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REAL, ‘RE.GULATED AND RECATIVE POVERTY'|IN THE U.S.-MEXICO BORDERLANDS *
. . . | .«

- P s ¥

- . ' | o .
‘This essay w1ll explore the extent to Which povert#'ex1ats among the resi—.
c\ dents of the U.s. -Mexico Borderlands. TheLsequence ty be followed in th1s
* ™ analysis w1ll be an initial clar1f1catlon of some zf%ceptual perspect1ves sur-
| rounding the problem followed by a survey f curre t economic conditions and
growth potential for the Borderlands region Follow1ng a brief. overv1eW of
‘/ ~ the salient factors ‘associated with Borderlands poverty and those most closely
; . associated with the economlc activity of the region, the three dimensions .of
| ‘-.’poverty 1n the Borderlands will be outlined These are: real (or absolute)
poverty, based upon arb1trary economi.c criteria, regulated poverty, the dif-
fer“ential ratés of poverty existing adbng the dominant and minority segments
'of the Borderlands population; and relativé poverty which results from the use '}
of varied, non—economic criteria for deter%ining the degree of economic Wellbeing.

. . : |
-’ \ ’ : © e

‘Conceptual Cons1derations in Approaching BonderlandSmPoverAy o .

-

A cléar ‘analysis of poverty as 1t is enperienced in the Borderlands is: p&ésible
~only if the theoretical and conceptual ambiguities relat\ng to this inquiry are
. - first dealt Wlth. In this essay three main considerations w111 be discussed. W
’ : The pxoblem of delineating "the Borderlands" ‘and "the border as well as its b
kY K . ." mnature and normal function with regard to international activity, the diverse

' perspectives which, approach Borderlands poverty as a total economic system or

~ the population which suffers from the malady\pf low income, and the variqus

- o dimensions of thleerm 'poverty" will be 1nVest1gated , . .
Although extensive discussions delineating andbseparating the terms "border"
and "Borferlands" are available elsewhere1; these will be d8f1n8d§t0 suit our
present,'nalytical needs. The Borderlands will 1nclude the two national land

b areas of the, Mexican Borderland and the American Borderiland, consistlng respec-

s tively of the tier of six Mexican and four | American states2 whose boundaries .

' coincidkms}th the international border. A’ more restrictiveaterm, the border,
will apply only to the arb1trary politAcalwinternational boundary line and that
thin line of couﬂty Jurisdictions°or urban mun cipio 1y1ng in juxtaposition to
it. Due to the unique status of the major urban centers in the border area,

— ‘ including the twin border cities‘“these will be dealt w1th and analyzed sepa- °

- " rately in addition to being included as part of the border region.
F .. . %, . . . . , .
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Economlsts and economic analh_s do not agree on the function of the inter- :

-

~ . nat;onal border nor what Dodel should be applied’ in pursuing its effectnvc
- economic dev@lopment. One group (by far the ‘greatest mumber) adopL the classical,

* approach in ,which the greatest econoinic, brnefit aceLues to all u\gments of the

economic system when the exchange of good: and scrvices are. maxxmlzod through
unrestricted free trade.' In the case’ of the U.S.~Mexico, Bordcrlands, thlo . -
- might be called the symblotlc approach" &Prlch; 1968; ulllhan, 1969; Baerreson, ;
1973' Bernl, 19733 Taylor, 1975) This aLPlOdCh pelce»\.u of the iuternatlonal
boundary as an artificial polltlcal barrler vhich re stnlct the natural<Elow of
. peoples, goods and serviees across it. Theretore, legislative, action is desirable
| whlch removes natural or imposed obstacles to the unInnlblLed movenent of these
commodltles between the Mex1can and American Bordcrlands. " Th connection with o
the free 1nterchange of personnel and resuurces, the presence of a huge reser— |
voir of untra}ned 1nexpens1ve'1abor (both Mexican and'American) acoessnblc to ]
border 1ndustrial entelprlses attracts those 1nd teles which scck this 1elatlve /f
advantage of chaap labor, These build up the employment roles Wlthln the region,
. spawning. ‘many secondary businesses and payrolls to ger?lce them, but they are o f
"runaway" industries which flee from one region o anes hea ah?ad aof r1°1ngnwag /
levels and labor costs. They do’ ‘not_build up the economic base.of The reglon asj/
. would mofe baslc industries. To fa01lltate the ' syﬁblmric approach , a "1mpbr"
tant initial. step is the creation of a "free trade zone' along hoth oleS of the
&border which guarantees a maximum of economic intflcourcc between the. two::n/c'oun--a

tries with a- mlﬁlmum of tariff restrlctlons and’ import«expoxt dﬂtnes. Such a /

zone enables the development of "tw1n,plant" opcratloms3 and extensive touris.'
activities w1th a mlnlmum of fLictlon and complicated re gulations. Vlﬁh 1h1
%n mind, the Mexican government inaugurated the Hallonal Border Progr m (PR LAF)
and further prov1ded a posltlve lure for tourism by. gasolinc subaJ“Jc . Qlﬁce
the symblotlc approach max1mlzes fts etonomic poLentlal with 1ncreased tra e
'flow, the acceleratlon of liquid assets (money) acts as a mullnp]ler : eff ct" to ’
generate _a more adequate mnney supply whlch tends 1o fncrease ;;pqndluur:f and ‘
*credit and some 1nvestment capltal When a natlonal Btalance of\payment eilcit .
occurs because of the rclatlve advantage of one of the counz&iés over thc other,
this tends to activate govérnmental machinery for 1mpedlno ‘he loSses and the
. unrcstrlcted trade period is termlnated. When-an accelerated gconomy .ﬁows a
higher per cap;taAlncome?,thls is consldcrpd a positiwve c'ain for the vy%rem
with little regard gof %}s-sclcctive or universal dlstrlbutnom among border
residents. . ' ~§ : - oo J
- e : g ) o | . /
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, Even the trans1ent Lourlst places an 1ncreased burden on local public services

and fac111t1e° and is often attracted from governmental (tax-supported) efforts.

‘ 1970" Briggs, 1974, 1975 Portes, 19/43)- . ‘ A .

. sions made expllclt. The arbitrary ecopomic level of under $3, OOO annual _ S

>

In maxked contrast to the symblotlc approach is the smnller but voc1£erous
group of economic advocates Supportlng\the natlonallstlc approach" to Border-,
1ands economlcs. fbelr v1ew of the nqtlonal boundary is one’ of an 1mpe1meable
mombrane through whlch redtrlctcd lev01s of econonlc activity mlght occur untr],
after careful m011tor1ng reyeals thst a given irternational. exdhangc,ls economic-
ally dls&dventaaeous to this country or its c1tlzens, the 1nte1national ‘threat to

the 1nternal economic, system 1s eife rtlvely neutrallzed. An open boruer Wthh

.
Ty 4

e°ults 1u a lowering of the quality- of lafe 4n the. Amerloan Bolderlandu is

anathema to the "ndtlonallsts" irrespective of any other économic good wh1c1
this condition might yeild to the overall econom aic system itself. They fear. Lhat

in a caoe where two ur qual economlc systems 2llow the unrestralned flow of N

- market conditions_invo v1ng supply and demand of “1abor and products, it tends to

reduce the 1ncqua11ty between the 1ntonc levels in the two systems at the. expense
6f the highar. income natlon, in this case the Unrfed States. Moreover, they point
~out that unrestralned compet1t101 bet‘end 1abor groups in unequal lncomc countlles
mlght yeild business prorlts to the haoﬁilncome nqtnon, but at the expepse of the a;

a.

poor and unskilled wor&ers of thzt sano nation. . _ s

)
An overall.per cap1ta 1ncome 1ncrease V1th1n the Amerlcan Borderland is no ~

guarantee&for less poverty among its minority peoples—— Amerindlan, Mexican Améri-
cans, Blacks-- who hlstorlcally have not benefited perceptrbly from such econ-

omic devélopments. Further, the natlonallstlc group p01anout that border res1dents
are forced to subsidize cheap fore1§n labor since local taxes must provide the

soclal and medical: services to the- 1mnover1shed non—cltlzens 1n the1r midst.

dvertlzement and promotion. 1he) polnt out the hypocracy of industrial
olganlzatlons and corporate structures-who publicly Support 1eg1s1atlon to curtail
public use of facilitiés and services by allens (and ‘thus lower the tax rate)
whlle at. the aame time covertly using alien wolkers or the threat of employlng
aliens to create a submlss1ve and loyal 1abor force. Hence, the "natlonalistlc

S

approach" is 'more people-orlented rather thard economlc—system or1ented(AFL—CIﬂK

. . . . c PR

Rngardlcss of which of theoe approaches is uséd to reduce Borderlands

N o
poverty, poverty itself must be more carefully defJned and some of 1ts dimen-

1ncome made a favllc indicator for 1aunch1ng the Great Society programs a- .o

decade ago.A_However, many poverty experts caution that even though a low

g S . . . . .
monctary income is the criteriom for recognizing poverty peoples, the simple.

\\\\‘_,,/ R : It ' S S e
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o é 4 - for them . -
lack of money is not the under]ying cause of poverty. Rather, /it stems from

hackground training, a product of cultu1a1 determlnlsm-— "a cultUrﬂl 1ncapac1ty

to pake use of income" (banfleld 1970 1“6 also Ktuckhohn and Strodtbeck 1961,

Mgdsen, 1964; Heller, 1966; Rubel, 1966 etc.) Although the lack of ,overwhelm-

1ng v1q1ble successes f?pm thc War on DoverLy programs nay have glven some cre-
dance to th° culLural chermlnlst posltlon, it is more 11ke1y that th° ineffec—

tlveness na° a product of middle class functlonﬂrlcs overseelno ovcrstocLed

_bureaucratlc orﬂanlzatlons which vere %o penetrate lower class -areas. While

)
2

- prevent flnanclal °uccess, bas1c character wgaknesses dssoclated with low |

B

a

A

or as a group, a d1sadvan£aged or rac1alJy inferior people fulflllng their medlocre

..only‘ﬁinoritles constrtutn rhe poverty C'roup While Lhey accept as their own

assuming that the pourlng ‘of* huge cxpendlturea into .a poverty areawould nattrally

‘filter down and be distributed cqult ably among the more needy famllqps, they

ultlnately made thc target cultures their scapcgoat gor poverty program failures.
To focus on the causal facLors of poverLy, two polar orlencatlons prov1de

thelr respectlve rrankmmrks. On Lhc one hand ‘poverty is- explalned as Lhe

‘inevitable result of an exploitive economlc and SoClal system wvhich is LnStl“

tutlonallzed for the protectlon and pcroetuatwon of a select group in pover at
the expense of poverty peoples, chlefly raclallethnlc minorities. Thus, poverty
and its solution -is seen. in térms of. brln #nn dbout wholesale chanoes in the
1arger social system. -On the other hané pove1ty is explqlned as a functlon of
the very people who lrve in its bondage—— -such as moral imoerfectlons thch

w

motlvatron 1evels, a s1tuatlon condvtlo\ed by Fate or a result of God s Will,

destiny Although 11be1a1s genera]ly stport the former pos1tlon and comsex—

vatlvc elemenps'the latter, most scholars mix some elerents of both owlentatlons.

