LU 3
NATURAL RESOURCES JOURNAL [Vul. 3§

Mexico's i
npcmtigx) 5 dtalpenQCllcy on the United States strongly limits formal co-
LRerat n ?n planning matters. Conflict has dominated relations between
fhe trz'fl ions, trqm !h_e drawing of the boundary in the mid-19th century
o Cili;(menlfo;l‘lmlmn cultures, northern Mexican citizens, and cvcr;
1.8. ens of Mexican ancestry.® This makes it difficull t
_ xican ancestry. s makes it difticul imagi
oo cltizens Jex y." ; icull to imagine
-m(; thr:)l\e\;; natoens w oul'd cede authority and sovereign conwrol over Eild
o pDiezog to a bi-national government structure. As an ex-mayor of
oan poii?icalnse stated: We need to be realistic. There are two nations
bl ponueal ystems. 1t is unlikely that institutionally we are going t(;
oo 0 share political power across that border. "™
erhaps i - ,
e lfmgcs{,-)jl:]g?[if] devillopn.]e]'n ofters a more attractive incentive struc-
‘ making joint decisions, bul i isi
: . sion: while these decisions
nay allow more capital t i ion, th  rosolve the
o flow into the region, tt i
I : ore , they will not resolve the
quality of life” problems i i A sy
_ s gencrated in rapidly wrbanizing areas
tematic transfrontier planning ; e it diffens,
_ ng approach, compartmentalized i il
‘ ‘ g . H ilized into difl
policy areas (sewage, air pollutio i ‘ iy
age, n, lransportation, etc.), m:
Pl < b , etc.), may be the oni
u.-{: S(::C;]nlly address these problems, but as we have seen, it is unlike&
. . ? .
§ an approach will soon emerge, a troubling forecast, indeed, for
2 ¥
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INTRODUCTION

In September of 1979, an international study team of experts in inter-
national law and geology met for the [irst time, under the auspices of the
Schoot of Law and the Natural Resources Center of the University of
New Mexico, as well as of the Institute of Legal Research of the Nalional
Autonomous University of Mexico. The purpose of this gathering was
(o put together a research project on the international law applicable to
the utilization and conservation, between neighboring coastal States, of
submarine transboundary hydrocarbon resources.

As the leaders of the team had in the past carried out similar research,
notably regarding groundwater deposits, it was approprialc andl desirable
to use thal same experience for the new undertaking, especially as thaul
experience pertained to the way in which the results of the research effort
eventually would be published. This consisted in producing a document
of concrete practical value, namely, a model for a draft treaty. This draft
treaty could be useful to any potential pair of neighboring States which
may be interested in embarking on bilateral negotiations for the utitization
and conservation of natural resources located in geographical areas di-
vided by their common land or maritime boundaries. That is, transboun-
dary resources.

The team also decided to follow the working scheme that fed to the
final output of the groundwater project, which translated after a three
year effort into the publication of the “Ixtapa Draft Agreement Relating
to the Use of Transboundary Groundwaters.™'

The Ixtapa Draft, the product ol a similar interdisciplinary and inter-
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International Boundary Cities: The
Debate on Transfrontier Planning
in Two Border Regions**

ABSTRACT

For the first time in modern history, larpe-scale cities are evolving
along the borders of nation-siates. The settlement patiern is one in
which urban residents on either side of the boundary are enmeshed
in a singular functional region, or “'transfrontier metropolis.” Fco-
fogical resources are shared within these common transhonndary
living spaces. Environmental problems such as sewage contumina-
tion, hazardous waste spillage, or air pollution are also shared.
While cooperative transborder planning has been proposed as a
means for resolving these problems, it is nol clear that such an
approach works. This article examines the transfrontier policy debate
for two important boundary regions: Western Europe and the U.S.-
Mexico border. Western Europe' s record of iransfromtier cooperation
is critically reviewed. While the volume of transfrontier planning
projects has mushroomed there during the past decade, many struc-
aral obstucles to long term cooperation remain. Along the U5 .-
Mexico border, strong political-cconomic polarities hinder the for-
mation of formal, bi-lateral border policy-making mechanisms of the
Western European variety.

BACKGROUND

This article considers the dilemma of managing densely populated
regions along international borders. Most boundary zones separaling na-
tion states tend to be devoid of cities. Indeed, a large proportion of the
world’s more than one hundred thousand miles of international borders
traverses deserts, mountains, and other uninhabitable terrain. The longest
boundary in the world, separating China and the Soviet Union, houses
few important urban scitlements along its 5,965 miles. Many of the other
large international borders in Asia, Africa, South America and parts of
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?\Jnrlh America glhe Canadiun-United States border), and Europe (northern
dn(riﬂleasle;"n national b()_rders) also lack significant urban settlements.’
. 101::;; _ac’;s are Cfmsu;lcnl will_l the nriginul thinking of statesmen and
p o s who prepared the treaties leading to the demarcation of bound-
aries dunng the period of nation-state formation in the nincteenth and
L“url_\_‘ twenticth centuries. They also parallel the work of scholars \:.fI:n
hluq!ed bounda'nes before 1950. The prevailing wisdom, both in and
;nu.sl.de ncadgmm, has been that boundaries represent u protective shield
helween nation-states. Because they were the primary line of n'{lit)nal
de_tense in the land-based contflicts prior to the second world war l‘)ound-
:?r;es_al[_racted t;onsiderab]_e attention from scholars concerned v.;illl their
Loc; in n:ternatmnal securily.” The military Tunctions of boundary zones
chre 1950 led one scholar to write that the *“*functions of boundl'nricls
are in general negative rather than positive™ and they *‘can note
trade or human intercourse.™ ’ 1ot promate
) Early twgnlleth century social science characterized boundary areas as
bulfler regions’ between nation states.” This meant that, from an ecoh-
nomic development or planning point of view, hnunduq; regions were
viewed as “unstable. " Two important location theorists WulterbChr‘i‘;lalch
nnd’{\ugu;ﬂ Losch, argued that international hnunduri’es dit;turlcd“‘rmrT
mal™ trading patterns, and created uncertainties and pmhl;:m‘; both for
consumers and retailers.” In The Location of E('onomicActivitt Harvard
vconomist Edgar Hoover® devoted several chapters to *“The {'ocatio r't
.‘?lgmﬁcance of Bounduries.” Hoover claimed that the divergent Ia\;fl:
;‘::]llngns rjulltu‘ra},vialue's% and national policies partitioned along polilicai
houndaries interfered with the transborder movement of labor, commod-
mcs,.c'apna] and enterprise. Thus, he argued, boundary areas!lacked h
conditions necessary for economic development. e
l_n ger‘lera!, researchers found boundary regions to be suboptimal |
c:}l_mns_‘ to_r valpahlé national resources or investments. The hgqt 52 0_l
as institutionalized bufter zones, where national goverr;ment);. coijld non
itor and regulate the transboundary flow of people and goods from m_?;]l-
hoi'_lgglstates. Because border tocations repeiled economic activity ?fiia;'
:In :melii;[ﬁ:]atEg?sttrlf;tllq‘::gd‘::ﬁmh{L;?n: p:)pulluli.mlls living along the edges
. sparsely inhabite aries the
evolved before 1950 therefore cunfm'mpcd wi{h lllllgtl\l"lt;.(rjs gg}ggﬂrlﬂf‘lhdl
ars up o that time. rdor schol

