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ABSTRACT 

The regulation of people and products moving 

between the United States and Mexico, most visible along 

their 2,000-mile-long boundary/ also depends on the 

complementary function of a series of border zones. 

Located adjacent to the boundary, they form part of each 

country's administrative attempts to balance national 

interests and the particular needs of the border area. 

The boundary, limit of national sovereignty, allows a 

certain degree of interaction; border zones, while 

broadening the area of contact, impose some limitations 

upon it. 

The form and function of border zones have varied 

over time, just as administration of the boundary has 

adjusted to change. Since residents of northern New 

Spain met participants of American westward expansion, 

the two central governments have used border zones to 

impose restrictions on the interchange. Mexico has 

feared its northern neighbor's territorial ambitions and 

economic power. Immigration and drugs from Mexico 

concern the United States. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Once considered inhospitable or uninhabitable by 

citizens from both countries, the area now separated by 

the United States-Mexico border has become a magnet of 

settlement. Twin-cities dot the international boundary 

where before few signs of human activity marked the 

barren landscape. Residents go about their daily 

routine, seemingly unaware that an elaborate 

administration keeps track of the back and forth 

movement across the line. These cities thrive, 

paradoxically, despite official efforts to limit the 

interaction of citizens of one side with the other. 

Maintaining the division between people who are 

drawn together by common motives or joined by kinship 

and friendship does not depend solely on official 

vigilance of the boundary line that separates them. 

Recognition and management of the contact between the 

two countries incorporates an overlapping pattern of 

border zones that extends into the interior of each 

country. The boundary and the border zones work 

together to regulate the flow of goods and people. The 

borderline, despite its function of keeping people 

apart, allows interaction; border zones establish a 

wider limit for the international exchange. 
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The purpose of this study is to examine the roles 

of border zones, as complementary to the international 

boundary, in regulating the communication that takes 

place. The thesis to be tested is that both countries 

have used border zones to regulate that which each seems 

to fear most from its neighbor. Mexico, as the "weaker" 

country, has relied on border zones since the nineteenth 

century to control the movement of products from the 

United States. As the border population increased at 

the turn of the century, the United States began to 

implement its own zones to control the movement of 

people. Mexico has been preoccupied with economic 

domination; for the United States, undocumented 

immigration and illegal drug trafficking are the major 

concerns. Both governments also recognize the 

desirability of interaction between their border 

populations and strive for a balance between national 

priorities and particular needs at the border. 

1.1 Common interests overlap at the boundary 

The 2,000-mile boundary between the United States 

and Mexico separates rich from poor, Anglo culture from 

Latin American, and centralized political rule from a 

system of greater state and local authority. A result 

of divergent historical, social, political, and economic 

developments, this border is unusual because the 
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contrasts seem greater than elsewhere in the world 

(Parsons 1973, 17). Yet this border, like others, has 

its allure. In a "foreign" country, visitors anticipate 

the unusual, the exotic, and what is unattainable at 

home. Without such contrasts, when life across the 

border is much like our own, there is little incentive 

to explore the understood. The boundary accentuates the 

differences; consequently, the contrasts stimulate the 

degree of interaction. 

Cultural, historical and linguistic similarities at 

international boundaries seem to reduce the need for 

elaborate border management; the opposite is true when 

such differences are notable. It is no coincidence, 

perhaps, that the level of transboundary cooperation 

between Canada and the United States is greater than it 

is between the United States and Mexico (Alper 1986, 

120). It is easier to share and administer a boundary 

that divides similar linguistic, cultural, economic, and 

political systems. 

Even though events have sometimes suggested 

otherwise, two very different ways of life generally 

carry on peaceably at the United States-Mexico border. 

No armies stand ready to repel an intrusion from the 

neighbor; however, invasions of more subtle forms do 

take place. Proximity brings greater exposure to the 
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other culture. Children in Mexico might cross the line 

to "trick-or-treat" during Halloween wearing a Batman 

mask; closeness to the border makes it easier to spend 

the Day of the Dead with relatives in Mexico decorating 

the grave of a family member. Yet despite the bonds of 

kinship and economic self-interest that unite many 

border communities, when a borderlander goes home from a 

visit or an errand on the other side, he or she faces at 

least the cursory inspection of government officials. 

The boundary and border zones ensure that the influence 

from each side and the interaction between them has 

limitations. 

Those who live in the area that straddles this 

boundary, because of daily contact with the other side, 

know a life different from that of their compatriots in 

the interior. Border residents cross back and forth to 

fulfill commonplace needs. They look for advantages in 

the quality or price of products and services which one 

side maintains, often temporarily, as a result of 

favorable exchange rates or other factors. U.S. border 

residents may look for bargains on medicine at drug 

stores in Mexico or have a tooth filled at a discount 

rate. Mexican nationals travel north for medical 

treatments not available at home. 
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Interaction across the boundary also makes life at 

the peripheries of the United States and Mexico 

different from life in the cores. Residents in the two 

heartlands have less contact with each other. At the 

peripheries, common interests and experience forge 

transnational links that transcend the international 

boundary, symbol of sovereignty and territorial unity 

imposed from the core. It is also the degree of mutual 

attraction based on differences that leads government to 

tighten or loosen its control at the boundary. Where 

life on the other side offers little attraction because 

of its similarity, border administration can relax. 

Asymmetry fosters greater control. 

Interaction between borderlanders also contrasts 

with diplomatic relations about the border area 

emanating from the national capitals. Border policies 

imposed from the core often clash with realities at the 

periphery. At times, a border policy meant to protect a 

national priority seems to work against the interests of 

borderlanders. At other times, borderlanders clamor for 

privileges viewed in the core of the country, or even a 

few miles from the border, as unfair concessions working 

against the national interest. Government, for its 

part, has recognized the special problems of life at the 
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fringe through programs and concessions that operate in 

border zones with defined geographic limits. 

1.2 Significance of border studies 

As population along the border has grown, so too 

has interest from scholars. When the earliest colonial 

explorations were undertaken in the sixteenth century, 

the area was nearly uninhabited; by 1980, a 400-mile-

wide belt spanning the boundary was home to more than 25 

million people (Martinez 1988, 125-6). The 

opportunities and challenges this presents has brought a 

response from scholars. Industrialization, 

urbanization, water allocation, pollution, 

infrastructure development and other issues have great 

implications for residents and visitors to the area and 

scholars have worked to explain the changing conditions. 

The growing body of research, much of it funded by 

governmental agencies, is one indication that the border 

area has become more important to both nations as 

settlement has increased. 

What constitutes the borderlands has been refined 

over time but never to universal agreement. The 

historian Herbert Eugene Bolton ([1921] 1970) has been 

credited with founding the school of research that would 

focus on the term he included in the title of his book: 

"Spanish borderlands." The borderlands, since Bolton, 
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have attracted the interest of scholars from many 

disciplines. Cumberland (I960, 4) prepared a 236-page 

bibliography on work in the field since Mexican 

independence. By the time an interdisciplinary 

symposium was convened in El Paso in 1974, scholarship 

in history, geography, sociology and anthropology, 

political science, and economics had accumulated an 

impressive bibliography that listed more than 500 

contributors, with much of the work completed since 

Cumberland's study (Stoddard 1975-76). 

Scholars attending the symposium felt, 

nevertheless, that much remained to be done. Historians 

had focused on the Spanish colonial past; social history 

and studies of administrative and legal institutions 

were missing (Almaraz 1975-6, 17-8). Geographers had 

studied isolated phenomenon'and ignored "more integrated 

regional analysis" (Gildersleeve 1975-6, 27). Sociology 

lacked a methodology to explore the "multilingual, 

multicultural, binational dimensions" present in the 

borderlands (Stoddard 1975-6, 52), and political 

scientists commonly overlooked the region, leaving such 

studies to other disciplines (Bath 1975-6, 66). In the 

field of economics, a need was identified for studies on 

the role of women in the workforce, on twin plants, on 
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the limits of border industrialization, and on 

environmental resource management (Taylor 1975-6, 74). 

Since the 1974 El Paso symposium, research has 

filled many of the gaps. Entire volumes were prepared 

just to classify and catalogue scholars and their work 

(Estudios Fronterizos 1982; Valk 1987; Jamail and 

Gutierrez 1990). The dynamics of migration (Cardoso 

1980; Jones 1982; Victoria Mascorro 1984) and industrial 

development at the border (Hansen 1981; Mendoza Berrueto 

1984) are now better understood. Individual studies of 

border twin cities have been completed {Martinez 1978; 

Hinojosa 1983; Pinera and Ortiz 1989) as have reports on 

efforts at transboundary cooperation (Sloan and West 

1977; Del Castillo 1986b; Duchacek 1986; Hansen 1986). 

Students of the region formed their own organization in 

the spring of 1976, the Association of Borderlands 

Scholars (Fronteras 1976), to share and publish their 

findings. The Journal of Borderlands Studies provided a 

forum for scholars to "more effectively communicate and 

integrate their concerns and research findings" 

(Stoddard 1986a, 18). 

1.3 The role of boundaries and border zones 

The challenge of studying this international border 

region, then, begins with determining its limits. 

Bolton's borderlands extended from California to Florida 
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and included "these Hispanic regions now in Anglo-

American hands" (1970 [1921], vii-viii). Geographer 

John House (1982, 56) chose a northern limit of those 

Texas counties in which more than 35 per cent of the 

population had Hispanic surnames. His southern boundary-

included the states of Chihuahua, Coahuila, Nuevo Leon, 

and Tamaulipas. Joel Garreau {1981, 221-8), a 

journalist, describes a MexAmerica that extends from 

Sacramento to the tip of the Baja Peninsula; from 

Houston to Tampico. Studies that rely on statistical 

analysis (Peach 1985; Tamayo and Fernandez 1983, 29) 

require data on a state, county or municipal level and 

so conceive of the region as a collection of 

governmental units. Mexican Customs defines a 200 

kilometer "zone of vigilance" (Tamayo and Fernandez 

1983, 30). U.S. case law has established a zone 

extending 100 air miles from the border for immigration 

enforcement (Santana 1975, 219). 

Some scholars (Weber 1982, 1992; Sepulveda 1983) 

have pursued research within Bolton's broad areal 

framework. Others have focused their attention on some 

aspect of the United States-Mexico borderlands, that 

area adjacent to the international boundary, in 

recognition that setting geographic limits for the area 

has been illusive. "The U.S.-Mexico border region is 
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not a single borderland but rather a composite of many," 

says Stoddard (1983, 4). 

As scholars have adopted no precise delimitation of 

the borderlands, they have opted for several definitions 

of the region. Stoddard's statement that "the entire 

binational zone should be treated as a common entity" 

(1983, 5) is among those which argue for a uniform 

border region that is different from either of the two 

countries and internally similar. Geographer Richard 

Nostrand (1983, 13) calls the border region "the Western 

Hemisphere's major zone of Anglo-Latin cultural 

convergence." Fernandez (1977, 155-6) writes that 

climatic similarity produces geographic unity and uneven 

development contributes to an economic identity. 

Other students propose a definition that, while 

accepting a degree of interaction across the boundary, 

rejects the notion of the border region as something 

separate from either country. Instead, they make a 

distinction between the line drawn on the map between 

two countries, the boundary, and the amorphous area of 

interaction between two cultures, the frontier. Semple 

(1911, 208) wrote long ago that any boundary is 

incapable of defining the limit of human or animal 

movement and hence cannot be a line, but only a zone. 

Later, Kristof (1959, 273) wrote that the boundary 
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separates one political unit from another; it is a 

separating factor. The frontier, on the other hand, is 

a "zone of transition" between two different ways of 

life; it is an integrating factor. The "borderline" 

represents the boundary where "the westward-moving U.S. 

frontier sheared off the northward-moving Hispanic 

frontier" (Pederson 1990). The frontier is that part of 

a whole in front of the rest, synonymous with borderland 

and the historical "march" (Kristof 1959, 269). 

Suggestions of give-and-take at the boundary, of a 

shifting balance between more open or closed access 

between the two sides, argue against a homogeneous 

definition of the border region. Researchers have 

agreed over time that the principal function of a 

boundary is to mark the limits of national sovereignty 

(Curzon 1907; Jones 1945, 12-3; Kristof 1959, 270; 

Prescott 1987, 80). . . [Sovereignty needs 

territory on which it is to be exercised, and a 

territory would appear useless for all practical 

purposes unless it was under some recognized 

sovereignty" (Gottmann 1973, 3). And with sovereignty 

comes the need to control the movement of people and 

goods (Boggs [1940] 1966, 10). 

Defense of sovereignty and protection of national 

markets are two boundary functions that are easily 
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understood. Mexican researcher Jorge Bustamante (1981, 

14) has noted that one of the reasons Mexico has paid 

and should pay close attention to the economic 

development of its northern border region is not because 

the border population is more important than that of the 

interior, but because in no interior region of the 

country is national sovereignty or independence more 

exposed to the domination of the United States than in 

the north. For Mexico, sovereignty, and the related 

concept of security, has been paramount since the loss 

of half the national territory in the 1846-8 war with 

the United States. President Ronald Reagan was making 

the same point when he said, "We've lost control of our 

own borders and no nation can do that and survive" 

(Newsweek 1984, 18) . 

If boundaries mark the limits of territory and keep 

peoples apart, border zones offer evidence that 

governments consider interaction across the boundary 

permissible, even desirable, as long as it does not 

interfere with the other priorities. Border zones 

embody the notion of gradations of interaction between 

the two sides. Contact is most intense at the boundary, 

less so in the zones adjacent to it, and gradually 

decreases as one moves toward the interior of each 

country. At the same time, the boundary's significance 
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as limit of sovereignty binding an area and a people 

together (Kristof 1959, 271) also properly extends to 

the function of precisely defined border zones as 

additional limits on interaction. 

1.4 Disadvantages at the periphery 

Many studies of international boundaries have found 

that the territorial peripheries of nations face several 

disadvantages, a result of both distance from the core 

and the disruptive nature of the boundary itself (House 

1980, 457-8; Hansen 1986, 33). Losch believed that 

border economies were limited by the contradictions 

between economic and political priorities. The former 

valued prosperity above all, kultur next, followed by 

power, and continuity. The nation-state ranked these 

same values in the reverse order (Losch 1954, 199, 448, 

quoted in Hansen 1986, 32-3). Hoover (1948, 216-8) 

noted that tariffs, paperwork, packaging, and limited 

crossings at borders all increased the expense of doing 

business. Boundaries can also diminish the size of 

markets for certain industries that produce exports, 

forcing them instead to rely more on domestic 

consumption (Hoover 1948, 221). 

As a restraint to borderlands development, distance 

from the core has been mentioned (Semple 1911, 230; 

Flores Caballero 1972, 167). In the case of Mexico's 
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northern border, this factor may have even more 

significance than elsewhere, given the long distance 

separating core from periphery and Mexico's political 

centralism, dating from the colonial period but 

extending to post-World War II industrial development 

policies which concentrated activity in those areas of 

greatest demand, i.e., central Mexico {Bravo Aguilera 

1981, 2: 526). In the absence of strong commercial ties 

between the border and the center, social ties between 

the two areas are also weakened, with a concurrent 

strengthening of commercial and social ties between 

commercial interests on the two sides of the northern 

boundary (Tamayo and Fernandez 1983, 117). 

While there is evidence to dispute the finding of 

boundary areas as disadvantaged (Hansen 1986, 36), the 

case of the U.S.-Mexico border is contradictory. 

Mexican borderlanders generally enjoy incomes above the 

national average, although the distribution of that 

income may be no more equal than the national average 

(Urquidi and Mendez 1975, 174). On the American side, 

borderlanders have lower per capita earnings and face 

increasing inequality in income distribution in 

comparison with the interior of the United States as one 

moves from west to east along the boundary (Peach 1985, 

77; Hansen 1981, 15). 
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In Europe, several states have negotiated frontier 

zones with their neighbors to provide customs privileges 

for border residents. Such zones, often ten kilometers 

in width from the boundary, have appeared on both sides 

of those borders (House 1980, 459}. Along the United 

States-Mexico border, it is important to note that zones 

of economic privilege have applied with rare exceptions 

only to the Mexican side. Perhaps this explains why 

Boggs ([1940] 1966, 57) believed that no such zones 

existed at this boundary. Economic weakness of the 

Mexican border region has contrasted with steadily 

growing prosperity on the U.S. side. This asymmetrical 

development precluded demands for such concessions on 

the American side until Mexican dependence on markets in 

the United States evolved into interdependence between 

the two sides. 

The same variation in the importance of border 

zones, when applied to the movement of people, shifts 

the focus to the American side of the boundary. The 

need for special zones to control Mexican immigration 

became more apparent when immigration surpassed 

politically tolerable levels in this century and calls 

were heard to address the purported loss of American 

jobs to Mexicans. This experience contrasts again with 

the European, where the European Economic Commission 
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approved zones twenty kilometers in depth for the 

movement of frontier workers between member states 

(House 1980, 459). 

The study of borders has also focused on the 

conflict commonly associated with international borders. 

Martinez (1988, 2) feels that while both nations have 

viewed the United States-Mexico border as a 

"troublesome" place, it is normal for borders remote 

from national centers to exhibit "independence, 

rebellion, cultural deviation, disorder, and even 

lawlessness." Bustamante (1979, 471) poses two notions 

that are worth considering in this regard: as social 

interaction at the border increases, so too will the 

potential for unstable relations; and, as the objectives 

of the social interchange broaden, so will the potential 

for social conflict. 

At the same time, however, periods of heightened 

tension at the U.S.-Mexican boundary have never 

escalated into the kind of rigid zonation that marked 

eastern European borders during the Cold War. Three- to 

five-kilometer security zones excluded all but local 

populations and police forces in the latter example. A 

further restricted zone adjacent to the boundary, 

measuring one-half to one kilometer in width, was 

cleared of all civilian population and buildings, and 
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was heavily fortified to enhance security (Kruszewski 

1986, 194-5). This intensity of boundary regulation was 

rarely attempted along the U.S.-Mexico border in the 

nineteenth century, perhaps because by the time the 

population had grown sufficiently to at least suggest 

the necessity of such control, diplomatic tensions 

between the two countries had waned. More recently, a 

renewed interest in security issues has rekindled the 

debate for making the boundary less porous (Rubinowitz 

1993, Ibarra 1993) . 

1.5 Degrees of Interaction 

Culture, history and race play roles in the 

differences seen in the management of borders and in 

determing what level of interaction is desirable. While 

ideological differences compelled the rigid separation 

of Europe between the end of World War II and the end of 

the Soviet Union four decades later, other factors were 

present. "We may lay down the rule that the greater, 

more permanent, and deep-seated the contrasts on the two 

sides of a border, the greater is its significance; and 

that, on this basis, boundaries rank in importance, with 

few exceptions, in the following order: racial, 

cultural, linguistic, and political. The less marked 

the contrasts, in general, the more rapid and complete 
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the process of assimilation in the belt of borderland" 

(Semple 1911, 229). 

A comparison between the administration of the 

northern and southern land boundaries of the United 

States offers evidence that the considerations offered 

by Semple are more accurate for the United States 

borders than they are for the Europeans', or that her 

ordering simply failed to predict the intensity of the 

ideological struggle in Europe after the second world 

war. Certainly, racial and cultural differences are 

less pronounced along the northern than the southern 

United States boundary and this in part explains more 

active management on the borderline with Mexico. Among 

others, Stoddard (1986b, 59) points out the role of 

racism in the difference between the relative ease with 

which Canadians cross the northern American boundary 

compared to Mexicans across the southern. 

Nevertheless, Boggs ([1940] 1966, 72-3) feels that 

the United States' two land borders function more simply 

and with less friction than almost any other border in 

the world, owing to "a gigantic flywheel" of harmonious 

operation that smoothes over the relatively few border 

incidents that occur; perhaps this understates the 

relative difference between the two cases. The 

implementation of border zones between Mexico and the 
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United States underlines the distinction that more 

intense management appears along less stable boundaries 

or along those boundaries that divide countries of 

relatively larger economic, social, and political 

differences. 

Just as relative gradations of control are imposed 

at the boundary and by the border zones that adjoin it, 

elements of each society permeate the other by degrees. 

Spanish and English are used interchangeably close to 

the border. Gradually the use of the second language 

diminishes as we move farther away from the boundary. 

American and Mexican radio broadcasts extend beyond the 

boundary until the signal gradually decays. In the 

interior of each country we may find traces of influence 

from the other country. Residents in Guadalajara watch 

a televised American baseball game on a Saturday 

afternoon; in Minneapolis, Americans order Mexican food 

at the ball park or the fast-food chain across the 

street. 

Since the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1848 and 

even earlier, both governments have developed many zones 

with precise geographical limits to control the movement 

of goods and people at and near the boundary (Fig. 1). 

The few examples offered here will be taken up in 

greater detail later. In the nineteenth century, Mexico 
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prohibited colonization within 20 leagues (52 English 

miles) of a foreign nation. A little later, Mexicans 

who lived in a Free Zone within 20 kilometers of the 

border paid lower tariffs for foreign goods than their 

compatriots further south. In the twentieth century, 

the United States imposed restrictions on the movement 

of Mexicans north of the boundary. "White card" holders 

are allowed to cross into the United States from Mexico 

to shop, yet they are only allowed to penetrate 2 5 miles 

beyond the border. 

Such specific geographic limitations attempt to 

impose the rigid concept of the boundary onto the 

amorphous frontier. These zones establish manageable 

limitations on the flow of people and products between 

the two countries, permitting controlled interaction 

across the boundary. This reflects a recognition by the 

two sovereign governments that the boundary is permeable 

and that only a graduated series of zones can provide 

flexible interchange between their territories. 

Officials know that rigid enforcement of the boundary, 

without providing zones for gradual transition, would 

result in frustration and failure, a point proven many 

times when tight control has been imposed. 

