UC Santa Cruz
Reprint Series

Title
Assessing Binational Civil Society Coalitions

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/84h62839d

Author
Fox, Jonathan A

Publication Date
2004

Peer reviewed

eScholarship.org

Powered by the California Diqital Library

University of California


https://escholarship.org/uc/item/84h6283g
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/

Iy

Assessing Binational Civil Society Coalitions:
Lessons from the Mexico—U.S. Experience

Jonathan Fox

Is globalization producing a transnational civil sociery? Are the transnational
economic, social, and cultural forces that are ostensibly weakening nation-states
also empowering civic and social movements that come together across borders? If
there is more to this trend than internationalist dreams, then clear evidence should
be emerging from the accelerating process of Mexico—U.S. integration. This
binational relationship is the broadest and deepest example of global integration
between Nortth and South, and therefore it offers a clear “paradigm case” for
assessing the dynamics and impact of cross-border civil society interaction, Assess-
ments of impact are especially important if one is to avoid assnming thar when
international actors get involved, cheir role automatically becomes determinative,

‘The transnational civil society hypothesis can be framed in hard or soft terms,
each with quite diffetent political implications. In the hard version, international
economic integration is generaring qnalicarive changes in the balance of power
berween narion-states and private capital because of the latter’s increased mobility.
On the civil society side, some analysts suggest that, due to increasingly accepted
incernarional political norms and greater ease of communications and travel, public
interest advocacy networking has advanced to such a degree that a “transnational
civil saciety” is emerging. Some use the even more ambitious terms “global social
movements” or “global civil society.” In the soft version, the international econ-
omy has always reconfigured itself, and the current phase is nor unprecedented.
Most industrial activity remains national, and nation-states retain significant
policy levers. From this perspective, “fully” transnarional social or civic movements

This study draws upon papers presenred at a conference that was held ar the University of
Califarnia, Santa Cruz in July 1998, with the support of a titmely prant from the John D. and
Carherine T. MacArrthur Foundatior: (see Brooks and Fox zo02). The chapter was made
possible by a decade of conversations and collaboration with David Brooks, ditector of the
Mexico-U.5. Didlogos Project and U.S. correspondent for L fornada. The study also bene-
fited enormously from convetsations wich Luis Herndndez Navarro, also of La fornada, In
addirion, the author thanks Tani Adams, Sonia Alvarez, Maylei Blackwell, Jennifer Johnson,
Margarer Keck, Kevin J. Middlebrook, Debra Rose, and Heather Williams for vety useful
comments on eaclier drafts. Earlier versions of rhis essay appeared as Fox 2000a and (in
Spanish) zo0L
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e still few and far between, with very limited capacity to go beyond inter-
\mationalist discoutse ro influence state or corporate action in practice.

The U.S.~Mexico relationship offers a vast array of experiences with which to
assess the “hard” versus the “soft” way of framing the globalization process.' This
chapter supports the soft rather than the hard version, finding that most Mexico—
U.S. civil society relationships involve networking between fundamentally national
social and civic organizations. Mereover, relatively few networks have consolidated
into dense, balanced partnerships.

Assessments of transnational linkages between social and civic actors require
cleatly defined criteria. Measuring the density and impact of polidcal linkages
implies specifying a standard for comparison (dense compared to whae? influential
compared to what?).* Compared to where U.S.—Mexico civil society relations stood
in the early 1990s, there is no question that a wide range of networks, coalitions,
and alliances has emerged that would once have been hard to imagine. However,
compated to the pace of binaticnal integration among ether actors — including
automobile manufacturers, investment bankers, toxic waste producers, drug dealers,
television magnates, immigrant families, and national policy makers — both the
degree and the impact of binational civil society collaboration have been quite
limited {with the notahle exception of partnerships actually on the border).

Cross-border conversations between narional civil society actors have certainly
multiplied enormously, encouraging much deeper mutual understanding, But
mutual understanding berween civil society countetparts does not necessarily lead
to actual collaboration. For example, sympathetic journalistic covetage very often

1 Keck and Sikkink {1998) and Tarrow (1998, 2000) ate anong the analysts who clearly distin-
guish between these two approaches. For stronger versions of the transnational social
movements apptoach, see, among othets, Brecher, Costello, and Smith 2000; R. Cohen and
Rai 2000; J. Stith, Chafield, and Pagnuceo 1997; and Wapner 1996, Keck and Sikkink
(1998}, like Hanagan (1998}, discuss transnational societal linkapes in long-rern historical
conrext. For a recent overview of the literacure, see Florini zooo. For tecent conference
papers thar specifically examine the local impacts of transnational civil sociery nerwotks, see
wwwa2.ucsc.edu/cgirs/conferences/humantights.

In response to the asseriion that labor unions need to "carch np” in the integrarion process,
seniot American Federation of Labor—Congress of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO)
strategist Ron Blackwell pointed out ar a July 1998 conference at the Untversiry of California,
Santa Cruz : “Why are we lagging behind [cotporations and states]? They make the rules.
Not only is it their game, and not only do they take an aggressive posture towards the rest of
us, but their activities in organizing people ate also self-financing, Dusiness is a mastetful and
massive organizet of people. 5o ate governments, We don’t have thar advantage. Moreover,
our interests are social inrerests; they ate pacticular among us, and ir takes a while ro find
each other ... Workers have differences of interest. They often ovetlap, but they are not
identical and they do contradict each othet in some areas. The whole project of building a
union, of building any organization, is to be able 1o map the areas of overlapping inrerests,
and ro be able to build a working relationship or the capacity for collecrive action based on
what we share.”

™
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features headlines like “hudding cross-border resistance” (see, for instance, Rosen
1999}, vet we have been reading similar headlines abour relations between socia)
movements in Mexico and rhe United States for more than a decade. For teasong
nor yet fully understood, these “buds” have had considerable difficulty Howering,:
Consolidaring cross-border partnerships turns out to be easier said than done
Their impact, moreover, has ofren been overestimated. The involvement 0'f
international actors in the national arena does not in itself demonstrate thar they
exercise substantial influence in that arena. There is, for example, a widespread
tendency to assume that the international concern provoked by the rebellion ted by
the Zapatista Army of National Liberation (EZLN) translated into significant
international civil society impact upon the course of events in the southern
Mexican state of Chiapas. Yer an alternative hypothesis is quite plausible: in
practice, inrernational civil society actors engaged in the Chiapas conflict may have
been marginal ro what has been primarily a nationally derermined political process,

This chapter is comprised of four sections. The first part frames society-to-
society relationships in terms of the broader U.S.~-Mexico context, which involves
state and elite actors as well. The second part makes conceptual distinctions among
rransnational networks, coalitions, and movements, and it then assesses in those
terms varying degrees of density of key U.S.—Mexico civil society parterships.
This section synthesizes the patterns in specific sectots, including labor rights,
environmental concerns, trade policy advocacy, democracy and human rights,
women’s rights, and immigranr tights. The third part of the chaprer turns from
coalition dynamics to impact, building upon Kecland Sikkink’s {1998) framework
for assessing the impact of transnational advocacy netwotks, This section focuses
upon binational societal partnerships in three sectors: environment, labor, and
human righes.* The conclusion includes a synthesis of the main analyric findings,
presented in terms of a seties of propositions for discussion.

3 On the late 1980s and early 19905 period of cross-border organizing, see Brooks 1992; Barry,
Browne, and Sims 1994; Fox 1989, 1992; Thorup 1991; Heredia and Herndndez 1995; and
Totres 1997. For comprehensive lisrings of rhe organizarions involved, see Herndndez and
Sdnchez 1992 and Browne 19964, 1996b.

4 Keck and Sikkink’s book presents an overview of the differenr kinds of political tools and
srrategies that transnational civil society advocacy networks use: “(1) information politics, ot
the abiliry to quickly and credibly generate politically usable information and move it to
where it will have the most impacr; (2) symébalic politics, or the ability to call upon symbols,
actions or stories thar make sense of a situation For an audience that is frequently far away; (3)
leverage politice, or the ability to call upou powerful acrors ro affecr a situation where weaker
members of a network are unlikely to have an influence; and (4) accountabiliey politier, or the
effort to hold powerful acrors to their previously srared palicies or priuciples” (1998: 16).

Keck and Sikkink's agenda-serting study goes on to evaluate mansnational neeworks in
terms ofvarious “stages” of impact: agenda setting, encouraging discursive policy commit-
ments from states and ather actors, causing international or narional procedural change,
affecting policy, and influencing actual behavioral change in target actors (p. 201).
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Situating Society-to-Society Relationships

The full array of binational social, civic, and political coalitions involves a wide
range of state and social actors. This chapter focuses primatily upon civil sociery-
to-civil society relationships, concentrating in turn upon those actors that pursue
broader social participation and public accountability in each country. However,
these relations should be understood in the broader context of the many ozher
partnerships thac link states and societies in Mexico and the United States {not to
mention the two countries’ private sectors, which have been studied extensively
elsewhere). One can situate society-to-society relationships in terms of one of four
quadrants in a simple two-by-two table chat depicts the U1.S. state and civil socicty
ou one side, and the Mexican state and civil society on the other, Table 15.1
illustrates the wide array of state-to-state coalitions that exist, ranging from those
focusing upon keeping Mexico safe for U.S. investors (such as the financial rescue
package that the U.S. government provided to help resolve Mexico’s 1994-1995
economic crisis), to the increasing degree of military and anti-drug cooperation, to
regular, institutionalized exchanges between federal cabiner officials and governors
of border states. )

State-to-State links

The wide range of state-to-state links between the United States and Mexico is well
known and need not be derailed here. These partnerships reach across the many
secroral agencies in both federal governments, as well as from congress to congress.
Subnational governments are also increasingly relating to one another — most
notably in the case of regular meetings among the governors of border stares, but
also including frequent visits from state governors to regions linked by migration
across thie border. Although some of these cross-border relationships are largely
ceremonial, others are quire substantial (as in the U.5. Treasury and White House
role in the 1995 financial rescue package for Mexico, and in the increasing levels of
cooperation between the two countries’ armed forces).* Castafieda (1996) high-
lighted the polirical implications of these state-to-state partnerships when he
argued that the U.S. governments repeated financial bailouts bolstered the
Mexican regime and postponed national democratization.

Links between the U.S. State and Mexican Civil Society

Linkages between the U.S. state and Mexican civil society are relatively recent. U.S.
development assistance to private Mexican otganizations hiscorically focused upon
family planning, health, and scientific, agricultural, aud educational cooperation,
rather than upon civil society capacity-building (even in the aforementioned
sectors). Since the late 1980s, however, the U.S. Agency for Incernational Development

5 The Uhired States also played an imporrant role in encouraging the multilateral develop-
ment banks to invest heavily in Mexico, especially during the debate over the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) (Fox zovob}.
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Table 15.1: Examples of Mexico—U.S. Partnerships

U8, State

ULS. Ciuvil Soctety

Mexican State

Treasury ministties

National cabinet meetings

Border governors’ conferences

Anri-narcotics aid

NAFTA rrinational institutions

Military sales and training

U.S. support for Mexico from
muldilateral development banks

Exchanges between judicial

aurhorities

Policy think tanks

Private lobbyists

Universities

Latino NGOs

Caonservation NGOs

Elite culrural institutions
{museuns, for example)

Mexican immigrant civil

society in the United States

{hometown clubs and
federations)

Mexican
Civil Society

USAID {and its U.S. contractors)

National Endowment for
Democracy

Inter-American Foundation

Religious institutions
Private foundations
Media elites
Environmental coalitions

Trade union coalitions

Democracy networks

Human rights networks

Women's rights nerworks

Migrant voting tights advocacy
networks

Indigenous peoples networks

Smalt farmer networks

(USAID} has invested heavily in Mexican consetvation organizations, aiming to

bolster their capacity to protect biodiversity and, in some cases, to improve the -

management of what USATD called Mexico’s “paper patks.” By the late 1990s,
environmental projects constituted the largest caregory of USAID funding to
Mexico.® Some fractrion of this conservation funding probably reached Mexican
envitonmental nongovernmental organizarions (NGOs). USAID has also funded
the Mexican Red Cross in times of disaster.

When analysts think of U.S. policy toward civil society in other countries, much
of the discussion focuses upon so-called democracy promotion. Yet a recent
comprehensive overview of the 19801995 period found that democracy promotion
was never a majoc U.S. policy goal in Mexico (Mazza 2001). With very few excep-
tions, the U.S. executive and legislative branches both sustained a sttong consensus
to leave that issuc off che bilatetal agenda. By the late 1990s, however, the democ-
racy issue had inched up the agenda. USAID’s donations undet its category of
“more democratic processes” included US$3.725 million for several Mexican civic
organizations in fiscal year 2000, complementing the suppott provided by the
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National Endowment for Democracy (NED). Some of this USAID funding was
for judicial education, municipal development, and legislative insritution-building,
and it therefore belongs in the state-to-state category. Nevertheless, USAID's democ-
tacy funding also reached the Citizens’ Movement for Democracy, the Mexican
Center for Victims of Crimes, and the Mextcan Society for Women’s Righes. The
US$1.2 million that USAID proposed for fiscal year 2000 to deal with HIV/AIDS
was also mainly targeted to NGQOs (intetnational, national, and local).’

The National Endowment for Democracy has played a more prominent role in
grant-making to Mexican civic and human rights organizations.® In the to97
election year, NED granted approximately US$1.1 million to Mexican civic insti-
tutions and democratic processes, including $371,000 to Civic Alliance (AC);
$278,000 through the American Federation of Labor—Congress of Industrial
Organizations’ (AFL-CIO} refurbished internadonal arm; and $274,000 via NED’s
Republican Party affiliate to the Centro Civico (Civic Center) and is women’s
organization.’ Even though these funding levels were significant from the recipient
otganizations’ point of view, Mexico was not an especially high priority within
NED’s portfolio, especially during the early 1990s when civic funding might have
made more of a difference.

The Inter-American Foundation (TAF), a small federal agency responsible to the
U.S. Congress and mandated to be independenc of short-term U.S. forcign policy
goals, has maintained a long-term, low-profile, but public involvement with
Mexican civil society organizations. The IAF has provided grant funding to a wide
range of Mexican NGOs, and in the lace 1980s it shifted to more direct [unding for
community-based rural social organizations, including many autonomous indige-
nous producer groups.” The 1AF’s levels of funding to Mexico were higher than
the NED's, averaging approximately US$2.3 million pet year over the 19904."

6 This caregory accounted for US$6 million (the majority of proposed USAID funding)
during fiscal year zo00. See www.info.usaid.gov/pubs/cp2o00/lac/mexico.html and, for
details, USAID/Mexico 1995.

7 There has been very littie informed public discnssion of USALD's Mexico program in either
the United States or Mexico. This absence is both cause and effecr of the lack of independent
assessments of the program.

8 On the Mexican debate_over the implications of National Endowment for Democracy
(NED) funding of Mexican pro-democracy organizations, see Aguayo Quezada 2001 and I,
Rodriguez 2001, For context, see Dresser 1996, Mazza 2001, and Sabatini 2002.

9 By 199¢ funding for Mexico had dropped below US$300,000. See the annual reports at
www.ned.org for public data that are more derailed and precise than USAIDY's informartion.

10 Since the late 1980s, the Inter-American Foundation (IAF) has made extensive, strategic
grant contribntious to numerous regional peasant and indigenous movement organizarions
and networks, including rhe suseainable coffee and communicy-based forestry movements.