‘

Castro (19/?) discusses four ideological approachbs to ‘Chicano poverty whlch not
only reflect these ~two orlentatlons, but also 1iﬁlude .dominant and mxnorlry reactic
The causes and cures/for poverty advanced by minority group members varlest
conslderably, depend “Ting upon their preqent Qoilo-ECOHODLC posltlon. Middle -
class members, ridiculed as cultura1~"sall—outs ¢ 0Y assxmnlatlonlsts by their
1ower class'cohorts, sce the addptdtlon of educatlonal and compensatory traln— -
-ing combined with 1egal restrlctioﬁ/»analnst minority dlsvrlmlnatlon in the
laboxr market as the curec for perpctual povcrLy among m1norit1es.( Lnﬁer

class m1nor1ty enclaye residents, confvs1ng erhn;c/raclal values vith those of

a’ given socizal class, assqne that all anLe members of soclcty are wealthy and

leaders persous of similar socio- econom:c staudlng V1Lh1n their ethnlc/racla]

group, their rhetoric to explain poxerty nd its causes jis often borrowed from

although 1
conflict thebry and/mos ly uantellngb]c to them, pyoVJdos a -source of auto-

nomy and pride. ‘ b .

T | 006 S .
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. context. of "cu1tural plurallsm .

deVulopln

.s1gnalpthe need for treating poverty as a multifaceted, complex phenowenon

‘come levels (3n1t1a11" set at QB 000 or 1ess snnual famlly income). Th

with 1ow income potentlal.-
;changlng Self—porceptlons of ones ovn - vellbein
: standards or neference group is used as a ba31s for comparlson and is. called

‘relative poverty.

" As perceivcd by the. romantlc humanlsts, 1qor1ty peoples living in povcrty
aré quaint, exotrc but simple. cultures nhlch ought to bé pleserved within the -
Ponaver, Lhe economic responslblllty for Lhelr

ex1stcnce is, shlfted from the group 1tsﬁ1f to permanent publrc subsidies,

-thus placing th1s small laboratory of cdﬂturar deers1ty in, an eternal state of

ndn-change 1Jdbd Wlth gconomi.c and cultural dependancy. Scldom 1s the need for

mlnorlty self-Su£§Xcrency stressed as a poss1ble optlon W1th1n the

cultural plurullsm approach o e . B _ "y
The broad dlfferences between the stple $J,OOO annual fawlly income criterion C

and the complex socléi and cultural criteria related to poverty life styles

LT
rather than aSSunlng it to be a unidimensional level on a family income scale.

‘For this reason the poverty concept has been futher reduceu to three separate

dimensions“for gréater precision in oux Border]ands analysis. The £11st of C

these is called. real (absolute) pove_dy, a condition reflected by fo ~
‘second

it

is called requlaced poverty and deals wrth the ma rdlstrlbutnon of poverty agggg
select ethnic groups which cannoL be e\plalned by. objectlverfactors aﬂsiciated N
The thrd d1mens10n of poverty is concerned Wlth the
varylng adé%rdrng to what

r

Follow1ng a background discussion of the broad economic

‘conditions and potential for 1nduqt1lal development 1n the Borderlands,

”development, this descriptive backgroun will surmarize four major aspects of

counterparts 1s characre117ed gene:ally as a seml—arld 7one, sparsely populated -

“one another by vast Lypanses\pf open 1and

°

these

three poverty dimensions w111 furnish the conceptual categorles for a more

challed analys1s of poverty in th1s region. , , o =

Economlc Condltlons and Potentlal ﬁrfectlng Borderlands. Development

Because of the spec1a1 conditions facing the Borderlands economy in its
the problem. These are a) Lhe regﬁon s geogra pnrcal*spatlal fcatures as a
contributor to ‘economic growth b) the potentlal of extendlng the region
economlc bace througﬂﬁga51c %ndustry, c) special p011t1cal~econom1c conse-~
quences resu1t1ng from the presence of the 1nte1natlonal boundary, and d)
a demographic description of border peoples in 1i'ght of possible poverty-
pcrpetuaﬁlng factors. | - : o - '~/\

I

The region encoripassing thn four U.S. bordtr states and their six Mexican *

v [}

and sprinkled Lhrou°hout with a 1imited number of urban ccnters ‘isolated £rom
This combLnatlon favors a low

-5 5
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intensity land use pattern of tanching, or farmiug along the'Rio Grénde sector.-
More' than one-half of - aIl manufacturing units are coutalned within one couqty~*

San Diego—— and althou"h valujylc nlneral resources are plLSCnL within the re-

IESPNNE

glon, LheFefarewnotmrcadily covvcrlele to a steel-based heavy 1nduutrial
complex o{eracterlstlc of the Northoact and Midwest regions of Amerlca or the
"Altos Hornos complex. in Mexico. 7The vast amount oi space’ between settlements
in the region lcad;to.Jnereascd social CQBCS for services (Kraenzel 1968)
sueh as medical cnd ooclal serV1ces, ejementary aud seconaaly education, and
governmental admlﬂstr tion and- regulatory agenﬂxes. hs 1clatcd to poLentJal’
economic expansion, it lac“e’tht highly populated = markets neavby wnlch could
abaorb the~product° of incleased Boracrlands industry. Only light industry
Whlch seeks the relative advantage of a lalge, unskilled and "therefore
1nexpens:ve labor force, such ‘as the needleworklna 1ndust11es, can survive
in such: a milieu without sub51d17 tion of some form..

During the mid—1960 s, a 301nL Comm1081on on Devclopment and Trlendship

(CODAF) was formed betweep Hexlco ~and wje Unitcd Sratcs to £091e1 the chelop— '

ment ‘of the Bordeflands reg*on Ay volume of mqtcrral was asscembled assess 1ng

was that the region is £ar blhr d npst other areas of the United Statéo in_
& ;

1ndustr1a1 cevclopmont and tiattprosp°cts for. change vere eeremely oor (E.D.A,

.1968). The - atLraction of 1n'n?trres produclng ploducts of $tyle, dcs:gn, rescarch

and the like, all of which uge a 1c1at1vn1y hlgthatlo of sophrbticated talent
and hlghly Lralned p ersonpel are 1dha1ly ulted for the region, some belqg

located in southwest urbdd»e7nters~— ‘San Diego, Phoenix and Tucson. But in a

~realistic sense, the general’unqvarlablllty ofoouch eypoltlse, the lack of

phy81ca1 proximity to’ rolatc" industries needing their products amd scrv1ceo,
and physical and cultuLal 1solgtlon felt by corporate and speclolty personnel
in all but the maJor boroer/comtunltlcs ‘makes thle tyﬂe of development more

of a hopc than a serious optlon._ The® unique’ character of the border reglon
makes it hlghly suited Q@r toullén, but because tourism has a more or less .
flxed/dem@nd curve, proapectlve to1rlst business must be Jured awvay from their -
prcscut tourist meccae to the various border 1ocat10nvv~ a hlghly competl—»

lee euLc1psze deal:ng with' a most CaPLICIOuS c11ente1c.

Wlthln Lhe ﬁPllCun Lordcr]and there is llttle 1nvestment caprtdl. The

1ow wage rates producc 11m1tad %ayﬁhgs reserves and ecoromrc developmcnt is

/}éff’lér%éiy go he whims of inyestors from cutside the recxon. Unfortuiately,

~ g o - N
its relative ec@nomic«adwamtagg is its large numbers of unﬂkilleé workers which

draws to the regiom those typcs of industrles with Lhe 1owest wage 1etes in

C e -6

. ...1008 e

N\

pé teﬂtlal or the" 1cglon°and its summary cfnclﬁSion' ]
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the‘nation._ Th;s further depresses reglonaleconomlc growth. o, ]

',

Any economic or éolltlcal agreements whlch seek to coordlnﬁke the re qurceawﬁﬂaﬁr
.

P

on each s1de of the internatlonal boundary require the y tion oﬁ/tﬁe federal e
together represehta"‘

.K . tives from Washington, D.C. and Mex1co, D.F. to cons1der formal regulatlons

'affectlng 1nt@rnatlonal act1v1ty—— y~51ud1ng those str1ct1y of 1oca1 1nterest.
The federal declslon—maklﬁg machlnery conslders border regulatlons str1ctly a&ﬁ
a form of’ ma1nta1n1ng terrltorlal integrity and natlonal pr1de. Byoad - p011c1es

§>
with adm1n1strat1ve structures and. regulatlons to match fafl to conslder the

B

wide var1atlons¢along the nearly 2,000 mile border. Ten distinct sub—reglons
w1th COTmIon 1ocal resources and tradltlnnal economlc and soc1al ties were found
to exist along the full border area by the CODAF-sponsored\research team’

‘{(E D.A., 1968:9). ~To correlate these Wlth an unyelldlng setJof federal pollcles //:
-and regulatlons requlres that 1oca1 border development must ﬁlght not only
_their relative resource d1sadvantages‘of the physiéal. characterlstlcs of the1r_
_reglon but also the 1nternatlonal agreements which often stlfle localxborder ¢
initiative. Recent efforts to unite border States intor a compact gz~lobby
group to adapt federal-level pollc1es and plannlng to the unique Borderlands
conditions’ has been advocated bx Texas state representatlve Flnney (1975) but

'whether 1t 1s pOllthally feaslble remains to be seen. Unt11 such time as
this 1mput becomes operat1ve, the border twin c1,t1es5 who are well aware that
their own economic futures are 1nextr1cab1y anmeshed with~ that.of_thelr sister
communltles, must carefully curcumvent the natlonal legislative obstagles of

' their respect1ve governments through informal diplomacy. and cooperation. T

-To most cltlzens 1n the Borderlands, employment -and JObS are dlfferent

I3
-

names for the same thing. But for this. essay it is necessary: to d1fferent1ate-

between them. Employment is an economlsts term for ‘work wh1ch results~1nwa'
saleable pnoduct or service which will pay for its own. ‘cost of pfoductlon and
result in addltlonal wealth or prof1t. A job, on the other hand is a .political
term which 1mplles a work position wh1ch d1str1butes money (usually from tax
k revenues) thnoughout the populatlon. Expandlng the number of JObS id. the_border.
' reglon allows many families to live and pay their b111s but does nothlng to ;;

‘create a broader economlc base orLbrlng in outs1de wealth from products produced.

.Since- the nature of the 1nternatlonal border is an artlflclal obstacle to free
1nterchange of people and products, many JObS arercreated to regulaterand control
the border flow so that these energles are s1phonedqur from the pulvaée QEctor

- for the production of goods and services. Thus, the" bovder reglop has a plethora'

of jobs With a correspondlng pauclty of product1ve»employm%nt._ As %able l

) . S . _' : . o . B )
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clearly shows, the border economy is heav1ly dependent on publlc expendltures

: to sustain 1ts vatallty and to furnlsh the greatest proportlon of its- economlc

growth Eederal expendltures in border countles averaged 81, 033 per caplta in

'1967 as compared w1th.$&53 per caplta throughout ‘the rest of the Unlted States’

b_ (E D A., 1968 208, table 45) ThlS is’'a somewhat dangerous s1tuatlon cons1d—

ering the caprlclous nature of our natlonal pglltlcal structure wh1ch might

pump l rge-sums of publlc monles into a glven region and then abruptly curtall g
thelr spending: altogether. Thesastochastlc fluctuatlons leave secondary and.

even tertlary businesses wh1ch have serv1ced and 3upported_the_§ederal programs
in a %tate of economlc collapse and the entire local economy in chaos.