. See S. Boggs, Intermational Boundaries 211 (1940).

2. N. Spykman, Fronriers, Security | i
. “942).[1)' n, Frontiers, Security and International Organizarion, 32 Geographical Rev. 436-

3. 5. Boges, supra noie 1ol 1.
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3. WL Christaller, Central Places it [ [ H ( { {h
S s ol aces in 8§ her MV A ' 3 I
. 9 - outhern Germ my ( 136 AL Los 'I'I. The Beonomies of

6. E. Hoover, The Location of Economic Activily 215-237 (1948),

e
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CITIES AND PLANNING PROBLEMS ON INTERNATIONAL

BOUNDARIES: WESTERN EUROPE AND THE U.S.-MEXICO
BORDER ZONE

Since 1950, two important world regions have spawned the growth ol
targe and mediwm-sized international border cities: Western Europe and
the United States-Mexico border area. By 1980, many importanl Wesl
Buropean seltlements had evolved along the Swiss, French, German,
Belgian, Dutch, and Halian harders. Amang the salient border agglom-
erations today are: Geneva, Switzerland {335,000 population); Lille, France
(935,000); Strasbourg, France (373,000, Basel, Switzerlund-Muihiouse,
France-Freiburg, Germany (766,117); Maastricht, Netherlands-Aachen,
Germany-Liege, Belgium (824,538); and Saurbrucken, Germany ( 188,763
Along the United States-Mexico border, by 1980, an cqually formidable
array of large urban places had developed including: San Diego-Tijuana
(2.4 million); El Paso-Ciudad Juarez (1.2 million); Calexico-Mexicali
(460,000); McAllen-Reynosa (604,000); Laredo-Nuevo Laredo (386,000,
and Brownsville-Matamoros (450,000).

In both regions, urban population growth along the boundary has as-
sumed a unique form. Cities emerpged on either side of the border line,
but, over time, the components that governed their growth” became in-
tertwined. Unique seltfement configurations evolved, consisting of func-
tinally unified, paired-city zoncs located around international borders.
Each zone might be called a “iranstrontier metropolis.”™ [Uis not sur-
prising, therefore, that in both Western Furope and lhe United States-
Mexico border region, urbanization of boundary zones has generated a
set of common planning problems or “transfrontier externalities. ™™ As
cities grow on one or both sides of the boundary, the spillover effects of
air pollution, sewage contamination, and toxic waste dumping diffuse
across Lhe international border.

In Europe, these problems have taken on serious proportions in light
of two recent catastrophes that had ransboundary effects: the nuclear
disaster at Chernobyl,'" and the chemical spill along the Rhine River in
Basel, Switzerland." Other serious transborder planning problems include
the location of French nuclear plants along the border in the Alsace
region,' air pollution in dustrialized border arcas such as northern

7. European burder urbanized regiun populations estimated by author from secondary sources:

D. Munra, Chambers World Gazetteer {1988y R. Mayne, Western Lurope: A Handboak ¢ 19867,

8. U.S.-Mexice border metropalitan ared estinntes taken from L. Herzog, Where Nurth Meets
South 50-51 (1990).

9. These components include ceonomic bise, Wrnsport sinicture and social composition.

10. See AL Suyer, T foeonmnic Analusis of Fronler Regens, 5 W, Fur Pal. (el RO T19K2}

1L, Chernrebyl, San Dicgo Union, Apr. 2, 1UKT, it Ch, ol L.