The point of contact for this interchange and also 

the point where administrators begin to filter and exert 
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control over the contact between the two countries is, 

of course, at the boundary. But the history of border 

management between the United States and Mexico also 

provides many examples of reliance on border zones to 

achieve similar objectives. The evidence supports the 

view that the borderline was inadequate for controlling 

the interaction between the two sides. Some borderline 

functions have even been displaced by border zones. The 

use of zones suggests an official acceptance that 

gradation characterizes the frequency and intensity of 

interaction across the border, that somehow the border 

is more important to Nogales than to Tucson, and more 

important there than it is to Phoenix (Pederson 1990). 

1.6 Organization and scope of study 

This study deals with the general concept of border 

zones as they apply to the entire U.S.-Mexico border. 

Proximity to Sonora makes examples from that stretch of 

the borderlands more accessible although no less 

illustrative. In many instances, however, localized 

problems between adjoining border states have been 

addressed by specific proposals. It is beyond the scope 

of this study to include them all. The movement of 

goods and people will serve as the central themes for 

the analysis. 
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The material is arranged by topic. The second 

chapter offers a brief history of early colonization 

efforts, reviews boundary formation after the Mexican-

American War of 1846-48, and touches on the subsequent 

adjustment to the new situation. Chapter three focuses 

on Mexico's Free Zone, established shortly after the 

boundary, as central to and representative of the 

discussion of controls on the movement of goods. 

Variations in the twentieth century allow a comparison 

and suggest continuity. 

Border zones relating to the movement of people is 

the topic of the fourth chapter. Both sides of the 

boundary are examined, from Mexican independence to the 

present day. Examples show how some border zones have 

aimed at preventing, controlling or channeling the 

activity of foreigners inside the other country. 

Chapter five examines the role that smuggling and 

corruption, common to all international boundaries, have 

played in the formation of zones to control both people 

and goods. 

The differences between the viewpoint of the center 

and the periphery, including several examples of 

coincident and competing interests, are analyzed in 

chapter six. The tension between those who stood to 

benefit from border zonation, and those who claimed 
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disci"imination, is examined as are several 

misconceptions that were used to attack the usefulness 

of the zones. The recent debate over building a bigger 

fence indicates the degree of complexity in public 

opinion over border management. 

The analysis of the movement of goods tends to 

dominate this report, perhaps because the need for 

controls on the movement of people was not an issue 

until the border population began its rapid increase at 

the end of the nineteenth century. The movement of 

goods also presupposes the participation of human 

agents. At times, the division of the material may 

appear arbitrary. For example, investment and cross-

border shoppers are included with zones controlling 

goods, not people. When a certain zonation could fit in 

two sections, an attempt was made to place it with 

similar material. 

The study of border zones presents an opportunity 

to study government regulation of interaction across the 

2,000-mile border between the United States and Mexico. 

The function of the boundary, to defend sovereignty and 

maintain separation between the two sides, is extended 

in precisely defined border zones into the broader 

frontier area. The borderline allows interaction; the 

border zone must impose some limitations upon it. 
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Border zones also offer a specific, limited, yet less 

ambiguous definition and delimitation of what 

constitutes these particular borderlands. An analysis 

of their functions provides a partial understanding of 

the shifting balance between segregation and integration 

that characterizes the challenge posed in the 

administration of any boundary. 
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2. DEVELOPMENT OF THE U.S-MEXICO BORDER 

A brief outline of settlement on Mexico's northern 

frontier helps explain the conditions that later 

encouraged the establishment of border zones along the 

boundary. Before the arrival of the first Europeans, the 

area was sparsely populated. Several indigenous groups 

were hunters and gatherers. Others practiced either a 

migratory slash-and-burn agriculture or established 

"small islands" of more sedentary settlement {West and 

Augelli 1989, 231). 

The northern frontier failed to attract much more 

than the curiosity of the first Europeans. The first 

exploration in the far north by Spanish conquistadors in 

the sixteenth century did not uncover the fabled mineral 

wealth that further south opened the important mining 

belt stretching from Zacatecas (1546) to Parral (1631). 

The next colonization efforts in the north began with the 

Spanish missionaries at the end of the sixteenth century 

in Sinaloa and Sonora; some ranchers and miners followed 

(West and Augelli 1989, 245). The eastern section of the 

present-day border region was not settled until the mid-

eighteenth century. Early missions did not prosper in 

Texas in the 1690s (Weber 1992, 213-4). Organized 

American settlement in the eastern region did not begin 

until the 1820s. 
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Indian hostility and isolation from central Mexico 

impeded the colonization efforts. An early example of 

the resistance that indigenous populations offered to the 

arrival of the Europeans was the destruction of colonies 

established in and around Santa Fe during the Indian 

rebellion of 1680 (Flores Caballero 1982, 32). The 

problems inherent in the north's isolation were 

considered so daunting that for a short period in the 

1770s the administration of the northern provinces was 

placed under a commandant general who, independent of the 

viceroy in Mexico City, reported directly to the king 

(O'Gorman 1966, 15-7). 

The line of Spanish forts or presidios, built to 

protect the frontier from the Indians and from potential 

invasions by other European powers, served as the de 

facto boundary of northern settlement stretching from 

Florida to California. A relative period of peace 

arrived at the end of the eighteenth century as Indians 

and Spaniards concluded that peace offered better 

prospects than continued warfare (Weber 1992, 234-5). 

2.1 Establishment of the U.S.-Mexico border 

The current boundary between the United States and 

Mexico originated in 1848 with the Treaty of Guadalupe 

Hidalgo. When Texas entered the Union as the twenty-

eignth state in 1845, the United States supported the 



36 

Texans' claim to the Rio Grande as the territorial limit; 

Mexico claimed the traditional western boundary of Texas 

at the Nueces River, 150 miles to the north (Zorrilla 

1965, 1:189; Schmitt 1974, 59). The Mexican-American War 

of 184 6-48 decided whose version would prevail. Mexico 

lost and the Rio Grande became the eastern half of the 

new international dividing line. Further west, the 

delimitation between New Mexico and Chihuahua was more 

problematic. The 1847 Disturnell map being consulted 

placed the location of El Paso and the Rio Grande north 

and east of their true locations (Martinez 1988, 14-20). 

A compromise reached in 1851 established that the line 

west from the Rio Grande would begin at a point 67 

kilometers above El Paso (House 1982, 28). From there 

the boundary followed successively, the southern and 

western boundaries of New Mexico (their positions were 

also in doubt), the Gila River to its confluence with the 

Colorado River, and a line to a point one marine league 

south of San Diego (Zorrilla 1965, 1:219-20). 

A later adjustment to this western section of the 

boundary, adding thirty thousand square miles to United 

States territory in exchange for $10 million, was set 

forth in the Gadsden Treaty of 1853 (Tardiff 1970, 2:441; 

Meyer and Sherman 1991, 353). This piece of land in what 

are today the states of Arizona and New Mexico contained 
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important agricultural land, mines, and a practical route 

for a transcontinental railroad line. The final boundary 

extended 100 miles directly west from the Rio Grande at 

the parallel of 31°47'; directly south to parallel 

31°20'; directly west to 111° of longitude; northwest to 

the Colorado River 20 miles below its confluence with the 

Gila River; up the middle of the Colorado to the 1848 

treaty line between Upper and Lower California; and west 

to the Pacific Ocean south of San Diego (Schmidt 1961, 

260). 

Effective demarcation came decades later. Passing 

through an area of rugged topography and rich mineral 

deposits, the boundary between Arizona and Sonora was the 

source of numerous controversies in the 1870s as citizens 

from both countries sought to have the boundary location 

resolved in their favor to exploit grazing and mineral 

resources (Zorrilla 1981, 27-87). Five years after the 

U.S. Congress approved a demarcation project for the 

western half of the boundary in March 1885, Customs 

officers complained that they could not identify the 

line, making apprehension of smugglers difficult (United 

States Department of State 1969, Nogales Despatch No. 34, 

25 April 1890). A project to re-mark the boundary was 

completed between 1891 and 1896 (Callahan 1932, 409). 

The meandering course of the Rio Grande impeded the 
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administration on the eastern section of the boundary 

into the 1960s as islands and sections of land (bancos) 

shifted from the jurisdiction of one side to the other 

(Martinez 1988, 26-9). 

The events of early 1848 signalled the realization 

of United States' ambitions to extend its territory from 

coast to coast. In February, Mexico signed the treaty 

ceding half its territory to its northern neighbor- Gold 

was discovered just a week earlier at Coloma, California, 

in the new American territory {Wyllys 1950, 103). These 

two events shaped the role that the new border between 

the two countries played in national development. The 

rush to the gold fields turned "the little rivulet of 

humanity trickling westward each season" into "a mighty 

torrent" (Dick 1941, 232). California gold drew 

thousands of settlers and launched its development as a 

national growth pole of economic activity. Opening a 

frost-free corridor for the flow of products and people 

between California and the rest of the country, the 

railroad route north of the new boundary was completed at 

Deming, New Mexico, in March 1881 (Riegel 1926, 188-9). 

Mexico's border region developed differently than if 

the new boundary had not cut off access to the potential 

riches of the north. Lacking the products and population 

to stimulate commercial contacts with the country's 
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center, as either source of raw materials or market for 

finished goods, the northern territory continued to be a 

backwater in the national development plan until the 

arrival of Porfirio Diaz. Various waves of settlers in 

the long history of the region had faced danger and 

difficulties, but for Mexicans the greatest challenges 

arrived when an international boundary divided what was 

before a scarcely inhabited frontier zone. 

2.2 Adjustment to the International boundary 

Mexicans who found themselves in the new United 

States territory faced an adjustment to different 

economic, cultural, and political realities. The Spanish 

and Mexican population north of the new boundary was the 

result of 200 years of colonization that had reached the 

Sabine River in Texas bordering on French Louisiana, 

Santa Fe, and northern California (West and Augelli 1989, 

244; Flores Caballero 1982, 32-4). Returning to Mexico 

guaranteed familiar cultural surroundings but fewer 

material comforts as the best agricultural lands lay 

north of the boundary and imports from the United States 

faced heavy duties in Mexico. 

An immediate concern for those living in the area 

after the war was choosing where to live in relation to 

the boundary. Mexicans living north of the boundary had 

one year after the signing of Guadalupe Hidalgo to make 
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up their minds to stay or move back to Mexico (Tardiff 

1970, 55). As many as 5,000 may have crossed back into 

Mexican territory all along the new boundary (Martinez 

1982, 26). Around 1850, for example, about 2,000 people 

from El Paso and New Mexico moved to the town of Mesilla 

in the belief that they were moving back into Mexico 

(Martinez 1988, 18). Unfortunately for their plans, the 

area was ceded to the U.S. under the Gadsden Treaty. 

Mexican historian Flores Caballero (197 6, 38) says 

that living north of the border did not mean severing 

familiar ties, given the dominant Latin cultural legacy 

in the borderlands at that time. Nevertheless, a 

decision to remain north of the new borderline meant 

exposure to cultural prejudice and property expropriation 

at the hands of American settlers (Acufia 1982, 101; 

Zorrilla 1965, 1:260-9). Many Mexicans were landowners 

and some of them decided to sell their holdings. Others 

stayed to defend their rights from arriving Anglos. A 

few resorted to armed resistance to do so (Lopez y Rivas 

1990, 334). 

The Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo contributed to a 

change in employment among borderlanders. The pattern of 

early settlement in the northwestern New Spain saw miners 

and ranchers follow missionaries (West 1993, 27; West and 

Augelli 1989, 245). Further east, the discovery and 
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exploitation of new mines and the subsequent opening of 

grasslands to ranching were more important (West and 

Augelli 1989, 244). Work was available primarily in 

agriculture, mining, stock-raising and freighting 

(Bancroft 1889, 16: 748, 761-2; De Leon 1982, 51, 88). 

Agriculture practiced in the fertile valley of the Rio 

Grande and elsewhere in the north produced food for the 

miners. Grapes were a mainstay of agriculture near Paso 

del Norte {White 1968, 101). An important activity since 

the arrival of the Spaniards, stock-raising provided meat 

for food and hides for sacks to carry the ores (West 

1949, 57). 

Those Mexicans who engaged in the related task of 

transporting goods in their ox-drawn carretas were said 

to be without equal. "They dominated the freighting 

business in the pre-Civil War years" (De Leon 1982, 89). 

By 1850 a new division of labor had begun to develop in 

Texas, with the former Mexicans working mainly as 

farmers, laborers, carpenters, and other tradesmen, and 

new Anglo arrivals from the east concentrated in the 

military and merchant ranks (De Leon 1982, 51). 

2.3 Border twin-cities appear 

With the creation of a new boundary between the two 

countries, new settlements formed opposite existing 

communities at the borderline as the phenomenon of border 
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twin-cities began. A Spanish Army officer founded 

Laredo, Texas, on the left bank of the Rio Grande in 1755 

(Hinojosa 1983, 6). Mexican refugees from the Mexican-

American war founded Nuevo Laredo, Tamaulipas, on the 

right bank in 1848 (Martinez 1983, 53). Franklin, Texas 

(today El Paso) grew up opposite Paso del Norte (Ciudad 

Juarez). In 1858, the population of Franklin probably 

numbered about 300; El Paso del Norte contained 13,000 

(White 1968, 149) . Paso del Norte had traditionally 

served as a stopping point along the Camino Real that 

connected central Mexico and Santa Fe, the northern 

outpost since colonial times (Martinez 1982, 23-4). With 

the discovery of gold in California in 1848, El Paso 

became an important supply point on the trail to the gold 

fields. An east-west traffic pattern joined the 

traditional north-south movement of people and goods, 

making El Paso the most important cross-roads settlement. 

Other border twin-cities, established long after the 

boundary formation, located in relation to it. The 

origins of Ambos Nogales on the Arizona-Sonora border can 

be traced to three events: the transfer of the Mexican 

customs house to the boundary from Magdalena, Sonora, in 

August 1880 (Gracida 1987, 9); the establishment of a 

trading post there the same year by Jacob Isaacson 

(Wyllys 1950, 221); and the arrival of the Sonora 
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Railroad in October 1882 (Nicolau et al. 1965, 7:523). 

Tijuana was selected as the site of a customs house, 

established in 1874, to collect tariffs on American goods 

transported on the road between San Diego and Yuma, which 

for topographical considerations passed for some distance 

through Mexican territory (Pinera and Ortiz 1989, 53-5). 

The first urban plan for Tijuana is dated July 11, 1889 

(Pinera and Ortiz 1989, 65). 

Existing economic, social and political 

relationships changed under the influence of the 

boundary. The new division signaled a step in the 

closing of the open frontier and the arrival of a more 

orderly set of relations that border zones helped shape. 

As the boundary assumed its role of separating political 

jurisdictions by marking the limits of two sovereign 

nations, other limits in the form of border zones were 

applied to the movement of goods and people where before 

none had existed. 

Boundary administration after 1848 reflected the 

different opportunities and limitations on each side of 

the border. Mexico would offer concessions within a 

limited boundary zone to counter the growing contrast 

between economic prosperity north of the line and 

stagnation on the south side. Since it had nothing to 

fear from Mexican industry, the United States would need 
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no such special economic zones. But as the border 

population increased at the turn of the century, the 

United States would impose border zones to more closely 

administer the growing number of Mexican emigrants drawn 

to the north by economic opportunities unavailable in the 

interior. 

2.4 The development of regulation 

The new border was porous and regulation was 

initially haphazard, although eventually administration 

at the new boundary would make it more difficult or more 

expensive for those in Mexico to secure provisions from 

the United States. Opportunities for trade between New 

Mexico and the United States were reported as early as 

1807 and the first caravan of wheeled vehicles carried 

between $25,000 and $30,000 in merchandise to Santa Fe 

from Franklin on the Missouri River above St. Louis in 

1824 (Dick 1941, 187-91). A Mexican customs house had 

existed at El Paso on the Camino Real since the 1820s to 

control the introduction of American merchandise to 

Chihuahua from Santa Fe (White 1968, 142) . By 1829, to 

counter increased competition from the Santa Fe trade, 

Chihuahua customs officials "began levying illegal taxes 

and seizing cargoes of American merchants' goods when 

they crossed the river into El Paso" (White 1968, 104). 
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A proposal in 184 9 to establish a line of frontier 

custom houses failed in the Mexican congress (Zamacois 

1880, 13:274). Following the war with the United States, 

Mexico simply could not afford the expense of such 

administration. The plan called for moving custom houses 

from former locations like Nacogdoches to new boundary 

locations (Tardiff 1970, 84-5). Civil unrest in the 

1850s and the French intervention of the 1860s prevented 

the establishment of effective frontier customs 

enforcement (Herrera Canales 1972, 128-9). 

Reorganization helped quadruple collections on the 

northern border by 1869-70, yet contraband was not 

eliminated (Flores Caballero 1972, 183). To patrol the 

northern boundary, a separate corps of 800 customs 

officials and inspectors, the gendarmeria fiscal, was 

established in March 1885 (Dublan and Lozano 1887a). 

United States customs employees also had difficulty 

collecting border duties in the first years of the new 

boundary. "Not only were they supposed to collect 

customs, but until 1903, they also were supposed to 

enforce immigration laws. Considering the length of the 

border/ the topography and that the border was not 

fenced, it is not surprising that the international 

boundary was extremely permeable during the first half-

century of its existence" (White 1968, 143). 
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The U.S. Customs District at Paso del Norte was 

established in 1853 "to control trade along 900 miles of 

frontier" (White 1968, 142). By 1855, the Customs 

Collector at El Paso reported $10,319 in duties (White 

1968, 142). The customs office was initially located at 

Frontera, Texas, eight miles north of the boundary (White 

1968, 142). El Paso's first custom house opened in April 

1863. By 1886, the El Paso district had 25 Customs 

employees spread among Del Norte, El Paso, Deming, 

Tucson, Nogales and Tombstone. The location of custom 

houses some distance from the border suggests that the 

western delimitation of the boundary did not correspond 

with existing settlements and transportation routes. It 

made more sense, therefore, to set up the customs barrier 

at the first settlement of consequence or at the first 

intersection of northbound routes instead of trying to 

guard vast uninhabited stretches of the new borderline. 

2.5 The importance of tariffs for revenue 

Control over the movement of goods was a high 

priority along the new northern boundary as Mexico's 

federal government depended heavily on import and export 

taxes for operating revenue. Customs duties were 

expected to produce two-thirds of the revenue in the 1868 

national budget of $15.5 million pesos (Calderon 1955, 

431). An important source of income for state 
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governments was the alcabala, a tax levied when 

merchandise entered a new jurisdiction {Flores Caballero 

1972, 175). First collected during the administration of 

Viceroy Martin Enriquez de Almanza in 1573, it continued 

to be the most important source of state income even when 

it was outlawed after June 1858 (Calderon 1955, 294-5). 

Meyer and Sherman (1991, 181) estimate that the alcabala 

varied between 2 and 14 percent during the colonial era. 

The alcabala was only one element in the restrictive 

trading system imposed by Spain on her colonies that 

eventually broke down. Over time, Spain's ability to 

provide trade goods to the colonies declined, the result 

of costly foreign wars, the expulsion of Jews and Moors 

who were its best merchants and agriculturists, and a 

series of Hapsburg policy swings between free trade and 

protectionism (Haring 1947, 314). By banning direct 

trading among them, the mother country had hoped to 

maintain tight control over the flow of wealth from the 

colonies (Nicolau et al. 1965, 766). As it turned out, 

Spanish merchants became middle men in a system that 

outlawed direct trade between foreigners and the 

colonies. By the early seventeenth century, foreign 

interests controlled two-thirds of the gold and silver 

shipped from the colonies; a century later, foreigners 

provided five-sixths of the manufactured goods consumed 
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in Spain and ninety percent of the American trade (Haring 

1947, 314-5). 

Attempts at maintaining the trade monopoly did not 

meet the requirements of the far-flung empire. Colonists 

were charged exorbitant prices for foreign goods and kept 

chronically under supplied (Haring 1964, 137). Smuggling 

was widespread among colonists and royal officials, 

especially in those areas that were isolated from the 

major settlements or removed from the principal trade 

routes (Wortman 1982, 20-22, 99-100; MacLeod 1984, 267-8; 

Woodward 1985, 51). Foreigners and Texans in the 1820s 

took advantage of the absence of customs officials to 

smuggle merchandise into Texas, and from there, to the 

interior of Mexico (Weber 1982, 155). As it was 

throughout Spanish America, smuggling formed an essential 

part of border life, more so during the disorder created 

during the American and French invasions of the mid-

nineteenth century (Flores Caballero 1972, 181-2). 

In order to protect its industries, the Mexican 

government either prohibited outright the importation of 

certain goods or charged tariffs which ranged from an 

import duty at the point of entry (derecho de 

internacion) to an excise tax on goods destined for the 

interior (derecho de consumo) (Weber 1982, 148). With 

independence some of the various taxes began to 
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disappear. Others lasted until the end of the nineteenth 

century (Nicolau et al. 1965, 766). 

Even more damaging to domestic industry was the 

practice of taxing domestic products each time they 

entered a new jurisdiction, while foreign goods were only 

taxed once, when they entered the country (Nicolau et al. 

1965, 772) . The federalist constitutions that appeared 

at mid-century also encouraged states, acting within the 

limited degree of independence allowed, to expand their 

taxation powers, resulting in a plethora of differing 

regulations that produced "a truly general confusion" 

(Nicolau et al. 1965, 906) . 

Along the northern border, the administration of 

customs duties meant that imported goods cost more. High 

freight charges for overland transportation raised costs 

further and meant that necessities from the center of the 

country, in contrast to luxury items, were prohibitively 

expensive (Flores Caballero 1972, 173). Products 

transported also had to be resistant to extreme heat and 

humidity, depending on the season of the year, and rough 

handling, from daily loading and unloading (Calderon 

1955, 600). The significance of transportation 

difficulties is provided by West (1993, 33-4), who 

estimates that transportation costs consumed half of an 

annual stipend of three hundred pesos that each head 
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Jesuit mission in Sonora received to acquire supplies 

from Mexico City. 