1 Author’s communication with David Bray, the IAF’s former Mexico representative, Seprem-

ber 1999,
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The Mexican State’s Ties to Civil Society in the United Stares

The political opposition’s surprisingly vigorous electoral challenge to the legiti-
macy of the established Mexican regime in 1988 spilled over into the United States,
including open campaigning by the leftist opposition among Mexicans in the
United States. The possibility of change in Mexico resonated with Mexicans in the
United States ro an unexpected degree, even though most of the migrant popu-
lation lacked political rights in both the U.S. and Mexican political systems. In the
altermath of Mexico's fraud-riddled 1988 presidential vote, post-elecroral mobiliza-
tions by Mexican immigtants in the United States probably exceeded in size those
staged during the campaign.”

In response, the Mexican state launched a mnlti-pronged strategy to teach out
to Mexican civil society in the United States.” The term “civil society in the United
States” (tather than “U.S. civil society™) is employed here in order to include the
Mexican state’s strategy for reincorporating Mexican nationals, One could argue
that this is only formally a cross-border relationship, given that the state’s outreach
to the national diaspora is a cross-border extension of its national efforts to organize
and reincorporate Mexican civil society actors more generally. However, the task of
outreach to emigrants falls to Mexico's Minisrry of Foreign Relations (SRE) and its
network of consulates; by definition, therefore, it is a cross-border relationship,
Some state governments have also developed their own outreach strategies, most
norably in the case of Guanajuato." Morcover, one could argue that the Televisa
broadcast network’s long-standing dominance over 11.5. Spanish-language television
also constituted a prominent example of the {de facto} Mexican state’s linkage 1o
Latino civil society in the United States (A. Rodriguez 1999)."

Most instances of Mexican migrant organization in the United States can be
understond as either state-led or migrant-led, with Mexican state acrors playing an
especially prominent role in inducing the formation of hometown clubs and their
statewide federations (Goldring 1998, 2002).” In the process, the Mexican state

12 These protests reverberated within the Mexican stace, Dresser (1993: 94} quotes José¢ Angcl
Pescador, then Mexican cansu] it Los Angeles: “One of the greatest protest marches against
the outcome of the elections took place in Los Angeles. ... The Mexican government realized
that there are many anti-PRI Mexicans living in California who retutn periodically to rheit
communities and have influence in Mexico.”

For details, see Dresser 1991a, 1993; Gonrdlez Guuiérrez 1993, 1997; De la Garza et al, 1998;

Leiken 2000; and Martinez and Ross 2002.

14 More than thirty Casas Guanajuaro are organized into a national network. Anthor’s com-
munjcarion with Laura Gonrdlez, University of Texas at Dallas, August 1999.

15 Televisa was for many yeats closely aligned politically with the long-miling Institutional Revolu-
tionary Party {(PR1). Its hegemony in the Spanish-language martket in the United States was
particularly notable in televised news, an area in which it lost its lead position in the lare 19g0s.

16 Research, primarily hy sociologists, is beginning to catch up with the 1990s wave of Mexican
immigrant social and civic organization, See Espinosa 1999; Goldring 1998, 2002; Rivera
Salgado 19993, 1999b, 2002; R, Smith 1999; and Zabin and Escala Rabad4n 1998, For con-
ceprual context, see M, Smith and Guatnizo 1998.

I
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sought to keep most otganized emigrants in the civic, rather than the political,
arena. At the same time, a new civic network of emigrant voting-rights advocares
began to lobby the Mexican state and the country’s major political parties for the
first time (Martinez and Ross 2002, Ross 1999). Only in the late 19905 did Mexican
immigrants, their leaders, and their organizations begin to influence nationat
politics and gain a voice in the national media. This process is, however, best
understood as a telationship within Mexican civil society {see below).

Although the Mexican swte's efforts to reach our to its diaspora have been
lacgely invisible cutside rthe Mexican community, its partnerships with more estab-
lished U.S. civil society actors have received extensive attention.” The Mexican state’s
attempts to woo ULS. opinion makers reached unprecedented levels during the
administration of President Carlos Salinas de Gorrari (1988-1994), and a wide
tange of LS. civic and political elites responded cagerly. The most influendal .S,
private universitics, think tanks, and large, moderate environmental erganizations
rushed to see which one could offer Salinas their most public platform and their
most distinguished honors. The Mexican state made significant financial as well as
political investments in efforts to influence VLS. public opinion through chink
tanks and lobbyists (Diresser 19913, 1996; Eisenstadt 1997; Velasco 1997). Mexican
American civil rights and business organizations also received significant official
attention.” Mexican government stracegists realized that influencing the U.S. govern-
ment required influencing U.S. civil society, especially because the North Ameri-
can Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA} overflowed the usual narrow boundaries of
conventional bilateral policy making. In the 19905, then, both the U.S. and
Mexican governments increased their efforts o use non-state actors in the other
country to influence the other state.

Civil Society-to-Civil Society Links
The impertance and density of binational societal relationships ebbed and flowed
throughout the twentieth century, as Knight (1997) has suggested. Some of that

history continues to tesonate. Ricardo Flores Magdn remains a hero to radical
democraric movements in both societies, especially among Chicanos and southern

17" This was not the first wave of Mexican state—U.S. civil society relationships. For an overview
of Mexican relations with the 1.5, political system early in this cenrury, see Knight's com-
prehensive discussion (1997). On .S, civil society’s cultural engagements with Mexico
during this petiod, see Delpar 1992. On rhe Mexican stare’s efforts to work with U.S.
authorities to repress exiled Mexican radicals (as well as their alliances with the U.S. Left), see
MacLachlan 1991, In the past, some ties in this category also involved Mexican government
invitarions to U5, nongovernmental otganizations ro engage with Mexico. Examples
include the Rockefeller Foundation’s public healrh (1930s) and agriculrural research work
(19408) and the Summer Institute of Linguistics, which was invited by President Lizaro
Cidrdenas (1934—1940) to promoe literacy in indigenous regions in the 1930s.

18 The Mexican staie used efire culrnral outreach in an attempr o improve Mexico's image in
the eyes of U.S. opinion makers with the 1991 “The Splendor of Thirty Centuries” art exhilsic
in New Yotk, 5an Antonio, and Los Angeles.
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Mexican indigenous movements. John Reed continues to inspire contemporary
alternative journalists in the United States.” In contrast, other chapters in this
history have been largely forgotten, including the mutual identification between
the two national Jabor movements in the late 19305 (Paterson 1998). The oldest
susrained binational collaborative effort for social justice and mutval under-
standing dates back to that period.*®

This study deals with one subset of rthe larger univetse of civil society actors. The
focus is on binational relarionships between nongovernmental actors in each
country that see themselves as promoting social equality and more accountable
public and private institutions. Delimiting the specific set of actors in this way
underscotes the fact char many groups withiu both civil societies act primarily to
reinforce institutional arrangements that limit public accountability and teproduce
elitist polirical-cultural legacies. This charactetization would apply, for example, to
the dominant broadcast media in both socicties, as well as to the dominant
tendencies within some religious hierarchies or the Red Cross.”* Moreover, there
ate in both societies elements that ggpose the extension or consolidation of rights
won by other social movements, most notably women’s rights. Looking at civil
society in this broad sense, inctuding its powerful pro-status quo elements, reminds

us that civil society is a force of inertia as well as a fotce for change. This study’s

focns, however, is on those actors within civil society that share some degtee of
commitment to democratization and social change.”

Disentangling Binational Networks, Coalitions, and Movements

The 1990s witnessed an upsntge of binatianal civil society discussion in Mexico
and the United States, beginning before the NAFTA debate but then rapidly
expanding. These interactions often took the form of exchanges of information,
practical expetiences, and expressions of solidarity. Sometimes exchanges generated
tietworks of ongoing relationships; at other times chey produced the shared goals,
mutual crust, and understauding needed to form coalitfons that could collaborate

19 See, for example, John Ross’s regular email news bulletin “Mexico Bérbaro” ar wmu@ige.
ape.otg. :

20 Since 1939 the Quaket-inspired Americau Friends Service Committee (AFSC) has organized

annual summer communiry developinent programs in Mexico to bring togethet youth from

borh countries. AFSC’s main Mexican partner organization is Servicio, Desarrollo y Paz

(Service, Development, and Peace, SEDEI'AZ).

For example, the U.S. Red Cross has been govetned by conscrvative Republican political

leadets such as Elizabeth Dole. In contrast, the Mexican Red Cross is cormupt and ineffective

at providing disaster relief; ir had to rerurn a US$300,000 Hurticane Paulina donation from

the U.S. Agency for International Development (Zufiiga and Olayo 1999). In Chiapas,

moreover, pro-Zapatista indigenous communities identified the Mexican Red Cross with

the Mexican government,

22 The concepr of cownterparss is also relevant here, a notion that docs not inply similariry or
agreement bur rarher suggests analogous roles in theit respeciive societies (Brooks 1992),

2]

—-

ASSESSING BINATIONAL CIVIL SOCIETY COALITIONS 475

on specific campaigns. Networks do not necessarily coordinate their actions ot

. come to agreement on specific joint actions {as implied by the concept of coalition).

Tu contrast, “coalitions are nerworks in action mode.”” Neither networks nor
coalitions necessarily imply significant horizontal exchanges among participants.
Indeed, many rely upon a handful of interlocutors to manage reladonships between
broad-based social organizations that have relatively little awateness of the narure
and actions of their counterparts, However, the concept of transnadional social
movement organizations implies a much higher degree of density and much more
cohesion than in either networks or coalitions (see 1able 15.2). The term “rrans-
national movement organizations” suggests a social subject that is present in more
than one country, as in the paradigmatic casc of the Binarional Indigenous Oaxacan
Front (FIOB) and other indigenous organizations chat literally cross the Mexico—
U.S. border (Rivera Salgado 19993, 1999b, 2002).

The terms “network,” “coalition,” and *movement” are ofren used interchange-
ably in practice. However, for the sake of developing tools for a more precise
assessment of the nature of binational relarionships, these three concepts will be
treated hete as analytically distinct, and chen applied to a series of cross-border
relationships between social and civic acrors. In short, transnational civil society
exchanges can produce networks, which czn prodnce coalitions, which czn produce
movements,”* Note thar underscoring these distinctions does not imply any
judgment that more cooperation is necessarily betrer. On the contrary, realistic
expectations about what is possible are critical to sustaining any kind of collecrive
action. Indeed, one of the main conclusions of the cross-sectoral comparative analysis
that follows is that cross-border cooperation involves significant costs and risks that
must be taken into account, depends heavily upon finding appropriate counter-
parts with whom to cooperate, and nceds shared targets to inspire joint action.

Tt is relevant to bear in mind that, independent of the recent pace of binational
integration, numerous civil society actors in Mexico and the United States —
including diverse currents within religious, environmental, feminist, human rights,
and trade union communities — have long considered themselves to be internarionalist.
Although many local and national gtonps see themselves as par of a global move-
ment (for feminism, for human rights, in defense of the environment, and so forth),
this chapter focuses upon sustzined cross-border relationships between organized con-
stituencies (as distiuct from groups that share broad goals). As a result, this scudy
employs the relatively tangible category of transnational movement organization
(as distinct from the more amorphous concept of global civil society, for example).™

Distinguishing among networks, coalitions, and movements helps avoid blur-
ring political differences and imbalances within what may appear from the ouside

23 Author’s communicarion with Margaret Keck, Johns Hopkins Universiry, March zooo,

24 The use of the rerm “transnational” rather rhan “binational” suggests that this framework
can be applied more broadly.

25 The author is graceful to Sonia Abvarez for highlighting this distincrion.
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Tahle 15.2: Transnational Networks, Coalitions, and Movements

Shared Transnational Transmational Tramnational
characterisiici nettworks coalitions movement
organizations
Exchange of Yes Yes Yes
information and
experiences
Otganized social base  Sometimes more, Sometimes more, Yes
sometimes less or soinerimes less or
none none
Mutual support Sometimes from Yes Yes

afar, and possibly
strictly discursive

Joint actions and Sometimes loose Yes, based upon Yes, based upon
campaigns coordination mucually agreed long-term strategy
minimum goals thar
are often short-term

and tactical
Shated ideologies Not necessarily Naort necessarily Generally yes
Shated political Often not Ofien nog Shared political values,
cultures styles, and identities

Note: The ordering of transnational networks, coalirions, and movemenr erpanizations (from left o right)
reflects the progressively greater density and cohesion of these relationships.

to be “transnational movements.”® As Keck and Sikkink’s pioneering study notes,
transnational networks face the hard challenge of developing a common frame of
meaning despite cross-cultural differences (1998: 7). In practice, such shared mean-
ings are socially constructed through joint action rathet than shated intentions.
Political differences within transnational nerworks are also not to be undetestimated,
it spite of ostensibly shared goals. Even thosc transnacional necworks that appear to
shate basic political-culrural values {including environmental, feninist, or human
rights movements) often consist of actors that have very different, nationally
distinct political visions, goals, and styles.”” As Keck and Sikkink point out, “trans-
national advocacy nerworks must also be understood as political spaces, in which

26 For a parallel approach to distinguishing among networks, coalitions, and movements, see
Khagram, Riker, and Sikkink 2002.

27 Marional borders may noc be the most importanc ones in this context. For example,
ecologists or feminists from different countries who share systematic critiques may have
more in common with their cross-border counterparts than they do with the more moderate
wings of their respective national movements. '
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differently situated actors negotiate — formally ot informally — the social, cultural,
and political meanings of their joint enterprise” (1998: 3).

This essay builds upon Keck and Sikkink's work by exploring the dynamics of
these political spaces. However, because the U.S—Mexico transnational polidical
sphere includes broad-based social organizations as well as nongovernmental
organizadions, this analysis covers a broader array of transnational actots than does
Keck and Sikkink's study.” Keck and Sikkink focus upon the snbsec of civil society
actors that are motivated by what they call “principled ideas or values,” in contrast
to those transnational actors driven mainly by “inscrumental goals™ (such as cor-
porations) or “shared causal ideas” (such as scientists) (1998: 1, 30). This definition
fits many classic transnarional advocacy campaigns quite well, but when broad-
based social constituencies became involved in transnational campaigns, shared
normative values are not the only motivation. Both material interests and shared
causal ideas also become very relevant, For example, the U.S. trade unionists and
Mexican human rights campaignes who collaborated in a coalition o criticize che
NAFTA shared a limited political goal, but they did not necessarily share policical
values. Because the U.S—Mexico relationship is characterized precisely by the
unusual degree to which “forcign” concetns become “local,” with the integration
process directly affecting people organized around interests as well as values, this
chapter employs a definition of “network” chat differs from Keck and Sikkink’s.
The approach used here defines network participants in terms of their actions, not
their motivations and values.” Keck and Sikkink’s reliance upon political values as
a defining characteristic of transnational advocacy networks is unable to account for
the involvement of broad-based membership organizations that perceive their
material interests to be directly affected by transnational processes.

Relationships between Social/Civic Counterparts

The following section assesses che degree of density and cohesion among a diverse
set of binational society-to-society relationships. -Seccors reviewed include labor
unions, envitonmentalists, trade policy advocacy groups, democracy and human
rights activists, women’s rights activists, and Latino immigrant and civil rights
organizations.

