota), and his ability in the Spanish language (Cota, Cortez). On 
the Texan side, in interviews with division heads of TxDOT Mr. Nevares• name was 
mentioned as the point person in any issue with a binational component (Luedecke, 
Smith, Ramirez). Lastly, in our interview with Mr. Nevares himself, we noted a strong 
personal commitment and vision toward the U.S.-Mexico relationship in this arena. Such 
a characteristic may or may not have relevance to the more general model we discuss 
below, which is presented in Figure 5.3. 

Given such evidence, we believe that Mr. Nevares serves as a "single ambassador" for 
conducting Texas• relations with Mexico in transportation issues. We theorize that the 
Mexicans felt very comfortable working with Mr. Nevares due to his language ability, 
understanding of Mexican positions, knowledge of relevant issues, and efficiency as a 
point of contact; that is, he had answers to their questions and a high level of access to 
other U.S. officials. The Texan officials, we theorize, equally find Mr. Nevares to be the 
most informed official on the status of any issue involving Mexico and so recur to him 
before proceeding. The establishment of Mr. Nevares in this role may be more due to the 
Mexican understanding of organizational structure rather than any intention at TxDOT. 
Mexicans are accustomed to dealing with highly focused points of authority rather than 
highly distributed and specialized authority such as is common in U.S. organizational 
structure. In fact, Mr. Nevares commented that he did not see himself as the point man in 
the relationship but rather as a facilitator of a broader relationship. 

We have observed that there may be several advantages and disadvantages to such an 
arrangement. In terms of advantages, a single ambassador benefits all of TxDOT by 
allowing the agency to take advantage of subtle expertise and a deft touch in managing 
the binational relationship. Such a person allows employees with technical expertise at 
TxDOT-but without language skills or extensive knowledge of Mexico-to play a part 
efficiently by being in contact with just one person in the agency. In terms of 
disadvantages, such a concentration of knowledge can serve to mystify Mexico to the rest 
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of TxDOT, thus limiting the number of personnel that can be involved in an issue (only a 
number that can be in direct contact with Mr. Nevares). Secondly, the absence of such a 
person could seriously disable the agency. Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, 
although binational issues require much special expertise and knowledge, there can never 
be only one interpretation or solution to a situation. Other persons with extensive 
involvement in binational issues can serve to provide balance and creativity to the 
agency's approaches. 

Conclusion 

A central question as we conducted this research was to find out to what extent 
transportation officials from Mexico and Texas had a shared vision of creating an 
efficient NAFfA transportation system or to what extent partisan conflict dominated the 
relationship. Such conflict would be difficult to avoid, as transportation seems to 
represent an ultimate point of acceptance of integration between the two countries: it 
implies literally allowing the other side to enter your side, and it also implies making 
specific coordinated commitments in physical space to the integration as opposed to more 
abstract commitments. 

Ideally, transportation officials would join to create the most efficient, unified, and 
rationally designed system through their high level of technical skill. In the themes we 
mentioned above there were three types of obstacles to creating such a system. First, there 
was the obstacle of protocol, that is, the state/federal split. This obstacle, through 
exercises and contacts like the Binational Study and the JWC, seems at least. well 
understood at this point and able to be "worked around" (Luedecke interview, January 
1999). The second obstacle is the imbalance in Mexican levels of funding compared to 
the U.S. In some cases this obstacle is being successfully addressed through programs 
like BTEP. In other cases, such as the creation of new bridges outside of the context of 
larger planning initiatives and the implementation of border-crossing technology, answers 
do not seem immediately apparent. The last obstacle to such a vision seems the most 
insurmountable: when transportation issues carry much larger societal issues with them. 
Two examples are, first, the emphasis placed on security and control in crossing the 
border into the U.S. and the problems that causes in making infrastructure insufficient; 
and second, the issue of allowing entry of trucks from the other side into the int('.rior of 
the other country. 

Despite these major points of potential conflict, the level of cooperation, mutual respect, 
and above all--our major concern-a shared vision of transportation's role in NAFf A's 
success, was impressive. One Mexican official said the "U.S. and Mexico are now just 
understanding what NAFfA means ... [they're] starting to feel that in 5 to 10 years there 
will be a lot more trade [between the countries]" (Cota interview, January 1999). Such a 
result is surely due to the sort of attitude shared with us on the Texas side by Nevares in 
his description of his understanding of transportation and infrastructure as being key to 
bringing the nations closer together and driving economic growth (Nevares interview, 
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January 1999). In answer to our initial question, then, we conclude that transportation 
officials, to the extent that is possible, are pulling their respective governments toward 
successful integration under NAFT A rather than wallowing in the numerous 
opportunities for partisan conflict. 
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Notes 

1 There is some support for this view in U.S. analysis as well. One model of efficient border crossing, the 

Ambassador Bridge in Detroit, Michigan, uses one-stop inspection stations where both state and federal 

officials from various agencies perform inspections side by side, an institutional innovation yet to be seen 

in Texas (Interim Report p. 38). 
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Appendix 5.l. List of Interviewees 

Mexican Institute of Transportation 

Mexico City, Mexico 

Dr. Guillermo Torres Vargas 
Division Manager 
January 21, 1999 

Ministry of Communications and Transport 

Mexico City, Mexico 

Francisco Cota 
Deputy General Director 
January 19, 1999 

Oscar de Buen Richkarday 
Chief of Toll Roads Unit 
January 20, 1999 

Jose H. Aguilar Alcerreca 
General Director, Federal Department of Motor Vehicles 
January 20, 1999 

Licenciado Enrique A. Gerner Alonso 
Supervising Director, Federal Department of Motor Vehicles 
January 20, 1999 

Dr. Claude Cortez 
Technical Coordinator 
January 21, 1999 
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Texas Department of Transportation 

Austin, Texas 

Alvin Luedecke 
Director, Transportation Planning and Programming 
January 1999 

Leo Matias 
Program Administrator, Border Technology Exchange Program 
January 1999 

Henry Nevares 
Director, International Relations Office 
January 1999 

Lawrence R. Smith 
Director, Motor Carrier Division 
January 1999 

Laredo, Texas 

Marco Alvarado 
Public Information Officer 
January 1999 

Luis Ramirez 
District Engineer 
January 1999 

Pharr, Texas 

Mary Bolado 
Public Information Officer 
January 1999 

Amadeo Saenz 
District Engineer 
January 1999 
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Chapter 6. Environmental Relations: 
The Border Drives the Center 

Introduction 

Environmental relations is perhaps the area that has progressed the most in Texas-Mexico 
intergovernmental relations. Interviews with high government officials on both sides of 
the border revealed that relations have taken a positive spin since the first environmental 
agreements between the U.S. and Mexico were signed parallel to the North American 
Free Trade Agreement in 1993. 

Several reasons suggest why the environmental arena has moved so quickly. First, 
environmental issues possess a real need for immediate action. Most of the issues that 
concern the environment (health, air quality, water quality, etc.) affect lives every day. If 
these issues are not resolved in a timely manner, the consequences are vastly more 
dangerous than not accomplishing other types of agreements. 

Secondly, relations have moved quickly because a regulatory infrastructure was 
established under the NAFf A umbrella. The environmental side agreements set up a way 
for U.S. states and Mexico to cooperate rapidly on environmental projects, a way to settle 
disputes through a sound mechanism, and a specific regulatory foundation for the 
development of further interaction on environmental issues from both sides of the border 
(Hufbauer and Schott, 1993: 3). 

A third reason for the progress in environmental relations is that no true "borders" can be 
placed around environmental issues. The environment is something that both Mexico and 
Texas share, and most issues do not and cannot stop at the border. For example, the 
conflict over air· quality in Big Bend National Park stems from C02 emissions that float 
from Mexico and Texas into the park area. While studies have been done to determine 
the cause of the haze that now covers the park, it is not possible to simply draw a line and 
determine with accuracy if emissions are truly "Mexican" or "Texan." 

One final reason for progress is that the political will exists on both sides to improve 
environmental relations. That will stems from federal agencies in Mexico and state 
agencies in Texas, as well as local communities and regional bodies which in tum have 
increased cooperation between Mexican federal agencies and Texas. Interviews with 
officials on both sides revealed that this will has created strong personal relationships that 
have been a key factor in improving communication and breaking traditional means of 
contact. 
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Background: Environmental Policy Making in Texas and Mexico 

The Mexican Environmental Regulatory System 

Prior to the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFT A), industrial development 
had followed an environmentally unfriendly model that stressed production at the 
expense of nature and social justice. The increasing modernization of the Mexican 
economic and political systems coincides with recognition that economic development 
without environmental safeguards does not lie within the best interests of the population. 
Mexico has confronted the rapid deterioration of its natural environment by looking to the 
federal government to establish new agencies and adopt new regulations. 

Within the Mexican environmental regulatory system, the federal government establishes 
environmental policy and enforcement practices while local authorities assume 
responsibility for environmental compliance within their respective jurisdictions. Simply 
stated, the orders originate in Mexico City and the localities follow them. Environmental 
policy begins in the Mexican equivalent of the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency: the Ministry of the Environment, Natural Resources and Fisheries (Secretaria 
del Medio Ambiente, Recursos Naturales y Pesca), or SEMARNAP. This federal 
ministry has local offices at both the regional and state levels, but principally coordinates 
environmental policy making at the federal level. 

SEMARNAP incorporates as semiautonomous agencies the National Ecology Institute 
(lnstituto Nacional de Ecologia), or INE, the Attorney General for Environmental 
Protection (Procuraduria Federal de Protecci6n al Ambiente), or PROFEPA, and the 
National Water Commission (Comisi6n Nacional delAgua), or CNA. 

The Evolution of NAFf A Environmental Agreements 

For decades the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service have tried to conserve and restore the habitat of the lower Rio Grande. 
In 1985, before NAFTA resulted in agreements on the environment, the TPWD hosted 
the first U.S.-Mexico border states conference touching on recreation, parks, and wildlife. 
The conference subsequently took place every 18 months, hosted by different states, until 
NAFf A took effect in 1994 and fecteral agencies asserted their oversight responsibilities. 
The Texas-sponsored conference served as a forum to discuss wildlife conservation 
corridors and to encourage more federal involvement and funding, particularly on the 
Mexican side, where Mexico City retained jurisdiction over the nation's natural 
resources. 

The Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC), created in 1993, 
remains one of the most comprehensive environmental programs in the nation, 
consolidating functions that had been dispersed throughout a variety of state agencies and 
boards. As the main environmental agency in Texas, the TNRCC comprises what was 
formerly known as the Texas Water Commission (TWC), the Texas Air Control Board 
(TACB), and several smaller boards and programs. 
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The agency interacts the most with Mexico through the Border Affairs Division, which 
coordinates its border-related environmental programs with U.S. officials and with local, 
state, and federal officials in Mexico. This division works to ensure compliance with 
water quality standards, proper disposal of hazardous wastes generated by maquiladoras, 
and the proper use of drinking water in the border area. The multijurisdictional 
environmental issues of the border region require cooperative resolution. Border Affairs 
strives to resolve common environmental problems in the border region for the benefit of 
the citizens and the environment. This division is also the NAFI' A liaison for the 
TNRCC. 

The United States-Mexico border region, as defined under the 1983 Mexico-U.S. La Paz 
Agreement, consists of the area 100 kilometers (62.5 miles) on either side of the 3,200-
km (2,000 mile) boundary between the two countries. This agreement further stipulated a 
requirement of the return to the country of origin of the waste produced in maquiladora 
manufacturing operations. Both countries agreed not to put pollution sources within 60 
miles of the border in this coordination of contingency planning and hazardous material 
emergency preparedness and response (Texas Natural Resource Conservation 
Commission, 1997). This agreement represented a significant step in binational 
environmental cooperation as well as a harbinger of things to come. 

In Texas, the border region encompasses a unique area ranging from the sister cities of El 
Paso and Ciudad Juarez to the Gulf of Mexico, near the sister cities of Brownsville and 
Matamoros. In this part of the U.S.-Mexico border, where four Mexican states border 
Texas, a number of issues characterize the area as one of incredible natural beauty, scarce 
hydrological resources, and burgeoning metropolitan areas. This area is key to the Texas
Mexico relationship. One top official in the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Relations 
stated that almost 80 percent of relations between Mexico and Texas take place in this 
area. 

With the advent of the NAFI'A came several environmental agreements. The United 
States and Mexico signed a parallel side agreement to the NAFI'A on environmental 
infrastructure in the border region. This agreement created the Border Environment Co
operation Commission (BECC), headquartered in Ciudad Juarez. The BECC certifies 
environmental infrastructure projects relating to wastewater, water pollution, municipal 
solid waste, and other related matters. In addition, the North American Development 
Bank (NADBank), located in San Antonio, finances environmental infrastructure projects 
certified by the BECC. These agreements highlight an increased concern for the 
environment and have provided the critical umbrella for the growing relationship between 
Texas and Mexico. More and more, however, interviews showed how Texas and Mexico 
are beginning to move away from these umbrella agreements to a more active 
participation at the state and local levels. 
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Interview Methodology in the Environmental Policy Arena 

In determining which organizations to approach for interviews, we considered the 
existence of intergovernmental relations in the area of the environment and the 
communication resulting from short-term "hot" issues that involved both Texan and 
Mexican governments. Generally, we had access to junior agency representatives in 
Texas but high-ranking senior officers in Mexico. The reason for the disparity is mostly 
that responsibility for intergovernmental relations commonly fell to those higher-ranking 
officials within each Mexican agency. In Mexico, very little delegation of authority 
appeared to occur. Similar job responsibilities were allocated differently in Texas. Many 
junior officials had responsibility for intergovernmental relations. The following list 
represents both the public and private agencies in which interviews were conducted. 

Texas Agencies 

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) 

General Land Office (GLO) 

Texas Water Development Board (TWDB) 

Texas Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Authority (TLLRWDA) 

Mexican Agencies 

Secretarfa del Medio Ambiente, Recursos Naturales y Pesca (SEMARNAP) 
(Ministry of the Environment, Natural Resources and Fisheries) 

Secretarfa de Energia (SE) 
(Ministry of Energy) 

Secretarfa de Relaciones Exteriores (SRE) 
(Ministry of Foreign Relations) 

Comisi6n Reguladora de Energia (CRE) 
(Regulatory Commission for Energy) 

Other Organizations and Entities 

United States Embassy, Mexico City, Environmental Affairs Division 

State of Texas Legislators and Mexican Legislators 
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League of United Latin America Citizens (LULAC) 

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) 

Petr6leos Mexicanos (PEMEX) 

(Mexican Petroleum) 

Characteristics of the Mexico-Texas Relationship 

The Importance of Informal Channels 

Mexico has a largely centralized government with the decision-making power for both 
the federal and state governments concentrated in Mexico City. Characteristic of that 
governmental structure, officials prefer and expect relations between Mexico and any 
U.S. entity to occur at the federal, not the state, level. This is not so unusual, as most 
federal governments would be leery of conducting official business with state-level 
authorities. Mexican officials look to umbrella agreements like the La Paz Agreement and 
NAFfA to guide the dialogue and official relations. As one official from the Ministry of 
Foreign Relations explained, "Diplomacy between our two nations has established certain 
rules of conduct that we should not break. If Madeleine Albright had a concern with an 
issue taking place in Guanajuato, she would speak directly with President Zedillo or the 
Mexican Secretary of Foreign Relations. She would never bypass official channels and 
go directly to Governor Vicente Fox." 

Despite the strict diplomatic rules and channels, geographic necessity, common interests, 
and the special relationship that has always existed between Texas and Mexico have 
propelled Mexican federal officials to participate in federal-state relations. As federal
state relations grow, Mexican officials are forced to perform a small paradigm shift and 
deal.with contacts that do not necessarily fit their official channels. The most important 
policy decisions regarding binational environmental programs are made in Mexico City, 
but a pattern of "official" and ''unofficial" contacts has developed between Mexican and 
Texan representatives to facilitate communication on issues of mutual concern. 

"Official" contacts for Mexico authorities involve relations between the federal 
government in Mexico City and the United States federal government in Washington, 
D.C. Because of the differing structure of the two governments, Mexican federal officials 
are often forced to initiate contact with Texas agencies in order to conduct necessary 
business. This communication represents an "unofficial" exchange by Mexican standards 
of binational relations. When Texan officials were asked how they felt about this 
"unofficial" status, many remarked that it did n<?t matter to them. "As long as I 
accomplish my objectives and get the job done, I don't care what they consider me," said 
one high-ranking official. 
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Other Texan officials described the relationship between the Mexican federal government 
and state agencies as less trusting and more bureaucratic than with state entities. Texas 
officials perceived their Mexican federal counterparts as less willing to contribute to a 
free flow of information and generally less accessible. The Mexican perception of a 
difference between "official" and "unofficial" interaction with U.S. federal and state 
agencies appears to account in part for some of the difficulties experienced by Texan 
officials. 

The ''unofficial" status, however, can also be beneficial. In some ways, the same 
diplomatic protocol and restrictions that official channels require do not bind ''unofficial" 
contacts. As a result, the process can move more rapidly and not be so victimized by the 
bureaucratic morass that commonly typifies intergovernmental relations at the federal 
level. 

Communication and interaction with the Mexican federal government fulfills two basic 
objectives for Texas state agencies. The first reflects the need to improve the painfully 
slow and often erroneous process of policy making at the federal level. According to the 
interviewees, many programs, especially those funded by the Environmental Protection 
Agency, do not adequately address the needs of the state and frequently do not encourage 
input from the affected parties. Likewise, some Mexican state officials said that the 
Mexican federal government habitually acts without the knowledge or cooperation of its 
state governments. Resulting binational programs time and again do not reach their 
intended goals because of a lack of knowledge about the true needs of the states involved. 
Texas agencies have attempted to establish communication with the Mexican federal 
government in an effort to attain a higher level of environmental cooperation to create 
programs that better attend to the concerns of the region. Secondly, Texas agencies have 
recognized that in order to affect Mexican policy making, officials must contact 
individuals at the federal level. Mexican state agencies play a small role in determining 
which directives they will follow. So as much out of respect as out of necessity, Texas 
officials rely on ''unofficial" interaction with the Mexican federal government to get the 
job done. 

Both Mexican and Texan officials remarked on the importance of informal contacts and 
channels in successfully achieving agency goals. Because of the pitfalls associated with 
"official" contacts, authorities on both sides of the border frequently rely on informal 
discussions to push a policy forward. One TNRCC official suggested that "informal 
contact gets things done." Another TNRCC (Border Affairs Division) employee said that 
"more work gets done over a margarita or in the hallway at a conference than anywhere 
else." The importance of personal relationships in forging intergovernmental relations 
between Texas and Mexico cannot be underestimated. "Personal relationships facilitate 
the progress of environmental projects and the informal contact then gets the ball rolling," 
said Commissioner Ralph Marquez of the TNRCC. Because of the ''unofficial" nature of 
Mexico-Texas communication, the relationship ·could be likened to "uncharted waters" in 
which officials depend more on personal interaction than formalities and chain of 
command. Steve Niemeyer, also of the TNRCC Border Affairs Division, describes a 
process of "developing the relationship sitting around informally talking and having fun." 
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Trust and understanding are extremely valuable in building a long-term, mutually 
beneficial collaboration across the border. Transparency, active cooperation, and the free 
exchange of ideas are key in maintaining positive intergovernmental relations based on 
the individual admiration and friendship of agency employees on both sides. 