2.6 Early contrasts at the border 

Trade with the United States was important to the 

northern borderlanders for several other reasons beyond 

isolation from central Mexico. After independence from 

Spain was achieved in 1821, a series of civil wars 

prevented consolidation of the nation. More than 30 

presidents held office in the first 50 years of 

independence (Cumberland 1968, 141). Mexico's per capita 

income in 1800 was 44 percent of that of the United 

States; by 1910 it had declined to 13 percent (Coatsworth 

1978, 82). As the relative ability of Mexican industry 

to produce declined in the nineteenth century, the need 

to rely on products at the northern border, either 

European or American, increased. 

Central Mexico was incapable of or uninterested in 

provisioning the north for much of the nineteenth 

century. An efficient railroad system that held the 

promise of cheaper products for the north was not 

completed until the 1880s. . Mexico, moreover, relied on 

import tariffs for their ease of collection and stability 

as a source of income (Calderon 1955, 264). The addition 

of high freight rates contributed to higher prices for 
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domestic goods that made them even less competitive with 

imports at the northern boundary. 

The new boundary also presaged growing U.S. 

competition in border commerce (Martinez 1982, 19). 

Mexican borderlanders had depended on goods from the 

United States for many years. Products were closer, 

cheaper and more plentiful. The United States allowed 

the duty-free transportation across its territory of 

European goods destined for Mexico. The southern 

transcontinental railroad route joined southern 

California to the national market. Towns in northern 

Mexico therefore gained access to a flood of new products 

at lower prices. All along both sides of the new 

boundary, as noted at El Paso and elsewhere, American 

commercial houses came to dominate mercantile trade 

(Martinez 1982, 25). Most of the goods were American, 

and American entrepreneurs even opened stores on the 

Mexican side to sell them (Irigoyen 1920, 2). 

In Mexico City, official knew about this commercial 

dependency of tfae northern market on imports. They 

believed that unless the national economy could 

incorporate the border population, then even their 

allegiances might shift north of the border (Martinez 

1988, 122). Northerners, on the other hand, felt that 

political instability and distance from central Mexico 
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created material hardships that justified duty-free 

imports from the United States. -One way to protect 

national markets yet allow for the needs of those on the 

northern fringe was to allow imports into a limited 

border zone. 

The economic situation in the eastern border area 

brought a reaction from the prominent citizens of 

Tamaulipas after the new boundary was in place. They 

complained to officials that the high tariffs applied to 

merchandise from the United States were pushing consumers 

into contraband and merchants into bankruptcy. If 

nothing were done to improve the lot of those on the 

border, residents would leave the area and merchants 

would close up shop (Romero 1898, 435). Many residents 

had already moved north of the boundary looking for a 

better life (Calderon 1955, 283). More would do so if 

some sort of concession were not provided. Political and 

economic uncertainty convinced policy-makers in Mexico 

City of the utility of accommodation. Beginning with the 

approval of the Free Zone in Tamaulipas in the mid-

nineteenth century, Mexico used border zones to provide 

limited exemptions from tariffs for the population along 

the northern border. 
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3. CONTROLS ON THE MOVEMENT OF GOODS 

The nineteenth-century Free Zone in Mexico answered 

the borderlandersT demands for concessions to make life 

easier on the south side of the new boundary. The 

privilege attempted to balance the national requirements 

for revenue and protection for young industries and the 

regional need to give residents access to food and other 

necessities from the American side of the boundary 

{Romero 1898, 434). It was only the first in a series 

of such concessions that both countries have used to 

control the movement of goods across the international 

boundary. Its particular significance lies not only in 

its longevity, essentially from 1849 to 1905, but also 

because it served as a model for similar, though in many 

cases altered, privileges granted by the Mexican 

government in the twentieth century. 

3.1 Declaration of the Free Zone 

In a decree of April 4, 184 9, Mexican President 

Jose Joaquin Herrera approved duty-free imports for 

three years through the port of Matamoros and the 

boundary custom houses at Reynosa, Camargo, Mier, 

Guerrero y Monterrey, and Laredo (Saldivar 1945, 193; 

Irigoyen 1935, 1:33-4). Residents found fault with the 

original legislation, as it only permitted the duty-free 

entry of flour, rice, sugar, coffee, seeds, lard and 
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salted bacon (Saldivar 1945, 193). "This law did not 

meet the exigencies of the situation, because it was 

restricted to provisions, and these are not the only 

things that men require for life and comfort," Mexican 

Treasury Secretary Matias Romero wrote later (1898, 435) 

of one of the most contentious issues of his tenure. 

President Antonio Lopez de Santa Anna signed a new 

tariff law in June 1853 which provided for continued 

duty-free imports through Matamoros and the Tamaulipan 

custom houses (Tardiff 1970, 248) . In October of that 

year, a presidential decree broadened the privilege to 

include every settlement on the right bank of the Rio 

Grande between Matamoros and Nuevo Laredo (Irigoyen 

1935, 1:34; Tardiff 1970, 292). 

To address the complaints by Mexican border 

residents that the privilege was too restrictive, 

Tamaulipas Governor Ramon Guerra signed a revised Free 

Zone decree in March 1858 (Espinosa 1951, 108; Zorrilla 

et al. 1990, 326-28; Irigoyen 1935, 1:35-6). Callahan 

(1932, 342-3) says it provided for the duty-free 

importation of all foreign goods into a six-mile-wide 

belt in the state along the south bank of the Rio 

Grande, although the legislation mentions only the five 

main settlements. Another source says the zone was 40 
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kilometers deep (Calderon 1955, 282) .1 The important 

point is that the duty-free concession was initially 

restricted to a few existing towns on the right bank and 

to a few necessities. But in conjunction with the more 

liberal 1858 version, which broadened the list of duty

free imports, the new Free Zone seemed to produce the 

desired effect of promoting repatriation (Flores 

Caballero 1972, 178). The population of the five main 

settlements in the area, Matamoros, Reynosa, Camargo, 

Mier, and Laredo, increased from 18,000 in 1858 to 

50,000 by the end of 1862 (Calderon 1955, 283). 

The 1858 Tamaulipan decree was confirmed by the 

national Congress in July 1861 (Zorrilla 1965, 1:425). 

After a heated congressional debate in 1870, in which 

proponents argued that abolishing the zone would reveal 

servility toward the United States (United States House 

of Representatives 1870, 487; Calderon 1955, 288), the 

privilege was extended to Nuevo Leon, Coahuila and 

Chihuahua (Flores Caballero 1972, 181). President Diaz 

approved its extension along the entire northern 

boundary in 1885; he signed the decree abolishing the 

Free Zone in 1905. 

1Mexico adopted the metric system of measurement March 15, 1857 

(Enciclopedia de Mexico 1987, 7371) 



Mexican officials relied on an earlier precedent 

when they approved the 1858 decree. They were 

encouraged by a measure the United States Congress had 

passed more than five years earlier, on August 30, 1852, 

which allowed bonded foreign goods to be stored on the 

United States side. Its aim was to promote settlement 

in the Texas border communities (Calderon 1955, 283). 

The goods could also be shipped without the payment of 

an export duty to the Mexican side when the market was 

most receptive (Romero 1898, 435). 

The Free Zone addressed the disparity in the level 

of taxation on each side of the river. Import tariffs 

in the United States before 1858 averaged 15 percent, 

while in Mexico, under the burden of the tariff 

legislations of 1845 and 1853, they averaged between 30 

and 40 percent (United States Senate 1888, 11). Higher 

tariffs on luxuries and necessities were more than just 

a nuisance. They lowered living standards south of the 

border and encouraged residents to emigrate north. 

According to Secretary Romero, even staples like flour 

and milk were priced from one-half to two-thirds less on 

the United States side than the Mexican. If the 

merchandise were foreign, the difference was from one-

third to one-fourth (United States Senate 1888, 11). 

The Free Zone made life easier for the average 
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borderlander south of the line by providing cheaper-

access to food and other necessities. High tariffs had 

also promoted smuggling, and treasury revenue suffered 

as a result. An 1850 estimate placed the revenue loss 

from smuggling on the northern border at up to 25 

percent of national import duties (Tardiff 1970, 125). 

Dry goods, notions and hardware made up the stock 

of the Santa Fe traders that found its way into Mexico 

via El Paso and are probably representative of American 

goods destined for the borderlands in the mid-nineteenth 

century. The largest category, dry-goods, included 

several kinds of cloth: cotton, calicoes, cambric, silk, 

muslin, and drillings. Finished goods comprised shawls, 

cotton hose, "hickory shirts," and satin jeans. Thread, 

needles and buttons were important notions. Scissors, 

knives, files, nails, tacks and small farming implements 

made up the hardware (Dick 1941, 203-4). 

North of the line, the coming and going of the 

Free Zone probably meant very little to the average 

person. The Nogales Oasis described the zone as twenty 

miles wide; it was only twelve and one-half (twenty 

kilometers). When the Free Zone was abolished in 1905, 

the Oasis reported: 

The abolition of the Free Zone, long a well 
recognized institution in Mexico, which 
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occurred at midnight June 30th, has wrought 
severe hardship upon the people of Sonora, and 
other border towns on the south side of the 
International Boundary, particularly upon 
those who have depended upon the American 
supply houses for many of the staples, such as 
butter, bread, ham, bacon, canned goods, fresh 
fruit, vegetables etc. 

10% (sic) of regular duty now full has 
doubled prices of many goods so that only the 
most wealthy can afford them (Nogales Oasis 8 
July 1905, 2). 

3.2 Critics attack the privilege 

Mexicans living outside the zone saw it as an 

unfair privilege. Merchants complained that the Free 

Zone took away their business by encouraging the 

smuggling of goods which were imported duty free into 

the zone and which later appeared in stores beyond the 

zone. Smugglers who controlled duty-free goods made 

higher profits by selling them outside the zone, in some 

cases up to 100 miles to the south, where legal goods 

faced the regular tariff (Romero 1898, 442) . The tariff 

difference also improved profits on duty-free goods 

smuggled north of the boundary. The complaint was 

registered among American merchants. 

A steadfast opponent of the Free Zone, Treasury 

Secretary Romero argued that it went beyond its intent 

of equalizing tariff disparities. In addition to 

providing for ports of deposit in frontier towns, an 

advantage enjoyed on the United States side, it "decreed 
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the exemption from Federal duties of the merchandise 

consumed in them and the freedom of transit between 

these towns ..." {United States Senate 1888, 12). 

Suddenly Mexican merchants gained not just parity, but 

an advantage over their American peers. By paying lower 

tariffs on their merchandise, they could undersell their 

competitors on the left bank in the United States. 

Romero said changes in the situation since the 1858 

legislation argued against the continuation of the Free 

Zone. The cost of the Civil War led to increases of 

American maritime duties from 15 percent to 40 or 45 

percent after 1861 (United States Senate 1888, 12), 

resulting in a further tax advantage for Mexican 

merchants. A second factor was the elimination of 

Mexico's interior customs duty, the alcabala. Article 

124 of the Constitution of 1857 abolished it as of June 

1, 1858, along with the coincident interior custom 

houses at the entrance to new jurisdictions (Calderon 

1955, 295-8). Even if implementation of this measure 

had been delayed, which it was, it had been complied 

with in "the States adjoining the frontier of 

Tamaulipas" (United States Senate 1888, 12). As a 

result, Romero argued, there was even less justification 

for the duty-free privileges since goods from at least 
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as far south as Tampico were less burdened by taxes, and 

therefore more competitive in the frontier market. 

In an October 1870 report to the Mexican Congress 

urging repeal of the Free Zone, Romero said that to 

understand border commercial problems, the social or 

political situation had to be separated from mercantile 

considerations. Noting the asymmetry between the two 

nations in terms of "peace, respect for law, security, a 

system of government favorable to the interests of the 

majority . . . which prevailed in the neighboring 

nation," he observed that the "inequality of conditions 

for the same reason could neither be remedied by the 

establishment of the zone nor by any other artificial 

method" (United States Senate 1888, 11). As a workable 

alternative to the Free Zone, Romero said President 

Benito Juarez was willing to permit bonded warehouses on 

the Mexican side, which would end the commercial 

inequality between the two border areas (United States 

House of Representatives 1870, 489). 

3.3 Extension of the Free Zone in 1885 

With the return of Porfirio Diaz for a second 

presidential term in November 1884, the extension of the 

Free Zone along the northern boundary figured in a new 

tariff law of January 24, 1885. It confirmed an April 

1884 law approved by President Manuel Gonzalez that 
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regulated the movement of freight trains across the 

border (Dublan and Lozano 1887a, 702). The 1884 

legislation extended the Free Zone beyond the 

municipalities of Matamoros, Camargo, Mier, Guerrero, 

and Nuevo Laredo to include Piedras Negras, Paso del 

Norte, Nogales, "and any other established border 

customhouse or any that might be established." The 

southern limit of the zone coincided with the municipal 

boundary of each of the cities named (Dublan and Lozano 

1887a, 702). In the 1885 law, the zone's southern limit 

was changed to a line twenty kilometers south of the 

international boundary (Dublan and Lozano 1887c; 

Irigoyen 1935, 1:21; Zorrilla 1965, 2:35). 

The new legislation, like its predecessors, 

included extensive and specific regulations that reveal 

the intention to keep very close watch over the movement 

of foreign goods entering Mexico. Alexander Willard, 

the United States consul at Guaymas, reported that 

importation of goods required posting a bond against the 

pending duties that could be redeemed when the goods 

were taken out of storage for consumption in the zone, 

shipped to the interior, or when re-exported (United 

States Department of State 1969, Guaymas Despatch No. 

642, 3 June 1884). Willard said that goods entering 

from the United States faced a tariff of 13 percent, a 
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municipal tax and a package duty (United States 

Department of State 1969, Guaymas Despatch No. 642, 3 

June 1884) although the 1884 law itself only mentions 

the 1.37 percent municipal tax and the package duty 

(Dublan and Lozano 1887a, 702). Warehouse charges of 

two cents per cubic foot per day were applied during the 

time the goods were stored in the Mexican state 

warehouse. Importers were required to provide a written 

notice, by application a month in advance, stating the 

number of packages, and pay $8 in stamps to accompany 

the permit, "duly canceled" by the appropriate Mexican 

official. Triplicate forms in ink were also required, 

as was a Mexican Consular Invoice, acquired from the 

Mexican consular agent on the American side who reviewed 

the paperwork before the goods entered Mexico (Dublan 

and Lozano 1887b, 92-3). European goods were treated on 

the same basis as American. At the end of 1884 Mexican 

authorities at Nogales had notified the public that the 

Free Zone law of March 25 was in "full force and effect" 

(United States Department of State 1969, Guaymas 

Despatch No. 661, 1 Dec. 1884). 

At the end of its first year of operation, 

nonetheless, Willard noted that the expected benefit to 

both nations "by an extension of commercial traffic" had 

not happened. Seen as problematic was a Mexican 
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Treasury Department interpretation that goods imported 

into the"zone but consumed outside it were subject to 

the regular import duties. "The Free Zone as it now 

exists only benefiting (sic) those persons who reside 

within its limits" (United States Department of State 

1969, Guaymas Despatch No. 723, 31 Dec. 1885). Mexicans 

in the zone were not satisfied with the 1885 law either. 

They complained of various restrictions imposed on 

imports into the zone including a six-month limit on 

bonded storage, and complex paperwork for transporting 

merchandise between towns inside the zone (Bell and 

Smallwood 1982, 48). Their protests were heard; 

amendments followed in 1887 (Zorrilla 1965, 2:35). The 

tariff discount remained about the same: 1.25 percent of 

the regular duty for the municipality and 1.75 percent 

for the national treasury (Dublan 1887c, 93), but the 

paperwork was simplified (Dublan and Lozano 1887c, 96). 

Eventually, however, additional restrictions 

squeezed the benefit out of the Free Zone legislation. 

The tariff for goods entering the zone were increased, 

to 10 percent of regular duties in 1891, and to 18^ 

percent in 1896 (Gregg 1970, 182). The Mexican 

government, bowing to foreign and domestic complaints 

about the Free Zone, in 1891 added Article 696 to the 

law which stated that goods manufactured in the zone 
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would face the remaining 90 percent of the regular duty 

if they were exported to Mexico's interior. Trade 

suffered as a result. A return to free trade after an 

amendment in 1896 was compromised by "conditions . . . 

so burdensome and restrictive that border industry still 

remained at a great disadvantage" (Martinez 1978, 28). 

Finally, in 1905, the Free Zone was abolished in a 

decree by Porfirio Diaz behind the argument that the 

arrival of the railroad had eliminated the previous 

disadvantage of isolation from central Mexico {Irigoyen 

1935, 1:311). 

3.4 Reviving the Free Zone in the 20th century 

Efforts to revive the Free Zone began almost as 

soon as it was abrogated. The Mexican Liberal Party 

called for restoration under Article 42 of the Plan of 

1906 (Cockcroft 1968, 244). "We know that all the 

border settlements in what was the Free Zone suffered, 

with its abolition by the dictatorship, immense damages 

that precipitated their complete ruin," the Liberal 

Party wrote in the introduction to its blueprint for 

social reform. "The restitution of the Free Zone is 

completely justified" (Silva Herzog 1960, 1:93-4, my 

translation). The Liberal Party's failure to mount a 

successful challenge to Diaz from the borderlands has 

been ascribed to an inability to amass adequate 
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"recruits and supplies" (Henderson 1979, 6). Calling 

for a return of the privileges provided by the Free Zone 

may have formed part of its strategy to attract support 

on the northern fringe. 

A partisan defense of the Free Zone was offered in 

1920 by the president of the National Chamber of 

Commerce at Ciudad Juarez, Ulises Irigoyen (1920), who 

noted that the large stores established in Juarez 

crossed over the line "immediately" after the Free Zone 

was abolished in 1905- Without the tariff exemption, it 

is apparent that doing business became suddenly less 

profitable south of the boundary. Irigoyen (1920, 3) 

also argues that the demise of the Free Zone turned into 

smugglers those residents of the south bank who 

previously were able to buy their goods in the open but 

who were now forced to smuggle their purchases "wearing 

them or hidden" from El Paso. Besides the average 

citizen, others who benefited from this clandestine 

trade were shopkeepers who brought in merchandise a 

little at a time and the more serious "coyote" who took 

advantage of the extensive open areas along the border 

to bring in merchandise, especially that which carried 

heavy duties (Irigoyen 1920, 6-7) . 

Irigoyen (1920, 8) said that under a Free Zone 

regime, the nation would benefit from tax revenues and 
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from new centers of demand for products from other 

cities in the country. Moreover, by specifying goods 

formerly imported from other foreign countries -

medicines and perfumes from France, ceramic and crystal 

from Germany, devices (artefactos) from England, Spanish 

canned goods, and fabrics, rugs, and fans from Japan and 

China - Irigoyen explicitly demonstrates why most 

national industries had little to fear from a Free Zone 

(1920, 8-9). 

In his call for a renewed free zone, Irigoyen 

(1920, 10-11) described not the old program "full of 

obstacles and difficulties" but one that allowed duty

free treatment for a list of products that were either 

necessary or in high demand along the border: 

construction materials, paraffin for candles, ammonia to 

make ice, wood for furniture and other uses. Other 

goods Irigoyen deemed "suitable" for use in the Free 

Zone exclusively included cashmeres, toiletries, silks 

and fine fabrics, soaps and powders, crystal, glazed 

ceramics, notions, china, Japanese gadgets, sponges, 

glass, mirrors, jewels, toys, and paintings. Goods and 

services for everyday use in Irigoyen's request were 

gasoline, oil, cooking oils, and used household 

furnishings. Among services, Irigoyen urged that the 

railroads apply special rates to raw materials shipped 
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from the south. Many of these suggestions were later 

adopted. 

3.5 Modifications in border zones 

The 1920s saw border advocates lobby for renewed 

concessions which were variations of the nineteenth-

century Free Zone. Emilio Portes Gil, governor of 

Tamaulipas and interim Mexican president from 1928-30, 

convened a national convention on the matter in November 

1925 in Nuevo Laredo to find out what the borderlanders 

wanted. The federal government organized a meeting four 

months later (Martinez 1978, 69). Proponents of the 

Free Perimeter (Perlmetro Libre) proposed that border 

cities be given the right to import merchandise and raw 

materials free of duties for consumption inside the 

boundaries of border cities (Martinez 1978, 68). This 

marked a return to the concept in the original 

legislation of limiting the privilege to municipalities. 

Apparently it was thought that defending a city's limits 

from contraband abuses was easier than an entire border 

and more palatable to the central government, concerned 

as always with collecting duties. 

This tariff regime first appeared as the Sistema 

Aduanero de Perimetros Litres en la Ciudad de Tijuana y 

Ensenada, approved by presidential decree in August 1933 

(Pinera and Ortiz 1989, 1:133). The concession was 
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designed to counter a number of economic obstacles: low 

population density, distance from national production -

centers of consumer goods and raw materials, lack of 

transportation links with the center of the country, 

insufficient local production of consumer goods, and the 

generally precarious condition of economic activity in 

Baja California, the region farthest from Mexico City. 

The repatriation of Mexican emigrants during the United 

States economic depression and after the repeal of 

Prohibition were other factors (Martinez 1978, 88). 