[Table 1 about here] /

In the six maJor Amerlcan border SMSA's which appear in Table l mllltary ex~

penditures were one'. of the major growth factors prior to 1960 Since that time,

an accel;atlon of gOVernment spendlng, 1ncreas1ngly from state ‘and local expen~

- ditures, has malntalned the bprder economy. Inasmuch as ;he border area by :

“industries (i.e. clothlng manufacturing, shoes, gloves etc) which create some

- itself does not attract heavy 1ndustry and is . limited in . emplpyment capablll— . v

tles, a, strictly economic solution for thé emaclated border economy is either . - -
1mprobable or impossible. Yet, the «trend toward creating more jobs which
must be assumed by the already tax—burdened border communltles, is self—defeatlng

[ 3

as a long range solutlon to poverty incomes, treatlng the fymptom 1nstead of
the disease. 8 - , .

Agrlculture has t?ﬁﬁitlonally been a low wage 1ndustry except for the
corporaté. or:L—bus:Lness enterprises spawned since World War II. It is well suited

to. this seml-arld region w1th its large labor . pools of unskilled, unemployed

workers, ngnlng them in the border are the tradltlonally Tow wage needlework

a.

. employment opportunltles but do not raise wages~much above the poverty level.

‘ Moreover, s1nce the latter organizations employ an extremely large proportlon

of female labor, the sex wage disparity becomes even more pronounced.- With

b

the border. economy restlng upon these low wage industries and. little hope of

‘. large amounts of external investment capital to bu1ld up the economic base of

the-reglon, the border will continue to be a system of d1v1d1ng up and shar?ng
scarclty-- a perpetualksystem feedlng upon 1tself to surv1ve.u

A full demographicéproflle of the U.S. -Mexico Borderlands reveals the

presence of many factors which contr1bute to economlc poverty, but 1t prpv1des

" few dMues as: to what programs mlght be feasible to reverse the trends of borderv A

poverty. The major sources of Jgalyzed data fyrom the U.S. and Mex1can Census

"glve general background trends from 1950 and 1960 with only selective 1nformatloa

-

o7

‘available for 19706 (Beegle et al.,l960 ‘Browning and McLemore, 1964 Skrabanek

-84)() 10

.
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and Upham, 1974). Generally, the Mex1can and American Borderlands are atypical .

of their - reSpective nations, even moreso in the border area 1tself But whereas.

'\the American border contains an area With a much higher saE%ration pf poverty than

-elsewhere in't the Borderland or' the nation, in Mex1co’poverty decreasges somewhat as |

. 8

L w1th the rest of the nation. _
- The six Mex1can border states have a larger proportion of their total

Rpopulation under the age of 20 than do . the © American border states.'f

1

Likewise, the fertility ratios in Mex1co are much higher than 1n ‘the American _,“ ;
Borderland Mex1co maintains a high national 1lliteracy rate Wherein one-fourth |
of\gfﬁypopulation are clas51f1ed as 1lliterate" 'In comparison, the Mex1can

«  border mugig;plgg have a tuch lower illiteracy level than their states and’the

S _national average. And although the Wexican border area has a greater proportion'

of its residents in the age bracket of 20—40 years, it has a 1ower,fertility raLe

"

than the Mexican Borderlands as a whole. . ' ,-*~_¢‘.' s

. .0+ The average family 1ncome is extremely Tow throughout Mex1co.' In 1960,

b

more than 77 per cent.of the national population reported an annual family

income of $80 (U.S. dollars) or less (Corw:Ln, 1973: 574) 'but a regent study of -

S s

’

Cd. Juérez and its environs revealed a reported family income inethe suburbs ‘
(Colonias) above the national level:{and for the municipio-itself a higher
e ;.ﬁ level than both the national levels‘and its colonias. As seen in Table 2

L - o C v - . . . -

. [Table 2 about here] _ . -
- percent of all Mexican families Rad yearly family incomes undér $500.(U.S.-

dollars) whereas half as many in Cd. JuareZ'and surrounding areas lived as

poorly ThlS overall prosperity pattern of northern Mexican states and esr . /,
/;/?' o pec1ally ik border municipios ‘continues to lead that nation s accelerated o
' i drive toward 1ndustr1alization and economic, development. And—the traditional

o :_\K"f extremes of 1ncome and educatlonal levels in that: country, though still very
promlnent in the- social and economic structures, are beginning to weaken and
the emergence of a more broadly based middle class 1s clearly emerging.

‘Even a superf1c1al glance at the demographic composition of the American

Borderland produces some overall patterns.' In the higher levels- of 1ncbme

4&1»
education and occupatiocnal prestige are; found Anglo Americans in disproportiqnate

numbers, while at the bottom levels of the pyramids are founé,heavy concen=— .
~
g " trations of Amerindians, Mexican Americans and Black Americans. But Slgnlw ,

J

+ . ' ficantly dffferent from ‘the patterns in the Mex1can Borderland on the u.s.
side the four "border: states “have lower average 1ncome and educational attaine

Qo 'ment ‘as a region than the nation as a whole, and as one approaches the inter-
"ERIC: - - , . . : : A
S s S - %
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natlonal border these averages become even lower stlll. Hence;'the Mexican»i

border has less poverty than 1ts border. states oranatlon whereas the Amerlcan

o

border has far-.more povertz_than 1ts border states or its natlon'

Beginnlng W1th the L950 U $ Census, the data’ for Spanlsh Surname Amerlcano
were publlshed separately - The most thorough demographlc analysls of every

,county and its Mex1can equlvalent throughout the Mexican and Amerlcan Borderlands

- was completed by scholars assoglated with .the Carneg1e Border PrOJect at ‘*‘;v
Mlchigan State Un1vers1ty (Beegle‘et al., l960) Hav1ng summarlzed the data .
for ‘the Mex1can Borderland we turn now to the American Borderland region ‘
w1th speclgl 1nter;stzxn the compar1sons between Anglo Amerlcans and Spanlsh

surname populatlons of this area. ')

The Spanish surname population is extremelquh?UIas compared»to the‘U S.

averages. Their fertility rate of 720 1s very h1gh when compared to'the Anglo

© rate of 458. The Spanlsh surname populatlon has. 1ess formal educatlon, has - N

A surname people occured in the state of Colorado7 with 51gn1f1cant gains reglstered

e

° .
i

‘low- Soclo—economlc position more than?half—Century ago. Both were v1sually

a lower - med1an famlly income by one-quarter to nne-half of the medlan 1ncome
" of Anglo famllles, gnd is more heavily concentrated 1n rural areas and agrlcultura

occupatlons. Except for the extensive urban m1gratién of . the Span1sh surname :

populatlon in these last tWenty-flve years and the converslon Arom agr1culture~

related employment to manual occupatlons in the urban env1ronment (1n 1970.

“the Span1sh surname/language populatrsn was more than 80 percent urban-resldents),

the ratlos if not the actual percentages have remained. surpr1s1nOly unchanged

thrdughout mpst of. the Borderland. The best gains in educatlon level by Spanlsh

alse in Callfornla, but only moderate to little’ else?here. ) .
Brownlng and’ McLemore (l964 64 66) d1scussed “this . cont1nued disparity be-
\

tween Spanlsh surname and Anglo Texans in terms of assmmllatlon rates8 whlch
_are. slowed apprec1ably in border countles w1th h1gh concentratlons of first
generation Mexican 1mm1grants and other Span1sh-speakang“realdents. Thls °
high.ratio of Spanlsh surname families is thought to 1nsulate them from j
- contact with Amglo famllles and the larger soc1ety, bluntlng their contact
and famlllarlty w1th the skills needed for economxc and soc1al mOblllty.
SR

Uhlenberg (l972) compared the Span1sh surname Amerrcans w1th Japanese Americans

to their successful economic and occupataonal ascent from E%E1r felatively

d1st1nct1ve from the dominant “Anglo peoples, and both had a mother tongue other

thanQEngllsh ' In four generatlons, the Japanese Amerlcans had through late
-'marrlage, "limitations of two/chlldren per famlly, and having their family. after J

_,xheercareer»trar::ngpwés completed, rlsen to mear tne top of the American

§ocio—economic PY amid The Span1sh surname populatlon, on the other hand .
. / .
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wath a pattern of eaTrly marrlage, h1gh fertility rates and because of the ¢ o

1arge dependency ratio,little career training, remain concentrated in “the’

lower secio—~economic leyels. ) @. N e e

The present Borderland population is excessive for the employment opportun1~'

ties pfov1ded‘w1th1n/the region and with an extremely high, continuous fertility

rate, the glut of overpopulation for the economic resources is teldily apparent.

..

Outmigration is frequentdy ggested as-the best pOSSlble solution to‘this‘

problem, but an 1ntens1ve border researcn study sumrarized this poss1ble

s . P

solution as follows: I A s : B '*ﬂ /

Emigration from the border areas... decreases the pressure -of poverty,_ o

»

- < but is not enough to equalize 1ts per capita 1ncomes with the national _

°

. 1968 2) T “m' . . .

I's

average. Nor Wlll emigration alone accomplish that obJective (E D.A.,

Hansen and Gruben (1971 113) found a considerable Wlllingness on the‘partyof _

young Mekican Americans (especialgy females) to leave south Texas for’ eionomi&@

’ opportunities elsewhere. But»three—quarters of - those actually m1grat1ng from

-

theharea are males, espec1ally young ones w1th a higher than average educa-

o

tional level-~- those Wlth the'very skills so. urgently needed in. any future

plans for border development. S Lo, _ KRR G

b

@ ~Agricultural migrants emlgrate from the borfi; region as a family,. dropping

out of\the m1grant stream in the Yakima valley,Balt Lake City .or - Denver, K
Traverse City or Flint, or Lubbock.- There they have some op@ortunities for -
thELI children s education, but their prev1ous life style has given them
little skills for successful competition in mlddle class schools, and their
geographical relocation does lln‘lé to raise them from the poverty level.
As the border research study continued: e o »
- The d1sadvantaged border residents who do move. away will become disad-
'vantaged urban slum res1dents unless their capabilities are ra1sed to
permit them to enter the productive processes of the Nation{E.D.A.,
1968:2) o o SR |
Emp1r1cal comparisons of Mllwaukee Spanish—speaking children yﬁex1co—born
and Texas-born jnmigrant children shows that those from Texas have the poorest .
perfovmance of all, the foreign born Mexicans a littlé better, ‘and stable,
local Milwaukee Spanlsh-speaking children the best by far (Matthiasson, 1968 44y
so apparently little is be1ng done to raise border children's capabilities
according,to this research and others like it., - e e b-l," '
‘ What about relocating border Mexican American adults for occupatlonal
: opportun1t1es elsewhere? Such a project attempted to relocate and train
ﬂsouth Texas Mexican Americans to.work in ‘Dallas 1ndustry. There was very
-11- o o
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‘ thsrborder area than to relocate 1ngu9try 1n t:7t economlca ly depressed regioh.