State-to-state relations are characterized by Texas officials as ''very warm and open." 
One official stated, "Regardless of the issue, state-level officers have established personal 
trust, as between friends." Texas and the four bordering Mexican states share mutual 
interests and a unique relationship born out of proximity and the desire to achieve 
common environmental goals. Intergovernmental relations at this level are not as 
plagued by the bureaucracy and protocol that is typical of federal interaction. Many 
officials commented that information was very freely exchanged and cooperation for the 
most part was optimal. 

The most urgent problem facing state-to-state relations is the lack of office continuity 
when a change in Mexican government occurs. A TNRCC official described the 
problems: "We are constantly having to reinstate the relationship because there is no 
history of government officials staying in their positions for long periods of time. Even 
the janitors go." As later discussed in this chapter, some strategies have been developed 
between Texas and the border states to help facilitate communication and preserve past 
policy initiatives for the future. However, improvement still is needed to provide the 
seamless interaction essential to sound environmental policy. Most Texas agencies 
engaged in binational relations have made considerable efforts to personally interact with 
Mexican officials as often as possible. Efforts to involve state authorities in 
environmental policy making from the ground up have made a definite impression on 
state governments in the border region. As officials receive professional respect and 
autonomy within their interactions with Texas, they come to expect the same treatment 
from their own government. One TNRCC official remarked, ''There was a real energy 
within Mexican state agencies for changing the government structure towards more 
authority at the state level." 

Public Policy and Resource Disparities 

Adequate resources to implement environmental programs are a problem for both sides. 
Unfortunately, Mexico, especially at the state government level, suffers from chronic 
funding and staff shortages resulting in the country's inability to achieve environmental 
goals and participate fully in binational projects. Equally important, budget shortfalls 
also prevent Mexican employees from receiving the technical training required to perform 
constantly changing and technologically advancing job responsibilities. 

Texas has attempted to assist with some of those problems by providing travel allowances 
for Mexican officials to travel to Texas to participate in technology transfer programs. 
Also, the TNRCC provides funds for Mexican authorities to attend environmental 
conferences like the Annual Ten State and Border XXI conferences when those meetings 
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are held in the United States. While Mexican officials certainly profit from the expertise 
imparted, the less-tangible benefit of the visits is the opportunity to build the personal 
relationships that are necessary for successful intergovernmental relations. One 'INRCC 
official stated that "Mexican and Texan officials do not meet often enough and the 
relationship could only profit from increased contact and cooperation." Some officials 
commented on an unwillingness or reluctance on the part of Mexico to ask for assistance 
in environmental areas were Texas agencies could be helpful. One of the officials 
described the Mexican government as "not wanting to admit the inadequacy of their 
system and policies." For these and other budgetary reasons, Texas plays only a minor 
role in alleviating the resource imbalance between the two governments. 

Another resource issue focuses on the hiring policies and utilization of staff involved in 
intergovernmental relations. Several Texas agencies have recognized the growing 
importance of Mexico to environmental affairs. While no significant changes in hiring 
policies or language requirements have been introduced, some new programs and 
divisions have been created to facilitate binational relations. The 'INRCC has created a 
border affairs division since the inception of NAFf A whose main concern is interaction 
with Mexico. Of the officials interviewed from this office, all respondents spoke fluent if 
not native Spanish and had an extensive understanding of Mexican culture. The TDPW 
recently implemented Spanish language classes to encourage its employees to learn 
conversational Spanish for job-related use. Although hiring practices have not changed 
in favor of employing more Spanish-speaking personnel specifically devoted to Mexico
Texas affairs, the increasing importance of the relationship is gaining prominence and 
respect among Texas environmental agencies. 

One final phenomenon we noticed was the tendency toward having one expert on 
Mexico-Texas relations in each agency who performed the majority of the tasks requiring 
actual interaction with Mexican officials. Of the five Texas agencies interviewed for this 
project, each one had an example of "a one-man or woman show." This individual would 
be the depository of knowledge on intergovernmental relations past and present and 
frequently acted as an expert on all things Mexican for the agency itself. In most cases, 
he or she would consult on every imaginable subject pertaining to Mexico and act as the 
representative of the organization if Spanish language skills were required. This was one 
of the most common themes regarding environmental resources in our study. For good or 
bad, the person in this position becomes synonymous with Mexican intergovernmental 
relations and indeed becomes the relationship. 

Contentious Issues in Environmental Policy 

Perhaps the best way of examining the evolving relationship between Mexican and Texan 
officials in the area of the environment is to observe the dynamics that take place when a 
contentious or "hot" issue is at stake. Interviews with state and federal officials on both 
sides of the border explained how the relationship quickly goes into an "unofficial" mode 
during moments that require quick action. Issues that have high potential for internal and 
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external political conflict also force the relationship into an ''unofficial" mode. Here, the 
official diplomatic channels are broken and officials on both sides of the border "roll up 
their sleeves" to handle the situation as quickly and effectively as they can. lbree recent 
episodes that have shown these dynamics and have advanced Texas-Mexico relations in 
the area of the environment are the Mexican fires, Sierra Blanca, and Big Bend National 
Park issues. 

Mexican Fires 

During the summer of 1998, a wave of forest fires hit Mexico's countryside, bringing 
devastating results. Smoke from the fires caused a haze that could be seen all the way to 
Dallas (Novedades, May 27, 1998). 

Although interviews did not cover this issue in detail, we felt it was necessary to mention 
the underlying emotions that preceded Sierra Blanca and Big Bend. We looked at media 
coverage and agency response to determine the types of interaction that took place 
between Mexico and Texas. During the fires, the SEMARNAP Web site dedicated its 
Web page to tracking the fires and the damage. In addition, numerous articles in 
Mexican and Texan newspapers covered the story from May to August. Tensions ran 
high in Texas, as cities like Houston and Dallas issued the first air advisories in years 
(Novedades, May 15, 1997). Despite the tension, however, Texas-Mexico cooperation 
did occur when a team of U.S. fire specialists from the Texas Forest Service flew to 
Chiapas to help under-equipped firefighters bring the country's worst blaze in years under 
control (Los Angeles Times, June 6, 1998). Interestingly, little was said (in Texas at least) 
when Florida began to experience major forest fires that returned the compliment and 
also began to generate widespread pollution in Texas and Mexico. 

This was the background that set the stage for two more complex issues that would bring 
Mexico and Texas together. While the Mexican fires did see a level of state-federal 
cooperation, Sierra Blanca and Big Bend established a new set of relationships and rules 
of conduct that went beyond what Texan and Mexican officials had previously 
experienced. 

Sierra Blanca 

On September 2, 1998, the U.S. Senate approved Maine and Vermont's plan to ship low
level nuclear waste to the community of Sierra Blanca, Texas. Strong resistance to the 
project grew immediately. Many state and national newspapers covered the controversial 
story. The Houston Chronicle predicted that ''the Bush-appointed members of the 
TNRCC are expected to grant a state operating license [for the Sierra Blanca facility] as 
early as August." The article referred to Sierra Blanca as a Governor "Bush-supported 
dump" that would not exist without his political support (Houston Chronicle, June 19, 
1998). 

From citizens' groups to government officials and nongovernmental organizations, 
opponents of the site claimed that it violated international treaties, would cause severe 
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environmental damage on both sides of the border, and was located on a fault line. While 
interviews with LULAC representatives and Mexican state legislators during the protest 
shed some light on the heavy emotions evoked by the situation, interviews with officials 
from TNRCC, SEMARNAP, SRE, SE, and TPWD illustrated the dynamics of the 
relationship during the "hot" months. 

The Sierra Blanca issue was first contested on a federal-to-federal level. Mexican 
officials from SRE and SEMARNAP felt that because the U.S. Congress made the 
decision to move the site to Texas, the U.S. Congress had the power to stop the project. 
The Mexican Ministry of Energy, SEMARNAP, and the Ministry of Foreign Relations 
formed a commission and passed an accord rejecting the proposal. They sent a formal 
communique to Washington, D.C., questioning the decision on the basis of violating the 
. La Paz Agreement. They also filed an official protest with the Environmental 
Cooperation Commission of the North American Free Trade Agreement to ask to stop 
construction of the waste site (Web site for SRE). 

Washington quickly responded by sending the Mexican officials to Texas. After all, the 
project was now in the hands of the TNRCC. The relationship, at this point, switched to 
a federal-state level, and Mexican federal officials approached the State of Texas. Still, 
Mexican officials refused to go directly to the TNRCC. They felt that more "diplomatic" 
ties needed to be established and proceeded to the Office of the Secretary of State, even if 
in reality that office had no real decision-making power over the fate of Sierra Blanca. 

There was an official state-federal interaction on the part of Texas during the project. 
While the Ministry of Foreign Relations dealt with the Secretary of State, the TNRCC 
invited what it considered a key contact in Mexico, SEMARNAP, to survey the site. 
Officials from both the TNRCC and from SEMARNAP commented in their interviews 
that this was a highlight of the newly forming Texas-Mexico relation. TNRCC was open 
and transparent in the process, giving SEMARNAP a chance to conduct its own study of 
the site, write its own reports, and protest the site at the open hearings that the TNRCC 
held in late October. 

There were small elements of state-to-state relations in the Sierra Blanca incident. For 
the first time, Mexican legislators made their way to Austin, Texas, to protest the facility. 
They led a local community effort to show Governor George W. Bush and the people of 
Texas that the site was both an environmental hazard and an example of a policy of 
"environmental racism"(Novedades, September 9, 1998). Mexican state legislators acted 
on their own behalf without directly consulting with SEMARNAP or the Ministry of 
Foreign Relations. 

The final step of the Sierra Blanca issue took place on a state-federal level. The TNRCC 
commissioners made the final decision to prevent the construction of the waste facility. 
The decision was made on a technical point. Because the site was located on a fault line, 
it was a potential hazard for the surrounding region. The decision was communicated by 
the TNRCC to Mexican federal, state, and local officials. 
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The Sierra Blanca issue was an excellent example of the different dynamics that occur in 
the U.S.-Mexico-Texas relationship. The interviews conducted with officials on both 
sides of the border also revealed how key political implications and perceptions differed 
greatly on both sides. On the part of SEMARNAP, an interview with a key official 
revealed that the agency was caught in a "Catch-22" situation. Although the Mexican 
federal agency conducted studies and could not find anything technically wrong with the 
site, it could not officially support the facility. Supporting the site would go against the 
Ministry of Energy and the Ministry of Foreign Relations' official position that the U.S. 
was violating a major international treaty. At the same time, SEMARNAP could not 
openly denounce the site. As the official said, "Doing so would create a political 
boomerang. It would be like satanizing the U.S., and that would come back to haunt us in 
the future." In the end, political pressure on both sides forced SEMARNAP to remain 
neutral on the issue. Ironically, however, SEMARNAP had more flexibility and voice in 
Texas than it did in Mexico. The TNRCC allowed the agency to conduct its studies and 
publish its own reports, even if the findings were contradictory. Nonetheless, 
SEMARNAP really had no voice with other Mexican federal agencies over the site. The 
final voice was left to the "official" diplomatic channel: the Ministry of Foreign 
Relations. 

A key implication in the Sierra Blanca issue that was mentioned by officials on both sides 
was the involvement of nongovernmental organizations. Groups such as Greenpeace, the 
Environmental Defense Fund, LULAC, and others were key agitators of the local 
population. Their graphic propaganda fueled emotions and kept the issue on the forefront 
of both Mexican and Texan news. Officials on both sides felt that perhaps Texas and 
Mexico should have been more involved in educating the local population about the site. 
If that education had taken place, the issue may not have been as "blown out of 
proportion" as it was. One official in the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Relations claimed 
that "NGO's like Greenpeace took advantage of the ignorance and turned Sierra Blanca 
into a Mexican and Texan Chernobyl." 

In addition to political implications, perceptions about the issue and the decision makers 
differed greatly on both sides of the border. For example, the TNRCC hearings 
themselves served as a forum to highlight some of the differences on both sides of the 
issue. Those in favor of granting the license remained on one side of the room, dressed 
alike in business suits and skirts, and wearing distinguishable yellow tags identifying 
them as supporters of the waste disposal site and as Texans. The protesters, on the other 
hand, seemed to represent a more diverse spectrum of the population. Local Texas 
shopkeepers and businesspeople attended the hearings dressed in various fashions. The 
Mexican delegation ranged from professionally dressed federal and state legislators who 
observed a hunger strike, to school-age youth dressed casually, to brightly decorated 
indigenous dancers who performed outside of the building. 

Even behavior implicitly conveyed a message. Members of the pro-Sierra Blanca 
delegation freely entered and exited the courtroom throughout the hearings, vociferously 
conversing on mobile phones. The protesters, on the other hand, were intently tuned-in to 
their electronic audio translators and glued to their seats. The only ones who moved were 
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those who had to seat themselves on the floor due to seating restrictions, shifting position 
every now and then. When the Mexicans expressed their "public" sentiments, they 
cautiously clarified that their purpose entailed influencing a decision, and by all means 
not criticizing anyone. When providing "off-the-record" critical assessments of the 
situation, however, they switched from English to Spanish, so that non-Spanish speakers 
could not understand. They pointed out the difference in passion for the issue shown not 
only by local Texans, but by people travelling all the way from Mexico. Interestingly 
enough, they perceived that while official relations at the larger (federal) level may at best 
remain lukewarm, the local cross-border relations continue to improve, perhaps due to the 
fact that local border communities find themselves more directly impacted by 
environmental policy effects. 

The difference in perceptions between groups is an excellent illustration of the 
misunderstanding that takes place in Mexico-Texas relations on both sides. These 
"misperceptions" are not the results of ignorance or ill intentions. They are simply born 
out of a misunderstanding of one government over the other's modus operandi. Sierra 
Blanca was an excellent foundation to pinpoint misperceptions and to begin correcting 
them in order to strengthen the relationship and improve communication in the future. 

After the U.S. federal government pointed Mexican officials toward Texas, Mexican 
officials actually believed that the decision to stop the site at Sierra Blanca was Governor 
Bush's decision. They did not fully appreciate that the TNRCC commissioners were the 
ones they needed to "influence." After the decision was made, some Mexican officials 
believed that it was a political front used to "boost" Bush's environmental image before 
running for presidential office in 2000. Consequently, the Ministry of Foreign Relations 
and the secretary of energy saw the decision as a victory for Mexico. In their view, this 
was the first time that Mexico protested a decision and the United States "backed down 
due to Mexican pressure." In the end, the incident was seen as a positive step to better 
relations with Texas as well as the beginning of a Mexican "voice of opposition." 

Texan officials see the development and resolution of the Sierra Blanca issue differently. 
To them, there was no doubt that the decision over the site always rested with the 
commissioners of the TNRCC. When asked about the decision to prevent construction of 
the facility, most Texan officials replied that the decision was technically based and had 
little to do with politics. Bush was not involved in the decision and did not influence the 
TNRCC commissioners in any way. Sierra Blanca, one official stated, was an issue that 
existed before Bush took office in Texas. Anyone who saw the issue as a way to show 
Bush's "environmental compassion" obviously was not familiar with the history behind 
the site. Despite this view, however, the media frequently tied the governor to the site 
and viewed him a supporter of the pro-Sierra Blanca camp. The Houston Chronicle 
wrote immediately following the TNRCC decision that Bush issued a ''terse" statement 
referring to the site as a "dump that will not be built, period" (Houston Chronicle, 
October 23, 1998). 

Mexican federal agencies, with the exception of SEMARNAP, saw Sierra Blanca's 
resolution as a victory, but Texan officials were not convinced. Although they agreed 
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that the TNRCC' s decision was sound and deserved praise, they recognized a bigger 
problem. The need to dump low-level nuclear waste is still present. A site must still be 
located to prevent the future problem of illegal dumping of these hazardous materials. 

Sierra Blanca became the first real contentious issue in the growing Texas-Mexico 
relationship. Both sides described it as a valuable learning experience as well as perhaps 
the foundation of future modes of interaction between Mexican federal agencies and 
Texas state agencies. Although the issue was contentious and misperceptions existed on 
both sides, there was an element of progress in opening and sharing information. The 
process of understanding the site and the reasons for its existence was open and 
transparent on a state-federal level. Mexico learned that "official" channels are not 
always the only or even the best means of resolving a situation. Texas learned that 
Mexico is a viable stakeholder in environmental policy and realized that its modus 
operandi may not always give the "expert" agency a voice. In the end, the relationship 
was significantly strengthened as a result of the interactions that took place on all levels. 

Big Bend National Park 

A few years ago, Texas citizens began to notice a foggy haze around the Big Bend 
National Park and the surrounding region. Speculation about the haze suggested that air 
pollution from metropolitan centers on the other side of the border was accumulating in 
the area. In 1996 the TNRCC led a pilot study that concluded that air emissions from 
Mexico were a lead cause of the haze (Ketter and lbaiiez, 1997: 14 ). The results of the 
study were used by the U.S. to put increasing pressure on Mexico to reduce C02 

emissions. Since then, the Big Bend issue has been clouded with political pressure and 
controversy. This controversy has reached all levels of government. 

The issue began on a state-federal level as the TNRCC announced to Mexican federal 
agencies the results of the first air-quality pilot test. The results indicated that pollution 
from a power plant in Piedras Negras, Mexico, was responsible for the haze. Texas 
quickly mounted a campaign against the power plant, arguing that it should be shut down 
and that Mexico should bear the cost of the clean up. Mexican officials were 
disappointed with the initial results and mounted a political campaign at the federal and 
international level arguing against the "unfairness" of the study. A high official at the 
Ministry of Energy spoke about periodically appearing before the U.N. Committee on Air 
Quality to defend Mexico's position. At the same time, the Ministry of Energy and 
PROFEPA also protested to the EPA on several occasions regarding the results of the 
study. 

Once again, Washington pointed Mexican officials to Texas. Rather than going directly 
to the commissioners in the TNRCC, Mexican officials once again spoke with the Texas 
Secretary of State. At this point, the TNRCC decided to invite SEMARNAP and other 
Mexican environmental agencies to participate in a follow-up study during the summer of 
1998. During this study, Mexican federal agencies were allowed to fly their own planes 
and use their own equipment to monitor air quality in the Big Bend National Park area. 
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The issue was contentious, but the relationship again was open and transparent. No 
information was hidden from either side. 

The facts were clear for both Mexican and Texan officials. The interpretation of the 
facts, however, differed. Texan officials interpreted the data to read that the majority of 
C02 emissions causing the haze in the park are coming from Piedras Negras. Mexican 
officials believe emissions from areas such as Dallas and Houston are as much to blame 
as air pollution from the power plant. As a result of the disagreement, each agency will 
publish a separate report. Officials on both sides were asked how they felt about the 
disagreement. While they were disappointed that an agreement was not reached, all 
commended the other side for its openness and transparency. They all agreed that a sign 
of maturing relations is when both sides can disagree on friendly terms. 