A presidential decree on May 25, 1939, revived the 

Free Zone for Baja California North and South and on 

December 30, a Zona Libre Parcial was extended into the 

northwestern corner of Sonora to include the area 

between Sonoita and Puerto Penasco west to San Luis, Rio 

Colorado (Mendoza Berrueto 1982, 48; Mexico, Secretaria 

de Hacienda y Credito Publico 1939). Manufactures 

exported out of the zone into the interior faced tariffs 

only to the extent of their content of foreign raw 

materials (Martinez 1978, 70). While merchant and other 

business groups along the border called for the Free 

Perimeters, customs agents said industries were hurt by 

such zones. Martinez (1978, 72) says that maintaining a 

status quo system of bribes was the real reason for 

their opposition. 
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The twentieth century also saw the advent of 

another tariff program, the Border Fringe (franja 

fronteriza) , created in 1961 as part of the Programs 

Nacional Fronterizo, the National Border Program (House 

1982, 209). A twenty-kilometer-wide zone adjacent to 

the south side of the international boundary, it is the 

spatial equivalent of the nineteenth-century Free Zone. 

The Border Fringe extends east from the partial Free 

Zone in Sonora to the Gulf of Mexico. 

Differences appear in the way tariffs were applied 

in the Free Zone and the Border Fringe. In the former, 

if national consumer goods or inputs were competitive 

and available, imports faced the tariff or import 

licensing; in the latter, there was an explicit list of 

the basic products which could be imported. The tariff 

regulations were geared to production in the Free Zone; 

in the Border Fringe, consumption was primary (Gonzalez-

Arechiga 1986, 85). While change came later, the 

original Border Fringe tariff schedule also supported 

production and penalized consumption. Duties within the 

zone were 5 percent on raw materials, 5-10 percent on 

capital goods, 50 percent on consumer goods, and 100 

percent on luxury items (House 1982, 209). The 

twentieth-century Free Zone also allowed duty-free 
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imports at the wholesale level, thus stimulating the 

development of a retail sector (Zorrilla 1965, 2:462). 

The application of customs regulations to zonas and 

perlmetros libres has been modified over time. Nogales 

and Agua Prieta received Free Perimeter designations in 

the 1950s. Their status changed to the Border Fringe 

after a review showed that only the urban populations 

benefited from the program, that movement of merchandise 

was slowed, and that industrial development and the 

long-sought economic integration were impeded (Mendoza 

Berrueto 1982, 49-50). Nogales had received its Free 

Perimeter status in 1952 to offset the recession 

following the end of World War II {Camberos 1988, 309). 

Alvaro Arellano Sosa, director of operations for Mexican 

Customs in Agua Prieta, said Naco, like Nogales, "being 

abandoned by the center," until about 15 years ago 

enjoyed the Free Perimeter designation. With 

improvements in product distribution, the two cities 

were changed over to the Fringe status. Agua Prieta 

during this period was another Free Perimeter city and 

like the others, the limits of its duty-free privilege 

extended only to the edge of the city, where la garita 

{the custom house) marked the zonal boundary {Arellano 

personal communication, 12 August 1992). 

3.6 Responses to economic cycles 
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While the socioeconomic integration of the northern 

frontier has preoccupied the Mexican government since 

independence in 1821, policies resulting in a 

"definitive cultural, social and economic consolidation" 

of the region were not implemented until after the 1910 

Revolution (Mendoza Berrueto 1982, 46-47). This view 

overlooks the effects of the nineteenth century Free 

Zone. In the twentieth century, special tariff 

concessions along Mexico's northern boundary have been 

timed to offset economic downturns- The Depression 

that began in 1929 saw many Mexicans move closer to the 

border in the belief that employment opportunities were 

waiting on the other side of the boundary. The repeal 

of Prohibition in 1933 curtailed the practice of 

Americans coming south to consume alcohol and reduced 

the source of employment in bars and cabarets this 

practice had generated. Both events, and the 

deportation of thousands who had already crossed the 

line, increased the unemployment problem for border 

Mexicans and renewed conditions that promoted calls for 

relief (Mendoza Berrueto 1982, 47). The pattern was 

repeated with the termination of the Bracero program in 

1964 (House 1982, 208-9). 

In the late 1970s and early '80s, the overvaluation 

of the peso combined with the opportunities presented by 



72 

Free Zones and the Free Fringe to stimulate the 

importation of consumer goods. At the same time, 

regional industrial integration into the national 

economy was retarded (Corona Renteria 1985, 99). This 

may not have been a problem except for the arrival of 

the debt crisis of the early 1980s. Rising interest 

rates and falling commodity prices hit Mexico as it did 

elsewhere in Latin America. Per capita income, 

consumption, and investment declined between 1981 and 

1989 (Cardoso and Helwege 1992, 112) while the national 

debt soared. 

Drastic devaluations of the currency, in the hope 

of stimulating exports, also made imports more expensive 

and lowered consumption. To ease the hardship produced 

by the currency devaluation in August 1982, the 

government suspended the prior permit requirement for 

imports by border residents, as noted in the Diarlo 

Oficial of September 17, 1982. This meant they were 

allowed to import certain consumer products that 

previously required a permit from the Federal District. 

The exemption was approved until December 31, 1983 

(Corona Renteria 1985, 86; 95, n26). 

Heavily dependent on sales to Mexicans, United 

States borderland merchants also appealed for assistance 

during the period of peso devaluations. Following the 



73 

fifty percent devaluation of the peso in 1976, the 

Arizona Legislature passed a law in 1977 exempting 

Mexican nationals from paying state sales tax on 

purchases of less than $1,000 made within 30 miles of 

the border. The state Supreme Court ruled the exemption 

unconstitutional a year later after Tucson merchants 

sued (Court 1978). 

The 1980s also saw Mexico take other steps to 

address the economic crisis which lessened the relative 

significance of border privileges. Since Mexico joined 

the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) in 

1986, the number of items facing tariffs and tariff 

levels has been greatly reduced. The move was not 

without precedent. Mexico had been lessening its 

dependence on tariffs since World War II when it 

realized that high tariffs had not reduced demand for 

luxury imports or consumer durables (Ten Kate et al. 

1979, 33). 

Joining GATT also had important implications for 

the Mexican borderlands. Products effectively 

prohibited entry into the country through an import 

licensing requirement (the replacement for high tariff 

levels) from the Ministry of Commerce and Industrial 

Development (SECOFI) decreased from 13,000 in 1989 to 

200 by 1992. The number of items classified as duty-
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free increased from 500 in 1989 to 7,000 by 1992. In 

the unlikely case that a license were issued by SECOFI, 

a tariff of 100 percent was imposed along with other 

taxes including a value added tax (IVA) and a 

transportation tax that raised the effective rate to 135 

percent of the article's value. As the number of duty

free items has increased, the tariff rate has also been 

reduced. Tariffs on individual items now average 10 

percent, and after the application of the IVA and 

transit tax, reach only 33 percent (Arellano personal 

communication, 12 August 1992). 

The reduction of tariff levels and import licensing 

in Mexico reveals a fundamental shift away from a 

protectionist policy that began in the colonial era. It 

indicates that the duty-free privileges provided to 

border zones and fringes will be less important in the 

future. If past concessions were based on perceived 

disadvantages in the border zone, a reassessment of 

conditions at the northern boundary can be expected. 

3.7 White cards and shopping on the border 

Controls on the temporary entry of Mexican shoppers 

include formal geographical limitations. In the late 

1980s it was estimated that more than a million Mexican 

border residents possessed a border-crossing (1-186) 

permit which allows them to enter the United States and 
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remain for 72 hours within a zone that extends 25 miles 

from the border (Herzog 1990a, 8). Before 1965, the so-

called "white card" allowed its bearer to advance 150 

miles toward the interior (House 1982, 155}. According 

to Bill Johnston, officer in charge of the Immigration 

and Naturalization Service's Tucson office, the 

Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 carried 

provisions to establish a border crossing-card program 

(Johnston telephone interview, 19 March 1993). While 

border-crossing cards do not entitle their bearers to 

work in the United States, since no regular enforcement 

of their use takes place beyond the boundary, many 

border commuters from Mexico hold regular jobs on the 

U.S. side or have the opportunity to cross daily to do 

so (Herzog 1990a, 8; House 1982, 155). Border crossers, 

allowed entry to stimulate American retail sales, may 

also provide competition to American workers, especially 

in the service sector (Herzog 1990a, 10). 

Mexico also had a border-crossing card program, 

approved in 1940 (Echanove 1972, 112-4). The law said 

its use was obligatory for Americans or foreign 

residents in the United States border area who regularly 

visited northern Mexican boundary communities. The card 

had no expiration date and carried a photograph of its 

bearer. Baja California was exempt from this program, 
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perhaps because it had received the Free Zone 

designation a year earlier. 

Mexico instituted zonation to control purchases by 

its nationals north of the boundary at least by the 

1930s- In 1939, President Lazaro Cardenas amended the 

custom law to set limits on duty-free imports by 

Mexicans: goods valued at 100 pesos for those from the 

interior; 200 pesos monthly for those in the border zone 

(Mexico, Presidencia 1939, 21). 

Today in the Border Fringe, the 20-kilometer zone 

along the south side of the boundary, residents are 

allowed each time they cross the border to bring in $50 

of merchandise for personal use free of duties. The 

regulations include a monthly limit of $350 per family 

(Mexico, Secretaria de Industria y Comercio 1992, 27). 

At times this limit is confused with another, of $300, 

that was established for travelers who return on 

international airplane flights and for those who live 

beyond kilometer 21 (Arellano personal communication, 12 

August 1992). 

The $50 limit within the zone refers to articles of 

"primary necessity" which might include food, clothing, 

or prescription drugs (Arellano personal communication, 

12 August 1992). On purchases above the duty-free 

limits, shoppers pay a duty of 32.8 percent (Mexico. 
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Secretaria de Industria y Comercio 1992, 27). This 

tariff is computed by taxing goods imported for personal 

use at half the regular ad valorem rate of 20 percent. 

The application of value-added and transit taxes brings 

the total to 33 percent (Arellano personal 

communication, 12 August 1992). 

Another program, the Programa de Coiuerciallzacion 

Fronterlza, extended the duty-free importation privilege 

to commercial traders in 1971 {Bravo Aguilera 1981, 2: 

529). The idea was to stimulate purchases from Mexican 

merchants who face competition from the United States 

side by allowing them to sell certain "articulos 

ganchos," translated variously as "hook" or "hanger" 

items, a reference to their ability to draw consumers or 

to the predominance of clothing in the purchases of 

Mexican shoppers who cross the line. The 20 percent 

tariff is reduced to 5 percent or waived under this 

program (Arellano personal communication, 12 August 

1992). 

United States Customs regulations provide a duty

free exemption of $400 for articles for personal use or 

as gifts to Americans returning from foreign trips. The 

exemption provides no special treatment for the border 

area, although visitors to Mexico and the United States 

Virgin Islands are exempt from a requirement that the 
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length of stay outside the country be at least 48 hours. 

The $400 exemption can only be claimed once every 30 

days. A $25 exemption is allowed daily (United States 

Department of the Treasury 1985). 

Some interesting conclusions can be drawn from 

border zones applied to shoppers. Both sides have 

relied on zones to control the range of their activity. 

A 25-mile limit for white-card holders reinforces the 

obvious: there is no reason to drive any further toward 

the interior to gain access to the great majority of 

American consumer goods. On the Mexican side, a dollar 

limit indicates that authorities want to restrict 

shopping on the north side to essentials, and discourage 

the consumption of durable goods that will compete with 

national production. Visitors to Mexican border towns 

need no car permits or visas unless they pass beyond 

kilometer 21. This zonation benefits border retailers 

by encouraging purchases inside the twenty-kilometer 

zone. 

3.8 Maquiladoras and other investment 

Controls on investment have been among the more 

flexible in Mexican administrative regulation, given 

Mexico's traditional dependence on foreign, especially 

United States, investment. Nevertheless, Mexico has 
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also relied ori zones to channel investment and other 

business activity in its territory. 

Mexico has long imposed limitations on the actions 

of individual businessmen. In 1843, the government 

briefly prohibited foreigners from participating in 

retail trade, making good a threat of more than 10 years 

(Weber 1982, 148). In 1904, to combat a recession, 

Sonora imposed a fee of from 50 to 150 pesos a month on 

traveling salesman, nationals and foreigners alike, who 

were working in the state. The motive for this law was 

that salesmen were doing business with wholesalers and 

then also selling to retailers (United States Department 

of State, Nogales Despatch No. 29, 14 Sept. 1904). 

The Mexican Constitution of 1917 prohibits direct 

foreign ownership of land or water within 100 kilometers 

of the boundary and 50 kilometers of the coastline 

(Organization of American States 1972, 10). The 

establishment of these "prohibited zones" can be traced 

to the laws of March 11, 1842 and February 1, 1856, that 

prohibited the acquisition of land by foreigners within 

twenty leagues of the border and five leagues of the 

coast (Siqueiros 1968, 5.5; Zorrilla 1965, 1:365). 

This policy lasted through the nineteenth century 

and was reaffirmed by the 1917 revolutionary 

constitution. In 1902, when American capital was 
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interested in developing agricultural lands near 

Monterrey, Nuevo Leon, the American consul hoped to 

convince Mexican officials that the prohibition on 

foreign ownership in the Free Zone be removed (Callahan 

1932, 514). Among the "few requirements" during the 

Diaz administration affecting foreigners and their 

companies was that they be incorporated under Mexican 

law and that individuals consider themselves Mexicans 

under the law (Stanley 1954, 212-13). 

In the Free Zone, however, foreigners looking to 

buy real estate could apply for a permit from the 

Mexican president. In the case of acquiring title to 

mining property in Sonora at the beginning of this 

century, American Consul Albert Morawetz noted, "The 

permit was virtually a matter of form, as I have never 

known an application for it to be refused" (United 

States Department of State, Nogales Despatch dated 17 

Jan. 1906). 

Foreigners also found other ways to work around the 

land ownership regulations. "The United States consul in 

Paso del Norte remarked that although only Mexicans 

could own property within the Zona, foreigners could 

obtain leases on real estate which practically amounted 

to purchases" (Martinez 1978, 23). In Mexicali, 90 
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percent of the businesses in 1911 were said to be owned 

by Americans (Blaisdell 1962, 50). 

At other times, the flexibility shown by Mexican 

law has turned against investors. When American mining 

interests complained in 1905 that their rights were not 

being protected in Sonora and Baja California Norte, the 

government suspended the permit process (United States 

Department of State, Nogales Despatch dated 17 Jan. 

1906) . 

Perhaps the most important Mexican economic policy 

for border development which saw this easing of 

investment restriction was the maquiladora program, 

which provides for the temporary duty-free importation 

of machinery or raw materials or semi-processed goods 

for assembly by low-wage Mexican labor. As part of the 

Programa de Industrializaclori Fronteriza, begun in 

1965, investment was originally limited to the 20-

kilometer Free Fringe, and to the country's Free Zones 

(Hilker 1989, 287). In March 1971, the zone was 

expanded to 40 kilometers (Urquidi and Mendez 

Villarreal 1975, 158). In 1972, the restriction was 

eliminated and maquiladoras could be located throughout 

the country, except in those areas of excess industrial 

concentration, including Mexico City, Guadalajara and 

Monterrey (South 1990, 552). 
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Since the establishment of the international 

boundary, Mexico has established zonal limits near its 

boundaries for foreign investment. Even if they have 

not always been rigidly enforced, they reveal an 

intention to channel investment where it can do the 

most good, in areas far removed from the center of the 

country. Such control on investment often took the 

form of buffer zones that denied investment near land 

and sea boundaries. A fear of the encroachment of its 

powerful neighbor to the north explains at least part 

of this reliance on these border zones. 

3.9 Summary 

The Free Zone of the nineteenth century was an 

acknowledgment by Mexican authorities that the 

particular problems faced by border residents could be 

addressed by solutions effective within limited zones. 

Without access to United States products, those on the 

periphery in the nineteenth century turned to smuggling 

or moved north of the line; the twenty-kilometer limit 

indicated that the concession was only valid to a 

certain point beyond which it conflicted with Mexico's 

need to protect tariff revenue and national industries. 

The nineteenth-century Free Zone's 47-year longevity 

indicates that Mexican officials were more responsive to 

the demands of border residents than they were to 
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diplomatic pressure for its termination applied by-

interests in the United States. Callahan (1932, 450) 

argues that the Zone was eliminated when it was 

demonstrated to Mexican officials that it promoted 

fraud. As fraud was widespread and widely recognized, 

this rationale was coincident with other reasons. 

In the twentieth century, continuing economic 

challenges on the northern frontier led again to the 

implementation of concessions through border zones. 

Rapid expansion of the border population contributed to 

pressure for special treatment near the boundary. This 

trend was more acute during times of economic stress 

that accompanied the Depression, the end of Prohibition 

and the Bracero Program, and the financial crisis of the 

early 1980s. 

Beginning late in the nineteenth century, the 

United States relied on border zones to establish 

geographic limits on the movement of Mexicans in its 

territory. Forced deportations of Mexican nationals 

during the Depression and following World War II were 

only the most obvious indicators that the desirability 

of Mexican immigration varied with U.S. economic cycles 

and other factors. 
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4. CONTROLS ON THE MOVEMENT OF PEOPLE 

Several factors combined to encourage the United 

States to institute its own border zones to control the 

movement of Mexican nationals into its territory. 

Principal among them were: population growth in Mexico 

at the end of the nineteenth century and its increasing 

concentration near the boundary; social dislocation in 

nineteenth-century Mexico; and growing opportunity for 

better-paid employment in the United States. The 

identification of "push factors" includes the shift in 

Mexico's emigration policy from paid repatriation to 

attempts to defend the interests of workers already out 

of the country {Bustamante 1984, 286). As in the 

Mexican case, U.S. management of increasing activity at 

the border illustrates that interaction across the 

boundary is desirable; nevertheless, limits are 

necessary to protect national priorities. 

4.1 Arizona territory v. Jesus Garcia 

An argument in a Nogales, Arizona, saloon 

contributed to the establishment of one of the most 

visible of border zones: a clear swath on either side of 

the boundary in urbanized areas from Tijuana to 

Brownsville. The case of Jesus Garcia (Dobson 1976) 

indicates that the movement of people across the 

boundary is as significant as the movement of goods and 
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perhaps more difficult to control. When the barroom 

discussion of July 23, 1893, led to a fist fight outside 

the Morley Avenue tavern, Garcia decided to concede the 

argument. Running back toward Mexico, a Pima County 

deputy sheriff tackled Garcia in the street. The charge 

was disturbing the peace; Garcia insisted he was already 

back in Mexico and the arrest was illegal. 

Such problems with the "open" border had come to 

the attention of officials earlier. On November 29, 

1892, U.S. Boundary Commissioner John W. Barlow 

recommended the State Department set aside a 

"reservation not less than 50 feet" on each side of the 

boundary. Before the Garcia case, the boundary was 

simply a line in the street without the fence and 

turnstiles that mark it today. Officials believed 

buildings located right on the line were used to break 

laws, from avoidance of "petty customs duties" to 

escaping arrest (Dobson 1976, 145) . Even the Nogales 

train depot straddled the boundary line and raised 

concern among some consular officials that an adjustment 

would be needed to the boundary treaty (United States 

Department of State 1968, Matamoros Despatch No. 132, 

26 February 1884). At about the same time, the Mexican 

customs administrator in Nogales, noting that buildings 

on the American side were built right to the line, also 



86 

requested an open strip 50 to 60 meters wide (Zorrilla 

1965, 2:62). 

Eventually, control of human traffic at the 

boundary gained more importance. "Both nations felt an 

obligation to pursue, capture, and control criminals 

along their international frontier, yet neither side 

intended to allow the other's law officers or soldiers 

to trespass on its territory" (Dobson 1976, 138). 

Control was more difficult when only a line separated 

one side from the other. Adding a boundary zone 

expanded the width of the borderline to permit its 

unobstructed visual inspection. The Mexican government 

finally dropped the Garcia case in January 1897 after it 

was decided that he fell right on the boundary line. 

Both countries could claim that he had, or had not, been 

arrested in Mexico (Dobson 1976, 158-159). 

The lesson of the case was not lost on officials: 

President William McKinley in 1896 established the 

reservation along the border recommended earlier by 

Barlow (Dobson 1976, 159). A later proclamation on May 

27r 1907, established a 60-foot-wide boundary zone 

composed of all public land in California, Arizona, and 

New Mexico. Texas was exempt, having no federal land 

along the border. The stated purpose was to combat 

smuggling (Boggs 1966, 59). The measure must have 
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helped the work of border officials. A year later the 

president proclaimed the same zone for the Canadian 

boundary (Boggs 1966, 59). Mexico approved its own 

boundary reservation, 20 meters in width {Boggs 1966, 

59) . 

Officials also promoted the idea of fences at the 

turn of the century. The Mexican collector of customs 

in Nogales called for a 2-foot-high wall topped with 

heavy wire netting. The barrier would extend 300 yards 

east and 800 yards west of the railroad tracks running 

north and south that divided the town (United States 

Department of State 1969, Nogales Despatch No. 47, 8 

August 1899). 

Mexican Consul Manuel Mascarenas in Nogales 

proposed an "iron fence" along the Arizona-Sonora border 

in 1899 (Mascarenas. Letter to Ignacio Mariscal, 21 

December 1899). His suggestion closely followed more 

boundary fisticuffs. In October 1899 a fist fight took 

place between an American and a Mexican a few feet 

inside Mexico after a baseball game at Naco, Arizona. 

Guns were finally drawn and four people were wounded as 

a result (United States Department of State 1969, 

Nogales Despatch No. 51, 30 October 1899). 

The concept of a boundary reservation and the 

erection of fences indicate that officials believed a 
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buffer zone was necessary to impose authority at the 

limit of their respective jurisdictions. The further 

implication is that limiting contact between the two 

populations was also important- The expansion of the 

boundary from a line to a zone enhanced official control 

by making the boundary visible. It also made their job 

easier. As the border population increased, so did 

official inclination to put a little more distance 

between residents of the two sides. For borderlanders, 

greater separation meant that government was placing new 

restrictions on their freedom to move back and forth 

between the two countries. For the two governments, it 

signaled a belief that increased vigilance over the 

movement of people was necessary to protect an erosion 

of sovereignty and efficient administration. 