. . . i ) i . . A . - ‘- - . —
clittle Success among the "hard core" ‘unemployed of that reglon (Rulslnk et al.,,

. 1969) an87éﬁe adults who became more materlallstlc and adopted more mlddle class ,
soclal character1st1cs became hléhly Successful w1th the relocatlon (RulSlnk

.and’ Klelbrlnk 1970). Inadvertently, this research/soclal action progect ; .

demonstrated that it 1s far more profltable for 1ndustry t&ymove ‘persons- from"

°

+In sum, the Averican border economic growthl rate is far below the natlona
average. Unable to lure basic 1ndustrles to the area with wh1;§£to bur}d a
stable economlc base, the loy 1ncome 1ndustr1es whlch are attr d to the
large reserv01rs 9f 1nexpens1ve labor perpetuate the dow incomes of the reg1 n.
Even the high outmloratloq rate cannot neutralize the growth rate from the
hlgh fertlllty ratios. " Economic growth in -the Amerlcan border haswbeen depend-
ent largely upon governmental expendlﬂqres—— 1n1t1ally mllltary, then federp
non-mllltary, and 1ncreas1ngly state and local-- a. perllous reliance upon the -
capr1ce of buﬁéapctatlc spending cycles.b This 1ncreased f1nanc1al support from
the pr1vate sector combines one of the most rapid tax’ rate areas w1th a popu1a~'
tion least able to bear the taxatlon‘because of the low, per capita income of the
"border.' Without outside st1mulatlon to! the economy, or u?ﬁSlVG changes in the
‘aregs resources and technologyg, there is llttle prom{;e for stable economlcl
growth in ‘the Amerlcan Borderland . ' ’ '
Having la1d out ‘the reglnnal-resources and problems related to a def1c1ent

border economy, we’ now turn our attenmlon to a more’ detailed examxnatlon of the

kinds of poverty and the extent to which they are found in the Borderlands.f

\J

Real Poverty in the Borderlands R e o

In the Amerlcan Borderlands, real (or absolute) -poverty as meaSured by
an annudl family income below $3 000 is overly abundant. Hewever, not all

states or areas‘w1th1n the states share it equally,‘ as shown in Table 3 below.
tTable 3 about here] ’[ : Co '

Theaaverage!of 19 '8 percent of famllles in ﬁhe'Borderlands ﬁith p9verty:incomes

is slgnflcantly dlfferent from the ratio of each state. For instance California

' families in poverty is only 14 1, with Arizona,and New Mexico an 1ntermed1ate 21.3

and 24. 4 percent respéctlvely. - Texas, with the greatest amount of poverty of Vi;'

'nany Borderland state, has 28 8 percent of its fam111es.w1th poverty incomes. -f
This has changed ‘little by l97l when more than one—half of all poverty families Ty
in the American Borderland were residents of Texas. These 2.5 million Texans -

f(constltuted about 22 pereent of that state s total populatlon .as compared to

the:natlonal level of but 13 percent(T 0. E. 0., l973 42) .-
_12_ . P’ o . .
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NOt only, is poverty cgbcentrated 1n some border states more Lhan others,'
but there,are vastly different povertyaratlos W1th1n each staté. As. one compares
‘the medlan famlly 1ncomes’w1th1n the Borderland counties , as one approaches the
1nternatlonal border income levels decllne sharply Th obv1ous reclprocal is.

it
/rthaﬁfpo ,rty ratios are much h1gher in border countles than throuOhout the state

gen rally.- Although the 1970 ‘census fndlcates the medlan 1ncome ‘of Texas fam111es

tone $8 490 Nonly $l 100 below the u.s. average ‘of §9 490)? yetjmediaqolncomes

(1n Texas . border ountles are about dhe—th%rd the U.S. average. In Tekas border

countles, one in RNyve adults have na formal schoollnb whlle two-thards of them
have completed less an 8 years, far below the Texas average whlch is belbw

O R\
the U.S. average. In the border, the unskllled occupatlonal category, the

‘o submerged in a poverty—domlna ed area. )

Following the péttern.of poverty famllles 1ncreas1ng from Callfornla to
Axrzona_&o New” MEYICO and to the h1gh level in Texas are - the level of personal
income;statlstlcs. Referrlng back to’ Table 1 (p )it is clear that~personal
income in San Dlego,/the h1gh of $3 149 shows a leveltof real,pro per;ty .
whereas the low personal 1ncome levels of the Texas border communi fes of
Laredo and McAllen reflect an anemlc $l 250 and $1, 379 respectlvely A recent
news magazine artlcle descr1b1no the poverty cond1t10n3=1n Amerlcan c1t1es
s1ngled out b0rder centers for spec1al con31deratlon. i

A Department of Commorce study recently named the McAIlen metropolltan area

of Texas theapoorest in Amerlca. Personal income per capita here is.

$2,343 anndally against a U.S. average of $4, 492 and a statewide figure

of $4 045 ~ About 145 mlles to the west Laredo ranks as the natlon s
second—poor@st ‘aréa. Per capita income: $2 516 a year. Fifty mlles
to the east, Brownsv1lle on the Gulf of Mexico ranks third, w1th 1ncomes
averaging out at $2,607 amnually per person. Thlngs-get ‘even worse in rural
‘areas of south TeXas;'where income‘per'capita in some isoldated counties
/; runs as ‘low as $1,300 a year (U.S.N., 1974:45) l * | _
Note that the perceptible dollar 1ncrease between the earlier 1966 personal
" income and 1974 per capita.income only,managed to. Juggle the order of Texas
cities and ﬁhelr poverty, but still considered them- at the very bottom of
_the poverty barrel. And elsewhere along the Texas border, the urban center of
El Pasoﬁranks in the bottom 5 percent in per capita income among the 246 SMSA's
in the-United States. Real poverty is a permanent ingredient of border 1ife!

Statlstlcs for the Mexican Borderlands are not generally avallable and have

not, been analyzed and publlshed to the extent that those from the American

-13~-
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Borderland have been. But refe;;ing back to the information containaed ‘in
Table .2, ‘real poverty is heav1ly conCEntrated in the rural interior states
f‘Mexico,~decreases in the reglon of‘Mex1co Clty, around Monterrey andlone
or two other industrial centcrs, and decreases in the States border;ng the
‘United States. Even fess poverty e\1sts closer to the 1nternatlonal boundary,

Wlth real 1ncome be1ng near the hlghest'ln the natlon in the northern urban

border muhici 1os. ¢ R \a = ) 4,~
municiplos . , R

9F Jﬂrsuwmﬁrqulng a single economic- standard of $3 000 family 1ncome per- year, possibly

W

v

58 percgﬁf’fzyiexasix ‘Anglo fam?lles account for about two-thlrds of the poer .
‘2.familie .in the American Borderland. » . R Q . ‘.

85-90 percent of all Mexican famllles would fall in thls categovy up to 98
percegx'of the border colonla famlllestgﬁﬁﬁhgecelve this. san® claSSlﬁbcaﬁlom
‘Real poverty is a Way of 11fe in | Mexico. througﬁout the Unlted Statds less
than one famlly 1n%f1ve is classifled(by annual 1ncome)as a poverty famlly.. \b
-'Thls ratio.is higher in the Amerlcan Borderland‘ is. hlghest in Texas of all~ -

bprder states. It the border urban communl\les, poverty famllles are minimal

at the Pacific Coast and 1ncrease to extre ely large porportlons of the total‘

'communlty populatlon towaxd the Gulf of Mex1co., o .

Now @hat the exlstence of real poverty in the’ Borderlands, especlally in

'-lthe Amerlcandborder has been documented, the next step in this analysls 1s to . _;
determine whethén it ex1sts among all rac;al/ethnlc populatlons ind scrlmlnately

S or whether it 1s carefully YEgulated so as to va;y w1dely between such groups.__

'Regulated Poverty in. the .Borderlands ,.' . . N ," .

A surpr1se to many persons is €he fact that the overwhelmlng number df
poverty famll;Les in the Ameriéan Borderland is Anglo ‘American. ]gn Table 4 (below}

¥

. we notgkt e high percent of ‘a1l poverty families whith are Anglo is a very hlgh

77 percent 1n'Ca11forn1a, 62 percent in Arizona, 45 percent ifi New Mexico and

. .
. .

[Table 4 about here] N

'f' Although at first .blush the data seem to 1nd1cate Borderlands poverty as

,%pverty, it must Ug.remembered that the overwhelmlng ‘Borderland population 4
ko and thaf?numerlcaljsuperlor1ty must be adJusted into a proportlonal
ratlo‘for comparisons between ‘racial/ethnic Borderland populatlonsa Returnlng
‘ulagarn to Table &4 in the column ‘showing the percent of poor w1th1n each ethnlc/
g%clal group, the dlsproportlonate level of poverty within the mlnorlty groups
becones 1mmed1ately ev1dent.. Proportlonate to thelr ‘percentage of the total v
Borderland population, Amerindians, Mex 1can Amerlcans and Blatk Amerlcans carry
two to three times more poverty families, percentagew1se, than the Anglo famiiles.
PEEES i ~-14~ ‘ |
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The penFent of Anglo families 1n poverty within each border state is sury
prlslngly>épnslstent, with a narrow varlatlon ranglng from the 13 percent Léw

in Callfornla to a 21 percent high in Texas. In contrﬂst to this are th/fw:de

ivarlatlons of the minority families in pqverty found among the varlous $t;até<;.o

N

.Thus, whereas California's Spanish surname populatlon had but 19 percent of

~

‘their famllles with inéomes low enough to be classified as living in poverty,

52" percent of Texas ‘Spanish surname famllle§,llved on incomes below the poverty

llne' The non—Whlte category had similar fluctuations beteen Lhe Callfornla

. 25 percent and the other tliree states ciust=red near 57 percen§ poverty for the&\ ;f

'trlple curse of poverty, dependancy, and anonymaty “In %allforn;a and Texas%

| VOO
ngn—Whlte famllles. The high Arizona and New Mexico percentages reflected the
large Amerlndlan populatlons—— som2 on’ reservatlons—— who ff;d in d1£f1cult ro .,
master the art of mlddle class educatmon (ZLntz, 1962) and who- live with, the
”
the non—Whlte category ‘reflects mostly the presence of Black Americans in the

large'metropolltan ghettoes and in the countles of east Texas respectlvely.

Prev1ously,’1t was . establlshed that more than,one—half of all poverty_famllfes -3

~in the Amerlcan Borderland res1ded 1n the state of Texas. Therefore, it is only-

' loglcal that if regulated poverty ? ‘ practlced 1t would : mosfxlhkelyfinc% b]e

e “ A

- 1974) comparda<these w1th Vcond;tlons a Wecade ago. This report found a

-~ . -

. -t o R

state: y o -~ REE S 3 .

A Very recent analysis oF famlly medla incomes in Texas (Skrabanek and Upham,

‘marked decrease in all categories of famili s whose incomes' fell below-$3 000

but the relat1ve dlsparlty -among the varlous racial/ethnic categorles was very

j-much as before. W1th this most recent data we find that only 12.4 percent of

whlte families in Texas had poverty 1ncomes whereas 32.7 percent of Black American

and 31 perceat of Spanlsh language or surnamne famiiies remeined‘in poverty.

Barrlng the d1sc9very of alternate explanatlons for Anglo Mlnoraty povedty

ratlo of, one—to—three, it might be’ concluded that a concious regulato process

.

was in operatlon which selectlvely llfted one group from poverty while ignoring

were Anglo whlle 45.3 percen

lsEven though Blacks and Mex1can

s

the greater percentage of poor families in the minority categories.

When the analys1s of Texas poverty shifts from percent of families to those

individuals- liv1ng An poverty as’ a percentage of the total populatlon, the

minorities are even worse ‘off. In 1971, 22 percent of the totaﬁ Texas population

was llv1ng in .poverty by HEW standards. JOf; ‘Ehese 1nd1v1duals, only 12 6 percent
were Mex1can Amerlcans and 4& percent “were Blacks.
Americans a%cotnt for only" 29.4 percent of the
total populatlon of Texas, together they account for 60 percent of its poor'

G . w

(T.O.E.O., 1973:42). Restatlng these condltlons in terms of medlan family
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income (rn dollars?, in 1970 the Anglo American income’ 1n Texas (§§ 490) - Was

.only $l 100 below the 'national average while the medlan i#come of Spanlsh

z @

language or surname and Black families was $4 133 and &4 Q69 below the natlonal
,average. Put another way, the 1970 medlan family 1ncome for Blacks and
Mexican Americans in Lexas 1s stt over half the median ﬁncome for all other S, _ f:

famllles in America. Thls discrepancy 1s much toolarge to he a product ofh

. 10
. ) chance ox random variables: Even the hope that these di pér1t1e§ might lessen -

.