An expanded analysis called BRA VO-the Big Bend Regional Aerosol and Visibility 
Observational study-is planned to begin the summer of 1999. This study will be a joint 
Texas-Mexico project and will use stationary air quality monitors as well as airplanes 
(Ketter and Ibaiiez, 1997:14). Both sides are confident that this project will yield results 
that both can agree to. As one Mexican official in SEMARNAP puts it, "in the end, both 
sides need to recognize that they are both responsible for the pollution and both sides 
need to work together to resolve it." 

As in Sierra Blanca, perceptions on the issue of Big Bend differed greatly on both sides. 
Mexican officials believed that the United States and Texas were being unfair in their 
requirements to lessen C02 emissions and close the plant in Piedras Negras. "Mexico is 
in a different level of development. We care about the environment, but we also have 
industrialization priorities that make it difficult to move at the same pace as the United 
States [in environmental protection]," says one official in the Ministry of Foreign 
Relations. •There was a time when C02 emissions were a necessary evil for the United 
States to advance as an industrial power." Mexican officials in all federal and state 
agencies believe strongly that both sides are responsible for air pollution in the Big Bend 
area. The first TNRCC study, they think, was biased in saying that the majority of the 
haze was caused by Mexican pollution. 

Texan officials believe strongly that Mexico has a responsibility to improve its air 
quality, especially since it affects ~e air quality in many places within the Texas border. 
Officials at the TNRCC stand firmly behind the first two air quality studies and believe 
that they were both open and that the facts speak for themselves. They have not hidden 
the results nor the methodology from Mexican federal agencies and have in fact invited 
them to participate in joint studies of the area. 

Both sides have a strong desire to work together to improve air quality in the area. Like 
Sierra Blanca, the Big Bend issue has been controversial. It has, however, deepened and 
strengthened the Texas-Mexico bond and increased federal-state and state-state 
communication. 
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Myth and Reality in Texas-Mexico Relations 

Many myths exist about government officials on both sides of the border. Some beliefs 
have been passed down through the generations, institutionalized from historical events 
or promulgated by the media. However these common themes found their way to the 
workplace, many viewpoints and attitudes were proven to be inaccurate or baseless 
during the course of this study. The following are highlights from some of the most 
interesting misperceptions discovered during the interview process. 

Texan Perceptions of Mexican Officials 

Myth: Mexican officials are less educated than their Texas counterparts. 

Reality: Most Mexican officials are equally qualified for their respective positions and 
frequently possess higher degrees than their Texas counterparts. Mexican 
officials in high positions of government frequently have two or more bachelor's 
degrees and often two master's degrees in different fields (see Appendixes Band 
C). 

Myth: Mexican officials lack a sense of dedication to their jobs and work less hours 
than Texas employees. 

Reality: Mexican employees have an equally rigorous schedule but work different hours 
from Texas personnel. As a result of taking a longer lunch break during the day, 
Mexican employees work later hours in comparison to Texas officials. Several 
interviewees said they phoned their Mexican counterparts from their homes in 
the expectation of catching the officials in their offices at 8 or 9 p.m. 

Myth: Mexicans do not know how to operate their government efficiently or 
productively. 

Reality: The Mexican governmental structure is different from that of Texas. Individual 
states have less autonomy when compared to Texas and this lack of policy
making independence is often mistaken for excessive bureaucracy or 
governmental apathy. While many officials are aware that the Mexican 
governmental structure is different to that of Texas, few are acquainted with the 
effects of that system on developing strategies and joint programs. 

Myth: The Mexican government intentionally pollutes the environment without 

thought. 

Reality: Mexico as a nation is at an earlier stage of industrial development than Texas 
and has limited financial resources. Government officials are forced to set 
priorities that frequently do not represent the inherent value of the environment 
to Mexico, but the pressing social and economic concerns that the government is 
forced to give priority as a developing nation. 
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Myth: Mexican officials are not committed to their job and are not willing to work 
hard. 

Reality: Texas officials frequently mistake a lack of financial resources for a lack of 
commitment to their work. Mexican employees most often are forced to 
complete tasks with substantially less money and manpower than Texas. 
Commonly, Mexican officials fail to achieve their goals not because they are not 
concerned about environmental matters but because the agency did not have 
adequate funds. 

Mexican Perceptions of Texas Officials 

Myth: Texans are only interested in Mexico for entertainment reasons. 

Reality: Texan officials recognize the increasing importance of Mexico to the future of 
Texas and are attempting to interact in productive ways with the Mexican 
government to facilitate cooperation and understanding. The creation of the 
Border Affairs Division at 1NRCC after the passage of NAFTA is an example 
of Texas' efforts to give priority to binational relations in the area of the 
environment. 

Myth: Texan officials are unwilling to speak Spanish, forcing Mexican employees to 
learn and speak English. 

Reality: Of all the interviews we conducted, only one individual did not speak Spanish. 
In fact, the vast majority of Spanish-speakers said they had attained native 
fluency and conducted most if not all business with Mexican officials in 
Spanish. Many Texan agencies engaged in binational relations, such as the 
TNRCC, are putting greater emphasis on Spanish fluency and cultural 
knowledge of Mexico as terms of employment. 

Myth: Texas officials issue policy directives without adequate input or participation 
from the Mexican government. 

Reality: A transparent process has been created between Mexico and Texas on 
environmental concerns that allow both sides to participate freely in creating 
policy initiatives. The TNRCC demonstrated this openness during the Sierra 
Blanca controversy and in forming the Ten State Conference where border 
environmental officials meet to formulate strategy. 

Myth: Decision-making authority on binational issues is in Washington, D.C., not 
Austin. 

Reality: Decisions regarding Texas-Mexico relations can be made at the federal level, but 
most frequently occur within a state agency. Texas possesses a higher degree of 
autonomy in decision making than Mexican states. Much to the Mexican 
government's surprise, the State of Texas had jurisdiction in deciding whether or 
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not to license the highly contested radioactive waste facility at Sierra Blanca, 
Texas-not the federal government. 

Myth: Governor George W. Bush of Texas is married to a Mexican woman and is 
concerned with building relations for this reason. 

Reality: Governor Bush is not married to a Mexican woman as many Mexican officials 
suggested in the course of interviews in Mexico City. Governor Bush's brother, 
Florida governor Jeb Bush, is actually the family member whose wife is 
Mexican. George W. Bush, however, has been a driving force in improving 
binational relations between Texas and Mexico. As the chief executive of 
Texas, he has received most of the credit for the quality of the relationship 
during his administration, whether he is responsible or not. 

The Federal-Federal Paradigm 

Despite the relatively recent NAFTA-influenced agreements, overcoming the "federal
federal paradigm" described in the interviews may indeed hold the key to more effective 
intergovernmental relations between Texas and Mexico. Since no true mechanism exists 
by which the Federal Government of Mexico and the State of Texas can officially interact 
within the realm of the environment, the key lesson has been that officials on both sides 
often find themselves entrenched in the highly structured federal-to-federal system of 
policy development. True official government relations are directly between Mexico City 
and Washington, D.C., with the main environmental agencies being SEMARNAP and the 
EPA, respectively. Thus, what a Texas official may consider "official state business," a 
Mexican official will often deal with "off the record." This mindset can slow down the 
decision-making process when it comes to issues where federal-to-state (or even direct 
state-to-state) relations would be more appropriate. 

· Currently there is debate within the public sector, the private sector, and academia over 
the contention that moving toward a more decentralized political system will facilitate 
decision making and even improve intergovernmental relations. More and more people 
have become aware of the advantages of decentralization, but some doubt that 
realistically decentralizing the Mexican federal government will ever occur. 

Breaking with History 

Although decentralization seems to be far in the future for Mexico, the ''unofficial" 
relations that have taken place between Texas and Mexico have already fueled a pattern 
of new regulations that more and more move toward openness and delegation of authority 
in Mexico. The 1988 General Law of Ecological Equilibrium and Environmental 
Protection (Ley General de Equilibria Ecol6gico y Protecci6n al Ambiente), or "General 
Environmental Law," used to delineate federal and state jurisdiction in matters of 
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environmental protection. This law underwent reform in 1996. The revisions are 
noteworthy for several reasons. For the first time, public commentary was incorporated 
into the legislative process. Furthermore, the objectives of the new law are to tum the 
legislative focus to sustainable development, increase decentralization of environmental 
responsibilities away from the federal level, open the door for citizen participation, 
reduce the discretionary powers of the government, and eliminate discrepancies between 
the frequently conflicting regulations of various government agencies. 

Under the new law, SEMARNAP created a National Environmental and Natural 
Resource Information System (SIRG, or Sistema Integrado de Regulaci6n y Gesti6n 
Ambiental) that contains valuable information to which citizens will be granted the right 
to inquire about industrial activities (American Chamber/Mexico, 1997). 

Along similar lines, when an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or Manifestaci6n de 
Impacto Ambiental (MIA) is necessary, the new law requires interested parties to publish 
notice of their projects in a local newspaper for five consecutive days once the EIS is 
presented to the National Ecology Institute (lnstituto Nacional de Ecologfa, INE). The 
objective here is to establish more transparency in the environmental legal framework and 
to allow increased public participation in projects of environmental consequence. 

More recent events between Texas and Mexico exemplify how people in both 
governments are effectively breaking with history. While the two federal governments 
retain responsibility for binding international agreements, not everything originates in 
Mexico City or Washington, D.C. Along the Texas-Mexico border, for example, treaty
like agreements have frequently entwined state and local communities. Texas has 
gradually developed formal relationships with each of the four Mexican states on its 
border. 

The annual Border Governors' Conference, 1 bringing together the elected leaders of ten 
U.S. and Mexican border states, produces a communique expressing the intent of 
participants to cooperate and to communicate on a variety of issues such as education, 
transportation, health, tourism, and environment. One recent result was an effort to 
formalize environmental agreements at the state level and develop action plans for state
to-state collaboration. · In November 1996 the TNRCC hosted the retreat, at which the 
U.S. and Mexican states agreed to establish programs for reuse and recycling, 
information sharing that included the development of a geographic information systems 
database, developing a volunteer program, developing state-to-state environmental 
strategic plans, and collaborating with the maquilas and other industries in technology 
and information exchanges (TNRCC, July 31, 1997). 

Because of the difficulties arising from the lack of continuity in Mexican government and 
a mutual desire to document the progress of binational environmental policy, the 
TNRCC and border states created the State-to-State Strategic Plans to meet this growing 
need. Texas and Nuevo Leon were the first to.formalize the state-to-stat~ agreements in 
July 1997 with a deal between the officials from the TNRCC and Nuevo Leon's 
Subsecretaria de Ecologia. Both states agreed to exchange information and technology, 
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coordinate activities and programs, and obtain resources from industry, academic 
institutions, and professional organizations. The plans represent a significant 
accomplishment for Texas-Mexico intergovernmental relations and the first step toward a 
permanent record of past achievements for future use (CPA, July 1998). 

The Rio Grande Alliance (RGA), a transboundary initiative funded by the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6 and operated by the TNRCC, provides a forum for 
collaboration among diverse groups from the Rio Grande Basin. The RGA creates 
opportunities for the exchange of information and serves as a matchmaker linking 
resources to needs. For example, the RGA brought together the TNRCC and the 
University of Texas School of Public Health to provide small communities technical 
assistance on sewage collection systems. The paired agencies also developed an 
inventory of environmental projects in the basin intended to help local decision makers 
plan future projects (Rio Grande Alliance/ Alianza del Rio Bravo, Summer 1997). 

Another conservation effort, the Rio Grande Wildlife Corridor Project, established in 
1979, brought together the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and private landowners practicing conservation on their lands. Dove 
hunting and bird watching, major economic activities for the Rio Grande Valley, 
benefited from this project. 

Also, individual border communities have taken the initiative to reach out and better 
organize themselves when it comes to the environment. In 1993 leaders in El Paso
Juarez, with help from the Environmental Defense Fund, established the Paso del Norte 
Air Quality Task Force to inform the international community about air quality problems 
and to initiate joint pollution reduction projects (Angulo, Emerson, Shaver, and Rincon, 
October 1, 1996). Other local agreements with environmental implications include the 
"sister city" plans among officials in Brownsville-Matamoros and Eagle Pass-Piedras 
Negras. In May 1997 Brownsville's mayor and the presidente municipal of Matamoros 
signed a "sister city" agreement for a joint contingency plan and hazardous material 
emergency preparedness and response plan (CPA, July 1998). 

"Outside-In" Theory 

The aforementioned environmental agreements and strategic plans point to a trend of 
more decentralization of the environmental structures as well as an increase in state 
autonomy. Our "Outside-In" theory of intergovernmental relations between Mexico and 
Texas simply extends the notion of direct relations to involve the states on both sides of 
the border. 

Ultimately, this theory suggests that a method other than the federal-federal paradigm 
exists to explain policy-formation and governmental interaction. Whereas one who 
subscribes to the federal-federal paradigm would see the "off-the-record" Mexico-Texas 
relations as unnecessary to progressing relations, the "Outside-In" theory views these 
informal channels of contact as forming part of the basis for quality relations. Officials 
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remain directly in touch with these ''unofficial" contacts to build and expand their current 
relationships. 

In fact, this theory purports that the smaller players on the environmental scene roll up 
their shirtsleeves in a more informal setting and achieve the real progress. Only after the 
groundwork has been laid by them do the "official" figures arrive in a more formal 
atmosphere to smooth over what has been accomplished and to attach the government 
seal of endorsement. Local cities, counties, and states on both sides of the border 
represent the parties involved in the decision-making processes. As has been mentioned 
before, the Sierra Blanca and Big Bend issues serve as a model for how 
intergovernmental relations can work when officials do reach across the border in more 
unorthodox fashions. After having reached across the border, what matters is how to 
achieve quality results in a more collaborative manner. 

This also implies that the origins for future environmental action lie within the border 
states and localities. As the local officials find themselves more directly impacted by 
environmental policies, they will begin by initially consulting and collaborating with their 
counterparts across the border. After having developed their positions a bit more, often in 
small work groups or in informal settings, they would follow procedure by reporting to 
the federal (or other appropriate) entities. This is precisely where the outside-in 
movement occurs. The local individuals begin at the genesis of the action and then move 
outward toward the capitals. Although this movement may in the grand scheme of things 
seem inside-out, we prefer to term it "outside-in" to retain the implied centrality of the 
capital cities. The movement, therefore, goes from the "outside" (the border peripheries) 
and moves "inward" (to the capital). 

From the respective capitals, then, a second movement occurs directly between the two 
"official" entities. That is, formal relations and policies pass directly from Mexico to 
Texas (or vice-versa) after receiving the seal of approval. The federal entities then 
recommend to the locals how to implement these policies. Federal agencies retain 
responsibility for the establishment of policy and the setting of standards, while 
implementation and enforcement remain in the domain of the states and municipalities. 

Outlook for the Future 

Mexican Perceptions 

Several major perceptions, underscored in personal interviews with Mexican officials in a 
variety of agencies, fomi the basis for their outlooks for the future of Mexico-Texas 
relations. 

First, decentralization will lead to more effective policies at the state level. Evidently, 
increased decentralization means more autonomy and flexibility, which will provide 
greater opportunities to initiate policies and recommendations to the federal government. 
This implies abandoning the federal-federal paradigm as the automatic set-in-stone 
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mentality and accepting a viable alternative method such as the "Outside-In" theory of 
intergovernmental relations. Also, by effectively having a channel by which agents may 
"cut the comers of bureaucracy," those involved will be more likely to act in a more 
expeditious manner since they will be dealing directly with the parties affected. A fine 
example of this phenomenon is the SEMARNAP-TNRCC interaction undertaken by 
officials in the Sierra Blanca deliberations. 

Second, private efforts at the local level are necessary for improving relations. This 
follows from the "Outside-In" theory in that local involvement helps put things into 
perspective for the larger entities. In order for people to make themselves heard, private 
individuals and groups (even if on a small scale) must take action. Since local officials 
often find themselves more directly affected, they tend to cooperate. They can then serve 
as prime examples to the "official" agents of action. 

In addition, the Mexicans stress a need for better cultural understanding on both sides of 
the border. This is exemplified by the way that Mexicans see those who reach out to 
Mexico (current Texas governor George W. Bush, for example) and speak Spanish well 
in a very good light. The majority of Mexican officials stressed in their interviews that 
they believe Hispanic Americans have a greater responsibility to facilitate relations 
because they possess a natural link to Mexico. They feel that Texan officials must 
understand Mexico both culturally and professionally. Fewer egregious misperceptions 
mean smoother relations, and personal relationships are key. Since most Texans that 
have good Mexican relations come from a Latin/Hispanic descent, there is a strong 
perception among Mexicans to naturally expect a more comfortable relationship with 
Hispanic counterparts. 

Regardless of background, however, the key to improved relations in the future will be an 
understanding and sensitivity on the part of Texas officials of Mexican heritage. The 
Mexicans suggest that Hispanic American success in the future can only help to 
strengthen ties amongst the officials. 

Texan Perceptions 

Similar to the Mexican side, Texans also generally see decentralization of the Mexican 
government as a key to having more effective intergovernmental relations. Overall 
decentralization and increased Mexican states' autonomy mean easier access to state-to
state action for Texas policy makers in the environmental arena. 

Second, a need to understand the other side clearly exists. Officials admit that both 
professionally and culturally, more work needs to be done to compensate for the general 
misperceptions that render intergovernmental relations more difficult. One fairly obvious 
area through which relations can improve is communication. Specifically, the more 
Texas officials who can effectively speak Spanish, the better relations with Mexico can 
be. Overall, their consensus was to stress the importance of having both sides feel 
comfortable and at ease. 
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Third, Texans said that the views of Mexican state environmental officials should be 
given more credibility. Again, in accordance with the "Outside-In" theory, real initiatives 
often begin on the state level of government, and these officials may have a more 
accurate sense of the situation in question. Whereas relegating state officials to the 
fringes of policy formulation will isolate both sides, mcorporating them into the process 
can serve to bring people on both sides closer together. 

Finally, Texans perceive that a continuity of policy needs to be given a higher priority in 
Mexico. Obviously, overall policy consistency will help to facilitate the progression of 
relations on all levels. At present, when one government leaves office, past employees are 
allowed to take all the files and documentation on existing programs with them, leaving 
the new leadership with nothing. The State-to-State Strategic Plans at the very least 
provide a foundation upon which successive administrations can build. 

Conclusion 

Overall, the prognosis is that Texas-Mexico relations in the area of the environment will 
continue to improve. Despite the fact that a strong federal paradigm exists in many 
Mexican agencies, the nature of environmental relations has pushed this paradigm toward 
new horizons. The need for quick action, the understanding that the environment does 
not "draw " borders, the will to participate in personal relationships, and the regulatory 
infrastructure that is already in place are factors that will continue to evolve the 
relationship from a federal-to-federal to a more state-to-state interaction. 