12, Los Anples Tincs, Nov. 30, 1986, wt V2, cul |

£3. See Lecture by 1. Schnsid, The Transfrunticr Tmpact ol Muclear Power Stations in the Biscl
Region, International Lawyers Reunion, New York (Aug. 28, 1981).
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France renc 1
hasin-'; lh(:Jr ::remh—Germ‘n{l—Swms border zone at Basel, and the Ruhr
borde’r and the prqblem of frontier workers." In the United States-Mexico
porde ;?]glqn, i:‘lllcnl transboundary problems have included: air and
ﬁicts"?r UI.lt?n’ sewage contamination; flooding and groundwater con-
e 3 rans I‘c')unda.ry resource managment, including oil and gas;"™ drug
n'IL‘ch‘mcm: and immigration policy,™ h )
. ) = A .
We“emgrgl\:rl(?pgf boundary area cities in the United States-Mexico and
‘es : an cases, and the subsequent tuti " simi
of planning. Trablens subseq evolution of similar types
g nsT osupgest a rationale Tor bros ini
l: ¢ Mems Py i ; adly examining the
uestior ans > ic i ‘ A
;]mema[ilolr)lia;rgmlr:j)nln.r policy and environmental and urban planning in
oundary areas. Some scholars h i imi
Iecnationat b . ars have emphasized the simi-
n the United States-Mexi
! s-Mexico and Western European b
regions.** They envision : i anerton-
. 1on 4 genertc model of “transfronti ion”
iereby autherity 1o n sfrontier cooperation
\ granted to municipal and regional
tiguous with the internati Thi g sonerated thiough
. ational border. This authority is
. IS wit . _ . § s generaled througl
international treaties and manifested i [ Y ramsbond on-
manifested in the form of trans isi
r I ransborder decision-
e ‘ ' e [ cision
DUCha%einS_nes S;Jchd as dpiannmg commissions or regulatory agencies
< views border decisionmaking withi i "
“hac W ithin the context of changi
territorial political behavi i ol of s permenbilit
ehavior growing out of the | i
mito! cal e increasing permeabili
ot national (erritories, : i i i ovemants. Thess
. and the rise of “regionalist™ :
' ilist” movements,* Thes
o ¢ : ‘ i §.” These
rep;fcemelnts. 'c_aspu;:mlly in Western Europe and U.S.-Mexico border zones
sent @ form of “transborder regi i ' ' may
: s regional microdiplomacy™ il
. ‘ i 1at ma
bet;;{m 1o cha}lllenge national foreign policy in the future ’ Y
ansen, the strongest advocate of ili '
. e of comp:
ropean and U.S.-Mexican borders,” has egg;gaezlllt;:iysbe[wﬁc'n Dot s
ropea s several important sim-
ilarities between the tw regi i Porcas hay
o world regions, including: i
faniies b 1 the 1y s, g. 1) both areas have
¢ r[:;rllelnu?d qrban development and economic growth since I‘)SE)' ii)( as
ult of this growth, both regions require some form of transf';ontier
I4. See Council of Europe, The State

m_u'nitics or Authorities (1982); Council of
of Transfrontier Cooperation (1986).
:2 .gee g El‘\;w(!]. Froatier Workers in Europe, 5 W. Eur. Pol. 98- 1048 (1982)
. See R, Ba “hv 3 i ] ] , Mexi ol
Bordertats S ‘;itels. (blgis fgo.mm wial {ssues in the United Stares-Mexico Borderlands, | Journal of
T g, Shudie U). L Alv.urez & V. Castille, Ecologia y Froniera 49-72 (].‘)‘Elﬁ) ourmal of
A e (qun)- lrnei" .S.‘h{cXIC(). Groundwater Problems. 22 J. [nleramerican Slud' & World
s o e ”.N.i.““ }:mg} Plauimng the Intemitivnal Border Metropolis (1986) ) o
. S.-Me: ansboundary Resource Issues, 26 Nat. Res .
;g ﬁeé Hollfsc, lFronller on the Rio Grande $77-198 (I‘)Bl'?.) s 1 1986,
- W, Cornelius, Immigration and U.S.-Mexic: il R
U_§_.Mcxican e o --Mexican Relations, Research Report No. 1, Center for
21 Such problems include air i
and =NRTORNET A or
sananme devopent nd water pollution. tr=nsfropuer workers, vade =23 .
22 See 1. Duchacek, The Termitorial Di i
. . mitorial Dimension of Politics, Withi
2 - 6, T e . Within, Between and Across Naii
S;ll 254 (1?86), N. Hansen, Exropean Transboundary Cooperavion and ity Relevan '*Crm; N‘j“f‘“s
ates-Mexico Border, 49 1, Am, Plan. Assoc. 3136-43 (1983) e o the United
23. 1. Duchacek, supra note 22. )
24, N. Hansen, supra note 22,

:‘I’ Truns!mmicr C‘ofmpcru[iun Between Territorial Com-
urope, The Council of Europe’s Activities in the Field

zmd
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in both pluces tend o be relatively distant

cooperalion; iii) border regions
al lubur

from the national capitals; iv) there is considerable croms-nation
migration across boundaries; v} the basic force causing transborder in-
leraction is economic development.™

Hansen and others view the boundary as a political Jine that has become
increasingly permeable to cconomic relationships that transcend it Al-
though a vast economic gap separafes the United States and Mexico,
Hansen insists that the similarities to Western Europe still prevail: “despite
the relatively great degree of cconomic dispurity that exists in the .S -
Mexico case, there are also numerous similarities 1o liuropean border
cituations.”™ This view has been openly challenged by Friedmann and
Morales”” who argue that the Western Europedan model is entirely inap-
propriate as a comparative framework for understanding the U.S -Mexico
border region. They take exceplion 1o the use of the phenomenon of
economic interdependence as a rationule for transhorder cooperation.
Noting that “interdependence’ can be a misleading concept, they argue
that the economic linkages between the U.S. and Mexico are hardly
reciprocal. The United States has become the overwhelming beneficiary
of the bi-national relationship. Liberalization of transborder interaction,
they observe, would mainly serve to enhance the free circulation of
international capital, “opening the path for American corporations ad-
vancing southward under the pretexl of free trade.”™

Urbanized zones along the Western European and U.S.-Mexican bor-

ders are not simply neutral spaces upon which a rational model of “trans-
frontier cooperation’ can be superimposed. Planning at the physical edges
of nation states, therefore, must be understood within its unigue regional
context. First, planning regions enclose populations not only in different
political comrmunities (not uncommon in the muli-jurisdictional U.S.
metropolis, either), but in different nations; second, planning regions
encompass cities structured within {wo different national cultures; and
third, because of the border, local decisions have foreign palicy imph-
cations. While in the past, boundary mallers were part of a common
international law framework, border urbanization has generated legal and
political concerns not previously addressed within the international legal
arena. For example, no systematic framework currently exists Lo resolve
border problems such as traflic congestion, sewije contaipination of
common watersheds, or lanrd use incompatibilities. There 1a clear neeil

25. Hansen, Barder fegion Liecelupracat usd ©otpeeuitan L siern Larige aod e 10 Wes oo
Borderlands in Comparative Perspective, In ACTubS Boundares 31 4100 Mansines wd. 19atn

26, fd. at 42,

27. ). Fricdmann & R. Murales,
(Apr. 27, 1984) (Paper presented at the Associ
Mexico).