. through}the years .is gone w1th the evaluatlon of the 1960-1970 trends.‘ Rather
" than the gap between these groups narrowing, during thisg past decade these
~ *.differences have become even more pronounced. Dub 1ng this perlod of tlme,‘
%Anglo families ga1ned an 1ncreased 1ncome of . $3 691 asy ompared to the rise of \\"

only,$2 ,801 for non—Whlte famllles 1n Texas. And so it|seems the regulation

~—

> of poverty in the border contlnues unabated. . "T:

- By analy21ng the characterlstlcs of familles i poverty is hoped that

th?s w1ll y1eld some clues as to wh1ch factors a%e the most . cruclal in produclng,.-
.dnd therefore -reducing, poverty. Because of the\nu ber of aged couples,'31ng1e ‘l?
persons, W1dows or W1dowers, or broken famllles, ’size of famllles with
poverty 1ncomes averages less than non-poverty fa ies. Poverty famllles are

dlsporportlonately atyplcal. Moreover, "these gt 1 famllles are more . o

o "frequent among the racial/ethnlc mlnoritles than among the members of the
dominant AnOlo Amerlcan group (Mittlebach and Marsha 1, 1966 6) which might’
partlally account for the h1gh poverty rates among them.“ However, thls does not
explaln the fact that when Black and Mexican Amerlcan households wh1ch=were
‘headed by females were compared to Anglo female-headed households, they were °
more than twice as llkely to be poor' (T 0.E. 0., 1973: 42) These data concludel

~1ghat even when the factors assoc1ated with atypicpl famlly units are. controlled
»that the huge poverty d1spar1ty between Anglos and m1nor1t1es remains constant.
A further examination of Texas res1dents in the poverty class1fevealed that
more than-half ofathe poverty-prone 1nd1v1duals were either 65 wears of age or
-over (18.6 percent of the . poor) or under the age of 14 (33.7 pereent of the
poor) This again suogests the lack of financial support for the age&land atypl—
cal families (mostly m1nor1ty groups) and the abnormally large numbe% of
poverty_ famllles with many young children 11v1ng under the welght of poverty.
It has become popular toyclalm that most“poverty peoples are unemployed’
o welfare cases 11v1n0 in leisure while those who support them worked .long. and
- hard. It is therefore fitting to report that more jobs of the type presently‘-
held by poverty people are of little'helpfin solving the problem. This report Says:_>

. : .o ¢ e
a. .
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2o , Over one—thlrd (38%) of’ the poor adults in Texas were employed

©’. " Enother 31. l% were 5et1red so Ebout 70 percent of the Texas adult poor
and 90 percent of poor adult malés Were either retired or employed

Among those not employed, 18 4 percent were seeklng work. Of those
- .  not seeklng work 88 percent were females. These data suggest that 8
poverty in Texas is not llkely to be reduced very much &nly by pr0v1d1ng

- similar addltlonal employment for the poor {1ta11cs mlne] (T.0.E.O.,

.

. 1973:42) 0.0 . | _ T .

Or as Browning and MbLemore (1964 39) put 1t—— "in Texas’ unemployment 1s a - ' ,T
structural not a cycllcal problem." So that even those mlnor1t1es who"
) are currently employed are pa1d so llttle as to fall below the poverty
CoL . guidelines; a Susplclous datum 1nasmuch as the ba51c legal m1n1mum wage
" scale should ‘bring a pérson above the poverty level. .
Th%se lower wagés rece1ved by minorities are further reflected in the »-‘
occupatlonal comparlsons of Ang19s and Mexican Amerlcans. In 1950 Mexlcan
‘Americans’ Were underrepresented *in the higher paylng professnonal category BN
by a 1:4 ratio; in management, 1: 3; and in white collar categor1es generally
L by a 1:2 ratlof%>As expected 1n the manual occupatlons Mexlcan Amer1cans
were heav1ly represented, and the farm worker category showed them outnumberlng
Anglos 6 to 1 (Dotson, 1955 162) _By. 1960 (Fogel 1965 20) the 17.6 percent
' Mexican Americans in urban non-manual occupatlons had 'risen only  slightly to  °.
ok :\lakghpercent, and Stlll rarely were these in théfhlgher 1ncome categorles of

S _ﬂt‘ e -
B th . N T 5 .

n-manual occupatlons. : SN

Dur1ng the 1950 1960 decade, an 1ntens1ve study of occupatlonal change

Len gt
1]

among Mexlcan Amerlcans in gwo souEh Texas count1es showed a striking decrease

,.
@

-

in form occupatlons (pr1nc1pa11y caused by the mechanlzatlon of agr1culture)

arEhes
St

+ apd with ‘the heavy migratlon t6 urban centerq, a changEJto nonrfarm work
. However, the1r new ‘urban occupatlons did little to upgrade them or g1ve them
”any higher 1ncome. They were still heavily concentrated in the low. 1ncome

type of worker—~ domest:Lcs,r serv15es and manual type work (Skrabanek and Rapton,
- 1966:15-18), "and even the most recent summary of poverty and employment sees

11ttle change- fron that old scehario (T. 0.E.O., 1973)

' As occupational mobility raises a person's wage level above the poverty

) level, so an adequate background, 1nclud1ng formal educatlon,should be the key

~ to occupational success. Grebler'(l961§ g1ves some hope to future generatlons

of minorities since the "schooling'gap" o prevalent between Anglos and sélect

‘" minorities, such as Mexican Amerlcans,‘ls decreas1ng between the younger cohortsll

; , ‘ -17- -y
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But Texas, 4th among the 50 states in taxable wealth for school support and
claiming’ to have "made great strides in mlnorlty education (qunally, 196?)
curxently ranks 38th'1n the actual ewpendltures per cap1ta ‘made to educatlon.
- Even more serious is that the money was allocated to schools unevenly as the ' .
\ | report ‘of Southwest educatlon by the ClVll nghtsICommlss1on shows.- ‘;
‘\ : _ : On all four counts, [State a1d to local d1str1cts; ‘property valuatlon

within d1str1cts' rate oﬁ,taxatlon Mlthlﬁ d1stricts" economic y
\Lf . burden on Anglo or Mex1can Amerlean cltlzens] the predomlnantly / S Ry

Mexican American d1str1cts come out ;second best in' comparlsons w1th
i

¥ - . T
the predomlnately Anglo dlstrlcts.- State a1d does llttle to equallze L
the disparities in revenue between  these school districts. As a conse—‘"

quence, the amount.of money spent for the edncatlon of many Chlcano stu— .

o

dents is . three—f1fths ‘of that spent “to educdte Anglo children (U s.C.C. R.,

JIn. spite of 1nferlor fac111t1es or unequal educatlonal opportunltles, ‘many

mlnority students somehow attain an éducatlonal level whlch futher ‘qualifies ¢

them for upper status occupatlons and 1ncreased economlc rewards. These minor— - -

c .1ty members w0uld expect slmllararelmbursement for thelr efforts as members of

cor

o B the domlnant soclety w1th slmllar credentlals,‘ To determlne the ' 'cost™ in

. ‘kg'  loweéred wages 6r income wh1ch can be ascribed to mlnorlty membership, varlous
., researches compared Anglos and Mex1can‘Amer1cans with identitcal educatlon
attainments. and in similar occupatlonal categor1es.f In @exas, the incidence

of poverty at éverzﬁlevel of educatlon»was greater for Blacks and Mexican

Americans than for Anglos (T.0.E. 0.,“1973 42) A demographic comparison_ of

A Southwest urban res1dents, Spanlsh surname,and Anglo, concluded that even w1th
similar educatlonal achleVements the Spanish surname workers had lower inco es
an did the Anglos (Scott 1972Table 11) . B
~; Lo measure ‘what economic losses in wages’ would Be 1ncurred simply because
a person had been bérn a Mex1can Amerlcam, Poston and Alv1rez%(l973) .measured
the income levels of Anglos and Mex1can Amerlcans 1n the same occupatlonal levels.
They concluded that this' ethnlc group paid a dollar penalty of $900 each in
-ﬂxiower annual salaries. Wllllams et al.(1973) in a similar research project,
upported this conténtion of ethnlc wage dlscrlmlnatlon but claimed that of |, o
. - the $3,500 income d1fferent1al between Anglos and Span1sh surname employees,

all of 1t except $320. cou1d be attriButed to. background and educatlon—related

o factors. But whether the ethnic difference for similar quallflcatlons is $300

“ d1S7r1m1nator
- or $3; 000 does not alter the fact that such/differences are 1nstitutlonallzed

- -fs— B L
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in Bbrderlands economlc systems, clearly manlfestlng the presence of . igged"
and regulated poverty in this region. : ' . '\

In Mexico, . the h1story of the Soclety of Castes-- an estate system foF
preserv1ng Elltes—— began w1th the Spanlsh conquest and contlnued through the
coldnlzatlon and. 1ndependence péeriods’ down to the present (Beals, 19657 M&rner,-
- 1967; Cumberland, l968). Although shlftlng from a taste_ to class* stratlflcatlon
system during the early decades of this Century, 1nte1generatlonal stablllty

and the malntenance of hered1tary elites (and its corrollary, hereditary povg

is still very strong even with thé technological upheavals of developlng
( alan, 1969). Iturrlaga (1951) describet Mexican ‘rural society as comp
1 percent upper class, 2. percgnt middle class and the remaining 97 belng the

lower or clase popular. " His descr1pt10n of urban'Mex1co,.W1th its l percent

' upper. class, an expanded 23 percent m1ddle ‘class ‘and the remalning 76 percent
lower class, corresponds to the conclusion of other wr1ters see1ng 1ncreased
oppofunltles or upward mobllbty (Gonzalez—Casanova, l965 65~ 73) "Thus, Lhe :
historical legdcy of regulated’ poverty in Mexico. is only now ‘undetgoing some
modfficatlonsxniﬁ?aﬁgpandlng middle class urban segment., But. for the masses
of mobile famlllés who. are most llkely to relocate in the Mexican border area,:
poverty is still regulated.by the power eélite and if ones parents live in poverty
there ‘is llttle chance of the next generatlon escaplng its cluches.,',

In summary, Mexico's rather rig#d class ‘system controls the 1ntergenerational
. legacy of poverty -from parents to chlldren among the vast majorlty of border
,famllles. In the American Borderland poverty is regulated by thé domlnant B

Anglo society to the detriment of the mlnorltles within their midst.

Relatlve Poverty in the Borderlands

Relatlve ‘poverty is malnly an ascr1pt1ve term SubJectlvely bestowed and
changlng w1th the referéence group or comparatlve cr1ter1a employed. " Thus, a°
famlly ‘with an abnormally low ‘economic income m1ght percelve non—materlal values

as of . greater 1mporta1ce and consider 1tself rich by the measure of famlly co-

&
hesion, moral and spiritual strength personal dignity oz compllance to rellglous

:laws and ceremonies. Likewise, a relative state of poverty might deal -exclusive—
ly with economic indicators but yields differing results dependlng upon: those - -
_'persons with whom one compares~his own degree of wellbeing. International and
1nterstate comparlsons might also contaln an element ‘of relatiwvity of income as
converted to purchasing power, reglonal or community cost of living 1ndex ete.
'Large 1nternat10nal corporatlons as well as government ,and military employees‘
:glven overseas tours are’ enﬁltled to "allowance adJustments" ‘when the1r asslgn;
ment carries them to an avea with a- relatively h1gh cost—of llv1ng level. These
are only a few of the relative poverty comparlsons wh1ch ‘might he undertahgn
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For ‘the consumer of tour1st making purchases in the American border area,.
‘a poverty income becomes a h1ghly elast1c cr1ter10n unless it is cdnverted into

.actual purchas1ng power.- In low wage, low income areas, many times the lower -

- labor costs. create' a much lower retail prlce for locally produced products.