28 On the related notion of “reansnational public spheres,” see Yiidice 1998 and Guidsy,
Kennedy, and Zald 1000,

29 Keck and Sikkink’s (£998) use of the retm “network” encompasses borh “network” and
“coalition” as these terms are employed here. In this study’s framework, when networks
engage in joinr campaigns, they are considered to be coatitions ~ taking inco account that
ostensibly transnarional nerworks may well carry out campaigns that are not joincly
determined. Tn instances in which halanced relationships with partners on rhe ground are
lacking, they are more approptiately viewed as inrernational rather than transnational

campaigns.
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Labor Unions

Mexico—U.S. Jabor partnerships have been among the most difficulc cross-bord
relationships to construct. There are for four maiu reasons for this.® -
political cultures of the rwo countries’ labor movements are dominated by po
ful nationalist ideological legacies. Second, sometimes workers in certain se}::tt:er‘
especially in industties characterized by high degtees of Notth American prodj iy
rion sharing, such as automobiles, textiles, and garments — have directly conﬂicti: ,
short—t'erm interests. Third, counterpart productive sectors often have very diﬂ’ef
fent unton scructures. Specific industries may be unionized in one country but po¢
in the other, or unions may be centalized in one countty bur decentralized in ¢he
other, creating asymmetries that make it difficult to identify approptiate councer-
parts.” Fourth, some unions have preferred the diplomatic stability of workir,
with politically compatible counterparts and have been unwilling to exp!org
telationships with a broader range of porential partnets. Unil rthe fate r990s, the
dominant patrern of binational relations berween union leaders was to a,void
conflict by limiting their diplomatic ties to official connterparts.” This sometimes
made direct ties between Mexican and U.S. unions difficulr, especially in sectors
(such as the auromaotive and textile industries) in which forms of representation
differed between the two countries.
A very limited number of cross-border solidarity efforts involving workers
predure the NAFTA debate of the early 1990s. One pioneering case involved the

First, the

Ametican Friends Service Committee’s efforrs along the Texas border to support -

f:[iscreet commu.nity-based organizing of workets in maguiladora (in-bond process-
ing) plants, leading to the formation of the now broad-based Border Committee of

3o For background on the international polirics of U.S. labor unions, se;: Sims 1992, Shorrock
1999, and McGinn and Moody 1992. On the history of U.5. ecanomic nationalism and
unions, set Frank 1999, On variarions in trade union responses to the NAFTA in rhe United
Srates and Canada, see Dreiling and Robinson 1998, On U.S.—Mexican union telarions, see
Armbruster r998; Babson 2000; Bandy 1998, 20v0; Brooks 1992; Carr 1996, 1998; Cook
1997; (arcla Urrutia 2002; Harhaway 2000a; Kidder and McGinn 1995; La Bow 1992; E.
Williams 1997; and H. Williams 1999, 2002. On union relarions with imimigrants, sec
Milkman 2000, among others, l

3t Snch asymmetries are particularly notable in the automotive sector.

32 For example, in the early 1990s the United Anto Workers {UAW) diﬂ not pursue relation-
fhips with union democracy movements in Mexico {such as the Ford-Cuautitldn movement)
in order to avoid alienating PRI union bosses. This permirted a rank-and-file dissident
movement within the UAW — New Directions - ro gain the moral high ground by leadin
U.S. solidarity efforts with Mexican Ford workers (La Botz 1992: 14859, Armbruster 1998)g
When hngs from the government-aligned Confederation of Mexican Workers (CT M)'
killed a worker ar the Cuauritlén plant, rhonsands of New Directions UAW workers in the
Midwest wore black armbands. Yet that solidarisy breakthrough may also have been a
weakness, given that associarions with New Direcrions probably made the Ford-Cuautitldn
rank-and-file movenient anachema to the UAW narional leade;ship.
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Women Workers (CFO).” Another eatly effort was Mujer a Mujer (Woman ro
Woman}, which led feminist support for the independent “19th of Seprember”
Seamnstresses’ Union following the 1985 earthquakes in Mexico City.** In the first

" hinational U.S.—~Mexican union-to-union effore since the beginning of the Cold

War, the midwestern Farm Labor Organizing Committee (FLOC) coordinated in
the late 1980s with an agricultural workers’ union in Sinaloa {an affiliare of the
“official” Confederation of Mexican Workers, CTM) to counter Campbell Soup
Company’s effotts to divide and conguer unions in the United States and Mexico
(Neuman 1993, Barger and Reza 1994).

The multisectoral Coalition for Justice in the Maquiladoras (CJM) was founded
in 1989, before the NAFTA debate began. It brought together religious, environ-
mental, labor, community, and women’s rights organizers who had been working
on binational ‘tntegration issues.” Inidally led by U.S. religious activists based on
the border, over the years the CJM has become increasingly trinarional, with Cana-
dian, Mexican, and U.5. members. In fact, in 1996 it began to require so percent
Mexican representation on its board of directors.

Williams’s compteliensive comparative examination of a decade of diverse CJM
campaigns found that ttansborder labor-centered initiatives can generace pressure
upon both governments and private-sector interests to reform practices and uphoeld
laws in a manner that they otherwise would not do (Williams 1999, 2002). The
CIM has taken up the long-term challenge of bringing labor unions together with
community-based worker organizations and NGOs. This is espectally important in
the maquiladora sector, whete many Mexican workers do not sce formal unions as
organizations that will represent theit interests. After all, chrough “protection
contracts” signed without rank-and-file involvement, many of thesc workers are
already nominally members of unions — albeit corrupt and largely invisible ones.
Williams’s systemaric comparison of a large number of solidariry actions shows
that the more cross-border they were, the mote impact they had on their targets.
This suggests chat the logic of binational approaches to workers’ rights campaigns
is driven by its greater practical impact, not simply by ideology.

However, some kinds of crass-bordet actions create tensions berween U.S, and

33 See Kamel and Hoffman t999. The Border Commirree of Women Workers is treporredly
active in Ciudad Victoria, Rio Bravo, Piedras Negras, Cindad Acufia, and Agua Prieta.

34 See Carrillo 1990 and 1998 on efforrs ro build cross-botder solidarity with the “rgth of Sep-
tember” Seamstresses’ Union. [n rhe [ate 1980s, these ties included contacts with the major
U.5. counterpart unions, as well as a relarionship with Texas-based Fuerza Unida (United Force).
Incemarional support for the “19th of September” Seamstresses” Union waned following a
disputed leadership transition in 1988. See also Mujer a Muojer’s (Woman o Woman)
innovative binational bulletin “Correspondencia,” which linked supporters of female labor
organizing in both countries from 1984 to 1992, For further discussion of Mujer a Mujer, see
Waterman 1998: 168-72, and Carrillo 1998,

35 For further discussion, see Kamel 1988, 1989; Kamel and Hoffman 1999; Pefia 1997; and Ruiz
and Tiano 1987,
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Mexican labor organizers. According re Martha Ojeda, a former maquilador,
wotker and now executive direcror of the CJM, most Mexican maquiladora orga-
nizers concentrate upon Jong-rerm shop floor and community-based organizing
tather than upon U.S.—focused political and corporate campaigns.”® U.S. initiatives
often give priority to short-tetm media impacr, especially during key narional
political moments such as trade policy debates in Congress. The emphasis upon
media impact sometimes conflicts with more subtle shop floor organizing, Mexican
maquiladora organizers teport cases in which U.S. union delegations standing

outside the facrory gates televised their denunciations of the facrory’s terrible

conditions, and workets who wete organizing on rhe inside were fired as a result.””
Until the lare 1990s, Mexican maquiladora organizers had been quite isolared
from one another. It was only after several years of parricipating joindy in cross-
border coalitions {such as the Southwest Network for Economic and Environ-
mental Justice and the CJM) thar Mexican organizers convened their first border-
wide necworking meerings in lare 1998 in Tijuana. Although U.S~led cross-border
initiatives encouraged networking among Mexican organizers, some Mexican
activists grew waty of imporring rhe internal rivalries that exisred within U.S.
organizarions. The second worker-organizing mectiug was, therefore, pointedly
called “Magquiladora Organizing In and From Mexico.™ This broad-based gather-
ing sought to fnccher borderwide coalition-building within Mexico by airing con-
cerns, forging shared political goals, and claborating a series of “ethical principles,”
point 9 of which read: :

I will accept no suppott, national or intetnational, that is conditional, thar foments
divisions and competition among Mexican worker organizations, that subordinates
my organization to outside interests, ot that undervalnes, endangers, or negatively
affects Mexican workers.”

By the late 1990s, Mexican otganizers had begun ro speak for the first time of an
incipient movement of maquiladora workers — a resulr of both cross-border effores

36 Discussant’s remarks ar the conference “Lessons from Mexico-U.S, Binarional Civil Society
Coalitions,” University of California, Santa Cruz, July 1998.

37 Author’s intetview with Carmen Valadez, Casa de la Mujer; Facror X, September 1999, Santa
Cruz, Califotnia. Note, for example, the case of Custom Trim in Matamoros, where leaders
of the visiting delegation reportedly ignoted warnings that organizers would likely be fired.

38 Ir was held in Ciudad Judrez, Chihuahua on August 20-21, tg9g; abour one hundred orga-
nizers (mostly women) patticipated. Of 65 patricipants who tegistered, 23 were active
wotkers and t5 wete recently fired workets, a mnch higher proportion than in auy other horder
nerwork, OF the Mexican organizations that signed the final polirical declaration, n were
affiliated wirh the Coalition for Justice in the Maquiladoras, 6 with Southwest Network for
Economic and Environmenral Justice, 2 with both, and 3 with neither cross-bocder network
(author's interview with Carmen Valadez, Casa de la Mujer: Factor X, September 1999,
Santa Cruy, California).

39 “Principios éficos,” August 20-2t, tygy, Ciudad Judrez, Chilwahua; distributed by electronic
mail,
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and organizing initiatives undertaken within Mexico, By this rime, increased
Mexican {and Canadian) pacticipation in the CJM had transformed the coalition
into a much more balanced venue for forging joinc strategies and processing very
different camypaign styles, Most notably, the reladonship within the CJM between
the AFL—CIO and autonomous Mexican worker-organizing initiatives had become a
persistent source of inrerual debate. Thus, in terms of the conceptual framework
presented in this study, the CJM is indeed aptly named — a coalition, more
coordinated than a network but less unified than a movement.

One very high-ptofile maquiladora organizing experience involved Tijuana’s
Han Young automotive componeut factory. The Han Young union worked very
closely with the San Diego Workets' Support Commitee. Through its inflnential
labor and political alties, the San Diego Workers' Support Committee geuerated
widespread 1.8, union and congressional concern about the blatant violations of
fteedom of association at the Han Young plant. Within Mexico, the Han Young
union had affiliated with che national Authentic Labor Front (FAT) in order ro
gain sufficient political leverage to demand an open union election. However, it
later left the FAT, giving priority to cross-border solidarity over Mexican coalition
pareners.* The cross-border Han Young campaign won important court and media
victories, but the factory’s workers lost on the ground. Their victories in court were
ignored by government authorides in Baja California, and all the pro-union workers
were pecmanently replaced.

The Han Young case tested the limits of cross-border leverage. In this stance at
least, U.S. media covetage, plus access to Representative Richard Gephardt and
then Vice President Al Gore, seem to have had lictle effect upon the defense of
Mexican workets’ rights.”” The Han Young case led to a claim filed through the
U.S. National Administrative Office {one of the natioual offices established under
the NAFTA’s so-called labor side agreement to investigate worker rights
grievances), but the main outcome was a farcical public hearing on freedom of
association in which dissident workers wete publicly beaten in a Tijuana hotel
{Bacon 2000). The Han Young expetience is, then, a cautionary tale that warns
against assuming that broad-based, high-level, and high-profile international
ptessure will be sufficient to influence political decisions within Mexico.

Mote generally, U.S. and Mexican labor unions have held numerous discussions,
exchanges, and conferences, which have yielded frequent internatiouallst proclama-
tions but relatively few consolidated partnerships. Some imporeant U.S. unions
have been divided over whether te pursue nationalist versus internationalist strategies.
This was, for example, the case with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters,

40 Han Yonng organizers did not participate in the new Mexican maqniladora organizing
netwotk.

41 For details on the Han Young campaign, see H. Williams 2000; Hathaway 20004, 2000b;
and the “Coalition for Labor Rights” (www.summetsault.com/ agj/cle/) and the “Working
Together” and “Mexican Labor News and Analysis™ bulletins (www.igc.apc.org/nnitedelect/
alert.heml). For overviews of border labor politics, see Bandy 1998, 2000,
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which ended up undertaking both strategies at once during their mid-19905 period
of reform leadership. The Teamsters’ high-profile campaign against the imp[cmenfa
tion of the NAFTA’s cross-border trucking provisions was remarkably successfu]j
indeed, it was the only case in which a bottom-up U.S. protest blocked im le:
mentation of a NAFTA article. Working together with leading poliricians fim
U.S. border stares (including Texas Attorney General Dan Morales), the Teamsrets
managed ro frame the issue in terms of public safety and the threat of iflegal dry

trafficking (rather than the promotion of rthe union’s special interests). In r_hg
process, they used media campaigns that many Mexican critics of free trade con-
siflcrcd to be anti-Mexican in tone.* Yet at the same time, the Teamsters’ internation-
alist wing pursued an organizing campaign in the state of Washington’s apple
industey that was sensitive ro the concerns of Mexican immigrants, coordinared
with the United Farm Workers (UFW), and eventually involved Mexican unions.#
A‘lthough seemingly contradictory, these two approaches reflecr both the political
diversity rhat exists within the largest U.S. union and the pragunatic, short-term
political calculations made by anti-NAFTA forces in the United States more
generally.

The most notable binational union partnerships have been berween relarively
small, progressive unions, including alliances berween the Unired Electrical, Radio
and Machine Workers of America (UE) and the FAT and between the Communi:
cations Workers of America (CWA) and the Mexican Telephone Workers’ Union
(STRM).* The FAT-UE alliance was susrained by shared ideological commir-
ments to internationalism and worker empowerment. This partnership helped 1o
faunch perhaps the most ambitious trinational North American union coalition so
far, the Dana Workers’ Alliance, which brought together many industrial unions to
defend freedom of association in a Mexican duto parts plant. However, as the case
slowly wended irs way through the NAFTA labor grievance procedures, the two
.S, unions most involved withdeew from leadership of the initiative. The UE~
represe:tcd auto parts factory was closed, and the Teamsters’ reform leadership lost
POWG[.

42 Author’s interviews and plenary discussion at the conference “Trinational Exchange: Popular
Perspectives on Mexico-U.S.~Canada Relations,” Cuernavaca, Mexico, February 1996, For
a recenr U.S. critique of opening cross-border tenck transportation, see Pnblic Citizen 2001,
Kourous (2001) argnes convincingly char the U.S. groups opposed o the Norch Ametican
Free Trade Agreemeot’s trucking provisions continue to reflect narionalist biases,

43 In contrast to the Farm Labor Organizing Comumirtee, as of the year 2000 the United Farm
Workers (UFW) had not ventored beyond tentative gestures toward potenrial Mexican
counterpats. According ro local observers, the ahsence of a binacional approach contribured
to the failure of the UFW's chree-year campaign to organize Mexican smrawberty workers in
the Pajaro Valley of Centeal Califarnia,

44 Sec Alexander 199%, Alexander and Gilmote 1994, L, Cohen and Early 1999, Garcta Urrutia
2002, Rosen 1999, and Sepiiveda 1998.

45 Authot's communicarion with United Elecrrical, Radio, and Machine Workers of America
(UE) representative Robin Alexander, September 1999.
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The STRM-CWA alliance was especially significant because the unions came
together to scek common ground despite their different positions regarding the
NAFTA. They formed a coalition to meet long-term challenges, while “agreeing to
disagree” over various short-term political questions. The STRM—-CWA partnership
initiated two cases under NAFTA labor grievance procednres alleging violations of
the right-te freedom of association. In the first case, the STRM filed a complainton
behalf of U.S. workers — Larina employees at a Sprint telecommunicarions facitity
who were fired for union organizing.*

Remarkably few organizations have followed the'example set by the Farm Labor
Organizing Commitree when it pioneered the strategy of bringing rogether unjons
representing workers employed by the same company in Mexico and the Unired
States. One important exception involved the aitline industcy, which is increas-
ingly binationally integrated. Delta Airlines and Aeroméxico have one of the maost
extensive corporate partnerships in the sector; in response, the pilots’ organizarions
representing both companies formed an alliance “to protect wage structures and
work distriburion ... the ficst of its kind in Latin America” (Millman 2000).