28. Id. at 8.

Transhorder Plapning: A Case ol Sophisticated Provocation?
aiion o Bordedand Scholars Meeting, Tijuana,

| il
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1o dev .
evelop new conceptual guidelines for pl

metropolis, annmng in a “transfrontier

"Althe s i .

must be understood alll?le time, the limitations of transfrontier cooperation

for, insofar as natio o example, national culture must be accounted

attach very diﬂ'crcr:toz: \w.lh divergent economic and political systems
: canings to urban fand and its 1 A

Planning along i Hng an fand and its use ”

federal sow ;:,;:,g m‘lel:lfallll)niﬂ borders requires negotiation between two

ception Tﬂ‘ o nglr.l:.ls]. lile:fc negotiations hinge upon each nation’s per

L alt relationship with its nei T i . )

. . . ! s newghbor, sC ann|

along the border becames incvitably inte ghbor. Thus, city planning

Wesiern Eurone. v riwined with Toreign policy.

hich has tinitiative |

ranSTOntict oo quhclgnllillq:gk mn:}t‘unw in creating programs of

Iransiro; g1 ation, ollers an example of

s antier 3 and °ri an example of how difficu
plement planning projects that transcend national hound'lries'“

POLITICAL LIMITATIO
AM NS ON THE WESTERN EUROPE
TRANSFRONTIER COOPERATION M()I)JEII,tOl rAn

The growth of cities | i i
s fmg[he devc;llo(;;ll:is;"mf[}vo tmportant international boundary regions
e politeal g oork 0 arn.e\\{ reseur‘ch agenda aimed at understanding
Qoo ttical an l_[? ‘y m?[‘) cations of arge scale border urbanization
ptual frameworks are needed to prapple with the ndminisira[im;

l[ EH\\lron"]enIa[ i “d I) I] v .
i Ll[v ]dIlIIIIlL 138 L"‘&tl p(l[)l]hlltd (H 11

(hl(..“l\ in d
l.l“ﬂll.l[ |I¢ } I' T rerons N dars w )y > y
MR y CIIONS., L\(.h()ll”. W l” l L& ll ILLd I y

oles ol international borders in o changing

_ a rapidly integrati
o inters | in y grating world system.
orze 1h§[ Oﬁl;f_:d lthbls emerging conceplual arena, however, one cannot
. 3 M 1 ’ N
ot Sli!l[;ee;(lcla oundanea.con[mue to divide national governments
o qu.prolec! their own interests through the inrernalionai
i sovereignty.” Bluntly st i
gal pring . stated, boundaries i
|-L necessary. _ln the words of one scholar o soeeue (0
s a world divided by boundaries.” " ‘
. .;‘:lshnmed prc}vinusly. an important schol
i growth along boundari
i g daries has been to s
! uchan g . s o suggest the possibility of
wronel anfio[(l)lgt_ar:_mon' between nations sharing large-sc:rt)le boun(?I/a;)f
otropolt mmelr inevitable problems. Transborder policy-makin turn)f
b e mor t;:‘:;?;plex‘gr});lld|ﬁicul! to administer than some ob‘;gerverz
k! ve. lle some progress h: L l
et > believe. While s progress has been made in estab-
! lﬂ_gsgﬁ‘:;ﬁl{sm; for Iransfroatier governance in Western Eu;obemaebmh
1wse u » 0 sl",’C_les Sl'l“ face European nations seeking { implement
\_0 nusual administrative techniques ® {0 implement
ne can i ifficultic
e tm!iigomdto grasp lhf: difficulties facing those who seek to im
tome Bagi[iem;:; Cr cooperatton programs by examining the case of [ht;
g g » onc of the largest transfrontier cooperation projects in

it world of sovereign states

arly response to the problems

M See I Apnew, 1. Mercer & 5
. L 1. Mercer & D). Sophe : City in Cultur
30, B Taylor botiical Gosgrasliy 1(;5[)(1;(;‘3'5]‘]th City in Culturat Context { F984).
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Western Burope.” The Regio Bastlicnsis 15 4 tri-national planning and
promotional agency operating in the Upper Rhine River Valley region ul
the borders of northwest Switzertand, southeastern France, and south-
western Germany. I jurisdictional domain covers three metropolitan
arcas aJong the Rhine River: the urhanized zones of Basel, Switzerland
and Mulhouse, France, west ol Lhe Rhine, and Freiburg, CGermany on thie
eastern side of the river,

The upper Rhine River Valley is untlicd by commaon physical geo-
graphic features, language (Germanic), and culare. Yol there are ni-
merous reasons why the [ormation of a tri-national planning authorily
might never work. Historic conflicts in the Alsace region along the French-
German border have long impeded local and national authorities’ attempts
to implement serious transfrontier measures. For example, tensions be-
tween France and Germany in the Alsace region have resulted in weuk
infrastructural linkages (for example, roads, rail connections) across the
international border. France’s decision o pbuild nuclear power plants along
ts border with Germany and Swilzerland near the Rhine River has evoked
a harsh response from environmentalist movements and the governments
of both neighboring countries, and certainly has not strengthened the
cause of border cooperation. ™

in fact, although the Regio Basilicnsis is a political- administrative
structure supported by three nations (Switzerland, France, and Geomany),
Switzerland is really the driving force, both economicalty and politicalty,
in assuring the continuation of the transfrontier agency. It can be arpued
that without the active participation of Switzerland, the Regio would
cease to exist.™