The interviews conducted were a key revelation that official diplomatic channels are not 
always the best means of accomplishing objectives and many alternatives and at times 
creative approaches to resolving issues are taking place. The dynamics that occurred 
during Sierra Blanca and Big Bend and that continue to occur in environmental projects 
that are currently going on can serve as a model for Texas-Mexico relations in other 
policy areas. If other agencies follow the example of TNRCC and invite federal 
counterparts to participate openly in discussions and projects, the pressure to disperse 
responsibility and allow state entities in Mexico more leverage will eventually take hold. 
As Mexican federal agencies realize that some regional environmental issues are better 
handled by state entities, the relationship will break its federal-to-federal mold and 
transform into a true Texas-Nuevo Le6n or Texas-Tamaulipas relationship. 

For Mexico, the lessons learned over the past years will allow policy makers to pick and 
choose the best solutions and leave behind those that are ineffective for financial or 
political reasons. In this sense, Mexico stands to leapfrog into the forefront of 
environmental management along with Texas. Together, both governments can learn to 
improve their intergovernmental relations while-enacting policies that benefit all parties 
involved. 
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Notes 

1 As mentioned earlier in report. this conference, which began in 1981, brings together.the governors of 

Arizona, California, New Mexico, and Texas and their peers in Baja California, Chihuahua, Coahuila, 

Nuevo Leon, Sonora, and Tamaulipas. See Chapter 4 and Appendix E for a full discussion. 

I 
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Appendix 6.1. List of Interviewees 

Comision Reguladora de Energia (CRE) 

Mexico City 

Licenciado Francisco de la Isla 
Subdirector General 

January 14, 1999 

League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) 

Austin, Texas 

Maria Mendez 
''Mother" of the Organization 
October 20, 1998 

Mexican Legislature 

Austin, Tex.as 

Diputado Carlos Camacho 
Partido Acci6n Nacional (PAN) 

October 20, 1998 

Diputado Cannelo Enriquez 
Partido de la Revoluci6n Democratica (PRD) 
October 20, 1998 

Diputado Jose Luis Rodriguez 
Mexican Legislature 
October 20, 1998 

Petroleos Mexicanos (PEMEX) 

Mexico City 

lngeniero Salvador Gomez Avila 

Corporate Auditor 
January 12, 1999 
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Texas General Land Office (GLO) 

Austin, Texas 

Soll Sussman 

Director, Border Resources 
December 7, 1998 

Angela de la Garza 
Special Assistant to the Commissioner, Marine Environmental Affairs 
December 7, 1998 

Texas House of Representatives 

Austin, Texas 

Representative Norma Chavez 
D-El Paso 
October 20, 1998 

Texas Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Authority 

Austin, Texas 

Doug Bell 
General Manager 
February 12, 1999 (phone) 

Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC) 

Austin, Texas 

Diana Borja 
Director of Border Affairs 
December 1998 (phone) 

Marfa Elisa Christie 
Consultant on Mexican Relations, Border Affairs Division 

February 5, 1999 (phone) 

Pierre Lichaa 
Border Programs Coordinator for Pollution Prevention and Industrial Assistance, 
Small Businesses and Environmental Assistance Division 

February 9, 1999 
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Ralph Marquez 

TNRCC Commissioner 

February 4, 1999 

Steve Minnick 

Director of Intergovernmental Relations 
December 1998 (phone) 

Steve Niemeyer 

Technical Specialist, Border Affairs Division 
February 3, 1999 

Scott Storment 

Environmental Planner, Border Affairs/Rio Grand Alliance 
February 8, 1999 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department (TPWD) 

Austin, Texas 

Maria Araujo 
International Affairs Coordinator 
January 28, 1999 

Ralph Rayburn 
Intergovernmental Affairs 
December 1998 (phone) 

Texas Water Development Board 

Austin, Texas 

Ignacio Madera 
Director of Border Programs Management Division 

February 12, 1999 (phone) 

United States Embassy in Mexico 

Mexico City 

Mitchell OpticanAdjunct Counselor for Environmental, Scientific, and 

Technological Affairs 
January 7, 1999 
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Katherine Simonds 

Undersecretary of Energy Affairs Economics Section 

January 7, 1999 

Secretaria de Energia 

Mexico City 

Doctora Lourdes Melgar 

Subsecretary of International Relations 

January 13, 1999 

Secretaria de Medio Ambiente, Recursos Naturales y Pesca (SEMARNAP) 

Mexico City 

Licenciado Abraham Nehmad 

Director of Border Affairs 

January 13, 1999 

Secretaria de Relaciones Exteriores (SRE) 

Mexico City 

Licenciada Leonora Rueda 

Director of Border Affairs 
January 14, 1999 
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Chapter 7. Conclusions: Intergovernmental Relations 
between Texas and Mexico Moving from "Good" to ''Better'' 

Introduction 

Despite the apparent banality of such a description, the overarching conclusion of this 
policy research project is that relations between Texas and Mexico are good. In fact, we 
found these relations to be exceptionally sophisticated and frequent. Nevertheless, while 
"good" may be an accurate way to describe the Texas-Mexico relationship, it does not 
address the many complexities that we found within the relationship. In this concluding 
chapter we present seven conclusions, and in each case seek to offer a number of policy 
recommendations that would enhance relations between the respective governments. 

1. Mobilizing good relations in the Texas-Mexico relationship: Special agency divisions 
and key contacts. 

2. Understanding the importance and impact of culture, language, and history. 

3. ''The outside-in relationship": The border drives the center. 

4. Understanding structural differences in government and the changing impact of 
decentralization in Mexico. 

5. The economic basis of Texas-Mexico relations: Moving beyond Homo economicus. 

6. State vs. federal concerns and protocols in the Texas-Mexico relationship. 

7. "For richer or poorer": Issues arising from resource imbalance. 

Mobilizing Good Relations in the Texas-Mexico Relationship: Special Agency 

Divisions and Key Contacts 

Throughout our analysis of Texas-Mexico intergovernmental relations, it became 
apparent that different branches of Texas government had developed strong individual 
relationships with their Mexican counterparts, both at the state and federal level. 
Evidence of this lies in the different offices or divisions the various state agencies 
established in order to better handle and formalize their relations with Mexico. 

At the executive level, the Texas Secretary of State has a Mexico and Border Affairs 
Liaison who acts as the lead liaison to Mexico and assists the governor in handling issues 
that involve the Texas-Mexico border and relations with Mexico. The Office of the 
Attorney General has a Border Affairs Division and a special office to prosecute Article 
IV criminals-foreigners who have committed crimes in Texas but are captured and tried 
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in their home country. The Texas Department of Transportation has an International 
Relations Office that advises the department on international transportation issues. This 
office has helped forge a strong relationship between the Texas Department of 
Transportation and Mexican transportation officials at both the state and federal level, 
fostering communication and technology exchange. The Texas Natural Resources 
Conservation Commission has a Border Affairs Division that interacts with Mexican 
governments at all levels to resolve common environmental problems in the border 
region. And the Texas Department of Economic Development established its Mexico 
City Office in 1971. It serves to promote international trade, foreign direct investment, 
and tourism with Mexico. The office also provides information and contacts for Texas 
companies looking to do business in Mexico. In addition to the state level agencies, 
many cities and counties along the border also have strong relations with Mexico in 
various policy areas. 

In a few policy areas, relations with Mexico are driven by one individual within a 
particular agency-what we have come to term "a single ambassador'' model. For 
example, Henry Nevares, director of the International Relations Office for the Texas 
Department of Transportation, is the department's point man on relations with Mexico. 
His fluency with the language, knowledge of the culture, and extensive professional and 
governmental contacts have enabled him to organize conferences, promote technology 
exchange, and foster better communication and cooperation between Texan and Mexican 
transportation officials at both the federal and state levels. 

In other areas the relationship is very decentralized, with numerous individuals dealing 
with Mexican officials at both state and local levels. In the criminal justice area, for 
example, the majority of relations are at the local level, with numerous district attorneys, 
sheriffs, and other law enforcement officials cooperating with their Mexican counterparts 
to deal with cross-border problems. 

All of these examples illustrate the depth and strength of Texas-Me:Xico 
intergovernmental relations. Many of these state offices and divisions existed before 
NAFTA but have been strengthened considerably since, due both to practical and 
political necessity. Each of these offices and divisions acts as the primary liaison toward 
Mexico for their particular agency and is occasionally called on to act as international 
representative for the entire state. Some of these offices and divisions are quite powerful 
within their agency and high in the organizational chart. State agency relations with 
Mexico, when combined with relations at the local level, demonstrate the depth and 
breadth of Texas-Mexico intergovernmental relations. Additionally, the level of 
international relations capabilities within Texas agencies illustrates the commitment the 
state has to a strong, professional relationship with Mexico. 

Understanding the Importance and Impact of Cultur~ Language, and History 

This study has shown that although the relationship between Texas and Mexico has been 
a positive one, there is a need to improve understanding of each other's language, culture, 
and history. It is evident from the interviews we conducted that the intergovernmental 
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relationship between Texas and Mexico would be strengthened if both sides had a deeper 
understanding of each other in the three areas mentioned earlier. 

This is not to say that there is no common ground. It is evident that the current 
relationship between Texas and Mexico is in part a consequence of the historical 
interaction between the two entities. Texas, having been a part of Mexico, has strong 
cultural ties with that country. There is a large population of Spanish speakers and people 
who not only understand the Mexican culture but are a part of it. This is one 
distinguishing characteristic that Texas has over other states. 

From our findings, it was apparent that cultural awareness was important to both Texas 
and Mexico officials. However, it was interesting to see how they both held different 
perceptions and expectations of each other. Sometimes Mexican officials assumed, for 
example, that Texas officials were on the most part racist, rich, and constantly looking 
down on Mexicans. Texans, on the other hand, expect Mexicans to speak English. Also 
from the Mexican point of view, Texas officials are patronizing, paternalistic, and make 
decisions based on an assumption that Mexico will need their help. 

The importance of language is evident in all policy areas but the degree of importance in 
different areas varied. For example, on the Mexico side, most public officials were 
bilingual. They spoke English fluently and they were often able to conduct business or 
hold conferences in English for Texas and other U.S. government officials. On the Texas 
side, most public officials did not speak Spanish. This may lead to several conclusions. 
Texans may not feel as pressured to learn the Spanish language, because they can always 
hire a translator to assist. Although the Mexican officials could also hire translators, we 
found that they often do not have the resources to do so. 

Also, Texas officials may not have been required to learn Spanish as part of their 
education. In Mexico, many educational institutions increasingly make English a 
requirement for graduation. For example, one agency on the Texas side which held a 
meeting attended by Mexican government officials conducted the meeting in English out 
of deference to one individual that did not speak Spanish. 

In some policy areas, language was not as weighty an issue as in others. In the criminal 
justice arena, for example, language was not an area of concern nor a source of 
controversy. We found that in this area, since most government officials are bilingual, 
they usually conduct business in the language of the party being contacted. 

In other areas, however, language did play a more important role. We found that when 
Texas government officials speak Spanish and reach out to Mexico, Mexican government 
officials feel more confident when conducting business. It was specifically expressed by 
a Mexican official that when dealing with Texas officials, Mexicans would much rather 
interact in Spanish. 

We found that if there were a deeper understanding of each other's culture, the confianza, 
and therefore the relationship, between Texas and Mexico would be greatly improved. 
Although there has been plenty of exposure through formal and informal contacts, there 
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are still perceptions that ultimately tend to hurt both groups. Mexican people in general, 
including government officials, have their own way of conducting business. Both Texas 
and Mexican officials recognized the importance of understanding each other's culture. 

In several of the areas on the Mexico side, government officials alluded to the fact that 
they had experienced some sort of discrimination or racial slur in Texas. In the trade and 
commerce arena, for example, one government official told a story about attending a 
conference in Texas. Although he held a master's degree and a Ph.D., he was referred to 
as a migrant worker. Although he took no offense at being mistaken for a migrant 
worker, he said, he was taken aback by the lack of cultural awareness. 

The criminal justice group found that race and cultural understanding does have an effect 
on the relationship. It was apparent in most interviews and in most policy arenas that 
Mexican officials conduct themselves in a very formal and professional manner 
regardless of whom they deal with. However, it was also apparent that the Mexican 
officials preferred to deal with other Hispanics. It not only makes communication easier, 
but they trust Hispanics more. One Mexican government official stated that he may not 
have felt as comfortable if researchers for this project had not been of Mexican descent. 
Mexican officials have a perception that Hispanics tend to side with the Mexican 
government on certain issues. 

There is a shared history that shapes and establishes the relationship between Texas and 
Mexico. Even after the annexation of Texas, the relationship kept growing. Incidents 
like Sierra Blanca, which require bilateral cooperation, have also played a key role in the 
development of this relationship. Both sides have recognized that there is a need to be 
aware and knowledgeable of the policy on each side of the Texas-Mexico border. This 
need has led to an increase in binational efforts to address issues of mutual concern. 

Another reason the relationship between Texas and Mexico is stronger is that in recent 
years California has not been open to establishing a relationship with Mexico. Former 
California governor Pete Wilson, along with the passage of Propositions 187 and 209, 
created an anti-Mexican sentiment that distanced Mexico from the state. Mexico 
denounced these sentiments as racist attacks and criticized the perceived persecution of 
Mexicans in California. 

In conclusion, Mexico and Texas need to heighten their awareness of the distinct 
linguistic and cultural patterns, as well as history, of the other. There is still much room 
to grow in this area. Nevertheless, this task is made easier by the fact that Texas and 
Mexico do share a common history (albeit limited) and that there are many people in 
Texas that speak the language and live the culture of Mexico. This advantage should be 
exploited and put to the service of strengthening relationships across the border. 

"The Outside-In Relationship": The Border Drives the Center 

While interviews with officials on both sides of the border revealed that key decisions 
that shape the Texas-Mexico relationship take place in the central governments of each 
entity (Mexico City and Austin), we cannot ignore the importance that the border plays in 
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the relationship. As Leonora Rueda, Director of Border Affairs at the Mexican Ministry 
of Foreign Relations (SRE) stated, 80 percent of Texas-Mexico relations deal with a 
border issue. The border region, by its very nature as the meeting place between a 
sovereign nation and a powerful U.S. state, creates an atmosphere of conflict and tension. 
Organizations located on both sides of the border region are driven by necessity to quick 
resolution of difficulties. That necessity has created local binational networks that have 
come together to generate policy and solve common problems. 

In the area of criminal justice, for example, local police are cooperating more with their 
counterparts on the other side of the border to solve drug trafficking issues. Issues like 
Big Bend and Sierra Blanca in the area of the environment illustrate how local 
communities and organizations are reaching across the border in unorthodox fashions to 
solve disputes. Sister cities have cooperated in building international bridges and 
increasing transportation across the border. In all governmental areas in this study, 
evidence exists of real progress in the border region towards a more "informal" means of 
binational cooperation. 

This progress in the "outside" parameters of Texas and Mexico has influenced relations 
in the "inner" parameters. Thus we term our description of the relationships the "outside
in" theory. This theory purports that the smaller players in the border localities are the 
real instigators of progress in the Texas-Mexico relationship. One of the primary 
examples of this is the creation of the Ten State Conference, led by the TNRCC. Because 
local environmental authorities felt they had no real decision-making power in the EPA
led, federal-to-federal forums, they created a conference where state and local entities on 
both sides of the border could voice their concerns and influence policy more directly. 
Although key decisions are still made by the central authorities in the capital cities, 
border authorities are beginning to have a more significant influence on those central 
authorities. 

Examples from the different governmental areas have also shown that as local officials 
find themselves faced with more direct challenges (transportation issues, crime across the 
border, water issues, etc.), they react by consulting and collaborating with their direct 
counterparts across the border. After having developed solutions, often in small work 
groups or in informal settings, they follow procedure by reporting to the federal (or other 
appropriate) entities. This is another case where a type of "outside-in" movement occurs. 
The local individuals are at the genesis of the action and then move "inward" toward the 
capitals. From the respective capitals, then, a second movement occurs directly between 
the two "official" entities. That is, formal relations and policies pass directly from 
Mexico to Texas (or vice-versa). The governmental entities in Mexico City or Austin 
then recommend to the locals how to implement these policies. Agencies in the Texas 
state and Mexican federal government retain responsibility for the establishment of policy 
and the setting of standards, while implementation and enforcement remain in the domain 
of the states and municipalities in Mexico and counties and cities in Texas. 

As the border region begins to face larger challenges, local officials should follow the 
example of agencies like the TNRCC and create a larger circle of influence for policy in 
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the Texas-Mexico relationship. Official forums that allow local authorities to convey 
their ideas, such as the Ten State Conference, are powerful vehicles to move central 
authorities to action. While these forums may not break the centralized decision-making 
process, they will allow officials who possess real expertise in the issues to voice their 
concerns and create innovative solutions to the challenges both entities face. 

At the same time, officials in both capitals need to become more sensitive to local needs 
in the border region. They must recognize that the border region, by its nature, will 
continue to be the genesis of the majority of issues that will challenge and shape the 
Texas-Mexico relationship. As such, the border must become a priority for both central 
governments. Local officials who understand the nature of conflicts and challenges need 
to be given a larger voice in policy making, as they are the experts in dealing with many 
Texas-Mexico issues. 

In the future, a closer cooperation between border and central officials in both Texas and 
Mexico will be the key to successful resolution of conflicts. The perspective that local 
authorities bring to the table can no longer be ignored, as it is the local issues that are the 
main impetus, and also the main obstacles, to the long-term success of the Texas-Mexico 
relationship. 

Understanding Structural Differences in Government and the Changing Impact of 
Decentrali7.ation in Mexico 

There exists, in both Texas and Mexico, a fundamental misunderstanding of how 
government operates on the other side of the border. A common and mutual 
misconception is that the decision-making authority originates at the same level in the 
United States as in Mexico. Yet, Mexico possesses a highly centralized government with 
a large bureaucracy in which power rests at the very top, leaving very little decision
making authority at the discretion of the states and lower-level officials. On the other 
hand, the U.S. federal government delegates much of its power to the states, and thus 
Texas enjoys a high level of autonomy in making and implementing policy. Furthermore, 
agendes in states with a weak chief executive, such as Texas, often have substantial 
discretionary power to execute policies that many Mexican agencies do not enjoy. Lack 
of this knowledge renders intergovernmental relations between Texas and Mexico more 
confusing, frustrating, and time consuming for both sides. 