In summary, cross-border union collaboration has brought ro public attention
some blatant violations of freedom of association — but thus far without any
tangible effect in rerms of practical developments in the workplace. Indeed, some
U.S. workers who supported their Mexican counterparrs saw their own plant shur
down, allegedly in retaliarion for their solidarity actions (Bacon 1998). Perhaps the
most inceresting departure is for Mexican unions to pursue trinational claims in-
volving violarions of freedom of association of workers (ofren Mexico-origin
workers, as in the cases of Sprint and Washington apple growers) in rhe United
States. These efforts have contributed to more balanced coalitions by showing chat
the right to freedom of association is also systematically violated in rhe Unired
Stares, not just in Mexico.¥

The national administrative offices created under the North American Agreement

46 Communications Workets of Ametica (CWA) leaders nore thac the second case, involving
the border maquiladora Maxi Switch, led to “more success working together,” including
active rank-and-file participation at the bordet {(especially by the CWA’s Tucson local),
Nevenrbeless, U.S. union supporr was still nor sufficient to protect Mexican organizers from
being assaulted by factoty supervisors (L. Cohen and Eatly 1999: 158-59).

47 The Sprint grievance led to public hearings and extensive studies on the subject {(McKennirey
et al. 1997), CWA leaders claimed that che official Commission on North American Labor
Cooperation study of threars of plant dasings as a violation of freedom of associarion was
first delayed and rhen watered down (L. Cohen and Early 1999). They Rerther charged that
the final study downplayed rhe findings of one of the project’s key researchers, Kate
Bronfenbrenner of Cornell University, who found thas “plant closing threars and planc
closings have become an incegral part of employer anti-union straregies” and rhat the rate of
planc closings after U.S. union foundation elections “has mare than doubled in the yeats
since NAFTA was ratified” (L. Cohen and Early 1999: 157). Bronfenbrenner’s surveys repore
that U.S. “managers at 70 percent of factories involved in organizing drives threaren ro close
if wotkers decide to unionize” (Greenhouse 2c01; Alo).
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on Labor Cooperation have been one of the most tangible institutional cesults of
binarional NAFTA union campaigning, and coordinated grievance initiation has
constitured one of the most important ways in which uniens have sought to sustain
and deepen their ctoss-border coalitions. Having a shared institutional rarget
clearly helped to focus coalition-building effotts. Nevettheless, in the 23 com-
plaints iniriated over the 1994—2001 period, the labor side agreement produced very
few tangible resules in terms of influencing cither government policies or private
employers, and there wete many more complete defears than partial victories
{Human Rights Watch 2001). Mote generally, the dominant pattetn is that the
right ro organize remains tenuous in both countries, and cross-national ties have
been unable to offser labor’s weak bargaining power within national political
institutions.*®

Environmentalists

As in the case of otganized labor, binational environmental networking and advo-
cacy have been matked by very significant differences within, as well as berween,
the Mexican and U.S. movements. Both national environmental movements are
characterized by high levels of internal diversity, including both groups that see
corporate-led economic growth as the answet to mecting environmental needs and
elements chat view unregulated economic growth as the problem (Hogenboom
1993, Bejarano 2002). Moteover, in both countries the experiences and priorities of
groups working ditectly on the Mexico-1.S. border are ofren quite distinct from
the larger narional environmental organizations that have more ample access to the
media and policy makets.

There have also been important differences over rime in networking effecrive-
ness. The high-profile pre-NAFTA debate was more the exception than the rule in
binational environmental politics. Indeed, despite the central role that U.S.
environmental organizations played on both sides of the pre-NAFT'A debate, none
of the major national environmental otganizations in the United States devoted
serious sustained attention to Mexico or to potential Mexican pattnets affer the

48 Tn Mexico, workers seeking independent represenrarion at the huge Duto Bag factoty in
Tamaulipas found rhart the secret ballot temains an elusive goal, despite support from the
Narional Union of Workers (UNT) in Mexico City and from the CJM. After warching
antomatic weapons being brought into the factory, workers were forced by federal arbi-
tration board officials to declare theit vores in front of company foremen and PRI-affiliated
union leaders. This decision by Carlos Abascal, minister of labor and social welfare in rhe
administration of President Vicente Fox {2000—2006}, violared an agteement negotiated
berween his predecessot and then-U.S. labor secteraty Alexis Herman, an agreement that
grew our of the Han Young and ITAPSA cases fited under the NAFTA labor side agreement
{Bacon 2001), Far Abascal, U.S. union support for Mexican labor groups was officially o be
considered a threar 1o narional security (Aponte and Pérez Silva 2001}, Meanwhile, north of
the border, Hmnan Righes Warch (z000) has also recopnized that systematic violarions of
U.S, workers’ freedom of associarion violate international human righs standards,
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vote on the NAFTA in the U.S. Congress.” This generalization holds true for the
Sierta Club, Friends of the Earth, and Greenpeace, which were the only farge
membership-based U.S. environmental organization to oppose NAFTA. When
Washington’s short-term agenda moved away from Mesico, so did theirs.”

It is not surprising that the major U.S. conservation organizations chose to
follow the official logic that Mexico needed trade-led economic growth to generate
the resonrces needed for (hypotherical) envitonmental investments. These U.S.
otganizations espoused “free-market envitonmentalism,” and the boa tds of directors
of the most powerful pro-NAFTA U.S. conservation organizations included several
prominent corporate representatives, some of whom were simultancously active
within the pro-NAFTA corporare lobby (Dreiling 1997, 2001). Beginning also in
the early 19905, some large U.S. conservarion organizations received major grants
from the U.S. government to promote the park approach to biediversity conser-
vation in Mexico.”

Despite the high public profile of the biodiversity issue, rare indeed are
binational partnerships with established Mexican social counterparts involved in
rural patural resource management (with, for example, the vast community
fotesrry movemenr or the densely organized smallhelder coffee cooperative move-
ment, both of which ate ptimatily indigenous). (ne network began ro emerge
when the Natural Resources Defense Conncil, together with the Smithsonian Insti-
tution’s Center for Migratory Birds, convened a major conference on sustainable
coffee in 1996 (Rice, Hatris, and Macl.ean 1997). Since then, however, the U.5.
promoters of “bird-friendly” coffee have yet to form many close parenetships with
the “fair trade” coffee craders, who focus more on balanced cealitions with Mexican

49 The exception was the pro-whale campaign againse Mitsubishi Corporation’s salt works in
Baja California, as discussed below,

so Ohne importanr exception to this trend emerged in rhe late 19905 when the Sierra Club began
to take up issues of environmental hnman tighrs, including a Grerrero case involving a
peasant anri-corporate logging activist (www.sierraclub.org/human-rights/Mexico; Eaton
1999}. This campaign contribured to the peasanr winning the high-profile Goldman award
for environmental activism (Dillon 200a).

In contrast. the Sierra Club’s 1998 inrernal referendum over whether to consider imsmi-
gration to be an environmental problem atttacted high levels of public artenrion (Clifford
1998). Although the membership decisively defeated the proposition, neither the internal
not the public debate had any immigranr or binational parriciparion.

51 These organizations included the Narure Conservancy, World Wildlife Fund, and Conser-
vation International. Independent evaluations are lacking of the degree ro which these large
U.S, conservation organizations have forged balanced partnerships with the communities
residing in protected ateas. One case worthy of further examination is Conservation Inrer-
national’s operation of the Montes Azules Biosphere Reserve, which began in the early 19g0s
with USATD funds. According to one biologist from Chiapas with extensive field experience
in the region, the tesetve was managed without community-based civil society partners and
to lietle tangible environmental effecr {author’s interview, Scptember 1999, Santa Cruz,
California). :
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grassroots coffee producers.” The sustainable coffet.z campaign has had some
sticcess at penetrating the U.S. media, but coverage often focuses upon protecting
birds rather than forest dwellers’ livelihoods, organizations, or human rights.
Moreover, the supply of fair-trade and sustainable coffee continues to be much
larger than the demand from “conscious” consumers. One commen U.S. subtext is
occasionally made explicit: the assumption that birds that migrate between the two
countries are “American” ~ as though birds have national identities (Silver 1999).”
Overall, the alternative coffee issuc has produced many meetings and networks but
few coalitions. )

Greenpeace, with its btoad ecological critique, developed one of the very few
binational pattnerships among the latge international environmental membership
otganizations. In principle, this organization would appeat to be a case of a
transhational social movement otganization, hut in practice the “fic” with this

 concept has been uneven. As part of Greenpeace’s effort in the early 19905 to se?k
greater internal North-South balance, its international leadership sided wich its
Latin American branches on the controversial tuna-dolphin issue, on the grounds
that the Mexican tuna fishing industry had reportedly changed its practices in
order to protect dolphins.* Southern environmentalists petceived Greenpeace’s
heterodox stance as a blow against eco-imperialism, but nationalist U.S. ecological
groups such as the Farth Island Institute (which lacked stcong Mcxi'can parener-
ships) responded vigorously. Eacth Island —a Greenpeace competitor in the direct-
mail fund-raising market ~ seized the opportunity to denounce its rival as anti-
dolphin, Greenpeace-International had long been divided over whether to pursue
more North-South balance within the organization, and by the mid-1990s the pto-
Southern faction within Greenpeace had been defeated.” One lesson here is that
balanced transnational partnerships can be politically charged when charismaric
mega-fauna are involved.’

Middle-of-the-road U.S. environmental NGOs appeat to have bolstered the
Mexican environment ministry’s prestige and budgetaty tesources for dealing with
biodivetsity protection, but they have had less influence upon border politics. In

52 In one notable fair-trade parrnership, Equal Exchange and Cultural Survival both launched
a support campaign for the Majomut otganic coffee cooperative, which had been hit hard by
the December 1997 massacre of peasant families in Acteal, Chiapas (see www.equalexchange.
org and www.cs.org). -

53 For a comprehensive and insightful analysis of susrainable coffee marketing issues, see Rice,
Harris, and MacLean 1997. This repote ptovides excraordinary insighr into the obstacles that
have slowed the emetgence of credible coffee labeling and consumer education efforts in the
United Stares, but it does not highlight the role of independent producet organizations as
actors. See also Bray 1999,

54 On the tuna conflict, see Bonanno and Coustance 1996, Rose 1993, Resrrepo 1995,
BRIDGES 2000, and Wright 2000.

55 Author’s interview with former Greenpeace Internarional leader, Decemnber 1998, Sanra
Cruz, California.

§6 Tani Adams (1999) has developed rhis Tast point.
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contrast, the border’s ransnational pnblic sphere has been occupied by a civil
society that has been gradually thickening from below. Notable NGO coalitions
that predated the NAFTA debate indlude the Environmental Health Coalition
{Tijuana—San Diego), the International Sonoran Deserr Alliance and other binational
tribal initiatives, the CJM’s anti-toxics efforts, the Border Ecology Project, and the
successful partnership between Chihuahua’s Commission for Solidarity and
Defense of Human Rights and the Texas Center for Policy Studies to stop a World
Bank logging loan in the Sierra Madre’s indigenons territories in 1991-1992.7
Subsequent initiatives have included a broad-based binational coalition bringing
together environmentalists throughout the Rio Grande/Rio Bravo basin, among
others.”

Not only have the pace and intensity of binational civil society collaboration on
the border increased significantly since NAFTA, bar they have also had some very
tangible successes. Border environmental coalitions have blocked several contro-
versial proposed projects, inclnding the Tamaulipas canal waterway and, most
notably, the Sierra Blanca nuclear waste dump in Texas.® Ironically, the fact thar
the proposed Sierra Blanca dump was designed to receive waste generated ar the
United States’ narthern border, in New York and Vermont, bolstered crirics’
charges of environmental macism,

The Sterra Blanca antd-dump campaign was followed by the defear of the
proposed joint venture berween Mitsubishi Corporation and the Mexican govern-
ment to expand an industrial salt works in Baja California. The project threatened
to affect the breeding grounds of the California gray whales thar migrate between
Mexico’s coastal waters and the Bering Straits, past che United States. In this case,
binational pressure forced project proponents to meet unusually rigorous environ-
mental assessment standards, and both mainstream and radical U.S. environ-
mental organizations engaged in successful mass media campaigns that raised the
project’s political cost to both the Mexican government and Mitsubishi.*

Both the Sierra Blanca and Baja California projecrs had unusually media-
worthy protagonists — nuclear waste in one case, charismatic mega-mammals in the

57 On the Enviroumenrat Health Coalition, see www.environmenralhealth.org. On the path-
breakiug cross-border campaign against the World Bank foresrry project, see Lowerte 1994.

58 The Rio Grande/Rio Bravo Basin Coatition, for example, includes more than fifty organi-
zatious and defines itself as “a multi-national, multi-cultural organization with leadership
from the United States, Mexice, and the Puehlo nations whose purpose is to help local
communities tescote and sustain the envitonment, economies, and social well-being of the
Rio Grande/Rio Bravo Basin” (see www.rioweb.org). Note chat nor all cross-border environ-
mentzl collaboration is sustained over time, The Red Fronreriza de Salud y Medio Ambiente
{Border Netwotk for Health and the Envitonunenr), for example, did not consolidate

. ongoing cross-border partnerships.

59 On the Sietra Blanca campaign, see Abraham and Cone 1999, LaFranchi 1998, Paterson
1999, Robbins 2000, and Walker 1998. On the Tamaulipas canal project, see Texas Center
for Policy Srudies 1994

6o See Preston 2000, Dedina 2000, and www.wavebajawhales.com.
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other — that enhanced the campaigners’ levetage. These two campaigns show that,
given sufficient lead time, environmenral NGOs can influence or block new, high-
profile, high-risk policy decisions, Both initiatives involved balanced coalitions
with clear, tangible, shared goals. One could argue, however, that these goals were
telatively “winnable” because they did nor challenge the dominant pattern of
maquiladora industrialization. Fu contrast, it ts difficult to find significant vicrories
in the area of roxic industrial waste disposal despite the 1ssue’s high public profile.®

In addition ro defeating specific proposed projects, border envitonmental cam-
paigns have also set precedents for constructive public participation in local and bi-
national policy processes. Mainstream U.S. national environmental otganizations
played a central role in extracting promises of limited procedural reforms for
dealing with border environmental threats (Audley 1997, Hogenhoom 1998). These
concessions — made by the U.S. government and imposed upon Mexico — provided
middle-of-the-road environmental NGOs with the political cover they needed to
avoid conflict with the administration of President Bill Clinton, which they
supported on other, often higher priority, issues. Following the NAFTA vote in
1993, when U.S, national environmental NGO agendas moved on to other wopics,
it fell primarily to border groups to encourage the Border Environment Cooperation
Commission (BECC) and the North American Development Bank (NADBank)
to fulfill their mandates (BIOS Action Kit 1999, Mumme 1999). Most independent
environmental policy observers see the BECC and NADBank as setting higher
standards for public participation in the policy process, even though they have yet
to produce significant tangible impacts upon the border environment.*

The sensitivity of many border environmental organizations to interlocking
human health and natutal resource concerns facilitated cross-boxder coalition-
building. U.S. and Mexican border groups also share their distance - and, to some
degree, alienation — from their respective national elites. Moreover, botder groups
have been willing to take on the difficult challenge of recognizing and overcoming
culrural differences (Kelly 2002). This commirment is crucial because, as the history
of the border shows, proximity does not necessarily generate murual understanding.