For example, a hallcut costing $2 .50 in El1 Paso m1ght ‘be obtained for less than X
81 (u. s, dollars) in Cd. Juarez across the Rio Grande. " Or fresh plneapples in
local American border stores priced at 49¢ each might sell for 4 or 5 for $l
(U.S.) in Mexido. To further illustrate this p01nt,elet us again analyze the
1960 median famlly incomes among the various border states and compare Jhls
to'its relative buv1ng pover, 1abeled as Effective Buylng Income per Household
for 1966 (E.D.A., 1968 144 ~Table 11). One addltlonal dimension thhln this
comparison 1is the relatlve poverty reflected 1n med1an fa y 1ncome VS, hggsef
;hold buying power. The  highest median famlly income for all border states was
the $6,726 of Callfornla,,the median range re%\ected by Arizona's $5 568 and
New Mexico's $4 371. Texas ‘was. sustantlally lower at $4,884, Now sh1ft1ng our
’emphas1s to the/level o%—effectlveab’,lng 1ncome, Callfornla is still highest
with.$9,138 per household followe |
$200 above or below the $7, 500 f1°ure. Although Texas placed extremely low

by the remalnlng three states all within

among the border states in medlan family income, it was~ranked s . in}a"
:three—way tie for second place 1n effectlve buying income per household. Is
this a~reflection "of ‘the relat1vely“low cost of liv1ng in the border which would
significantly alter the meaning of low famlly income in that area? Or might it
reVeal a data-handling bias of the U.S. Census inasmuch as the1r deflnltlons for
'a famlly uiit m1ght not corﬁ%spond to the functional household unit so promlnent

v among the border ethn1c/rac1al mlnor1t1es7 ‘The. real poverty, di%ferentlally o

v borne by border minoritiés, could be as much a functien of census determlnatlon of

"a famlly" as the absolute shortage of money ﬁ%x purchas1ng famlly neces31t1es.
,Moreover, a"life quality standard/whlch takés“anto cons1derat10n the economic .
varlatlons‘rn‘ma1nta1n1ng it from reglon to region mlght flnd a poverty income
sufflclent to.llve comfortably at a m1n1mal standard in one locatlon whereas an
income gar above the poverty llne mlght ye11d~a lower llfe quality level fn- an p

area where the costs for- bas1c necess1t1es ‘are substantlally higher. .
- & o
Another aspect to be con81dered-invassess1ng the relative nature of poverty

“Eecomes clear when the issue 1s ra1sed '...présent undes1rable economic condltlons

—~ -
’

v (di.e. poverty level 1ncome) as compared w1th what? During his research on the
self—lmacry of Mexican 1mm1grants, as compared to second and later generatlon

“MexiEan Amerlcans, Dworkin (1965) found that the flrst generatlon 1mm1grant, the

lldecegomic“refugee, wasvmuch more satlsfled with h1s current poverty cond1tlons

. ) 9 .t | ;7"- ’2 _20_ s . ' ) |
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than was the second or later generatlons vlth more affluence. In comparlng his: /

cifcumstances thh h1s prev1ousfpr1vatlons in gexlco,vh. onsldered hlmself .,f%]
economlcally affluent by comparlson.\NHBWever, thc successlve gene}atlons sh1fted
thelr cr1ter1a for the quallty life to Amcrlcan standardé, compléte with the
Amerlcan Qrean of* f1nanc1al success a la ﬂoratlo Alger model. Althougq ‘better
‘off flnanclally than the 1mmigrant generatlon, the second and later Mexlcan
Amerlcans were relatlvely _poorer because the Amerlcan standards of success,
1wealth and asplratlons to ach1eve were far d1fferent than the Mex1can standards \‘;;

sed by the 1mm1grant generation to measure their own . economlc c1rcumstances. “ 1
lt has been - sa1d that in the: land of the bllnd the one—eyed man is Klng.

Nowhere .is th1s more appllcable than in the Borderlands. A Mexican mother -

Y

llVlng in a Cd. Julrez colonia suburb m1ght be gratéful to work as a llve—ln
domestlc in an El Paso home:for $25-30 per week. She is able to hlre a IR
"Juarez maid" to care for her own famlly for th1s same perlod for one—thlrd to
one—half of her own earnlngs. Such a wage would place ‘the famlly fn the real
povcrty category, but relative to the mald wage scale in Mex1co, th1s very. low
wage by American standards enables her*to ra1se her’ standard of 11v1ng in the

Cd Juérez colgnla. AN R ' - ‘
The mo%e than 18¢OOO U.S. citizens who llve in Mex1co at much-less cost
while crossing daily to'hork 4in the Ualted States, expand their, real income
considerably in terms of buying power and living standards of their famlllcs.
leeW1se, the 40,000 Mexican c1tlens permltted ‘to commute daily to thelr work
in’ the United States (1967) though working for low real wages, were thrilled .
at the high "relative Wages" they were receiving. Even the illegal Mexican alien
‘whose plight is told by the mass medla in terms of suffering and exploitation,
is relatively much better off working for wages below the legal minimum in U.S.
"agriculture than to, do the same work in Mexico for far less money12 A case
history'of one family of 1llegal Mex1cans whichhas resided in the United States
for more than a decade illustrates the complex problem of evaluatlng relative
s poverty. o . ' o
. B "Penetratlng the System..." nl3 *
Beto and Lupe, together w1th their four small chlldren, are illegal
- Mexican allens (commonly feferred to as ‘wetbacks®). For more than a
decade now, Beto has supported his family by working in the U ,S. as an
1llegal alien, and dur1ng most of that time the entire famlly has reslded
in this country with him. This is'a. shert summary. of them, their sacrlflces,
hopes ahd'dreams. | - ' . ., .
~ Beto Hernandez was the third child in a family of thirteen children.
Born in Parral Mexico, he moved w1th the famlly to Las Barras (southern partq
of Chihuahua) at the death ofjgﬁg father in 1961. Beto was 26 years old, |
=21




the time when he, dropped out of School in the second grade, he had been a

field laborer or sheepherder; often worklng with his father. The econom1c

M

pressures on his famlly demanded that each chlld seek work as early as

practlcal, and for that reas1on only three of the 13 children even

ompleted la primaria. @&533, ’ U v R
"For his first w0rk experlence Beto followed his father s occupatlon aé\
sheepherder, later changlng to.ileld work and ult1mately learnlng ‘to. drlve

a tractor and other mechanlzed farm equlpment. While in Mexico, ‘hls hlghest

ff: wages were 18 peaos ($l 50 U. S dollars) per- day. - So, when he had a chance
“yi,at age.iB to earn $10 & day as -a bracer%, ‘he came to Eagle Pass Texas, . 1;

‘and worked there eight months. -After Just four months aL'home he rcturned

.agaln as a bracero—— th1s time to the Roswell New Wex1co region—— stay:Lnc '

“for 15 month? " Prior to this last tour, he had-asked Lupe ‘Amaya to narry

h1m, and she“had agreed prov1d1ng that he’ Would send money back from his v

br cero laﬁg{i and awa1t his return to marry her., They were- marrled 1n

1962 at the Church in Sauclllo, Mex1co, and 1mmed1ately moved to hlS
mother's recently vacated house and began to w0rk the "famlly farm plot.
Lupe Amaya, the fourth of 7 11v1ng chlldren, was born during World War .

‘I1 and’ grew up in Sauclllo Mexmco, When Hut twelve years of age, her Vo

.father d1ed and her.oldest brother assumed tHe financial respon51blllty

~for the fammly although he Was but 19 years of age at the t1mc. All members
of the family were obllged to find. work and help support the other” famlly
’members. Mrs. Amaya took in washing and did 1ron1ng at home, earnln%/
24¢’(U.S.) per dozen»pwwcs. She ‘had only a wood stove to heat her water
and’ on which she ﬁept hot her hand iron. Lupe completed la prlmarla and
then contlnued on for one more year when, at age 13, she found work at a

small nelghborhood store {de aborotes) working from 7 ALM. to 9 P.M.

: Monday through Saturday. For these long hours she received a paltry $150

-+ pesos ($12 u. S. dollars)'per month at the beginning and even-.after six or

seven years experlence had only raised her wages to $300 pesos a month,

She quit work to marry Beto and moved with him to his famlly s farm' plot.
.Her brother, who married and brought their wives into the Amaya household
‘were able to depart from the family only When the next youngest brother was
able to support the rest of the family f1nanc1ally. Lt. was a model of
famlly unity and sacr1f1ce to see all contrlbute to the famlly Support '

and that all but one of the seven chlldren completedwat least la primaria.
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h'.'a higher 1ncome. As the foremen and bosses above
:JObS elsewhere eventually Raul became the top,éoreman on the sprawllng

,;Parra Farms. s o A : {' o

:'Beto that he’come up to the border (La frontera) where h1s brother could get -

e Card"'quot

to Cd. Judrez to live with h1s mother, where he could commute on weekendsrby-

- still live there w1th their two-burner camp stove, small table and four ~

v Ay

. e N S . o . ' e R
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Yearsybefore Beto and, Lupe’ set up the1r own household Befo s older

a5

brother, Raul had ‘worked as a bracero at the Parra Farms 1n ‘Texas. After

.....

the cont1nuatlon of the bracero program, he returned agaln as an illegal-

: allen and " “continued ak.a farm hand The farm owners helped hlm to "get

h1s papers fixed"- and he was 1ssued a\"Green Card" to cross the border da11y ]
as a commuter~ workel amm%hhe res:Lded or\ the. farm 1n th‘ésU S. full time. 3
Soon his w1fe Joined him and her papers were also ffxed As Raiil worked E

hard and had. more years at the farm, he was g1ven more responslblllty and

Him 1eftcfor hlgher paying

w - : : -

Meanwhlle Beto and Lupe were not %av1ng any'Success on the small famlly

plot 1n Sauclllo._ Beto s mother,, who ‘had movéd to Cd. Juarez, suggested to o

im a Job as a‘farm hand in the U.S. In 1964 he came.
Be Q was sp1r1téd across the river to the Parra Fayms by his brother.
But Raﬁl

was unable to get Beto s papers ”flxed"‘because the current "Green
was exhausted. If Beto remalned 1t would have’ to be as an . _

111ega1 a11en, wh1ch he did.’ He lived on the farm, working only one or two ‘gﬂ
},&‘ ,‘

days per week as work was avallable.' Even this part~t1me work paid him

more real 1ncome than he recelved 1n 'Mexico working a full seven days a week'

Within a few months he saved enough money to bring Lupe and his ch11dren .

cross1ngEFhe river." After three years, he was able to relocate all of hls'
family into a one room adobe house in a small Mexican hamlet directly across
from the farmland‘which he worked One year later he had enough steady work
to where the farm owners allowed h1m to brlng his entlre famlly across “to
11ve 1n a 1arge one room adobe house located right on the Parra Farms themselve
When Beto began working for the Parra Farms eleven years ago, "he was pa1d
S, 80 per haur (U. S )! His family 11ved i the adobe room which had running

water and electr1c1ty but no bathroom. Now, nearly a doqgnvyears later, they

cha1rs three twin beds and an "outhouse" nearby To this -"furnished houSe“
they have added an electric refrigerator and a TV set, ‘and the old 1966 Ford
parked ;n front bclong__to them! ‘