Official contacts between Texas and Mexico can be made more efficient by providing a 
better awareness and understanding to both governments regarding how the other 
operates. Therefore, in both Texas and Mexico, government officials and employees 
working with the other side of the border should receive a basic training on the nature and 
structure of the political system of their neighbor. On the Texas side, officials need to 
understand that hierarchy is an integral part of the Mexican political system, and that 
most final decisions are made at the very top. As such, Texas officials need to be patient 
and recognize that the process will usually move slower in Mexico due to the large 
bureaucracy. 
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Conversely, Mexican officials need to be aware of the relatively rapid pace at which 
policy moves in Texas. More importantly, however, they need to recognize that, unlike 
their own system, most decisions in Texas are taken at the state level, not the federal. 
Furthermore, Mexican officials need to acknowledge that Texas has a relatively weak 
chief executive who has little or no control over other officials, must contend with 
numerous administrative boards and commissions that all make public policy, and has 
little organization or reorganization power. Therefore, Mexican efforts to achieve change 
in Texas might be more successful if pressure is applied directly to local governments or 
individual agencies instead of appealing directly to the governor. 

Moreover, the evolving decentralization trend in Mexico and the subsequent increasing 
empowerment of state and local governments makes it apparent that political systems are 
not static and therefore require ongoing attention. Government employees and officials 
involved in intergovernmental relations between Texas and Mexico should therefore be 
kept informed and updated of any changes with regard to the political structure of their 
neighbor that would affect the way they interact. 

The Economic Basis of Texas-Mexico Relations: Moving Beyond Homo Economicus 

A primary conclusion that we draw from our research is the role of trade as a driving 
force behina the Texas-Mexico relationship. By this we do not mean to imply that the 
relationship is entirely determined by economic factors. In fact, even if all trade were to 
stop between Texas and Mexico, it is safe to say that geographical proximity along with 
cultural, political, and historical ties would ensure ongoing contact between these two 
regions. We simply mean to say that economic issues have a significant effect on the 
Texas-Mexico relationship in several important ways. 

First of all, one cannot overlook the fact that Texas and Mexico are each other's largest 
trading partners. This fact has several implications. First of all, it means that each entity 
has a strong economic incentive to ensure that relations between the two of them remain 
positive. It can also serve as an incentive for each of them to want to improve the 
relationship even further. As such, trade and commerce can serve as a starting point for 
greater cooperation and good will. For this reason alone, we concluded in Chapter 4 that 
the private sector has been, and will continue to be, central to this process. 

However, greater economic proximity also can create or aggravate problems that may 
strain the relationship. Nowhere is this more prevalent than in the areas of environmental 
and criminal justice. As we observed in Chapter 6, growing economic activity along the 
border between Texas and Mexico can create tremendous challenges in managing the 
region's scarce natural resources. In addition, the massive influx of industry endangers 
the delicate balance of rare ecosystems in the region that may already be irreparably 
damaged. 

Growing economic interdependence between the two regions not only means a greater 
movement of goods across the border but also a greater movement of people, along with 
all of the societal instabilities that this creates. Thus, as trade grows, crime on both sides 
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of the border and unauthorized immigration become increasingly prominent issues with 
which both sides are forced to deal. In addition, increased traffic along the border makes 
it more difficult to control the flow of illegal drugs into the United States, making a 
difficult problem even worse. 

Aside from the additional difficulties that economic factors may create, there is also the 
danger that economic concerns may monopolize the relationship at the expense of other 
issues. As we saw in Chapter 2, vested economic interests in the other region and the 
desire to attract investment into one's own region often seem to dominate the minds of 
legislators. Though we are not suggesting that is necessarily detrimental to the 
relationship, it does seem short-sided and one-dimensional. If anything, a broader 
approach to the relationship may erase the possibility of other important issues falling 
victim to, or becoming overshadowed by, economic concerns. 

Moreover, too much emphasis on economics may cause the relationship to be judged on 
the basis of economic performance. It would be wrong to think that the relationship is 
only as good as the trade numbers. Such overemphasis may also cause one side to be 
perceived by the other as simply a market for one's products or as a nice place to go 
shopping. The Texas-Mexico relationship is productive and mutually beneficial on many 
levels. Neither side must lose sight of the fact that the economic arena is only one stage 
upon which this relationship plays itself out. · 

State vs. Federal Concerns and Protocols in the Texas-Mexico Relationship 

Given that official contact with foreign powers in both the United States and Mexico is 
the sole responsibility of the federal government, relations between Texas and Mexico 
must be seen as ultimately beholden to the federal-to-federal relationship between 
Mexico City and Washington, D.C. This means that Texas must be careful to not 
overstep its bounds when dealing with Mexico. Texas has taken advantage of the fact 
that these bounds are not clearly drawn. The state has enjoyed and exercised significant 
freedom in dealing with Mexico, and as this research project has shown, Texas has used 
this freedom to the fullest. 

Due to federal hegemony over foreign affairs, the relationship between Texas and Mexico 
can be affected, for better or for worse, by federal laws and changing federal priorities. 
For example, the controversy surrounding U.S. drug certification policy is often brought 
up in discussions with Texas officials. However, such issues actually create opportunities 
for Texas to distinguish itself from the federal government and to improve its standing 
with Mexico even more. This was evidenced by the positive press that former Texas 
attorney general Dan Morales received in Mexico when he spoke out firmly against 
federal drug certification policy. 

Conversely, however, it must be noted that state actions can also have significant effects 
on the federal-to-federal relationship. In Texas this was exemplified by the Sierra Blanca 
controversy, in which Texas considered building a low-level radioactive waste dump 
close to the U.S.-Mexico border. This decision was seen by many in Mexico as an 
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example of a broader U.S. disregard for international agreements and for the welfare of 
Mexico. 

Another clear example is the Mexican reaction to the actions of former California 
governor Pete Wilson. In the backlash that policies such as Proposition 187 created, 
Wilson' s name became synonymous with American racism and xenophobia Thus, the 
increased role of states in dealing with foreign powers creates new challenges that the 
federal government is going to have to learn to deal with in the future. 

Finally, we must note that as relations between Texas and Mexico continue to grow, 
Texas will need to gain a greater understanding of international laws and protocols. Lack 
of knowledge on the part of Texas officials about the Vienna Convention on Consular 
Affairs, for example, has created tension between Texas and Mexico that can only be 
remedied by increased awareness of the protocols. As Texas enters the unfamiliar realm 
of international relations, it must ensure that it is equipped with the proper tools to 
succeed in this endeavor. 

"For Richer or Poorer'': Issues Arising from Resource Imbalance 

Adequate resources to implement binational programs are a problem for both sides. 
Mexico, especially at the state government level, has perennial funding and staff 
shortages that translate into even greater difficulties for Texas-Mexico intergovernmental 
relations. Frequently, Texans mistake Mexico's lack of resources for a lack of concern for 
issues that affect both Mexican and often Texan citizens. Mexican authorities would 
often like to increase their participation in many binational programs, especially in the 
area of the environment, but are unable to do so because of other pressing budget 
priorities. Mexico has fewer resources to allocate in comparison with Texas. Where 
Texas has hundreds of employees devoted to intergovernmental projects, Mexico has a 
much more modest staff that must, as a result, handle a considerably higher workload. 
Consequently, what appears to outsiders as negligence or a lack of commitment is more 
likely a reflection of financial shortfalls. Mexican state governments are particularly 
affected by this problem as federal agencies are given considerably higher funding 
priority over their state counterparts. Conversely, Mexican officials commonly believed 
that Texas has more money than the government knows what to do with, an equally 
untrue statement. Although Texas does have more financial resources than Mexico, 
Texas officials have their own budgetary shortcomings to worry about and do not have 
access to unlimited funds for any purpose. Greater understanding of the financial 
differences between Texas and Mexico would certainly improve intergovernmental as 
well as personal relations on both sides of the border. 

Another significant source of frustration is the inability to complete necessary programs 
resulting from the continued funding imbalance. Many critically important projects, such 
as bridges to facilitate transportation and commerce between Texas and Mexico, are often 
not implemented because the corresponding Mexican state is unable to reciprocate 
financially. The situation is difficult and often highly sensitive. While there is little 
doubt that many problems are of primary importance, as in the case of wastewater sewage 
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treatment plants along the Rio Grande, resources on the Mexican side simply are not 
available to address such issues. 

Texas has made some attempts to rectify the financial imbalance. Whenever possible, 
Texas state agencies provide technical assistance, grants, and gifts to Mexican state 
governments to help level the playing field. The key here is acting sensitively and 
informally. Often, Texas officials have to resort to unofficial channels to make 
contributions of computers or other materials because Texas state law requires that these 
items must be used for the benefit of Texas citizens, not shipped to Mexico. However, 
Texas officials realize that in many cases helping Mexico helps Texas. Agencies 
recognize that providing computers for Mexican state customs officers or assisting in the 
construction of a wastewater treatment plant will improve the quality of life on both sides 
of the border. 

Texas also provides technical training for Mexican officials at no expense. This training 
is crucial to individuals working in constantly changing technical fields such as 
environmental regulation or drug trafficking prevention. Probably one of the most 
important methods to improve personal relations between Mexico and Texas is increased 
participation in binational conferences. Many Texas state agencies provide funding for 
Mexican officials to come to Texas or other U.S. states for meetings that they would be 
unable to attend otherwise. 

Though Texas has made many attempts to alleviate the existing· funding imbalance, 
Mexico does not always welcome this assistance with open arms. Some Texas officials 
commented on an unwillingness or reluctance on the part of Mexico to ask for help in 
areas where Texas agencies could be useful. Some described the Mexican government as 
"not wanting to admit the inadequacy of their system and policies." Indeed, Mexican 
officials are often unwilling to cooperate with Texas on a program not because they do 
not have the funds but because they feel Texan officials are throwing money around and 
demanding an unnecessary project. On the other hand, a few Texas officials are 
concerned about providing too much aid and thereby preventing Mexican officials from 
finding their own solutions. 

Regardless of the attempts made by Texas state agencies to compensate for Mexico's 
financial shortfalls, it is unlikely tha.t the imbalance that exists between the two 
governments will change in the near future. The key to success in intergovernmental 
relations is understanding and cooperation. Both Texan and Mexican officials would 
benefit from a greater awareness of the other government's budgetary constraints. 
Mexico does not have the funds to contribute to an "ideal" number of binational projects 
or give priority to all of the policy areas Texas would like. However, Mexican officials 
generally do the best they can with what they are given and Texas officials frequently 
have the opportunity to assist when Mexico feels it is appropriate. The ever-present 
resource imbalance is a delicate situation for both sides. Serious problems like drug 
trafficking and environmental degradation are dangerous to everyone involved, and 
Texan officials often find it very difficult to take Mexico's financial issues into 
consideration. Finding a mutually acceptable middle ground on these matters is of critical 
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importance to the future of intergovernmental relations. While Texas agencies must find 
ways to offer assistance in areas where the most good can be accomplished, Mexico 
should be more willing to accept that help as well as look for new ways to promote 
efficiency and stretch its budget. 

A Final Comment 

At both official and informal levels, Texans and Mexicans have done an impressive job 
of maintaining and expanding relations since the advent of NAFTA in 1994. We have 
shown numerous examples throughout this text of the encouraging levels of cooperation 
on both sides of the Rio Grande. Although problematic elements are inevitably present in 
any bilateral relationship, very few have been destructive for the Texas-Mexico 
relationship. Quite the contrary, we have observed in our research and noted in this text 
that problematic federal-to-federal issues often result in a need for even greater 
cooperation between Texas and Mexico. 

All indications point to a continued strong relationship based on mutual advantage, 
goodwill, some degree of trust, and understanding. We are obligated to add one caveat to 
policy makers in Texas and Mexico before concluding this report. A history of favorable 
relations and the promise of even better cooperation between Texas and Mexico in the 
future could lead to complacency. For that reason, we recommend that people on both 
sides of the border remain on guard against possible threats to what is now a very 
productive relationship. Also of exceptional importance is that policy makers continue 
to pursue relationships and projects that have proven to be successful in the past and at 
the same time seek to increase and improve their knowledge of and relations with the 
other side of the border. Texans and Mexicans must not be content to rest on their 
laurels. They must remember that the relations that the two governments enjoy today are 
the result of years of hard work and honest dialogue. Continued good relations will 
depend on even more of the type of commitment that has brought the Texas-Mexico 
relationship to the point it is at today. 
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Interviewer: (name) ___________ _ 

Interviewee: (name). __________ _ 

(Office & phone#) ________________ _ 

Date of interview:----------

Interview Mode: 

Policy Arena: (circle) 

Phone 
Face-to-face 
Other: specify __ _ 

Commerce/ Ag Crim Justice Env't Leg Transport 

State/Level: (circle) Texas Federal/Mexico Oto. NL Tab SLP 

Good morning/afternoon. As I have already explained, I am a graduate student and researcher at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at 
the University of Texas at Austin, and this telephone interview is part of a one-year Policy Research Project in which we are 
analyzing the emerging nature of intergovernmental relations between Texas and Mexico since NAFTA. As you know, relations 
between the state of Texas and Mexico have become especially strong and strategically important in recent years. This is the first 
study to Look systematically at the nature of the relationship in a variety of public policy areas of mutual importance. This 
questionnaire forms part of the initial phase of data collection, and is being applied to ranking policy makers equally in both countries 
in the following areas: Commerce & Agriculture, Environment, Criminal Justice/Immigration, Transportation, as well as among 
Leading representatives and committee members of the respective Congresses. The data and information that we are gathering is 
strictly confidential, and will only be used to provide aggregate descriptive statistics and tables. No individual responses will be 
identified. 

Thank you, once again, for agreeing to participate in this survey. 
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Background 

The first series of questions pertains to your current job and your education. 

1. What is your current position/title? 

2. When did you begin that position? 

19_ 

--.l 3. What was your position immediately prior to the current one? ~ 

Title Years 

4. To whom do you currently report (your immediate superior)? 

Name Rank. 

5. To whom does your immediate superior report? 

Name Rank 



....... 
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6 • . What are your principal job responsibilities? List in order of priority (#1 being the highest). 

1~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
2~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
3~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
4~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
5~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

**Which of these, if any, relates directly to Texas/Mexico intergovernmental relations? (Add asterisk to responses above) 

7. Roughly what% of your professional time involves intergovernmental relations with Texas/Mexico? 

Roughly % 

Now I will ask you some questions regarding your education . 

8. Do you have a bachelor's degree? 

[Yes I I Where (School) Year graduated: 
No* Jump to Question 10 

9. Do you have a graduate degree? 

[-~~-, - - -,*Specify: ~~s~~~ine ___ ~-------------
University ________________ _ 



-......:a 
0\ 

10. Do you speak Spanish/English? 

No Jump to Question 12 , -r--, 
Yes Which of the following best applies: (read list) 

Native fluency __ 
Fluent 
Moderate __ 
Minimal 

11. How well do you write Spanish/English? (read list) 

__ Flawless professional letter 
__ Can correspond but not flawlessly 
__ Limited 
__ Minimal 

Nature of Contact and Intergovernmental Relations 

The next set of questions pertains to any work that your office may do with Texas/Mexico. 

12. Does your office have a direct official counterpart office in Texas/Mexico? 

I No I I* Is there any ~ffice(s) in the public sector with which you regularly interact in Mexico? ~*List below (l~a) 
Yes Jump to question 12a ~Jump to question . 



12a. How many counterpart offices are there and where are they located? 

}), _________ _ 
2) __________ _ 

3) ___________ _ 

13. Do you have a direct official counterpart in those offices? 

I ~~ -1 nm - I 

14. Please list the counterparts with whom you regularly work with in Texas/Mexico? (Ask for names only at this stage) 

--...) 
-...) Level Name 

Federal 

State 
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15. Are there current or former officials in Mexico/Texas with whom you have worked and whom you regard as friends? 

f ~~ I 3* Do you ever seek their advice on policy issues? I ~~. , .. - I 
16. Would you, and upder what circumstances, consider going to an office other than that of your counterparts to solve a policy issue 

Yes, I would *Explain circumstances: 

No, I wouldn't *Explain why not: 

17. Do you ever communicate with any of your counterparts about policy issues outside of formal office hours? 

I-No- .,--- -1 Jump to Question 19 
yes ] * Which counterparts? 

1 ______ _ 
2 ______ _ 
3 ______ _ 

18. How often do you contact them outside of office hours? (read list) 

_Rarely _Sometimes _Often _Very Often _Emergencies 
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Outcomes 

The next set of questions deals with the quality of the working relationship between your office and that of your counterparts in Texas/Mexico. 

19. On a scale of 1 to 5 (1 being the lowest and 5 the highest) how would you rate the relevant degrees and extent of intergovernmental 
relations between your office and counterpart office(s) for the following arenas of activities: 

[Please indicate oil a scale of 1 to 5 •• 1 being lowest and 5 being highest. Ellsure that each office is covered ill turn. Work offi.ce by 
office for each area of activity] 

Area of Actlvltv 
Office Free Exchange of Active Cooperation Joint Planning of Joint Implementation 

Inf ormatlon Activities of Activities 

No. I: 

No. 2: 

No. 3: 
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20. How would you characterize the overall status of your office's intergovernmental relations with Texas/Mexico? (read list) 

1 very successful 2 successful 3 average 4 needs improvement 5 needs a lot of improvement 

21. Do you feel that there is an imbalance between your office and that of your direct official counterpart in terms of budget, staff, 
authority, political support, technical resources, or anything else? 

I ~~ - r:-~:;~~f:o= Questio~ ;3 -m - - -- -- - -- - - I 
22. Has your office sought to take any measures to alleviate this imbalance? 

Yes I *What are these measures? 

No *Why not? 

23. What, in your view, have been the principal weaknesses in the nature of intergovernmental relations between your office and your 
respective counterpart's in Texas/Mexico 
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24. Please indicate the following areas in which the developing relationship has affected the internal policies of your office: 

Hiring practices Yes Specify 
No 

Training Yes Specify 
No 

Other Yes Specify 
No 

Perceptions & Familiarity with Texas/Mexico 

The next series of questions relates to your familiarity with Texas/Mexico as well as with perceptions about the government and 
public officials of Texas/Mexico. 

25. How would you rate your knowledge of Texas/Mexico? (Prompt: Please describe your familiarity in a few words) 

Nature and extent of knowledge 

Very Good 1 

Good 2 

Moderate 3 

Poor 4 

None 5 
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26. In terms of governmental and policymaking processes, what are the most common negative perceptions held in Texas about 
Mexico? (Interviewer -- Do 11ot prompt. Check in Mexico column below. Where more than one response, check each). 

TEXAS MEXICO 
_Insensitive/ Arrogant Lazy_ 

- Bureaucratized Corrupt_ 

_ Rich Inefficient _ 

- Racist Demagogic_ 

_ Naive Untrustworthy _ 

_Selfish/Self-serving Nationalistic -

Consumer/Utilitarian Macho - -

27. In terms of governmental and policymaking processes, what are the most common negative perceptions held in Mexico about 
Texas? (Interviewer -- Do 11ot prompt. Check in Texas column above). 
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The final set of questions deals with how public officials in Texas most frequently perceive their counterparts in Mexico. 

28. What are the most common negative perceptions held by officials in Texas about their counterparts in Mexico? What are the 
most common positive perceptions held by officials in Texas about their counterparts in Mexico? (Interviewer -- Do not 
prompt. Check in Mexico column below. Where more than one response, indicate/check each). 