Trade Advocacy Networks

In the Unired Srates, the NAFTA debare of the early 1990s focused upon the
domestic implications of the North-South relationship — especially upon the
nature of U.S. relations with the developing world in general and with Mexico in,
particular. In Mexico, early opposition to the NAFTA was more limited than in

61 For comprchensive ovetviews of border toxic waste issues, see, for example, Red Mexicana de
Accién Frente al Libre Comercio er al. zo00 [hup://www.texascenter. org/pubs/pubs.hem]
and Varady, Romerb Lankao, and Hawkins 2001, The most recent data from the National
lustitnre fot Statistics, Geography, and Informatics (INEGI) indicate thar, of the estimated
8 million tons of roxic waste genetated annually, only 12 percent receive some kind of
treatmenr {Enciso zo01),

G2 See diverse critiques in “Borderlines Updaret” and Public Citizen 1997, among others.
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the United States, bur there, too, it generated a very wide-ranging debare abour
relations with “the North.” )

The trade debates iu both countries had transnational and multisectoral dimen-
sions. Domestic constituency organizations met with their counterparts in the
other couutry (often for the first tine) in order to understand cach other’s per-
spective and, in some instances, to engage in joint activities and con.tribute to cach
other’s efforts. At the same time, because diverse actors perceived that their interests
were ditecdy affected by the NAFTA, unusual “citizen” coalitions brought
together local, regional, and national organizations representing organized
workers, farmers, envitonmentalists, and consumer, immigrant, Latino, and
human rights activists. Many of these organizations had never worked togerhcl;,
and some of them had long histories of mistrust, if not outright antipathy.”
Suddenly, social constituency organizations thar once considered themselves as
solely “domestic” and conceptually remote from international economic policy
entered the rransnational arena as they responded to the NAFTA proposal.

In the United States, the NAFTA opposition became a movement with
somewhar disjointed nationalist and internationalist wings (Cavanagh, Andemon,
and Hansen-Kuhn 2002). Some of the anti-NAFTA forces perceived economic
integration as a process that threatened U.S. sovereigney. Ralph Nader’s Public
Citizen organization stressed this nationalist approack:, as did those environmental-
ists and trade unionists who argued that the NAFTA would supersede the authority
of local and national labor, consumer, and environmental laws and standards
(Nader et al. 1993). These lefiist populists were joined, and then overshadowed, by
conservative nationalist populists led by Ross Perot, Jr. and Patrick ]. Buchanan.

The NAFTA’s proponents were caught off guard by the broad public challenge,
and they became increasingly alarmed as the popular debate came to threaten che
legislative survival of their project. The U.S. opposition was strong enough to
oblige then-presidential candidate Bill Clinton to acknowledge, for the first time in
U.S. history, the legitimacy of embedding labor and environmental standards in
trade policy. The so-called environmental and labor side agreements degigncd b.y
the Clinton administration managed to divide the major environmental organi-
zations and provided some political cover for labor leaders, who differed privately
over how intensely to oppose their ostensible ally Clinton on the NAFTA (Mayet
1998, Audley 1997, Dreiling 1997). At the same time, an unusual Latino advocacy-
environmentalist coalition also Jed to the creation of new binational institutions
{the BECC and the NADBauk) to buffer the NAFTA’s environmental and social
costs on the Mexico—.S. border (Hinojosa-Ojeda 2002).

The common campaign practice of building broad, often contradictory short-
termn coalitions around specific legistative conflicrs dominated the U.S. process.
U.S.—based critics of the NAFTA found relatively few like-minded counterparts in

63 See1lehman 2002 and Herndndez Navarro 200z on the many binational exchanges between
farmers and campesino organizations.
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Mexico, where unilateral trade opening had already occurred and even NAFTA
critics limited their political investment because closer economic integtation
berween Mexico and the United States was perceived as inevitable. The nationalist
wing of the U.S. NAFTA opposition also used insensitive thetoric that discouraged
binational collaboration. Nationalist U.S. critics of the NAFT'A found that theic
message of “Blame the foreignets” was well received by imporrant mass publics.
Economic restructuring had generared widespread insecuriry among industrial
wotkers, and many U.S. employers systematically used the threat of flight abroad to
weaken union organizing efforts and undermine workers® position in their effores
to negotiate contracts (Greenhouse 200t, Human Rights Watch 2000, McKennirey
etal. 1997}, Some U.S. environmental and food safety campaigns also sought to play
upon images of Mexico as a foreign threat, resonating with inherited popular cultural
stereotypes of “dirty Mexicans” — even though the most dangerous food safety
threat to U.S. public health is clearly the domestic meatpacking industry (Perl 2000).

The internationalist wing of the U.S. NAFTA opposition recognized that some
kind of economic integration was inevitable. Nevertheless, by the time of the
NAFTA vote in the Congress, its first slogan, “Not this NAFTA,” had been replaced
by "No to NAFTA.” Although U.S. internationalists worked closely with their
Mexican counterparts and with anti-racist social movements in the United States,
their ambitious goal of mass economic literacy required sustained political invest-
ments, whereas the legislative campaign momentum imposed a short-term political
logic that privileged nationalist discourses,

Mexican critics coalesced around the Free Trade Action Network, led by the
FAT, human rights groups, environmenualists, and other NGOs {Arroyo and
Monroy 996, Lujin 2002, Pefialoza Méndez and Artoyo Picard 1997, RMALC
1994). Despite significant domestic political constraints, this activist network obliged
senior governmental officials and even cabinet miniscers to engage in an ongoing
dialogue wirh chemn during the NAFTA negotiarion process, a previously unimagin-
able possibility,

The Mexican Action Metwork Against Free Trade (RMALC) was bolstered by
its partnerships with the Action Canada Network and, in the United States, the
Alliance for Responsible Trade.** In spite of the pressures created by the final “yes
or no” NAFTA vote, these national networks tried to change the terms of the
debate by engaging in an unusual process of ttilateral civil society negotiations to
produce a shared alternative policy stance. The most important proposal of this
kind, “A Just and Sustainable Trade and Development Initiative for North
America,” was developed by three NGO trade coalitions: Alliance for Responsible
Trade (ART), RMALC, and a group within Action Canada Netwotk This initiative
was overshadowed publicly by the highly polarized final phase of the NAFTA
debate in the United States, but its innovative trinational consensus-building
approach set a histotic precedent (ART/CTC/RMALC 1994; Cavanagh, Anderson,

64 Sce Ayres 1998 on the Canadian trade movement.
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and Hansen-Kuhn 2001). Even the more nationalist U.S. network eventually
supporied it. The networks worked from drafis that bracketed their points of
difference, in conscious imitation of the treaty negotiation process itself. One of
the most important points of contention was the issue of whether (implicitly
Mexican} failure to meet minimum environmental and social standards should
provoke trade sanctions.

The overall pattern that emerged from a decade of trade policy debate was not a
secular trend of evet-increasing levels of binational partnership and coalition-
building. Instead, there were ebbs and flows in which both nationalist and
internationalist trade advocacy efforts peaked during the debate preceding the
NAFTA vote. The NAFTA again appeared on the U.S. policy agenda because of
Mexicos December 1994 financial crisis, when U.S. advocacy gronps took a
distincrively nationalist position. One noted lefi-liberal advocacy economist even
compared the United States’ subsequent financial rescue of Mexico to its involve-
ment in the Victnam war, suggesting that the United States was entering a danger-
ous quagmire and thereby reinforcing the “Mexico as threac” NAFTA critique
(Faux 1995). Similatly, domestic opposition to the 1997 renewal of so-called fast-
track VLS. trade legislation involved much less coordination with Mexican
counterpatts than existed during the NAFTA debate. Sustained U.S. labor and
consumer opposition to the implementation of the NAFTA’s cross-border
trucking provisions also relied upon narionalist approaches. Meanwhile, RMALC
continued to monitor the NAFTA’s effects. but it focused its advocacy work npon
Mexico’s free-trade agreement with the European Union, managing to incorporate
a significant deniocracy clause into the agreement (Arroyo and Pefialoza 2000). In
short, balanced cross-border civil society coordination is far from an inevitable
dimension of increasing international concern about economic globalization.

Democracy and Human Rights

If one had looked aliead from 1988 or 1994, it would have been difficult o predict
that the U.S. presidential race of 2000 would suffer from much more serious
ptocedural flaws than the Mexican presidential election held earlier that same year.
Duting the most contested phase of Mexico’s transition to clectoral democracy, the
main patrern of U.S.—Mexico societal relations involving democracy and human
rights issues took the form of networks. As Dresser (1996) has shown, Mexico’s
“democracy nerwork” provides an excellent illustration of the concepe of trans-
national advocacy networks. In terms of the framework proposed in this study, a
few organizations went further to sustain coalitions, involving coordinated agree-
ments to pursue joint campaigns.

65 Dresser (19961 325) notes that “The Mexican democracy network includes domestic and
international electoral observer organizations, intetnational NGOs, private foundations,
groups of scholars, international secrefatiats of political parties, and some secrors of the
national and international media ... Mexican prodemocracy social movements are key parts
of this nascent network.”
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U.S. civil sociery organizations concerned with democracy and human tights
abroad were slow to focus upon Mexico. Though influendial international human
rights repores began to appear in the mid-1980s, even Mexico’s 1988 electoral
conflice did not lead to a sustained scrategy of binational pro-democracy or human
rights coalition-building.”* The NAFTA debate created a major opporcunity to
strengthen these civil society ties, but it was constrained by the narrow confines of
the official policy agenda. Although most Mexican civil society organizations were
wary of imposing direct pro-democracy or human rights conditionality upon the
trade agreement, 7 the NAFTA debate made these issues more visible in the Uniced
States. However, with the exception of thosc organizations involved with election
monitoring, this political moment did not produce a majot convergence between
U.S. and Mexican human rights groups.

Although human rights groups were important actors in the Mexican coalitions
dealing with rrade issues, democracy and human rights had lictle relevance for most
U.S. trade advocacy groups. According to onc of Mexico’s leading human rights
activists, the issue was a low priotity within the trinational coalicion-building
process (Acosta 2002). Moreover, human rights groups in Canada, Mexico, and
the United States had different views about the relationships among economic,
social, and political rights.® Independently of the trade debate, Mexican national
human rights organizations also pursued claims through multilateral legal
channels, such as the Inter-American Human Rights Commission. They were suc-
cessful insofar as the Mexican government was issued several critical decistons, but
only in one case did the government actually respond by complying with incer-
national law. ¥

Tt took the 1994 Chiapas rebellion to make human rights in Mexico a priority on
the binational civil society agenda. A wide tange of U.5. groups responded quickly,
contributing to the international pressure for a political solution to the conflict. By
1999, four different national U.S. organizations and networks, as well as many
smalter local gronps, had made Chiapas a priority (Stephen 2002). Lack of coor-
dination among indigenous rights supporrt groups within the United States reflected

66 Amnesty Inrernational published the first significanr report (1986). The timing of its release
coincided with the peak of Republican pelirical criticism of Mexico from Washington, D.C.
This associarion significantly undermined the report’s political impact because the Mexican
government could wrire ir off as foteign intervention in the country’s inrernal affairs.

67 For one exception (a Mexican effort to creare a link in the U.S. debate over the NAFTA

berween rthe trade agreemenr and democrarizarion iu Mexico), see Castafieda aud Heredia

1993, For a trinarional overview, see MacDonald 1999,

MNore the themaric change in the mare recent reports from Human Righrs Warch (1990,

19913, 1991b, 1993, 1994a, 1994b, 1995, 1996b, 1997, 19983, 1998b, 1999, 2000a). Over time,

the scope of the organization’s definition of human rights broadened, eventually includiug

gendered human rights among magquilador workers,

Go Aurhar's interview with Emma Maza Calvifio, international relations director of the Centro
de Derechos Humanos Miguel Agustin Pro Judrez, April 2001, Mexico City. For details on
Mexico's international human righes legal decisions, see Centro de Derechos Humanos zoc0.
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different political cnltures and constitucncics, as well as different approaches
among Mexican counterpart groups. Most 1.5, snpport inidiatives drew heavily
upon the legacy of Central American peace movements in the 1980s, including
both faith-based and secular lefrist political cultures and strategies {Gosse 1988,
1995; C. Smith 1996). This legacy bolstered Chiapas solidarity work in the shore
term, but it carried medium-term weaknesses (including the strategic limitations
associated with incerpreting Mexico through a Central American lens). This pattern
began to change with the founding of the Mexico Solidarity Newwork in 1999,
Some 75 organizations parricipate in this gronp, which has organized several labor
and human rights delegations to Mexico.™

Many obsérvers have pointed to the increased volume and velocity of the

. intetnational information flow from Chiapas as strong evidence of “globalization

from below” and an indication of the power of internacional solidarity. The flow of
information to internacional sympathizers has irriated Mexican government
officials, who have teferted disparagingly to the Chiapas conflictas a (mere) “war of
ink and Incernet.”” However, the conflict on the ground has remained stalemated
for years, information flow and interuational solidarity notwithstanding. Thus the
degree to which the Zapatista supportets’ able use of the Internet has conuibuted
to their cause temains an open question. Stephen (2002), for example, aptly ques-
tions the widespread assumption that more and faster activist access to information
necessarily leads to greater policy impacr.” According to one key U.S. strategist
(Lewis 2002), solidarity groups’ focus npon Chiapas to the exclusion of other
militarized regions and national-level democratization in Mexico has also limited
the impact of U.S. peace support efforts. Although 13.S. civil society efforts to
achieve peace in Chiapas gained widespread legitimacy in the United States, they
did not penettatc and mobilize major U.S. civil society insrirutions. This outcome
contrasts with what was achieved by the movement against U.S. intervention in
Ceutral America in the 1980s, which generated broad-based mainstream partici-
pation in religious, civic, and trade union arenas, leading to significant influence in
the U.S. Congress. In the 1980s, Central American opposition and peace move-
ments themselves made winning 1.S. civil society allies a strategic priority, whereas
neither the EZLN nor the National Indigenous Congress (CNI) has given primacy
to netwotk-building.”

26 See www.mexicosolidarity.org,

71 See Ronfeldr and Arguilla 1998 for a U.S. military-sponsored analysis of this issue.

22 The widely assumed direcr Internet linkage berween the EZLN and the outside world has
been overdrawn. In the early years, the principal communication process involved two stages
_ first between the EZLN and La Jornada, and then becween La fornadd’s website and the
rest of the world. For subsequent debare over the role of internarional sofidariry with
Chiapas, see Hellman 2000 and Cleaver 2000.

=3 For an analysis of why certain radical movements gaiu international visibility and othets do
nor, including a comparison of the EZLN and the Popular Revolutionary Army (ERT}, see
Bob z000.
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The Chiapas rebellion focused the artention of U.S. pro-democracy groups —
and the U1.S. government — upon Mexico's 1994 presidential election. This was the
high poinr of U.S. civil sociery interest in working wirh Mexican election observers,
although some groups (including Global Exchange and the Washington Office on
Latin America) continued to work closely with Mexico’s Civic Alliance in ¢heir
efforts to monitor controversial state-level elections.™ Mexican independent elec-
tion observer efforts only began in 1991 {Aguayo Quezada 1998, Alvarez Icaza 2002,
McConnell 1996). U.S. observer groups {(including participants from traditional
human rights otganizations, universities, peace groups, Latino rights advocacy
groups, and trade unions} became involved in 1994 and together accounted for a
large fracrion of international observers. However, the entire international contin-
gent during the peak period of foreign concern numbered only about soc indivi-
duals, compared to as many as 25,000 Mexican observers (Alvarez Icaza 2002). In
contrast, 1.5, citizens’ organizations alone sent 700 official representatives to
observe El Salvador’s 1994 elections (Gosse 1995).