~ Having said this, onc must acknowledge the accomplishments aof the
Regio, without a doubt the leading world model for transfrontier planning.
Among, the successful transfrontier projects organized by the Regio are:
the tri-national Basel-Mulhouse airport, envirenmental regulation pra-
grams, and the development of cross-horder mass trapsportation and tratfic
planning systems. When one looks at the origins of the Regio, however,
it is clear that the primary motivation of its founders was economic, and
limited to Swiss interests, rather than those of neighboring countries. The
Regio did not begin as a transfrontier policy-making agency. It was formed
in the city of Basel in 1963, al a time when the economic elite from the
Swiss pharmaceutical and chemical industries were searching for new
markets. Some observers feel that the motives underlying the original

31, Sce Briner, Regional Plowing and Transfrontier Cooperation: The Regio Haxilicnsiy, supra

note 25, at 45-53.
12, J, Seatt, Transhurder Conperation,
of the Upper Rhine Valley {1Y%7) (unpublished paper).
3%, Personal imterviews with officials in the Regio Basi

Conflicts of Sovercipaty and Regional Initistive: The Case

licnsis, Basel, Switzerland (Scpl., 1987).
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farmation of i i
formano rmtﬂ:gea Reg‘lo were self-s_crvmg. They argue that the original
mandine for the ge;:_(,y grew oul of the local concerns of Swiss husint,;s
SLs, ¢ ) 7 . . . | » LS [ Iy . ‘. i
ierests, | f‘mmml ! II: gpproach was modified into a more transfrontier
' Immiv A"pr‘o Igwo;"“ only when the original Swiss sponsors re'liim(l th l;
: ) -Basel” approach w alienate B and Gern ;
L, pproach would alienate French and German in-
The earliest key partici i
L he -1:.dl]e:[\-:‘|L'y [;dl’.[!(?lpﬂ_llfs in the Regio were the Chambers of Con
thepve and b Ll.h :-l“]lh“{m mierests - -not planners and gnvcrn‘mcnl uﬁ;-
act, there has been some tension betwe i —
et has hen s nsion hetween the Regio and Swiss
i forn::rz 1}1; ilg(,ncyr? formation.* The Regio thu§ sc(rved 'u;m:
]_mnliér Cmpern[s‘ order business and marketing. Its interests in ll‘lil‘n\"
ation emerged as a res I ati ; ic
: . . sult of its loc: i '
ronter ¢ emer ; s location in a dynamic
[[n ollset ”l:eC;.rffelr within a nation that needed stronger Cro‘;x'—;mr()l/c;ul]i] lL
o olset the disadvantages of non-membership in the European E i
Community. uropean Economic
An import ier faci ronti
H;lsiliensli)q :’:a[n}: tm;mr h_u_mg transfrontier commissions like the Regio
iy inﬁ‘ere <: Ene political structures of the three sponsoring n'ui(%ns
‘ - - ) b ¢ H 5
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"\. e N . lerse The P Prablems of Frontier Rt‘gllill‘-', 5 W. Lur. I*al, |17 ( 198 ’)

Winter 1991 TRANSFRONTIER PLANNING 595
financial resources to the strengthening of economically less-developed
areas such as Portugal, Spain, lialy, and Greece."

The *“‘borders” that are recognized by the European Economic Com-
munity are not those that partition one nation-state from another, bul
rather those that separate the EEC from the rest of Europe. These “EEC
borders” will take on even grealer meaning if the proposcd “Single
European Act of 19927 is implemented. Under that act, the BEC will
finally take a much debated step toward creating an internal European
market, thereby removing many ol the cumbersome border contrals thi
interfere with the flow of goods, workers, and traffic between member
pations. In moving to implement the Single Buropean Act, the EEC has
continued to maintain its distance from the weaker parfiamentary body—
the Council of Europe—which has traditionally been the leud advocate
for transfrontier cooperation. Such an agenda is more suited Lo its cultural
and human rights orientation, according Lo some observers. "

Even the Council of Europe’s efforts in translrontier cooperation have
been strained. In 1980, the Councit drafted a resolution called the Con-
vention of Transfrontier Cooperation, which was heralded as the begin-
ning of a new era of formal transborder policy-making. Since then, lhere
have been numerous commissions and agreements reached on matters of
pollution, transport policy, frontier workers, and trade.” Yet, not one
major transfrontier project has actually been undertaken since the 1980
signing. In addition, seven of the twenty-one national members of the
Council failed to ratify the convention, and two mMajor powers, ltaly and
France, ratified it with reservations.™ As one official at the Council of
Europe stated about the convention: "It is very positive that we have this
text, but it has not provoked any real new inpuls in transfrontier coop-
eration, mainly because of national reservations about i

The above illustrates that the existing model of European transfrontier
cooperation is nof the panacea for border planning that some have claimed
it to be. We have seen that a number of political factors conslrain trans-
frontier planning in Western Europe—among them, historic conflicts be-
tween neighboring nations, differences in national political systems, the
fear of regionatism by central governments, and the incompatibility of
border planning with the objectives of the BEC. Questions aboul region-
alism and transfrontier relations are clearly going 1o be prominent in the
discourse within Western Europe in the nexl decade. Many observers are

g, Franee (Sepi-. 1987,

17, Interview with M. Locatelli, Council of Europe, in Strasbx
Conflict? § W. Eur. Pol. 123-36

8. R. Strassoldo, Frontier Regions! Futire Colluboration or

{1982).
19. See Council of Europe, The State of Transfronticr Cooperation, suprd note 14.