TEXAS MEXICO 
Positive Negative Negative Positive 

_Insensitive/ Arrogant Tardy_ 

_Pushy/Impolite Crooked -

_Imperialistic/ Inefficient_ 
Overbearing 

- Racist Uncooperative_ 

- Naive Untrustworthy_ 

_Superficial Nationalistic -

- Consumer/ Sexist_ 
Utilitarian 



-~ 

29. Do you personally share any of these perceptions? (Interviewer, put *next to the responses indicated) 

30. How do you think officials in Mexico perceive their counterparts in Texas? (Interviewer -- Do not prompt. Check in Texas column 
above). 

Well, that concludes the interview. Once again, thank you very much for your time and openness in answering our questions. As I 
mentioned earlier, your responses are entirely confidential and will never be identified with you personally. 

Interviewer indicate below and take details if respondent explicitly requests a copy of the report or findings. 

Requested a copy of the report: __ 

Address:--------

Interviewer, don't forget to ask for copy of the respondent's vita and arrange for it to be sent to us: as an attachment to the 
interviewer's e-mail, or attention Drs. Rodriguez and Ward, 512-471-1835 FAX. 

Interviewer: also please feel free to add any comments on the interview here: (willingness of respondent; advice on follow up, etc.) 
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Investigador: (nombre) ____ ___._ _____ _ 

Entrevistado: (nombre) ___________ _ 

(Oficina y No. de Telefono) ________________ _ 

Fecha de la entrevista: 

Modo de Entrevista: 
----------

Telefono 
En persona 
Otro: Especifique ___ _ 

Area de Interes: (indique una) Comercio/ Agricultura Procuraci6n de Justicia Medio Ambiente 

Nivel/Estado: (indique uno) Texas Federal/Mexico Oto. NL Tab SLP 

Congreso Transporte 

v. Buenos dlas/Buenas tardes. Como le exp/icamos anteriormente, somos estudiantes de postgrado en la Universidad de Texas en Austin. Esta 
entrevista es parte de un proyecto de investigacion en donde estamos examinando el origen de las relaciones intergubernamentales entre 
Mexico y Texas a partir de la entrada en vigor de/ Tratado de Libre Comercio. Como usted sabe, la re/acion entre el Estado de Texas y 
Mexico se ha vuelto especialmente fuerte y estrategicamente importante en los ultimos aflos. Este es el primer estudio a fondo que investiga 
sistematicamente el origen de esta relacion en varias areas de interes publico que son mutuamente importantes. Este cuestionario forma 
parte de la primera Jase de recoleccion de datos. Lo estamos conduciendo en /os dos palses con varios funcionarios de gobierno en las 
siguientes areas: Comercio y Agricultura, Medio Ambiente, Procuracion de Justicia/Migracion, Transporte, asl como lamb/en entre 
miembros de ambos Congresos. Los datos e informac/On que obtengamos se trataran en una manera estrictamente confidencial, y solamente 
se utilizaran para identificar estadlsticas e informaci6n general sin revelar ninguna respuesta en lo individual. 

Una vez mas, le queremos agradecer su participacion en esta encuesta. 
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1. lCual es su puesto/cargo actual? 

2. lCuando comenz6 en este puesto? 

19_ 

3. lCual fue su puesto inmediatamente anterior al actual? 

Tftulo Afios -------- ---

4. lA quien le reporta usted actualmente? (lQuien es su jefe inmediato?) 

Nombre 
--~~-~~--

Cargo ___ _ 

5. lA quien le reporta su jefe inmediato? 

Nombre --------- Cargo ___ _ 



6. l,Cuales son sus responsabilidades principales en su puesto actual? Por favor indiquelas en el orden de prioridad (#1 siendo el mas alt< 

l ____________ _ 

2 -------------3 ____________ _ 

4 -------------5 ____________ _ 

"""l,Cual de estas, si hay alguna, esta directamente relacionada con Texas? (lndique con un asterisco en las respuestas de arriba). 

7. Aproximadamente, l,que porcentaje de su tiempo en el trabajo se relaciona con Texas? 

Aproximadamente % 

-~ IA.hor.a:,'·t~:.h.ij<~ :a.1a~:pr~iiin~'l~m~l<~i\adJ$'.;.¢6~:::1u;~auijtU.>l6n~ 

8. l Tiene usted t(tulo de licenciatura? 

r-sf!rn -. , Universidad . Aflo que se recibi6: ------
[ No J . • Siga a la pregunta 10 

9. l,Ha realizado usted estudios de postgrado? 

6!8--- 1•Especifique: ~:~--t-r(_a/D_o_c_to_r_ad_o _______ _ 

Universidad Aflo que se recibi6 ------
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10. (,Habla usted ingles? 

SI : Describa su nivel de dominio: 
I No I I Siga a la pregunta 12 

Perfectamente 
Bien 
Puedo entender lo 

11. lQue tan bien escribe ingles? (Lea la lista). 

Perfectamente 
__ Con algunas fallas 
__ Puedo expresar la idea 

Casi no 

Forma de Comunicacion y Relaciones Intergubernamentales 
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12. lExiste alguna oficina en Texas que sea la contraparte directa de la suya? 

f No I -I* lExiste alguna oficina en Texas con la cual usted interactua regularmente? 
Sf Siga a la pregunta l 2a 

~"' Indique en (12a) 
~ Siga a la pregunta 30 
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12a. lCuales son esas oficinas y d6nde estan localizadas? 

l) __________ _ 

2) __________ _ 

3)1~------~--~ 

13. lExiste algun funcionario en Texas/Mexico al que usted considere su contraparte directa? 

E;r-E3 
14. Por favor mencione los funcionarios en Texas con quienes trabaja usted regularmente (Pregunte por nombres) 

Nivel Nombre 

Federal 

Estatal 
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SERIE DE PREGUNTAS PARA 14a * Repitapara cada contacto indicado 

14a.1. l,Cual es el tftulo oficial de ..... (repita el nombre de la persona en la pregunta 14) 

14a.2. l,Cuantas veces al mes o a la semana se comunica personalmente con esta persona? 

14a.3. l,C6mo fue que se inici6 su relaci6n? (lnvestigador: lea la lista) 

14a.4. (,Que medio(s) utiliza usted principalmente para comunicarse con esta persona? (Si menciona varios medios, indique: el mas importantt 
= •; segundo mas importante = .... tercer mas importante = .... etc.) 

14a.5. l,En que idioma se comunican usualmente? (Investigador: lea la /ista) 

14a.6. Las preguntas anteriores se referfan a la comunicaci6n directa entre su contraparte y usted. Pensando ahora en su oficina en general, 
{,cuantas veces al mes o a la semana estima usted que personal de su oficina se comunica con la oficina de su contraparte? (Si varias 
oficinas se mencionaron, el investigador necesita identificar la mas frecuente y asegurarse de que el entrevistado se enfoque en esa) 

14a.7. l,C6mo describirfa la relaci6n entre las dos oficinas en cada una de las dimensiones siguientes? • 
* "Voy a listar un grupo de adjetivos opuestos. Por favor indique hacia cual de ellos se inclina la relacion entre sus oficinas" 

x y 

a. Calida Fria 
b. Amigable Hostil 
c. Distante De confianza 
d. Obstruccionista Participativa 
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Pre1un11 V1rl1bl1 
No. 

14a.2. Comunlcacl6n 
Pe11onal 

14a.3. Contftcto 
lnlclal 

l4a.4. Modios do 
Comunlcac16n 

14a.5. ldloma Ullllzado 

14a.6. Frecuencla de 
Comunlcacl6n 

Column• V1lore1 

I - Bx1rom1damen1e (Variu 
2 veco1 al dla) 

2 - Frocuenlomonle (Vari11 
vecos a la semana) 

3 • Una o dos veces por aemana 
4 - Una o dos veces por mes 
5•Cul nunca 
6•Nunca 

I • Horodada de su anlecesor 
2 • lmploment1cl6nllnlctaol6n 

3 de programu eepeclales 
3 • Acuetdo Internacional 

•especlflque 
4 - Alunto pollllco 

•especlflque 
5 • I n1ereses comu1111 
7• 0lros 

I •Tol6fono 
4 2 • Correo electrOnlco 

J•Fllll 
4 - Correo re1111lar 
5 - Bn po11on1 

I • Predomfnanlemente lngl6s 
5 2 - Prodomlnantemente espallol 

3 - Cada qulen en su proplo 
ldloma pero con 
entondlmlento muluo 

4 - Mezcla de arnbos ldlomu 

I - Bx1romadamen1e (Variu 
6 vecos al dla) 

2 - Frecuentemente (Varies 
vecos a la semana) 

3 - Una o dos vocos por semMa 
4 - Una o doa veces por moe 
5•Culnunca 
6•Nunca 
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15. lExisten funcionarios o ex-funcionarios en Texas con quienes usted ha trabajado a los cuales considere como amigos personales? 

E ~! I I"' lHa recurrido alguna vez a ellos para consultarles sobre asuntos politicos? I ~! I I 

16. lBajo que circunstancias considerarfa usted resolver algun asunto politico con su contraparte en Texas fuera de sus respectivas oficinas? 

Sf considerarfa *Explique las circunstancias: 

No considerarfa *Explique por que no: 

17. lSe ha usted comunicado con su contraparte en Texas para consultar sobre asuntos politicos fuera de las horas oficiales de Trabajo? 

I No I I Siga a la pregunta 19 
Si "' lCuales contrapartes? 

I -------
2 -------
3 -------

18. lCon que frecuencia tiene usted este tipo de comunicaci6n (fuera de las horas de oficina)? (Lea la /ista) 

Nunca Casi Nunca De vez en cuando Frecuentemente _ Muy frecuentemente 
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Resultados 

~l. $iglii~nte :gruph <le preglintas ,se r~fiere. ,a lit catldad de ' la$ relaciortes eintre siroficiriaY la de SU contrapirt~ erl , ,t~kas;, 

19. En una escala del 1 al 5 (1 siendo el mas bajo y 5 el mas alto) c6mo calificarfa usted a las relaciones intergubernamentales entre su oficina 
y la(s) de su(s) contraparte(s) en cada una de las siguientes areas: 

/Por favor anote en una escala de/ 1 al 5 - 1 s/endo el mds bajo y 5 el mds alto. Asegurese de cubr/r una so/a oflc/na a la vez. Trabaje 
oflc/na por oflc/na en cada una de las dreas de act/v/dadj 

Oflclna Area de Actlvldad 

(Referlrse a la pregunta 12a) 
Intercamblo de Cooperacl6n Planeacl6n Conjunta de Implementacl6n Conjunta de 

Informacl6n Actlva Actlvldedes Prn11rama• 

Oflclna No.I: 

Oflcioa No.2: 

Oflclna No.3: 

20. En general, lC6mo calificarfa usted las relaciones intergubernamentales de su oficina con Texas/Mexico? (Lea la lista) 

_muy buenas buenas _ regulares ma las _muy malas 



21. lPiensa usted que existen desequilibrios o desigualdades en la relaci6n de su oficina con la de su contraparte directa en cuanto 
presupuesto, personal, atribuciones legates, apoyo poHtico, recursos tecnicos o alguna otra area? 

,H- ~~ H-r- -- ----, . Siga a la pregunta 23 

22. lHa tornado su oficina medidas para superar estos desequilibrios/desigualdades? 

"'iQue lipo de medidas? 
Sf 

* lPor que no? 
No 

~ 23. Desde su punto de vista, lCUales son las principales deficiencias de las relaciones intergubernamentales entre su oficina y la de su 
~ contrapart~ en Texas/Mexico? 

24. lEn cuales de las siguientes areas se han visto afectadas las polfticas intemas de su oficina debido a Ia relaci6n con Texas/Mexico? 

"' especiflque 

Reclutamiento de Personal 

... especiflque 

Capacitaci6n 

... especiflque 

Otras 
I 



Percepciones y Conocimiento de Texas/Mexico 

ri~ .. ,.,., ~l'~. ·,~1~\if''Yff.~:::~ib<;a~r~·p,>J'JlWi,"t~i-ll~~1~tfl'l~~Jffl~~r.~~~1r,:.\l~~f)l~~Vt.~~K,lf<<f.~Ul~fW1"(i~M~~~~··~~~J~~l~~~§?~~Jr"~~1$0'ti~r~·l~;ittl9'.i~J~~i1trf~U:(i';'-' 

P
" )~ :R"!i, .... ,,,~~ ~,$~"~"' .,~ ,~,fil~ '>·o'i1~'#·~~ p,.' ~ ~!W .. ' ~·l'.!l,~~~.!!{~~~!lm.m~m: .. H 'flili~~Mf;J.X-f:l .~~Ill .. ~~.M!~i!o,IW . .m>!. .:~~ , \;IJW\'!A.~d~ , -M~ .. tf .. ~~ ... ~ . 'i'.liY:. ..... Hm9.~ uw• .. Qfl .. , ···ul<x: ·";_j;·:1.,,,.·· •·n,,:· 'fl",<i(· .. .. i.(;.;. :] u 1.1y,S~~ue_,,1· /\:~ .. :+':'~I .... ~Y ~ 

25. lC6mo calificar(a usted su conocimiento sobre Texas/Mexico? (Sugerencia: Por favor descrlba su conoclmlento en pocas palabras). 

Naturaleza y Alcance de conoclmlento 

Muy Bueno 

Bueno 

Limitado 

Pobre 

...... 
~ 

Inexistente 
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26. En cuanto al gobierno y a los procesos politicos, lCuales cree usted que sean los estereotipos mas comunes en Mexico sobre Texa! 
(lnvestigador --No mencione ninguna opcion. Marque en la columna de Texas abajo. Si se obtiene mas de una respuesta, marque cad 
una de el/as). 

TEXAS MEXICO 
_ Insensibles/ Arrogantes _Flojos 

Burocratizados _Corruptos 

Ricos Ineficientes 

Racistas _Demagogos 

_lngenuos _Indignos de confianza 

_ Egofstas/Personalistas - N acionalistas 

Consumistas/Materialistas Machos 

_ Otros "'especifique _ Otros •especiflque 

27. En cuanto al gobierno y a los procesos politicos, lCUales cree usted que sean los estereotipos mas comunes en Texas sobre Mbico? 
(Investigador --No mencione ninguna opcion. Marque en la columna de Mexico arriba. Si se obtiene mas de una respuesta, marque cada 
una de el/as). 
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28. lCuales son las imagenes negativas mas comunes que los funcionarlos publicos de Mexico tienen sobre sus contrapartes en Texas? 
lCuales son las imagenes positivas mas comunes que los funcionarios publlcos de Mexico tienen sobre sus contrapartes en Texas? 
(Investigador -- No mencione ninguna opcion. Marque en la columna de Texas abajo. Si se obtiene mas de una respuesta, marque cada 
una de ellas). 

TEXAS MEXICO 
Positivas Neszativas Neaativas Positiva$ 

_Insensibles/ Arrogantes Lentos 

_ Engrefdos/Groseros _ Deshonestos 

_ lmperialistas/Desp6ticos _ Ineficientes 

_Racistas _Apaticos 

_lngenuos _ Indignos de confianza 

_ Superficiales - Nacionalistas 

Consumistas/Materialistas Sexistas - -

29. lComparte usted alguna de estas percepciones? (Jnvestigador: marque con un asterisco las que sean mencionadas por el entrevistado). 

30. (,C6mo cree usted que los funcionarios en Texas perciben a sus contrapartes en Mexico? (Investigador -- No mencione ninguna opciOn. 
Marque en la columna de Mexico arriba. Sise obtiene mas de una respuesta marque cada una de ellas) 



Bueno, con esto concluimos nuestra entrevista. Una vez mas muchfsimas gracias por su tiempo y disponibilidad para contestar nuesfr, 
preguntas. Como ya le hemos comentado, sus respuestas a estas preguntas son estrictamente confidenciales y no ser{m identiflcadas con ust• 
personalmente. 

lnvestigador: indique abajo y obtenga /os detal/es en caso de que el entrevistado explicitamente solicite una copia de/ reporte o /os resu/tad• 
de esta encuesta. 