The largest single U.S, citizen  contingent in 1994 was organized by Global
Exchange, an NGO whose numerous “reality tours” to Chiapas later provoked
Mexican government hostility.”” Unlike most international observers, Global
Exchange delegates traveled to remote rural hotspots where electoral violations
were most probable. On the night of the 1994 election, however, under media
pressure to make a public statement, the logic of the organization’s mission led its
tepresentatives to take a position even before its Mexican host, Civic Alliance, had
decided how to respond to the exclusionaty practices chat surfaced during the
election {practices that were as unexpecred as they were difficult to document).” At
that moment, Global Exchange’s exercise of its autonomy caused tension within
the binational pattnership, reinforcing an image of rhe organization as a reckless
seeker of media attention. Global Exchange subsequently made a long-term,
sustained political investment in working with its Mexican partners, and it has
since been one of the Mexican pro-democracy movement’s most consistent U.S.
civil society allies. For example, Global Exchange (in partnership with regional
human rights organizations) subsequently otganized experienced U.S. observer

74 See WOLA 1993, 1994a, 1994h, 1994c, 19954, 1995b, 1997. For additional information, see
www.wola.org,

25 Paraphrasing Dresser {1991b), one might call chis a “neo-nationalist reaction to a neoliberal
problem.”

The Cenctal American movemenr experience suggests thar internationalist visits to con-
flict zones can be crucially important for turning sympathy into activist commirmenr, As
many as several thousand 11.5, citizens may have visited Chiapas since 1994 (Ross 1999,
Sandoval 1999, Stephen 2002).

76 Author’s observation and intetviews, Augnsr 1994, Mexico City. After processing their data
for several weeks, Civic Alliance came 1o the conclusion thar, tn effect, two differenr elections
had taken place — one relatively clean, the other marked by systematic ptessures upon voters
and violations of ballot secrecy. For a discussion of the data, see Fox 1996.

ASSESSING BINATIONAL CIVIL SOCIETY COALITIONS 495

delegations for relatively less fashionable missions such as observation of Guerrero’s
municipal elections.”

Several human rights organizations and Chiapas support initiarives formed
sustained networls, and some of the campaigns with an on-the-ground presence
could clearly be considered voalitions (including, for example, International Service
for Peace in Chiapas and the Schools for Chiapas project). The Global Exchange-Civic
Alliance partnership was the clearest instance of a sustained pro-democracy coalition
that addressed issues beyond Chiapas. Aside from these few cases, however, one could
argue that both U.S. and Mexican pro-democracy actors have lacked a sustained
strategy for building partnerships that reach deeply into their respective civil societies.

Women's Rights Networks

Binational women’s rights networks have been extensive, but they generally have had
a lower profile than networks in other sectors because activists have brought gender
perspectives to other social movements — most notably supporting the empowerment
of women workers and indigenous women, Mujer a Mujer and the American Friends
Service Committee’s maquiladora support program borh played pioneering roles.
Sometimes the links between women'’s rights concerns and binational integration
reached deeply into U.S. civil society. For example, the United Methodist Women,
a progressive membertship organization with more than one million members, was
the first women’s organization publicly to oppose the NAFTA (Dougherty 1399).

Many expetiences of the binational women's movement are remarkably similar
ro those in other secrors in terms of the distinction between mutual learning and
exchanges, on the one hand, and sustaining coalitions and campaigns, on the other.
As Carriflo (1998: 394) observed in relation to Mexicana/Chicana movement
relations, “the majority of contacts across the border have not yer reached a point of
collaborative action, remaining instead in a beginning step of esrablishing contact
and discussing common ground.” Carrillo further noted that lack of resources is
not the only obstacle to binationat coalition-building. “Differences in central focus
and agenda” are also important; “Chicanas and Latinas in the United Srates have
focused on questions of race and ethnicity, while Mexicanas have focused on class
issues and survival.” After reviewing a wide range of cross-border initiatives dating
ftom the mid-1980s, Carrillo concluded that:

Time and agaim women showed a strong interest in making connections and taking a
more active role in establishing the rules and regulations of the process of regional
inregration. The fruscration voiced by both Chicana/Latina and Mexicana women
was that no one knew exactly how to take the next step in transnational nerwork
building after establishing initial conracr. Women’s movements lack a unifying focus
or initiative around which groups can find a conmon ground and take collaborative
action. On every front, the move from communication and contact to collaborative
action was not clearly defined (1998: 407).

22 Fot mote on Global Exchange's Mexico work, see Lewis 2002 and www.globalexchange. org.
On the Civic Alliance, see www.lanetaapc.orgfalianza/.
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U.S. and Mexican women’s rights activists have also worked together to reframe
policy discoutse for women’s organizing in terms of the broader concept of hunian
rights. According to Maylei Blackwell, an analyst of U.S.—Mexican women's move-
ment relations, because of the United Nations conferences on women, “human
tights discourse has teplaced discriminarion as the principal coalition-building element
in intetnational women’s politics.... For the fiftieth anniversary of the UN.
Declatation of Human Rights, there was a majot campaign in Mexico catled “Sin
muijetes, los derechos no son humanos” (“Wi thout women, rights are not human™).”®

Two converging trends made reproductive rights the highest-impact area of
binational women’s movement collaboration. First, feminist activists in the Unired
States expanded the framework for understanding teproductive rights to the broader
concept of access to reproductive health rights more generally, a shift driven fargely
by the mobilization of U.S. women of color.” Second, several large private U.S.
foundations involved in Mexico became increasingly sensitive to feminist approaches
to teproductive issues. As a result, since the 1980s U.S. foundations involved in repro-
ductive issues in Mexico have invested millions of dollars to bolster the capacities of
civil sociery organizations that defend women'’s health righes, contributing signifi-
cantly to rhe infrastructute of the Mexican women’s movement more generally.

One of the most important instances of binational feminist coalition-building
has emerged from the reproductive rights movement. It involves the very close
relationship forged between the U.S. and Mexican branches of Carélicas por el
Derecho a Decidir (Catholics for a Free Choice).* Though each is an independent
NGO, each also sees itself as the voice of a very latge, underrepresented constitu-
ency. Both branches of the otganization emerged from, and are extensively finked
ro, diverse feminist movements in their respecrive country. The Mexican branch is
also deeply involved in narional movements for hhuman rights, Chiapas solidarity,
and liberarion theology. The U.S. and Mexican groups share a common mmission
and values, and both view themselves as part of a larger pro-choice Catholic
movement. Both combine policy advocacy with efforts to influence broader public
opinion. Finally, they have worked together in joint campaigns, including an
initiative to persuade the United Nations to withdraw the Vatican’s nation-state
status in the interest of sepatating church and state and efforts to insert pro-choice
Catholic petspectives into the ongoing international debates on population and

2R Author’s communication with Blackwell, Febtnary 2000, See also Blackwell zooo.
U.S. rights advecares also increasingly recognize gender-specific human rights violations;

see, for example, Human Rights Watch 19962, 1998a, 1998b,

79 The author thanks Maylei Blackwell for relating this observation. )

80 This paragraph is based upon the author’s interview {March 2000, Sanra Cruz, Caliﬁ)r.ma)
with Kathy Tonet, an activist with several years' experience working with the Mexican
chapter of U.S. Cathalics for a Free Chaice, The origins of the Latin American branches of
this orgasization can be traced back ro the late 19805, when the founding U.S. organization
set up 2 regional office in Uruguay. Sister organizations are currently accive in Argentina,
Balivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Mexico, and Peru. The Latin Ametican partner NGOs
have their own auronomous regional boards,
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development.

U.S. and Mexican pro-choice Catholic groups clearly constitute a binational
coalition, They also share many of the characteristics of a transnational movemnent
— including, notably, a perception of themsclves as constituting 2 movement.” As
with many other cross-border pattnerships, the densiry of this coalition rests upon
the combination of a deeply shared ideology (feminism within the Catholic faich)
and a strongly shated campaign tacget {(the Catholic Church itself, perhaps the
transnational civil society institution par excellence).

Chicano/Latino Civil and Immigrant Rights

Chicano/Latino leaders and activists have played crucial roles in several cross-border
movements discussed under other “sector” rubrics, most notably those promoting
labor rights and women’s rights.” This section, however, focuses specifically upon
relationships between civil and immigrance rights movements in the United States
and Mexico.

Since the 1980s, domestic LS. public interest organizations have built broad
and deep advocacy insticutions and coalitions o defend immigrant rights in the
United ‘States. For many years, however, these efforts developed largely wirhout
sustained exchange or collaboration with Mexican counterparts. Even some of the
most consolidated, regionally based and nationally networked immigrant rights
coalitions had relatively little contact with either organized migrants or Mexico.
Indeed, in the early r990s some major national immigrant rights advocacy leaders,
after years of being on the defensive, pursued a “pragmarcic” strategy of attempting
to “de-mexicanize” the ULS. policy debate.” Joint U.S.—~Mexican efforts to develop
binational civil society approaches to immigration issues came rogether
organizationally only in the late 1990s, with the formation of the broad-based
Mexico-U.S. Advocates Network {Gzesh 2002).

Binational constituency-based organizing among immigrants, often marked by
the difficult choice of whether to participate primarily in the United States or in
the Mexican arena, has followed diverse paths. Since the late 19905, however,
organized immigrants have transcended this dichotomy by participating simul-
taneously in social and political movements in both countries. There is evidence
that many Mexican citizens in the United States remain enpaged with Mexican
civic life. Despite immigrants’ lack of voting rights, Mexican polidical candidates

81 The case of U.$, and Mexican pro-choice Catholic groups thus raises questions about this
chapter’s effort to distinguish berween binational coalitions and movemenrs.

82 For example, the AFL~CHO leadership’s decision in the lare 19905 to support amuesty for
undocumented wotkers was not simply scruciurally determined by a right labor market and
the need 1o organize immigrants; it was also the result of Chicano and Latino trade nnionists’
years of political work with the AFL-CIO.

83 This conclusion is based upon statements by Washington, D.C.—based immigrant righrs
advocacy groups at the “Mexico—U.S, Advocates Network Seminar,” Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace, Washington, D.C., February 1999,
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have since the late 1980s cartied out open electoral campaigns in the United States
(Dresser 1991a, 1993, 1996). In contrast to the expecrations created by the wave of
immigrant sympathy for opposition presidential candidate Cuauhtémoc Cdrdenas
in 1988, Mexican opposition political parties did not sink deep roots into immi-
grant communiies in the United States. Nevertheless, many immigrants remain
engaged with Mexican politics from afar,™

In response, the Mexican government has paid a great deal of attention to
Mexican immigrant associations, using its extensive network of consular offices to
create semi-official channels for growing cross-border participation (Gonzdlez
Gutiétrez 1993, 1997, 1999). Some immigrant organizations have responded enthu-
siastically to opportunities to collaborate with Mexican gavernmental auchorities,
while some have preferred to follow more autonomous paths (Goldring 1998, 2002;
Fitzgerald 2000; Leiken 20004 Rivera Salgado 1999a, 1999b, 2002; R. Smith 1999).
Most so-called homerown associations engage in “translocal” Mexican politics bur
remain reladively disengaged from U.S. politics — even during major moments of
public debate, such as the furor surrounding California’s anci-immigrant Peoposition
187 in 1994 {Zabin and Escala Rabadin 1998).

Among U.S. citizens, Mexican American otganizarions have long grappled with
the dilemma of how ro gain full and equal rights while defending their right to
echnic self-expression.” Because of persistent U.S. perceptions of “foreign-ness,”
Latinos’ struggles to be perceived as legicimare actors in che process of formulating
U.S. foreign policy have been especially challenging.* Latino civil rights leaders are
divided over the implications of Mexican elecroral politics in che United Seates.”
As Lacino civil rights activists continue co debate wherher and how immigrants and

84 An independent Mexican commission convened to iuform the national policy debate over
the abseutee ballot issue found thac an esrimated 83 percenr of Mexican citizens in rhe
United Srares would have liked tu vore in the 2000 elections if they could have done so from
the United Scares, The commission also esrimated that between 1.3 and 1.5 million emigrants
in the United States already held valid Mexican elecroral registration cards (IFE 1998).

85 There is a rich, diverse lirerature on relations between Mexican immigrants and Mexican
Americans. See, for example, Flores and Benmayor 1997; Garcia Acevedo 1996; Gomez
Quifiones 1ggo; D, Gutidrrez 1995, 1996; Maciel and Herrera-Sobek 1998; Santamacfa
Gémez 1988; Sicrra 1995; Vila 2000; and Weber 1998.

86 On Latinos and U.S, foreign policy, see De la Garza ¢t al. 1998, Gonzélez 1999, and Public
Agenda/Tomds Rivera Policy Instituce 1998,

87 For example, influential University of Texas polirical scientist Rodolfo O. de la Garza has
exptessed concern abour the threar that Mexican absentee voring might pose o Mexican
Americans: “An extended display of Mexican politicking on U.S, soil would provoke a narivist
fury in the United Srates directed not only at migrants bur alse at Mexican-Americans”
{Dillon 1998). However, leading voting rights activist Antonio Gonzdlez, direcror of the
William Veldsquez Research Instirute, has stared that he “just [did not] see any kind of com-
petition or negative effect in terms of U.S. Latino political empowerinent, versus Mexican
political empowerment, They’re complementaty” (remarks at the conference “Lessons from
Binational Civil Society Coalitions,” Universiry of California, Sanea Cruz, July r998),
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U.S. Latinos should forge coalitions for social change, increasing Latine political
empowerment in the United States has created new political space for cross-border
coalitions.”

The effects of the dramatic increase in immigrant patticipation in U.S. politics
are only beginning to be undetstood. In 1996 more than two-thirds of Mexicans in
the United States were potentially eligible for U.S. citizenship, yet less than 7
percent had become U.S. citizens (Mexico—United States Binational Commission
1997). Since then, Mexico-born immigrants have become U.S. citizens at much
higher rates, and on average these newly naturalized citizens vote at higher rares
than U.S.—born Latinos.® At the same timse, many Mexicans in the United States
continue to identify more with Mexican than with U.S. politics. U.S. immigration
reforms of the late 1980s legalized millions of Mexicans, who were chen able wo
reinforce their home ties via more frequent back-and-forth travel than had been
possible as long as they lived in the United States in undocumented status
{Espinosa 1999).%°

In1996 the Mexican Congress granted Mexican citizens abroad the right to vote
~ in principle. Since then, Mexicans residing legally in the United States have
mobilized new advocacy netwotks to encourage the Mexican government to comply
with its commitment. In the process, they have constituted the first transnational
advocacy netwotk organized by immigrants to influence Mexican government policy
toward them (Ross 1999; Martinez and Ross 2002; Santamarfa Gémez 12001).% The
emigtant advocacy network has found relatively few allies within the Mexican
policical system; alt the major parties have been internally divided on the issue.” In
1999 the key voting rights reform provision passed Mexico’s federal Chamber of
Deputies before stalling in the Senate. Nevertheless, the fact that Mexicans abroad
wou their political rights, even if only in principle, has petmanently redrawn the
boundaries of the Mexican immigrane civic arena, with quite open-ended con-
sequences.

The emigrant transnational advocacy network has had its greatest impact at the

88 This change was quite visible it 1999 when Antonio Villaraigosa, then speaker of the California
General Assembly, visited Mexico, where he promoted U.S. support for Mexican immigrant-
led community developmenr initiatives as an alrernarive to Proposition 187—style policies
(Romney 1999). As an indicaror of the “localization™ of rransnational politics, the Los Angeler
Times placed this article about a major srate political leader’s intetnational visic in the
metropolitan news secrion. See also Villaraigosa and Hinojosa-Ojeda 1999.

89 On naruralization and political attitudes, see Pachon and DeSipio 1994 and DeSipio and De
la Garza 1998. On Latino voter rurnout, see DeSipio 1996 and Arvizn and Garcia 1996.