This change was not without precedent. The new 

boundary reservation was only one in a series of zones 

that had been used to regulate transboundary interaction 

between the two countries since the Mexican War of 184 6. 

The Garcia case, however, roughly marks the shift 

between a relatively open border, marked by ease of 

crossing, to an era in which both governments recognized 

that greater control over interaction prevented disputes 

that had in the past not only raised tensions at the 
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boundary but also clouded diplomatic relations at the 

national level. 

4.2 Colonization plans in the 19th century 

Mexico began to regulate the activity of foreigners 

through boundary zones soon after independence. Plans 

for colonization, seen as critical to the defense of 

national sovereignty, included uninhabited buffer zones 

to minimize contact between the colonists and Americans 

at the boundary. Requiring a buffer zone between the 

new colonies and the boundary with the Americans would 

discourage the formation of bonds between the two 

groups. The Mexican Congress passed a colonization law 

on August 18, 1824, that gave states the right to grant 

concessions for colonies, with the federal government 

retaining rights of review and approval. One 

restriction prohibited colonization by foreigners within 

eighty kilometers of the boundary and forty of the 

coasts (Zorrilla 1965, 1:83). 

To encourage colonization in an area isolated from 

central Mexico and facing drought, banditry and 

indigenous groups fighting to retain their land and 

freedom, incentives were necessary. Coahuila's 

Colonization Law of March 1825 provided for a 10-year 

tax exemption from the time the colonists arrived except 

for levies to "repel foreign invasions" (White 1839, 
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1:438). Article 7 of the plan specified no new-

settlements would be permitted within "20 frontier 

leagues bordering on the United States line, and ten 

littoral leagues upon the coast of the Gulf of Mexico . 

. ." (White 1839, 434)-1 

Because Coahuila and Texas were joined and became a 

Mexican state by decree in May 1824 (O'Gorman 1966, 61), 

the settlement of Texas would have been carried out 

under the Coahuilan colonization law of the following 

year. Among the earliest Anglo petitioners to request 

permission to set up Texas colonies was Moses Austin, an 

American lead miner who became a Spanish subject in 

order to exploit deposits in Missouri in 1798 (Barker 

1925, 12-14). Carried out by his son, Stephen, the 

colony, from its small beginnings of 1,800 members in 

1825 (Barker 1925, 98), eventually grew strong enough to 

free itself from Mexican rule and form an independent 

republic in 1836 (Meyer and Sherman 1991, 339-40). 

Foreigners not from the United States were the 

preferred colonists followed by Americans who agreed to 

live under Mexican law. In 1822 a Mexican congressional 

x0ne Mexican league was equivalent to 2.64 English miles (Romero 

1898, 154), yet the measure has varied over time. One definition 

equates it to 3.46 miles (Real Academia 1984, 1292). Frontier 

league here is obviously a reference to the land boundary, as 

compared to the littoral, or seacoast, boundary along the Gulf of 

Mexico. 
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committee on colonization discussed plans for settling 

ten thousand Irish and Canary Island families in Texas 

(Barker 1925, 58-9). Even if the colonists were Anglos, 

officials felt they would eventually intermarry with 

Mexicans (Barker 1925, 50). Unfortunately, few of the 

American colonists required to be Roman Catholic and 

learn Spanish were or did (Meyer and Sherman 1991, 336). 

By the mid-1830s, thousands moved in to take advantage 

of land priced at ten cents an acre compared with $1.25 

an acre at the time for "inferior land" in the United 

States (Meyer and Sherman 1991, 335). Mexico eventually 

came to distrust some of its new colonists, banning new 

colonization by Americans in April 1830 (Zorrilla 1965, 

1:94-6). The decision of Texas to join the United 

States precipitated the Mexican War of 1846-48. 

Officials had long hoped that the establishment of 

military colonies would defend against attacks by 

Indians, themselves retreating before the advance of 

American settlement (Calderon 1955, 2: 311). The need 

for military colonies at the boundary had been 

recognized in independent Mexico as early as 1822, when 

Texas provincial Governor Antonio Martinez wrote to 

Mexico City of the need for a line of forts to control 

Indian-American trade and the entrance of illegal 

"squatters" moving into the area (McElhannen 1949, 121-
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2). After the loss of half its territory in the 

Mexican-American War, and because of general 

lawlessness, Mexico had even more reason to colonize its 

northern boundary. 

On July 20, 1848, less than six months after the 

signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo, Mexican 

President Jose Joaquin de Herrera approved a decree 

establishing military colonies along the northern border 

(Faulk 1968, 39). Another plan, proposed by 

conservative Senator Juan Nepomuceno Almonte on January 

26, 1852, again included buffer zones of unoccupied land 

lying within twenty leagues of any foreign nation and 

those unoccupied lands within ten leagues of the coast 

(Faulk 1968, 123).2 Europeans or residents of other 

Latin American countries were favored as colonists; the 

mention of citizens from the United States was 

"pointedly omitted" from Nepomuceno's plan (Faulk 1969, 

117) . 

Colonization plans were also tried further west 

along the new boundary. A federal decree of 1848 

designated colonies in Sonora at Bavispe, Fronteras, 

Santa Cruz, Altar and Tucson (Herring 1969, 104) but it 

2The twenty-league limit appeared on official maps for many 

years. See, for example, C.E. Herbert's Official map of the state 

of Sonora, 1885, in the University of Arizona Map Collection, Main 

Library. 
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was "practically unimplemented" due to "shortage of 

funds and a lack of colonists" (Herring 1969, 105). By 

the spring of 1850, when only one colony had been 

established at Fronteras, the state legislature passed 

its own settlement law on May 6 "providing generous land 

grants, tax and duty exemptions, and political and civil 

rights for colonists and empresarios who might contract 

to bring them in" (Herring 1969, 106). The federal 

congress declared the law unconstitutional on May 14, 

1851 (Herring 1969, 106). At the time Mexico had swung 

back to a centralist rule under President Santa Anna 

(Meyer and Sherman 1991, 324). 

Mariano Paredes, a national congressman from 

Sonora, in 1850 proposed a zone of colonization composed 

of "all territory two leagues within the presidial line 

of 1772" {Herring 1969, 108). Paredes' plan included 

the designation of Guaymas as a free port for 25 years 

to encourage the introduction of capital. It was 

thought this would curb American ambitions in the Baja 

California peninsula (Herring 1969, 111-112). The 

proposals did not pass although it is evident that 

Paredes saw them as a way to erect a barrier against the 

"greedy neighbor" to the north (Herring 1969, 113). 

Colonization in nineteenth-century Mexico failed to 

populate the northern frontier, and therefore, to slow 
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the Anglo advance. After seventy years of attempting to 

promote such settlement, it was estimated that only 

10,985 foreigners had joined colonies in Mexico by the 

last decade of the nineteenth century (Romero 18 98, 

126). Along with the hostile environment, low wages did 

most to impede colonization (Calderon 1955, 2:70). "We 

have now a surplus of labor and a deficit of capital, 

and cannot have a large immigration until such 

conditions are changed" (Romero 1898, 126) . 

Using colonization to establish a cultural barrier 

at the frontier did not fail because it was a novel, 

untested idea. The Romans established walled frontiers 

in Britain and on the Rhine and Danube rivers to oppose 

"forest, upland, and meadow tribes ..." (Lattimore 

1968, 383). The Chinese did the same in the face of 

nomads it could not absorb into its agricultural society 

(Lattimore 1968, 382). A meaningful distinction here is 

that the Roman and Chinese walls compare to the 

borderline, while Mexico relied on a border zone to 

accomplish the same thing. Similarly, in this century, 

the government of the Dominican Republic has promoted 

the colonization of its western boundary to thwart the 

eastward advance from overpopulated Haiti (Crist 1952, 

120-1) . 



95 

Boundary buffer zones in the colonization projects 

of early nineteenth century Mexico failed to isolate the 

northern colonists from American influence. The steady 

encroachment of Anglo settlers on the northern frontier 

challenged Mexico's ability to solidify its control over 

the national territory. Two consequences from this 

failed effort are evident. Mexico lost half its 

territory in the War of 184 6-48 and later attempts at 

limiting the influence of the United States would follow 

a different course: instead of relying on empty buffer 

zones to prevent interaction, future zones would 

establish boundaries within which limited contact would 

be permitted, even promoted. 

4.3 Population pressures at the border 

The encroachment of Anglo settlers on Mexican 

territory was only one example of the permeability of 

the boundary. Indians raiding settlements on both sides 

of the boundary, and filibusters looking to carve out 

large fortunes from new republics in northern Mexico 

challenged official control of the boundary.3 As border 

settlements grew during the nineteenth century, the need 

for some sort of control over interaction across the 

3See Martinez (1988, 42-3) for a synopsis of the incursions of 

William Walker and Henry Crabb in Baja California and Sonora, 

respectively. The complexities of Indian depredations are discussed 

by Callahan (1932, 357-64). 
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boundary was again evident. The general impression of 

border towns as wild places, created by incidents like 

the case of Jesus Garcia and the shootings at Naco, and 

the reality of the border area as a place threatened by 

Indians, bandits, and adventurers, were sources of local 

tensions that also influenced international diplomacy. 

A principal motive for re-establishing some kind of 

boundary zone in the twentieth century, either a 

resumption of the nineteenth century Free Zone or 

something similar, was continuing isolation from central 

Mexico accentuated by a rapid increase of population. 

If the Free Zone was needed to supply the sparsely 

populated northern fringe in 1885, its importance 

increased with population growth. Social stability 

during the administrations of President Porfirio Diaz 

contributed to growth of Mexico's population from 8.7 

million in 1874 to 15.2 million in 1910 (Meyer and 

Sherman 1991, 466). By 1900, the population of the six 

Mexican border states accounted for more than 10 percent 

of the national total (Reich 1984, 5). 

As the twentieth century advanced, population along 

the U.S.-Mexico boundary concentrated in border 

municipalities and counties. In 1960, municipalities 

adjacent to the boundary contained almost a third (32.3 

percent) of the population of the five Mexican border 
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states (less Nuevo Leon). In 1970 the percentage was 

32.9; by 1980, 41.8 percent. The eight most populous 

boundary municipalities contained more than three-

quarters of the total population of the 36 boundary 

municipalities (Victoria Mascorro 1984, 241). On the 

U.S. side, the border state population accounted for 6.4 

percent of the national total in 1900; by 1980, it had 

almost tripled to 18.5 percent. On the Mexican side, 

border states were home to 15.7 percent of the total 

national population by 1980 (Reich 1984, 5). 

Twin settlements began to grow from sleepy hamlets 

in the nineteenth century into their thriving 

metropolitan successors in the twentieth century. 

Increasing trade and American investment in Mexico 

created new towns as population on the American side of 

the line also grew rapidly. Along the Arizona-Sonora 

border, for example, Douglas and Naco developed to 

service American investments in Sonoran mining 

operations at Nacozari and Cananea, respectively (Wyllys 

1950, 221-2; Ruiz 1988, 42). Tijuana benefited in 1905 

from the end of the monopoly in the port of San Diego 

held by the Commercial Pacific Mail Steamship Company, 

and the opening of the Panama Canal in 1907. The first 

tourist attractions also appeared in the first decade of 

this century in Tijuana; federal legislation covering 
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gaming in the territory of Baja California appeared in 

1908 (Pinera Ramirez and Ortiz Figueroa 1989, 67). 

Construction of the railroads in the 1880s 

coincided with, and was most representative of, the new 

American investment in the region. New settlers in the 

U.S.-Mexico borderlands arrived from the cores of both 

countries as activity increased. Places like Tucson, El 

Paso and Laredo prospered with the arrival of the rails 

(Wyllys 1950, 231; House 1982, 31) and attracted labor. 

In the case of Mexico, however, the construction of the 

railroads combined with land speculation to displace 

rural peasants. Lands served by the railroad suddenly 

had access to distant markets; their value for 

agricultural production rose dramatically (Coatsworth 

1976). Many campesinos looked to the northern 

borderlands for a livelihood after being driven from 

their traditional homes by land speculators (Sheridan 

1986, 76). Large-scale irrigation projects in the arid 

and semi-arid north and interdependence on American 

border towns also contributed to northern migration 

(Victoria Mascorro 1984, 242). 

Population growth and the continuation of 

conditions that led to the Free Zone in the nineteenth 

century prompted calls for renewing border area 

concessions in the twentieth. If anything, the chaos 
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and destruction of the Mexican Revolution during the 

second decade left Mexico less able to integrate the 

borderlands into the national economy. Work in the 

fields and the factories came to a halt (Meyer and 

Sherman 1991, 554, 561). Thousands of peasants 

displaced by the chaos sought refuge in the United 

States. The massive exodus of refugees between 1910 and 

1920 coincided with an economic expansion in the 

American southwest that called for a new source of cheap 

labor (Martinez 1982, 64-65; Sheridan 1986, 35). A 

"floating population" not native to the area had begun 

to concentrate near the boundary (Martinez 1988, 132). 

Emigration to the borderlands put further pressure on 

scarce resources. 

4.4 Placing limits on migration 

When one considers the movement of people across 

the international boundary, the importance of border 

zones shifts from Mexico to the United States. Mexico 

had used border zones to direct settlement along its 

northern frontier since independence. For the United 

States, controlling the flow of people at the border 

became more important at the end of the century. The 

border region had changed from an outpost of 

civilization to a growth pole of settlement and industry 
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and border zones helped administrate the movement of 

more people. 

The boundary reservation was among the first steps 

taken to address the new challenge. The fear for the 

United States in the twentieth century, as President 

Ronald Reagan would say decades later, was that "we've 

lost control of our own borders and no nation can do 

that and survive" {Newsweek 1984, 18) . Reagan made his 

remarks in support of new legislation to control an 

established flow of undocumented workers making their 

way north to cross the border. This was not entirely 

unexpected given the long pattern of Mexican northern 

migration. The economic crisis of the early 1980s in 

Mexico added to the "push-factors" driving the migration 

stream. 

Mexican legal immigration to the U.S. was first 

restricted by the Burnett Law of 1917 that required a 

head tax and literacy test (House 1982, 151). The 

National Origins Act of 1924 contained quotas that were 

not applied to Western Hemisphere immigrants (Herzog 

1990a, 4}. Nevertheless, provisions on literacy, 

contract labor, and fees did restrict the number of 

Mexicans who qualified for entry (House 1982, 151). 

American consulates in Mexico began to reduce the number 

of visas for Mexicans, from a monthly average of 4,848 
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in fiscal year 1927-28 to a monthly average of 257 after 

July 1930 when the United States had already entered the 

economic depression. In the first quarter of 1931, the 

return of Mexicans from southern California had reached 

30,000 (Callahan 1932, 620). 

The U.S. Customs Service enforced early immigration 

law. With passage of the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882, 

Customs officials at Nogales, Arizona, reputedly caught 

half of the 6,000 Chinese making their way to California 

through Nogales between 1892 and 1910. The illegal 

immigrants made use of the Sonora Railroad from Guaymas 

to arrive at the border (Prince and Keller 1989, 189) . 

After 1910, Customs turned immigration enforcement over 

to a separate immigration service (Prince and Keller 

1989, 193). This decision implies that officials saw 

the need to separate controls on the movement of goods 

from those of people as traffic at the southern 

boundary, and immigration nationally, increased sharply. 

More than nine million immigrants arrived in the United 

States from other countries between 1881 and 1900; an 

additional 8.8 million arrived in the 1900-10 decade 

(United States Congress, House of Representatives, 

Committee of the Judiciary 1992, 554). 

Gradually, a permit system effectively established 

a hierarchy on the desirability of permanent or 
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temporary entry for certain classes. The role of the 

green card permit (1-151) holders, aliens with permanent 

resident status in the United States who chose to 

continue living in Mexico, is split between a reserve 

labor force for U.S. industry and service occupations, 

and a source of retail demand. In 1969, it was 

estimated that nearly 50,000 Mexicans possessed green 

cards (Lorey 1990, 188). Accepted in practice by the 

Immigration and Naturalization Service since the early 

1930s, an informal zonation imposes a practical limit on 

the distance between the residence and the workplace of 

the green-card holder. A 1983 study in Tijuana found 

that 75 percent of 436 "commuter workers" surveyed came 

from within six miles of the port of entry and about the 

same percentage worked at jobs located within a zone 

extending fifteen miles north of the boundary (Herzog 

1990a, 13). 

4.5 Raiders, traffickers and other criminals 

The unsanctioned movement of people engaged in 

activity considered criminal by either side has been a 

continuous problem along the boundary and has stimulated 

solutions that rely not only on formal but also on 

informal border zones. 

After years of arguing over who was responsible for 

Indian raiding along the border, a law establishing the 
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right of each country's armed forces to pursue Indians 

across the boundary took effect August 18, 1882. It 

also carried with it a geographic limitation. Article 2 

stipulated that such crossings would occur only in 

unpopulated or desert parts of the boundary, "at least 

two leagues distant from any encampment or town of 

either country" (Bevans 1972, 847). Article 3 further 

delimited such crossing privileges to the western zone 

of the boundary, proscribing crossings from Capitan 

Leal, 20 leagues (52 English miles) above Piedras Negras 

to the mouth of the Rio Grande (Bevans 1972, 848). 

In more recent times, all searches of motor 

vehicles on the U.S. side conducted without probable 

cause or warrant have to take place "within the 

administratively established 'reasonable distance' of 

100 air miles from the border" (Santana 1975, 219). In 

the case of contraband or customs searches, probable 

cause was needed away from the border with two 

exceptions: in the case "when it can be reasonably 

ascertained from the totality of the circumstances that 

any contraband found in a vehicle at the time of the 

search was also in the vehicle when it entered the 

United States" (Santana 1975, 217); and secondly, in a 

case where agents are "reasonably certain" that a 

vehicle carries contraband smuggled across the border, 
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whether or not the vehicle has actually crossed the 

boundary (Santana 1975, 217-18). 

Mexico imposed limitations on prostitution in 

border towns during Prohibition when Americans sought 

out vice south of the border. Curtis and Arreola (1991) 

found a pattern in the location of "zones of tolerance" 

in border communities. Their study identified two types 

of zones of prostitution and adult entertainment divided 

between districts, located in or near an existing 

commercial area catering to tourists close to the border 

crossing, and compounds, located at some distance from 

the crossing and isolated from other urban areas. 

Two examples of the extension of American law 

enforcement influence south of the border are worth 

mentioning. One is the installation of a series of 

radar-carrying blimps that face Mexico along the 2,000-

mile border. Their stated mission is to track the entry 

of drug-carrying aircraft that try to enter U.S. 

territory. The sophisticated radar technology carried 

in the large dirigibles allows them to "see" into Mexico 

a distance of 150 miles from an operating altitude of 

10,000 feet. 

The "Aerostat" system marks a significant new step 

in the ability of American officials to control the 

movement of illicit goods carried by small, low-flying 
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aircraft from Mexico. Law enforcement officials have 

recently admitted that the blimps are being upgraded 

with "downward-looking radar" to enhance their 

capability. Officials will not say what their new 

mission is, but if the movement of airplanes is already 

monitored, the movement of individual "mules" who carry 

drugs across in bundles or backpacks is likely (Arizona 

Illustrated 1993).4 

Another example of an enhanced projection of United 

States law enforcement into Mexico is the inspection of 

southbound cars at the boundary by U.S. Customs 

personnel looking, reportedly, for guns, currency, or 

other contraband that began in 1991 (Brooks 1992). 

Mexico has also increased efforts to catch the illegal 

introduction of arms into its territory, to the point of 

frisking some motorists (Barraza Zavala 1992). 

4.6 Transportation, insurance and health regulations 

Law enforcement regulations make use of zones along 

the border to regulate the movement and use of motor 

vehicles. For immigration searches in the United 

States, the 100-air-mile limitation for enforcement 

applies (Santana 1975, 219). In addition, searches are 

4The joke heard on the streets of Cananea, Sonora, that the radar 

blimp stationed at Fort Huachuca can read the brand name on a 

cigarette takes on new irony if the movement of people is added to 

the Aerostat mission. 
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limited to those parts of the automobile where 

undocumented Mexicans could hide. Under the Immigration 

and Nationality Act, immigration officials have legal 

access to private lands, but not dwellings, within 25 

miles of the boundary "for the purpose of patrolling the 

border to prevent the illegal entry of aliens into the 

United States" {United States Congress, House of 

Representatives, Committee of the Judiciary 1992, 235). 

Both countries have recently made their border 

regulations more stringent for the operation of 

vehicles; these continue within the zonal framework. In 

an attempt by Mexico to combat the illegal sales of 

American cars, American drivers passing beyond the 20-

kilometer Border Fringe since April 1, 1992, must go 

through an elaborate process of registration which 

includes possession of a copy of the car title and 

payment of a $10 fee using an international credit card 

issued in the same name as that on the title (Rama 

Insurance n.d.). 

American vehicles operated within the Free Zone 

must be driven by their owners, or if the owner is 

present but not driving, by a citizen or legal permanent 

resident of the vehicle's place of registration (Mexico 

Business 1992, 17). The new regulations seem to be 

having an effect. Car sales among some Tucson used car 
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dealers who specialized in the Mexican trade have 

plummeted (Dagostino 1992). 

Mexican residents of the Border Fringe and Free 

Zone enjoy the privilege of driving an American-made 

vehicle within the zone without having to pay the 

regular import tax. Their distinctive license plates 

bear an abbreviated frontera designation. The privilege 

can be renewed annually. To prevent a sale beyond the 

zone, a cash deposit or bond equivalent to the wholesale 

"blue book" value of the car is required when 

application is made for the permit (Mexico, Secretaria 

1992, 28). As part of the privilege, drivers may 

operate the vehicle for 90 days in the interior of the 

country beyond the zone, continuously or intermittently, 

during the one-year period by applying for a separate 

permit. In 1989, the placas fronterizas program was 

broadened to cover two vehicles instead of one per 

applicant (Arellano personal communication, 12 August 

1992). 