Sf, me gustar[a obtener una copia de/ reporte/resu/tados pre/iminares: __ 

Direccion: 
~~~~~~~~~ 

Investigador, no olvide solicitar al entrevistado una copia de su curriculum vitae y hacer Los arreglos necesarios para que este nos se 
enviado ya sea como un archivo por correo e/ectronico o por fax a la Atencion de /os Drs. Rodriguez y Ward, 512-471-1835 FAX. 

~ Jnvestigador: Por favor aPtada cualquier comentario sobre la entrevista aquf: (disponibilidad de/ entrevistado; sugerencias para E 
00 seguimiento de la entrevista, etc.) 



Appendix B. Matrixes of Resumes for Public Officials in Texas 
and Mexico 

TRANSPORT ARENA - MEXICO 

Gender Males Females 

• 
Education Bachelor's Master's Beyond 

Level • 
Private Public Mixed 

Sector (public/private) • 
Public Business lAw Humanities/ Science&: Planning 
Admin.. Admin.. Liberal Arts Engin. 

Arena/discipline • 
Career Tracks High Medium Low 

Training germane to job? • 
Yes, strong Not strong 

Personal commitment? • 
Public: Public: Non- Private 
Elected elected 

Sector dominance career • 
75% 50% 25% minimal 

Proportion of career • spent working on other 
country 
Background Yes, mostly Yes, some No, few are No, very rare 

are 
Hispanic? 

Good Mixed Poor 
Opposite language skills • 

Yes Mixed No 
Familiarity with other • ide? s . 

Served as educator, trainer, • or public opinion informer? 

• = Dominant response cell (60%+ of responses) 

0 =Minor but significant response cell (20-25% of responses) 
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TRANSPORT ARENA-TEXAS 

Gender Males Females 

• 
Education Bachelor's Master's Beyond 

Level • 
Private Public Mixed 

Sector (public/private) 0 • 
Public Business Law Humanities/ Science & Planning 
Admin. Admin. Liberal Arts Em~in. 

Arena/discipline 0 0 0 

Career Tracks High Medium Low 
Training germane to job? • 

Yes, strong Not strong 
Personal commitment? • 0 

Public: Public: Non- Private 
Elected elected 

Sector dominance career • 0 

75% 50% 25% minimal 
Proportion of career 0 0 

spent working on other 
country 
Background Yes, mostly Yes, some No, few are No, very rare 

are 
Hispanic? • 0 

Good Mixed Poor 
Opposite language skills • 0 

Yes Mixed No 
Familiarity with other • 0 

side? 

Served as educator, trainer, • or public opinion informer? 

• =Dominant response cell (60%+ ofresponses) 

0 =Minor but significant response cell (20-25% of responses) 
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TRADE AND COMMERCE - TEXAS 

Gender Males Females 

Education Bachelor's Master 's Beyond 
Level 

Private Public Mixed 
Sector (public/private) • 

Public Business Law Humanities/ Science & Planning 
Adm in. Admin. Liberal Arts EnKin. 

Arena/discipline • 
Career Tracks High Medium Low 

Training germane to job? • 
Yes, stronK Not stronK 

Personal commitment? • 
Public: Public: Non- Private 
Elected elected 

Sector dominance career • 
75% 50% 25% minimal 

Proportion of career 
spent working on other 
country 
Background Yes, mostly Yes, some No,feware No, very rare 

are 
Hispanic? 

Good Mixed Poor 
Opposite language skills • 

Yes Mixed No 
Familiarity with other • side? 

Served as educator, trainer, 
or public opinion informer? 

• = Dominant response cell (60%+ of responses) 

O =Minor but significant response cell (20-25% of responses) 
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TRADE AND COMMERCE - MEXICO 

Gender Males Females 

• 
F.ducation Bachelor's Master's Beyond 

Level • 
Private Public Mixed 

Sector (public/private) • 
Public Business /Aw Humanities! Science & Planning 
Admin. Admin. Liberal Arts EnKin. 

Arena/discipline • 
Career Tracks Hi!!h Medium Low 

Training germane to job? • 
Yes, stronf! Not stronf! 

Personal commitment? • 
Public: Public: Non- Private 
Elected elected 

Sector dominance career • 
75% 50% 25% minimal 

Proportion of career • spent working on other 
country 
Background Yes, mostly Yes, some No,feware No, very rare 

are 
Hispanic? • 

Good Mixed Poor 
Opposite language skills • 

Yes Mixed No 
Familiarity with other • side? 

Served as educator, trainer, • or public opinion informer? 

• =Dominant response cell (60%+ of responses) 

0 = Minor but significant response cell (20-25% of responses) 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE - TEXAS 

Gender Males Females 

• 
F..duc:ation Bachelor's Master's Beyond 

Level • 
Private Public Mixed 

Sector (public/private) • 
Public Business I.aw Humanities/ Science & Planning 
Admin. Admin. Liberal Arts Eng in. 

Arena/discipline • 
Career Tracks High Medium Low 

Training germane to job? • 
Yes, strong Not strong 

Personal commitment? 0 0 

Public: Public: Non- Private 
Elected elected 

Sector dominance career • 
75% 50% 25% minimal 

Proportion of career • 
spent working on other 
country 
Background Yes, mostly Yes, some No,feware No, very rare 

are 
Hispanic? • 

Good Mixed Poor 
Opposite language skills • 

Yes Mixed No 
Familiarity with other • UJe? s . 

Served as educator, trainer, • 
or public opinion informer? 

• =Dominant response cell (60%+ of responses) 

0 =Minor but significant response cell (20-25% of responses) 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE - MEXICO 

Gender Males Females 

• Cl 

Education Bachelor's Master's Beyond 
Level • 0 

Private Public Mixed 
Sector (publidprivate) • 

Public Business Law Humanities/ Science & Planning 
Ad min. Admin Liberal Arts EnKin. 

Area/discipline 0 0 

Carrer Tracks HiRh Medium Low 
Training germane to job? • 0 

Yes, stronR Not stronR 
Personal commitment? D 0 

Public: Public: Non- Private 
Elected elected 

Sector dominance career • 
75% 50% 25% minimal 

Proportion of career spent • 0 
workinR on other country 
Background Yes, mostly Yes, some No, few are No, very 

are rare 
Hispanic? • 

Good Mixed Poor 
Opposite language skills • D 

Yes Mixed No 
Familiarity with other • D 

side? 

Served as educator, 0 0 
trainer, or public opinion 
infonner? 

• =Dominant response cell (60%+ of responses) 

0 =Minor but significant response cell (20-25% ofresponses) 
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ENVIRONMENT - TEXAS 

Gender Males Females 

• a 

Education Bachelors Masters Beyond 
Level • • a 

Private Public Mixed 
Sector (public/private) • 

Public Business Law Humanities/ Science & Planning 
Adm in. Admin. Liberal Arts EnJ!in. 

Arena/discipline • a 

Career Tracks HiJ!h Medium Low 
Training germane to job? • a 

Yes, Not strong 
stronJ! 

Personal commitment? a • 
Public: Public: Non- Private 
Elected elected 

Sector dominance career • a 

75% 50% 25% minimal 
Proportion of career a • spent working on other 

country 
Background Yes, Yes, some are No,feware No, very rare 

mostly 
Hispanic? • 

Good Mixed Poor 
Opposite language skills • 

Yes Mixed No 
Familiarity with other • side? 

Served as educator, trainer, • or public opinion informer? 

• =Dominant response cell (60%+ of responses) 

0 =Minor but significant response cell (20-25% of responses) 
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ENVIRONMENT - MEXICO 

Gender Males Females 
CJ CJ 

Education Bachelor's Master 's Beyond 
Level • CJ 

Private Public Mixed 
Sector (public/private) • 

Public Business Law Humanities! Science & Planning 
Adm in. Adm in. Liberal Arts En/fin. 

Arena/discipline CJ D 

Career Tracks High Medium Low 
Training germane to job? CJ CJ CJ 

Yes, strong Not strong 
Personal commitment? • CJ 

Public: Public: Non- Private 
Elected elected 

Sector dominance career • 
75% 50% 25% minimal 

Proportion of career CJ CJ CJ 
spent working on other 
country 
Background Yes, mostly Yes, some No, few are No, very rare 

are 
Hispanic? • 

Good Mixed Poor 
Opposite language skills • 

Yes Mixed No 
Familiarity with other • side? 

Served as educator, trainer, • or public opinion informer? 

• =Dominant response cell (60%+ of responses) 

0 =Minor but significant response cell (20-25% ofres~onses) 
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TEXAS LEGISLATIVE ARENA 

Gender Males Females 

• 
Education Bachelor's Master's Beyond 

Level • 
Private Public Mixed 

Sector (public/private) • 
Public Business Law Humanities/ Science & Planning 
Admin. Admin. Liberal Am EnRin. 

Arena/discipline 0 • 
Career Tracks HiRh Medium Low 

Training germane to job? 

Yes, stronR Not strong 
Personal commitment? • 

Public: Public: Non- Private 
Elected elected 

Sector dominance career • 
75% 50% 25% minimal 

Proportion of career • spent working on other 
country 
Background Yes, mostly Yes, some No.few are No, very rare 

are 
Hispanic? • 

Good Mixed Poor 
Opposite language skills • 

Yes Mixed No 
Familiarity with other • side? 

Served as educator, trainer, • or public opinion informer? 

• = Dominant response cell ( 60%+ of responses) 

0 =Minor but significant response cell (20-25% ofresponses) 
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Appendix C. Legislative Methodology 

Selection of Congresses: Mexico 

Our research on the attitudes and perceptions held by Mexican legislators about 
intergovernmental relations between Mexico and Texas encompassed the legislative 
institutions of four states as well as the national Congress. The states-Guanajuato, 
Tabasco, San Luis Potosi, and Nuevo Le6n-were chosen for a variety of reasons, 
including geographical, political, economic, and social factors. In order to produce as 
accurate a reflection of Mexico in its entirety as possible, we selected states that we felt 
best represented the diversity present in modem Mexico. At the same time, we 
intentionally avoided states that were obvious outliers on the political or economic scales. 
Chiapas, for example, was not included in our sample set because it is one of the poorer 
and more politically unstable states. 

The geographic spread of our sites is self-evident. Only one state, Nuevo Le6n, shares a 
border with Texas. At the other end of the map, Tabasco, one of the southernmost 
Mexican states, lies hundreds of miles from Texas. The remaining states, Guanajuato and 
San Luis Potosi, as well as the Federal District, home to the national Congress, are 
located in the central region of the country. All of the legislatures, except that of Tabasco 
and the national Congress, represent land-locked territory. 

The political compositions of the five legislatures are illustrative of the changing political 
landscape of Mexico because of their particular political and economic environments. 
Guanajuato, whose governor is a high-profile Panista with designs on the presidency, 
boasts one of the only state legislatures in Mexico in which no single party holds a 
majority of the seats. The PAN has a firmer grip in Nuevo Leon, holding both the 
governorship and an absolute majority in the congress. The PRI has majorities in 
Tabasco and San Luis Potosi. 

When viewed collectively, Nuevo Leon, Guanajuato, San Luis Potosi, and Tabasco 
provided us a microcosm of the larger country in which to conduct our research. 
However, given the strong federalist system that defines the relationship between the 
national and the state governments, research on legislative attitudes toward Texas would 
be incomplete without data from the national Congress. Despite the recent trend toward 
decentralization in Mexico, there is no doubt which level of government reigns supreme. 
The political systems remain hierarchical, dominated by strong presidentialism and 
federalism. The supremacy of the national government, coupled with the first plural 
lower house in the history of modem Mexico, made the inclusion of the national 
Congress within the sample set indispensable. 
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Selection of Interviewees Mexico 

During our field visit to Mexico, time constraints restricted the number of interviews that 
we were able to conduct. Despite numerous attempts to schedule interviews with deputies 
before arriving in Mexico, the selection of our subjects was determined largely by timing. 
Within a span of two weeks, we met with deputies and legislative staff at the national 
Congress, located in Mexico City, as well as in the states of Tabasco, Guanajuato, and 
San Luis Potosi. Dividing our time between four locations meant that we were not 
always able to work around the schedules of the deputies, and therefore missed some 
opportunities for interviews. For example, at the national Congress, a last-minute 
rescheduling of the legislative recess meant that only a small number of deputies were 
available for interviews during the few days that our group was in Mexico City. 

Nevertheless, the deputies and staff with whom we had the opportunity to meet were 
generally very receptive to us. Most of the individuals whom we interviewed in Mexico 
responded voluntarily to previous inquiries, either through a letter of introduction or a 
telephone call. This process of self-selection allowed us to assume that our subjects felt 
that they had opinions relevant to the Texas-Mexico relationship. Similarly, we knew 
prior to conducting the interviews that the people with whom we spoke were amenable to 
the interview subject and format. 

Not surprisingly, we found that state legislators in Mexico are much more accessible than 
their counterparts at the federal level. For example, in Villahermosa, the capital of 
Tabasco, we walked into the main legislative building, told the receptionist who we were, 
and were promptly taken to our round table discussion. Access to the national Congress 
was somewhat more restricted, and many of the diputados were on vacation the day we 
came to interview. 

Accessibility was a relatively important criterion in the selection of the legislatures 
visited. Personal contacts held by members of our research team and the directors of the 
project, Drs. Ward and Rodriguez, led us to believe that we would have a better chance of 
securing interviews with deputies in several of the states. This was more evident at the 
national congresses than the state congresses, however. Accessibility at the state level 
was possible because we called ahead for appointments. 

Selection of Interviewees-Texas 

Our methodology consisted of three main steps: 

We first sent a letter to all 181 Texas legislators inviting them to participate in our 
research on the nature of intergovernmental relation between Texas and Mexico. Out of 
those 181 letters, 41 were returned to us, 15 of which notified us of interest in 
contributing to our project. We then phoned these 15 offices which had answered 
positively to our invitation and asked their legislative staff to answer some basic 
questions on legislators. The purpose of our inquiries was to find if legislators spent a 
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significant amount of time on relevant matters involving Mexico. With the material 
gathered through our own personal research and conversations with legislative aides, we 
decided to interview three legislators who had replied to our invitation letter. 

Moreover, we realized that other legislators who had not responded to our initial letter 
had substantial involvement with Mexico. We targeted four of those legislators and 
interviewed them. 

Additionally, throughout our conversations with legislators and legislative staff, we 
obtained a certain number of referrals to other legislators. We interviewed one legislator 
through this referral process. To summarize, our information was gathered through 
interviews with three self-selected, four targeted, and one legislator who was referred to 
us by a fellow legislator. 

Talking Points-Mexico 

Though the wording of the questions changed from one interview to the next, the 
meaning of the questions was constant throughout all 15 interviews. We asked questions 
pertaining to six major areas of interest: 

1. Nature of contact: was it formal or informal? How did legislators interact with Texas 
or the United States? 

2. How is Mexico or their state's relationship with Texas different from its relationship 
with other states in the United States? 

3. In terms of legislative process and resources, what are the major differences between 
the legislator's state or Mexico, and Texas or the United States? 

4. What is the legislator's opinion on NAFfA? Sierra Blanca? 

5. What are the legislator's comments on possible imbalances between the legislator's 
state and Texas, or Mexico and the United States. 

6. What perceptions or misperceptions pervade relations between Texas and Mexican 
states; between Mexico and the United States? 

These six areas of interest are based on the areas of interest outlined in the research 
survey designed for bureaucratic agencies in the Mexican and Texan governments. 

In respect for academic ethics, it is imperative to note that these questions could not be 
asked objectively. Several factors impeded the objectivity of the questions and the 
answers we collected, including the interviewer panel, the state of mind of the 
participants, and the word choices used to ask the questions. Most notably here, we 
found that questions two, five, and six led the interviewee to certain preconceived 
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conclusions about Texas-Mexico relations. In particular, question six assumes that the 
interviewee believes perceptions and misperceptions pervade Texas-Mexico relations, 
and asks simply what those perceptions are. 

Fifteen interviews were conducted in total: four by phone, and 11 in the deputies' 
congressional offices in Mexico. By interview panel we refer to the people participating 
in the interview either by taking notes or asking questions. Of the 15 interviews, a panel 
of a Mexican male and two Anglo-American females conducted six interviews in 
Guanajuato and one in San Luis Potosi. In a Guanajuato interview, only the Mexican 
male conducted the session. In the Tabasco group, a panel of one Mexican male, an 
Anglo-American female, and an Anglo-American male conducted the interview, with the 
Mexican taking a lead role in the formalities and questions. In the D.F., the Mexican 
male and the Anglo-American females conducted one interview, while in a second, all 
four of the interviewers, with the Mexican at the forefront, participated. Of the telephone 
interviews, the Anglo-American male placed two calls to diputados in Nuevo Le6n, while 
Anglo-American females conducted the telephone interviews in San Luis Potosi and 
Mexico City. 

Our composition as interviewers affected the type of response we received. Across the 
board, the interviewees' reaction to citizenship status is noteworthy for this project. One 
member, as indicated above, is a Mexican citizen who is studying for a short time at the 
University of Texas at Austin. Upon discovering that this member is a Mexican citizen, 
raised in Mexico, and not a Mexican American, raised in the United States, diputados 
immediately changed the tenor of their answers and of the interview in general. Overall, 
but not always, they appeared more comfortable sharing information with us when they 
knew that they were talking to a "paisano." 

We noticed that when the interviewer panel was composed of two different nationalities, 
which was the case in 60 percent of the interviews, the interviewee on average directed 
defensive comments toward the American interviewers. Informative comments were 
directed toward all members of the interview panel. For example, during the group 
session in Tabasco, the leader of the diputados gave the group an overview of the state's 
legislative system. After the major part of the question session, the two Americans on the 
panel answered questions about the Clinton-Lewinsky scandal and the December 1998 
attack on Iraq. The group session itself was also a rare interview style. It was only used 
in Tabasco, where it was organized by the president of the Congress and not the 
interviewers. The group style influenced answers to some of our questions. As 
researchers we fear that diputados, aware of political alliances and friendships in the 
room, may have been afraid of giving a ''wrong answer." 

Only once did the interviewer panel consist of one Mexican citizen. This does not 
provide us with enough information to conclude that the reaction to this interviewer panel 
would be consistent in other similar interviews. ·Nonetheless, we mention this 
interviewer panel because of the interesting reaction in comparison to other interviewer 
panels. The legislator in this panel was incredibly forthcoming once the Americans left 
the room. He yelled and used foul language to describe Americans and the United States. 
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The legislator spoke to the interviewer, the Mexican citizen, like an angry parent warning 
of danger. We do not have enough information or enough similar interviews to deduce 
the reasons for the diputado 's reaction. 

Only once did the interviewer panel consist of two Anglo-American females. Again, this 
does not provide us with enough information to conclude that the reaction to this 
interview panel would be consistent. The diputado referred a great deal during the 
interview to women and indigenous women, in particular, as minority voices involved in 
politics through his party. He noted that these were voices that were previously silenced 
by the political system in Mexico. The diputado could have been saying this because the 
interview panel was strictly female, or because he simply felt like talking about women 
and minority voices in politics, or both. 

Telephone interviews were always conducted by only one individual. They were less 
informative, overall, and the diputados had difficulty understanding the underlying 
meaning of our questions. Though there were only four telephone interviews, we believe 
the diputados were unclear about who they were talking to, and therefore less receptive to 
the project and our questions. 

Talking Points-Texas 

A brief description of the talking points, used in lieu of the formal questionnaire, follow 
below: 

1. Roughly what percentage of your professional time is spent on intergovernmental 
relations with Mexico? (Although we were rarely given an actual percentage this 
question enabled us to gauge the degree of Texas legislators' involvement with 
Mexico.) 

2. What is the general nature of contact that you or your office has with officials or their 
offices across the border? 

3. Name and position of contact and counterparts? 

4. In terms of governmental and policy-making processes, what are the most common 
negative/positive perceptions held in Texas about Mexico? 

As is evident, the talking points for the.respective subgroups (Texas-Mexico) within the 
legislative arena were substantially similar in form and content. 
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Appendix D. The Border Governors' Conference-the First 
Step in Texas-Mexico Intergovernmental Relations 

Post-NAFfA intergovernmental relations between Texas and Mexico have been 

influenced by the Border Governors' Conference, the first formal and institutionalized 
venue for intergovernmental relations between the ten states along the U.S.-Mexico 

border. 

Each year since 1980, 1 the governors have met to wrestle with the issues binding and 
dividing their states. Trade, tourism, and environmental management are thoroughly 
discussed; topics of federal jurisdiction such as immigration and drug control are 
addressed as well. While some have questioned the conference's degree of influence on 
public policy, and the appropriateness of state involvement in foreign affairs, others have 

praised the conference for maintaining opportunities for communication and cooperation 
in the midst of sometimes intransigent U.S.-Mexico relations. 

The conference has its roots in the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 

1965 (Title V), intended to foster economic development in Appalachia. In 1975 Jim 
Wright (D-Texas) amended Title V to allow counties along the U.S.-Mexico border to 
lobby federal authorities with "one voice." 2 President Gerald Ford signed the legislation 
into law on December 31, 1975. In June 1976 the four U.S. border governors sent a 
petition to Commerce Secretary Elliott Richardson declaring their intent to form a 
commission under the new legislation. The result was the Southwest Border Regional 