. 90 The many immigranrs who remain undocumenred are not eligible for naturalization in the

United States.

oI The Mexican scate’s strategy, in contrast, has been ro encourage emigranrs ro become 1.S.
citizens and parcicipate in U.S. politics, rather than to extend the boundaries of the polity to
include the entire narional diaspora.

92 Author’s interview with Radl Ross, American Friends Service Commimee, May 1999,
Chicago, Tllinois.
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level of the public agenda and the ways in which issues are framed. At the vety least,
immigrant civic leaders now have access fot the first time to the national media in
Mexico. A March 1999 nongovernmental teferendum in Mexico provided a
revealing illustration of the resulting shifts in the terrain of political culture, The
EZLN called the referendum as part of its effort to break the political stalemate
that followed the Mexican government’s withdrawal from the San Andtés agree-
ments for peace in Chiapas. One of the leaders of the principal emigrant advocacy
network, the “Coalition of Mexicans Abroad — Qur Vote in 2000,” took advantage
of his new access ro the national press to appcal directly to EZLN leader Subco-
mandante Marcos, noting parallels in the ways in which both emigrants and
indigenous peoples are excluded from full citizenship rights {(Martinez Saldafia
1999). Apparently in response, the EZLN called for a fifth question {on the emi-
grant voting rights issue) to be added to the referendum at U.S. polling places,
wheré approximately 50,000 votes were tallied.”” Ar least 8,000 of these votes came
from the Binational Indigenous Oaxacan Front in the Fresno area. The FIOB is
one of the few binational social organizations that can be consideted a fully
transnational social movement; its participants are part of a cohesive social subject —
politicized paisanos - whether rhey are in the Mixteca (Northwest Oaxaca), Baja
California, Los Angeles, or the central valleys of California (Riveta Salgado 1999a,
1999b, 2002).*

Late 1999 witnessed the most tangible evidence chus far of organized emigrants’
growing polirical influence. In its effort to protecr the “national” (U.S.~dominated)
automobile production industry, Mexico’s Ministry of Finance aud Public Credit
{SHCP) unilaterally decided ro crack down upon emigrants’ widespread practice of
returning to Mexico with used cars, which are much less expensive than auto-
mobiles produced by trade-prorected Mexico-based manufacturers. To discourage
the importation of what are officially illegal vehicles, the ministry announced that
all drivets entering Mexico ~ tourists and returning migrants alike — would be
required to leave a substantial financial deposit for each vehicle they brought with
them {the deposit would be returned when the vehicle exited the country). The
policy - which was ro have been implemenred shortly before the Christmas holi-
days, when millions of emigrants would be rerurning home — provoked a broad
wave of protests by the increasingly politicized Mexican community in the United
States, Emnigrant leaders convinced the Mexican Senate to pass a resolution,
supported by both the political opposition and the leaders of the then-ruling
{nsdtutional Revolutionary Party (PRI}, to end the program aftet only two days in
operation, Even the Ministry of Foreign Relations was reportedly crirical of the
program; ministty personnel apparently were not consulted in advance, yet they
had to bear the brunt of emigrant protests.

93 Mote than two million people voted in Mexico on the otiginal four questions.
94 On the FIOB, see www.lancta.apc.org/fiob/. Sce Nagengast and Kearney 1990 on the isiter-
action between the irnmigration process and ethnic identity formario.
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The vehicle deposit controversy revealed the extraordinary separation between
the wotldviews of economic policy makers in Mexico City and the binacional
reality of as many as one in ten Mexican families. As die New York Tintes observed,
“The plan apparently arosc from some confusion within the government when
officials failed to calculate the impact on Mexicans living north of the border, As
many as two million are expected to come home for the holidays, many in cheir
own cars” (Preston 1999). Even though the deposit was to be returned to vehicle
owners upon their departure from Mexico, SHCP officials cleatly overestimared
the credibility of the official promise to refund the money.

The media and legislative lobbying campaign victory against the vehicle deposit
is the most clear-cut success to date in binational immigrant organizing.”* Ir appears
to have buile directly upon the previous unsuccessful effort to gain the right for
emigrants to vote in Mexico's 2000 clections.”® As the ptesident of the Concilio
Hispano (Hispanic Council), a Mexican group based in Chicago pur it, “This is
the first time the Mexican community here managed to bring this kind of pressure
on Mexico. It shows that we can use our power and make changes” (Preston 1999).

The issuc of immigrane rights has catalyzed the formation of several binarional
networks and coalitions. Some have cross-border targets, as in the cases of the
vehicle deposit, absentee voting rights, and immigrane rights policy advecacy issues.
Other parrnerships have cross-border constituencies, as in the case of immigrant
hometown associations. Among hometown associations, the degree to which these
U.S.—based groups have actual hometown partner organizations varies significantly.
In terms of the distincdions among networks, coalitions, and movements, different

95 Anothet binarional imrigrant organizing campaign involved the mobilization of thousands
of elderly formet paricipants in the Bracero Program (the Mexico-U.S. contract Jabor
program in effect between 1942 and 1964) now living in Mexico. Immigtanr rights activisrs
discovered through archival research rhat the Mexican government received from the U.S.
government and then retained 10 percent of Bracero workers’ wapes, ostensibly as a contri-
bution to a domesric crop loan program. This program was conceived as an innovative cross-
bordet community investment program, buc the governinent apparently simply kepe the
money. The o:g:inizations involved included the 20,000~member International Nerwork
for the Defense of the Full Rights of Migrant Workers and their Families, the Mexican
Emigrant and Peasant Union, and the Union Without Borders. For details, see Salinas 1999.

96 This campaign also led the opposition Party of the Demacratic Revolution (IPRD) to
nominarte 2 Mexican immigrant voting oghts acrivist (Ral Ross) to its propottional represen-
rarion list of congressioual candidaes. This nomination was not, however, an unequivocal
reflection of a new awareness within the PR of immigrants as participants with political
rights as Mexicans, First, the decision was intetnally concroversial. Ross appears to have been
included as PRD founder Cuauhtémoc Cdrdenas’s only personal nomination (Cdrdenas’s
son coordinated PRD Liaison in che United States}. Second, ir is very revealing that when he
reported this decision, national PRD leader Jesiis Ortega referted to Ross as the “compafiero
chicans” (Cano and Aguirre 2000). Ross is from Veracruz and emigrated to the Unived States
as an adult, For Orrega to tefer to him as a Chicano — an identitication that implies having
been taised in the United States — undetscores the degtee to which even lefuist Mexico Ciry
politicians see emigrants as “not quite Mexican” once they cross the border.
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hometown associations would range acrass the spectrum, with the FIOB being the
most cleat-cur instance of a transnarional social movement organizarion.

Assessing the Impact of Binational Networks and Coalitions

This section retnens to Keck and Sikkink’s conceptual framework, applying their
categories for assessing different kinds of network impact to three of the mog
active binational sectors, This process involves addressing in combination twq
distinct questions. First, was there some kind of civil society impact in these different
cases? Second, was that impact due largely to rhe specifically binational dimensions
of each civil society?

Keck and Sikkink’s impact categories start with “issue crearion and agenda
setting,” followed by “influence on official discoutse (of states and international
organizations}),” “influence on national and international institutions and pro-
cedures,” “influence on policy change in ‘target actors,” which can be public or
private,” and finally “impact on state behavior” (1998: 25, zo1ff). These authors
argue that the different kinds of impact actually constitute stages of impact, because
establishing discursive legitimacy and benclimark standards can bolster leverage in
the future.”” It is also possible, however, that in some instances discursive teforms
and weak institutional commitments serve to divide or distract civil society actors,
weakening pressures for accouneability (which, critics might argue, was what
happened with the NAFTA environmental side agreement). To “give a cenravo
[cent] to keep a peso” is an old story in Mexico. The propositions to be presented
here constitute, then, a preliminary empirical test of this part of Keck and Sikkink’s
hypothesis about NGO impact — with the proviso that this study of Mexico—U.S.
cases includes otganized social constituencies as well as NGOs.

Table 15.3 assesses of the impact of binational civil society networks in che
Mexico-U.S. contexr, framing this issue in rerms of Keck and Sikkink’s categories
and focnsing upon the environment, labor rights, aud human rights issuc areas,
The table not only synthesizes chis chapeet's empirical findings in terms of Keck
and Sikkink’s different dimensions of potential network impact, but it also
summatizes the anthor’s analytic assessment of the degree to which binational
politics contributed to observed change in distinct issue areas (judged in terms of
low, medium, and high impact). These causal assessments are subject to the usual
caveats in terms of the difficulty of making counterfactual claims (for instance, how
much policy change would one have found in the absence of cross-border
campaigning?). It should also be noted that, becanse impact is defined here in
terms of such categories as influence upon official discourse and policy, this
exercise does not consider the consequences of binational networks for civil society
actors themselves ot for political cultures (see Brooks and Fox 2002).

97 See Fox and Brown 1998 for a comparative study of transparional advocacy network effotts o
reform the World Bank — leading to the serting of new cnvironmental and social standatds,
followed by further campaigns to meet those benchmarlss.
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In the three issue areas consideted here, cross-border civil society activism has

' had the highest degree of impact upon environmental policy. It was especially

consequential in Mexico, and it held the potential to block approval of the NAFTA
in the United Stactes. The Mexican state responded to cross-border initiatives by
making major, sustained policy and discursive commitments, including the creation
of Mexico’s first environmenral policy ministry {led by a credible, nonpariisan
expert). The power of U.S. and Mexican environmental NGOs clearly led to the
adoption of the NAFTA side agreement on environmental issues and to the
creation of new border investment insticutions. Although the side agreement has
had lictle impact in practice, and even though the U.S. and Mexican policy makers
who have directed the NADBank so far have not fully pursued its potential of
innovation (Boudreau and Hinojosa-Ojeda 1998, Koutous 2000), by the late 1990s
the BECC and the NADBank had begun to increase their levels of activity.

Mexico—1.5. NGO partnerships have had notable impacts upon biodiversity-
related projects and policies in Mexico, ranging from removing the threat to whales
in the San Ignacio Biosphere to sustained support for iucreased funding and
improved management for protected natural areas. In contrast, cross-botder cam-
paigns agatnst the industrial pollution associated with the maquiladora industry
have had little impact. Moteover, free trade has posed major challenges for Mexico’s
miost consolidated sustainable rural development initiatives (the organic coffee and
community forestcy movements), whete strong cross-bordet pattnerships have
been lacking. In summary, cross-horder envirenmental coalitions have produced
some of the most dramatic breakthroughs in terms of civil society leverage, but also
some of the most clear-cut defeats.

In the atea of labor riglts, there has been a more consistent pattern of failure.
Labor rights briefly gained public prominence as an issue during the NAFTA
debate, although it never had as much legitimacy or held as much attention as the
environment. The most significant examples of labor's political leverage were the
1997 defeat of U.S. fast-track authority for approving trade agreements (Shoch z000)
and President Bill Clinton’s (1992-1996, 1996—2000) clectorally driven discursive
support for labor tights during the 1999 World Ttade Organization (WTO)
meeting in Seattle. Neither case, however, involved significant cross-border partner-
ships. Mexican organized labor continues to lose ground, and it has yer to win a
significant foothold in the maquiladora industry. The Han Young campaign — a
clear test of the limits of cross-border leverage — tevealed thar solidariry from the
highest levels of the U.S, political system could not compel Mexican authorities to
enforce basic court decisions. The enforcement of Mexican labor law conrtinues to
be determined almost exclusively by local and national polirics.”®

Many analysts assume that international human rights campaigns have an im-
pact. Keck and Sikkink, for example, claim that “from 1988 to 1994, the internarional

98 One exception was the student anti-sweatshop campaign for workers” rights at Nike's Puebia
subcontractor, Kukdong (Campaign for Labor Rights 2001),
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network in collaboration with recently formed domestic human rights groups
provoked a relatively rapid and forcefiel response from rhe Mexican governmen,
contributing to a decline in human rights violations and a strengthening of demo-
cratic institutions” (1998: 116, emphasis added). Yet in reality, the human rights
record in Mexico is actually quite mixed.

Sustaining the case for international impact upon the human rights situation in
Mexico tequires stronger evidence in two areas. Fitst, it is fac from clear that
human rights violations dropped during the period Keck and Sikkink discuss, and
theit indicators of change are very limited. Even though a lack of consistent
baseline data makes systematic analysis of change over time difficult, the opposi-
tion Party of the Democtatic Revolution (PRD) alleged that more than 600 of its
activists were assassinated duting this same petiod.” Second, Keck and Sikkink’s
conclusion assumes that international factors were of ptimary importance in
shaping the government’s (largely symbolic) response. This may hold for the
creation of the official National Human Rights Commission (CNDHj, which
Keck and Sikkink offer as a principal indicator of impact." But whether the
CNDH made a significant contriburion to the prevention of human rights abuses
is widely questioned. The clearest way to assess its impact is to review government
responses to its official recommendations (that is, official CNDH findings that
government agencies violated human rights). Here, according to a top CNDH
appointee, the general pattern was one of impunity {Ballinas 2001); govetnment
agencies nominally accepted CNDH recommendations but then did litde in
practice to prevent future human rights violations. Even in the very clear-cut case
of peasant-ecologist political prisoncrs in the state of Guertero, strong national and
international campaigns (led by Amnesty International and the Sierra Club) did
not ptevent the Mexican legal system from sentencing individuals to long jail terms
on trumped-up charges. They wete finally released well into the presidency of
Vicente Fox —and only after their lawyer was killed in het downtown Mexico City
office.™

99 The situation appeared to improve somewhat in the lare 1990s, although whether that was
because of iuternational pressure or a post-1994 decline in the elecroral threat from the Left
was not clear. What is clear is thar serious and systematic human rights violations persisteed —
and not only in Chiapas, On the case of Guerrero, see M. Guriérrez 1998. During the 1996
1998 period alone, the Centro de Derechios Humanos Miguel Agustin Pro Judrez documented
115 disappearances (Centto de Derechos Humanos 1999).

too Not all Mexican human rights analysts agree on this poinr. For example, the analysis of the
CNDH's creation in Sietra Guzmdn, Ruiz Hartell, and Bartagdn 1992 bately tefers to intet-
national factors.

101 This case is very revealing of how the “boomerang effect” described in Keck and Sikkink {1998)
operates in practice. The two pelitical prisoners, Rodolfo Monriel and Teodoro Cabreta, were
first arrested in May 1999, In Augusr 1999, a local human righrs organization in Guerrero,
‘The Voice of the Voiceless, broughr their case to a major narional human rights NGO, the
Centro de Derechos Humanos Miguel Agustin Pro Judrez (author’s interview with Emma
Maza Calvifio, international relations director of the Centto de Dereclios Humanos Miguel
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The impact of cross-border civil society partnerships upon Mexico’s gradual
democratization ptocess is also easily overstated. Mexico’s pro-democracy move-
ment reccived remarkably little inrernational support, and there is scant evidence
that such support made a qualitative difference (for example, in ensuring thar the
1994 elections were as clean as they were). The turning point in favor of electoral
reform was a January 1994 agreement among Mexico’s major political parries, and
many Mexican observers concur that the government was pushed to the bargaining
table by the delegitimizing effect of the Chiapas rebellion.

The Chiapas rebelliou itself is probably the clearest example of the importance
of international factors, which contributed directly to blocking a full-scale milicary
response to the EZLN in mid-January 1994. For the U.S. mass media, hitherto
entranced by President Carlos Salinas de Gortari (1988—1994), the rcbellion
revealed thar the “emperor had no clothes” and led to the immediate rejection of
Salinas’s claim chat the rebels were illegitimate and foteign-inspired. International
human rights protests cerrainly helped, although they were eftective largely because
both. che U.S. government and the U.S. private sector were unenthusiastic about
the prospect of their new NAFTA partner becoming engaged in a relevised
bloodbath. In this regard, the NAFTA had contradictory effects in Jannary 1994 —
contributing to the outbreak of the Chiapas rebellion, and then helping to stay
Salinas’s initial military response.