40. Interview with 1. Chauvert, Council of Lurope, Strashourg, France (Sept., 1987}
41, M.
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pessimistic about the feasibility of non-central autonomy and regional
governance. They speak of the ““failure of regionatism™ in Western Europe
due to ethnic nivalries, economic rather than regional consciousness among
decisionmakers, the homogenization of culture through mass media, and
the persistence of national governments in keeping local authorilies pow-
erless. This suggests that the future of transfrontier planning in Western
Europe remains, at best, uncertain. This certainly constrains the appli-
cahility of the European model to other world regions.

SOCIO-ECONOMIC ASYMMETRY AS AN OBSTACLE TO
COOPERATION ALONG INTERNATIONAL BORDERS

A second factor must be taken into account in assessing the feasibility
of transborder planning: economic parity. Interstate relations are con-
strained by national economic inequalities, especially when the economic
differences are unusually large. 1t follows that the success of border
cooperation programs is at least partly conditioned by the relative eco-
nomic levels of neighboring countries. In Western Europe, there is relative
parity across borders; along the U.S.-Mexico border such parity does not
exist. The glaring imbalance of income and power along the U.S.-Mexico
border 1s probably the most obvious deterrent to the formation of trans-
border cooperation programs.

Tables | and 2 summarize comparative population, employment, and
income data for states and provinces along Western European and U.S.-
Mexican borders. One sees that in both regions substantial populations
reside in the states or provinces contiguous with international boundaries.
Most of the border provinces in Western Europe (Table 1) had well over
one million inhabitants in 1980, Equally, all of the northern Mexican and
Southwestern U.S. border states had populations surpassing one million
in the same year (Table 2). In fact, it is now clear that the 1980 census
in Mexico seriously undercounted border populations, thus the Mexican
figures in Table 2 could be even higher.

Transborder measures of socio-economic well-being (unemployment,
income}) for Western Europe (Table 1) and the U.S.-Mexico border (Table
2y diverge sharply. Socio-economic inequality is far more severe along
the U.S.-Mexico border. As Table | suggests, income and unemployment
levels do not vary that strongly between neighboring European border
provinces. In the cases of the French-German (Lorraine-Saarland), the
Belgian-German (Waals-Trier), and the French-Belgian (Nord, Pas de
Calais-Flanders) borders, income levels are virtwally equal, and only on
the Belgian-German border are there significantly different unemployment
levels. Even along the ltalian-French (Liguria-Cote d’ Azur), ltalian-Swiss
{(Lombardia-Ticino} and Dutch-German (Limburg-Dusseldorf-Cologne)
horders, the wealthier nation displays an average income that is only

42, R. Swassoldo, supra note 38, o1 126-35.
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about 30 percent higher than its economically weaker neighbor. One of
the most densely populated and economically dynamic international bor-
der zones, the French-German-Swiss border area (Alsace-Freiburg-Basel/
northwestern Switzerland), displays considerable parity on measures of
income and unemployment.

These Western European boundary areas also house increasingly larger
volumes of cross-border interaction. Table 3 summarizes data on cross-
border daily labor migration in Western Europe. One can see that the
most important commuting zones lie on the Swiss-Italian (Ticino-Lom-
bardia), Swiss-French (Geneva-Ain Haute/Savoie), French-German (Mo-
selle-Saar), Swiss-German-French (Basel-Sudbaden-Haut Rhin), and Dutch-
Belgian-German (Nord Brabant—Anver—Limburg) borders. Many of these
commuting areas are located in what Friedmann and Morales called “the
heartland of industrial Europe, which draws into its arteries cities that
play a global role as centers of financial control, research, management,
and high skilled industrial production,”™*

TABLE 3

Commuter Workers by Region, Western Europe
1978

Number of Trans-

Fromtier Region boundary workers

Country of destination
30,204 Italy-Switzerlungd

Ticino/Lombardy

Cieneva-Ain Haute-Savoie 28,400 France-Swilzerland
Muselle-Saar-Luxembourg 24,000 FrunccGermanylLuxcmburg
‘Lisel-Sudbaden-Haut Rhin 22,500 Frunce-SwiIzcrlunlecmmny

' J.ir.i-Brubam-An\'c:r-[.imhurg 18,304 Nc[hcrl;lmlsl[iclgiunu’(}cnnuny
3;.rdcrvacrhuycm-\"umlhcrg Salzburg 16,000 Austria-Germany

: m‘nanic—Wcslphaliu-Limhurg Ncll;crlunds{}umuuly

- ialmaut-Wesi Flanders-Nord 15,000 Belgium-France

her 05,600

Yol 150,000

~wree: C. Ricq, Les Travailleurs Frontaliers en Europe (1981},

The U.S.-Mexico horder region (Table 2) displ
nattern. In 1970, the per capita incomes of most U.S. border states were
felween five and seven times greater than neighboring Mexican states.
f‘mployment data display equally sharp contrasts north and south of the
order, although “unemployment” figures are more difficult to compare.
Table 2 lists “unemployment” in U.S. states and “underemployment” in

lexican states. While the Mexican states had “‘unemployment™ rates of
-2tween 5 and 10 percent in 1970 {the national average), the “under-

ays a rather different

43. 1. Friedmann & R. Morales, supra note 27, at 9.
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jons in the modern erit. Ineguality strains
trade policy, labor migration. and
¢ tormation of border co-

adriving foree in inter-state relat
U.5.-Mexico relations in such areas as
industrial devetopment. This severely Limits th
operation programs.