Such controls on the operation of vehicles date to 

the nineteenth-century Free Zone legislation. In an 

amendment to the 1885 law extending the zone along the 

boundary to Tijuana, Mexican owners of American 

carriages and wagons were required to apply for an 

annual permit and post a bond to use their vehicles in 
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the Free Zone. Authorities would cash the bond if the 

vehicle owner did not renew the permit. If the vehicle 

were taken out of the zone, it faced the full import 

duty (Dublin and Lozano 1887c, 97). Americans who 

brought a wagon or carriage into the zone also needed a 

permit and a bond equal to the import duty on the 

vehicle. They could use the vehicle in the Free Zone a 

maximum of six months (Dublan and Lozano 1887c, 98). 

Mexican truck drivers since January 1, 1991, have 

been limited to an Interstate Commerce Commission 

"commercial zone" that extends 25 miles north of the 

boundary. Cargoes destined beyond the zone would have 

to be carried by U.S. carriers, the U.S. Department of 

Transportation (1990) ruled. American trucking unions 

apparently registered the original complaint of unfair 

competition since Mexico does not allow U.S. commercial 

carriers to operate in the Free Zone. The Border Trade 

Alliance, an American business coalition, saw the 

practice as discriminatory, presenting a "serious non-

tariff barrier to trade ..." (Former 1992, 15). 

Manuel Edmundo Gallegos, a representative of a trucking 

cooperative in Cananea, Transportes Especializados Sadi, 

said the ruling had idled many of the 125 trucks in the 

association that had previously carried copper ore from 

Cananea for smelting in San Manuel, north of Tucson 
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(Gallegos interview). Previously, Mexico had allowed 

the operation of American cargo vehicles in the Free 

Zone (Mexico, Secretaria 1939, 21)-

Access to airspace along the border is limited to a 

30-mile-wide border zone by agreement of regional 

aviation officials in both countries. This "neutral 

airspace" can be used "in cases of bad weather or other 

emergency conditions by aircraft of either country 

without prior permission" (Stoddard 1986, 68). Dan 

Hawley, manager of the Federal Aviation Administration 

office in Tucson, said such a flight zone would apply 

only to commercial carriers following instrument flight 

rules to avoid bad weather as a safety factor for pilots 

and a convenience for air traffic controllers. Private 

pilots following visual flight rules who flew into 

Mexico would probably face sanctions (Hawley personal 

communication, 12 May 1993). 

Mutual recognition of problems that do not honor 

international boundaries has led to a few instances in 

which two border zones are equivalent in depth, as with 

the previous example on airspace. Another case involves 

the increase of toxic waste problems along the border, a 

consequence of the concentration of industry and 

population near the boundary. A 60-mile (100 kilometer) 

waste- and pollution-free zone on each side of the 
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border has been adopted to address it. Governors of 

Mexico's six northern border states proposed a ban on 

new landfills and toxic disposal facilities in the zone 

at a border governors conference in 1992 (Associated 

Press 1992). The precedent for the 60-mile zone can be 

found in a binational agreement to control sulphur 

dioxide emissions from copper smelters signed in 1987 

(Mexico-United States 1987). 

4.7 Suirniary 

In the nineteenth century, Mexico relied heavily on 

boundary zones to direct colonization at the periphery 

by establishing a buffer between its population and the 

territorial limit of the United States. When 

interaction was permitted, as in pursuit of hostile 

Indians across the boundary in the 1882 law, the 

incursions were limited to uninhabited zones isolated 

from the eastern section of the boundary, which was more 

densely settled at the time. 

Population growth in the boundary region at the 

close of the nineteenth century led to adjustments in 

managing interaction at the borderline. The 

establishment of a 60-foot boundary reserve in the 1890s 

signaled an increase in the number of unpleasant 

incidents that called for tighter controls. The 
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erection of barrier fences in the 1890s underlined the 

intention to restrict movement across the boundary. 

The new century saw the United States join Mexico 

in the formation of boundary zones to provide 

differential regulation over the movement of people. 

Efforts were made to place more restrictions on commuter 

workers than on those who crossed the border to shop. 

Enforcement of immigration laws in the United States 

joined Mexican customs laws in receiving a gradated 

zonal treatment. 

The most noteworthy trend offered by the 

establishment of border zones is the growing reliance on 

them by the United States to administrate the movement 

of people across the international boundary. For 

Mexico, the penetration of goods was the main issue. 

For the United States, an economic challenge was less 

significant. 

The establishment of controls over the movement of 

goods and people across international boundaries is 

essentially the domain of national governments. 

Nevertheless, an analysis of the utility of border zones 

can benefit from a study of the motivations of boundary 

residents who pursue individual goals that are contrary 

to national priorities. 
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5. SMUGGLERS AND THE FREE ZONE 

A principal argument against the Free Zone in the 

nineteenth century was that it promoted smuggling. 

Critics had reason to complain when merchandise imported 

duty free into the Free Zone was later seen on store 

shelves in Mexico's interior or north of the United 

States-Mexico boundary. As dependent as Mexico was on 

tariff revenues, however, it seems unlikely that its 

government would have encouraged participation in 

contraband trade. An exploration of this apparent 

contradiction is the topic of this chapter. Central to 

the analysis is a review of the consequences of the 

revolutionary advance in the speed and carrying capacity 

of transportation made possible by the railroad. 

Information from contemporary sources also provides a 

profile of smugglers and contraband. Here it is argued 

that the Free Zone was meant to deter smuggling even 

though some contemporary figures correctly alleged that 

the Free Zone promoted it. 

5.1 The unfulfilled promise of the railroads 

In the 1905 decree that abolished the Free Zone, 

President Diaz said the privilege was no longer 

necessary since the arrival of the railroads had ended 

the northern frontier's isolation from the production 

centers of Central Mexico. According to the president, 
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national goods were finally available at prices that 

compared well with similar foreign imports (Irigoyen 

1935, 1:311). 

Overall, the railroad did less for borderlanders 

than Diaz asserted. Historian John Coatsworth (197 6, 

2:19) found in his study of Mexican railroad building 

that the benefits of railway transportation favored the 

mining and agricultural export industries. Practices of 

charging the lowest rates to exporters, then importers, 

and finally producers for the national market followed 

the policy during the Diaz dictatorship of favoring the 

export sector (Coatsworth 1976, 2:10). "This fact leads 

us to the conclusion that the railroads promoted the 

growth of exports more than production destined for the 

country's internal market" (Coatsworth 197 6, 2:38, my 

translation). Neglect of the domestic market made the 

Free Zone important to settlement and development along 

the border, more so in those areas not served after the 

arrival of the railroads beginning in the early 1880s. 

As further support for the contention that the 

railroad did not resolve the isolation of the Mexican 

north, we know that proposals for border concessions in 

the twentieth century recognized distance from the 

center as a continuing problem. Such was the case made 

for the 1939 Free Zone formation in Baja California and 
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western Sonora {Mendoza Berrueto 1982, 48). The 

railroad link between Sonora and Guadalajara was not 

completed until 1927 (Zamorano 1980, 110), indicating 

that many communities remained isolated from the center 

for many years after the arrival of the railroad at the 

border and the subsequent termination of the Free Zone 

in 1905. 

The railroad companies themselves perhaps realized 

that the Free Zone was necessary to compensate for this 

discrimination against national production in favor of 

exports. Their encouragement to expand the zone in 

1884, called critical by Bell and Smallwood (1982, 45, 

75 n3), was purportedly aimed at stimulating population 

growth in areas served by the railroad, in this 

particular case, Ciudad Juarez. 

Despite the railroad connection between central 

Mexico and the borderlands, no lines connected Mexican 

border cities to each other. Any terminal point at the 

boundary had limited capacity as a transshipment point 

for other towns in the area; the railroad did not 

enhance the value of the border region as a potential 

market for domestic producers. By contrast, the U.S. 

border towns were not at the end of the line but strung 

along a chain of commercial activity extending from 

California to St. Louis. The extension of the Free 
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Zone in 1885 addressed the deteriorating economic 

position cities like Paso del Norte (Ciudad Juarez} 

found themselves in after the arrival of the railroads 

in the 1880s. With no east-west links to match those 

north of the border, Paso del Norte found itself 

dependent on El Paso for connections to East and West 

Coast markets. The Free Zone was viewed as a concession 

needed to "stimulate the local economy" (Martinez 1978, 

22) . 

5.2 Officials take advantage 

The social upheaval caused by the construction of 

the railroads has been well documented (Coatsworth 1982, 

266) and suggests that the government extended the Free 

Zone in part to mitigate rural unrest. Thousands of 

peasants were displaced in the late nineteenth century 

when speculators, who learned in advance where the track 

would be laid/ bought up traditional peasant farmland in 

the center of the country. Many campesinos relocated to 

the northern fringe in hopes of finding employment in 

mining, agriculture and industry (Sheridan 1986, 76). 

The border area during the late nineteenth century 

became a "springboard" for workers seeking jobs north of 

the boundary (Martinez 1988, 115). Access to duty-free 

food and other necessities from the United States in the 

border fringe permitted the government to assuage 



116 

dissatisfaction among displaced peasants who moved north 

looking for work. Since they probably knew that 

speculation had driven peasants from their lands in the 

core, knowledge of the hardships facing peasants figured 

as a secondary cause in the railroad companies' support 

for the extension of the Free Zone. 

If land speculation was an accepted practice during 

the construction of the Mexican railroads, with public 

officials profiting from advance knowledge of railroad 

routes, control of fees and tariffs levied on commercial 

traffic moving across the international border aboard 

trains must also have offered an opportunity for 

dishonest gain by unscrupulous officials. 

It is clear that the Mexican government feared that 

the railroad was used to avoid tariffs on goods destined 

for the interior. The primary focus of the March 1884 

legislation, which served as the basis for the Free Zone 

extension of 1885, was regulating the introduction of 

products by train. The extension of the Free Zone along 

the border was secondary to, and contingent on, the more 

inclusive legislation governing the movement of trains 

across the boundary. The law included detailed 

procedures for documenting, inspecting, and sealing rail 

cars destined for the interior (Dublan and Lozano 1887a, 

702). Railroad companies and importers were required to 
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post bonds sufficient to cover any fines they might 

incur for violating the new regulations (Dublin and 

Lozano 1887a, 704). As amended in 1887, the customs law 

stipulated that freight trains were only allowed to 

cross the boundary between 5 a.m. and 5 p.m. from April 

15 to September 16 and between 7 a.m. and 4 p.m. the 

rest of the year. Passenger trains could cross into 

Mexico until 10 at night but baggage cars were not 

allowed to clear customs until the following morning 

(Dublan and Lozano 1887c, 91). For goods imported for 

consumption in the Free Zone, the importer was required 

to post a bond, redeemable when the document indicating 

the goods had reached their final point of sale or 

consumption was presented at the Customs office (Dublan 

and Lozano 1887c, 95). 

These regulations reflect the obvious concern of 

officials in Mexico City about smuggling on the train. 

The prohibition on night passage probably reflects a 

determination that night staffing was uneconomical; it 

had the added benefit of deterring night operations by 

contrabandistas. By expanding customs vigilance to the 

20-kilometer Free Zone, the legislation made anti-

smuggling efforts more effective. Broadening the area 

of customs enforcement compensated for the increase in 

the speed and carrying capacity of the train. 
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5.3 A cross-boundary smuggling ring 

The investigation and journalistic campaign against 

Nogales Customs Collector H.K. Chenoweth illustrates the 

official corruption that spanned the border and worried 

officials in Mexico City and Washington, D.C. Chenoweth 

had been appointed March 31, 1897. After his arrival in 

Arizona in 1880, he had mined in the "San Jose country" 

and prospected in Sonora for two years before settling 

in Nogales in 1892 (H.K. Chenoweth 1899, 38). He was 

replaced on July 5, 1899 (The Nogales Oasis 1899d, 10). 

The Chenoweth case showed that while the Free Zone may 

have promoted contraband in some instances among 

individuals and merchants, the regulations contained in 

the Free Zone legislation were also designed to curtail 

official complicity in fraudulent customs collections on 

railroad cargoes. 

In May 1899, Nogales Consul J.F. Darnall 

acknowledged a petition from a group of Mexican 

citizens, who requested Darnall's removal for "alleged 

hostility to Mexicans and discourtesies to Mexicans 

having official business with me." The consul said the 

allegations were instigated by Chenoweth in league with 

a group of Mexican importers, "the Padilla, Ramirez 

gang," because of Darnall's "knowledge of corruption and 
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fraud at the custom house at Nogales" (United States 

State Department, Nogales Despatch No. 41, 24 May 1899). 

Darnall said he had assisted a civil service 

examiner in April, Frank M. Kiggins, in uncovering "the 

conspiracy and fraud that exist among Treasury officials 

here." He said he had not informed his superiors 

believing that an investigation would be obstructed by 

the current special agent at El Paso with the likely 

outcome being the "discharge of every honest man in the 

custom-house" (United States State Department 1969, 

Nogales Despatch No. 41, 24 Hay 1899). 

The Mexicans' original complaint was over the 

handling of the importation of a shipment of goods, 

which Darnall reported in March. Ismael Padilla, an 

employee of the Ramirez firm, had presented a "landing 

certificate" for approval at the consulate in which he 

had consolidated shipments to different consignees. 

Clients were billed charges for several consular 

invoices when in fact they had paid for one (United 

States Department of State 1969, Nogales Despatch No. 

37, 27 March 1899). The conspiracy followed earlier 

attempts in September 18 95 to tighten control over 

regulatory abuses. One new rule required an oath that 

goods, from "Europe or elsewhere," were passing to the 

interior and not being sold in the Free Zone or held 
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there for resale in the United States (United States 

Department of State 1969, Nogales Despatch No. 44, 27 

September 1895). 

Falsification of landing certificates was not a new 

practice nor were complaints to Treasury officials about 

their abuse. Early in his tenure as Guaymas consul, 

Forbes claimed success in ending the practice of 

combining shipments on one invoice. Practitioners 

worked the fraud by "composing sometimes as many as 

twelve separate shipments from my consular District, and 

would then present one invoice to the Consul of Nogales 

The brokers and shippers, with the consent of 

the Consul at Nogales and Custom House Collector, would 

pay $2.50 for fees to the Government, when by law they 

should have paid $25.00" (United States Department of 

State 1969, "Consular Report" 1 May 1893 in Guaymas 

Despatches). Forbes failed to mention that while he was 

cleaning up corruption, he also stood to gain by the 

improved collection of fees since his was a "feed" 

consulate (salary paid from collected fees) at a time 

when consuls frequently complained to their superiors of 

money problems (United States Department of State 1969, 

Nogales Despatch No. 130, 25 May 1892). The salary 

situation on the Mexican side was probably worse. 
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A reprint from the San Francisco Call newspaper of 

May 28/ 1899, details the specific charges of fraud made 

against Customs Collector Chenoweth. Darnall alleged 

that copies of a civil service examination were obtained 

in advance by Chenoweth and used by his wife and others 

to prepare for the exam. His wife was later hired as a 

cashier but apparently was never seen on the job 

(Nogales Oasis 1899a, 1). The fraud allowed Chenoweth 

to hire at least two of the test-takers, including his 

wife, to collect salaries for work they never performed. 

The money went to pay a judgment by the Treasury 

Department against Chenoweth for having undervalued a 

shipment of hides from Mexico (Nogales Oasis 1899b, 4). 

Chenoweth was also implicated in other crimes: the 

forgery of a letter of resignation from a former customs 

inspector who had denounced Chenoweth for wrong-doing 

(Nogales Oasis 188 9c, 6); tampering with the commercial 

correspondence of a competitor in the Sonoran mining 

industry (Harlow 1899); and in smuggling Chinese into 

the United States, an activity facilitated by the 

railroad (Paulsen 1971, 114-5). He was allegedly paid 

$100 for each Chinese allowed to cross into Arizona 

(Nogales Oasis 1899e, 1). 

The machinations of this cross-boundary smuggling 

operation may have included an effort to remove Mexican 
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Consul Mascarenas. Foreign Minister Ignacio Mariscal on 

July 6, 1899, in the midst of the Chenoweth controversy, 

responded to a letter from Nogales resident Jesse R. 

Grant. "In reply of your favour of the 28th ultimo, I 

have to say that there is no reason for removing Mr. 

Mascarenas from his consulate, whatever may be the 

representations or intrigues of parties interested 

otherwise" (Mascarenas Papers, folder 1). 

The depth of the involvement of American officials 

is indicated by the activity of Chenoweth. Even more 

telling were the rumors started by Nogales Customs 

employees to discredit Chenoweth's successor, William 

Hoey, who had done much to clean up the smuggling 

business in illegal Chinese immigrants, "much to the 

regret of a number of Hoey's poorly paid subordinates" 

(Paulsen 1971, 116). Even though Hoey was found not 

guilty in a jury trial on charges of smuggling Chinese 

into Arizona, he lost his job (Paulsen 1971, 122, 127). 

5.4 Two types of aontrabandiBtag 

When border populations engage in smuggling it is 

neither surprising nor an isolated event. It represents 

a decision by border people to pursue their interests at 

the expense of, and often because of, policies that 

originate at the center. 
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A frontier dweller's political loyalty to his 
own country may in this way be emphatically 
modified by his economic self-interest in 
illegal dealings with the foreigners across 
the border. Moreover while the motive is 
economic the activities cannot be limited to 
the economic. They inevitably set up their 
own nexus of social contact and joint 
interest. Men of both border populations, 
working together in this way, become a "we" 
group to whom others of their own nationality, 
and especially the authorities, are "they." To 
this extent it is often possible to describe 
the border populations of both sides of a 
frontier, taken together, as a joint community 
that is functionally recognizable though not 
institu- tionally defined (Lattimore 1968, 
374) . 

Contrabandistas operating in Mexico's Free Zone can 

be divided into two groups: those who smuggled 

necessities for personal consumption and those for whom 

smuggling was a commercial venture. Incentives to 

smuggle have been well documented. U.S. Secretary of 

State James G. Blaine in 1881 said he believed that the 

Free Zone, in combination with inconsistent state and 

municipal tariffs, served as a barrier to trade between 

the two countries by complicating the application of 

interstate tariffs and by setting "a premium on 

smuggling" (Callahan 1932, 496). Blaine did not 

distinguish that the Free Zone reduced incentives to 

smuggle by reducing tariffs into the zone. He correctly 

notes that uncertainty in tariff policy, which included 

constant changes in the prohibited goods list and 
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modifications in duty levels, proved frustrating to 

foreign merchants and stimulated smuggling. 

Differential tariffs also promoted smuggling from 

Mexico into the United States. U.S. Treasury Secretary 

C.S. Fairchild believed in 1888 that smuggling was 

promoted more by tariff differences than by the Free 

Zone. "So long as our present tariff on imports is 

continued, customs officers will be needed to collect 

duties and prevent smuggling, and I am not advised that 

the number and cost of such officials could be 

diminished if the Free Zone of Mexico were abolished" 

(United States Senate 1888, Exec. Doc. 108). Fairchild 

was suggesting that differential tariffs, and not the 

Free Zone, were responsible for smuggling. 

If the Free Zone reduced the incentive to smuggle 

into Mexico, by reducing the percentage of tariffs to be 

evaded, then smugglers benefited by the elimination of 

the Free Zone. Calls for repealing the Free Zone, 

purportedly because it promoted smuggling, might have 

been an attempt by an influential sector of 

merchant/smuggler to return greater profitability to the 

contraband trade. Zorrilla argues that two factors 

restrained allegations by American merchants that the 

Free Zone promoted smuggling: American businessmen 

profited from sales in the zone; and because "among 



125 

smugglers there were undoubtedly strong Anglo-Saxon 

interests" (1965, 1:476, my translation). Bell and 

Smallwood (1982, 8) also detail involvement of 

Brownsville merchants in smuggling goods into Mexico 

during the Carvajal revolt of the 1850s. 

According to Weber (1982, 149), Mexico's inability 

to enforce its customs regulations, given budget 

constraints, and the levying of higher tariffs, in a 

defective effort to increase revenues, encouraged both 

smuggling and graft. Weber was describing the situation 

before the mid-nineteenth century, but the description 

still held during the time of the Free Zone. More 

importantly, he points out a fundamental difference 

between those involved in a commercial activity, graft, 

from those who were trying to meet essential needs. 

Before the existence of the Free Zone, commodities, 

including many necessities, were between two and four 

times as expensive on the right bank as the left and 

often of inferior quality. The price disparity for 

imported goods was even greater (Romero 1898, 434). 

After abrogation of the zone, the price of many goods 

doubled, "so that only the most wealthy can afford them" 

(The Nogales Oasis 1905). 

Despite allegations by merchants that the Free Zone 

promoted smuggling, the railroad offered many average 
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citizens their first opportunities to engage in the 

contraband of necessities and small luxuries. People 

who had never been beyond their village or ranch could 

now travel to the border. Products from the trains 

could also arrive at several stops the train made on the 

12-hour trip between Nogales and Guaymas. When asked by 

Foreign Minister Ignacio Mariscal how contraband could 

be stopped along the northern border, Nogales Consul 

Mascarefias suggested locating additional customs agents 

along key routes crossing the border and at Hermosillo 

to inspect the cargo on trains (Manuel Mascarefias, 

letter to Ignacio Mariscal, 21 December 1899). 

American Consul Willard believed that most 

smugglers were Mexicans. "I beg leave here to remark, 

that this 'Free Trade* is practiced by the natives of 

the country, the records of the courts of the persons 

apprehended with contraband goods shows no foreigners" 

(United States Department of State 1969, Guaymas 

Despatch No. 723, 31 Dec. 1885). At least some of the 

practitioners, nevertheless, were Americans, as Willard 

first overlooked the possible involvement of Americans 

with Spanish surnames. In one case, New Mexico native 

Francisco Varelos, who moved to Bavispe, Sonora, in 

1887, spent a year in a Sonoran jail for smuggling from 

Tombstone "$30 or $40 worth of contraband goods for my 



127 

family" in October 1893 (United States Department of 

State 1969, Nogales Despatch No. 28, 26 April 1895). 