Commission (SWBRC), administered by the Department of Commerce. 3 

Title V legislation did not empower regional authorities to interact with foreign 
governments, but diffusive border problems begged for the Mexican states' cooperation if 
the commission was to meet its goal of border development. The official Border 
Governors' Conference (BGC) history credits Arizona governor Bruce Babbitt for 

proposing a binational governors' forum while the four U.S. governors were at a 1979 
SWBRC meeting.4 Other sources credit Texas governor William P. "Bill" Clements with 
the idea of including the Mexicans. Whoever the instigator, the other three governors 
quickly endorsed the idea, and for the rest of 1979, possibilities for a binational meeting 
were discussed. 

In early 1980 Governor Clements-who had already met with several of the governors 
from the four Mexican states bordering Texas--met with Governor Alfonso Martinez 

Dominguez of Nuevo Leon, who agreed to act as intermediary between the Mexican 

border governors and the Mexican president. Without President Jose L6pez Portillo's 
permission, the Mexican governors could not participate in an across-the-border forum. Jn 
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March 1980, Martinez and Clements met in Monterrey with Portillo and agreed the 

conference would take place in early summer, in El Paso or Juarez, with the agenda 

comprising the issues already proposed by the U.S. governors: energy, immigration, and 

drug trafficking. President L6pez Portillo formally granted his support, as did U.S. 

president Jimmy Carter via his special ambassador-at-large to Mexico, Robert Krueger 
(D-Texas). 

The first meeting convened in June 1980 in Ciudad Juarez, Chihuahua. The governors 

presented position papers on agriculture, twin plants, cultural exchanges, energy and 
commerce, tourism, and ecology and pollution. 5 There were some frreworks, mostly 

involving Governors Babbitt and Clements over Clements' energy and immigration 
proposals. Bob Krueger was critical of the meeting for including issues such as drug 
control, immigration, and pollution, which he said should be discussed by federal 
officials only. He suggested states could focus on education of immigrant children and 
health matters. 6 At the conclusion of the meeting, it was clear no problems, either of state 
or federal jurisdiction, had been resolved. Clements' response was that setting a precedent 
of cross-border communication made the meeting itself an accomplishment. Governor 
Bruce King of New Mexico maintained it was entirely appropriate for the states to 
discuss the issues and lobby their federal governments into action "on policies agreed to 
first at the state level."7 

But the SWBRC itself was short-lived. All the Title V regional commissions were 
abolished by the Reagan administration four months after the June 1980 binational 
conference. Enough funds remained for four more meetings. To handle the monies, a 
nonprofit Southwest Border Region Conference, Inc., was established by the U.S. 
governors. As these funds dwindled, it was unclear whether or not the governors would 
willingly pay for future meetings. But the abolishment of the regional border commission 
was seen by some as a step backward for U.S.-Mexico relations. Discontinuing the 
governors' forums would likely inspire more criticism. It was decided the meetings would 
continue, alternating between a Mexican state and a U.S. state, with the host state 
responsible for funding that year's meeting. Today, the U.S. states often rely on the 
private sector, while Mexican hosts are more likely to use public monies. 

Each governor employs a senior staff person, referred to at the meetings as the governor's 
representative, who attends several conference planning meetings throughout the year. 
The planning meetings alternate between a Mexican city and a U.S. site. The 

representatives also take turns at hosting duties, including selecting the conference site, 
smoothing out logistics, and compiling a postconference report. 

The governor's representative also works closely with the committee delegates from his 
or her home state. The committees, now called Working Tables, have evolved into one of 
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the most interesting features of the conference. The Working Tables at the 1998 meeting 

in Brownsville presented the results from a year of research on such topics as: border 

crossings, economic development, environment, and social development. The topics of 

the Working Tables are chosen by the governors and senior staff members according to 

what issues the governors feel should be addressed. Each state has at least one and 

sometimes up to four delegates per Working Table, for a conference maximum of ten 

delegates per state. The delegates are state agency executives responsible for 

implementing policy on the corresponding Working Table topic. For example, Texas 

volunteered to head the Border Crossings Working Table for the 1999 meeting; thus, the 

delegates researching the topic all year are from the Texas Department of Transportation. 

The delegate assignments will change annually as different states volunteer to host each 
Working Table. The agency heads are involved because of their expertise as well as the 

fact that they will be responsible for implementing any policy changes resulting from the 
meetings. 

All the state delegates to each Working Table meet throughout the year to discuss ways to 
achieve the governors' desires. Shortly before the annual meeting, the Working Tables 
meet with the governors' representatives to explain their recommendations and 
initiatives. The representatives then present the compiled recommendations of all the 
Working Tables to their respective governors. These recommendations, after the 
inevitable last-minute changes at the conference, become the Joint Declaration signed by 
all the attending governors or their representatives at the meeting's end. 

' 

The governors will also write letters to specific federal officials supporting or opposing to 
federal policies. For example, the governors requested U.S. secretaries of state to prevent 
the closings of U.S. consulates in Hermosillo and Matamoros in Mexico. The consulates 
were not closed. Letters are also sent to each nation's president urging each to support the 
growing free trade between the nations. For the past few years, letters to U.S. president 
Bill Clinton have requested the provisions of the North American Free Trade Agreement 
allowing transborder trucking be implemented. 

Traditionally, each meeting starts on a Thursday evening and runs through Friday 
afternoon. Most sessions are private and restricted to the governors, their representatives, 
and Working Table delegates. Dinner and lunch are usually "governors only," with even 
translators barred (no wives, representatives, or guests invited, according to the 1997 

agenda). 
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The Federal Role 

There was some unease in both nations' capitals when the idea of binational meetings 

between state governors was first proposed. Both the Mexican and the U.S. constitutions 

reserve foreign affairs powers to the federal governments. Yet the first meetings were 

funded by the U.S. Department of Commerce and supported by each nation's president. 

Perhaps to quell fears of subnational uprisings, many federal authorities from each nation 

were invited to the first meetings.8 Many federal officials attended in the early years

including Mexican president Jose L6pez Portillo, who attended the third meeting-and 
numerous ambassadors, secretaries of the treasury, and so on. But ten years after its 
inception, the number of attendees and the hoopla generated by federal participants 
seemed out of control. Nearly 1,300 came to Tucson in the early 1990s. A turning point 

came in 1995: the scheduled meeting in Chihuahua was canceled when only one U.S. 
governor planned to attend. In subsequent planning meetings, the governors' 
representatives pondered the reasons behind the lack of commitment. It became clear the 

meetings' appeal had waned as the logistical demands of scheduling-and paying for
the numerous participants overwhelmed the working nature of the meetings. The answer? 
Reduce the number of delegates to ten per state and eliminate all federal participation. 
But it was discovered the Mexican governors were not permitted to sign the Joint 
Declaration without an SRE official first approving the document. Thus at the 1996 Santa 
Fe meeting, the only federal representative allowed was from SRE. Since then, two 
federal observers are allowed at the planning meetings and the conferences: one from the 
Mexican SRE and one from the U.S. State Department.9 The host state has the right to 
invite other federal officials but typically these officials are from border or regional 
offices such as the International Boundary Water Commission, the Environmental 
Protection Agency, or the North American Development Bank; seldom is anyone from 
Washington, D.C., or Mexico City invited. The observer status of federal officials is 
enforced; they are allowed into the private sessions only if needed as a resource on a 
particular topic. There has never been any federal representation on the Working Tables. 

Accomplishments 

Whether or not the Governors' Conference has been responsible for specific policy 
improvements is difficult to trace. Certainly the governors lobbied their respective 
congresses to pass NAFfA, and NAFfA passed_. The consulates in Hermosillo and 
Matamoros were kept open; the price of laser visas for Mexican children under age 15 to 

enter the United States was reduced from $45.00 to $12.00 after the border governors 

lobbied U.S. authorities. 
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Since the conference was retooled after the 1995 cancellation, emphasis has been put on 

minimizing the number of recommendations and proposals in the Joint Declarations in 

order to focus whatever influence the governors have on the dearest topics. The 

declarations now serve as a blueprint against which the subsequent year's influence and 

accomplishments can be measured. 

After the first conference, Arizona governor Bruce Babbitt said, "Border relations are too 

important to leave to impersonal decisions in Washington and Chapultepec. The most 
significant accomplishment here was that for 100 years we have misunderstood each 

other and for the first time the six Mexican border governors and the American governors 

have sat down together. It's the beginning of an important and historical process."10 A 

1983 U.S. State Department report praised the conference: "[It] can count among its 
accomplishments the creation of an atmosphere of cooperation not visible elsewhere in 

our relations with Mexico, and a significant raising of public consciousness of problems 
along the border .... " 11 

There are no doubt intangible effects of border governors feeling free to contact one 
another directly as the need arises. But an obvious outcome is the establishment of a 
venue for intergovernmental relations between the Southwest states and Mexican states. 
The trickle-down effect of open communication at the top is evident throughout this 
research report. 

It is arguable that the participation of the Mexican governors in the Border Governors' 
Conference has led the Mexican federal government to recognize the role state 
governments can play in the policy process-within limits. True, before the annual 
meeting, the Mexican state governors still travel to Mexico City to meet with the federal 
officials, presumably to earn clearance or learn of restrictions on certain topics. But the 
willingness of the federal Mexican authorities to allow the states to represent themselves 
at the meetings has likely led the way for the states to represent themselves in other areas. 
As the governors began to act with authority on border issues, opportunities to participate 
in federal-level border negotiations opened up-for both the U.S. and Mexican states. For 
years the U.S. states were frustrated in attempts to participate in the EPA's Border XXI 
meetings. The Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission spearheaded the 
creation of the Ten-State Retreat for environmental officials from the U.S.-Mexico border 
states. Now the Mexican states are invited to even make recommendations to the Mexican 
federal authorities on environmental issues at Border XXI meetings. Mexican and U.S. 
states are also now invited to participate in the U.S.-Mexico binational meeting on border 

crossings. 
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Notes 
1 The cancellation of the 1995 meeting scheduled for Chihuahua, Mexico. proved to be a turning point in 

refining the goals and methods of the conference. More on that later. 

2 "Three Governors Back Border Aid." Dallas Morning News (March 21. 1976). 

3 The four U.S. governors at the time were Dolph Briscoe of Texas. Jerry Apodaca of New Mexico. Raul 

Castro of Arizona. and Edmund G. Brown. Jr .• of California. The SWBRC was one of eight Title V 

regional commissions around the United States. 

•First International Meeting of the Border Governors of the United States and Mexico. June 26-27. 1980. 

Ciudad Juarez. Chihuahua. 

s The Mexican governors were Roberto de la Madrid of Baja California. Samuel Ocafia Garcia of Sonora. 
Oscar Flores Tapia of Coahuila. Alfonso Martinez Dominguez ofNuevo Le6n, Enrique C3rdenas Gonz3les 

ofTamaulipas, and Manuel Bernardo Aguirre of Chihuahua. The U.S. governors were William P. 

Clements of Texas, Bruce King of New Mexico. and Bruce Babbitt of Arizona. Gov. Edmund G. Brown of 

California was represented by Gray Davis. 

6 Fred Bonavita, "U.S.-Mexico Governors' Meeting Convenes Today Amid Criticism," Houston Post 
(June 26, 1980). 

7 "Krueger Chides Meeting of U.S., Mexican Governors." Ft. Worth Star-Telegram (June 29, 1980). 

8 It is questionable whether or not federal officials' fears were put at ease while listening to Texas governor 

Bill Clements enthusiastically propose substantial changes to federal energy and immigration policies. 

Nevertheless, the meetings continue. 

9 The current federal observers to the BGC are David Randolph, U.S. Border Coordinator, Mexico desk. 
U.S. State Department, and Leonora Guerra, SRE for North America. 

10 "Krueger Chides Meeting of U.S., Mexican Governors." 

11 U.S. Department of State, Border Governors Conference -A State Level Foreign Policy Mechanism, by 

William Schmitt, Foreign Service Institute (~xecutive Seminar in National and International Affairs, 

Washington, D.C., 1982-83), Summary page. 
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Appendix E. A Brief Look at Constitutional Issues in the 
Conduct of Texas' Foreign Relations 

Is Texas violating the U.S. Constitution by establishing relations directly with Mexico? 
The answer: probably not. Despite the new reality of internationally active states, the law 
governing states and foreign relations is still largely unclear. 

The U.S. Constitution grants the federal government exclusive control over certain 
aspects of foreign affairs. Article I, Section 10, prohibits states from making treaties-this 
aspect of the law is indisputable. Often at the conclusion of meetings between Texas and 
Mexican officials, a document summarizing the proceedings is signed. Texas officials are 
careful to ensure such a document is never worded like a treaty nor called a treaty. 

But the Constitution also states: "No State shall, without the Consent of Congress ... enter 
into any Agreement or Compact with another State, or with a foreign Power. ... " 1 Does 
this mean Texas should seek congressional consent every time state officials sign a 
document with Mexican officials? No. Congress has declared that not all compacts 
require congressional consent; what matters is the state's intent behind the documents. 
The 74th and 88th congresses2 issued the following statement on the Constitution: 

The terms 'compact' and 'agreement' ... do not apply to every compact or 
agreement ... but the prohibition is directed to the formation of any combination 
tending to the increase of political power in the States which may encroach upon 
or interfere with the just supremacy of the United States. The terms cover all 
stipulations affecting the conduct or claims of states, whether verbal or written, 
formal or informal, positive or implied with each other or with foreign powers. 3 

Thus, as long as Texas is not deliberately trying to dominate Mexican relations, or 
forming a compact with the Southwestern U.S. states in order to override U.S. policy 
toward Mexico, Texas-Mexico intergovernmental relations are not likely to be seen as 
violating the Constitution. 

Were there a challenge to the Texas-Mexico connections, a court would likely let stand an 
agreement which did not implicate an important federal interest, says Jack Goldsmith of 
the University of Chicago School of Law.4 But separating domestic from foreign interests 
is not as simple as it once was. For some 200 years "foreign relations" has primarily been 
defined in terms of military and diplomatic affairs, unquestionably federal 
responsibilities. Today, foreign relations includes many issues in which the states are 
appropriately-and historically-involved. Trade, environmental management, 
transportation, criminal justice: all the issues researched in this report have grown out of 
Texas' domestic policy needs into issues of international import requiring binational 
cooperation. 
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Texas is operating within the context of U.S. policy, and the federal government 
acknowledges the appropriateness of state involvement in certain foreign-linked issues. 
The U.S. Department of Commerce has for decades enlisted the help of state and 
municipal governments in export support and in attracting foreign investment. The 
Environmental Protection Agency utilizes the Texas Natural Resources Conservation 
Commission to implement border environment policy. But the blurring of the lines 
between foreign and domestic issues raises questions of jurisdiction over domestic issues 
that involve foreign entities or have implications for foreign policy. 

There are many areas in which the states and federal government are both legally able to 
legislate; this is called concurrent jurisdiction. If the states legislate in a manner which 
Congress finds objectionable, the burden is on Congress to either prohibit or preempt 
state law. There is a doctrine called "foreign affairs preemption" by which courts will 
sometimes invalidate state actions that impinge on federal foreign relations interests. But 
if Congress has not acted in a certain legislative area, does this mean the states are free to 
act until preempted by Congress? And if the states are acting and Congress does not stop 
them, does this mean Congress has consented to the states' actions? The law in this area 
is unsettled and is developing case by case. 

In some cases, such as the unitary tax, politics plays a role in congressional failure to act. 
In the 1980s several states levied "unitary" taxes on multinational corporations (MNCs), 
which calculated a corporation's tax base on its profits as an entity, not just profits made 
in the state. Many MNCs objected and began lobbying Congress to end the practice. 
However, state delegations and the Reagan White House were reluctant to pursue the 
issue. Thus Congress considered but failed to outlaw the state practice. Unsatisfied with 
the political inaction, Barclays Bank of London pursued a court case against California, 
the largest state to employ the unitary tax calculation. In June 1994 the U.S. Supreme 
Court ruled California had the right to levy a unitary tax and that Congress should make 
such a tax illegal if it did not like the practice. 

There are two interpretations of this case. One is that California's actions-in the absence 
of U.S. policy--caused a foreign relations controversy and thus the states' use of the 
unitary tax should have been preempted, given federal preeminence in foreign affairs. 
But, Congress could not agree whether or not to preempt the states. Thus another possible 
interpretation of the case holds that congressional failure to act can be construed as de 
facto consent for the states to act in the absence of congressional action. 

In the future, congressional inaction of the type seen in the unitary tax case could become 
more common; after all, Congress is composed of state delegations with a strong interest 
in the domestic welfare of their states, states whose well-being is now inextricably 
intertwined with that of foreign actors. 

Another wrinkle arises when states and even cities are unwilling to support presidential 
administrations on a particular foreign policy. In the 1980s many states raised moral 
objections to South Africa's apartheid government and enacted sanctions against 
companies with business interests there. In this case, the federal government had not 
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acted, did not restrict the states, and subsequently enacted its own sanctions which helped 
to end South African apartheid. In the face of congressional inaction, the states acted, and 
in so doing pressured the federal government into action. 

But in a more recent sanctions case, a U.S. district court judge found the state of 
Massachusetts' sanctions against Myanmar (Burma) unconstitutional on the basis of 
interference in federal authority to regulate foreign affairs. In this case, the National 
Foreign Trade Council, a private group, challenged the law on the basis that it restricted 
free trade and thereby hurt businesses. The case is on appeal. 

The scope of the doctrine of foreign affairs preemption is unsettled, as the two very 
different outcomes in the Barclays Bank case and the Myanmar case attest. Any lawsuit 
brought against a state action requires a plaintiff with standing in the case; that is, one 
who can claim the state's actions have caused harm. It is doubtful that any policies which 
Texas develops to increase good relations with Mexico could be proven to harm Texas 
citizens. 

A challenge to Texas intergovernmental relations with Mexico is unlikely as long as the 
nature of the state's activities remain focused on finding nonbinding, cooperative 
solutions to what are essentially domestic problems shared with Mexico. But as the nature 
of foreign relations becomes more state-oriented, the law governing state-foreign 
relationships is bound to evolve in unforeseen ways. 5 
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Notes 

'Article I, Section 10, states: "No State shall enter into any Treaty, Alliance, or Confederation; grant 

Letters of Marque and Reprisal; .. .. No State shall, without the Consent of the Congress, lay any Imposts or 

Duties on Imports or Exports, except what may be absolutely necessary for executing its inspection 

Laws .... No State shall, without the Consent of Congress, lay any Duty of Tonnage, keep Troops, or Ships 

of War in time of Peace, enter into any Agreement or Compact with another State, or with a foreign Power, 

or engage in War, unless actually invaded, or in such imminent Danger as will not admit of Delay." 

2 
The 74th Congress met from 1935-1936; the 88th from 1963-1964. 

3 Senate Document 39, 88thCongress, lst Session, pp. 416-419. 

•Telephone interview by Julie Blase with Jack Goldsmith, Professor, University of Chicago School of 

Law, April 29, 1999. 

5 For further reading, see Jack L. Goldsmith, "Federal Courts, Foreign Affairs, and Federalism," Virginia 

Law Review, vol. 83, no. 8 (November 1997); Barry Friedman, "Federalism's Future in the Global 

Village," Vanderbilt Law Review, vol. 47, no. 5 (October 1994); and Earl H. Fry, The Expanding Role of 

State and Local Governments in U.S. Foreign Affairs (New York: Council on Foreign Relations, 1998); 

Louis Henkin, Foreign Affairs and the U.S. Constitution, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), Chapter 

VI. 
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