He pays no income tax nor soc1a1 secur1ty S0 that his present $1 60 per

hour: is all net income. . With this farm sh1ft1ng its major emphas1s from

cotton to pecan orchards, he has acqulred valuable skills in the grafting,

- .

pruning and care ‘of the trees and of the harvested pecans. He is a well
-23~ ' I
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_ trained, essent1al part of the farm s 1abor force. 'He has security, and’ i

.

is far“better othhan hls frlends who rema1ned behlnd 1n Mexlco. 1t does
- not. trpuble h1m that he does not llve ﬁt the same lu:xury level as the
= ' ) Amerlcan famllles who res1de in thls same ge ral area, only that there 1s
':a steady 1ncome and educatlon for hls chlldr in. - i . '. o '
" When they first arr1ved the only famlly recre &glon aVallable was to
'walk&around the *farm or- to visit wlth Raul nd hls;w1fe Cecllla, or the

‘vj R _.'fother farm 1aborer families: " But after llv ng here some years, "Beto, wis s
£ .
able to‘establlsh cred1t at an El Paso department sbore (asS1sted by the Lo

RV ' farm off1c1a1s who eco- 81gned W1th h1m) and was able to purchase a refrlgerw'
_' 1ator on a t1me schedule of loW’ monthy payments._ When this was pald fon,.[f
% 'they purchased a telev1slon set, %;nd then an. automoblle' Whlle struggllngléb
o Awb_jln Mexlco during those earllest yeé%s of- marrledbllfe, never in thelr )
. wildest dreams did they 1m@g1ne be1ng able to take a ride in_ a car when.
"they chose, or to drlve 1t to say. nothlng of. be1ng the proud owner of a
1966 model used car. Now they are able to take thelr chlldren to the parks»»
‘11n nearby commun1t1es - From t1me to: tlme they dr1ve to El Paso and see a |
dr1ve—1n movie, and on ‘Sundays the famlly gets in the car and dr1ves ‘to the?

house of friends in- Surroundlng arcas. They cons1der themselggs r1ch @nd

' u

in a relat1ve sense, they are!
: , ‘ -

AlthouOh the real 1ncome Of Beto and Lupe faﬂs ‘far below the poverty levéf as -

measured by current 1nd1ces, the1r comparat1ve wealth 1n relationship to- tfheir

‘ status in Mex1co borders on’ 1ux ious. llv1ng. Ihls 1nd1cates that real and
. relat1ve wealth may Aot be components of . the same economlc system and thexeforebﬂq.
ot cannot be conceptually analyzed as a sr\gle phenomenon e ;Hfd
If the border economic system, as suggested does indeed divide up scarclty,
‘then’ the p ct1ce of sharlng border income with allen labor dlmlnrshe< that por-
tion for c1tlzen 1ncome. To cont1nue the open border means the shar1ng of bor~
q'rfder poverty with Mex1can border res1dents whlch tends to raise the Mex1can medlan
‘ .famlly 1ncome whlle reduclng it for Amirlcan res1dents. on the other hand to.
B " close the border completely would “erase the relat1ve advantages wh1ch attract
- tourists and bu51nesses engaged in "free zone trade" and thus lower the already

Ibw'economlc base of the reglon.. So whether these relative aspects of poverty

are'or are not dysfunctlonal for ma1nta1n1ng a minimum quality of life for border

)

e res1dents, especlally m1nor1t1es, these dlfferlng, relative standardé for o

fdetermlnlng what poverty is and to what ‘extent 1b flourlshes abound in the Border-

» . ”
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.
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During the pcrlod when,@he Great Soc1ety social actlon programs were inaugu- s,
rated- (whlch first establlshed the formal econom1c gu1de11nes for identifying
povertx in Amerlca") much stress was placed on’ 1nformatlonal programs to make
the poverty fagllles aware of the1r plight. For some of the older cltlzens
whose struggle for surv1val extended back into the Great Depression of the
-1930's, today's poverty did not seem as alarmlng as for those who had not had
those experiences. .In earlier days it was a foregone conclusion that there had -
always been poor families in every, society, even our own,\ﬁrﬂ 1t was also p0351ble
that we might always have the poor vlth us. But with the War on Poyerty and
related programs, poverty families were made to believe that poverty need not
vbe tolerated 13 Amerlca, that there was much ev1den%p of wealth and affluence
among other famllles all about them, and that the American creed guaranteed an ;
equal right to a better education and a. hlgher 1ncome in a respectable occupatlon. .
These famllles were §till in economlc dlfflculty but were no longcr contenL w1th

their present economlc condltlons. _ . ‘
-, This change iy awareness:is accompanled bv drastlc changes int the cr1teria {
used to 1dent1fy and- measuring the degree of suffering brought about by poverty

Hence relatlve deprivatlon becomes thought of as relative deprivation, Doss1h1v
‘a new munster created as a latent consequence of the soc1al experlments of the

, recent past. When.persons %egln”to measure poverty in terms of their relative
standlng w1thlothers 1nv1dlous compar1sons can always be made with those whe
currently have a higher income. . -As meaSured by this relative- standard all

American famllles except the one at the top, are poor. Even if every family in

- America were made’ mllllonalres 34 leglslatlve action, compared with the few mult1—

-millionaires in their midst, all would be relatively poor. ' The only conclusion-

to be 'made, from this d1scusslon qﬁérelatlve poverty 1s, tuen, that relative poverty

1n Amerlca 'will never be erradic d as long as any family or person possesses

any item, serv1ce or opportun1ty not immediately accessible to all others. , f

"Therefore, 1n pollcy terms, it mlght be more proptlous for those concerned with

- human welrare in the Borderlands to disengage themselves from feed1ng the insat ijabie |
£

appet1te of relat1ve poverty and, instead, -direct the1r energ1es toward the

poss1ble solutlons for real and regulated poverty in this region.
. 1
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Summary of Findings : S . ' ' R

- As a region, the U S. —)Mex1co Borderlands is poverty—prone. Currenﬁﬂy,-

' the U.S. Borderland has an extremely narrow economic base and is poorly suited

|

o attract baslc 1ndustry which would help to broaden it. At preseént, ‘with the:
arge reservolrs of unskilled labor, the. region attracts, “the low wage 1ndustries
that do little to increase wages or to built up &nvestment capital. So w1thout
outs1de stimulation, the American Bordertand has a perennial economlc problem.
The- high fPTflllu] rate of the area results in a hlgh dependency ratio Whlch is
only slightly 1essened by out—mlgration.\ The maJor econonic growth yithin the .
region in recent years has been expcndltures in the public sector, initially more
at the federal 1evel but now increasingly more state. and local funds. However,
dependadty on government spending‘and its other maJor ecobnomic asset tourlsm,
produces a very capr1cious and unstable b£se for healthy economic growth
The American Bgrderland is saturated with real poverty, the majority of
which 1s 1ocated in the. state of Texas. Poverty families are~fewest in Californla
'and 1nc“ease steadlly toward the lower Texas valley. - Moreover, the density of
poverty families 1ncreases in the county Jurisdictions adjacent to the 1nter~ ' ,‘\}
nnational boundary . The Mexican Borderland also contains a great number of -
poVerty fam111es although poverty is more extreme in heiico s interior and becomes f
less toward the U. 'S. border atea northward. " S
. Our data strongly support the ex1stence of - regulated poverty, that is, the
pattern of poverty ‘being d1sproportlonate1y found among thé rac1a1/ethn1c mlnor-

ities of the region. Even those m1nor1ties w1th equal formaL education and :

occupational skills of their Ang}o cohorts are paid less for doing the same work.

" This aspect of regulated poverty, ‘'or economic d1scr1m1nation, appears to be so

deeply institutionalized as to be invulnerable to 1eglslation and adminstrative

regulatlons. Although bettert? educational opportunities appear to be the hope ¢
for the future of these m1nor1ty youth, eveA current expenditures ;;e‘used more’
ta assist Apglo education than ehat of Mex1can dmsricans on Blacks or Amerindians.
While Mexico has perpetuated its caste soc1ety of e11tes and poor and currently
continues it through SOClO economic 1nher1tance of one's parents, in the American
Borderland poverty is regulated accorsﬁng to racial and ethnic d1fferences. .
- jQBelatiye poverty ex1sts in the Borderlands as it does everywhere. The new
Mexican immigrant is grateful for his newly found: wealth (a poverty U.S. life style)

~ relative to what he had to look forward to\ln his former nation. Second gene?ﬁtion,

1mm1grants, using American standards for- the qua11ty of 1ife they enjoy, are

d1ssat1sf1ed and relat1ve1y deprlved accord1ng to what they see*about them and

what they héve been told to expect. Also the War on Poverty/program has. caused

/ -
* ‘ .
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the less fortunate families of our soc1ety to be aware of their plight and to-
demand better opporunities for economic betterment. But it seems that there '
will be relatlve,poverty‘as 1ong as one person does. not have everything which |
- all other persons have, and is aware of his re1at1ve shortage, and labels it
* poverty! .
’ Whereas poor Mex1can citizens’ flnd an economic haven in thedUnlted States
(even comlng.here 111ega11y) compared to the opportunities and wages in their , :
own country, they raise their standard of living apparently at the expense of
the U.S. border resident, especlaliy the unemployed unskilled mlnority famlly
. living on the border. However, since the extensive tradeaW1th neighborlng
: Mexico produces a great deal of the border wealth, the border cannot be closed
~?5? without severe economic repercusslons. 7‘
in-“general terms; this study encouragos pollcy—makers to avoid expending 2
time, energies and 1eg1s§btlvc slelght-of-hand to remove relative poverty
w1th jts insatiable kleidescope of new wants and needs, and to instead concen- ~2
trate their efforts on reduc1ng real poverty. A maJor focus in the American
. Bprderland shouldrbe to remove the factors which produce and rpetuate T
‘ regulated poverty so that minorlty Americans of that region 3&11 not have to
g pay 1nd1rect1y for the affluence of the other res1dents of the region.

/
€ . i °

e, A _ " -, 97— . . | )

*. - S c g)(}23§§ ;




‘ X - _s' . \ o ~

~ o«

r FOOTNOTES f -~
* Th1s is a revlsed and expanded version of a paperupresented at the Rural

Soclologlcal Society annual meeting, San Franclsco, August 1975. v 4

1- See” the deflnltlve d1scusslons in Stoddard (l974 l7 ~20; 1975b¢ Introductlon to
Borderlands Symposlum) Also Amerlcan borderland dellmited (Nostrand l970), -
dcscrlbed as a "border belt" of poverty (Galarza, l972 767-569), and treated
as a distinct region by many h1stor13ns, geographers and soc1a1 science
‘scholars. , ‘ ' v

2= The six Mex1can states are: Baja California (norte), Sonora, Chihuahua,
Coahulla, Nuevo Lebn and Tamaullpas " The four American states are: California, |
Arizona, New Mexico and Texas. These t'o Borderland regions form a natural ~ |

‘oddard, 1969)

laboratory for cross-cultural research (see

3— The "twin plant" concept is a lure to Amerlcan orporatréns looking for )

(i o f ‘large numbers of 1nexpens1ve W%rkers for hand—as %tbly operations and the o
i;.' N like. Two plants are establlshed 1n twin borde cities to" shuttle the products?
to Menlco for assembly “and back to Fhe U.5: for cumpletLvawand;shipp;ng:w1thout
& be1ng assessed import—-export, dutles(For critique, see Calder6n, 1973)
o 4~ For bachround on CODAF, and, its.demise, see E.D.A.{ 1968: ll-lS) and Stoddard

(1973a:234).. An overview of the Mex1can Border,Industrxal prgfiram and its
. dmpact on the U.S. is found _in-Evans (1972) and James and Evans'(l974) . .