National factors are often downplayed in discussions of the Chiapas conflict.
Yet Mexican civil sociery mobilized very quickly for peace, and key nartional
political elites — most notably, then-foreign minister and one-time presidential
“pre-candidate” Manuel Camacho Solis — threatened to break with Salinas if the
government did not ceasc fire in January 1994. Disentangling the relative weights
of national and internaticnal facrors is always a challenge, but many analysts simply
assume that the international {and, specifically, civil socicry)} factors were primary,
rather than consider them in national context.

Among the various international factors surrounding the Chiapas conflict, it is
also important to consider the growing weight of European civil sociery and
government human tights protests. The Zapatista support moveinent appears to be
significantly broader and deeper in Europe than in the United States, President
Ernesto Zedillo (1994—2000) signed the San Andrés peace accords in 1996, just
before he was about to travel to Europe to promote Mexico’s free-trade agreement

Agustin Pro Judrez, April 2001, Mexico City). The Center, in turn, took the case to Amnesty
International, which in March 2000 finally decided to consider Montiel and Cabrera
prisoners of conscience. The international campaign began there, leading to sirong Sietra Club
support, the Goldman Prize, and high-profile endorsements from Ethel Kennedy and Hilary
Clinron. However, even after the inauguration of President Vicenre Fox Quesada (2000
2006} the prisoners remained in jail (along with 67 orber palitical prisoners remaining in
Guerrero). See www.sierraclub.orgfhuman-rights/ and www.sjsocial.org/PRODH/.
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with the European Union. Eutopean concetns did not, howevet, prevent him from
later backing out of the peace agreement. This sequence of events reflects a more
general partern in which international protests about human rights violations in
Mexico ate sufficient to prompt partial and symbolic concessions, but not enou
to break the political stalemate on indigenous rights and peace in Chiapas,

Concluding Propositions

This final section steps back from the specific cases examined in the course of this
chapter to draw out several propositions for discussion, involving both the dynam-
ics of networks and coalitions and their impact. As noted in the introducrion, these
proposirions refer only to the subset of civil society actors that seek increased
participation and public accountability.

® Networks often need shared targets to become coalitions. Mutual sympathy or
shared concerns are usually not enough for networks to become coalitions, in
the sense of agreeing to sustain joint campaigns. Joindy held political ideologies
help, hur they are not necessary; if they wete, the list of binational coalitions
would be much shortet. Shared targets can certainly be politically constructed,
but it helps to have some tangible political opportuniry structure that can make
collective action seerm potentially effective, Shared targets include: policy makers
poised to make policy decisions that affect both Mexico and the United States
(such as congressional trade votes); transnational corporations operating in both
countries (such as Campbells Soup Company and Delta Airlines/Aeroméxico);
entire econotnic sectors (maquiladoras); specific products (otganic coffee, for
example); shared watersheds (the Rio Grande/Rio Bravo); migrating whales,
butterflies, or birds; and international insticutions such as the BECC, NADBank,
the trilateral labor or environmental commissions, the World Bank, or even the
Catholic Church.
* National and Mexico—U.S. border trends in binational relations have followed two
different paths since 1994. Binational networks and coalitions have not followed
any one single trend over the past decade. Rather, borderand narional trends appear
to have diverged along two different paths. Environmental and tabor coalitions
grouped along the Mexico-U.S. border have gradually increased their density
as. In contrast, national-level networks and coalitions have displayed less consistent
patterns. In the case of some environmental, human rights, and labor organizations,
the pace of non-border binational social and civic relationship-building slowed
after 1994. The 1997 fasr-track debate over U.S. trade policy revealed significant
backsliding compared to the 1994 high point. In retrospect, the NAFTA vote
and the initial phase of the Chiapas tebellion sparked upsurges of binational
political action and created a certain sense of a “war of movement,” producing
rhe hope that binational coalition-building might be broadened and deepened.
Instead, the handful of binational coalitions that have managed to sustain
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coordinated relationships have pursued more of a “war of position.” Perhaps
this sbould not be surprising given the extensive investments in within-
organization aud general public education that balanced binational coalitions
require.

Broad-based organizations that have sustained cobesive partnerships tend to “think
locally to act binationally.” The classic formulation of global environmental
philosophy (“think globally, act locally”™) does not help to explain why relatively
few broad-based social organizations sustain cohesive binational partnerships.
Accountability may be more impottant than ideology in this regard. Mass-based
social organizadons governed by their members are under more pressure than
NGOs to be accouutable to organized constituencies. They must allocate
tesources based upon perceived tangible benefits for their members. To jnstify
investing resources in binational coalition-buitding, social organizations usnally
need to be able to demonstrate that these initiatives have local results. For
example, the International Brotherthood of Teamsters reached out to Mexican
immigrants and worked with Mexican unions to protect the rights of workers in
the state of Washington’s apple industry because such efforts promised to increase
the union’s bargaining power. Mexican trade-advocacy networks tolerated a
degtee of uationalist thetoric on the part of U.S. MAFTA critics because those
relationships increased their leverage. Similarly, the U.S. and Mexican rele-
phoue workers' unions joined forces in 1992 (despite deep differences over the
upcoming NAFTA vote) because they perceived that such an exchange would
reinforce their bargaining power over the longer term, with or withour the
NAFTA. In the same way, both UL.S. and Mexican environmental organizations
on the border appear witling to make serious investments in the difficulc process,
of overcoming cultural differences because they increasingly share the view thar
the local is binational, and vice versa. Binational ideological convergence,
though rare, can help sustain “think locally, act binatdonally” perspectives
because it establishes a longer time hotizon for assessing local benefits. Shared
ideological visions can also sustain long-term alliances (such as that between the
United Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers of America and the Authentic
Labor Front) whose tangible victories so far have been limited.

Binational networks and coalitions have had significant impact upon official policy
discourse, but they have only rarely won tangible increases in public or private
accountability. The experiences of human righis, labor, and environmental coali-
tions suggest that there is a very large gap between their influence upon public
discourse and more tangible kinds of impact. Assessing impact is often method-
ologically problematic, especially when some of the most imporiant forms of
impact involve counterfactual assumptions (“the situation would be even worse
if not for...”). One might plausibly argue that binational networks and coali-
tions have indeed been important in some such citcumstances (helping ro
prevent a full-scale military assavdt in Chiapas or the downfall of Mexico’s
reformist environmental policy makers). But even in counterfactual scenarios
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Table 15.3: Assessing the Impact of Mexico—U.S. Civil Society Networks and Coalitions

Fnpart Environmental Labor rights Human rights
standards
fssne creation High Medium Low-Medium
and agenda seing  This became a key This became akey ~ This became a
public issue in the public issuc in the secondaty issue in the
NAFTA debate. it NAFTA debate, It NAFTA debate, but it
remains on the occasionally returus 1o chen fell from the U.S.
binational public the binarional ageuda, public agenda (except)
agenda and receives  and it influenced the  for the 19941995
regular media defeat of fase-rrack U.S.  Chiapas petiod).
attention. rrade legislation in 1997.
Binational coalitions
engendered incipient
Mexican-side
maquiladora
organizing network.
Influence High Low-Medium Medium
upan official Both states and the  Both states continue to  Both governments are
discourse NAFTA insticutions  recognize some labor  obliged to recognize and
(veates and conrinue to make rights, but both also  condemin violations
internagional strong discursive izznore systemaric whet the media and
organizations) commirments ro violations of the binational coalitions
environmenral tight to organize. make them difficult o
concerns, Trinational NAFTA  ignore. U.S. Deparrment
labor institutions of State reports and
occasionally raise the  incipienc congressional
issue, but with limle  resolutions taise human
impact upon broader  rights concerns. The
public discourse. Mexican siate expresses
CONCCEN Over figrati
rights.
Influence upan Medinm Low Medium
national and The trinational The NAFTA labor The NAFTA debate
insernational NAFTA side side agreement is contributed to the
institutional agreement remains exrremely weak, with  Jaunching of the
procedures weak, but the avery limited mandate National Human Rights
binational BECC and and no authoriry over  Commission. Mexican
and NADBank violations of the right  human fights organiza-

created new pracrices
and standards for
public patticipation

to organize. However,
public hearings and

minisrerial-level

on the border. Lack of consultations have

progress instirutional-
izing and broadening

been held.

tions have prioritized
multdateral (United
Mations, Organization
of American States)
over binational fota.
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NADBank contributed
to the 1997 defeat of
fast-track trade legis-
latien in the United
States.

Influence Medizent Low Low-Medinm

upon policy There has been Drespite rhe labor side  To the degree that

change in target increased exrernal agreement’s limitations, Mexican laws and

actors, public funding for Mexican  several coalitions have  institutions have

or private environmenecal tried to use irs pro- recognized human righes
protection from the  cedures — thoughso  since the NAFTA
Wotld Bank, far with no policy debate, there is lictle
USAID, U.S. private  impact. The main labor evidence that hinational
foundations, and the  union impactupon  coalitions were
11.5. Environmenral  inregrarion policy important, International
Protection Agency. (the U.S. Teamsters’  concern did coneribute
Binational- | trucking campaign)  to the government's
environmenral was not binarional, decision to pursue a
coalirions have However, several combination of
successfully blocked  binarional maquile-  negoriations and low-
large, conrroversial dora worker-defensc  inrensiry conflicc in
projecrs in both campaigns have fed  Chiapas (rather than a
countries. ro modest, plant- full military assautr),

specific concessions.  but it has been too weak
to break che national
stalernate,

Influence Low-Medium None Unclear

upan the Mexican environ- There is no cvidence  Because of the lack of

bebavior of mental reform of rangible progtess consistent, independent,

targer ackors

autharities bave had
uneven effectiveness,
but at least they remain
in power, indirectly
holstered by persistent
international (mainly
1.5.) concerns. Environ-
menral policymakers’
rooun for tnancuver,
however, has been
economically and
politically limited.
Basic environmental
laws continue to be
violated often and
with impunity.

in terms of the

right to orpanize,
wages, or wotking
conditions in eithet
country (especially in
the maguiladoras).
The Han Young case
showed that cven a
binational campaign
that geuerated exten-
sive, high-level U.S.
concern had licte ot
no effect upon Mexi-
can legal processes
and respect for labot
rights in practice.

nationwide dara,
changes in levels of
itnpunity over time are
difficult to assess. Even
if improvements were
documented, the role of
binational civil sociery
remaing uncerain.

The clearest impact has
been in Chiapas, where
the mifitary usually
Bmits easily televisable
abuses. Binational
coalitions may have
contribured to limited
ptosecutions of the
perpettatots of the 1997
Acteal massacre.
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such as these, ir is difficult to establish conclusively that transnational factors or
binational relationships were of primary importance. Tn terms of bolstering
more reformist policies or inducing qualitative changes in actual state behaviog
(for example, increased authority for Mexican environmental reformets, signifi-
cantly greatet opportunities for Mexican and U.S. unions to organize, or indige-
nous rights reforms that could begin to resolve the Chiapas conflict), binationa)
parrnerships have not had much impact thus far. The NAFTA—otigin border
envitonmental insritutions are the main exception to this generalization, and their
impact so far has been quite limited compared to theit mandate. The environ-
mental campaign defeats of the Sierra Blanca and Mitsubishi projects were
significant, but each had unusual features (they involved, respectively, nuclear waste
and whales) that limit their generalizability. In summary, binational networks
appear ro have much more influence over public agendas and official discourse
than on what their rarger actors actually do in practice.* This should not be
surprising; where the main points of leverage used against them are informational
and symbolic politics, targeted actots can respond with symbolic concessions
and arrangements such as a trinarional commission that produces information,

® Binational coalitions are long-term investments with uncertain payoffs. Networks
that do more than exchange information from afar require human and material
resources. Coalitions, because they involve highet levels of coordination, require
even more resources to endute. Although some organizations can affotd to
invest such resources without short-to-medium-term payoffs, organizations chat
are less well endowed must carefully weigh the tradeoffs involved. Transportation
costs and other financial considerations aside, every week that an activist spends
in another country is a week not spent organizing on home ground. Moreover,
coalitions can involve certain risks, insofar as one set of partners may ot may not
consult before making decisions that could be politically costly for the orher.
On the positive side, invesrments in networks and coalitions often generate social
capital {understood as resources for collective action embodied in horizontal
relationships), and social capital can produce often unpredictable multiplier
effects. Bur precisely because the empoweting effects ate difficult to assess,
political investments in coalitions compete with much more pressing demands
and with alternative investments that promise more immediate results.'”

102 This hypothesis resonates with the World Bank campaign expetience, In that case, trans-
national networks were a crucial reason why rhe World Bank decided ro make environ-
mental and social reform commirmenrs, bur national factors primarily dercrmined the
degrec to which states mier those commituents in practice (Fox and Brown 1998).

103 For many organizations, nerworks —with their lower levels of commitment — may make much
niote sense than coalirions. Relatively few binational interlocutors can draw “strength from weak
ties” (Granovetter 1973}, scrving as resources when their organizations need them. In this scenario,
relarively low-cosr binarional necworks can exercise leverage at key turning points, as long as
they link organizarions that have some degree of influerice in their respective sacieties. For an
application of this argument ro rransnarional advocacy nerworks, see Fox and Brown 1998.
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In sum, binational civil society networks and coalitions have had mich more
impact upon themselves than on the broader processes and targets that provoked
their emergence.™ Organized constituencies in each civil society have become
better acquainted with their counterpacts. Greater murval undewstanding is likely
to have empowering effects, at least in the long term. Broad-based acrors in both
civil societies are qualitatively more open to, and expetienced with, binarional
cooperation than ever before. This accumulated social capital constitutes a
potential political resource for the future, Whether and how naticnal civit society
actors will choose to draw upon it remains to be seen.
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“For 118 Million Mexicans™: Emigrants and
Chicanos in Mexican Politics

David Fitzgerald

hen Vicente Fox (Quesada won che Mexican presidency in July 2000, he
pledged to govern on behalf of “u8 million Mexicans,” inchuding the 18
million people of Mexican origin living in the United States (J. Smith 2000).* His
expanded constituency included the new leader of El Granjenal, a village in the
Mexican state of Michoacdn, who shordy after his clection flew north to his
construction job in Santa Ana, California. His deputy stayed behind to attend to
village affairs, Evety few months, the leader returns and the depury tmigrates, as
they take turns governing El Granjenal on behalf of a community whose members
mostly live in Santa Ana {Fitzgerald 2000}, Yet the participation of Mexican
emigrants in Mexican polirics remains contested, as Andtés Bermudez found when
he was elected mayor of Jerez, Zacatecas in 2001 — twenty-eight years afrer leaving
Zacatecas to make his forrune in tomato farming in California. Bermudez's
clection was later ovetturned becausc of his California residency (Garrison 2002).
These vignettes illustrate the ways that relations herween the U.S —resident
population of Mexican origin and political institutions in Mexico are enacted on
multiple levels. Boundaries of national and homerown communities — and the
rights_of members absent from these communities — are subject to negotiation.
This chapiet discusses various aspects of such transborder politics, including
Mexican hometown associations and their relationship with Mexican Federal, state,
and local governments; negotiations of dual nationality; the right o vote abroad;
the proposed creation of an extra-territorial electotal district in the Mexican
Congress; and U.S.—resident Mexicans” and Chicanos’ interest in participating in
Mexican politics.

The author is grateful to Wayne Cornelivs, James Holston, David Lépez, and Kevin J.
Middlebrook for their commenrs and suggestions.

1 Fox was not the first opposition presidential candidare 0 campaign among the Mexican
population in the United States, but he was the first to win,
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