5.5 North- and south-bound merchandise 

American manufactures dominated southbound 

contraband, as might be expected. "The American 

manufactured goods brought clandestinely over the 

frontier (smuggled) in small quantities at a time on 

pack mules can [be] calculated at $75,000," Consul 

Willard wrote in his annual report for 1888 (United 

States Department of State. Guaymas Despatch No. 901, 31 

Dec. 1888). Tucson was an important supplier of this 

trade: 

Even before the coming of the railroad 
Tucson enjoyed a large export trade with 
Sonora...[G]oods delivered at Guaymas must 
pay custom duties, but this same 
merchandise can be easily taken across the 
line without observation on mountain 
trains, when made up into little bales of 
from 100 to 150 pounds each adaptable to 
pack mules. Thus Tucson has a monopoly of 
the dry-goods trade of Sonora (McClintock 
1916, 1:135). 

Tucson merchant A.M. Franklin said the shopping 

list of the small-scale merchant who planned to smuggle 

south included "large supplies of calico, bleached and 

unbleached muslin, cotton, lace, thread, needles, 

stockings, imitation flowers and all the fancy gimcracks 
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imaginable" (Franklin Papers). Many of these articles 

faced stiff tariffs, at a time when the peso was on par 

with the dollar. Lace, for example, was taxed at 6 

pesos per piece or 9 pesos per kilogram; stockings, at 

1.75 a pair (United States Senate 1888, Exec. Doc. 130, 

Annex No. 1). 

To evade such prohibitive duties, Franklin wrote, 

the owners of the pack teams "would sneak by their 

Custom House and after arriving home would leave their 

goods cached a few days and little by little bring out 

and mix them with the balance of the small stock they 

had in their stores." Products moving north to pay for 

the manufactures included mescal, panoche, beans, dried 

fruit and chili. After the Mexican merchant made his 

sale, he then bought for the return trip (Franklin 

Papers). 

Consul Willard at Guaymas also described an 

important component of the northbound contraband trade 

as he knew it. "As gold and silver bullion pay an 

export duty (silver and gold coin being free of export 

duty) there are considerable amounts, as in former 

years, smuggled over the frontier into Arizona. Of the 

amount of bullion thus smuggled over the frontier it is 

impossible to give a correct estimate" (United States 

Department of State 1969, Guaymas Despatch No. 622, 31 
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Dec. 1883). Contraband in cattle was another lucrative 

part of the trade that has been well documented in 

primary and secondary sources (Cosio Villegas 1963; 

Sepulveda 1983; United States Department of State 1969, 

Nogales Despatch No. 10, 9 Sept. 1893; United States 

Senate 1888, Exec. Doc. 108). 

There are some indications, nonetheless, that 

implementation of the Free Zone reduced smuggling along 

the Arizona-Sonora border. The estimated value of 

contraband over the border from Arizona was placed at 

$200,000 in 1884 by Consul Willard, before the Free Zone 

took effect (United States Department of State 1969, 

Guaymas Despatch No. 666, 31 Dec. 1884). In 1885, 

estimates of smuggling from Arizona to Sonora had 

declined by half, to $100,000, due to increasing 

vigilance by Mexican officials, who "have established a 

cordon of officers along the boundary line which is 

checking this illicit traffic" (United States Department 

of State 1969, Guaymas Despatch No. 723, 31 Dec. 1885). 

A government decree of March 1885 established an 800-

member fiscal police force to patrol the northern 

frontier and required Customs officials at the border to 

provide the force with detailed information on shipments 

entering the country. Members of the new gendarmerla 
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fiscal received a share of captured contraband (Dublan 

and Lozano 1887b, 139-41). 

Contraband trade estimates fell again in 1886, to 

$75,000, due to Apache raids and the increasing Mexican 

vigilance (United States Department of State 1969, 

Guaymas Despatch No. 784, 31 Dec. 1886). The same 

amount was claimed in the 1888 report (United States 

Department of State, Guaymas Despatch No. 901, 31 Dec. 

1888), and in 1889 contraband for the year was estimated 

at $50,000, a further decline (United States Department 

of State 1969, Guaymas Despatch No. 958, 31 Dec. 1889). 

While Willard does not say how he arrived at these 

figures, the trend is noteworthy. The vigilance of 

Mexican officials mentioned by Willard may have 

increased for several reasons, although central among 

them was the establishment of the new fiscal police 

force to supervise the movement of goods from inside the 

Free Zone to below the southern boundaries of 

Tamaulipas, Nuevo Leon, Coahuila, Chihuahua, Sonora, and 

Durango, their southern limit of operation (Dublan and 

Lozano 1887b, 140). 

5.6 Sunrnary 

Evidence can be found to support or deny the 

connection between the Free Zone and smuggling. As a 

concession from a central government heavily dependent 
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on import tariffs for operating revenue, we know 

officials believed the Free Zone did more to prevent 

than promote contraband trade. This is clearly evident 

in the legislation that extended the Free Zone along the 

boundary in 1885- Its primary goal was to control the 

introduction of contraband by train; the provision of 

duty-free goods to borderlanders was subordinate to that 

purpose. The Free Zone, while contingent on the larger 

goal of controlling smuggling, also had its own 

independent effects. The tariff differential 

established in the Free Zone promoted smuggling. 

The shadow cast between national goals and 

individual priorities compromised the capacity of the 

Free Zone to facilitate a better life along Mexico's 

northern border. The national development model under 

Porfirio Diaz favored the export sector at the expense 

of production for the domestic market. Officials and 

merchants on both sides of the line circumvented customs 

regulations for personal gain. Their activities 

contributed to the reputation of the Free Zone as a 

platform for smuggling. It seems more likely that by 

providing relief from tariffs, the zone actually reduced 

contraband into the zone. Official complicity in 

discrediting the Free Zone took other forms as well. 

Local government was unable to resist the temptation to 



132 

raise revenue by stepping into the tariff void provided 

by the Free Zone, thus defeating its purpose to a 

degree. 

Mexican Treasury Secretary Matias Romero (United 

States 1888, Exec. Doc. No. 130, 11) said that the 

asymmetry between the two countries could not be 

remedied by any "zone nor by any other artificial 

method" that did not address the root issues that 

produced the inequity. The Free Zone was made a 

scapegoat by those needing an explanation for their 

misfortune and seized upon by others who saw it as an 

opportunity to engage in illegal activities. The simple 

reduction of tariff barriers was not enough to create 

economic parity between the two countries. Romero 

underlined the need to separate the mercantile aspect of 

the Free Zone from the social or political ones. This 

is nowhere better illustrated than by the dislocation 

brought on by the construction of the railroad. The 

Free Zone was characterized as a commercial policy; its 

origins were partly political. Its principal aim was to 

curtail smuggling facilitated by the dramatic increases 

in speed and carrying capacity of the railroad; cutting 

import duties on necessities provided an important 

concession to residents of the Free Zone and stimulated 

purchases from American border merchants. 
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Officials in Mexico City and Washington, D.C., had 

reason to fear the participation of their 

representatives in smuggling as seen in the cross-

boundary smuggling operation organized by Customs 

inspector Chenoweth at Nogales. Smuggling attracted 

participants from every class of society and from both 

sides of the boundary. This paradigm suggests a broader 

and fundamental difference between the motives of those 

at the center, responsible for defending national 

priorities, and individuals at the periphery, who pursue 

their own interests. 
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6. VIEWS FROM THE CENTER AND THE PERIPHERY 

The administration of the borderlands has been a 

balancing act between regional needs and national 

priorities. Mexico's nineteenth century fear of 

territorial loss as a consequence of its northern 

neighbor's westward expansion evolved into the perceived 

threat of economic domination as the railroads linked 

the countries together in the 1880s. Mexico used border 

zones to allow the partial entry of goods to satisfy the 

border population without hurting industries nationwide. 

For the United States in the twentieth century, ever-

increasing migration from the south became a major 

concern. Setting geographical limits on the movement of 

people allowed contact sought at the border while 

maintaining control over immigration, a national 

priority. Both of these national concerns in many 

instances have contrasted with a different fear for 

those near the boundary: that excessive vigilance would 

restrict the interaction upon which economic livelihoods 

at the border depend. 

6.1 The conflict of priorities 

The defense of sovereignty, a concern for both 

countries, is reflected in the administration of the 

international boundary. From the viewpoint of Mexico 

City, the attraction of United States products and 
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cultural influence signals a weakening of its 

sovereignty and raises suspicion about the loyalty of 

borderlanders and the value of northern culture, seen as 

"little more than a cheap imitation of gringolandia" 

(Williams 1990, 306). This same kind of cultural 

affinity for things Mexican arouses suspicion in 

Washington, D.C. among those who believe that 

borderlanders, especially Mexican-Americans, are somehow 

less loyal to their country than other ethnic groups 

(Martinez 1988, 103). Border zones have played a role 

in the balance between sovereignty and necessary 

interaction by allowing a wider zone of contact at the 

border. 

For borderlanders, obstacles to free movement 

across the boundary produce frustration and threaten 

prosperity. Problems are immediate, far removed from 

notions of nation-state or promotion of national 

economic or foreign policy goals. Tariff revenue may be 

important to bureaucrats in Mexico City; on the border 

import duties prevent residents from acquiring 

necessities at the lowest price, and when Mexican 

borderlanders know goods are available cheaper just over 

the line, high tariffs are seen as unfair and stimulate 

participation in contraband activities. Border problems 
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are different from those at the center of both countries 

and require different solutions. 

The merit of proposals to address the economic, 

political, and social milieu of the borderlands depends, 

of course, on perspective. Distance between the center 

and periphery has always influenced the analysis of 

border problems. "Location on a frontier involves 

remoteness from the center of national-cultural, and 

political activities; these reach their greatest 

intensity in the core of the nation and exercise only an 

attenuated influence on the far-away borders, unless 

excellent means of communication keep up a circulation 

of men, commodities, and ideas between center and 

periphery" (Semple 1911, 230). Not only does distance 

from the periphery weaken links with the center, but 

especially in Mexico there is fear of a concurrent 

strengthening of commercial and social ties between 

interests on the two sides of the northern boundary 

(Tamayo and Fernandez 1983, 171). 

In the use of border zones to manage relations at 

the boundary, the balance between the priorities of 

center and periphery is tested. When interests 

coincide, border zonation has been of mutual benefit, as 

when zones regulating the movement of visitors to 

Mexican border towns encourage higher retail sales 
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there. At other times, forces at the center impose 

zones on the periphery that work against the interests 

of the borderlanders, as when the United States 

restricted the effective zone of border-crossing cards 

from 150 to 25 miles. The establishment of border zones 

allows each country to implement solutions to problems 

at the periphery that do not sacrifice national 

interests yet which provide enough flexibility to avoid 

alienating the border population. 

Fear in the center of excessive contact at the 

periphery is also expressed in the character of local 

government initiatives directed toward the other side of 

the boundary. The general reaction of the central 

government to transboundary cooperation by subnational 

authorities is negative in any border situation. They 

are reminders of the need to guard against any sharing 

of power with the periphery; at their worst, they 

promote the fear that foreign authorities will dupe the 

local officials (Duchacek 1986, 16). Along the U.S.

Mexico border, differences in the degree of local 

autonomy possessed by Mexican and American border 

officials make cross-boundary cooperation difficult. 

Because of the centralist nature of Mexican government, 

border municipal officials face the frustrating 

situation of having authority to only implement 
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government policy; their counterparts across the line 

participate more in its design {Bustamante 1981, 4-5). 

The boundary has also served as a political fulcrum 

for relations between decision-makers in the two 

capitals, which has brought harmful consequences for 

borderlanders. U.S. diplomatic recognition of President 

Porfirio Diaz after 1876 turned in large part on what 

Washington saw as Mexican intransigence over border 

problems like the Free Zone, Indian raids and cattle 

rustling (Rippy 1926, 297; Callahan 1932, 365-6; Cosio 

Villegas 1963). The pattern continued in the twentieth 

century. The U.S. slowed northbound border traffic in 

1985 to protest perceived Mexican inaction in helping 

solve the murder of a U.S. drug agent in Guadalajara 

(Levy and Szekely 1987, 211). For those whose lives 

span the boundary, such gestures by one government 

impose hardships on both sides of the boundary and seem 

disconnected from the reality at the border. For 

example, when border-crossing hours were shortened after 

the 1985 Guadalajara incident, many residents of Naco, 

Arizona, and Naco, Sonora, were forced to return home in 

the evenings by making a long detour through the 

Douglas-Agua Prieta crossing (See Fig. 1). 

While the core tends to defend national interests 

and the periphery promotes regional goals, the situation 
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is not fixed. Competing interests in the capitals and 

at the boundary often work against each other, promoting 

one set of values over another. For example, as 

Stoddard (1986, 58) has pointed out, an interesting 

contradiction separates those elements of the United 

States government responsible for maintaining the 

barrier function of the boundary (State, Treasury, and 

Agriculture departments) from those charged with 

increasing and improving the communication between the 

two countries (various agencies involved in tourism and 

trade). The same could be said for Mexico. 

6.2 Merchants make their case 

Border merchants' alternating support and 

opposition to border commercial zones as solutions to 

regional economic problems illustrates how opinions 

sometimes diverge at the periphery. Mexican Treasury 

Secretary Matias Romero (1898, 453) faulted U.S. border 

merchants for unjustly criticizing the Free Zone in the 

nineteenth century. Having prospered from trade that 

moved through Mexican ports during the U.S. Civil War, 

American merchants opposed any scheme which cut their 

sales, which the Free Zone did, when their business 

faltered at the end of the war. Rather than admit the 

right of Mexican merchants to participate in retail 

activity, some U.S. merchants argued that the Free Zone 
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was used illegally to introduce merchandise into the 

U.S. market, bypassing customs duties while taking away 

a portion of their market (Romero 1898, 455). This is 

an example of a regional group defending its interests 

by claiming damage to national priorities. In this way 

they hoped to convince politicians to push for 

elimination of the Free Zone. 

However, Romero (1898, 452) also notes that the 

Free Zone received large amounts of "products and 

manufactures" from U.S. companies. The American consul 

at Matamoros also saw the Free Zone extension as a 

benefit to U.S. merchants since it would increase the 

"buying capacity of towns affected and in which three 

fourths of the goods now used are American" (United 

States Department of State 1969, Matamoros Despatch No. 

150, 8 April 1884). 

Misunderstandings and general ignorance about the 

benefits and costs of the railroad also led merchants on 

both sides of the line, but outside the Free Zone, to 

blame the zone for diminished prosperity. The negative 

influence of the railroad on many merchants seems lost 

in the celebrations that accompanied the train's 

arrival. Many Tucsonenses in the early 1880s hailed the 

arrival of the symbol of nineteenth century progress, 

even as some merchants closed their doors, unable to 
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sell their inventories against competitors who benefited 

from lower railroad freight rates (Sheridan 1986, 87-

88). Similarly, the railroad hurt Guaymas merchants by 

1910 as the volume of trade shifted to frontier custom 

houses (Ruiz 1988, 125). 

The merchants of Magdalena, Sonora, also claimed 

damage because of the Free Zone. With the reduction of 

national tariffs in the zone, American or other goods 

sold for less than the same goods outside the zone in 

Mexico. Like their counterparts further east along the 

border but outside the Free Zone, the merchants called 

for the abolition of the duty-free privilege only-a few 

years after it was extended by President Diaz in 1885. 

A careful analysis of their complaint supports an 

alternative view that the completion of the Sonora 

Railroad in 1882 is more responsible than the Free Zone 

for the decline of this district capital 87 kilometers 

south of Nogales (See Fig. 1). 

After what historian Juan Jose Gracida describes as 

a dispute that lasted ten years, the town council (Junta 

Popular) and residents of Magdalena in April 18 99 sent a 

request to Sonoran Governor Ramon Corral seeking his 

intervention with the federal government to have the 

Free Zone abolished. Five reasons were offered to 

support the request: 
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a) only Nogales had benefited; the "progress" 
of the remaining towns had stagnated; 

b) the natural course of business in the 
district, with its center at Magdalena, had 
been diverted toward the border; 

c) instead of stimulating the population of 
towns on the periphery, with the exception of 
Nogales, it had caused the depopulation of the 
older towns in the Magdalena district; 

d) contraband had not been restricted by the 
Free Zone; it had spread along the entire 
border to the advantage of both Nogales, 
Sonora, and Nogales, Arizona. 

e) the Free Zone led to tension and disparity 
among residents of the District, by the 
creation of divergent interests (Gracida 1987, 
10-11). 

The complaint, never resolved to the satisfaction 

of those who submitted it (Gracida 1987, 11), refers 

more to the arrival of the railroad and less to the 

continuation of the Free Zone. Espinosa (1951, 109) is 

among those who attributes the "economic resurgence" in 

Nogales and other border towns solely to the extension 

of the zone in 1885, but the railroad can claim more 

credit. Imports through Nogales showed strong gains 

after the arrival of the railroad in 1882. Agua Prieta 

to the east showed no strong surge until 1901-02 (El 

Colegio 1960, 470), after the construction of a rail 

line from Douglas made possible the large-scale 

development of the copper mine at Nacozari (Venegas 

1984, 10-12). A similar trend was seen further west at 
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La Morita (near the present custom house at Naco). 

Modest annual imports of less than $100,000 pesos 

through much of the 1890s soared to more than $1.6 

million (El Colegio 1960, 471) when a new railroad at 

the turn of the century made the expansion of the 

Cananea copper mine feasible (Ruiz 1988, 56). 

With the coming of the railroad, Nogales joined 

Hermosillo as one of the most important commercial towns 

in the state (Ruiz 1988, 129). The shift to Nogales 

negated the argument that the flow of business through 

Magdalena had been unnaturally diverted to the border. 

The railroad "altered the nature of trade" as Ruiz says 

(1988, 125). It also brought new mobility, new 

prospects, and profound social change. Before the 

railroad, life in one rural town was similar to that in 

another; later, towns along the line, and especially 

Nogales, offered new social and employment 

opportunities. The transfer of the custom house from 

Magdalena to Nogales on August 2, 1880 (Gracida 1987, 

9), was another signal of the rise of Nogales and the 

decline of Magdalena. Officials had decided to build 

the line through Nogales instead of from Hermosillo to 

Paso del Norte (Gracida 1987, 10). Magdalena was 

already losing its preeminence as the regional 

commercial center. As Nogales grew in importance, it 
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was only natural that other towns in Magdalena District 

should see a loss of population, especially given the 

difficult geography that left many towns isolated. New 

mobility meant new opportunity. 

For the Mexican government, promotion of the 

railroad was a national priority in its goal to 

modernize the country. The rails also established 

closer links to the United States, a fact not lost on 

some critics who opposed the growing interdependence as 

a threat to sovereignty (Nicolau et al. 1965, 507). The 

implementation of border zones was one way in which 

national and regional goals could be reconciled. 

Industrial development was upheld by permitting limited 

commercial interchange; allowing zoned access to imports 

satisfied the needs of border residents. 

6.3 Recapturing the border market 

Nowhere does the difference between national and 

regional priorities appear as clear as in attempts to 

establish stronger links between Mexico's border region 

and the national economy. The Programs Nacional 

Fronterlzo (PRONAF), the border development program 

started in 1961, hoped to recapture for the Mexican 

economy the retail market within 20 kilometers of the 

boundary (House 1982, 209). Herzog (1990a, 147) says it 

also sought to "interrupt the flow of capital into the 
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United States." The first director of the program, 

Ciudad Juarez businessman Antonio Bermudez (1966, 137-

8), appealed to Mexican nationalism in trying to promote 

a preference for Mexican products in the borderlands. 

This patriotic appeal to support a national 

priority went unheeded by the regional audience. We now 

know that while the program was successful in adding new 

infrastructure along the border, Mexican shoppers still 

prefer to shop at Wal-Mart or Kmart for certain consumer 

goods that are unavailable at home or available only at 

higher prices. A 1989 study of expenditures by 

maquiladora workers in northern Sonora found that more 

than three-quarters of 400 employees interviewed said 

they shopped in U.S. border towns and that this group 

spent an average of 37 percent of their monthly income 

doing so (Pavlakovic and Kim 1990). Earlier research 

discovered a similar trend. A 1972 study estimated that 

workers in Agua Prieta's maquiladoras spent 52 percent 

of their salaries in the United States {Tamayo and 

Fernandez 1983, 16). Tamayo and Fernandez (1983, 16) 

believe that at least 30 percent of maqulla wages leaks 

to the other side within a few hours of being paid out. 

In the 1970s, further incentives to link the border 

fringe with the national economy were channeled through 

a special commission, the Comision Intersecretarial para 



146 

el Desarrollo Fronterizo y Zonas y Perimetros Libres, 

created in May 1971. Concessions included subsidies on 

freight charges for products made in the country's 

center and sold in the border zone, sales tax rebates, 

and duty-free imports of certain production inputs 

(Urquidi and Mendez 1975, 169-70). The commission, 

whose charter was renewed in August 1983 and again in 

April 1993, is composed of representatives from the 

federal ministries of Treasury, Social Development, 

Commerce, Agriculture and Water Resources, 

Communications and Transportation, and Health 

(Impulsuran 1993). Its composition indicates a federal 

viewpoint for resolution of frontera problems. 