AN EXAMPLE OF INEQUALITY ON THE
ps best viewed by examining any onc of
several metropolitan regions along the border. One striking example 15
the Tijuana-San Dicgo porder region. Located al the very western lerminus
of the nearly two thousand mile-long border, the region encompisses (Wo
growing cities that are among the Jargest in their respective Rations. San
Diego is a dynamic, aflluent, rapidly expanding sunbelt city with an
employment base built around high technology, tourism, miibitary. elec-
tronics, and real estale activitics. Tijuana 1s @ hyper-urbinizing border
metropolis with growing middle and professional classes, contrasted by
a mushrooming population of poorly housed, anderemployed, Tow-in-
come migrants from yural Mexico. [ts economic base centers around
assembly plants, tourism, trade, and SEFVICES.
Tijuana-San Diego is u functionally unilied, but economically and
politically polarized border community. Relations helween (he two cities
mirror those between the two nations. While the border line separales
Iwo disparaie cultural worlds, it 1s completely porous to long term eco-
nomic forees that have made Tijuana dependent on poth San Diego and
the southern California economy. This is cleacly illustrated when one
reconstructs the elements of this northern Mexican city's rransformation.
Four important periods highlight Tijuana’s evolution from a small cattle
ranching seltiement in the late 1800s toa metropolis wilh over onc million
inhabitants a century later. They include: first, the period 18801920,
second, the decade 1920-1929; third, the period 1929-1945, and last,
the modern era from 1945-present. Lach period ol Tijuana’s growth
illustrates the heightened sensitivity of the city’s economy and structure
to southern California.
The period of Tijuana’s initial formation as a town, 18801920, co-
incides with the first important cra of North American investment in the
economic development and settlement of Baja California. In the late
pineteenth century, Baja California remained a sparsely populated, pas-
toral region, isolated from the nucleus of population and praduction in
central Mexico. Were it not for U.S. investmenis in cotton production in
the Mexicali valley, furming and wine cultivation in Ensenada, and rec-
reational and tourist enterprises in Tijuana, Baja California would have
remained a remote agricultural region well into the twentieth century.”

Tijuana (1985); 13. Pincra, Panorama Historica de Baja Califurnia

U.S.-MEXICO BORDER

Barder inequality is perha

49 1. Pincra, Historia de
(1983).
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From 1920~l979]eT-.0'id(ir crossing into the United States.™
nomic cxpansion. The cause of )(1[’.‘?”6““‘[ its first major period of eco-
simple: in 1919 thih'n: of this sudden economic transformation was
Suddenly, there ;V“ ‘ ,l)fon Laws were passed in the United States
“recreational ” ﬂCiiv‘iiie‘; ;FL;]H' L‘lcmand_ in Tijuana for outlawed Cillif()rni;;
era of tourism,” eco such as gambling and drinking. During this “Golden
factories, fﬂCCl;"aqu n‘omlc ‘miraslruclure (roads, hotels, wine and beer
end of the era, the ‘u')fvpﬂ's’ cabarcts) was built at a feverish pace. By the
1,000 inhabila.nls (1978 s population had grown from a little more than
of change for an ten ‘ [.0 over 11,000 (1930)—by far the largest rate
quickly as the eco);omn );e‘:jr penod_m the cit_y’s history.™ Yet, just as
market crash occurredy- nd population grew, it faltered, when the stock
States in 1929, This er'dnd lt!]e Great Depression began in the United
after World War [1. DI:lri:"f:g “(])e ifs:;g?lé:rita]g;%t)i?n %ripped the city until
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sembly plant induqlrie:n[' I.I(ego (_‘0ur[sm, re}ail trade, services); and as-
Tijuana ePitomi?es wfm ed with parent firms in the United States.™
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TABLE 3
Income Breakdowns, Tijuana and San Diego, 1980

Tijuana’ I 0 ) —
Income Groups
{Annual income

4

converted to % Income Groups
U.S. Dollars) Mumber Total {Annual Number Tutal
Incarne)
No income 15.321 9.4 a5y lhan 7464015 1.1
$ 0~ 300 2,532 1.5 $5,(06)
0L 564 2,748 1.7 5.000- 7499 52,5H) 7.8
565— 1,032 5,449 3.4 7,500- 9,999 56,219 84
1,033 1,884 11,401 7.0 10,000-14,999 109,200 16.3
1, 885— 3,456 47,132 29.5 15,000 19,999 44,255 4.1
3,457 6,336 29,580 18.3 20,000-24,5999 81,013 12.1
6,337-11,592 10,814 &.7 25,000-34 999 104,62} 15.6
11,593+ 4,912 3.0 35,000-49,994 62,207 u3
Not reported 31,575 195 50,000 1 35,920 5.3
Tatal 162,064 )% Total 670,634 104

'Economically Active Population.

Instituto Nacional de Estadistica, Geografia y {nfom
1980, Estado de Baja Culifornia at 20 (1983).
Data is for houscholds in the Sun Diepo Standard Metrapolitan Sratistical Area (SMSA).

U.5. Department of Commurce, 1980 Census of Population and Housing. Censas Tracts, San Diego,

California at 269, Table P 11 (1983).

macion. Cense General de Pablacion y Viviends

active population in 1980 earncd tess than

$3,456 per year; in San Diego, the bottom half of households in 1980
carned $20,000 or less. In gencral, there were large clusters of population
in Tijuana earning between $1,885 and $6,336 per year, while in San
Diego the largest proportion of households earned between $10,000 and
$34,999, or about five times the average incomes in Tijuana. This dis-
parity is somewhat softened by lower costs of living in Mexico, however,
{hese numbers may also underestimate the economic differences that ar¢
masked by the fact that much of Tijuana’s population is outside the
“economically active population™ category, earning a meager wage from
“informal’ activities, such as street vending. A second measure of the
gap between the lwo cities is observed in Table 6, which offers a simple
indicator of housing and neighborhood quality, through data on household
water services in the two cities. In 1980, only 56.8 percent of Tijuana’s
households had access to piped water directly inside their homes; 217
percent of households had no running water in their homes. These figures,
which probably underestimate the magnitude of Tijuana’s inadequate
water service delivery system, contrast sharply with San Diego, where,
in 1980, there was virtually full water servicing, as only 1.1 percent of
all households lacked complete plumbing facilities.