5- For a list of the border tw1n&c;t1es, see Stoddard (1974 :49~ 50 footnoLe 5.)

6- Labt minute bureaucratlc\changes 1n the 1970 U.S. Census procedures made the

measuremapt andsanalxsls of Spanish surnam data more ;}fflcult by using
| different criteria from the 1950 and. 1960 definfitions (He nidndez ct al.,
’1973) As a practlcal mattnr, the raw data tapes for SQanlsh 1anguage and
surname populatlons were becoming available for demographic analysls as late -
as mid- 1974\ Therefore, ﬁhe mggg/l960 data for border counties and states
IS _ in the Borderlands region were used and” spec1f1c, fragmented 1970 data
o 0"furnished any changesF;i the earlier trends. . ' |
“7- Census data on. panlsh surname Amerlcans are kept 1n five states—— the four
. .; { » border.states and Colorado Although this minority group in Colorado is a
. . very s1gn1f1cant populatlon of that state, Colorado was excluded from th1s~

bordex analysls because its terr1tor1al“boundar1es do not extend to the

b
)

1nternatlonal border. Lo

. 8- Although the~ass1m11atlon mddel has been a popular approach for the domlnant

sodiety to use in setwing forth minority betterment programs, the new ethnic

* 3
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’ ~
emphas;s on cultural identity and autonomy formulated during the ninority

and°C1v11°R1ghts movements of the 1950— 1960 era eschews assimilation as the -
only feasible means for ach1ev1ng upward mob111ty (see Portes 1974b) |
Our nation is at a cr1t1ca1 point in energy conSumptlon and alternate energy
sources. Should a scientific breakthrough make fusion a viable source of"
1nexpensive power, or lf vast oil depos1ts in Mexico would transform that
countny into a mAJor ecoronic horla power with a family income equal to that
of the United States, ;he entire border situation would show enormous changes.
If a major national waLer proJectyto br1ng Columbia basin or Mlsslss1pp1
river water into the parched Southwest, the 1ndustrial growth of the area
would be assured. Technological breakthroughs in’ solar power, a plentiful N

Southwest commodity, could bring new dimensions to the Borderlands. But

_ these are 1ong shots at best. Reallstlcallyo none of the above will alter

10~

the relative poverty of the border or its 1nab111ty to attract industry.

Although Texas has been singled out from. the other border states for more o

‘ intensive'poverty analyses, a-cursorv visual comparison of the percentage

.

" various ‘Southwest ethnic groups. are hardly borne out by incomplete 1970 data.

_ whlle the Span1sh language or surname category tralled&ﬂt 7.3 years. Tbe

12—

'1?%*%?&&%Sh73nrname in_a border county populatlon with its percentage of poverty

in that group (Table 3) shows that th1s pattern holds, true in other states
as well, in the1r border counties. ' N

The optim1st1c reportd of a trend toward closing the schooling gap'' among the

Tn the U.S. as a whole, adults completed 12 1 years of Formal educatlon,

Texans only s11ght1y less at 11 9. Tegas Negro adults completed 9.6 years

average 1ncrease of adult Texans in formal schoolitg completed rose by 1.2
years from l96b to 1970, but the increases of minorities were similar, thus
ma1nta1n1ng the "schoollng gap" relatlvely unchanged during this past decade
.of 1ntense minority education and social actlon programs (§krabanek and Upham,
1974:26-27) . o | | o '
Although the 111ega1 Mex1can alien-as an‘Economic refugee“(Fragomen, 1973) can
better himself flnanclally in the United States, and is openly'encouraged and ;
protected by border jnstitutions (Stoddard, 1975a) his presence creates a

moral di¥emma of conformity to law as well being an’economic and 1dent1ty
anathema to Mexican Americans on the border ¥Briggs, 1974; Bustamante, 18%5 1970)'
During periods of economic growth in the U.S., 111egal Mexican labor is en~
couraged (Samora, 1971) but as the: full cycle of economic downturn emerges,
politically popular 1eg1slat1ve codes are enacted to curtail 'the problem (thl

and Venk, lé?l) and after economic rev1va1 ~they will be welcomed back again.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_ Corwin (ed) Mexica

"Penetrating the System:

~

o

13- This is an excerp firom a case study I wrote for publication in Arthur F.
Labor. and Settl;ment in the United States-Vol. IIL :

(1940-1970) and is inciuded here with his pgrmissionf Its complete title

the United Stateg as Illegal Alfenms".
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* A _ Table 1
Persanal Incouniz of Border SMSA Re51dents

Al

as Earned from Se]‘lted Econom*c Sources (1966)

Lo~

a= 1nc1udes mllltary, state and local government

b= Tucson and El Paso would be gffec;ed ‘indirectly. By agr1Cultu1e beyond the SMSA

c= Includes wholesale and retail \_

Source:, E.D.A.,’ 1968:60-61 o B
L :
1 " ‘ I
1 . -
. . s i
2 e
Cg,

0083

Pefsoﬁal Tncome Level Economic Source of Personalé}ncomeh(Z)

. - m$ fvgiggés' Manufac~ DPublic  ~ Agricpl- .
,SMSA : turing  Sector ture Trade

' San Diego 3,149 106 13.4 33.6 -«
Tueson * 2,468 83 e 7.3 215 .
'El Paso . 2,288 17 1L 3%.6 -
Laredo Los0 o 42 0 31 s 7.8 2 |
McAllen ‘1,379 47 " 5.5  15.6- 15.6 18.6 ' .
Brownsville 1,725 58 8.2 23.2 . 11.2 157
U.S. Average 2,658 - 100 24:3 13.0 °  1.06  13.6-
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, ' Table 2 |
Percentage of Families Ealnln" Various Levels of Annugl Income
for Mezlco, -Cd. Juarez and Cd Juarez Suburb (1970~1971)
u.
. : Percen.age of Famllles in Income Level
Annual Family In;ome(dollars)a' Hexico Cd. Juarez Cd Juarez Suburb
Up to $499 . - 42 21 .19
$500-1,499 - 35 < 54 | 75
$1,500-9,999 - 13 24 6
$1'0,000 or more . 10 1 .-

a= approy1mated from monthly income in Pesos. B
B i e e : . . , !

Sdurce: Ugalde, 1974332, Table 14 (modlfled)
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Table: 3
< . : . . /

1
Percentage of Families According.to Income Class

- Mexico Border (1960)

,

by County, U.S}

% of Fopulation “Percentass of Tamilies earning-

/ with

SLate County (Urba1 Area) Spaqlbn surname Under $3,00% $6 ,000~ QlO 000
= , ) $3,000 5,999 . 9, 909 & over
California: . S 0 14.1 27.5 36.6 . 21.8
San Diego (San Diego) - 6.3 15.1 28.6 36.2 20.1
Imperlalel CenLro/Calex1co) 33.1 21.0 35.0 " 28.6 A5G
Arizona: 19.5 21.3 341  30.2 144
Yuna (Yuma) 20.1 - 20.2 37.4 28.8 13.6
- Pima’ 16.7 - 18.5 35.7-  30.9 15.0
. Santa Cruz (Nogales) 57.6 < 30.4 35.5 -21.9 12.1
Cochlse (Bisbee/Douglas) 25.0 22.0 41.2 26.6 10.3
New Mexico: " 18.1 24.4  32.6  28.6 14.3
Hidalgo 40.02 28.5 37.5 23.4 10.6
 Gramnt 4£7.2 24.7 43.6 23.9 7.8
“Luna 34.4 32.7 38.5 19.6 9.2
Dona Ana 42.1 25.4 35.7 25.4 13.5
Texas: 58.8 28,8 33.7  25.8  11.8°
El Pasc {EL Faso) 43.6 22.0 ~ 38.2 . 27.0 12.7.
Hudspeth 66.0 32.5 36.2 23.0 - 8.3
Culbérson 40.0 ©29.4 45.4 17.8 7.4
Jeff Davis 55:0 -343§ 41.8 16.3 7.3
Presidio 594 28)3  33.8  19.1 - 8.8
Brewster , 42.6 35.3 39.5 16.6 . 8.6
Terrell . .51.0 34.2 25.3 21.4 . 19,1
Val Verde (Del Rio) ot 44,2 37.3 35.3 6.7 - 10.7 -
Kinney 53.0 43.4 29.7 12.6 143
Maverick (Eagle Pass) 77.6 -58.0 26.6 11.2 4.1 .
~ Webb (Laredo) ' -79.99 ' 50.8 30.4 13.2 5.6
Zapata - : 74.8 - 65.5 22.0 9.9 2.6
- Starr’ - 88.7 71.4  -17.0 9.1 2.5
‘Hidalgo (McAllen) . 71.4 53.8 26.0 13.7 6.5
'Cameron(Brownsv111e/Harl ‘gton) 61.0 57.3 - 29.8 16.0 _6.9
Regional Total (4 border s;atgs) 27.8
U.S. Total : © 21.4 32,8 3058 1517
¥ )

a= 1960 data not avqilable, estimate'f%omv195d data

Soutce: E.D.A., 1968: Tables 4,12(revised)
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. - . Table & o ‘ : .
. o Poverty Families}"in Various Population Groups”

in Four Southwest Border States (1960)

L
S -

State Population ) Families with Poverty Incomes (pumber and percen@l
Totals, ethnic ., ) vTotgl number  Percent of poor Poor ‘of group as
catégories . of families in each group porcent of all poor
¢ : o
Californiat, ~ ’
N _ Totals all families 3,991,500 -
Total-poor families 562,710 ° 14.1 ' _ 100.0
. - —hnglo ' - 435,849, 12.8 , 77.4
: _—Spénish°sgrname - 58,256 . o1%.n 10.4
: -Non-White 68,605 - /o 24.8- 12.2
Arizona: . v | _ o LS o . .
. Total- all families - 312,036 : S -
o Total-poor families 66,345 . 21.3 ., o0
~Anglo . . - - 41,155 7 - 16.4 © . 62.0
—Spanlsh sBrname 11,312 30.8 *~ 17.1
—Non-ﬂhlte : 13,878 o ,57.8 20.9 -
New Mexico: LT ..
R Total- all families 221,951°% Lo : _ .
y e > Total-poor families 54,180 P 24.4 ‘ ‘ 100.0 ,
i . ~Anglo N 24,083 . - 15.6., . 44,5 Col
. ) . '~Spanish sgrnéme 22,555 . - 41.5 N ~° 41.6 :
~Non-White A ‘7,542 | 56.3 *13.9
.Tékas: .
Total- all families 2,392,564 . . D
Total~poor families 687,965 ‘ 28.8 , .- 100.0.
-Anglo ’ 395,598 T . 21.3 57.5
. ~Spanish surname 139,663 L 51.6 | . 20.3 v

—Non—Uhltea L 152,704 _ 51,7 22.2

.. R . -

Borderland Region?’ . .
Total- all families 6,918,051, - e
Total—poor fanllles 1, 37l 200 ' 19.8

i

. 1= Under $3,000 annual famn]y income -in 1959
a= Chiefly Blacks but including all other non-Yhite minorltles
b=. Chlefly Am@rlndlans but 1nc1ud1no all other non—WhLLe mﬁnorltles

N

Source: Mlttlebach and Marshall” 1966 Tab]e 6 (rev1 ed) . o !
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