Mexican border zone privileges have been balanced 

between consumption and industrial development; such 

programs on the U.S. side, like the establishment of 

enterprise zones in Arizona, have focused mainly on job 

creation. The provision of goods to U.S. border markets 

has not been a problem. In fact, major U.S. retailers 

like Wal-Mart have built several new stores in Arizona 

border communities anticipating continuing strong demand 

from northern Mexico. In the last five years, new 

stores have appeared in Nogales, San Luis, Sierra Vista, 

and Douglas. More are probably going up elsewhere along 

the border. 
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Despite the anticipated opportunity of building 

stores within Mexico under a proposed North American 

Free Trade Agreement, many have opted instead to build 

on the border to avoid rules of origin requirements 

under the proposed agreement. Stores built in Mexico 

will not be able to stock duty-free Asian goods that do 

not meet the minimum percentage of content originating 

in North America. Stores north of the boundary will be 

able to do so (Pavlakovic personal communication, 9 

February 1993). 

Mexico, for its part, has followed a flexible 

strategy when dealing with U.S. retail competition. At 

times this has favored regional over national 

priorities. Concessions to allow the reduced-duty 

importation of consumer goods has been allowed when 

national suppliers could not serve the market, imposing 

a hardship on consumers at the border. This was the 

case in the nineteenth century and the pattern continued 

during the economic crises of the twentieth. 

At other times, Mexico has attempted to restrict 

U.S. border retailing efforts through a close vigilance 

of the 20-kilometer Border Fringe. By enforcing 

existing legislation limiting the amount of goods that 

can be brought back into Mexico by Border Fringe 

residents to $50, the country attempted to limit 
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"leakage" from its retail sector during the Christmas 

season of 1992 (Lazaroff 1992). "What's happening here 

is that they're seeing a crunch on their capital, and 

they're trying to keep some of that money in the 

country," said the owner of a Tucson electronics store 

who saw sales drop 35 percent (Gary 1993). Mexico's 

merchandise trade deficit for 1992 was expected to be 

large and tightening up enforcement of an existing law 

was an option for central government officials (Madrigal 

1992). Mexican borderlanders expressed their 

displeasure with this attempt to recapture the border 

market by destroying the Customs facility at Nuevo 

Laredo. One hundred arrests followed (Detienen 1992). 

In 1992, the government also imposed new packaging and 

quality requirements on imports for the purpose of 

controlling the introduction of defective merchandise 

into the national market (Barraza and Madrigal 1992). 

6.4 The price of interdependence 

The privatization in the late 1980s of the Cananea 

mine, located forty kilometers south of the Arizona 

border, illustrates how border zonation has been used to 

compensate for changing national priorities that harm 

regional interests. Cananea had served as one of the 

important precursors of Mexico's 1910 revolution 

(Cockcroft 1968). When, in 1906, Mexican workers struck 
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for wages equal to their American counterparts at the 

American-owned facility, the subsequent violence was 

repressed on orders of the state governor with the 

assistance of 300 American volunteers who crossed at 

Naco (Zorrilla 1966, 109-10). The incident illustrated 

the dominant position of foreign capital during the era 

of Porfirio Diaz. The use of the Mexican Army in 1988 

to enforce the mine's bankruptcy indicated that the 

revolutionary symbolism of Cananea no longer justified 

uncompetitive operation as part of the modernization 

program of President Carlos Salinas de Gortari's 

administration (Associated Press 1989). 

To make the adjustment away from important 

government subsidies that Cananea had enjoyed before as 

a parastate industry, in 1989 the government approved 

the expansion of the twenty-kilometer Border Fringe to 

include Cananea (See Fig. 1). The decree (Mexico, 

Secretaria de Comercio 1989) provided tariff exemptions 

for raw materials and inputs to facilitate linkages with 

the mining industry or for export production. A 

continuing recession in the mining community led to a 

promise of additional aid in the summer of 1992, in the 

form of technical support from representatives of the 

National Development Bank (NAFINSA). The concessionary 

treatment included in the Border Fringe status was 
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offered as the policy instrument that Salinas said would 

help revive the economy (Salinas 1992). 

Privatization at Cananea and the reduced stature of 

the mining union confirm that even revolutionary icons 

are not immune from the restructuring of the Mexican 

economy. Protected for years as a symbol of national 

sovereignty, Cananea must now stand on its own. A 

regional demand for assistance was again answered by 

limited concessions within a limited geographic zone. 

In this case, however, the concession also serves a 

national goal of reducing state liability in marginal 

industries. 

At Cananea, the government offered Free Fringe 

concessions that will increase its dependence on the 

economy north of the line. American border cities have 

also sought and received relief from government to 

ameliorate depressed economic conditions that burden the 

U.S. borderlands partly because of its dependence on 

Mexico. Arizona border counties, less Pima, with cities 

at the boundary, averaged 15.7 percent unemployment in 

1992, compared with a statewide jobless rate of 7.3 

percent in December 1992 (Arizona Department of Economic 

Security 1993). In the wake of the 1982 peso 

devaluation, when U.S. border communities were painfully 

reminded that their economic destiny is closely tied to 
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prosperity south of the boundary, a relief program 

consisting mainly of technical assistance to coordinate 

local and regional planning was set up through the 

United States Commerce Department's Economic Development 

Administration (Del Castillo 1986b, 86-7). 

Justifications for assistance included: a) proximity to 

Mexico benefits the nation, yet responsibility when 

things go wrong falls disproportionately on border 

communities; b) the peso devaluations produced an 

economic disaster in the region (Del Castillo 1986b, 87-

88) . 

The granting of the sales tax exemption to Mexicans 

within thirty miles of the boundary mentioned earlier is 

another example of a concession on the American side to 

compensate for the negative consequences of the 1976 

peso devaluation within the context of interdependence 

at the boundary. In a more recent example of a border 

concession, the Arizona Department of Commerce (1993, 1) 

approved enterprise zone status for the city of Douglas. 

Forty-three percent of the residents in this southeast 

Arizona border community were determined by the 1990 

U.S. census to be living below the federal poverty 

line. Under the designation, employers are eligible for 

a state income tax credit of up to $5,000 for each 

qualified worker hired for three years. "Qualified" 
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means considered "economically disadvantaged or 

displaced" under federal guidelines. The enterprise 

zone designation lasts five years. Douglas also planned 

to offer low-interest loans for companies that created 

more than 10 jobs and spent more than $200,000 on fixed 

assets (Arizona Department of Commerce 1993, 1). 

6.5 Good fences make good neighbors 

Events at the border sometimes show a sharp 

division of opinion at either the center or the 

periphery over how to manage contact at the boundary. 

Recent efforts to erect impermeable barriers along the 

boundary have met with a mixed reception by 

borderlanders. Stimulated by a wave of crimes committed 

by "border bandits," residents of Naco, Arizona, think 

that closing holes in the chain link fence with concrete 

blocks is a good idea, as would be the erection of a 10-

foot-high steel fence being considered by American 

officials (Ibarra 1993). 

Further west, merchants in Nogales have protested 

that the installation of the steel fence made out of 

aircraft landing mats will prevent Sonoran shopper 

without crossing cards from patronizing their stores 

(Rubinowitz 1993), until now an illegal yet officially 

tolerated activity. The Nogales City Council, which 

appeared torn between supporting a major constituency or 
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upholding the law, adopted a resolution "adamantly-

opposed" to the proposed four-mile-long steel curtain; 

then it voted to allow the Border Patrol to attach 

surveillance cameras to city water towers (Kunnen 1993). 

The plan to build the steel barricade at Nogales was 

eventually postponed after officials deferred to the 

merchants. "We're not in the business of forcing 

unwanted projects on the people we're supposed to 

serve," an INS spokesman said (Brooks 1993b). 

Problems at Naco and Nogales reflect the complexity 

of international exchange at the boundary. Those who 

are victims of crime want more security. Towns as 

heavily dependent on Mexican clientele as Nogales, 

Arizona, believe that erecting stouter fences undermines 

the economic security of the town and are quick to point 

out that sales taxes contribute to officials' paychecks. 

"You're hurting the economy of two communities and we're 

paying your salaries," Harlan Capin, president of the 

Nogales/Santa Cruz County Economic Development 

Foundation, told Border Patrol official Joe Marrufo 

during the fence controversy (Rubinowitz 1993). 

Border Patrol officials said they were surprised at 

the reception to their proposed fence, thinking that 

"the economic toll the cross-border criminals and drug 

traffickers have taken on the citizens" was being 
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overlooked (Brooks 1993a). Perhaps as a show of good 

faith, officials recently cut three months off the 

normal seven-month period Sonorans wait for permanent 

border-crossing cards (Brooks 1993a, 1993c). Official 

decisions to reverse the border barricade plan and to 

streamline border-crossing card acquisition illustrate 

the current trend to ease rigid control on Mexicans 

entering the United States; that it could shift back 

tomorrow to tighter controls suggests the fluid nature 

of boundary management. 

Divisions of interests at the periphery about the 

utility of boundary management were also seen in the 

nineteenth century. One of the limitations of the Free 

Zone was that it was never really "free" in the sense of 

being exempt from all duties. Municipalities took 

advantage of duty-free treatment to introduce their own 

taxes, providing an example of how differing interests 

at the periphery worked against each other. Even the 

limited taxation of the Mexican side injured Mexican 

merchants. Mexican Consul Manuel Mascarenas in Nogales 

saw the reduced duties collected south of the boundary 

as the ruin of Sonoran merchants "who struggle to 

maintain general merchandise stores with necessities, 

which by paying the current tariffs of the zone cannot 

compete with those of Nogales, Arizona" (Manuel 
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Mascarenas, letter to Ignacio Mariscal, 21 December 

1899, my translation). Porfirio Diaz also noted in 1890 

that while the central government had tried to help the 

border population, the governors of border states had 

compromised the effectiveness of tariff exemptions by 

imposing their own taxes (Manuel Mascarefias, letter to 

Ignacio Mariscal, 21 December 1899). 

6.6 Summary 

In the nineteenth century, Mexican merchants 

decried the decline in retail trade by blaming the 

tariff differential implemented in the Free Zone. They 

may have been blind to other factors responsible for the 

shift in commercial activity that accompanied the 

arrival of the railroads. Towns outside the Free Zone, 

such as Magdalena, Sonora, saw their fortunes decline 

while others such as Nogales, the railroad terminus at 

the border, grew from little more than villages to hubs 

of commerce and prosperity. What merchants failed to 

realize was that they were caught between the national 

priority to modernize the transportation system and the 

regional need to provide necessities to those along the 

boundary. Their needs were overlooked in the larger 

picture. 

The shifting balance between national and regional 

priorities in controlling the movement of goods across 
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the boundary would be repeated in the twentieth century. 

At times, the central government would provide 

concessions to stimulate the integration of the border 

economy into the national system. At others, it would 

restrict borderlanders1 access to retail goods from the 

other side. 

The use of border zones has also accomplished the 

work of easing a transition in national development 

strategy. Thus, at Cananea the painful transition to 

privatization has been reduced somewhat by providing 

special concessions through the Border Fringe regime. 

Similar programs have been implemented on the U.S. side 

to compensate for higher levels of unemployment that 

appear among boundary counties. 

The current debate on whether to build a bigger 

fence at the boundary also contains elements of this 

tension between the national priority to maintain 

sovereignty and enhance security and the regional desire 

to allow greater interaction as an admission of a high 

degree of interdependence between the two sides. 
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7. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Administration of the United States-Mexico border 

regulates the movement of goods and people between the 

two countries. Like all international boundary-

management, two opposing tendencies must be reconciled: 

the need for separation to defend sovereignty and 

promote the national interest; and the desirability of 

interaction that benefits those near the border 

specifically and the nation generally. To pursue a 

balance between these sometimes contradictory purposes, 

the United States and Mexico exercise authority at the 

boundary and within contiguous border zones. The 

borderline, despite its capacity to maintain rigid 

division, allows interaction. While permitting a 

greater degree of contact, the border zone imposes some 

limitations upon it. 

Several variables determine the intensity of 

international boundary management. Where contact or the 

potential for conflict are present, and among those 

borders marked by great contrasts between one side and 

the other, efforts to control the interchange are more 

intense than along uninhabited frontiers or between 

similar countries. The Berlin Wall was a model of 

rigid, yet incomplete, administrative isolation between 

two countries. The United States and Mexico share a 
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border where great contrasts and extensive interaction 

converge; both sides have practiced an intense 

management of the boundary as a result. On the other 

hand, a review of relations at the United States-Mexico 

border also reveals great permeability, illustrating 

that social and economic benefits derive from at least 

limited interchange, and illuminating how the boundary 

and border zones are employed to manage the exchange. 

Sovereign nations establish a hierarchy of what and 

who is more or less desirable at the points of entry 

into their territory. As a demonstration of such 

rankings, the degree to which any division between 

countries keeps things or people out depends in part on 

the resources allocated to enforce the separation. 

Since the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo established the 

current boundary between the United States and Mexico 

one hundred and forty-five years ago, limited resources 

for boundary administration have often restricted the 

ability of each government to control that which it 

feared most from its neighbor. The lower funding 

priority for border management suggests that tight 

enforcement was not perceived as necessary. 

Nevertheless, the complementarity between borderline and 

border zones allowed officials greater latitude in 

enforcing the movement of goods and people across the 
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boundary. Mexico has concentrated on the movement of 

goods across the borderline; the United States has 

focused on the movement of people. 

Remoteness from central Mexico and easy access to 

markets just across the line in the United States led to 

the development of the Free Zone shortly after the 

delimitation of the boundary in 1848. Similar duty-free 

concessions followed in the twentieth century. After it 

was recognized that preventing access to American 

markets led to depopulation and smuggling on the Mexican 

side of the boundary, border zones were used to define 

the quantity, category, and distance that duty-free 

goods were allowed to circulate. By permitting a 

limited degree of "free trade" to take place, Mexico's 

central government served the needs of borderland 

citizens while protecting the larger market for national 

industries and the national treasury from tax evasion. 

Such concessions established a political link with the 

population at the periphery, even as it admitted the 

inability to bring the border fringe into the national 

economy. 

The nineteenth-century Free Zone was abolished, it 

was said, when completion of railroads from central 

Mexico ended the isolation of the northern border. But 

this argument does not explain why, after the railroad 
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connected center with periphery in the 1880s, the Free 

Zone was extended along the boundary in 1885. With 

abolition of the zone not taking place until 1905, 

twenty years passed with the railroads in place before 

the northern isolation supposedly disappeared. 

Two explanations suggest themselves. Both of them 

have to do with the unexpected effects of the railroad. 

Correctly viewed as essential to the country's 

modernisation, several other consequences for Mexican 

society were unpredictable yet significant. Coatsworth 

(1976, 1982) found in his studies of railroad-building 

in Mexico that the export sector was favored over the 

domestic market and that land speculation along planned 

routes both uprooted rural peasants and provided the 

means for their migration north in search of work. 

These two factors explain, in part, why the Free Zone 

was extended at the moment when the railroad should have 

ended the need to reduce import duties on products from 

the United States. The railroad was not interested in 

serving the domestic (border) market; as a result, 

landless peasants at the border needed concessions to 

adapt to a new life, and border merchants needed access 

to cheap imports to satisfy the expanding demand. 

Another element of this explanation focuses on the 

termination of the Free Zone in 1905. It is tempting to 
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speculate, and difficult to substantiate, that the Free 

Zone was allowed to expire for political reasons: that 

the Diaz administration, concerned with growing social 

tension in the first decade of this century, tried to 

limit contact with exiled insurgents north of the 

borderline. A tacit admission of their fear of the 

expatriate movement, Diaz officials terminated the Free 

Zone behind the explanation that the railroad had 

eliminated the isolation. This notion has since been 

challenged by a return to border zones to compensate for 

distance from Mexico City. This hypothesis merits 

further examination, perhaps as part of studies on the 

support Mexican revolutionaries received in the American 

borderlands. 

A second line of inquiry for the longevity of the 

Free Zone, one suggested in this study, is that the Free 

Zone was part of a strategy to arrest smuggling. The 

increased opportunity to smuggle because of the 

transportation revolution was another unforeseen 

consequence of railroad building. The cross-boundary 

conspiracy and corruption of Customs Inspector Chenoweth 

at Nogales only hint at the true extent of the 

temptation and opportunity presented by the train to 

defraud the public treasury. The extension of the Free 

Zone as part of the tariff law of 1884, with its 
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extensive and detailed regulations aimed specifically at 

controlling the introduction of merchandise by train, is 

more than coincidence. By 1905, perhaps Mexican 

officials felt they had smuggling under control and 

decided the Free Zone was no longer needed for this 

role. This is another question that may be answered 

after further research. 

Border zones applied to the settlement and movement 

of people have been even more dynamic than those applied 

to goods. First, such zones have been applied along 

both sides of the 2,000-mile-long boundary. Soon after 

independence in the early eighteenth century, Mexico 

established border colonization zones to attract foreign 

settlers yet maintain a buffer zone against the United 

States. It was hoped that foreign settlers would offer 

a barrier to the advance of settlers from American 

territory. The uninhabited border zones prevented too 

much contact with the "gringos." Second, the function 

of such border zones as buffers contrasts with their use 

in the twentieth century, when the most frequent and 

intense activity of visitors in the other country is 

channeled to geographically limited border zones 

adjacent to the boundary. Border zones previously 

arrayed as obstacles to hinder contact are now used to 

concentrate it in a zone near the boundary. 
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The need to establish a secure division between 

borderlanders from the two countries smoldered through 

decades of delimitation and demarcation squabbles, 

cattle rustling and Indian raiding; their implementation 

awaited in part the arrest of a single man at the 

boundary in Nogales. The diplomatic finding that Jesus 

Garcia had been detained right on the line, and not in 

either country, allowed the countries to smooth over the 

controversy and led to the establishment of boundary 

reserves by both countries. 

Jesus Garcia provides a convenient, if rough, 

division between the period of greater employment of 

border zones by Mexico to control people, and more 

importantly goods, to a time when the United States 

began its unceasing struggle with immigration and 

attempts to exercise "control" over its borders. The 

Garcia case also marks the closing of an era when 

communication between the two sides meant simply 

crossing a street, to a new period of tighter 

administration on the movement of people marked by the 

erection of fences and other bureaucratic structures at 

the boundary by both sides. This control refers to 

movement in both directions, extending not only to 

limitations on the activities of Mexicans in the United 

States or Americans in Mexico, but also to the 
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inspection of Mexicans or Americans upon their return 

home. For Mexicans, it can mean a difference in the 

amount of shopping they do while in the United States; 

those now living below the twenty-kilometer Border 

Fringe can bring back more duty-free goods; the opposite 

was true in the nineteenth century. Vehicles returning 

from Mexico can be stopped for inspection without 

probable cause within 100 air miles of the border. 

In the twentieth century, the United States 

employed border zonation to restrict the entry of 

Mexican nationals into its territory when their numbers 

began to be viewed as threatening to the economic 

interests of American citizens. The pattern coincides 

with the appearance of twin-cities and growing 

population along and migration to the northern boundary. 

Much as in Mexico, United States border zones also 

provide limited access to U.S. territory when a social 

benefit is perceived; for example, when Mexican border 

shoppers stimulate retail sales on the American side. 

A study of United States-Mexico border zones is 

incomplete if the distinction between priorities at the 

center and the periphery is not considered. There can 

be a great difference between what an individual at the 

border considers appropriate boundary management and the 

view held by a bureaucrat in the capital. For the 
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nation-state, sovereignty is most important. At the 

periphery, such concepts are abstractions, divorced from 

an everyday existence dependent on contact with the 

other side. Along the Mexican side of the boundary, 

discord has been heard most often when a regional need 

for duty-free access to necessities conflicts with a 

federal dependency on tariffs to fund budgets and 

provide protection for national industries. On the U.S. 

side, physical or bureaucratic barriers that reduce 

contact with the other side produce similar hardships 

and similar reactions. 

When the interests of the core and the periphery 

coincide, no obstacles arise to challenge border 

administration, at least from one side of the boundary. 

This allows the possibility that a government decision 

taken on one side of the line may adversely affect the 

border population on the other. Conversely, when 

interests at the center and periphery in one country 

differ, national priorities take precedent and 

borderlanders accept the imposition or turn to solutions 

outside the established channels of redress. The 

proliferation of smuggling at international boundaries 

is one potential outcome of disagreement between center 

and periphery. 
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Reactions to central government decisions affecting 

the border also differ at each periphery. Phone calls 

are made to government representatives on the U.S. side; 

a hand-carried petition may find its way to a visiting 

Mexican president. Such differences in access to the 

political process reflect differences in the amount of 

authority exercised at the border; American 

borderlanders seemingly having more opportunity to 

influence federal policy. 

Despite the reliance on the two-tiered 

administration composed of borderline and border zones, 

the study of transboundary relations at the United 

States-Mexico border reveals no clear pattern of 

agreement over boundary management. This comes as no 

surprise: a shifting balance between degrees of 

independence and interdependence, most apparent at the 

border, often suggests other variables in the 

international relationship. Finding common ground for 

the proper gradation of rigidity and flexibility at the 

border is elusive and varies through time and space. 

Merchants in Nogales, Arizona, decry efforts to raise an 

impermeable barrier at the boundary, rightly fearing 

that some of their clientele will not come to their 

stores; a few miles away at Naco, Arizona, worried 

residents applaud plans to install concrete blocks and 
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steel fences to impede bandits who prey on rural 

residents. 

The implementation of border zones, nonetheless, 

represents an effort to reach a compromise. Mexican 

borderlanders have access to duty-free goods in Mexican 

border zones; beyond certain geographic limits duty-free 

goods compete with national priorities and the privilege 

ceases. The same is true on the American side. Mexican 

shoppers with crossing cards are allowed into border 

communities. Beyond a certain point, where the fear of 

Mexicans taking away Americans' jobs increases or where 

it is assumed that Mexican retail demand is satisfied, 

the crossing privilege reaches its limit. Such complex 

relations could not be handled as easily if their 

administration were limited solely to control at the 

borderline. Border zones in the United States and 

Mexico have made an important contribution to reducing 

the friction at the boundary, the point of contact where 

two very different countries adjust the fine balance 

between their needs for separation and integration. 
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