50 percent of the economically
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TABLE 6

Tijuana-San l)‘iegu Household Water Services
Comparisons, 1980 .
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the Otay Mesa, east of the San Ysidro border gate. Notwithstanding lhe
poud intentions of officials and planners on both sides of the border, many
of the planning decisions made on this plateau were strictly nationa
Jevisions. In some cases, the implications of those decisions were pir-
ticularly harmful to the neighboring mation. For example, Tijuana built
an international airport adjacent 1o the houndary, where, on the U.S. side
a large scale residential development is now proposed. On the other hand,
several proposed U.5. developments for its side of the mesa were par-
ticularly damaging, for Tijuana. These included: a state prison, which was
ariginally proposed for a site lying dircctly at the new border gate, but
eventually moved a short distance to the north; and a Disneyland-style
amusement park and a Grand Prix racetrack, both incompatible with
Mexico's vision of an industrial and commercial center for the mesa. ™
In the end, the failure to cooperale in planning this tract of land could
be traced to the disparate economies of the two cities (and nations).
Mexico’s agenda was to produce employment quickly, and build schools,
housing, and roads. It developed the mesa more than a decade before
San Diego—wealthier and more patient aboul determining how Lo use 15
land—even began to study the feasibility of development there,

In the area of environmental regulation, planning decisions have been
made largely on a national, rather than bi-national, basis. This is evident
in two important environmental planning areas: sewdge control and air
pollution monitoring. Sewage spills have been & persistent problem in
the region, mainly due to renegade flows spilling from Tijuana into the
San Diego region. The most obvious solution lies in the construction of
a joint U.S.-Mexico facility. But proposals to complete such a Facility
have been rejected by Mexico, mainly because the construction and main-
tenance costs (estimated in the hundreds of millions of dollars) are oul
of reach, and because Mexico believes it can solve its sewage problems
internally.™ It is reasonable L0 speculate that Mexicoalso views a joint
facility located in the United States as yet another loss of control over
its destiny.

Attempts to jointly manage the air pollution problem have met a similar
fate. Asymmetry of resources seems 10 be the underlying reason why
Tijuana and San Dicgo find it difficult to cooperate. Recent estimaltes,
for example, show that in the mid-1980s San Diego county’s air pollution
control staff was 20 times larger than its counterpart in Mexico ( 100) staff
persons in San Diego, 5 in Tijuana), while its budget was 35 times larger
than the one in Mexico ($2.3 million in San Diego, $65,000 in Tijuana).”
58. Herzog, The Cross Criteral Dimensions of Urban Fand Use Pulicy on the U 3. -Mexicn Border.
A San Dicgo-Tijnana Case Studly, 22 Soc. Sci. 1 249 -46 (1985).

50, MNalkven, Transhoundary
26 Nat. Res. 1. 800 {1986).

60. ld. at 813,

Environmental Problem Sedving: Sucial Process, Cultural Perception,
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CONCLUSION: RETHINKING TRANSFRONTIER PLANNING
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61, See Herzog, supra note 17, al T1-84.
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er Rhine River Valley, heralded as perhaps the out-
ooperation and micro-
‘a dynamic constellution

regions. In the Upp
slanding example of European cross-border ¢
diplomacy,” the unique regional attributes of *
of local personalities and the economic clout that the Upper Rhine River
has to recruil the aid of influential pnlilicians"": allowed transbosder
programs to evolve. The regionalist movement emerged because of private
economic incentives that were primarily nation-specific.

Regionalist movements, including those along national [rontiers, have
heen opposcd by Luropean central governments because they are per-
ceived as a threat 1o national authority, especially In matlers of cconoinic
policy that affect the nation at large. In the end, it appears thal national
sovereignty still remains as a dominant force in the negotiation ol border
urban planning problems: “despite all promising Europeitn prospects.
economic policy remains an instrument of pational and state gavernments,
who set priorities according to their own special circumstances. Regional
and geographic units play a negligible role. . .. These are stll rellexes
of the dominant ideology of national sovereignty.”™"

We can conclude, therefore, that direct application of 4 trunsfrontier
model from one part of the world to another is problematic. Urban de-
velopment models in boundary zones are highly sensitive to the political-
economic forces that shape urban areas in bordering nation-states. Making
the leap from the Western Buropean context to the U.S.-Mexico border
region thus becomes difficult. The two regions of the world are as different
as Lhey are peographically Far apart. The profound economic asymmetry
that characterizes the U.S.-Mexico relationship is the crucial point of

departure.

Cooperation along the U.S.-Mexico border in the traditional planning
areas ol transportation, land usc, and environmental regulation is impeded
by the vastly unequal levels of wealth and political power thal separale
the two bordering nations. The United States proposes planning projects

that are either linancially infeasible 1o debt-ridden Mexico, or simply
incompatible with its objectives. Dependent Mexico is also wary of co-
operation, which it translates as loss of sovereignty. Mumme has recently
suggested that Mexico’s ability to resist U.S. pressure Lo step-up domestic
regulation of hazardous wasfes along the border derives Trom its inherently
more powerful position there: lhe boundary is one place where the forces
of geography make the United States dependent on Mexica, This will
probably mean that along the border Mexico will continue to carry oul
environmental planning at its own pacc, something Mumme correctly
cautions that U.S. policy-makers must begin to take more seriously.”

62. 1. Scolt, supra note 12, w 21,

63, ld. al 12,

64. Mumne, Complex imerdepen
Border, in Dimensions of Huzardous Waste P

1988).

fenie and Huzardous Waste Management Along the 1.5 -Mexico
olitics and Policy 223-239 (C. vy & J. Lasier eds.




